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Organized Interests and Direct Democracy in the States

Abstract

Scholars of state politics have increasingly paid a great deal of attention to the ubiquity of ballot measures appearing throughout the United States.  The diverse number of questions scholars have sought to answer reflects the richness of this area of inquiry.  Consequently, we have learned a great deal about direct democracy in the American states.  This study seeks to add to this literature.  While several scholars have been attentive to interest group involvement with direct democracy, there is still much we do not know.  Through a mail survey of over 400 groups in three states (California, Michigan, and South Carolina), we examine how and to what extent groups utilize tools of direct democracy.  We conceptualize the use of direct democracy as the ultimate in “conflict expansion.”  Hence, we analyze how groups use direct democracy relative to other tactics.  We find that a large majority of groups do something relative to direct democracy.  Moreover, group involvement with direct democracy varies among states.  In addition, we assess the presence of the initiative industry in the states.  We question whether “high use” initiative states report greater contact with campaign consultants, public relations firms and are more apt to engage in “outside lobbying” strategies than those states with less experience with direct democracy.  Our findings suggest this is the case.  This analysis further contributes to our understanding of the Populist Paradox.  Finally, many normative arguments have been made regarding the benefits and pitfalls of citizen lawmaking.  We ask groups what they think about many of these arguments.  We find that groups believe wealthy interests dominate direct democracy, seldom believe that direct democracy leads to a tyranny of the majority, and a large majority believe that the ballot process is dominated by political consultants.  However, different states assess the health of direct democracy in different ways.  Our research adds to the growing empirical understanding of direct democracy usage in the United States.
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A

lthough America has been called a “nation of joiners,” scholarship addressing the role and impact of interest groups in the United States has been described as “theory rich and data poor” (Arnold, 97).  Recently, scholars have made great strides in connecting empirical findings with theories of group behavior. Baumgartner and Leech (5) note: “… a resurgence has occurred in the study of interest groups, transforming the topic from one that was theory-rich but data-poor into one that is now rich on both counts.” A number of large-scale studies were undertaken in the 1980s and 1990s, and provided a vast amount of information on lobbying tactics and strategies, as well as the role of interest groups in the American political system (see, for example, Heinz et. al. 1993, Nownes and Freeman 1998, Schlozman and Tierney 1986, Walker 1981). Many of these studies noted the increasing use of various outside lobbying tactics. In addition, the conventional wisdom that economic interests excel at insider tactics while citizen groups are best able to use outsider tactics was questioned (see, for example, Nownes and Freeman 1998, Schlozman and Tierney 1986). 


Similarly, the past decade has witnessed a renewed interest in understanding direct democracy. Studies have focused upon issues such as the degree of knowledge voters have, how closely ballot outcomes conform to public opinion, how political parties behave in ballot campaigns, and how ballot outcomes are ultimately determined (see, for example, Bowler and Donovan 1998, 2002; Bowler, Donovan, and Tolbert 1998; Ellis 2002; Gerber 1999, 2004; Smith and Tolbert 2001; Tolbert, Grummel, and Smith 2001). Much of this research recognizes the central role that groups play in these campaigns (see, for example, Boehmke, 2002, Gerber 1999). This study attempts to add to the burgeoning literature on organized interests and direct democracy. While significant progress has occurred in our understanding of “outside lobbying” strategies and the relationship between interest groups and the use of direct democracy, more studies are needed that systematically examine the degree and extent which groups utilize outside lobbying and/or direct democracy in the American states. We focus our attention upon each of these areas. Toward this end, we address the use of public relations firms, campaign consultants, and other efforts to influence public opinion, and pay particular attention to group involvement in ballot campaigns. 

Baumgartner and Leech's (1998) survey of the state of the interest group subfield provides a number of critical insights as to where we have been, where we are, and where we need to go. On numerous topics, it is clear that interest group scholarship has yielded important findings. However, advancements have been uneven. Baumgartner and Leech suggest the subfield suffers from too much methodological and theoretical pluralism. While such diversity can be beneficial, it prohibits the accumulation of knowledge on specific topics. Nevertheless, there are areas in which scholars have accumulated knowledge. This is particularly true of the number of large-scale surveys examining group activity in both Washington D.C. and in the American states. 

Group Activity in the United States

We know a great deal about interest group activity in the nation’s capitol.  Heeding the call for more data in the subfield, a number of ambitious scholars undertook large-scale surveys of lobbyists and group leaders, thereby acquiring a great deal of information on the internal characteristics of groups, the tactics of groups, and the perceived effectiveness of various tactics. These studies significantly increased our knowledge of group behavior. Large-scale surveys have provided remarkably consistent results. Consequently, a great deal of theory-building has resulted from these projects. 

In the early 1960s, studies by Milbrath (1963) and Bauer, Pool and Dexter (1963) revealed a great deal about Washington lobbyists. Specifically, each study focused upon the tactics lobbyists use in their efforts to influence public policy. In the late 1970s, Berry’s examination of public interest groups continued to add to our understanding of the behavior of groups at the national level. A few years later, Jack Walker completed his influential study of Washington based groups. Walker discovered a great deal concerning group mobilization and organizational maintenance. Specifically, his analysis noted the important role of patrons in sustaining groups. This, in turn, provided the impetus for a great deal more scholarship. 

Schlozman and Tierney’s survey of group leaders provided the first comprehensive examination of group tactics ever undertaken. Their ambitious study explored a wide range of issues. Groups were asked about 27 different tactics they might employ. Schlozman and Tierney’s findings illustrated that groups engaged in many different types of activities. In short, they concluded that a lot of groups were engaged in a lot of activities. Moreover, they found that group activity had increased over time. This was particularly true of grassroots lobbying. For instance, 68 percent of groups stated that they “talk to the media” more than in the past (361). Similarly, sending letters to members of their organization to inform them about activities (65 percent), mounting grassroots lobbying efforts (63 percent), and inspiring letter-writing campaigns (58 percent) were all reported as on the rise by organized interests (361). Interestingly, Schlozman and Tierney also found that many “outside” groups engaged in “inside” lobbying strategies and many “inside” groups engaged in “outside” lobbying strategies. This finding has been echoed by a number of scholars (see, for example, Caldeira, Hojnacki, and Wright 2000, Cigler and Loomis 1995, Kollman, 1998, Nownes and Freeman 1998). 

Clearly these large-scale surveys greatly improved our understanding of group activity at the federal level. However, we still knew little about lobbying activity in the states. In the tradition of normal science, scholars took what we had learned about group activity at the national level and asked similar questions aimed at the state level. Apart from the dearth of research examining interest groups at the state level (there are exceptions of course, including Gray and Lowery 1995, 1996), these studies were particularly important due to increasing responsibilities placed upon the states through devolution in the 1980s and 1990s. As suspected, groups were found to be quite active at the state level. 

Borrowing many questions from Schlozman and Tierney’s
 survey, Nownes and Freeman (1998) asked what organized interests in the states were doing. They found that groups in the states mirrored in many ways the activities of groups at the federal level. Nownes and Freeman further spoke to the breakdown of the "insider/outsider" dichotomy. Their data clearly illustrated that all groups were not only capable, but were active in all types of lobbying strategies. They note (101-103): "the data indicate that quintessential 'inside' lobbying techniques (such as meeting personally with pubic officials, helping to draft regulations, and doing favors for public officials) are now utilized extensively by 'outsider' groups, while classic 'outside' techniques (such as grass-roots lobbying) are now utilized extensively by 'insider' groups." 

