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ABSTRACT


Procedural democracy takes two forms  - direct and representative. In a direct democracy, citizens determine which public policies to adopt by voting on policy issues. In a representative democracy, voters elect officials to make public policy decisions for them. Some political analysts believe that the instruments of direct democracy - the initiative, the referendum, and the recall - threaten the viability representative democracy. States vary both in the degree of direct democracy they allow and in the strength of their representative institutions. This study examines how direct and representative democracy interact within the states in order to determine whether or not these two forms of procedural democracy can peacefully coexist. It also examines the relationship procedural democracy has to political participation and the policies that states adopt.

INTRODUCTION


Procedural democracy takes two forms: direct and representative. In a direct democracy, a majority of voters determines what public policies to adopt. In a representative democracy, a majority of voters selects candidates to make policy decisions for them. Intrinsically, procedural democracy is neither good nor bad. It is simply a decision rule. How you feel about it depends on whether or not you believe that the people should govern and/or whether or not you believe that they are capable of governing. Most American reformers, including the founding fathers, the Progressives, and modern ‘good government’ advocates such as the League of Women Voters, believe that democracy must be filtered, that the people either cannot or should not rule directly. This is evident in both the institutions they design and the government reforms they propose. For example, they prefer the civil service to patronage; they wish to professionalize the legislative and executive branches; and they advocate a merit system for selecting judges. When implemented, all these suggestions lead to lower turnout in elections and to increased difficulty in holding government officials accountable for their acts.

In contrast, theorists who follow in the Jeffersonian, Jacksonian, and Populist traditions have more faith in the majority’s ability to govern. They believe that the people should decide most governmental questions. According to their logic, constitutions belong to the people and should be revised frequently so that they more clearly reflect the values of the present generation. Reformers in this tradition support direct democracy, especially initiative elections, its most empowering form.


States vary on the degree of direct and representative democracy they allow. Arizona, California, Michigan, Montana, Nevada, North Dakota, and Oregon have adopted all forms of direct democracy – constitutional referendum, recall, statutory referendum, and initiative elections. Other states - Illinois, Minnesota, New York, North Dakota, Texas, and Wisconsin – score well on representative democracy. They do not restrict the voters' ability to select who will be their legislators, governors, or judges. States with strong direct democracy scores do not necessarily have high representative democracy scores. For example, only one state, North Dakota, scores perfectly on both measures of procedural democracy (Crotty 2003).


This study concentrates on the impact that procedural democracy has had on the states. The first section examines procedural democracy's institutional attributes, the relationship between direct democracy and representative democracy. The second section examines direct democracy's impact on individuals, including how it correlates with political participation and minority rights. The final section examines the effects that representative and direct democracy have on the public policies that states adopt.

FORMS OF DEMOCRACY


The word democracy comes from two Greek terms: the noun, demos, which means “the common people” and the verb, kratos, which means “power.” Literally, therefore, democracy is a government in which the people rule. The essence of democracy is procedural. It is simply a decision rule. Although theorists who support this form of government disagree about how extensive the franchise should be, about what level of participation democracy requires, and about whether or not it is possible to accurately determine voters’ preferences, the primary decision rule necessary for democracy to exist is that the majority should determine the outcome of elections. 


In its purest form, direct democracy, citizens control the political decision making process itself. The people decide public policy issues. Three mechanisms of direct democracy that exist within some of our states are the initiative, the referendum, and the recall. In initiative elections, voters place issues on the ballot by petition and then vote on whether or not to formally adopt these policies. The referendum is less direct since state legislatures, not the people, place issues on the ballot. Voters then determine whether or not to enact these proposals into law. Because it controls officials not public policies, the recall is the least direct mechanism of direct democracy. In special elections, voters determine whether or not to remove officials from office before their term expires.


Initiatives are a part of our Populist tradition. The Populist movement’s goal is for the people, not the wealthy, to control government. Initiatives foster this goal because they allow voters to preempt the legislative function and control the policy making process. Because of its potential, the initiative is the most feared form of direct democracy. Its critics see the initiative as an unmediated, plebiscite decision-making process that presents a serious threat to representative institutions, especially to legislatures (Cain and Miller 35-39). 


