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ABSTRACT 

The proliferation ofinitiatives inthe American states is a well-documented 

phenomenon. So is the rise ofinterest group activity atthe state-level. However,little 

systematic research has been undertaken to understand the role ofinterest groupsin the 

initiative process.This dissertation investigatesthe linkages between ballot initiatives and 

interest groups atthe state-level. In particular,this study examines group activity intwo 

ballot campaigns—California'sProposition5and Missouri's Amendment9. Gambling 

interests were successfulin each election. Both campaigns dealt withthe protection and 

extension ofgambling activities inthe respective states. 

Throughthe examinationofsecondary sources,I generate an analyticalframework 

to understand interest group behavior inthe initiative process. Thisframework enabled 

meto address various questions relating to the activities,involvement,and impactof 

groups intwo ballot campaigns. The study is an attemptto further rmderstand the 

PopulistParadox enunciated by Gerber(1999). Thisparadox questions whether 

organized interest groups dominate ballot campaigns,contraryto the originalintentionof 

ballot mitiatives. The paradox is further distinguished by organizationalresources groups 

enjoy. In particular,citizen groups are hypothesized to maintain an advantage in 

mobilizing personnelresources over economic groups,while economic groupssupposedly 

maintain an advantage in mobilizing monetaryresources over citizen groups. 

Myfindings suggestthat groupsdo indeed atten^tto mobilize both personneland 

monetary resources. Further,Gerber's thesis is in part aflSrmed. This studyfoimd that 

citizen groups were capable ofmobilizing personnelresources and economic groups 
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certainly were able to mobilize monetary resources. However,economic groups were not 

at aloss in their pursuit ofpersonnelresources. Theyindeed were able to mobilize 

individualsto contribute their time and energyto their campaigns. Moreinqjortant,while 

organizationalresources were significantto the outcome ofeach campaign,the strategies 

crafted and conveyed to the public were essentialto the successofgambling interests in 

each in both California and Missouri. Therefore,it is apparent that without a winning 

message,it is unknownhow organizationalresources affectthe outcome ofa ballot 

campaign. Insum,a Step has beentakento solve the PopulistParadox. While groups are 

the primarycampaignersin ballot campaigns,iftheir message simply is not consistent with 

the attitudes ofthe citizenry,groupscannot"buy" initiative elections. 
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CHAPTERI 

INTEREST GROUPSAND THEINITIATIVEPROCESS: 

A VOIDIN THELITERATURE? 

INTRODUCTION 

Interest groupsplay an integralrole in American politics. However,the precise 

impactofinterest groupsremains unknown. While academicians have obtained valuable 

information concerning the role ofinterest groups in American politics,there is still much 

we do notknow. This dissertation enhancesour knowledge ofgroup politics by 

exploring atopic that hasgone relatively untilled to date. Specifically,it examinesthe role 

ofinterest groups inthe initiative process. 

The proliferation ofinitiatives inthe American states is a well-documented 

phenomenon(Budge 1996;Caves 1992;Cronin 1989;Gerber 1996;Kehler and Stem 

1994;Magelby 1984,1995). So is the rise ofinterest group activity atthe state level 

(Brunk,Hunter,and Wilson 1991;Hrebenar and Thomas 1992;King and Robin 1995; 

Loweryand Gray 1993,1995;Nownesand Freeman 1998;Rosenthal 1993;Wiggins, 

Hamm,and Bell 1992). Nonetheless,few scholars have attempted to integratethesetwo 

fields. Moreover,muchofthe literature onthe connection betweenthesetwo phenomena 

is highly impressionistic. 

Despite recent attentionto both group activity in the states andthe initiative 

process,scholars have been inattentive to the role ofgroupsin the initiative process. This 

research attendsto the role ofinterest groups inthe initiative process by addressing four 
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related questions. First, what kinds ofgroups are involved inthe initiative process? 

Second,what is the relationship among groupsinvolved inthe initiative process? Third, 

what activities do interest groups in the states engage in relative to the initiative process? 

