
In recent decades, substantial scholarly attention has
been directed at voting behavior in presidential, con-
gressional, and other types of candidate elections (e.g.

Abramowitz 1984; Abramson and Aldrich 1982; Abramson
et al. 1992; Fiorina 1981; Jacobson 1978, 1992). This line
of research clearly establishes that partisan affiliation is asso-
ciated with individual-level voting behavior in candidate
elections. Considerably less attention, however, has been
given to individual-level voting behavior on state ballot
propositions. The relationship between party identification
and individual-level voting behavior in ballot elections is
less clear. This disparity in the research seems unusual con-
sidering the increased use of direct democracy and the
nature of the issues being decided directly by voters. In the
1990s alone, voters decided on over 340 ballot initiatives
across 24 states. These ballot initiatives covered a range of
issues including medicinal marijuana, affirmative action,
term limits, state/local taxation, and abortion. Given the
increasing importance of the direct democracy process and
the potential implications voting behavior can have on the
social, economic, and political environments within states,
examining the impact of partisan affiliation on individual-
level voting behavior in ballot elections seems warranted. 

This study provides a comparative examination of indi-
vidual-level voting behavior on ballot propositions. This
study extends the existing research on voting behavior in
ballot elections in two ways: first, by examining a large
number of issues across numerous states and second, by
examining the factors generally associated with voting
choice. To examine individual-level voting behavior on state
ballot initiative, I rely on Voter News Service (VNS) state-
level exit poll surveys from three election periods (1992-
1996). The analytical approach used in this study allows for
the examination of individual-level voting behavior on
ballot propositions across a variety of issues in multiple
election periods.

The article proceeds in the following way. Section two
provides an overview of the research on voting behavior in
initiative elections, noting the perceived limitations of this
research. In section three, an argument in support of a com-
parative analysis of voting behavior on ballot propositions is
outlined. Here I assert that there are consistently influential
factors associated with voting behavior on all types of ballot
propositions. Notably, individual-level partisan identifica-
tion is uniformly associated with voting on ballot initiatives.
Section four outlines the data and methods used to address
the research question posed in this study. Section five dis-
cusses the empirical findings generated in this study. Section
six concludes with a discussion of the implications the find-
ings hold for future research on voting in initiative elections.

PRIOR ANALYSIS OF BALLOT ELECTIONS

The theoretical focus of re s e a rch on direct democracy
elections in the U.S. revolves around the issue of how the
electorate copes with the difficulties associated with ballot
elections. Scholars argue the lack of information available to
voters in initiative elections makes the task of deciding how
to vote more arduous (e.g. Bowler and Donovan 1998; Lupia
1994; Magleby 1984). More specifically, the lack of tradi-
tional cues such as partisan labels and candidate evaluations
renders decision calculations in ballot elections more com-
plex. In lieu of the traditional cues available in candidate
elections, voters rely on other available cues to make voting
decisions that are consistent with their own pre f e re n c e s .
These proposed cues include initiative campaigns, elite mes-
sages, and media cues (Banducci 1998; Bowler and Donovan
1994a; 1998; Gerber and Lupia 1995; Joslyn and Haider-
Markel 2000; Karp 1998; Lupia 1992; 1994; Magleby 1989;
McCuan, Bowler, Donovan, and Fernandez 1998).

Recent research suggests, even given limited information,
voting behavior in ballot elections is similar to voting behav-
ior in candidate elections (Bowler and Donovan 1998). Sev-
eral works suggests that partisan affiliation is associated
with voting behavior on certain ballot issues. For instance,
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Smith and Tolbert’s (2001) examination of ballot elections
in California indicates that party identification is associated
with individual-level voting behavior on illegal immigra-
tion, health care, affirmation action, and medicinal mari-
juana initiatives. Bowler and Donovan (1998) outline the
impact of partisanship on term limit initiatives in California.
Likewise, Donovan and Snipp (1994) find that partisanship
is associated with voting behavior on term limit initiatives in
California and Washington. Citrin et al, (1990) find a strong
relationship between individual-level voting behavior and
party identification for California’s 1986 English Only ini-
tiative. Additionally, Hero (1998) examines the impact of
partisan affiliation on county-level voting on English Only
initiatives in California, Colorado, and Florida.