In contrast, the referendum and the recall represent the ideals of the Progressive Movement. Progressives share a common belief that informed citizens and a professional government can work together to create a better society. Such “good government” interests usually support referenda and recall elections because they supplement rather than supplant the role of elected legislators. By serving this function, they enhance the responsiveness of government institutions (Cain and Miller 35-39).


Our founding fathers designed the national government to prevent the excesses of direct democracy and majoritarianism. This becomes evident when reading Madison’s Notes on the Constitution, the Constitution itself, and the Federalist Papers. The division and separation of powers make it difficult for any one faction - including a majority - to control the government. Many scholars believe that the separation of powers, which was designed to reduce the responsiveness of government, has also reduced the people’s ability to hold elected officials accountable for their actions. John McCormick (297-313) goes even further and suggests that our particular form of contractarian liberalism seeks to control both elites and the public through constitutional arrangements that exclude the populace from government. 


Mechanism of direct democracy such as initiatives, referendums, or recalls can counteract these effects. This study seeks to determine whether or not the instruments of direct democracy - the initiative, the recall, and the referendum - can coexist with representative democracy. Because states vary in the extent that they allow direct democracy, an analysis of their experiences with initiative, referendum, and recall elections can help to determine whether majoritarian democracy poses the threat to representative government and to minority rights that many theorists, including our founding fathers, fear. 


Robert Dahl’s (2002) belief that more democratic political institutions will foster more equality in the United States reflects the hopes of the Populists. If this is true, then direct democracy should diminish economic and social disparities between the rich and the poor. This study also compares direct democracy in the states to determine whether these hopes have been realized.

LITERATURE REVIEW


Although theorists may fear direct democracy, the people themselves appear to like it. Once in place, no state has ever revoked the initiative, the referendum, or the recall, and the frequency of their use has grown. Larry J. Sabato, Howard Ernst, and Bruce Larson’s edited volume, Dangerous Democracy? The Battle over Ballot Initiatives in America, presents a balanced and concise overview of the advantages and disadvantages of direct democracy. The Initiative and Referendum Institute in Washington, D.C. provides both statistical data and position papers on initiatives and referendums in the states. Joseph Zimmerman’s (1997, 2000) two recent texts support the Institute’s positive perspective of direct democracy’s value. According to its advocates, direct democracy serves as a vehicle to check the excesses of governments, especially of duopolies - governments like those in the fifty states that are controlled by only two parties (Rush and Engstrom 3-119). Direct democracy may also help to control the power of special interests who have less leverage over the people than they do over legislators. Other advantages of direct democracy are that it serves to legitimize public policies and to foster greater citizen involvement and government openness.


Direct democracy’s critics, however, voice concerns about its dangers.  Alan Rosenthal (325-331) warns that officials in state governments can be too responsive to the people and that direct democracy devices may undermine representative institutions. David Broder’s (2000) concerns center around the increasing importance of money in initiative campaigns and the non-deliberative nature of decision making in initiative, referendum, and recall elections. Critics of direct democracy also believe that it poses a significant threat to the rights of minorities.


Recently, political scientists have tested the accuracy of these concerns. Elizabeth Gerber (2001:5) points out that both practical and institutional considerations limit the impact of initiative elections. For example, because of the stringency of state requirements, only 26% of the initiatives proposed in California actually were placed on the ballot and, of these, only 8.3% became law. In addition, initiatives are not self-enforcing. The executive branch of government must implement and enforce the initiatives that voters adopt. For an initiative to affect policy, government officials must convert initiatives into the policy changes citizens desire. This does not always occur. Although initiative and referendum elections have increased dramatically in modern times, Zimmerman (1997) notes that recall elections are still relatively rare. This supports his belief that concerns about its over use are unwarranted.


