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Abstract

We revisit the long-standing debate over the impact of direct democracy on state public policy by examining the impact of initiatives on 1980 and 2000 measures of general state policy liberalism developed by Erikson, Wright, and McIver in Statehouse Democracy and Gray, Lowery, Fellowes, and McAtee (2004).  Importantly, the analyses are also couched in Erikson, Wright, and McIver’s opinion liberalism model of state public policy as augmented by Gray, Lowery, Fellowes, and McAtee’s inclusion of measures of the structure of organized interests in the states.  After presenting our theoretical expectations, a variety of models are used to test the many different ways public opinion, organized interests, and initiatives might be expected to interact in the determination of state public policy.  In general, we find little evidence that initiatives alter the basic congruence between opinion and policy.  
Organized Interests, Public Opinion, and Policy

Congruence in Initiative and Noninitiative States

The instruments of direct democracy have attracted episodic attention on the part of political scientists.  One flurry of  scholarship followed closely on the heels of Proposition 13 and other popular tax revolt measures in the late 1970s and early 1980s (Butler and Ranney 1978; Ranney 1981; Danzinger and Ring 1982; Sigelman, Lowery, and Smith 1983).  The last decade or so has not only seen renewed attention to the instruments of direct democracy and tax revolts, but to its impact on a host of issues ranging from gay rights, abortion, the death penalty, and term limits (Bowler, Donovan, and Tolbert 1998; Donovan and Bowler 2004; Lascher, Hagen, and Rochlin 1996; Matsusaka 1995; Matsusaka and McCarty 2001).  The relationship between initiatives and interest group politics has constituted one part of this renewed attention (Matsusaka 2004; Smith and Tolbert 2004; Boehmke 2005), something that is not surprising given the Progressives' aspirations to employ the initiative as a means to side-step the influence of entrenched economic interests on what were viewed as overly pliant state legislatures.  Indeed, the Progressives' expectations remain a source of controversy with Broder (2000) arguing that powerful economic interests have subverted the initiative for their own purposes and Gerber’s (1999) finding that powerful economic interests have not found it especially easy to turn the Progressives' instrument of democratic control to their own advantage.  
While much of this prior research tells us a great deal about this debate, we still lack a more complete assessment of the role of the initiative in state politics.  Three problems are evident.  First, much – although by no means all – of the attention to initiatives focuses on specific issues and/or specific ballot measures.  This certainly has many advantages.  But aside from issues of generalizability, there is also the problem that the Progressives expected the initiative to have a much broader impact on public policy than on just the measures that made it to the ballot.  The fact that the initiative option was available was assumed, instead, to have a powerful influence on legislative activities of a more routine sort.  Thus, we also need to look at the effect of the initiative on state public policy more broadly.  Second, there is a question of time.  Many studies of initiatives focus on a specific period in which a given issue – gay marriage, terms limits, and so on – dominates state political agendas.  Yet, earlier work on state tax revolts (Sigelman, Lowery, and Smith 1983) found that at least some issues that are the focus of ballot measures have a marked periodicity or cycle in popularity.  We need in addition to focused temporal studies, then, attention to broader periods of time.  And third, the initiative is not the only or even the most important instrument of democratic control.  To assess the impact of initiatives, therefore, we need to evaluate them within the context of a general model of state public policy that includes plausibly more important channels of influence, including public opinion and organized interests.
  
Our analysis addresses these three issues by looking at the impact of initiatives on 1980 and 2000 measures of general state policy liberalism developed by Erikson, Wright, and McIver in Statehouse Democracy and Gray, Lowery, Fellowes, and McAtee (2004).  Importantly, the analyses are also couched in Erikson, Wright, and McIver’s (EWM) opinion liberalism model of state public policy as augmented by Gray, Lowery, Fellowes, and McAtee’s (GLFM) inclusion of measures of the structure of organized interests in the states.  In the first section of the paper, we present our theoretical expectations.  The following section presents the findings excluding the influence of organized interests.  The third section of the paper then adds the interest system measures to the models.  And finally, we assess the sensitivity of the models to extreme cases in terms of initiative use.  Finally, we conclude by assessing the overall impact of the presence and use of initiatives on general state policy liberalism. 
The Initiative and Opinion-Policy Congruence
Our basic approach entails couching initiative presence in the general model of congruence between public opinion and public policy developed by EWM.  Thus, our first set of hypotheses does not yet address the role of organized interests except by implication.  Further, the initiative might have several different kinds of effects.  The first, following the expectations of the Progressives noted earlier, is that the simple presence of the initiative option may pressure the legislature to enact laws more line with citizen preferences.  If powerful conservative interests are omni-present, as is often assumed, then the relationship between opinion liberalism and policy liberalism will be suppressed in noninitiative states.  Indeed, Gerber found that policies on abortion and the death penalty in initiative states more closely matched the state’s median voter than in states without the initiative, indicating that the initiative may have an indirect impact upon legislation.  That is, the initiative may be having a deterrent effect upon state legislatures by moving their legislative outputs closer to the median voter, an indirect effect above and beyond the direct impact of legislation enacted through the initiative process.  To test this first hypothesis, we include a dummy variable for initiative presence in the EWM and GLFG models along with an interaction between initiative presence and opinion liberalism.  Our strongest expectations, given the Progressives’ arguments, are for the interaction term in the two models, which we expect to be positive indicating that opinion liberalism will have a more powerful effect on policy liberalism in initiative states than in noninitiative states.  We use a two-tailed test for the dummy variable estimate, however.  That is, we have seen that some (i.e., Broder 2000) argue that the initiative is merely a new tool employed by entrenched interests to pursue rents.  If true, than the initiative should have little effect on the opinion-policy linkage itself and merely add to the overall level of conservatism in state public policy.