I m p l i c i t l y, these works suggest there may be a more gen-
eral relationship between partisanship and voting behavior
in ballot elections than previously hypothesized. This osten-
sible pattern diverges from earlier re s e a rch, which argues the
lack of partisan labels and party involvement eliminates the
i m p o rtance of partisan affiliation in ballot elections (Cro n i n
1989; Magleby 1984). As Cronin suggests, the “absence of
p a rty labels . . . denies a majority of voters of a familiar cue”
and this is unlikely to influence voting behavior (1989: 67).
It is, however, difficult to draw generalizable conclusions
re g a rding the importance of partisanship in issue elections
based on the extant re s e a rch. Arg u a b l y, the re s e a rch con-
ducted to this point provides a limited understanding of
voting behavior in ballot elections for several re a s o n s .

First, a large portion of this research focuses on a single
ballot issue in one state. Previous works examine term limits
(Donovan and Snipp 1994; Donovan 1993), social services
for illegal immigrants (Tolbert and Hero 1996; Morris
2000), auto insurance reform (Lupia 1994), English Only
(Citrin et al 1990), affirmative action (Chavez 1998), and
gun safety (Joslyn and Haider-Markel 2000). Typically, this
research focuses on the specific contextual factors associated
with individual-level voting behavior on the ballot issue of
interest. It seems natural to ask if the findings generated in
the single-case study research are necessarily generalizable
to voting behavior across a variety of initiatives.

Second, the work that examines multiple ballot issues
tends to examine the initiative process in a single state (Ban-
ducci 1998; Bowler and Donovan 1994b; Schrag 1998;
Schmidt 1998; Smith and To l b e rt 2001). The existing longi-
tudinal examinations of ballot propositions tend to focus on
elections in a subset of states: Oregon (LaPalombra 1950),
Michigan (Pollock 1940), and California (Bowler and Dono-
van 1994a; Schrag 1998; Schmidt 1998). Recent works have
attempted broaden the examination of the initiative pro c e s s
beyond a single state. These works examine the process in
multiple states including: California, Oregon, Wa s h i n g t o n ,
Colorado, and/or Michigan (Bowler and Donovan 1998;
B o w l e r, Donovan, and To l b e rt 1998). Yet, there are pre s e n t l y
over twenty states that allow some form of direct democracy.
As such, the focus on a single state or small subset of states
may limit our understanding of the relationship between
p a rtisan affiliation and voting behavior on ballot issues.

Third (and related to point two), increasingly the ballot
p roposition re s e a rch focuses on the direct democracy
process in California (e.g. Bowler and Donovan 1994a,
1994b; Chavez 1998; Citrin et al. 1990; Donovan and
Snipp 1994; Lupia 1994; Morris 2000; Smith and Tolbert
2001; Tolbert and Hero 1996). Even those works that ana-
lyze voting behavior on ballot measures across multiple
states, offer more in-depth examinations of the process in
California (Bowler and Donovan 1998; Bowler, Donovan,
and Tolbert 1998). The abundance and availability of survey
and aggregate-level data on California ballot measures
makes California a reasonable case study. However, the find-
ings generated from this research on California ballot initia-
tives may not necessarily be generalizable to the process in
the other states allowing ballot propositions. 

F i n a l l y, the extant re s e a rch overwhelmingly focuses on the
impact of issue specific factors on voting behavior. For exam-
ple, age is hypothesized to impact voting behavior on school
bond initiatives (Button 1992), while religion influences
voting on gambling propositions (Magleby 1984). Sigelman
(1989) argues gubernatorial approval rating is associated with
individual-level voting behavior on gubernatorial succession
re f e renda. To l b e rt and Hero (1996) find that county-level
racial and ethnic context played an influential role in aggre-
gate-level voting patterns on Californ i a ’s 1994 Illegal Immi-
gration initiative. Several scholars note the importance of elite
endorsements and cues on voting in insurance re f o rm meas-
u res (Lupia 1994), bond and tax issues (Bowler and Donovan
1994a), and term limits (Karp 1998). Although examining
the impact of issue specific factors is important, this appro a c h
overlooks the potential for consistently influential factors on
voting behavior in ballot elections.