In addition, the Nownes and Freeman survey found that just as other scholars had suggested, the use of grassroots lobbying was widely practiced in the states. "The ubiquity of grass-roots techniques signals nothing less than a sea change in the way group politics is conducted" (Nownes and Freeman, 108). We now turn to scholars who have been attentive to this change in American politics. 

Cultivating the Grassroots--Outside Lobbying

Scholars have long noted the phenomenon of cultivating the grassroots among organized interests. Schlozman and Tierney contend that cultivating the grassroots “is an ancient weapon in the pressure group arsenal” (363). Pressure from a legislator’s district has proven to be a widely used tactic by organized interests. Two luminaries of political science, V.O. Key (1961) and E. E. Schattschneider (1960) examined this phenomenon over forty years ago. Key was ambivalent about the impact of grassroots lobbying. The success of such campaigns was unclear in his eyes. Consequently, Key suggested that scholars focus their attention on why and when groups use grassroots lobbying strategies. Schattschneider’s primary contribution is evinced in his notion of the socialization of conflict. A subgovernment’s ability to control the scope of conflict enables the maintenance of the status quo. Presumably the expansion of conflict (via outside lobbying) would be directed toward aiding a group in their attainment of objectives that could not be achieved under conditions of direct lobbying. 

Increasingly, sophisticated methods have been developed to mobilize the grassroots. Two decades ago, Schlozman and Tierney (1983, 354) intimated that groups attempting to take advantage of advances in technology would be increasingly likely to engage in advertising campaigns in the mass media. Kollman’s (1998) analysis of “outside lobbying” provides a comprehensive effort aimed at understanding how groups use public opinion or elite constituent mobilization to influence decision-making by policymakers. Kollman defines outside lobbying as “attempts by interest group leaders to mobilize citizens outside the policymaking community to contact or pressure public officials inside the policymaking community” (1998: 3).  Business elites, potential campaign donors, interest group members, and news organizations may be targeted by groups attempting to mobilize a constituency (Kollman 1998: 3). Kollman recognizes that group leaders “spend precious hours and resources crafting careful public campaigns of persuasion” (1998: 4).  Kollman finds that groups selectively engage in outside lobbying.  Not all groups engage in outside lobbying, nor are all policy areas equally reflective of these efforts. In addition, the timing of such campaigns differs across issues and groups. Kollman concludes that rather than producing artificial antiseptic movements, outside lobbying does a fairly good job of communicating public opinion to legislators (1998: 13). In fact, majoritarian public policy often results from outside lobbying efforts. While Kollman finds that intense groups with unpopular positions disproportionably engage in outside lobbying, legislators often rebuke these appeals. 

Outside lobbying can take many forms. For instance, scholars have examined the use of public relations (PR) firms and advertorials by groups to influence public opinion. West and Loomis state: “One time-honored method of playing the Washington influence game is to hire public relations consultants” (47). Groups seek endorsements, hire spokespersons, and run expensive media campaigns to mobilize the citizenry to support their agenda. “The chief virtue of public advocacy ads is that groups are able to frame policy battles and develop narratives in ways that advantage themselves” (West and Loomis: 53). 

Similarly, a growing literature has examined advertorials bought by organized interests. Brown and Waltzer define advertorials as “paid sponsored messages placed in the media by organized interests to create a favorable environment to pursue their goals” (251). By influencing public opinion, advertorials ultimately attempt to signal support (or opposition) to policymakers or shape public opinion in the direction of the organized interest. However, most attempts to understand the usage of advertorials has focused on the classification of different types of advertorials and their concomitant outlets. In fact, Brown and Waltzer discuss the “case of the vanishing advertorials” (269). While they found that these advertisements have decreased in frequency over the years, they postulate that outside lobbying has not. Instead, they attribute the decline of advertorials in journals and magazines to increasing usage of the Internet by organized interests. In any event, it is clear that groups do attempt to influence public opinion in an effort to subsequently influence policymakers. 

Finally, a number of scholars have examined the increasing role of campaign consultants and PR firms in campaigns of direct democracy.  Bowler, Donovan, and Fernandez (1996) document the rise of political consultants in the California initiative process.  They detail how the California “initiative industry” has developed over time and what that has meant for ballot campaigns.  Magleby and Patterson open a window to the very political consultants who paint the pictures voters see for many ballot campaigns.  They note that campaign consultants are ubiquitous in electoral campaigns. Their presence in initiative campaigns has become increasingly apparent. Magleby and Patterson find that political consultants are drawn to campaigns of direct democracy for a variety of reasons. Some consultants claim that expensive initiative measures can be as lucrative as a Senate campaign (Magleby and Patterson: 161-162). Another benefit for consultants is that they get to “paint the picture” for the electorate. They are in control of who will be the public face of the campaign, rather than being stuck with an “unattractive” candidate. One consultant stated that in a ballot campaign “the voter starts out with more of a blank slate . . . more open to impressions or suggestion” (Magleby and Patterson 1998: 163). 

While it is clear that groups employ many outside lobbying tactics, there is still much we do not know about which groups use these activities, when they decide to use them, and how effective they are. A great deal of impressionistic evidence suggests many of these forms of outside lobbying may be particularly useful in campaigns of direct democracy. Budge (1996: 93) states:

. . . the predominance of interest groups raises worries that businesses and others financially affected by decisions may gain disproportionate influence on the process. This worry is reinforced by the growth of an “initiative industry” of public relations consultants and advisers, which will collect the necessary signatures for any desired initiative, advise on framing the proposition, and then campaign for it. While in theory any group could draw on this “industry,” in practice it is business which will have the most resources and most need to rely on it.

Nevertheless, few empirical studies have set out to examine these conclusions. The following section turns to a discussion of this literature. 

Direct Democracy and Organized Interests 

Following Schattschneider’s analytic lead, it appears as though ballot measures reflect the ultimate in “conflict expansion.” The ability of a group to restrict or expand the "scope of conflict" is thought to be a major source of power for those that can control it. Campaigns of direct democracy by their nature expand the scope of conflict by leaps and bounds. No longer are groups seeking to have citizens signal support or opposition to a public policy. Instead, groups go beyond signaling and seek to directly guide citizens in the passage or obstruction of legislation. This is a powerful tool and merits greater understanding.

Scholars have gained a great deal of knowledge about direct democracy in the American states. Both direct democracy and interest group activity ultimately deal with the extant issue of representation. Recently, a growing literature has developed examining the role of groups in direct democracy (Alexander 2002, Boehmke 2002, Broder, 2000, Ellis 2002, Gerber 1999, Schrag 1999). 

Gerber's (1999) analysis of the “populist paradox” provides perhaps the most compelling analysis of group involvement in ballot campaigns. Gerber identifies different types of groups and assesses their respective ability to acquire the necessary resources required to wage successful ballot campaigns.  She theorizes that organizational resource theory provides the best way to understand how groups overcome institutional and electoral barriers. Institutional barriers include the drafting and qualifying of a measure. Electoral barriers include the campaigning for (or against) a measure. Gerber asserts that the key to understanding how a group overcomes these obstacles is by examining how well they can obtain and deploy organizational resources. 