These first models follow closely Lascher, Hagen, and Rochlin's (1996) analysis, which also employed EWM’s basic policy congruence model.  More to the point, they found little evidence of such a simple effect of initiative presence.  They then reasoned that since usage of the initiative tool varied widely, they should also include in the model a term for the interaction term of initiative usage and ideology.  This also produced weak results, leading them to speculate that this failure was due to the role organized interests play in the initiative process.  We will replicate their basic analysis for 1980 using both a dummy measure for presence of the initiative and a measure of initiative use.  We will also replicate their analysis with more recent data on opinion and policy from 2000.  But we will also consider more directly below the influence of organized interests.   We refer to this first set of models as the naïve models in that they assume either that organized interests do not matter or that they are omnipresent.
Before considering more directly the role of organized interests, however, we also want to consider one other way in which the initiative might matter.   Rather than having an impact on the level of policy liberalism produced by a given level of opinion liberalism, the variance of the opinion-policy linkage among initiative states might be smaller than its variance among non-initiative states.  That is, we might expect more regular adjustments of policy to conform to public opinion because there is less institutional “friction” in initiative states, to use Baumgartner and Jones’ term (Baumgartner and Jones 1993) or “fewer defects” in the language of the Progressive reformers.  In the non-initiative states, some states may well have a convergence of opinion and policy after a recent policy punctuation.   But there will be a countervailing divergence of the opinion-policy relationship in others if institutional stickiness has not been overwhelmed by a recent policy punctuation (Lowery, Gray and Hager 1989).  Overall, then, the non-initiative set of states would have the larger variance.

So far, however, we have not directly considered the role of organized interests, a glaring absence in light of both the role they played in the Progressives’ diagnosis of the ills meriting adoption of the instruments of direct democracy and more recent debates about whether the influence of organized interests is diminished or enhanced by the initiative.  In part, our failure to do so is based on practical considerations.  That is, given the many interactions in the models, there is a strong possibility that collinearity will influence our results.  Thus, we consider the role of organized interests only after examining the baseline or naïve models.  Still, the relationship between organized interests and the initiative remains at the heart of our analysis.  Importantly, GLFM (2004) found in their earlier analysis quite mixed support for the expectation that organized interests bias the translation of citizen opinion into public policy.
  Yet, their findings might well have been biased by failure to consider the impact of initiatives.  Following GLFM, we will respecify the models discussed above to consider two ways in which the structure of the community of organized interests in the states might influence general opinion-policy congruence.   Their first hypothesized source of bias results from interest system density as measured by the total number of organized interests active in a state.  More specifically, they examined three competing hypothesis.  The rent-seeking model suggests that density directly reduces the degree of policy liberalism provided in a state.  The pluralist model suggests that density interacts with public opinion to provide either more or less policy liberalism, but probably more.  And the policy lurches model suggests that density weakens the opinion-policy relationship in a nondirectional manner so that EWM’s results should be heteroscedastic with respect to density.  GLFM further expected that interest system diversity would influence the translation of opinion into policy.  Diversity was operationalized as the dominance of for-profit interest groups vs. nonprofit groups in a state as measured by the proportion of the former.  High for-profit dominance should bias public policy in a conservative direction.  
The last step is to consider how the expectations of the bias model discussed above might work in the initiative setting.  To date, the relation between the initiative process and organized interests has been studied but from the reverse causal standpoint.
  Here, we are interested in how the structure of the interest community will modify opinion-policy congruence differently in initiative and noninitiative states.  Basically, the answer depends on whether organized interests work to impede opinion-policy congruence as suggested by transactions theorists or whether they are instead vital instruments through which congruence is achieved, as suggested by the pluralists (Lowery and Gray 2004).  Therefore, using two-tailed tests, we generally expect that the hypotheses outlined earlier for the naïve model will be either attenuated or enhanced in the models controlling for the density and diversity of interest communities.  We test these competing expectations with additional interactions between the variables already discussed for the naïve model and the organized interest variables.  
Testing the Models
To test these hypotheses, the first task is to replicate the EWM model.  Their composite policy liberalism index, the dependent variable, was based on data from the early 1980s on eight issues on which liberals and conservatives disagreed in predictable ways.  We will work with a modified version of their final path model (EWM 1993, 130), in which policy liberalism was determined by two independent variables in 1980:  state opinion liberalism and legislative liberalism.  Opinion liberalism was measured by the standard ideology question posed in 122 CBS/NYT telephone polls taken between 1976 and 1988, with Alaska, Hawaii, and Nevada omitted due to data limitations.  EWM measured legislative liberalism indirectly; parties’ legislative strength was used to weight previously derived party elite ideology scores to produce a measure of each state legislature’s liberalism, with nonpartisan Nebraska omitted.  