Considered concurrently, the extant literature seemingly
provides a partial examination of voting behavior in ballot
election. The theoretical progression of the research reflects
a growing interest in how voters cope with limited informa-
tion in ballot elections. Numerous works argue that the
presence of non-traditional cues allow voters to behave in a
manner that is consistent with their preferences. This
research focus seems reasonable yet overlooks other seem-
ingly important aspects of voting behavior in ballot elec-
tions. Likewise, the analytical approach utilized to this point
focuses on the influence of factors that are unique to a spe-
cific issue or issue area. Arguably, the focus of previous
research limits the ability to extend the findings of a single
study to a variety of issues, across different states, or the ini-
tiative process in general. To this point, the question
remains: Is there a consistent relationship between partisan-
ship and individual-level voting behavior in ballot elections.

A GENERAL EXAMINATION

The analytical and theoretical approach guiding this
research project diverges from previous ballot initiative
studies. This study focuses more generally on individual-
level voting behavior on ballot propositions, as opposed to
the importance of issue specific factors. The goal herein is to
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examine if there are certain individual-level characteristics
consistently associated with voting behavior on ballot
propositions across variety of issues and in numerous states.
This approach does not deny the importance or influence of
issue specific factors. Instead, this approach offers a more
comparative view of the nature of voting behavior on ballot
initiatives.

The expectation that individual-level voting behavior in
ballot elections exhibits consistent patterns is based on the
assumption that ballot propositions are not necessarily dis-
crete or independent political events. The initiative process
is often influenced by various factors including candidate
campaigns, the initiative process in other states, or outside
influences. Ballot proposition campaigns, in some instances,
rely on strategies and outcomes of similar propositions in
other states. For example, California’s 1996 affirmative
action initiative served as a type of litmus test for groups
interested in promoting similar initiatives in other states.
Successful passage of this initiative in California was fol-
lowed by the proposal of similar initiatives in Washington
and Florida. Additionally, interest groups, national organi-
zations, and businesses are increasingly utilizing this forum
for the purpose of influencing policy-making. In 1996 a
lobbying group, “Of the People,” proposed and financed the
campaign for Colorado’s parental rights initiative. The
tobacco industry spent over 5 million dollars opposing Ari-
zona’s 1994 cigarette tax measure. Finally, candidates often
openly support or oppose ballot propositions in their cam-
paign for public office. For instance, President Clinton
voiced strong support for Florida’s 1996 Sugar Tax measure,
which proposed a tax on sugar to help fund federal clean up
efforts to restore the Everglades. His support of the initiative
gained the attention of Florida’s voters and environmentalist
throughout the country.

The assertion that ballot propositions are not necessarily
independent of other processes and outside influence, cou-
pled with the reliance on ballot propositions for policy-
making, suggests that direct democracy is becoming more
publicized and politicized. Under these conditions, various
cues concerning ballot issues are arguably more re a d i l y
available. These cues, as the extant literature asserts, act to
p rovide the information to guide voters in their decision-
making calculations (e.g., Bowler and Donovan 1994a,
1998; Donovan and Snipp 1994; Joslyn and Haider- M a r k e l
2000; Lupia 1994; Karp 1998; Smith and To l b e rt 2001).
The cues emerge from a variety of sources including polit-
ical party organizations, elite endorsements, media mes-
sages, candidate and initiative campaigns, and peer gro u p s .
Voters rely on cues to provide the information necessary to
cast a vote that is most consistent with their personal pre f-
e rences. Additionally, when voters know the source of the
cue (i.e., party organization, candidate, political elites),
they can support or reject the initiative based upon their
own predisposition (Banducci 1998; Donovan and Snipp
1994; Karp 1998; Zaller 1992).

Although the information cues in ballot elections are not
traditional electoral cues, it seems reasonable to expect

these cues impact voting behavior in a manner similar to
partisan labels in candidate elections. Based on this ration-
ale, this study proposes that individual-level voting behav-
ior in ballot elections exhibits a certain level of consistency
across a range of ballot issues. More specifically, this study
hypothesizes that individual-level partisan affiliation is
strongly and consistently associated with individual-level
voting behavior in ballot elections. This expectation builds
on the findings generated in existing single state studies and
single case studies (e.g., Bowler and Donovan 1998; Hero
1998; Smith and Tolbert 2001; Donovan and Snipp 1994).
As noted, these works argue that partisanship is associated
with voting behavior in several different ballot elections.
This study seeks to extend the extant literature by offering a
comparative examination of the importance of individual-
level partisanship in ballot elections.