She further explains that different groups are better able to mobilize different types of resources. More specifically, she asserts that citizen groups are best able to mobilize personnel resources (in the form of volunteers) to be utilized as manpower in a ballot campaign. Conversely, she contends that economic groups are better suited to mobilize monetary resources. Gerber posits that these differences are due to the membership characteristics of the different types of groups. Gerber hypothesizes that few groups will have large amounts of both personnel and monetary resources. Consequently, groups that can attain both would be more apt to utilize direct democracy.  Her research finds support for this hypothesis. In particular, she suggests that economic groups have a difficult time achieving direct modifying influence, but are successful in maintaining the status quo. And while initiatives undertaken by citizen groups do pass at higher rates than those undertaken by economic groups, the lack of monetary resources available to many citizen groups prohibit them from going to the ballot frequently. While Gerber’s analysis appears to settle the fears of the populists to some extent, others have noted that economic interest groups may have even greater power due to their ability to buy personnel (Alexander 2002). This may in turn, further aid economic groups in the maintenance of the status quo. 

Other scholars have also examined the nexus of interest groups and direct democracy. Boehmke’s (2002) analysis of the presence of direct democracy and the impact upon interest group population provides ample evidence that states with the citizen initiative have ceteris paribus larger interest group populations. Moreover, Boehmke finds that citizen interest groups disproportionately increase in size in comparison to other types of organized interests in initiative states (841). He posits the presence of the initiative may provide another incentive to overcome the collective action problem. Such an incentive would logically have a greater impact on citizen groups than other types of groups. 

In a separate analysis, Boehmke picks up where Nownes and Freeman left off—with a twist. In a survey of groups in four states, he seeks to determine how direct democracy affects interest group lobbying strategies. Using factor analysis, his findings suggest that direct democracy may affect lobbying tactics in several ways. He finds that groups in initiative states are more likely to use outside strategies than inside strategies. He further states that “groups in initiative states use the inside lobbing strategy less than those in non-initiative states” (17). Returning to the question of the vitality of the “insider/outsider” dichotomy, Boehmke concludes that the dichotomy is far from dead. Instead, he suggests that while insider groups have been able to expand their activities to include outside lobbying, outsider groups have had a harder time “getting inside” (10). 

The preceding indicates that we have amassed a great deal of knowledge concerning group activity at both the national and state level. Likewise, great strides have been made to understand group usage of outside lobbying strategies as well as group involvement with direct democracy. However, few studies have attempted to integrate these related streams of research. Boehmke (2002) notes: “Little work has been done…on the role of political institutions in mobilization and formation decisions, but recent research suggests that interest group formation is influenced by the opportunities that these institutions create” (828). Baumgartner and Leech applaud the advances made by the large-scale studies of groups at the national and state levels. Nonetheless, they conclude that many important issues have gone unattended. Specifically, they call upon scholars to more closely examine the usefulness of group tactics, strategies, and the adaptability of groups to new technology (12). This study seeks to help us better understand group behavior in ballot campaigns by carefully examining varying outside lobbying strategies groups deploy.  The presence (or absence) of direct democracy provides a propitious opportunity to evaluate how groups behave according to differing institutional contexts. We believe this is the kind of research Baumgartner and Leech implored scholars of group politics to undertake. 

Data and Methods


The study of direct democracy has witnessed a boon over the past ten years.  Scholars have been attentive to the changing nature of American politics at the state-level.  The increase in ballot initiatives throughout the states has gained a great deal of attention from scholars.  As such, we have learned much about how ballot campaigns affect voting behavior, information processing, and ultimately public policy.  Moreover, scholars have been particularly attentive to the important role that groups play in ballot campaigns.  Nevertheless, there is still much we can learn.  For instance:    

· What are groups doing in the states?

· What are groups doing relative to direct democracy?

· Why do groups participate through direct democracy?

· What differences exist between states?

· What do groups think about direct democracy?

In order to answer these questions, we conducted a large-scale survey of groups in the states.  The data presented here are the first from this study.  We chose three states for analysis—California, Michigan, and South Carolina. The differences in political culture, economic context, and ballot usage between these states present a nice cross-section of the states in general.  The first two states have extensive direct democratic institutions, while the last does not. In short, we felt that these three states were broadly representative.  In all, we were able to obtain 406 completed surveys.  After two mailings, we achieved response rates of 38% from South Carolina (84 responses), 37% from Michigan (189 responses), and 38% from California (133 responses).  Our overall response rate was 37.8%.  These rates compare quite favorably with similar mail surveys.  

Studying the states provides both opportunities and challenges.  For instance, there are a number of interesting issues surfacing in the states that reflect their different histories and cultures.  Consequently, for scholars, the states are like a giant candy store that we get to shop in.  However, the number of issues and the differences between the states make it difficult for scholars to adequately focus their research.  Much like the kid in the candy store, we have a difficult time comprehending the big picture associated with the study of state politics.  

While each of the 50 states provide for some element of direct democracy, not all states practice it the same way. Sixteen states allow for the direct citizen initiative and seven allow for indirect initiatives.  Twenty-four states allow for citizen petition referenda, and 22 allow for legislative referenda.  Boehmke presciently recognizes that direct democracy is an institution that may affect the presence of groups in the states.  His research serves to illustrate how scholars can generate more integrative theories of how institutions and political context affect group behavior in the states.  Following Boehmke's lead, we believe there may be important potential differences in the degree and extent of outside lobbying strategies groups might use in different contexts. Therefore, utilizing three distinct states enables us to take full advantage of the diversity found in the states.  Similarly, Baumgartner and Leech note that scholars working from the survey tradition have had a difficult time incorporating the role of institutional context in their analyses.  They state (166): “all of the survey researchers agree that the external political context is an important determinant of interest-group decision-making, and yet the surveys for the most part do not systematically collect information about that context."   Because surveys represent a “snapshot” of attitudes, values, or preferences, political context may be difficult to translate from one survey (or context) to another.  Our survey seeks to bridge this gap by analyzing how groups in different institutional contexts behave relative to the ballot process.    

What Groups are doing in the States

It is clear that while we have long suspected that organized interests are active in the states, our findings suggest that their level of activity is remarkable.  Table 1 depicts the activities of groups across all three states in our sample.  Clearly, groups report doing a lot of things.  This finding is consistent with those of previous studies (see, for example, Schlozman and Tierney, Kollman, and Nownes and Freeman).  While inside strategies appear to occur with the greatest frequency, over 90 percent of groups report utilizing outside strategies such as inspiring letter-writing campaigns (93 percent), talking with the media (93 percent), mounting grassroots lobbying efforts (93 percent), and initiating telephone or email campaigns to public officials (91 percent).  Consequently, most groups appear to use both inside and outside strategies.  A clearer picture emerges when examining the degree groups employ their respective strategies.  This is particularly true when comparing group activity by state.  

Table 2 illustrates the frequency of different lobbying strategies in California, Michigan, and South Carolina.  As our sample was chosen to reflect varying political cultures and differing institutional contexts, our findings reflect these variations especially when examining how often groups tend to use respective techniques.  While few groups across the entire sample fail to engage in any particular activity, greater differences exist when analyzing those who “often” report using a technique and those who “occasionally” report using a technique.  Some balance emerges between the states in the latter two categories.  That is, groups across our sample report similar patterns of activity in the “rarely” and “never” categories.  It appears that if differences in frequency exist, they are most pronounced among frequent users and occasional users.  Among the states, California groups report much greater levels of activity along a number of techniques than do their counterparts.  We have bolded those techniques where we see the greatest differences in the level of activity among groups in the states.  For each of these activities, California groups report engaging in these activities at 10 percent higher clips than do groups in Michigan and South Carolina.  It appears that the California political and institutional context is qualitatively different than that of Michigan and South Carolina.  We will return to these differences later.  