Our second analysis entails testing the EWM model in a more recent period.  Our more recent policy liberalism measure is an index developed by Gray, Lowery, Fellowes, and McAtee (2004); it was based on five state-level issues that currently divide liberals and conservatives:  gun control, abortion, welfare eligibility and activity requirements under TANF (the successor to AFDC), right-to-work laws, and the progressivity of the tax structure.
  The index covers social issues, such as gun control and abortion policy, economic issues, such as tax progressivity and union policies, and current welfare policy.  It was also weakly tied to expenditures, as were the items in the original EWM policy liberalism index.
  These weak correlations suggest that the 2000 policy liberalism measure should not be as affected by a state’s wealth as an expenditure-based indicator.   The new policy liberalism index was scored so that liberal states have high values.  Their measure produced a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.63, which is in the acceptable range, though less than ideal.  When the separate policy components were factor analyzed, only one factor had an eigenvalue greater than 1.00.  All of the other values were less than 0.18.  This suggests that the five components of their index represent a single dimension of policy liberalism.  Overall, though, the GLFM composite policy liberalism measure passed standard reliability tests.  Further, their measure was strongly correlated (r=0.75) with EWM’s original measure.  To replicate the major independent variable for the Statehouse Democracy model, we use EWM’s public opinion liberalism scores for each state averaged over the period 1995-1999 (Wright website).

As explained earlier, the moderator variables of our models are the presence and use of initiatives.  For both 1980 and 2000, the presence variable is a simple dummy for whether a state has provisions to place an initiative on the ballot.
  To operationalize initiative usage for our 1980 models, we count the number of times an initiative was on the ballot from 1972 to 1980.  For models of 2000, we similarly count the number of initiatives on a state's ballots between 1992 and 2000.
   We study a span of years for each time period to get a sense of whether initiatives are regularly used in a state.  Examining only one year might give, by chance, an inaccurate perception of a state's usage tendencies.  When setting a range of years, we choose a range preceding the year of study because the use of direct democracy should precede its consequences.  Also, many of the measures of opinion and policy liberalism use data from a number of years, so this range encompasses the time span of measurement.  Finally, the interest organization density and diversity measures are the same as those used by GLFM (2004).

Naïve Model Results

The first three columns of table 1 report results for 1980 for our simplest expectations about the impact of initiatives.  The results in the first column replicate a model from Statehouse Democracy in which policy liberalism is a function of public opinion ideology and legislative liberalism.  These results match those reported by EWM, with increases in public opinion liberalism and legislative liberalism each leading to an increase in liberal policy.
  The results in the second column test the hypothesis that opinion will more strongly predict policy in initiative states by using a dummy variable for the presence of an initiative law and interacting this dummy with public opinion.  While the main effects for public opinion and legislative liberalism remain significant, the hypothesis is not supported.  The dummy estimate for the presence of the initiative is not significant, although we did not have a strong prior for this coefficient.  More importantly, the interaction is not positive, as we expected.  Indeed, under a two-tailed test, the negative coefficient would have been significant.  In other words, the positive association between opinion and policy liberalism is actually smaller in initiative states than it is in non-initiative states.  Similarly, the third column tests the hypothesis that initiative usage increases the congruence between opinion and policy using the count of initiative use from 1972-1980 and interacting this with public opinion.  Using a two-tailed test to reflect our lack of a strong prior, the coefficient for the count of initiatives is significantly greater than zero.  Thus, increased use of initiatives is associated with more liberal policy.   The interaction between the count variable and public opinion, however, fails to support the hypothesis; the coefficient is neither positive nor significant, but negative and indiscernible from zero.