Fourth,whatimpactdo interest groupshave on initiative campaigns? Examining the role 

ofgroups in the initiative process yields new information illuminating the role ofgroupsin 

the state policy process and sheds light on currenttreatments oflobbying behavior. By 

investigating the role ofinterest groupsinthe initiative process,this dissertation 

contributesto the creationofbroader theoriesofinterest group activity and direct 

democracy. 

THEEXPLOSION OFINITIATIVES ANDINTEREST GROUPS 

ATTHESTATE-LEVEL 

The Rise ofInitiatives 

Aninitiative is"a citizen proposed legislative measure that is put before the 

electorate for approvalor rejection. It representsa wayofobtaining direct voter opinion 

ona specific issue"(Caves:1992,viii). The initiative process was originally intended to 

provide a popular check on government officials and to provide citizens with a more direct 

voice inthe aflfeirs oftheir communities. Currently,twenty-four states have provisionsfor 

initiatives'. Moreover,all ofthe states have some mechanism ofdirect democracy(such 

asthe referendum or recall)at their disposal. 

'States with the initiative include the following:Alaska,Arizona,Arkansas,California,Colorado,Florida, 
Idaho,Illinois,Mdne,Massachusetts,Michigan,Mississippi,Missouri,Montana,Nebraska,Nevada,North 
Dakota,Ohio,Oklahoma,Oregon,South Dakota,Utah,Washington,and Wyoming. The DistrictofColombia 
also provides for the initiative(Kehlerand Stem,1994:294). 
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The proliferation ofinitiatives is well documented. For instance,in California,the 

numberoftitled initiatives rose from45 inthe years 1912-1919,to 104inthe period 

1970-1976(Butler and Ranney: 1978,91). Throughoutthe entire United States,346 

initiatives appeared on state ballots from 1981-1992(Kehler and Stem:1994,284). In 

November 1998,twelve initiatives appeared on California's ballot alone. Evencasual 

observations stemming fromthe California Tax Revoltand Colorado's Anti-Discriinination 

measure demonstrate the increasing salience ofbaUot propositionsin state politics. In 

addition,all fifty statesnow provideforsome derivation ofdirect democracyin their 

constitutions. Whether issues are being decided byareferendmn or by an initiative,it is 

evident,asButler and Ranney state,that "direct legislation...hasbecome anintegral 

part ofthe strategy oflaw making"(1978,98). 

Cronin(1989,10-11)enumeratessk claims made bychampionsofinitiatives. 

Proponents claim: (1)initiatives promote governmentresponsiveness and accoimtability; 

(2)initiatives are relatively free from special interest domination;(3)initiatives promote 

open,educated discourse about issues;(4)initiatives are nonviolent meansto address 

grievances with the government;(5)direct democracyincreases election tumout;and(6) 

initiatives are needed due to legislators' unwillingnessto tackle more difficult issues. Asa 

result ofthese claims,proponentsofdirect democracy view the initiative process asa 

beneficialcomponentofthe electoralsystem. 

However,there are manyarguments againstthe use ofinitiatives. Critics charge 

that citizens are ill-equipped to decide issuesfor themselves. Theycontend that voters are 

imeducated about issues and maybe led astray by slick advertisements or bumper stickers. 



Critics maintain that due to low voter turnout,specialinterests dominate the initiative 

process. While proponents assert that groups cannot"buy"the entire electorate,others 

argue that group tactics arejust as effective in proposition campaignsasthey are in 

electoralcampaigns.Schrag,for example,notes:"California showsthatthe process of 

bedazzling voters with sound bites,slogans,and nuanced bias worksas effectively in the 

initiative process as it doesin electoral politics"(1998,22-23). In sum,opponentsclaim 

that moneyand organizational prowessenable groupsto monopolize the initiative process. 