While instructive, Table 2 does not tell the whole story.  Table 3 compares our results with those of similar studies.  Admittedly, question wording is not consistent in each study and different populations are sampled.  Nevertheless, a clear pattern emerges.  More groups at the state-level appear to have become involved in an increasingly wider array of activities. Our sample reveals fifteen techniques that at least 92 percent of groups report using.  By contrast, Schlozman and Tierney found four activities that at least 90 percent of groups utilize and Nownes and Freeman found five techniques that at least 90 percent of groups use.  Perhaps even more striking is that we find ten activities that 95 percent or more of groups report using.  The differences in our results from previous studies are most revealing when examining not those techniques that groups have traditionally reported using frequently, but those techniques that have not traditionally been widely used.  

Table 4 illustrates the differences found in a number of activities from our sample and the Nownes and Freeman study conducted in 1998.  Again, we caution that question wording on several survey items differ slightly and the states under examination are not the same.  Nevertheless, several issues cannot go unnoticed.  Obviously, the greatest opportunity to witness growth in group usage of techniques would be in those activities where few groups initially report activity.  This is indeed the case.  Moreover, much of this growth appears to have occurred in outside lobbying activities.  Our sample indicates that 48 percent of groups run advertisements in the media about their positions as compared to 21 percent in the Nownes and Freeman survey.  Other large increases are evidenced in those who talk to the media (an increase of 19 percent), groups filing suit (an increase of 18 percent), groups engaging in protests (an increase of 17 percent), and groups making public endorsements of candidates (an increase of 11 percent).  While the frequency of many of these techniques do not rival more traditionally utilized techniques, it is clear that groups are increasingly making use of these outside strategies.  Certainly, devolution has resulted in increased policy responsibility at the state-level.  Perhaps this has contributed somewhat to the inflated level of group activity.  Moreover, groups of all sorts are active in a wider array of activities than they have been at any time heretofore.  

Direct Democracy in the States


Following in the tradition of outside lobbying, we believe that campaigns of direct democracy represent an ultimate from of such activity.  Although not presented here, we find that a majority of groups do something relative to direct democracy.  We find that groups in California report greater activity associated with direct democracy than do groups in Michigan and South Carolina.  Certainly, the unique history of each state and the institutional barriers associated with direct democracy contribute to these differences.  Therefore, it is not surprising that South Carolina interests report minimal activity related to direct democracy.  Direct democracy is severely constrained in the state.  
Turning to specific direct democratic techniques we find that a large proportion of groups are active in ballot campaigns.  Table 5 shows, for example, that 78 percent of groups provided information to members on an initiative, 65 percent had at some time joined a coalition on an initiative, 65 percent had taken a public position on an initiative, and 23 percent had drafted a ballot initiative.  In comparison with all lobbying techniques, the usage of direct democracy is certainly not a “popular” tactic.  Nonetheless, considering the time, energy, money, institutional hurdles, and risk involved with initiative campaigns, it is somewhat surprising to find that clear majorities of groups are active in campaigns of direct democracy.  This could be that groups are prompted into action because other groups worked to get an initiative on the ballot.  Regardless, nearly a quarter of groups have actively worked to draft a ballot initiative.  

As Table 5 illustrates, California groups more frequently use direct democracy techniques than those in Michigan.  However, Michigan groups report relatively high levels of direct democracy activity as well.  On the whole, our data support the notion that many groups across states are involved with campaigns of direct democracy.  

Table 6 documents another facet of ballot politics—the use of PR firms and campaign consultants.  Although not presented in tabular form, we find that a majority of groups in our sample (52 percent) report using campaign consultants and PR firms.  As expected, California (a high initiative user) has the highest percentage of groups using PR firms or campaign consultants (61%).  On the whole, this puts hiring campaign consultants and PR firms well in the third and last tier of lobbying techniques along with such techniques as running media advertisements, engaging in protests or demonstrations, and polling members of the general public.  We find that large numbers of membership groups report polling their members.  Moreover, many groups attempt to use public opinion polls to influence those they lobby.  We did not ask whether groups use their own polls to persuade government or whether they use others’ polls to aide them in their quest for attention and influence.  However, we do have a sense of how many groups do engage in public opinion polling.  We see that across all three states, a majority of groups poll the general public.  Similarly, a good number of groups are using campaign consultants and PR firms as a part of their lobbying repertoire.  This is especially true in California (with 61% using PR firms and campaign consultants), but is also true in Michigan and South Carolina (49% and 43% respectively).  Our results indicate that the flurry of academic scholarship centered upon understanding group involvement with direct democracy is clearly warranted.  Many groups are intimately involved in these campaigns.  

Table 7 addresses why groups use direct democracy.  Many have accused groups of using direct democracy to distort the popular will, circumvent state legislatures, or bring attention to their policy issues.  When asked why groups use direct democracy, several responses stand apart.  For instance, nearly 60 percent say they use direct democracy to achieve long-term gains.  Gerber (1999, 137) suggests that the difficulty in amending initiatives and referenda may act as a sufficient benefit for those seeking to propose ballot propositions.  That is, once passed, laws made through direct democracy may produce long-term benefits.  Similarly, constitutional amendments occurring through citizen initiative may provide the impetus for some groups to use direct democracy.  Or, perhaps, groups looking to maintain the status quo may be looking to preempt legislative action that would alter existing public policy.  Other reasons groups use direct democracy center upon affecting the legislative agenda (58%) and considering direct democracy part of a well-balanced approach to lobbying (58%).  

Several issues help us make sense of these findings.  First, evidence exists (Gerber, 1996) that groups may use direct democracy to either affect the legislative agenda or act to preempt legislative action.  Second, the idea that direct democracy is “just another component of lobbying,” illustrates the myriad ways groups work to affect public policy.  It is hard to imagine that a generation ago, a majority of groups using direct democracy would consider it just another technique they should employ.  Third, Table 7 indicates that agenda setting appears to be a quite common reason groups use direct democracy.  Whether it is to affect the legislature’s agenda, the governor’s agenda, or various state agencies’ agendas, groups believe direct democracy is a way to get their messages heard.  Contrary to popular arguments against direct democracy, it does not appear that groups primarily look to use direct democracy when other attempts to influence government fail.  Critics of direct democracy contend that it allows powerful groups to circumvent traditional governmental institutions and appeal to the public (often though misleading advertisements) to get what they want.  However, our results do not bear this out.  In most cases, the circumvention of traditional venues anchors the table as a reason why groups resort to using direct democracy.  

Before moving on to specific users of direct democracy, it is instructive to see how direct democracy usage is related to other lobbying techniques.  While many groups report that direct democracy is part of a formula for lobbying, we question whether users of direct democracy differ from non-users.  To analyze this, we divided our sample into “users” and “non-users.”  Our filter variable was whether or not their organization has ever publicly supported or opposed a ballot initiative.  This resulted in our analyzing 231 users and 177 non-users.  The results of this analysis are summarized in Table 8.  The data indicate that those who are involved with direct democracy report much greater activity across all lobbying techniques than those who are not involved with direct democracy.  This finding particularly holds in relation to those activities where we would expect initiative users to be quite active.  Not surprisingly, many of these activities are associated with outside lobbying.  We see the largest spikes in participation when it comes to filing suit, holding press conferences, making public endorsements of candidates, running advertisements in the media about their positions, and making financial contributions to candidates.  Each of these techniques is commonly associated with initiative activity.  Other noticeable differences exist in those hiring campaign consultants, those who poll their members, those who poll the general public, and those who talk to the media.  More importantly, with virtually every activity, initiative users do more than non-users.  This finding is relevant for a variety of reasons.  For instance, not only do states with provisions for direct democracy have larger interest group populations (e.g., Boehmke), but states where direct democracy is prevalent may also witness greater amounts of group activity.  However, this appears to be the case only if groups take advantage of the tools of direct democracy.  In addition, direct democracy may provide a training ground for groups to utilize many of the tactics of outside lobbying.  It is likely that involvement in a ballot campaign may necessitate the usage of many other lobbying techniques (particularly outside lobbying techniques).  This experience, may in turn, better prepare groups to employ outside lobbying strategies once the ballot campaign has ended.  As the interest group universe expands at the state-level, groups must be prepared to get into the many battles prompted by direct democracy campaigns.     