The failure of the hypotheses is visually represented in the figure 1.  The horizontal axis is EWM's public opinion liberalism measure, with the most liberal values approaching zero on the far right.  The vertical axis shows the range of EWM's policy liberalism measure, with the most liberal, positive values at the top.   The non-initiative states in the scatterplot are represented by open circles and initiative states are represented by darkened triangles.  As expected, as opinion liberalism rises, policy liberalism rises.  This figure includes regression lines obtained from regressing policy liberalism on a constant and opinion liberalism on the sub-samples of initiative and non-initiative states.  The dotted line is the best fit line for the non-initiative states, and the solid line is the best fit for the initiative states.  Clearly, policy is more responsive to opinion in non-initiative states, as suggested by the results in table 1.

The last three columns of table 2 report the comparable results for 2000.  This model uses the GLFM policy liberalism index as the dependent variable and omits legislative liberalism as a predictor in the baseline model because past research suggested it is unimportant in that time frame (Gray et al 2004, 419).  For the baseline model of the first column, the estimate of public opinion liberalism is again positive and significant.  Moving to substantive considerations, the second column reports insignificant estimates for the initiative dummy and its interaction with public opinion, which does not support the hypothesis that policy liberalism should be more congruent with opinion in initiative states.  The third column includes a count of ballot initiatives for each state from 1992-2000 and the interaction between this count and opinion liberalism.  Again, the data do not support our hypotheses for the year 2000; the interaction term is not significant, as policy is not noticeably more responsive to public opinion.

Figure 2 graphically illustrates the congruence between opinion and policy liberalism.  Again, the horizontal axis represents opinion liberalism, measured from 1995 to 1999, with higher values indicating more liberal opinion.  The vertical axis is GLFM's policy liberalism measure, with larger values again representing more liberal policy.  Again, in 2000, policy liberalism increases with opinion liberalism.  What differs from 1980, though, is any distinction between initiative and non-initiative states.  Running separate regressions of policy liberalism on opinion yields the lines reported in the figure:  the slope of opinion's effect on policy liberalism is slightly larger for initiative states, but the difference is negligible.  Since this difference is so small that it is difficult to pick-up visually or statistically, we have to conclude that our naïve model hypotheses of increased policy congruence have not been verified.

Our final naïve hypothesis is that the variance of policy after considering the relationship between opinion and policy ought to be lower in initiative than in non-initiative states.  Our test, examined the mean squared error after fitting the baseline models of table 1 to the sub-samples of initiative and non-initiative states.  Larger mean squared error indicates greater unexplained variance.  The results do not support this expectation.  In both 1980 and 2000, the mean squared error is higher for initiative (0.278 and 5.205, respectively) than non-initiative states (0.251 and 2.160, respectively), the reverse of what is expected.  Thus, the hypothesis that initiatives can help to overcome institutional friction and thereby better link opinion and policy is not supported for the naïve model.
Expanding the Specification for Interest Bias
Given the weakness of the naïve initiative hypotheses, we now turn to a model that controls for the influence organized interests might have on opinion-policy congruence.  Starting with 1980, table 2 reports the results for a model that includes a dummy for initiative presence and its interaction with all variables from the baseline model derived from Gray et al 2004.  Table 3 reports the same results, but with initiative usage substituted for the initiative dummy.  Since the results for these two tables are remarkably similar, we discuss them together.  The only variables that are significant in the two tables in any of the specifications is public opinion, which always is significant, and legislative liberalism, which loses significance in the interaction models.
  Importantly, none of the interest organization variables produced discernible estimates.  Our most important concern, however, is whether the inclusion of the interest organization variables altered the results for the initiative variables.  They did not.  None of the initiative variables in either table 2 or 3 produced a discernible estimate.  

Turning to 2000, table 4 reports models of the GLFM policy index with the initiative dummy, while table 5 reports results for the same model, but with initiative usage substituted for the initiative dummy variable.  Again, the results are quite similar across the two tables, allowing us to discuss them together.  Public opinion liberalism has the expected positive, significant relationship in all specifications.  In one instance, the interaction between interest density and public opinion is positive and significant, indicating that opinion liberalism has a more positive impact on policy liberalism in states with dense interest systems.  But the comparable estimate in the full model was not significant.
  More importantly, however, none of the interaction effects are significant.

It is also worth noting that in all of the models from tables 2 through 5, the coefficients for the interaction between economic dominance and initiative presence or usage were uniformly insignificant.  Not only was this the case, but all post hoc t-ratios from substitution fail to produce significant results.
  This result fits well with Gerber's finding that economic interests are generally ineffective at defeating proposed initiatives and at using the initiative process as a sometimes credible threat in the legislature (1999).  