It is the judicial branch, however, that serves as the major institutional limit on direct democracy. State courts have invalidated approximately half of challenged initiatives (Kenneth Miller). In addition to state courts, the Supreme Court becomes involved as well. To date, it has avoided ruling on whether or not state initiatives and referenda conflict with the guarantee clause of Article IV, Section 4 by arguing that this is a political question for Congress to decide. Robert Natelson (1-13) believes that the fundamental freedoms guaranteed by the First Amendment as well as the right of citizens to petition their government take precedence over the guarantee clause and support the constitutionality of state initiatives, referendums, and recalls.


Although it has not ruled on the constitutionality of initiative elections per se, the Supreme Court has ruled on the constitutionality of individual state initiatives. For example, in First National Bank of Boston v. Bellotti, it ruled that states cannot limit expenditures spent on initiatives and referenda; in Buckley v. American Constitutional Law Foundation, the Court struck down state limits on who can circulate petitions; and in California Democratic Party et. al. v. Jones, it invalidated the blanket primary Californians adopted when they approved Proposition 198 in 1996.


State and national courts also serve as the first line of defense for protecting the rights of minorities. It is obvious that the majoritarian aspects of direct democracy can conflict with the judicial protection provided to civil liberties and civil rights (Pak, passim). Scholars disagree, however, about how serious this threat is (Gerber, Hajnal, and Lauch; Bowler and Donovan).  This is evident in cases that relate to state Affirmative Action programs (Jodi Miller), the rights of immigrants (Gerber, Hajnal and Louch), and homosexual rights (Romer v. Evans).


Another area of disagreement among direct democracy scholars is the effect that it has on political participation. Because elections vary in so many ways, it is difficult to disentangle the effect that initiatives have on voter turnout. One recent study that controls for these factors finds that there is a higher turnout in initiative states (Tolbert, Grummel, and Smith). This evidence supports those who suggest that people are more likely to vote in elections that include policy issues as well as candidates. Further evidence counters the charge that the people are either too ignorant or uninformed to vote intelligently. Today’s voters are better educated than in the past. In addition, the media and state election guides can provide voters with detailed analyses of the policy issues on election ballots (Bowler and Donovan). No evidence exists that public policies based on initiatives and referenda have been, as a whole, more ill considered or poorly designed than those adopted by state legislatures.


All studies agree, however, that the cost of initiative, referenda, and recall elections has increased over time. What is more interesting, however, is that initiatives lead to significantly lower spending by state government. The fiscal restrictions of ballot initiatives have led states to decentralize their spending. Thus, local units provide a greater percentage of overall spending in initiative states. In addition, states with initiatives are less likely to use redistributive revenue systems based on broad based taxes and more likely to use fees for service (Matsuska).


Empirical analyses have also challenged the belief that wealthy interests have co-opted the instruments of direct democracy. Elizabeth Gerber (1999) found that the wealthy are limited in their ability to control the initiative process. She demonstrates that initiatives that receive most of their financial support from individuals, unions, and citizen groups are more than twice as likely to pass than those primarily financed by corporate sources. Other analyses of the fiscal effects of bond initiatives and referenda support the position that wealth is not a controlling factor. The greater the cost of the bond, the less likely it is to receive public support; the more bond initiatives there are on the ballot, the less likely voters will support them. These two conditions exist irrespective of the attempts of wealthy interests to influence the outcome of such elections (Schneider).


Although much has been written on direct democracy, little attention has been given to empirically testing one of the most serious charges against direct democracy, that it threatens representative government. Caroline Tolbert (1998) has found state initiatives do impact governance policies. Governance policy includes policies that constrain the discretion of the legislature to govern and require that they follow specified procedures. Direct democracy mechanisms - especially initiatives - have constrained the autonomy of legislators, have altered the rules they follow, and have modified their institution. Examples of these constraints include term limits, tax and expenditure limits, and super-majority voting requirements.


