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Abstract

Ballot propositions provide a unique instance of direct democracy in which voters have a
say in a state’s legislative process. However, voters vary in how they understand and evaluate
these measures, many of which can be relatively complicated and comprised of multiple pro-
visions. When multiple provisions exist within a single proposition, how do voters aggregate
their potentially varying support across the provisions in their calculus of overall support for the
proposition? Are all provisions weighted equally or do some matter more? To examine these
questions, we construct novel survey questions on three real ballot measures under consideration
during the 2022 midterm election cycle. By randomly assigning how we ask respondents for their
support of a given ballot proposition, we garner insight into how voters approach voting on bal-
lot measures and their greater decision-making process. We find evidence of a provision-based
negativity bias, which is strongest on the most complex and least polarized issue.
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Ballot measures or propositions provide citizens with a rare opportunity to directly vote on
policies. Progressive reformers since the late nineteenth century argued that this act of direct
democracy would not only give the public a voice in politics, but also curtail the power of special
interests and other political elites (Smith and Tolbert 2004). Recent scholarship has corroborated
their high hopes on occasion, including finding that ballot measures can increase efficacy (Bowler
and Donovan 2002; Gilens, Glaser, and Mendelberg 2001; Mendelsohn and Cutler 2000), knowledge
(Smith 2002) and turnout (Smith 2001; Tolbert, Grummel, and Smith 2001; Parry, Smith, and
Henry 2012). Others, have found less reason to be optimistic, noting the limited and conditional
nature of any positive externalities (e.g., Everson 1981; Magleby 1984; Dyck and Seabrook 2010;
Biggers 2014; Barth, Burnett, and Parry 2020)—and potential for negative ones as well (Dyck and
Lascher 2019). In any case, externalities assume a public informed enough to engage with this
feature of democracy.

If political science has a consistent finding over several decades of survey research, it has been the
American public’s political ignorance, at least on factual questions asked in a quiz-like manner (see,
e.g., Delli Carpini and Keeter 1993; Luskin 1987). Political sophistication is a long-running concern
in studies of voting behavior and political participation generally (e.g., Kuklinski, Metlay, and Kay
1982; Lau and Redlawsk 2001; Popkin 1991), but should be even moreso on ballot measures, which
can be complicated, detailed and long. It is unsurprising then that studies of ballot measures
have grappled with the public’s capacity for direct democracy. The high cognitive burden in this
context has meant the debate over ballot measures has hinged on their relative complexity, as well
as voter awareness and competence (Bowler and Donovan 1998; Cronin 1989; Gerber and Lupia
1995; Lupia 1994; Magleby 1984; Nicholson 2003). Are voters educated, informed—ultimately,
competent enough to make direct decisions on legislation of varying complexity?

We explore one aspect of the complexity of ballot measures: multiple provisions—i.e., multiple
components within a single ballot proposition. Like the multiple provisions in a congressional bill,
a ballot measure is rarely restricted to a single proposed change. Instead, the proposition is usually
written as a package of a set of related, or, at times, unrelated components. Consider Missouri’s
marijuana ballot measure in 2022, Amendment 3, which not only legalized marijuana, but also set
a tax rate for marijuana sale and allowed non-violent marijuana convicts to petition for release.
Or Florida’s Amendment 9 in 2018, which included provisions to prohibit both offshore oil and
gas drilling, as well as indoor vaping all within the same ballot proposition. Whether related or
not, the result of these additional provisions is to add complexity to an already challenging task
of evaluating a policy proposal. Furthermore, voters are ultimately asked to vote only on the full
proposition, not its individual provisions.

The complications arising from multiple provision ballot measures has not escaped oversight.
Thirty-two state constitutions require separate ballot questions for any proposed constitutional
amendments, be they citizen initiated or legislative referrals. Moreover, sixteen states currently
attempt to prevent constitutional ballot initiatives from containing more than one subject, issue

or topic with “single-subject” rules. Just such a rule was recently referenced against Missouri’s



Amendment 8 in 2024, which, if passed, would enshrine in the state constitution the right to
an abortion up to fetal viability. The pro-life law firm, the Thomas More Society, argued that
Amendment 8 did not focus on a single issue, thereby violating the state’s single-subject rule
(Rosenzweig-Ziff 2024).1

Critically, these questions come at a time when ballot measures and direct democracy face
increased restrictions from state legislators. Seemingly motivated by the loss of control over law-
making to ballot measures, Republican legislative leaders in Utah recently attempted but failed to
place on the ballot an amendment to allow legislators to repeal or rewrite voter-approved ballot
measures (Schoenbaum 2024). However, Arizona’s Proposition 132, which requires a higher 60%
majority for initiatives, has already passed. Similar laws in Missouri, Ohio, and North Dakota are
slated for votes some time in the next year.?