Who is Active in Direct Democracy?


Now that we have some idea of the extent groups utilize direct democracy in the states, it is instructive to examine whether some groups are more active in these campaigns than others.  The question of who is involved in these campaigns is not merely academic.  Many observers of direct democracy have voiced concerns that “big money” interests work to employ the initiative process at their will.  Gerber clearly articulates this concern and taps it as the “populist paradox.”  In short, many believe that direct democracy has become dominated by the very interests it was meant to curb.  However, Gerber points out that economic interests have had a difficult time achieving direct modifying influence.  Indeed, she finds that “civic” groups (i.e., citizen groups and labor unions) have proved to be relatively successful in ballot campaigns.


Table 9 summarizes various initiative-specific activities relative to group type.  Several patterns emerge from the data.  It does appear that labor unions and citizen groups are more active (and in several cases much more active) than trade associations and professional associations.  In fact, every labor union in the sample reported that they have publicly supported or opposed an initiative; have provided information to their members or supporters relative to a ballot initiative; and have joined a coalition to support or oppose a ballot initiative.  Citizen groups also report greater activity than other groups (excluding, of course, labor unions).  And while citizen groups are generally much more involved than other groups, it is the degree of activity associated with labor unions that truly stands out.  


Labor unions dwarf the activity of citizen groups in most of these categories.  For instance, labor unions are about three times more likely to contribute money during a ballot campaign than are citizen groups.  Similarly, labor unions are almost twice as likely to lobby the state legislature relative to a ballot proposition than are citizen groups.  Finally, labor unions appear to be willing use all avenues available to those lobbying in support or opposition to a ballot initiative.  We see that 65 percent of labor unions report challenging a ballot initiative in court.  The next closest group type are citizen groups with 19 percent challenging measures in court.  Similarly, a majority of labor unions have attempted to put forth a ballot initiative at the local level.  This may be a strategy to gain momentum or experience prior to drafting an initiative at the state-level.  Earlier, we noted that nearly a quarter of groups reported drafting an initiative.  Table 9 seems to illustrate that the bulk of these groups can be found among labor unions and citizen groups (45% and 34% respectively).         


Moving beyond descriptive analysis, we ran a series of multivariate models, attempting to better understand which groups use direct democracy.  In order to explore this further, we developed an initiative index variable.  This variable measures a group’s level of activity relative to direct democracy by summing responses from Table 5.  Table 10 presents the results of our multivariate analysis.  Table 10 shows that the single best predictor of whether a group uses direct democratic techniques is whether or not a group has a PAC.  A group’s age also appears to be an important factor.  Having a PAC may convey the level of organization and ability to generate multiple strategies for a group.  Similarly, a group’s age may dictate the level of experience group’s have which may aide them in their understanding of institutional contexts.  Thus, groups that have been around have had more time to adapt to changing political environments.  As ballot propositions have become a more “traditional” part of what groups do, more experienced groups have been able to keep up with these changes.    


In addition, we find that many of the signs for different group types are in the expected direction.  We further find that trade associations have a moderately negative relationship to direct democracy activity and that the descriptive results concerning labor unions appear to stand up to further analysis.  However, Table 10 does not produce a clear picture as to who exactly is involved in ballot campaigns.   Nevertheless, as far as group type goes, labor unions do appear to be doing more than any other type of group.  Returning to Gerber, perhaps it is the case that labor unions are the rare groups that can boast both lots of personnel resources (i.e., members) and financial resources.  Moreover, as far as group strategy is concerned, it does not appear that direct democracy is a weapon of choice for business interests.  This may give greater pause to those who believe that such interests dominate ballot campaigns.  

Differences in Perceptions of Direct Democracy


While much has been written about how groups influence the ballot process, little research exists detailing what groups think about direct democracy.  We asked groups about their perceptions of direct democracy.  It seems to make sense to inquire of those who are intimately involved in the policymaking process to understand what they think about the benefits and pitfalls of the ballot process. We provided a number of statements that assess the health of direct democracy and asked respondents whether they agreed or disagreed with the statement.  We offered both positive assessments of direct democracy and negative assessments of direct democracy.  


Table 11 summarizes how groups in our three sample states evaluate negative effects associated with direct democracy.  Clearly, large numbers of groups believe that voters can be duped by “manipulative” special interests.  Similar findings exist regarding the dominance of a sophisticated “initiative industry” of PR firms, campaign consultants, and paid petitioners.  Upon closer examination, another curious pattern emerges.  It appears that groups in California are more critical of direct democracy than are groups in our other states.  In fact, a positive relationship appears to exist where the greater the usage of direct democracy, the more critical groups in the respective states are.  South Carolina groups seem to be the least critical.  Table 12 lends further credence to this phenomenon.  We see that groups in California are less likely to sing the praises of direct democracy when compared to their counterparts.  Although not shown here, interestingly, initiative users and non-users do not differ much in how they view direct democracy.  It could be that the cumulative effect of ballot initiatives over time may contribute to a less sanguine view of the ballot process.  

In short, we find that groups across our sample seem to be more cynical than enthusiastic regarding direct democracy.  Our findings on group perceptions of direct democracy are not consistent with citizen attitudes toward direct democracy.  A number of surveys suggest that voters have a good deal of faith in the initiative process and believe that groups are more likely to dominate policy made by state legislatures than policy made at the ballot box.  We intend to explore this matter further.    

Conclusion

Nearly forty years ago, V.O. Key suggested that outside lobbying campaigns may be hit-or-miss due to the diverse audiences that receive the messages. While we have learned a great deal about group involvement with direct democracy over the past few years, there is still much we do not know.   Likewise, our knowledge of group use of PR firms and campaign consultants is also limited. Our research addresses these matters more fully. 


First, a large number of groups in both of our sample states report having used PR firms or campaign consultants at some point. We plan to explore how and why they do so in the months to come. 

Second, a substantial majority of groups report having some involvement in direct democracy campaigns. Over three-quarters of sample groups report providing information to their members concerning an initiative. Large majorities also report having at some point joined a coalition, and taken a public position on an initiative.