There is no doubt that initiatives and referenda affect governance policy. More than 200 of the 495 initiatives proposed between 1976-1992 involved this area (Oakley and Neale 3). The first section of this study examines the interaction between direct democracy and representative democracy in order to help determine whether direct democracy poses a serious threat to representative government. To accomplish this goal, it analyzes the interaction between the two forms of procedural democracy in the American states. 

DIRECT AND REPRESENTATIVE DEMOCRACY INDEXES



This study describes the degree to which the people of the states retain control over state policy-making and elected officials. To do this, the study uses two simple, additive indexes to reflect the degree of direct and representative democracy that exists within each state. State scores range between zero and one on each index. The direct democracy index has five components. It measures whether or not a state permits (1) public referendums on proposed constitutional changes, (2) referendums on laws proposed by the legislature, (3) initiatives to propose constitutional amendments, (4) initiatives to propose statutory laws and (5) recall elections. States with all five mechanisms score 1; states with none score zero. Thus, those states that allow voters the most direct role in governing receive the highest scores. Data on the components were obtained from the Initiative and Referendum Institute and from the Direct Democracy League. The simplicity of this index, however, reflects neither the variety of the forms that initiative, referendum, and recall elections can take nor the frequency of their use. 


The representative democracy index reflects how completely voters control who serves in government. Its three components include whether or not voters’ choices are constrained by (1) term limits on legislators, (2) term limits on governors, and (3) the removal of judicial candidates from popular elections. States with no such limits score one; states with all three limits score zero. Thus, those states that allow the greatest leeway to the voters to select public officials receive the highest scores. Data for this index was obtained from The Books of the States. Again, the index reflects neither the severity of the term limit constraints that exist in the states nor the various forms judicial appointment systems can take. State scores on both indexes are reported in Table I.

Table I about here

Analysis


 A goal of this study is to determine the accuracy of one of the major criticisms of direct democracy - that it poses a threat to the survival and/or viability of representative institutions. If this were the case, then states that rank high on the direct democracy index should also rank high on the representative democracy index since states with high representative democracy scores place the least restrictions on the electorate to select candidates for office. This would indicate that voters have used direct democracy to reduce restrictions that exist on their ability to elect state officials. The data do not support this hypothesis. A comparison of state rankings reveals that states that allow direct democracy also are more likely to limit voters’ choices at the polls.

Correlation analysis supports this finding. As can be seen in the correlation matrix in 

Table II, the correlation coefficient of -.470 indicate that those states with higher scores on direct 

democracy tend to have lower representative democracy scores, i.e. tend to restrict voters’ choices at the polls. 

An indication that procedural democracy poses little threat to representative government in the states is the lack of a relationship between measures of direct democracy and legislative professionalism or between measures of representative democracy and legislative professionalism. Professional legislatures are full time, have large staffs and high pay, and have a relatively stable membership (Mahtesian 20).  These characteristics indicate that these legislatures are more capable of initiating policies and responding to pressures placed on them by initiative, 

             referendum, and recall elections. To date, the presence of procedural democracy has not              threatened these capabilities. 

Table II about here


Scholars differ on whether or not professional legislatures may become bounded and 

insulated from constituents’ pressures (Berry, Chubb, Clucas, Maestas). The negative correlation 

(-.297) reported in Table II between the level of legislative professionalism and turnout rates 

offers some support for the belief that professionalization has negative effects on the connection

between constituents and legislators at the polls. 

This tendency is enhanced by the re-election advantage incumbents hold. Some term 

limit advocates thought limiting terms would correct this tendency. Data on legislative term limits 

reveal that rather than use initiative elections to supplant the role of state legislatures, voters are 

more likely to use them to limit their own power to select and retain legislators. There is a strong 

relationship between initiative elections and legislative term limits (Crotty 2003). Voters have 

used initiatives to impose term limits on their legislators. States with initiatives are more likely to 

adopt legislative term limits (Tolbert 1998). In fact, except for Utah, all of the states that limit 

legislators’ terms in office have done so through initiative elections. Legislative term limits are 

governance rules that affect the length of time an elected official can serve. However, term limits 

limit voters even more. They prevent them from retaining their representatives. In this area, 

voters have used initiatives to limit their own governing rights.