DATA AND METHODS

To examine the outlined expectations, this study utilizes
data on 50 ballot propositions from the 1992, 1994, and
1996 Voter News Service General Election state exit polls.
The pool of initiatives include propositions across 20 states
and concern a variety of issues, such as term limits, abor-
tion, gambling, gay rights, and taxes (see Appendix 1 for list
of propositions). The 1992 surveys include 19 ballot propo-
sitions in thirteen states, the 1994 surveys include 19 ballot
propositions in fourteen states, and the 1996 surveys
include 12 ballot propositions in eight states. The ballot
p ropositions are grouped into three categories:
economic/financial, term limits, and moral/social issues.1

This approach is used in an effort to determine if the impact
of the variables is consistent across the different types of
ballot initiatives. Generally, the VNS state surveys lack
enough minority respondents to examine voting behavior
across various racial and ethnic groups. As such, the analy-
sis presented in this study considers the voting behavior of
non-Latino white respondents.

The dependent variable of interest in this study is the
respondents’ voting behavior on ballot initiatives. Each
dependent variable is coded as the likelihood of voting the
conservative position on a ballot proposition, and is coded
as a dichotomous variable with 1 representing a “conserva-
tive” vote choice and 0 representing a “liberal” vote choice.2

EXAMINING INDIVIDUAL-LEVEL VOTING BEHAVIOR 369

1 These three categories were assigned after evaluating the ballot issues
and searching for commonalties among the propositions. The
moral/social and economic propositions were determined by searching
news reports regarding the ballot propositions. This provided informa-
tion necessary to categorize those propositions. 

2 Information on each initiative was collected form various news sources.
A group of fifteen students were recruited to assist in the coding process.
Each individual read the information on each initiative and the wording
of each initiative. Next, the students identified whether they considered
a “yes” vote on the initiative to be liberal or conservative in nature. The
coding information was compiled from each individual. This informa-
tion was used to examine for intra and inter-coder reliability. The final
coding used in the analysis was based on this process.
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This coding scheme is used in an effort to allow for com-
paring the results across various issues. Another way to
operationalize the variable would be to code it as a dichoto-
mous variable with a value of 1 for a “yes” vote on the ballot
proposition and a 0 for a “no” vote on the ballot proposi-
tion. However, this coding scheme would make it more dif-
ficult to compare the results across the various ballot propo-
sitions in the various states. It should be noted that the
models were estimated using both coding schemes and the
results of the estimations were identical.

As noted the primary covariate of interest is individual-
level partisan identification. Thus, the model estimated here
treats the dependent variable as a function of covariates
measuring individual-level partisan affiliation. A respon-
dent’s partisan affiliation is measure by two separate dummy
variables representing whether a respondent identifies him
or herself as a Democrat or an Independent with the repub-
lican category as the baseline. The dummy variables are
coded as 1 Democrat and 0 non-Democrat and 1 Indepen-
dent and 0 non-Independent. The expectation is that parti-
san affiliation is consistently related to voting behavior in
ballot elections. This finding is expected to hold across a
variety of issues and across the range of states. 

In addition to partisan identification, the model also
includes several other individual-level attributes: ideology,
age, sex, income, and education.3 These individual attrib-
utes are included in this model based on the expectation
that voting behavior on ballot propositions will exhibit sim-
ilar patterns as voting behavior in candidate elections. Tra-
ditionally, these individual-level attributes are found to be
associated with voting behavior in candidate elections. First,
a respondent’s self-identified ideological predisposition is
included in the model (Banducci 1998; Magleby 1984).
Respondent’s ideology is a dummy variable is coded 1 if the
respondent is liberal and 0 if the respondent is non-liberal.
The age covariate is coded as an eight-category ordinal vari-
able with values ranging from 1 (18 to 24 years) to 8 (65
years and over).4 A respondent’s sex is coded as a 1 if the
respondent is female and 0 if the respondent is male. The
income covariate is coded into two binary variables, one
denoting whether the respondent’s income is less than or
equal to $15,000 and the other denoting whether a respon-
dent’s income is greater than or equal to $75,000. Finally, a
respondent’s education level is measure by two binary vari-
ables, one denoting whether the respondent has less than a

high school degree and the other denoting whether the
respondent is a college graduate.5

FINDINGS

In this section, I present a series of logistic regressions
estimating the proposed model of voting behavior on ballot.
As noted the ballot issues are separated into three groups:
economic/financial, term limits, and social/moral issues.
The results for each group of ballot issues are presented in
Tables 1 through 3. 