Third, our data do not show any consistent “inside/outside” dichotomy. In fact, our findings are broadly supportive of Boehmke, in that they suggest no disadvantage for citizen groups in direct democratic politics. Moreover, the findings are at odds with the notion that economic groups are disproportionately active in direct democracy. We find no evidence that this is the case. In fact, our data suggest the opposite.  Moreover, we find that labor unions may be those rare groups that in Gerber’s conceptualization have extensive monetary and personnel resources. This may explain why our data show such high levels of labor union involvement in direct democracy.  Clearly, labor unions are not dormant in American politics—especially when it comes to direct democracy contests.  
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Table 1.  Percentage of Those Using Different Lobbying Techniques

	Technique
	% Using

	
	

	Testifying at legislative hearings
	97

	Alerting legislators to the effects of a bill on their districts
	98

	Helping to draft legislation
	96

	Attempting to shape implementation of policies
	95

	Personally contacting state legislators or their staff
	98

	Consulting with government officials to plan legislative strategy
	97

	Having influential constituents contact their legislator’s office
	96

	Helping to draft regulations, rules, or guidelines
	95

	Engaging in informal contacts with officials
	97

	Entering into coalitions with other organizations
	94

	Personally contacting the governor or members of his/her staff
	95

	Shaping the government’s agenda by raising new issues and calling attention to previously ignored problems
	95

	Inspiring letter-writing or telegram campaigns
	93

	Talking with people from the media
	93

	Mounting grass-roots lobbying efforts
	93

	Initiating a letter-writing, telephone, or email campaign to public officials
	91

	Serving on advisory commissions and boards
	92

	Polling your members on policy issues
	87

	Presenting research results to the media
	80

	Holding press conferences to announce research results or policy positions
	77

	Campaigning for (or against) an initiative*
	76

	Attempting to influence appointment to public office
	71

	Doing favors for officials who need assistance
	72

	Filing suit or otherwise engaging in litigation
	58

	Has your organization ever hired a campaign consultant or PR firm?
	52


Table 1. Continued (Percentage of Those Using Different Lobbying Techniques)  

	Technique
	% Using

	
	

	Running advertisements in the media about your position on issues
	48

	Making financial contributions to candidates for state office
	57

	Polling the general public on policy issues of concern to your organization
	54

	Seeking to put measure on ballot as an initiative*
	48

	Engaging in protests and/or demonstrations
	38

	Making public endorsements of candidates for office
	35


Source:  Author’s Data

* CA and MI only

Notes:  N = 399.  Survey Question -- Organizations use many different techniques to either directly or indirectly influence what goes on in state government.  Below is a list of advocacy techniques.  Please indicate how often you use each technique--often, occasionally, rarely, or never.  Please keep in mind that this question concerns only your organization's efforts to influence state government.  

Table 2.  Frequency of Lobbying Techniques by State

	Technique
	
	Frequency of Use
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	% Often
	% Occasionally
	% Rarely
	% Never

	
	CA    MI      SC
	CA     MI       SC
	CA       MI        SC
	CA     MI        SC

	Shaping the Government’s agenda by raising new issues and calling attention to previously ignored problems
	49       49         43
	38       36          36
	8           12           14
	5          4            7

	Talking with people from the media
	46       23         31
	34       51         33
	15         20            26
	5          6            11

	Running advertisements in the media about your position on issues
	2         .5           0
	15       9           11
	42         36           28
	42       54           61

	Inspiring letter-writing or telegram campaigns
	52       31         30
	28       41          45
	16         21           17
	5           8             8

	Mounting grass-roots lobbying efforts
	57       42         44
	24       36          38
	13         15           10
	6           8             8

	Engaging in protests and/or demonstrations
	6          2           0
	15        7            7
	26         30           16
	53        62           77

	Testifying at legislative hearings
	75       50        49
	22      42           36
	4             6           10
	0            3            6

	Helping to draft legislation
	61       41        40
	30      44           48
	9           11             6
	1            5            6

	Consulting with government officials to plan legislative strategy
	57       38        50
	34      48           36
	8           10           10
	2            4            5

	Alerting legislators to the effects of a bill on their districts
	67       60         54
	26      31           34
	5            8             7
	1            2            5

	Having influential constituents contact their legislator’s office
	52       48         54
	30      42          36
	16         7              4
	2            4            6

	Doing favors for officials who need assistance
	10       12          8
	29      38          30
	33        27            23
	29         23          39

	Attempting to influence appointment to public office
	10       10          7
	38       35         31
	29        26            27
	23         29          35

	Helping to draft regulations, rules, or guidelines
	46       31         42
	31       46         35
	21        15            20
	2            8            4

	Attempting to shape implementation of policies
	59       44         49
	27       39         28
	12         15           17
	2            2            5

	Serving on advisory commissions and boards
	31       28         33
	44       46          38
	17         19           19
	8             8          10

	Engaging in informal contacts with officials
	41       40         29
	36       50          49
	19         9             20
	5             1           2

	Personally contacting the governor or members of his/her staff
	46       19         35
	33       62         39
	16         16           18
	5            4            8

	Personally contacting state legislators or their staff
	74       72         67
	21       25         25
	2           3              6
	3            1            2

	Making financial contributions to candidates for state office
	32       32         19
	10        23        19
	13         9             8
	45           36         54

	Polling the general public on policy issues of concern to your organization
	6         2            4
	23        12        13
	27        41            36
	45           46         50

	Polling your members on policy issues 
	29       29          31
	36        36         37
	20        21            21
	15           13         11

	Entering into coalitions with other organizations
	60       45          38
	25        42        42
	12        11            14
	4               3         6


Table 2. Continued (Frequency of Lobbying Techniques by State)

	Technique
	
	   Frequency of Use
	
	

	
	
	
	
	

	
	% Often
	% Occasionally
	% Rarely
	% Never

	
	CA       MI         SC
	CA       MI       SC
	CA       MI         SC
	CA        MI         SC

	Campaigning for (or against) an initiative
	21           9              -
	    40         34           -            
	18          31           -       
	    22          26              -

	Presenting research results to the media
	18          13           12
	39          41         38
	26          28           26
	18           19           24

	Making public endorsements of candidates for office
	   13           14           4
	9             5          6
	18          17           13
	60           64           77

	Holding press conferences to announce research results or policy positions
	8            2             7
	32          25         21
	37          38           30
	23           35           42

	Filing suit or otherwise engaging in litigation
	6            2             5
	36         26           12
	29          31           18
	30           41           65

	Initiating a letter-writing, telephone, or email campaign to public officials
	52          31            30
	27         41           48
	16          19           10
	  6             9           12

	Seeking to put measure on the ballot as an initiative
	9            2              -
	23          14            -
	25           27           -
	44            57           -


Source:  Author’s Data

Notes:  CA = 130; MI = 185; SC = 84.  Survey Question -- Organizations use many different techniques to either directly or indirectly influence what goes on in state government.  Below is a list of advocacy techniques.  Please indicate how often you use each technique--often, occasionally, rarely, or never.  Please keep in mind that this question concerns only your organization's efforts to influence state government.  