This analysis provides little evidence to support the charge that direct democracy threatens the viability of representative institutions in the states. Evidence does exist that voters can use the power of direct democracy judiciously - to direct representative democracy.  Initiative, referenda, and recall elections have restructured representative institutions and have changed the rules of the game for elected officials. They alter governance rules. However, this may be a positive development rather than something to be feared. In a system that idealizes democracy, the people should have the ability to determine how they are governed. As in the case of term limits, direct democracy elections are often used to set limits on public officials in areas where they have no incentive to set limits on themselves. By knowing that they can restructure governance rules, citizens can go about their daily routines unencumbered by the need to constantly monitor their governors.

PARTICIPATION AND MINORITY RIGHTS

Participation


Scholars disagree about how direct democracy affects political participation. Because the format, type, and scheduling of elections vary among the states, it is difficult to disentangle the effects direct democracy has on voter turnout. One recent study that controls for these factors finds that there is a higher turnout in initiative states (Tolbert, Grummel, and Smith). People are more likely to vote in elections that include policy issues. 

The correlation analysis in Table II supports this interpretation. States that score high on direct democracy had significantly higher turnouts in state gubernatorial elections held in the 1990s. In contrast, the pattern for states with high representative democracy scores was negative. They tended to have lower turnout in these elections.

These findings are reinforced by the even stronger relationship that exists between initiative elections and turnout. Based on analysis of variance (ANOVA) results reported in Table III, states with initiatives had significantly higher turnouts during the 1990s. From these findings, it appears that voters in states that hold policy elections tend to participate more in elections.

Table III about here

Nevertheless, the fact is that turnout is declining, especially in state and local elections. No matter what its cause, non-voting weakens the link between the people and government and undercuts claims that our government is democratic (Wayne 27). This lack of participation is compounded by the fact that a larger proportion of upper class people votes than do those in the lower class. This means that the opinions of people in the higher socio-economic categories carry more weight (Hill 351-366). However, state scores on this overrepresentation index have little connection to scores on the democracy indexes. If the ideal of democracy is to involve all segments of the population in the political process and to count them equally, states that score well on direct and representative democracy should score low on overrepresentation. However, this is not the case.


State electoral structures such as the registration requirements and the timing of elections affect participation rates. Research findings consistently reveal that scheduling gubernatorial elections in non-presidential years depresses turnout. Most states have consciously chosen to isolate their elections from national politics. This comes at a cost, a decline in the number of people who vote. In states that allow direct democracy, voters need not wait for state legislators to change this situation. They can use initiatives and referenda to adopt new electoral rules if they are truly concerned about declining turnout.

Minority Rights
Majority rule poses a threat to minorities. Majorities are not always reasonable. They cannot be depended upon to consider individual rights and liberties because these are counter-majoritarian. Civil rights and liberties require the state to protect minorities against the tyranny of majority rule. However, the question of which values and which groups should receive protection is always at issue.

Although decisions made in initiative, referendum, and recall elections raise concerns in this area, the same holds true for decisions made by legislative bodies. History reveals how frequently state legislatures have violated the rights of minorities. Little evidence exists that state legislatures provide more protection to minorities, especially to unpopular groups such as criminals, illegal immigrants, and homosexuals. In fact, some supporters of direct democracy believe that rather than creating a tyranny of the majority, direct democracy can break up the tyranny of the minority that business interests often wield in state legislatures.

Theoretically there is no reason to believe that direct democracy would be any better or worse than representative institutions in protecting the rights of minorities because power in both depend on majority votes. Empirical findings on the effects that direct democracy have on minority rights are mixed. Most studies can be faulted on methodological grounds. Many focus on specific cases not general trends, thus lack external validity; their findings cannot be generalized to other cases. However, such studies do provide anecdotal evidence about how specific direct democracy elections in specific states have limited minority rights. Noteworthy examples include analyses of California’s efforts to end affirmative action and Colorado’s efforts to limit the rights of homosexuals. Such case studies usually conclude that direct democracy, especially initiative elections, threatens minority rights.