In what follows, we ask how the public’s calculation of support for ballot measures takes into
account the multiple components that generally make them up. First, does the public take differ-
ent positions on the components of a ballot measure? And if so, how do the different components
enter their calculus of overall support for the proposition? Finally, are these behaviors consistent
across different policy issues? Using text from real ballot proposals conducted around the 2022
Missouri Primary Election we randomly assign survey respondents to evaluations of the full ballots
versus components of the ballots, which show substantial variance across the provisions of each
proposition. In addition, voters display a negativity bias in their evaluations where they dispro-
portionately weight down their overall evaluations based on their least favorable component. The
results are directionally consistent across the three ballot initiatives, and substantively meaningful

and statistically significant for the most complex and least polarized issue.

Ballot Measures, Complexity & Cognitive Biases

We aim to expand the ballot proposition literature’s engagement with complexity. Specifically, we
explore how individuals evaluate multiple provisions within a single ballot proposition, and how
those component evaluations translate into the overall support for the proposition. Prior works
have considered complexity in terms of the number of ballot measures a voter considers in an
election (Bowler and Donovan 1998; Selb 2008; Stadelmann and Torgler 2013), the counts of words
or lines within a measure (Nicholson 2003), as well as the complexity of the language within the
ballot (Reilly and Richey 2011). We shift the question of complexity to the dimensions of policy
content in a single proposition and offer an alternative mechanism in this context.

Our perspective stems from a broad and deep literature on the structure of electoral processes
(e.g., Schattschneider 1942; Dahl 1961; Riker 1986), where substantial attention has been directed

to the consequences of variation in ballot features (e.g., Walker 1966; Taebel 1975; Hamilton and

1. The petition for the ballot measure was signed by over 380,000 Missourians, but rejected as invalid by a county
circuit judge before being overturned by the state Supreme Court. Voters approved the measure in November 2024
with 51.6% support.

2. In the Appendix we further discuss the current state of legislative control of ballot measures.



Ladd 1996; Miller and Krosnick 1998; Reynolds and Steenbergen 2006; Engstrom and Roberts
2020). In an important study in this context Glaser (2002) finds less support among Mississippians
in 1999 for an omnibus proposal on school district improvements than for some of the features in
it. He posits that the mechanism is the additional precision in expressing preferences on interlinked
features (Lacy 2001) and the corresponding feelings of greater control, which allow individuals—
particularly whites on this historically racially charged issue—to change their minds. In this vein
the format in which individuals make decisions affect the decisions themselves.

Previous works examining ballot measures have found that when voters evaluate ballot mea-
sures, they tend to engage in some form of cognitive bias against their passage. However, the
underlying mechanism of this bias is still debated. Most notably, voters have been shown to be
susceptible to a status quo bias in opposition to the measure—i.e., a natural opposition to the mea-
sure absent additional information (Bowler and Donovan 2002). This bias is especially prevalent
when multiple measures are on the ballot (Augenblick and Nicholson 2016), measures are complex
(Hessami and Resnjanskij, n.d.), or voters are largely uninformed regarding the contents of the
measure (Barber et al. 2017). Dyck and Pearson-Merkowitz (2019) further that status quo bias in
this context stems from negativity bias in response to media framing. By assigning voters to brief
summary arguments of ballot propositions, their survey experiment finds that voters are swayed
more by opposing than supporting frames. Of course, not all ballot issues can be boiled down to a
single issue, nor do all voters enter the polls with clear signals (from the media or otherwise) on the
pros and cons of every ballot proposition, let alone each provision within each ballot proposition.

Building on the theoretical insights and empirical findings in the literature, we posit that neg-
ativity bias may be endemic in evaluations of ballot propositions—i.e., not solely a product of
their coverage or frames for or against a ballot proposal, but a function of the multiple provisions
frequently detailed in its text. Thus, we move from considerations of the information environment
around ballots to their exact text, from simplifications of ballots’ main features to their full set of
provisions, from complexity as an overall measure of cognitive burden to complexity as aggregating
multiple evaluations. In short, our theoretical perspective and research design consider the possi-
bility for negativity bias to arise from a different source than previously offered. In line with the
aforementioned literature we expect a negativity bias, but posit a different mechanism for it: the
aggregation of evaluations on multiple provisions within a single ballot proposal.

Negativity bias is the well-developed phenomenon that negative information has a greater in-
fluence on a host of evaluations than positive information (Kanouse and Hanson 1987; Kahneman
and Tversky 1979). Particularly relevant for our work, studies of impression formation have noted
that the negative traits of evaluated individuals are weighted more heavily than their positive ones
(Birnbaum 1972; Feldman 1966; Fiske 1980). For example, Anderson (1965) finds that positive
trait evaluations are virtually averaged in the overall evaluation of the individual, while the overall
evaluation from an individual with negative traits are more negative than their average (see also
Ito et al. 1998).