Finally, regarding the variance hypothesis for the biased model, we examined the mean squared error of the baseline bias models when they are applied to the sub-samples of initiative and non-initiative states in 1980 and 2000.  Again, our expectation was that variance would be lower for the sub-sample of initiative states because ballot initiatives provide an opportunity to overcome institutional friction.  This hypothesis is again not supported because the mean squared error is higher for initiative states (0.270 and 5.207, respectively) than for noninitiative states (0.217 and 3.268, respectively).
Sensitivity Tests for Extreme Cases

Finally, do states that use the initiative extensively behave differently from states which use the initiative only rarely?  To get at this, we parsed-out the states which use the initiative the most.  Figure 3 divides all states that had the initiative from 1972-1980 into quartiles of use.  The vertical axis represents the number of initiatives used over this time frame, and height of each bar is the mean number of uses for the states in that quartile.  Hence, the states listed by the far-right bar are the highest users for the early time period.  Figure 4 similarly divides states according to use from 1992-2000.  Again, the states listed with the far right bar are the highest users.  Thus, we have chosen to compare, for each year, these states in the highest quartile of use with states that do not have the initiative.

In table 6, and building on the prior set of results, we report the results for models for both 1980 and 2000 that exclude low use states.  States that use the initiative only sparingly are omitted from this model leaving only high users and noninitiative states.  Again, the only coefficient that is significant is for public opinion liberalism.  All of the interactions have the same signs as the other models for 1980, but are not significant.  Thus, looking at only the high- and no-use states does not alter our earlier results for the 1980 models.  The 2000 results in column 2, by contrast, are modestly more interesting.  Directionally, the coefficients all have the same sign as observed earlier.  But in this model, the interaction between high usage and interest density and the three-way interaction between high usage, interest density, and opinion liberalism are both significant for a two-tailed test at the 95 percent confidence level.  To interpret these, we first consider the effect of interest density in high-use states, substituting various levels of opinion liberalism:
  When a state has the mean level of public opinion liberalism, interest density has an effect of -0.741, which means for every additional 100 interest groups a state has, the state's policy liberalism decreases -0.741 on the GLFM index.  When a state is one standard deviation more conservative than the mean, this effect becomes stronger, increasing to -1.492.  However, when a state is one standard deviation more liberal than the mean, an increase in interest groups increases policy liberalism, as the effect of groups becomes 0.110.  Interpreting such complex interactions can, of course, become a little tricky:  Thus, we do not want to over interpret these results.  Still, the pluralist view of interest mobilization might suggest that conservative groups emerge in conservative states, lobbying for conservative policy, while liberal groups emerge in liberal states, lobbying for liberal policy.  Further, while many groups seek rents, making policy conservative, their aggregate impact on overall policy may be diminished as states becomes increasingly liberal, perhaps through the mobilization of countervailing citizens' groups.

Turning to the interpretation of public opinion, we consider the effect opinion has in high-use states at various levels of interest density.
  For the mean level of interest groups, the coefficient for public opinion in initiative states is 0.229, which is a finding similar in magnitude to our other findings.  For a state with an abundance of interest groups, this effect rises to 0.642.  For state with a sparse population of interest groups, one standard deviation below the mean, the coefficient drops to -0.184, suggesting that policymakers are better able to ignore public opinion when interest density is low.  This result seems odd in that one would expect public opinion to be very effective in driving policy when few interest groups seek to suppress it.  Perhaps, as the pluralist view would imply, intermediary institutions such as interest groups are needed to transmit public preferences to legislators.  
Conclusion

Throughout our analysis, the importance of public opinion as a predictor of policy liberalism was never seriously challenged.  We have seen that public opinion significantly influences policy in both initiative and non-initiative states, and in much the same way.  More to the point, we have seen that neither the presence nor absence of the initiative nor its level of use across the full range of usage observed in the states seems to impinge on this basic relationship between opinion and policy liberalism.  Indeed, any differences between the relationship between opinion liberalism and policy liberalism in initiative and noninitiative states observed in 1980 (figure 1) seem to have disappeared by 2000 (figure 2).  Just as importantly, this basic finding survived inclusion of controls for measures of the structure of state interest communities, something that lies as the heart of both the Progressives’ advocacy of direct democracy and contemporary debates over whether the promise of the Progressives’ reforms have strengthened or weakened opinion-policy congruence.  While our last set of sensitivity tests moderated this general conclusion modestly, it is clear that the initiative has – despite the great attention given to it in recent years – remarkably little effect on the overall direction of public policy.  This does not mean of course that it cannot have a significant impact on the adoption or failure to adopt some policies.  Indeed, we accept Gerber’s (1999) conclusions on abortion and the death penalty policies.  Initiatives matter.  But these results may well be the exception to the more general rules governing policy-making in the states to the extent that the 1980 EWM and 2000 GLFM policy liberalism indices actually measure what they purport to measure – generalized policy liberalism.
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Figure 1:  Congruence between opinion and policy in 1980
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Figure 2:  Congruence between opinion and policy in 2000
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Figure 3:  Percentiles of Initiative Use, 1972-1980
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Figure 4:  Percentiles of Initiative Use, 1992-2000
Table 1:  Naïve Model of Opinion-Policy Congruence for 1980 and 2000
	 