Table 3.  Comparison of Those Using Different Lobbying Techniques
	Technique
	
	% Using
	

	
	Sample
	Nownes and Freeman
	Schlozman and Tierney

	Testifying at legislative hearings
	97
	99
	99

	Alerting legislators to the effects of a bill on their districts
	98
	94
	75

	Helping to draft legislation
	96
	88
	85

	Attempting to shape implementation of policies
	95
	85
	89

	Personally contacting state legislators or their staff
	98
	97
	98

	Consulting with government officials to plan legislative strategy
	97
	84
	85

	Having influential constituents contact their legislator’s office
	96
	92
	80

	Helping to draft regulations, rules, or guidelines
	95
	81
	78

	Engaging in informal contacts with officials
	97
	81
	95

	Entering into coalitions with other organizations
	94
	93
	90

	Shaping the government’s agenda by raising new issues and calling attention to previously ignored problems
	95
	83
	84

	Inspiring letter-writing or telegram campaigns
	93
	83
	84

	Talking with people from the media
	93
	74
	86

	Mounting grass-roots lobbying efforts
	93
	86
	80

	Serving on advisory commissions and boards
	92
	76
	76

	Attempting to influence appointment to public office
	71
	42
	53

	Doing favors for officials who need assistance
	72
	36
	56

	Filing suit or otherwise engaging in litigation
	58
	40
	72

	Running advertisements in the media about your position on issues
	48
	21
	31

	Engaging in protests and/or demonstrations
	38
	21
	20

	Making public endorsements of candidates for office
	35
	24
	22


Source:  Author’s Data

Notes:  N = 399.  Survey Question -- Organizations use many different techniques to either directly or indirectly influence what goes on in state government.  Below is a list of advocacy techniques.  Please indicate how often you use each technique--often, occasionally, rarely, or never.  Please keep in mind that this question concerns only your organization's efforts to influence state government.  

Table 4.  Differential in Those Using Different Lobbying Techniques at the State-level

	Technique
	
	
	
	

	
	Sample
	Nownes and Freeman
	
	% Differential

	Doing favors for officials who need assistance
	72
	36
	
	+36

	Attempting to influence appointment to public office
	71
	42
	
	+29

	Running advertisements in the media about your position on issues
	48
	21
	
	+27

	Talking with people from the media
	93
	74
	
	+19

	Filing suit or otherwise engaging in litigation
	58
	40
	
	+18

	Engaging in protests and/or demonstrations
	38
	21
	
	+17

	Serving on advisory commissions and boards
	92
	76
	
	+16

	Engaging in informal contacts with officials
	97
	81
	
	+16

	Helping to draft regulations, rules, or guidelines
	95
	81
	
	+14

	Consulting with government officials to plan legislative strategy
	97
	84
	
	+13

	Shaping the government’s agenda by raising new issues and calling attention to previously ignored problems
	95
	83
	
	+12

	Making public endorsements of candidates for office
	35
	24
	
	+11

	Attempting to shape implementation of policies
	95
	85
	
	+10

	Inspiring letter-writing or telegram campaigns
	93
	83
	
	+10

	Helping to draft legislation
	96
	88
	
	+8

	Mounting grass-roots lobbying efforts
	93
	86
	
	+7

	Having influential constituents contact their legislator’s office
	96
	92
	
	+4

	Alerting legislators to the effects of a bill on their districts
	98
	94
	
	+4

	Personally contacting state legislators or their staff
	98
	97
	
	+1

	Entering into coalitions with other organizations
	94
	93
	
	+1


Source:  Author’s Data

Notes:  N = 399.  Survey Question -- Organizations use many different techniques to either directly or indirectly influence what goes on in state government.  Below is a list of advocacy techniques.  Please indicate how often you use each technique--often, occasionally, rarely, or never.  Please keep in mind that this question concerns only your organization's efforts to influence state government.  

Table 5. Use of Ballot Initiatives
	Technique
	
	% Using
	

	
	
	     CA                MI       
	Total

	Has your organization ever provided information to your members or supporters about a ballot initiative?
	83
	75
	
	78

	Has your organization ever publicly supported or opposed a ballot initiative?
	80
	55
	
	65

	Has your organization ever joined a coalition to support or oppose a ballot initiative?
	72
	60
	
	65

	Has your organization ever lobbied the state legislature in support of or opposition to a ballot initiative?
	57
	42
	
	48

	Has your organization ever made a financial contribution in support of or opposition to a ballot initiative?
	53
	37
	
	44

	Has your organization ever formed a committee to support or oppose a ballot initiative?
	53
	28
	
	34

	Has your organization ever sought endorsements from public officials in support of or opposition to a ballot initiative?
	40
	29
	
	34

	Has your organization ever drafted a ballot initiative?
	35
	14
	
	23

	Has your organization ever challenged a ballot initiative in court?
	15
	10
	
	12

	Has your organization ever tried to put forth a ballot initiative in a local election?
	12
	13
	
	13


Source:  Author’s Data

Notes:  CA (n = 133); MI (n = 183); SC (n = 69).  Survey Question – Organizations of various kinds play a large role in initiative and referendum campaigns.  For each of the following questions, please answer Yes or No regarding your organization’s activities in initiative and referendum campaigns.

Table 6.  Use of PR Firms or Campaign Consultant and Polling by State

	                                                       State
	% Using PR Firm or Campaign Consultant*
	 % Polling General Public
	% Polling Members**
	% Publicly Endorsing Candidates
	% Using Polls to Persuade Those You Lobby to Address Organization’s Agenda

	California (n = 128)
	61
	55
	88
	40
	64

	Michigan (n = 182)
	49
	54
	92
	36
	64

	South Carolina (n = 84)
	43
	52
	92
	23
	41


Source:  Author’s Data

* CA (n = 114); MI (n = 158); SC (n = 72)

**Membership Groups only – Ca (n = 112); MI (n = 157); SC (n = 77)

Table 7.  Why Organized Interests Use Direct Democracy

	                                                              Reason
	% Agreeing



	This organization has used direct democracy to achieve long-term gains
	59

	This organization has used direct democracy to affect the agenda of the state legislature
	58

	This organization has considers direct democracy an important component of a balanced approach to lobbying
	58

	This organization has used direct democracy to affect the governor’s agenda
	48

	This organization has used direct democracy to affect the agenda of the state bureaucracy
	46

	This organization has resorted to direct democracy when its attempts to lobby the state legislature were unsuccessful
	44

	This organization has used direct democracy in response to members demands for action
	44

	This organization has resorted to direct democracy to attract public attention to its goals and activities
	44

	This organization has resorted to direct democracy when its attempts to lobby the governor were unsuccessful
	34

	This organization has resorted to direct democracy when its attempts to lobby administrative agencies were unsuccessful
	27


Source:  Author’s Data

Notes:  Data are from CA and MI only (N = 182).  There are many reasons a group might pursue its goals by using direct democracy (i.e., initiatives, referenda, and recall measures).  Some possible reasons are listed below.  For each of the following statements please indicate whether you agree or disagree.  

Table 8.  Ballot Initiative Users versus non-users in their Lobbying Techniques*(Michigan and California only)

       % Using

	                                                     Technique
	Initiative Participants
	Initiative Non-participants
	
	% Differential

	Filing suit or otherwise engaging in litigation
	74
	44
	
	+30

	Holding press conferences to announce research results or policy positions
	79
	53
	
	+26

	Making public endorsements of candidates for office
	47
	21
	
	+26

	Running advertisements in the media about your position on issues
	60
	35
	
	+25

	Making financial contributions to candidates for state office
	65
	50
	
	+25

	Doing favors for public officials
	80
	63
	
	+23

	Attempting to influence appointment to public office
	81
	59
	
	+22

	Polling the general public on policy issues of concern to your organization
	62
	41
	
	+21

	Presenting research results to members of the media
	88
	70
	
	+18

	Has ever hired a campaign consultant or PR firm
	60
	42
	
	+18

	Engaging in protests and/or demonstrations
	47
	31
	
	+16

	Polling your members on policy issues
	91
	76
	
	+15

	Inspiring letter-writing or telegram campaigns
	97
	86
	
	+11

	Talking with people from the media
	98
	87
	
	+11

	Initiating a letter-writing, telephone, or e-mail campaign to public officials
	96
	86
	