Because most modern ballot propositions contain multiple provisions, there is more than one



evaluation to conduct for each proposition—mnot unlike traits within an individual. We expect
voters to weigh the provisions with negative evaluations more heavily than those with positive
ones in the construction of their overall support for a ballot measure. Thus, when looking at the
overall support for a ballot measure with multiple provisions, we expect them to be negatively
biased simply by virtue of the multiple components. Provided, of course, they view one or more
components negatively, individuals should weight their overall score of a proposition downward in
accordance with their least favored provision within it. In addition, we expect the provision-driven
negativity bias to be strongest on the most complex and least polarized ballot propositions. In the

following section we describe the the research design we created to test these hypotheses.

Data & Design

To test our hypotheses, we conducted survey of likely voters within the state of Missouri.> Overall,
our survey included a sample of 1,107 respondents, largely representative of Missouri’s general

4 We randomly assigned each respondent to either a treatment or control condition

population.
with different levels of provisional focus. We first presented the entire ballot text for three potential
ballot measures in both conditions. The prompts for each measure included the components of the
multi-provisional ballot laid out in a bullet point format, as well as the projected cost of the measure
to the state. Figure 1 presents an example prompt for one of the measures used in our research
design. We used this standardized format to mimic how the measures were expected to appear on
the November ballot and avoid additional ballot wording complexity. While most proposed ballot
measures in Missouri follow this bulleted format, we slightly altered the text to improve clarity and
better group components.

Immediately following each ballot measure text, we asked respondents randomly assigned to
our control group how much they supported the measure on a 4-point Likert scale. We recorded
their response as an QOwerall score. For respondents randomly assigned to our treatment group,
we instead asked them to rate each component of the measure on the same 4-point Likert scale.
To generate a comparable score between our treatment and control, we created a Composite score
for these individuals by taking the average of the components. By calculating our composite
score in this manner, we can test whether individuals’ overall support for a ballot measure is
a simple aggregation across the multiple provisions or whether they use alternative methods to
formulate their overall support.® Additionally, we can examine the correlation of support for each
provision with the others. To avoid question ordering effects, we randomized the order in which
the components were presented in the question. The assignment of treatment was kept consistent

across all three measures—i.e., individuals were not asked for their general knowledge for one issue

3. See Section A.1 of the Appendix for details of our survey and how it was administered.

4. Given the larger survey’s focus on likely voters, our sample experienced slight oversampling in terms of the
age (18-34), gender (women) and education (college or above) of participants. See Section A.2 of the Appendix for
further details on our sample.

5. To avoid potential priming effects from the provision evaluations, respondents in our treatment group were not
asked for their overall support of each measure.



Figure 1: Sample Ballot Measure Prompt

A potential ballot measure asks:

" Do you want to amend the Missouri Constitution to:
 require votes to be counted by hand not by machines;

« require all ballots to be paper ballots;
 require a state-issued ID or driver license to vote;
« permit early voting no more than fourteen days prior to election;

« allow observers inside and outside polling stations to take pictures;

allow the state General Assembly to adjust or void any vote totals it determines
appropriate in presidential elections; and

« create the crime of treason against persons for voter fraud, failure to report results
timely and certain poll worker actions?
State and local governments estimate ongoing costs of at least $24 million per election,
but the total cost is unknown. Local governments estimate savings of at least $80,000
annually and at least $42,000 for each general election in a presidential election year.
State governmental entities estimate no savings. "

and the component for another or any such combination. As part of the larger survey in which our
design was embedded, we also asked respondents a series of pretreatment demographic questions,
which we use later in our multivariate analysis.

To enhance the external validity of our study, we leveraged the fair ballot text from three
Missouri ballot measures in the process of gathering signatures in the spring of 2022. The first
measure, Flection Security, proposed a series of changes to the election process, including requiring
identification to vote, poll watchers, and, notably, allowing the legislature to adjust vote totals. The
second measure, Marijuana, proposed the legalization and recreational use and sale of marijuana.
The final measure, Election Reform, proposed reforms to the state’s primary and general elections
through open primaries and ranked-choice voting. Of the three measures, the marijuana legalization
and election reform measures made it to the signature gathering stage, but only the former made
it onto the November ballot.5

Beyond increasing our study’s external validity, our choice of ballot measures allows us to
leverage the inherent policy differences between each measure. Specifically, our three measures
vary regarding their policy complexity, saliency in news coverage, and partisan association. These
features may make it easier or harder for individuals to conceptualize the specific policies and in-
fluence how they evaluate the ballots (Magleby 1984; Lupia 1994; Dyck and Pearson-Merkowitz
2019). In terms of complexity, both the marijuana and election security measure prescribe tradi-
tionally straightforward policy changes (e.g., the legalization of a substance, the implementation
of additional requirements, etc.). However, policy changes such as ranked-choice voting or open

primaries—two major provisions of the election reform measure—are likely far more abstract for

6. Within Section B.1 of the Appendix, we examine how support for each measure compared to the November
election results.



voters. Similar differences exist in terms of each measure’s news coverage and interest, with both the
election security and marijuana measures receiving more consistent policy coverage as compared to
the election reform measure.” Finally, all three measures vary in terms of their partisan associations,
with both the marijuana and election security measures having established—yet opposite—partisan

signals and our election reform measure lacking a similar cue (Kimball et al. 2021).