In Table 1, I present the coefficient estimates and stan-
dard errors for voting behavior on the economic/financial
ballot propositions treated as a function of individual-level
attributes. Turning attention first to the covariate of primary
interest, partisan affiliation, the results suggest that individ-
ual-level partisanship is consistently related to voting
behavior on economic/financial ballot initiatives. The
parameter estimates for the “Democrat” variable are statisti-
cally significant in 12 of 13 models, and the coefficients for
the “Independent” variable are statistically significant in 7 of
13 models. Voters that identify themselves as Democrats are
less likely to vote the conservative position on these ballot
issues than individuals that identify themselves as a Repub-
lican. The results also indicate that respondent’s who iden-
tify themselves as “independent” are less likely to cast a con-
servative ballot on these economic/financial propositions.
This finding indicates, after controlling for several individ-
ual-level attributes, respondent’s partisanship has a consis-
tent significant impact on individual-level voting behavior.
Moreover, the relationship tends to hold more consistently
for individuals with ties to a political party.

Turning to the remaining covariates in the model of
voting behavior on ballot issues, age is significantly associ-
ated with voting behavior in 8 of the 12 models. Generally
speaking, the likelihood of voting conservatively on eco-
nomic/financial ballot propositions increases with age. In 2
of the 6 models, ideology is associated with voting behavior
on this type of issue.6 As expected, liberal respondents are
less likely to vote conservatively than are non-liberal
respondents. Education is associated with voting behavior
in half of the models; however, the direction of the impact
of education varies across these models. Interestingly, col-
lege educated respondents are less likely to vote conserva-
tively on tax initiatives, but they are more likely to vote the
c o n s e rvative position on state lottery initiatives. The
remaining covariates are less consistently associated with
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3 The VNS data are taken from numerous different state level surveys.
Some of the surveys do not include questions regarding education level
and ideology. As such, several of the models do not include the measure
of respondent’s ideology and education.

4 Each model was estimated using both the linear and quadratic functional
form for the age variable. The quadratic is only included in the model
when the coefficient reaches statistical significance. The quadratic form
substantively means the relationship between age and voting behavior
varies as a function of age. The inclusion of the quadratic does not
impact the significance or the nature of the relationship between indi-
vidual-level partisan affiliation and voting behavior.

5 A respondent’s income and education are represented by ordered cate-
gorical variables in the VNS data sets. These covariates were recoded into
dummy variables to gain a clearer idea of the impact of income and edu-
cation on voting behavior. Each model was estimated using the categor-
ical and dichotomous version of the variables. The relationship between
partisanship and voting behavior is not substantively or statistically
impacted by this specification.

6 Ideology is omitted from seven of the models. These state surveys did
not include questions regarding the respondents ideology.
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individual-level voting behavior on economic/financial
ballot initiatives.

Table 2 presents the parameter estimates and associated
standard errors for voting behavior on term-limit ballot
propositions. Examining first the partisan affiliation covari-
ates suggests that individual-level partisanship is also con-
sistently associated with voting behavior on term limit ballot
initiatives. The parameter estimates for the “Democrat” vari-
able are statistically significant in 12 of 14 models. Substan-
tively, the estimates indicate that respondents identifying
themselves as Democrats are less likely to vote the conser-
vative position on term-limit initiatives than are respon-
dents who identify themselves as Republicans. Alternatively,
the results indicate that coefficients for the “Independent”
variable reach statistical significance in only 2 of 14 models.
This pattern indicates that there is a discernible difference in
voting behavior between respondents who identify them-
selves as Democrats and those who identify themselves as
Republicans. However, there is no consistent difference
between those who identify themselves as independents and
those who identify themselves as Republicans. This suggests
the difference in voting behavior on term limit measures
surfaces between respondents with stronger partisan ties.