Even ifgroups don't"win"an initiative campaign,they can still use the initiative 

processto their advantage. Butler and Ranney(1978)theorize that in manyinstances, 

proponents ofan initiative maynot anticipate victory,butinstead use an initiative to serve 

asa catalyst forfuture legislative action. Consequently,poorlyfunded groups maybe able 

to educate voters about an issue that previously lacked public salience. Gerber examined 

the impactofthe"threat"ofinitiative campaigns by interest groupsand how this may 

constrain legislative behavior(1996,99). Similarly,Downsnoted the increased tendency 

for discrimmation issuesto be resolved throughthe initiative processrather thanthrough 

traditionallegislation(1991,413). It appearsthat initiatives serve some ofthe fimctions 

claimed bychampionsofdirect democracy. Nonetheless,it is also apparent that scholars 

have neglected to examine a potentially fruitful line ofinquiry regarding direct 

democracy—^therole ofinterest groups withinthe process. 

TheProliferation ofInterest Groupsatthe State-Level 

Recently,scholars have begunto take acloser look at interest group activity atthe 

state level(see,for example,Hrebenar and Thomas 1992;Hunter,Wilson,and Brunk 



1991;Lowery and Gray 1992,1993,1995;Nownesand Freeman 1998;Rosenthal 1993; 

Thomasand Hrebenar 1990). Theyhavefound that interest groups utilize manytactics in 

orderto gain,maintain,and enhance their organization and/or position inthe political 

process. For example,interest groups inthe states partake in monitormg,PAC giving, 

and grassroots mobilization,just asthey do at the nationallevel. 

At boththe nationaland state levels,it is apparent that interest groups attenqjt to 

gain access whereverthey can. AsBrowne notes,"Accessisthe essence ofthe interest 

group liberalism thatLowidecries and anecessary conditionofthe subgovemmental 

arrangements first noted byFreeman"(1985,451). Notonly have groups proliferated at 

the state and locallevels,but groupsincreasingfy utilize a vast repertoire of techniques. 

AsHunter,Wilson and Brunk(1991,488)note: 

Inthe pastfew decadesthere has beenatremendous increase inthe amountof 
legislative lobbying. Manyofthe explanationsfor this phenomenon center on 
congressionalactivity and growth inthe size ofthe nationalgovernment,but there 
has beenan equally extensive increase in state lobbying,which hasremained 
largely unnoticed andimdocumented. 

Hrebenar and Thomasconcur,stating thatlobbying atthe state levelrarelytakes place in 

isolation. Instead,groupscoordinate their eflforts through nationaland local oflSces. 

Three setsoffectors appearto determine lobbying behavior:group characteristics, 

lobbyist characteristics,and contextual variables. Concerning group characteristics, 

whether a group is an"insider"or an"outsider"appear to afiFect the strategies it may 

pursue. Specifically"outsider" groupstend to enqjloy unconventional strategies(Mason: 

1987,29)such as civil disobedience,rallying,and picketing. Asfor lobbyist 

characteristics,Rosenthal(1993)concludesthat experience,status,and previous 



professionalcontact with legislators affect lobbying behavior. He maintainsthat lobbyists 

are "plugged-in"to the state legislative process(i.e.,those with experience)who tend to 

rely oninformallobbying techniques. Although state governments have undergone agreat 

degree ofprofessionalization,it is still apparent thatthe politics ofthe "smoke-filled room" 

and behind-the-door deal making are not extinct. Finally,the political context affectsthe 

waygroups and their lobbyists behave. State legislative professionalism,interest group 

strength,and political culture are amongthe many contextual variables that affect interest 

group behavior withinthe American states. 

Interest Group Theory Revisted 

InFederalistNo. 10, James Madison warned ofthe"dangers offaction"inthe 

new republic. This topic has been revisited ad nauseum by scholarsofAmerican politics. 

Scholars and laymen alike contend that groupsincreasingly wield too much powerinthe 

political process,often atthe expense ofthe public at-large. The proliferation oflobbyists 

and groups,the increasing importance ofpolitical action committees(PACs),the bias in 

the interest group system,and the ever-increasing variety oftactics employed by interest 

groups,are all cited as evidence that interest groups are outofcontrol(see for example, 

Lowi: 1969). 

Some interest group scholars have posited that groupsreflect the complexityofthe 

society in whichthey exist. Madison concluded that alarge number ofcompeting interest 

groups would prevent any single group from dominating the policy-making process. 