Composite Versus Overall Measures of Support

To test our hypothesis on provisional complexity we compare the generated Composite scores to
the Owverall scores. If the scores are indistinguishable, it suggests that individuals’ overall score
is a particular aggregation of their support for each component of a multi-provisional ballot—
specifically, likely voters evaluate ballots by averaging across the multiple provisions within them.
If, however, the scores are different, it suggests that they engage in an alternative weighting of

components when calculating their overall support for a ballot proposal.

Differences in Average Support By Ballot Measure and Treatment Group

Election Security
Election Security: Composite
Prokibit voting Machines 4] " TTTTTT ;; 7777777777777777777777777777777777777777
Require Voter ID _—
Limit Early Voting _—
Allow Poll Observers _—
Adjust Vote Totals _—
Voter Fraud Treason _—
Marijuana _—
.5 Marijuana: Composite
§ legaizationd B A A
s
o Cultivation Registration —_—
Expunge Records _—
License Lottery _—
License Cong. Dist. Equally —_—
Sales Tax _—
Election Reform —_—
Election Reform: Composite
Open Primariesq—— 1T AT ;; 77777777777
Ranked Choice Elections _—
Paper Record _—
20 24 28 32
Support
Type # Overall Composite ¢ Component

Figure 2: Results include 95% Bonferroni corrected confidence intervals. Composite support scores
are the average of a measure’s component support scores.

7. In Section B.7 of the Appendix, we provide evidence of these differences for the state of Missouri using popular
newspaper coverage.



Figure 2 presents the average overall, composite, and component scores for each ballot mea-
sure, along with their 95% Bonferroni corrected confidence intervals.® Importantly, across all issues
individuals appear to weigh each component differently, with some components rated significantly
more/less favorably than others, which suggests that voters may be sufficiently competent to evalu-
ate even complex multi-provisional ballots in a manner consistent with their policy beliefs. However,
across the issues we also find differences.

For both our election security and marijuana measures, the composites are more supportive
than the overall scores, though the difference is not statistically significant (p = 0.25 and p =
0.21, respectively). For these measures individuals’ overall assessments resemble the averages of
their support across the components.” However, for the election reform measure the overall and
composite scores are statistically different and substantively large. Here the overall score is 0.21
points lower than the average of the provisions. Respondents’ overall scores for election reform
is not a simple average of their support for each component. Instead, the overall score is best
correlated with the most negatively rated component, ranked-choice voting. Indeed, a respondent’s
overall support appears closest to effectively weighing their least-preferred provision three times as
much as all other components.'?

Overall, we find that down-weighting exists across all three ballot measures, though it is only
significant and substantively large on the election reform issue. When faced with a multi-provisional
ballot, individuals may not always weigh their opinion equally between the components. When they
do vary in this context, respondents appear to weigh negatively viewed components more heavily

than those they view positively.'!

Issue-Specific Heterogeneity

The striking result from the analysis above is the difference between the overall and composite
support scores, and particularly so for the election reform measure. Respondents’ overall scores are
more correlated with their most negatively rated component than the composite score. Notably,
this negativity bias, while present for all propositions, only manifests in a significant difference in
support for the election reform measure. What makes the election reform measure different? While
our design precludes an explicit test for the various factors that lead to different composite and
overall evaluations (for the same individual), we can exploit the correlates of support to gain some

leverage on the different natures of the policies.

8. The use of Bonferroni adjusted standard errors is a conservative approach in this context, increasing the risk of
Type 11 error (failing to reject a false null).

9. Providing individuals with the full ballot measure prior to evaluating the components independently may reduce
the extremity of responses for each individual component by anchoring them to the overall evaluation. This could
lead to a Type II error (failing to reject a false null), suggesting conservative estimates of the true effect.

10. In the Appendix we explore alternative weighting schema for ballot support.

11. In the Appendix we show that the provision-driven effect is substantively larger among white voters than black
voters. These findings echo those in Glaser (2002), except that the issues here are not explicitly race-based. In
addition, we caution taking these results as evidence of a true difference between whites and blacks on these issues
given the small subset of blacks in our sample, 127 (11%).