	1980 Models
	 
	2000 Models

	Independent Variable
	Baseline
	Initiative Presence
	Initiative Usage
	 
	Baseline
	Initiative Presence
	Initiative Usage

	Opinion liberalism
	0.084*
	0.104*
	0.077*
	 
	0.272*
	0.268*
	0.275*

	
	(-0.019)
	(-0.020)
	(-0.019)
	
	(-0.032)
	(-0.045)
	(-0.035)

	Legislative liberalism
	0.157*
	0.232*
	0.170*
	
	--
	
	--

	
	(-0.083)
	(-0.082)
	(-0.081)
	
	
	
	

	Initiative presence
	--
	0.146
	--
	
	--
	0.065
	--

	
	
	(-0.154_
	
	
	
	(-0.603)
	

	Initiative presence x opinion liberalism
	--
	-0.061#
	--
	
	--
	0.009
	--

	
	
	(-0.022)
	
	
	
	(-0.067)
	

	Initiative use
	--
	--
	0.036#
	
	--
	--
	0.016

	
	
	
	(-0.016)
	
	
	
	(-0.032)

	Initiative use x opinion liberalism
	--
	--
	-0.004
	
	--
	--
	0.004

	
	
	
	(-0.002)
	
	
	
	(-0.004)

	Constant
	-0.009
	-0.090
	0.031
	
	-0.156
	-0.186
	-0.235

	
	(-0.081)
	(-0.108)
	(-0.081)
	
	(-0.292)
	(-0.443)
	(-0.298)

	R2
	0.716
	0.765
	0.748
	 
	0.604
	0.604
	0.638


Note:  Figures under coefficients are standard errors; * p < .05, one tailed test; # p < .05, two tailed test; 1980 N=42, 2000 N=48.
Table 2:  Bias Model of Opinion-Policy

Congruence with Initiative Presence Dummy, 1980
	
	Model Specification

	Independent Variable
	Baseline
	With Presence Dummy
	With Presence Interactions
	With Dummy & Interactions

	Interest density
	0.038

(0.046)
	0.038

(0.047)
	0.059

(0.066)
	0.060

(0.067)

	Economic dominance
	-1.705

(1.550)
	-1.772

(1.593)
	-2.224

(1.904)
	-2.315

(1.984)

	Opinion liberalism
	0.087*

(0.020)
	0.088*

(0.021)
	0.123*

(0.027)
	0.124*

(0.028)

	Legislative liberalism
	0.163*

(0.083)
	0.159*

(0.086)
	0.137

(0.138)
	0.129

(0.146)

	Initiative presence
	--
	-0.042

(0.168)
	--
	-0.033

(0.164)

	Initiative presence x interest density
	--
	--
	-0.014

(0.091)
	-0.015

(0.093)

	Initiative presence x economic dominance
	--
	--
	2.877

(3.293)
	2.935

(3.355)

	Initiative presence x opinion liberalism
	--
	--
	-0.063

(0.040)
	-0.064

(0.041)

	Initiative presence x legislative liberalism
	--
	--
	0.056

(0.179)
	0.062

(0.185)

	Constant
	0.000

(0.080)
	0.023

(0.121)
	0.024

(0.080)
	0.043

(0.123)

	R2
	.770
	.771
	.816
	.816


Note:  Figures under coefficients are standard errors; * p < .05, one tailed test; # p < .05, two tailed test; N=42
Table 3:  Bias Model of Opinion-Policy Congruence with Initiative Use Variable, 1980
	
	Model Specification

	Independent Variable
	Baseline
	With Initiative Usage
	With Usage Interactions
	With Usage & Interactions

	Interest density
	0.038

(0.046)
	0.034

(0.047)
	0.047

(0.059)
	0.044

(0.049)

	Economic dominance
	-1.705

(1.550)
	-1.659

(1.567)
	-1.453

(1.778)
	-1.689

(1.752)

	Opinion liberalism
	0.087*

(0.020)
	0.085*

(0.021)
	0.096*

(0.022)
	0.089*

(0.022)

	Legislative liberalism
	0.163*

(0.083)
	0.166*

(0.084)
	0.137

(0.087)
	0.149*

(0.086)

	Initiative usage
	--
	0.007

(0.013)
	--
	0.025

(0.017)

	Initiative usage x interest density
	--
	--
	0.001

(0.008)
	-0.000

(0.008)

	Initiative usage x economic dominance
	--
	--
	0.281

(0.404)
	0.149

(0.406)

	Initiative usage x opinion liberalism
	--
	--
	-0.003

(0.004)
	-0.005

(0.004)

	Initiative usage x legislative liberalism
	--
	--
	0.007

(0.012)
	0.008

(0.012)