 The findings of more generalized studies on direct democracy vary.  However, their validity is also questioned because they often use flawed selection mechanisms to determine which cases to analyze. Rather than using a random sample, authors select cases that illustrate their point. Studies that use random samples are more likely to conclude that direct democracy does not pose the threat to minority rights that its opponents fear (Samples 1).

Public policies that affect minorities are not determined solely by the presence or absence of direct democracy mechanisms. On policies where the majority of voters have preferences that involve restricting the rights of minorities, direct democracy states have more anti-minority policies than non-direct democracy states. Examples of this include restricting the rights of criminals and limiting affirmative action programs. On other policies, the majority may prefer policies that enhance the rights of minorities, for example by enacting victim’s rights and hate crime laws. In this case, direct legislation states have fewer anti-minority policies than non-direct legislation states. Thus, it is not simply direct democracy that may bias policy against minority rights, but rather direct democracy in the hands of an anti-minority majority (Sabato 168). 

This analysis is neither a case study nor a random sample. It includes evidence from all states. Its findings do not support the conclusion that minorities, especially racial minorities, fare worse in states with direct democracy. For example, comparing states’ direct and representative democracy scores with census data from the 1990s reveals that minorities are not worse off economically nor are they more under-represented in states with high democracy scores (Crotty 2003). In fact, demographic trends reduce the likelihood that direct democracy will pose a greater threat to racial minorities in the future since heterogeneous communities offer them more protection. According to the 2000 census figures, the number of non-white residents is growing in every state. They now comprise a majority of the residents of California, Florida, and Hawaii.

This trend may not be true for the rights of unpopular minorities. However, research reveals no discernable difference exists between policies adopted by the people and policies adopted by state legislatures in the areas of criminal justice, gay rights, and immigration policy (Crotty 2003). To the extent that rights protections are dependent on the ability to deliberate reasonably as a public (Sunstein 2001), direct democracy may increase awareness of minority rights by focusing public debate on the impact that the policy under consideration will have on minorities. Such open debate is more likely to occur during public elections than in legislative sessions that involve secrecy, negotiations, and compromises. 

POLICY IMPACTS


It is Robert Dahl’s (2002) hope that more democratic political institutions will foster more equality in the United States. Not only should such institutions improve the status of minority groups and women, but they should also diminish the economic disparities between the rich and the poor.  So far, data on democracy in the American states do not support his hopes. According to both the Census Bureau and the Economic Policy Institute, economic disparities between the rich and poor increased in all but three states between 1990-2000. These disparities were not lower in states with high scores on either the direct or the representative democracy index. Nor are state scores on these indexes related to other measures of economic well being such as average income figures or the percent of the state population that lives in poverty (Crotty 2003). 

 Economic data also do not support the fear of direct democracy’s opponents that the majority will use it to 'soak the rich.' Although many tax limitation measures have been adopted in initiative and referendum elections, they have not placed a heavier burden on wealthier individuals (Samples). State taxing and spending policies also support this conclusion (Hovey). States that foster direct and representative democracy are not more likely to have a progressive tax structure that bases tax rates on the ability to pay. 

Data on welfare, education, and criminal justice policies support the contention of scholars who claim that, as a rule, policies passed in direct democracy elections do not significantly differ from those adopted by representative institutions (Bowler and Donovan 1998). For example, states with direct democracy are not more likely to adopt more stringent welfare requirements, fewer environmental protections, or more draconian criminal justice policies (Crotty 2003).

CONCLUSION


Within the states, government by plebiscite is not imminent. Recall elections are rare. State legislators themselves place referenda issues on ballots either because the state constitution requires it or because they wish to avoid responsibility for adopting unpopular policies. Of the many initiatives proposed, few actually get on the ballot and fewer still pass. Finally, as is illustrated by the 'physicians assisted suicide' initiative in Oregon, challenges in the courts or flawed implementation efforts negate or modify the effects of many successful initiatives.