The election reform measure sits in a potentially unique situation compared to the other mea-
sures in our study. First, despite their prevalence within political science, ranked choice voting and
open primary elections—two core components of the measure—received far less national or local
news coverage than the other measures, and voters may be less informed regarding their meaning
and details (Chapp and Aehl 2021; Fahey, Weissert, and Uttermark 2018).!? Second, unlike either
the election security or marijuana measures, the election reform does not benefit from pre-existing
partisan signals regarding the policy changes (Kimball et al. 2021). Without these signals, voters
cannot lean on their partisan identities when forming an opinion like the other two measures. Thus,
being uninformed regarding a complex topic and unable to rely on their political identity, the liter-
ature suggests that respondents’ evaluations may reflect a cognitive bias.!? In the multi-provisional
context we expect the public to disproportionately weight down their overall evaluations based on
their least favorable component(s), or exhibit negativity bias, particularly when the issue is complex
and lacks salience and partisan cues.™

Motivated by these expectations, we construct an ordered logistic regression model for each
measure’s overall support score. We test for correlation with an individual’s politics through party
identification, ideology, and self-reported importance of partisan identity. To examine issue com-
plexity and saliency, we also test for correlation with media consumption, political sophistication
and education. While these sets of correlations pertain only to respondents’ support for each mea-
sure, they aid us in contextualizing the previous results on the different degrees of negativity bias
across the issues.

The results presented in Figure 3 largely corroborate the issue-specific expectations. Foremost,
an individual’s partisan identity appears to influence evaluations of only the election security and
marijuana measures, but not evaluations for the more complex and less politicized election reform
measure. Similarly, neither party identification importance nor ideology correlate with support for
election reform. While the sophistication relationship is consistently negative across the measures,
education has a uniquely positive relationship with support for election reform, suggesting a higher
level of complexity on this issue. Finally, media consumption is related to support for both mar-
ijuana and election security, but not election reform. The lack of an effect is likely due to the
relatively sparse media coverage surrounding the election reform measure and its policies.!” Over-
all, these correlations provide preliminary support for our expectations that individuals are more
likely to engage in provision-based negativity bias—disproportionately weighting down their over-
all evaluations based on their least favorable components—when the ballot measures are complex,

non-salient and without clear partisan cues.

12. The election reform measure may also be less likely to mobilize interest groups that could inform voters (Damore
and Nicholson 2014), compounding the information deficit.

13. Similarly, Dyck and Pearson-Merkowitz (2019) expect framing effects to be stronger on less salient issues than
salient ones, which they relate to “easy” and “hard” issues a la Carmines and Stimson (1980).

14. Since we do not ask respondents about their ballot measure vote choice or preference for maintaining the current
policy, a pure test of status quo bias is beyond our design.

15. See Figure B.7 in the Appendix.
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Figure 3: The plot presents the change in logged odds from individual ordered logistic regressions
with 95% Bonferroni corrected confidence intervals. Full regression results and complimentary
composite score regressions are in the Appendix

Discussion

Ballot measures provide voters a direct opportunity to decide on salient policy issues. As these
measures grow in policy complexity through the inclusion of multiple provisions, it is vital to
understand whether and how voters can evaluate these measures effectively. Our analysis takes an
important step in examining how voters calculate their support for three real-life measures each
containing multiple provisions.

Across our ballot measures we find that voters exhibit a negativity bias, disproportionately
weighting down their overall evaluations based on their least favorable provision. However, the
decrease is statistically insignificant for two of the three measures in our study. Only for the
election reform measure do voters exhibit a substantively large and statistically significant drop.
Extant literature and the secondary analyses here suggest that the issue-specific heterogeneity may
have to do with a few key features of the measures. Provision-based negativity bias appears less
likely (smaller) on politically salient issues with clear partisan messaging, and more likely (larger)

on measures covering complex issues that lack clear partisan cues. Further research is needed into



the issue-specific heterogeneity across these measures, not to mention the many other issues under
consideration as ballot measures. Overall, however, the negativity bias in aggregating multiple
provisions suggests that the uphill battle to generate support for ballot measures is even steeper
than previously acknowledged.

Our results bring mixed normative implications for direct democracy. On a positive note, voters
appear capable of processing complex multi-provisional ballot measures and evaluating them in line
with their policy preferences. This finding is a potential relief, as critical and often complex issues
such as abortion access, voting rights, and criminal justice reform have recently been left for voters
to decide on directly—and have frequently contained multiple provisions. However, this may be
the only silver lining for democracy.