The remaining covariates exhibit less consistently signif-
icant relationships with voting behavior on term-limit ini-
tiatives. The model estimates indicate a re s p o n d e n t ’s age is
associated with voting behavior in 4 of the 14 models. Gen-
e r a l l y, the results suggest the nature of the re l a t i o n s h i p
between age and voting on term-limits is nonlinear and dif-
fers across the models. The results also indicate that educa-
tion is negatively associated with individual-level voting
behavior on term-limit measures in 4 of 12 models. Sub-
s t a n t i v e l y, the findings suggest that college educated
respondents are less likely to vote conservative on term -
limit initiatives than individuals with less than a college
education. Voting behavior on term-limit initiatives is
l a rgely not associated with the ideology, sex, or income of
the re s p o n d e n t s .

Now turning to the final group of ballot issues, I present
in Table 3 the parameter estimates and standard errors for
voting behavior on social/moral ballot issues. Once again
the estimates indicate that partisan affiliation is consistently
related to individual-level voting behavior on ballot issues.
The parameter estimates for the “Democrat” variable are sta-
tistically significant in 21 of 23 models. Additionally, the
results indicate that the “Independent” covariate reaches sta-
tistical significance in 17 of 23 models. The negative param-
eter-estimates indicate that respondents identifying them-
selves as a Democrat or as an Independent are less likely to
vote the conservative position on these ballot issues than
Republican respondents. This finding diverges slightly from
the term limit and economic initiatives. Individual-level
partisanship is more consistently related to voting behavior
on social/moral issues. It seems plausible that on these
issues the cues maybe more readily available. 

The findings indicate a respondent’s education is signifi-
cantly related to voting behavior as social/moral issues in 10

of the 15 models.7 Generally speaking, the parameter-esti-
mates suggest that college educated respondents are less
likely to vote conservatively on social/moral ballot initiatives
than are individuals with less than a high school education.
Likewise, the findings indicate respondents with a liberal
ideology are less likely to support the conservative position
on social/moral issues than are non-liberal respondents.8

Generally speaking, age is positively associated with voting
behavior on social/moral ballot issues. In other words, older
respondents are more likely to vote conservatively on these
issues than are younger individuals. The results also suggest
that a respondent’s sex is associated with voting behavior on
term-limit measures 10 of 23 models. Interestingly, the
nature of the relationship varies according the specific ballot
issue. Finally, the results indicate there is no consistent rela-
tionship between respondent’s income and voting behavior
on social/moral initiatives.

Table 4 provides a summary of the independent variables
included in the voting models. A comparison of the inde-
pendent variables across the different types of ballot propo-
sitions reveals interesting findings. The most consistently
statistically significant covariate is the “Democrat” partisan-
ship variable, which reached significance in more than 90
percent of the models. The statistically significant difference
in voting behavior between respondents identifying them-
selves as Democrats and Republicans emerges across all the
issue types and across a range of states. Additionally, in 52
percent of the models there is a statistically significant dif-
ference in voting behavior for respondents identifying them-
selves as an Independent. Notably, the results suggest that
the pattern is more prevalent in ballot elections involving
social/moral initiatives. These findings highlight the impor-
tance of partisanship on voting choices for ballot proposi-
tions, a finding that is consistent with voting choices in can-
didate elections. Moreover, this suggests that although
ballot elections lack traditional partisan labels, voters rely
on cues to formulate a decision on ballot initiatives.

The findings also indicate that education plays an influ-
ential role in individual-level voting behavior on ballot
propositions. Substantively, the results indicate individuals
with a college education vote differently on a variety of
issues than individuals without a college education. Overall,
college education is significant approximately 45 percent of
the time. Moreover, the relationship strongly emerges in
elections involving social/moral ballot issues, which is sig-
nificant in 67 percent of the models. Similar patterns
emerge regarding ideology and age. The summary findings
suggest that ideology is associated with voting behavior in
approximately 44 percent of the models and age in 40 per-
cent of the models. A closer look further indicates that the
difference in voting behavior as a function of age is more
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7 The education covariates are omitted from seven of the models. These
state surveys did not include questions regarding the respondents edu-
cation level.

8 The ideology covariate is included in only 13 of the models. The remain-
ing state surveys did not include the question.
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consistent on economic/financial initiatives, whereas ideol-
ogy is more consistent on social/moral initiatives. Finally,
income and sex are less consistently related to individual-
level voting behavior on ballot initiatives. 