Little evidence exists in this study that direct democracy threatens representative institutions. Except for term limit initiatives, which limit the voters’ power as much as legislators’ terms, professional legislatures do not face serious threats to the length of their terms, the size of their staffs, nor the amount of their salaries from initiative and referendum movements.

In contrast, safeguards for minorities cannot depend on majority rule either in the legislature or in public elections. These safeguards lie in the liberal not the democratic aspects of our culture. Constitutional protections of fundamental rights and the opportunity to challenge perceived violations of these protections in the courts must serve to protect minorities against the majority control fostered by direct and representative democracy. 

Empirical data on welfare, education, and criminal justice policies support neither the fears of democracy’s opponents nor the hopes of its supporters. As a rule, policies passed in direct democracy elections do not significantly differ from those adopted by representative institutions. States with direct democracy are not more likely to adopt more draconian or redistributive public policies.

Voters have a hard row to hoe. Well-intentioned, progressive reforms have increased the insulation of state officials from national political and economic trends and have reduced their accountability to their constituents. These reforms also correlate with reduced participation in elections, especially by the have-nots in the states. Less power for the majority and more power for government officials threaten the viability of procedural democracy. Elected officials have no incentive to limit their own power. If voters believe democracy has positive values, then it is up to them to bring it about themselves by working to adopt initiative, referendum, and recall elections. 
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Table I

Index Scores

State                


Direct Democracy

Representative Democracy

     Alabama



.200



.667

     Alaska



.600



.333

     Arizona


            1.000



.000

     Arkansas



.800



.333

     California


            1.000



.000

     Colorado



.800



.000

     Connecticut



.200



.667

     Delaware



.200



.333

     Florida



.600



.333

     Georgia



.400



.667

     Hawaii



.400



.333

     Idaho




.600



.667

     Illinois



.600


            1.000



     Indiana



.200



.333

     Iowa




.200



.667

     Kansas



.400



.333

     Kentucky



.400



.667

     Louisiana



.400



.333

     Maine



.600



.000

     Maryland



.400



.333

     Massachusetts



.800



.000

     Michigan

          
            1.000



.333

     Minnesota



.200


            1.000

                                             

     Mississippi



.600



.333

     Missouri



.800



.000

     Montana


            1.000



.333

     Nebraska



.800



.000

     Nevada
                  
            1.000



.333

     New Hampshire


.200



.667

     New Jersey



.200



.333

     New Mexico



.400



.333

     New York

         
 
.200


            1.000

     North Carolina


.200



.667

     North Dakota

                          1.000


            1.000



     Ohio




.800



.333

     Oklahoma



.800



.333

     Oregon


            1.000



.333

     Pennsylvania


        
.200



.667

     Rhode Island



.200



.333

     South Carolina


.200



.333

     South Dakota



.800



.333

     Tennessee



.200



.667

     Texas



.200


            1.000

     Utah




.600



.000

     Vermont



.200



.667

     Virginia



.200



.333

     Washington


              .800



.333

     West Virginia



.200



.667

     Wisconsin


         
.400


            1.000

     Wyoming



.600



.000

Table II

Correlation Matrix





Direct
 
Legis

Rep

Turnout





Democ
 
Power

Democ




Direct



Democ



 .161

-.470**

 .309*



Legis 



Power





-.029

-.297*



Rep

Democ







-.263

** = p < .01

 * = p < .05

Key:


Direct Democ = states’ scores on the direct democracy index


Legis Power = the formal powers of the legislature


Rep Democ = states’ scores on the representative democracy index


Turnout = turnout in state gubernatorial elections between 1990-1996

Table III

Relationship between Initiatives and Turnout

ANOVA

Turnout in Gubernatorial Elections 1990-1996




Sum of



Mean

F

Sig




Squares

df

Square

Between Groups
645.660

  1

645.660

9.183

.004

Within Groups
           3163.951

45

  70.310

Total

           3809.611

46