Our results also suggest that voters’ ability to evaluate consistently appears limited to salient
or familiar policy issues. Asking voters to decide on new or innovative policies may produce undo
resistance or hesitancy. Moreover, voters appear heavily reliant on partisan cues when evaluating
each measure. Without such cues voters engage in a cognitive bias, docking their overall support
for the measure, pinning them to their least supported provision. The findings suggest that po-
litical actors pursuing legislative change via ballot measures can play into partisan polarization
to strategically build support, while those who favor the status quo would benefit from complex,
multi-provision measures that have yet to be sorted along partisan lines. Attempts to win over
bases with so-called “candy” provisions may actually reduce overall support if they choose contro-
versial policies. Ultimately, the least preferred provision of a ballot measure does more harm than

the most preferred provision does good.

Competing Interests:

The author(s) declare none.

References

Anderson, Norman H. 1965. “Averaging versus adding as a stimulus-combination rule in impression

formation.” Journal of experimental psychology 70 (4): 394.

Augenblick, Ned, and Scott Nicholson. 2016. “Ballot Position, Choice Fatigue, and Voter Behaviour”
[in en]. The Review of Economic Studies 83, no. 2 (April): 460-480. 1sSN: 0034-6527, 1467-937X,
accessed January 3, 2023. https://doi.org/10.1093 /restud /rdv047. https://academic.oup.
com/restud/article-lookup/doi/10.1093 /restud /rdv047.

Barber, Michael, David Gordon, Ryan Hill, and Joseph Price. 2017. “Status Quo Bias in Ballot
Wording” [in en]. Journal of Experimental Political Science 4 (2): 151-160. 1SSN: 2052-2630,
2052-2649, accessed January 8, 2023. https://doi.org/10.1017/XPS.2017.9. https://www.
cambridge.org/core/product /identifier /S2052263017000094 /type/journal_article.

10


https://doi.org/10.1093/restud/rdv047
https://academic.oup.com/restud/article-lookup/doi/10.1093/restud/rdv047
https://academic.oup.com/restud/article-lookup/doi/10.1093/restud/rdv047
https://doi.org/10.1017/XPS.2017.9
https://www.cambridge.org/core/product/identifier/S2052263017000094/type/journal_article
https://www.cambridge.org/core/product/identifier/S2052263017000094/type/journal_article

Barth, Jay, Craig M. Burnett, and Janine Parry. 2020. “Direct Democracy, Educative Effects,
and the (Mis)Measurement of Ballot Measure Awareness” [in en]. Political Behavior 42, no.
4 (December): 1015-1034. 1ssN: 0190-9320, 1573-6687, accessed January 3, 2023. https://doi.
org/10.1007/s11109-019-09529-w. http://link.springer.com/10.1007/s11109-019-09529-w.

Biggers, Daniel R. 2014. Morality at the ballot: Direct democracy and political engagement in the
United States. Cambridge University Press.

Birnbaum, Michael H. 1972. “Morality judgments: tests of an averaging model.” Journal of Ezper-
imental Psychology 93 (1): 35.

Bowler, Shaun, and Todd Donovan. 1998. Demanding choices: Opinion, voting, and direct democ-

racy. University of Michigan Press.

. 2002. “Democracy, institutions and attitudes about citizen influence on government.”
British Journal of Political Science 32 (2): 371-390.

Carmines, Edward G., and James A. Stimson. 1980. “The Two Faces of Issue Voting.” Ameri-
can Political Science Review 74, no. 1 (March): 78-91. 1SsN: 0003-0554, 1537-5943, accessed
December 13, 2023. https://doi.org/10.2307/1955648.

Chapp, Christopher, and Peter Aehl. 2021. “Newspapers and political participation: The rela-
tionship between ballot rolloff and local newspaper circulation” [in en]. Newspaper Research
Journal 42, no. 2 (June): 235-252. 1SsN: 0739-5329, 2376-4791, accessed January 3, 2023.
https://doi.org /10.1177/07395329211014968. http://journals.sagepub.com /doi/10.1177/
07395329211014968.

Cronin, Thomas E. 1989. “Direct democracy.” In Direct Democracy. Harvard University Press.

Dahl, Robert Alan. 1961. Who Governs?: Democracy and Power in an American City. New Haven:

Yale University Press.

Damore, David F., and Stephen P. Nicholson. 2014. “Mobilizing Interests: Group Participation and
Competition in Direct Democracy Elections.” Political Behavior 36:535-552. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s11109-013-9252-2.

Delli Carpini, Michael X, and Scott Keeter. 1993. “Measuring political knowledge: Putting first
things first.” American Journal of Political Science, 1179-1206.

Dyck, Joshua J, and Edward L Lascher. 2019. Initiatives without engagement: A realistic appraisal

of direct democracy’s secondary effects. University of Michigan Press.

Dyck, Joshua J., and Shanna Pearson-Merkowitz. 2019. “Ballot Initiatives and Status Quo Bias”
[in en]. State Politics & Policy Quarterly 19, no. 2 (June): 180-207. 1SSN: 1532-4400, 1946-
1607, accessed January 3, 2023. https://doi.org/10.1177/1532440018815067. https://www.
cambridge.org/core/product /identifier /S1532440000006800 /type/journal article.