	Constant
	0.000

(0.080)
	-0.002

(0.080)
	0.032

(0.084)
	0.052

(0.084)

	R2
	.770
	.772
	.788
	.802


Note:  Figures under coefficients are standard errors; * p < .05, one tailed test; # p < .05, two tailed test, N=42.
Table 4:  Bias Model of Opinion-Policy 
Congruence with Initiative Presence Dummy, 2000
	
	Model Specification

	Independent Variable
	Baseline
	With Presence Dummy
	With Presence Interactions
	With Dummy & Interactions

	Interest density
	0.047

(0.072)
	0.031

(0.071)
	0.046

(0.110)
	0.051

(0.111)

	Interest density x opinion liberalism
	0.030

(0.021)
	0.015*

(0.009)
	0.014

(0.013)
	0.015

(0.013)

	Economic dominance
	-6.848

(6.235)
	-6.190

(6.224)
	-2.434

(10.871)
	-4.169

(11.140)

	Opinion liberalism
	0.261*

(0.035)
	0.273*

(0.034)
	0.289*

(0.047)
	0.287*

(0.048)

	Initiative presence
	--
	-0.476

(0.629)
	--
	-0.546

(0.688)

	Initiative presence x interest density
	--
	--
	-0.030

(0.180)
	-0.053

(0.183)

	Initiative presence x interest density x opinion liberalism
	--
	--
	-0.000

(0.019)
	0.004

(0.020)

	Initiative presence x economic dominance
	--
	--
	-4.987

(13.959)
	-4.506

(14.039)

	Initiative presence x opinion liberalism
	--
	--
	-0.024

(0.081)
	-0.022

(0.081)

	Constant
	-0.221

(0.307)
	-0.036

(0.435)
	-0.330

(0.342)
	-0.076

(0.469)

	R2
	.658
	.649
	.647
	.653


Note:  Figures under coefficients are standard errors; * p < .05, one tailed test; # p < .05, two tailed test, N=48.
Table 5:  Bias Model of Opinion-Policy Congruence with Initiative Use Variable, 2000
	
	Model Specification

	Independent Variable
	Baseline
	With Initiative Usage
	With Usage Interactions
	With Usage & Interactions

	Interest density
	0.032

(0.071)
	0.021

(0.072)
	-0.039

(0.096)
	-0.053

(0.101)

	Interest density x opinion liberalism
	0.013

(0.008)
	0.012

(0.009)
	0.014

(0.011)
	0.015

(0.012)

	Economic dominance
	-5.110

(6.028)
	-2.938

(6.508)
	-4.443

(6.364)
	-6.455

(7.816)

	Opinion liberalism
	0.276*

(0.034)
	0.271*

(0.034)
	0.271*

(0.039)
	0.279*

(0.043)

	Initiative usage
	--
	0.022

(0.024)
	--
	-0.025

(0.055)

	Initiative usage x interest density
	--
	--
	-0.007

(0.012)
	-0.009

(0.013)

	Initiative usage x interest density x opinion liberalism
	--
	--
	0.001

(0.001)
	0.001

(0.001)

	Initiative usage x economic dominance
	--
	--
	-0.377

(0.507)
	-0.644

(0.781)

	Initiative usage x opinion liberalism
	--
	--
	0.000

(0.005)
	0.002

(0.006)

	Constant
	-0.278

(0.293)
	-0.261

(0.295)
	-0.408

(0.316)
	-0.502

(0.381)

	R2
	.612
	.651
	.664
	.666


Note:  Figures under coefficients are standard errors; * p < .05, one tailed test; # p < .05, two tailed test, N=48.
Table 6:  Bias Model of Opinion-Policy Congruence Comparing 
High Use States with Non-Initiative States, 1980 & 2000
	Independent Variable
	Coefficients 1980
	Coefficients 2000

	
	(S.E.)
	(S.E.)

	Interest density
	0.060
	0.051

	
	(-0.06)
	(-0.094)

	Interest density x opinion liberalism
	--
	0.015

	
	 
	(-0.011)

	Economic dominance
	-2.315
	-4.169

	
	(-1.793)
	(-9.396)

	Opinion liberalism
	0.124*
	0.287*

	
	(-0.025)
	(-0.04)

	Legislative liberalism
	0.129
	--

	
	(-0.132)
	

	High usage
	1.274
	-0.414

	
	(-0.804)
	(-2.041)

	High usage x interest density
	-0.005
	-0.792#

	
	(-0.156)
	(-0.357)

	High usage x interest density x opinion liberalism
	5.137
	0.080#

	
	(-8.537)
	(-0.036)

	High usage x economic dominance
	-0.241
	-23.144

	
	(-0.135)
	(-32.366)

	High usage x opinion liberalism
	0.189
	-0.058

	
	(-0.202)
	(-0.221)

	Constant
	0.043
	-0.076

	
	(-0.111)
	(-0.395)

	R2
	0.883
	0.808


Note:  Figures under coefficients are standard errors; * p < .05, one tailed test; # p < .05, two tailed test, N=27.
� In half of the states citizens have the opportunity to make laws by direct democracy as well as through the process of representative democracy.  However, the extent to which initiative states use this process varies dramatically.  Over the years 1992 to 2000, for example, there was not a single initiative on the ballot in the states of Illinois, Kentucky, Maryland, and New Mexico.  Oregon, by contrast, had sixty-six initiatives over the same time frame, exceeding all other states, including California's fifty-four initiatives.  