	+10

	Serving on advisory commissions and boards
	95
	86
	
	+9

	Mounting grass-roots lobbying efforts
	95
	89
	
	+6

	Consulting with government officials to plan legislative strategy
	99
	93
	
	+6

	Entering into coalitions with other organizations
	99
	93
	
	+6


Table 8 continued.  Ballot Initiative Users versus non-users in their Lobbying Techniques*(Michigan and California only)

       % Using

	                                                     Technique
	Initiative Participants
	Initiative Non-participants
	
	% Differential

	Shaping the government’s agenda by raising new issues and calling attention to previously ignored problems
	97
	92
	
	+5

	Personally contacting the governor or their staff
	97
	92
	
	+5

	Attempting to shape implementation of policies
	99
	95
	
	+4

	Shaping the government’s agenda by raising new issues and calling attention to previously ignored problems
	97
	92
	
	+5

	Helping to draft legislation
	98
	94
	
	+4

	Having influential constituents contact their legislator’s office
	98
	94
	
	+4

	Engaging in informal contacts with officials
	98
	95
	
	+3

	Helping to draft regulations, rules, or guidelines
	96
	93
	
	+3

	Alerting legislators to the effects of a bill on their districts
	99
	97
	
	+2

	Personally contacting state legislators or their staff
	98
	97
	
	+1

	Testifying at legislative hearings
	98
	98
	
	0


Source:  Author’s Data

Notes:  N = 408.  Survey Question (Rows)-- Organizations use many different techniques to either directly or indirectly influence what goes on in state government.  Below is a list of advocacy techniques.  Please indicate how often you use each technique--often, occasionally, rarely, or never.  Please keep in mind that this question concerns only your organization's efforts to influence state government.  Survey Question (Columns) – Has your organization ever publicly supported or opposed a ballot initiative? (Yes or No).  

Table 9.  Who Engages in Initiative Activity by Group Type?

	Initiative Activity
	% Using



	
	Labor Union
	Citizen 

Group
	Trade 

Association
	Professional 

Association
	Corporation
	Charity
	Other

	Has your organization ever publicly supported or opposed a ballot initiative?
	100
	84
	63
	58
	50
	54
	66

	Has your organization ever provided information to your members or supporters about a ballot initiative?
	100
	88
	76
	75
	57
	68
	83

	Has your organization ever joined a coalition to support or oppose a ballot initiative?
	100
	84
	63
	61
	43
	50
	61

	Has your organization ever made a financial contribution in support of or opposition to a ballot initiative?
	90
	31
	43
	48
	36
	29
	40

	Has your organization ever lobbied the state legislature in support of or opposition to a ballot initiative?
	90
	53
	40
	46
	50
	37
	49

	Has your organization ever sought endorsements from public officials in support of or opposition to a ballot initiative?
	80
	50
	22
	31
	36
	19
	39

	Has your organization ever formed a committee to support or oppose a ballot initiative?
	70
	47
	30
	31
	21
	22
	35

	Has your organization ever challenged a ballot initiative in court?
	65
	19
	7
	9
	14
	11
	10

	Has your organization ever tried to put forth a ballot initiative in a local election?
	55
	19
	8
	8
	0
	4
	15

	Has your organization ever drafted a ballot initiative?
	45
	34
	20
	18
	14
	11
	20


Source:  Author’s Data

Notes:  Labor Union (n = 20); Citizen Group (n = 31); Trade Association (n = 102); Professional Association (n = 67); Corporation (n = 14); Charity (n = 27); Other (n = 41) -- Data for CA and MI only (N = 302).  Survey Question – Organizations of various kinds play a large role in initiative and referendum campaigns.  For each of the following questions, please answer Yes or No regarding your organization’s activities in initiative and referendum campaigns.

Table 10. Multivariate Analysis of Direct Democracy Usage

Regression

[image: image1.wmf]Model Summary

.524

a

.274

.240

2.424

Model

1

R

R Square

Adjusted

R Square

Std. Error of

the Estimate

Predictors: (Constant), Does org. have PAC?, Budget,

Professional Association, National affiliate?,

Membership group?, Citizen, Labor union, Age,

Charity, Trade group

a. 


[image: image2.wmf]Coefficients

a

2.843

.658

4.320

.000

.377

.673

.041

.559

.577

1.770

.942

.132

1.879

.062

-.881

.571

-.132

-1.543

.124

-1.330

.539

-.233

-2.465

.014

-1.437

.683

-.155

-2.102

.037

.000

.000

-.010

-.158

.875

.019

.006

.221

3.350

.001

-.242

.607

-.028

-.398

.691

.216

.346

.039

.626

.532

1.812

.379

.324

4.787

.000

(Constant)

Citizen

Labor union

Professional Association

Trade group

Charity

Budget

Age

Membership group?

National affiliate?

Does org. have PAC?

Model

1

B

Std. Error

Unstandardized

Coefficients

Beta

Standardized

Coefficients

t

Sig.

Dependent Variable: Initiative Index

a. 


Table 11.  Negative Assessments Relative to Direct Democracy by State

	Statement
	
	% Agreeing
	

	
	CA (n = 126)
	MI (n = 175)
	SC (n = 74)

	Initiatives, referenda and other forms of direct democracy are susceptible to special interest groups that influence voters by the way of misleading statements and deceptive advertising
	80
	82
	76

	Initiatives, referenda, and other forms of direct democracy tend to be dominated by sophisticated political consultants, lawyers, and paid signature-gatherers
	79
	71
	55

	In initiative, referenda, and recall campaigns, the side with the most money tends to prevail
	68
	56
	39

	Wealthy interest groups dominate initiatives, referenda, and other forms of direct democracy at the expense of the public interest
	65
	57
	46

	Initiatives, referenda, and other forms of direct democracy have been captured by the wealthy interest whose power they were designed to curb
	55
	48
	30

	Initiatives, referenda, and other forms of direct democracy are harmful because voters are not competent to judge particular legislative proposals
	45
	15
	22

	Initiatives, referenda, and other forms of direct democracy are damaging because they lead to a “tyranny of the majority”
	20
	15
	15


Source: Author’s Data

Notes:  Survey Question – Initiatives and referenda have become quite popular in recent years.  Below you will find a number of statements about the wisdom and effectiveness of direct democracy.  We are interested in your opinions about direct democracy.  For each statement, please indicate if you strongly agree, agree, disagree, strongly disagree, or have no opinion.  

Table 12.  Positive Assessments Relative to Direct Democracy by State

	Statement
	
	% Agreeing
	

	
	CA (n = 126)
	MI (n = 175)
	SC (n = 74)

	Initiatives, referenda, and other forms of direct democracy are valuable tools through which ordinary citizens can register their opinions and desires
	63
	76
	75

	Initiatives, referenda, and other forms of direct democracy are desirable because they keep government officials accountable to the people who put them in power
	62
	67
	61

	Initiatives, referenda, and other forms of direct democracy represent a much-needed check on the power of government
	59
	61
	51

	In initiative, referenda, and recall campaigns, big spending does not necessarily mean big influence
	39
	45
	43


Source: Author’s Data

Notes:  Survey Question – Initiatives and referenda have become quite popular in recent years.  Below you will find a number of statements about the wisdom and effectiveness of direct democracy.  We are interested in your opinions about direct democracy.  For each statement, please indicate if you strongly agree, agree, disagree, strongly disagree, or have no opinion.  

� We would like to thank Dr. Schlozman for agreeing to let us use some of her survey questions.
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