11


https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-019-09529-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-019-09529-w
http://link.springer.com/10.1007/s11109-019-09529-w
https://doi.org/10.2307/1955648
https://doi.org/10.1177/07395329211014968
http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/07395329211014968
http://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/07395329211014968
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-013-9252-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-013-9252-2
https://doi.org/10.1177/1532440018815067
https://www.cambridge.org/core/product/identifier/S1532440000006800/type/journal_article
https://www.cambridge.org/core/product/identifier/S1532440000006800/type/journal_article

Dyck, Joshua J, and Nicholas R Seabrook. 2010. “Mobilized by direct democracy: Short-term versus
long-term effects and the geography of turnout in ballot measure elections.” Social Science
Quarterly 91 (1): 188-208.

Engstrom, Erik J, and Jason M Roberts. 2020. The Politics of Ballot Design: How States Shape

American Democracy. Cambridge University Press.

Everson, David H. 1981. “The effects of initiatives on voter turnout: A comparative state analysis.”
Western Political Quarterly 34 (3): 415-425.

Fahey, Kevin, Carol S. Weissert, and Matthew J. Uttermark. 2018. “Extra, Extra, (Don’t) Roll-
off about It! Newspaper Endorsements for Ballot Measures” [in en]. State Politics € Policy
Quarterly 18, no. 1 (March): 93-113. 1SSN: 1532-4400, 1946-1607, accessed January 8, 2023.
https://doi.org/10.1177 /1532440018759269. https://www.cambridge.org /core / product /
identifier /S1532440000004278 /type/journal article.

Feldman, Shel. 1966. “Motivational aspects of attitudinal elements and their place in cognitive

interaction.” In Cognitive consistency, 75-108. Elsevier.

Fiske, Susan T. 1980. “Attention and weight in person perception: The impact of negative and

extreme behavior.” Journal of personality and Social Psychology 38 (6): 889.

Gerber, Elisabeth R, and Arthur Lupia. 1995. “Campaign competition and policy responsiveness
in direct legislation elections.” Political Behavior 17 (3): 287-306.

Gilens, Martin, James Glaser, and Tali Mendelberg. 2001. “Having a say: Political efficacy in the
context of direct democracy.” In Annual Meeting of the American Political Science Association,

San Francisco.

Glaser, James M. 2002. “White Voters, Black Schools: Structuring Racial Choices with a Checklist
Ballot.” American Journal of Political Science 46, no. 1 (January): 35. 1SSN: 00925853, accessed
December 12, 2023. https://doi.org/10.2307/3088413. JSTOR: 3088413.

Hamilton, James T, and Helen F Ladd. 1996. “Biased ballots? The impact of ballot structure on
North Carolina elections in 1992.” Public Choice 87 (3): 259-280.

Hessami, Zohal, and Sven Resnjanskij. n.d. “Complex Ballot Propositions, Individual Voting Be-
havior, and Status quo Bias.” Accessed: 2023-04-15.

Ito, Tiffany A, Jeff T Larsen, N Kyle Smith, and John T Cacioppo. 1998. “Negative information
weighs more heavily on the brain: the negativity bias in evaluative categorizations.” Journal

of personality and social psychology 75 (4): 887.

12


https://doi.org/10.1177/1532440018759269
https://www.cambridge.org/core/product/identifier/S1532440000004278/type/journal_article
https://www.cambridge.org/core/product/identifier/S1532440000004278/type/journal_article
https://doi.org/10.2307/3088413
http://www.jstor.org/stable/3088413

Kahneman, Daniel, and Amos Tversky. 1979. “Prospect Theory: An Analysis of Decision Under
Risk.” Chap. Chapter 6 in Handbook of the Fundamentals of Financial Decision Making, 99—
127. https://doi.org/10.1142/9789814417358_0006. https://www.worldscientific.com /doi/
abs/10.1142/9789814417358_0006.

Kanouse, David E., and L. Reid Hanson. 1987. “Negativity in Evaluations.” In Attribution: Per-
ceiving the Causes of Behavior. 47-62. Hillsdale, NJ, US: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc.
1SBN: 0-8058-0048-4 (Hardcover).

Kimball, David, Joseph Anthony, Jamil Scott, and Jack Santucci. 2021. “Support for Ranked Choice
Voting and Partisanship of Voters: Results from a National Survey Experiment” [in en]. SSRN
FElectronic Journal, 18SN: 1556-5068, accessed February 20, 2023. https://doi.org/10.2139/
ssrn.4015904. https://www.ssrn.com/abstract=4015904.