CONCLUSION

The goal of this study has been to shift focus away from
case studies to a more comparative examination of individ-
ual voting behavior on ballot propositions. This approach
offers a broader view of how individuals behave in limited
information ballot elections. This study attempts to extend
extant research regarding voting behavior and ballot propo-
sitions in two ways. First, by asserting there is a consistent
relationship between individual-level partisanship and
voting behavior. This expectation is culled from findings
generated in the extant literature which notes the impact of
individual-level partisanship on a single issue or issue area.
Second, this study seeks to forward the literature by offer-
ing an examination including multiple issues across several
states. This approach provides the opportunity to draw gen-
eralizable conclusions regarding the way individuals act in
limited information elections.

Overall, this study casts some light on the relationships
between individual attributes and voting choices on differ-
ent types of ballot propositions. The results generated
herein lend support for the expectation that there are some
consistent patterns in voting behavior on ballot initiatives.
Notably, the results indicate that individual-level party iden-
tification is consistently associated with voting behavior
across each of the various types of ballot propositions. The
finding contradicts Magleby’s suggestion that an individual’s
party identification is generally unlikely to influence his or
her vote on ballot proposition since most ballot proposi-
tions are not closely identified with a particular political
party (1984: 174-76). Implicitly the results suggest that
voters are able to pick up partisan “cues” when they cast
their votes in ballot elections.

APPENDIX: BALLOT INITIATIVES, 1992-1996

State Subject Matter

1992
AZ 1. Prohibit Abortion

2. Establish Martin Luther King, Jr. Day
AR Term Limits
CA 1. Physicians Assisted Suicide

2. Budget Process and Welfare
CO Protect Homosexual Protected Status
FL Term Limits
GA State Lottery
IA Equal Rights for Men and Women
MI 1. Limit Increases in Homestead Property Tax

Assessments
2. Limit School Taxes
3. Amend Auto Insurance Laws
4. Term Limits

MO Term Limits
MT Term Limits
ND Term Limits
OH Term Limits
OR 1. Require State Govt. Discourage Homosexuality

and Other Listed Behaviors and not Facilitate
or Recognize Them

2. Term Limits
1994
AZ Cigarette Tax Increase
AR Keep Soft Drink Tax
CA 1. Establish a Single Payer Health Care System

2. Change Smoking Laws
3. Prohibit Illegal Immigrants from Receiving

Public Social Services
CO Term Limits
ID 1. Gay Rights

2. Term Limits
MA Term Limits
ME Term Limits
MI Lower Auto Insurance Rates
MN Permits Off-Track Betting on Horse Racing
MT Limits Contributions to Candidates for Public

Office
NE Term Limits
NM Establish State Lottery
NV Term Limits
OR 1. Government Cannot Approve of or Create

Classifications Based on Homosexuality
2. Allows Lethal Prescriptions for Terminally Ill

Patients
WY Prohibit Abortion in Most Cases
1996
AZ 1. Establish Jurisdiction over Juvenile Delinquents

2. Sentencing for Possession of Controlled
Substance

3. Create Gaming Compacts with Indian tribes
CA 1. Prohibit discrimination/preferential treatment

by Public Entities
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; TABLE 4
SUMMARY RESULTS ACROSS INITIATIVE AREA

Economic Term Social All
Covariate Financial Limits Moral Issues

Attributes
Age 61.5% 28.6% 34.8% 40%
Gender 7.7 0.0 43.5 21.6
Less than 15K 7.7 7.1 17.4 12.0
Greater than 75K 30.8 7.1 13.0 16.0
High School 16.7 0.0 0.0 5.3
College 25.0 36.4 66.7 44.7

Partisanship &
Ideology

Democrat 92.3 85.7 91.3 90.0
Independent 53.8 14.3 73.9 52.0
Liberal 33.3 25.0 53.9 43.5
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2. Medical use of marijuana
CO Parental Rights in Educating and Disciplining

Children
FL 1. 2/3 Tax Vote

2. Sugar Tax to Clean Up the Everglades
ID Stop Federal Contracted Shipment of Nuclear

Waste
MT Water Regulation Law
MI Allow Casino Gambling in Detroit
OH Riverboat Gambling
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