� Consistent with this mixed set of expectations, Matsusaka shows that the presence of the initiative actually makes a state's fiscal policy more conservative in the modern era and more liberal in the progressive era (2004).   


� GLFM found that a model including opinion liberalism (positive), legislative liberalism (positive), and economic dominance (negative) fit best in 1980.  Interest density and its interaction term were not significant.  The 2000 results were slightly different; EWM’s opinion liberalism variable again produced a positive and significant estimate, but legislative liberalism did not.  Of the organized interest variables, density was positive and significant, supporting the pluralist interpretation, in both its direct and interactive terms; economic dominance was weakly significant (at the 0.15 level) and negative, but the interactive term was not significant.  So the best fit model for 2000 was opinion liberalism, density, a density-opinion interaction, and economic dominance. 


� Fred Boehmke (2005) is among those who have analyzed how the presence of the initiative shapes a state’s interest group system.  His study, using Gray and Lowery’s data, found that initiative states have 28 percent more interest groups; 45 percent more citizens groups compared with 23 percent more economic groups, making them more representative than noninitiative states.  Dan Smith and Caroline Tolbert (2004, 158), using the same interest group data, analyzed how initiative usage predicted interest group density and diversity.  They found that usage was unrelated to the total number of interest groups per state, but that higher usage was positively related to the number of nonprofit group registered in a state.  Finally, Susan Banducci (1998) investigated the causes of initiative usage, finding that states with higher usage had divided government, professional legislatures, low burdens for qualifications, and strong interest group systems (on the Morehouse scale).  The import of these studies for our project is that initiative states probably do have larger or denser interest group systems than non-initiative states.  Whether the relationship is causal as Boehmke argues, is still an open question.  


� The five components were measured as follows: 1.) extent of state regulation of fire arms as measured by state gun laws on the books during 1998-2000, 2.) NARAL’s scorecard of state abortion laws in 2000, 3.) an index of welfare stringency developed by GLFM from the Urban Institute’s database of TANF rules for eligibility and work requirements in 1997-99,  4.) a dummy measure of state right-to-work laws in 2001, and 5.) the ratio of the average tax burden of the highest five percent of a state’s earners to the average tax burden of the lowest forty percent of a state’s earners calculated by GLFM from 1995 data from Citizens for Tax Justice.  Four of the five components of their policy index are themselves composed of subcomponents.  Thus, the composite index was based upon quite detailed information on the respective policies.  Following EWM’s example, GLFM standardized each separate policy component before combining them.  


� For example, the simple correlation of the 2000 policy index and state welfare expenditures is –0.37.


� Mississippi is the only state that changes from one period of study to the next, adopting the initiative in 1992.


� The Initiative and Referendum Institute at the University of Southern California, <http://www.iandrinstitute.org/>.


� See GLFM (2004) for a discussion of how these measures were constructed and a discussion of their validity. 


� Anticipating possible problems with multicollinearity, we re-centered the predictors by subtracting away the mean.  Hence, our reported constant differs from that of EWM, but all other coefficients are the same.


� One major concern with the method we use might be multicollinearity arising from so many interactions.  To counteract this possibility, we re-centered all continuous variables by subtracting the mean of each, which diminishes the correlation between predictors.  As a final diagnostic of whether collinearity was affecting our standard errors, we calculated the variance inflation factor for each predictor.  In the case of the final column of table 2, two predictors did, in fact, exceed the common cutoff of 10:  legislative liberalism and the interaction between legislative liberalism and initiative presence.  To address this problem, we conducted an F-test of these two legislative liberalism variables together, but it failed to gain significance:  F(2,32)=1.82


� None of the variance inflation factors exceed 10 in the final model.  Perhaps this one significant result for the opinion-density interaction was a type-I error.


� This includes inserting any quartile level of initiative use into the count variable specification.


� The mean level of ideology is -14.625.  One standard deviation below the mean is -23.582, and one standard deviation above the mean is -5.668.  For analytic purposes, this variable has been re-centered.


� The mean number of interest groups is 689.  One standard deviation below the mean is 254, and one standard deviation above the mean is 1124.  For analytic purposes, this variable has been re-centered and divided by 100.
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