Kuklinski, James H, Daniel S Metlay, and WD Kay. 1982. “Citizen knowledge and choices on the

complex issue of nuclear energy.” American Journal of Political Science, 615-642.

Lacy, Dean. 2001. “A theory of nonseparable preferences in survey responses.” American Journal
of Political Science, 239-258.

Lau, Richard R, and David P Redlawsk. 2001. “Advantages and disadvantages of cognitive heuristics

in political decision making.” American journal of political science, 951-971.

Lupia, Arthur. 1994. “Shortcuts versus encyclopedias: Information and voting behavior in California

insurance reform elections.” American Political Science Review 88 (1): 63-76.

Luskin, Robert C. 1987. “Measuring political sophistication.” American journal of political science,
856-899.

Magleby, David B. 1984. Direct legislation: Voting on ballot propositions in the United States. John
Hopkins University Press.

Mendelsohn, Matthew, and Fred Cutler. 2000. “The effect of referendums on democratic citizens:
Information, politicization, efficacy and tolerance.” British Journal of Political Science 30 (4):
669-698.

Miller, Joanne M, and Jon A Krosnick. 1998. “The impact of candidate name order on election

outcomes.” Public Opinion Quarterly, 291-330.

Nicholson, Stephen P. 2003. “The political environment and ballot proposition awareness.” Amer-
ican Journal of Political Science 47 (3): 403-410.

Parry, Janine A., Daniel A. Smith, and Shayne Henry. 2012. “The Impact of Petition Signing on
Voter Turnout.” Political Behavior 34, no. 1 (March): 117-136. 1sSN: 0190-9320, 1573-6687,
accessed December 12, 2023. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-011-9161-1.

13


https://doi.org/10.1142/9789814417358_0006
https://www.worldscientific.com/doi/abs/10.1142/9789814417358_0006
https://www.worldscientific.com/doi/abs/10.1142/9789814417358_0006
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4015904
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.4015904
https://www.ssrn.com/abstract=4015904
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-011-9161-1

Popkin, Samuel L. 1991. The reasoning voter: Communication and persuasion in presidential cam-

paigns. University of Chicago Press.

Reilly, Shauna, and Sean Richey. 2011. “Ballot Question Readability and Roll-Off: The Impact of
Language Complexity.” Political Research Quarterly 64, no. 1 (March): 59-67. 1sSN: 1065-9129,
1938-274X, accessed December 12, 2023. https://doi.org/10.1177/1065912909349629.

Reynolds, Andrew, and Marco Steenbergen. 2006. “How the world votes: the political consequences

of ballot design, innovation and manipulation.” FElectoral Studies 25 (3): 570-598.
Riker, William H. 1986. The art of political manipulation. Yale University Press.

Rosenzweig-Ziff, Dan. 2024. “Missouri abortion rights measure is invalid, judge says days before
deadline.” Washington Post.

Schattschneider, Elmer Eric. 1942. Party Government. Piscataway, New Jersey: Transaction Pub-

lishers.

Schoenbaum, Hannah. 2024. “Utah Supreme Court rejected it.” Https://apnews.com /article/utah-
constitutional-amendment-voting-rights-622fd9d4ff15c¢23ce8adbf44dad7c333, AP News.

Selb, Peter. 2008. “Supersized votes: ballot length, uncertainty, and choice in direct legislation
elections.” Public Choice 135 (3): 319-336.

Smith, Daniel A, and Caroline Tolbert. 2004. Educated by Initiative: The Effects of Direct Democ-
racy on Citizens and Political Organizations in the American States. University of Michigan

Press.

Smith, Mark A. 2002. “Ballot initiatives and the democratic citizen.” Journal of Politics 64 (3):
892-903.

.2001. “The contingent effects of ballot initiatives and candidate races on turnout.” American
Journal of Political Science, 700-706.

Stadelmann, David, and Benno Torgler. 2013. “Bounded rationality and voting decisions over 160

years: Voter behavior and increasing complexity in decision-making.” PloS one 8 (12): e84078.

Taebel, Delbert A. 1975. “The effect of ballot position on electoral success.” American Journal of
Political Science, 519-526.

Tolbert, Caroline J, John A Grummel, and Daniel A Smith. 2001. “The effects of ballot initiatives

on voter turnout in the American states.” American Politics Research 29 (6): 625-648.

Walker, Jack L. 1966. “Ballot forms and voter fatigue: An analysis of the office block and party
column ballots.” Midwest Journal of Political Science 10 (4): 448-463.

14


https://doi.org/10.1177/1065912909349629
Https://apnews.com/article/utah-constitutional-amendment-voting-rights-622fd9d4ff15c23ce8ad5f44dad7c333
Https://apnews.com/article/utah-constitutional-amendment-voting-rights-622fd9d4ff15c23ce8ad5f44dad7c333