Other scholars have reached dissimilar conclusions. For example,some have concluded 

that Madison wasdescribing what more closely approximatestheparty systemin the 



United States. Some scholars have argued that parties oughtto be strengthened in order 

to weakenthe power ofinterest groups. Schattschneider,for example states:"Aside 

fromastrong party system there is no democratic wayofprotecting the public againstthe 

disintegrating tactics ofthe pressure groups"(1975,197-198). In short,whether 

representationinthe United States is served through interest groups or political parties is 

not clear. Representation is an elusive concept. Nevertheless,an examination oftwo 

meansofrepresentation(that is, direct democracy and interest group politics)may better 

inform our knowledge ofhow our democracy works. 

THEINTEREST GROUP-INITIATIVECONNECTION 

While scholars have neglected to systematically examinethe role ofinterest groups 

inthe initiative process,the issue has garnered some scholarly attention. The initiative 

process waspartiallyformulated to prevent specialinterests from dominating the policy-

making process. "This process would prevent lobbjdsts and other specialinterests from 

buying the outcome,because'whenthe lobbyistfaces an entire electorate...bribery and 

vote-buying are virtually impossible.'"(Schrag: 1998,22). However,it is readily apparent 

th^t despite reformers'intentions,interest groups are heavily involved in ballot campaigns. 

VanHorn contends:"These'issue elections'[initiative campaigns]are seldom grass roots 

citizens' movements. Instead,they are dominated by interest groupsthat spend lavishly 

ontelevision advertising,direct mail,and tracking polls"(1996,240). Similarly,Budge 

(1996,93)recognizesthe concern individuals have overthe controlgroupsappearto 

wield in the initiative process. 



the predominance ofinterest groups raises worriesthat businesses and others 
financially affected by decisions may gain disproportionate influence onthe 
process. This worry is reinforced bythe growthofan"initiative industry"of 
public relations consultants and advisers,which will collectthe necessary 
signatures for any desired initiative, advise on firaming the proposition,and then 
campaignfor it. While in theory any group could draw onthis"industry,"in 
practice it is business which will have the mostresources and most need to rely on 
it. 

Nevertheless,little empiricalresearch has beenconducted to validate these conclusions. 

A central charge leveled against the initiative process is that it is atoolemployed 

by well-fimded,elite-based interest groups rather than grass roots constituencies. This 

conclusion is based uponthe contention that it is extremely difficult to gain the necessary 

signaturesfor an initiative to be placed upona ballot. It is also difficult to galvanize 

supportfor(or against)a ballot initiative. In other words,initiative involvement takes 

organizational skill and financialresources. Interest groups appear to be better equipped 

in these respectsthan would individuals acting independently ofaninterest group. This is 

what Elisabeth Gerber refersto asthe PopiflistParadox. The paradox is that although 

Populist and Progressive reformers soughtto remove interest group influencefrom the 

political process by instituting the meansofdirect democracy,it is interest groupsthat 

have come to dominate the processinstead. Consequently,they are often the primary 

proposers and campaigners in initiative campaigns. Lascher,Hagen and Rochlin(1996) 

ruminate aboutthe role ofinterest groupsinthe initiative process. Although they believe 

that groups playa potentially"undemocratic"role inthe initiative process,they recognize 

that systematic research examining this contention is limited. 
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Nearlyforty years ago,Schattschneider offered an insight that sounds strikingly 

similar to the arguments made by VanHorn and Budge. He stated:"...nearly all 

theories about politics have something to do withthe questionofwho can get into the 

fight and who isto be excluded"(1960,20). Argumentssuch asthis demonstratethe 

need to examine the interaction betweenthe initiative process and the pressure system. 

KoUman ejqiands Schattschneider's observationto include"outside lobbying." 

Because there is no"theory"ofdirect democracy and interest group behavior, 

KoUman's analysis may be instructive in this examination ofinterest groupsinthe initiative 

process. KoUmancontendsthat outside lobbying by interest groups"is both an attemptto 

communicate public supportto policymakers(signaling)and the attemptto increase that 

public support among constituents(conflict ejqpansion)"(1998,xiii). Such lobbying 

consists of"attempts by interest group leadersto mobilize citizens outside the 

policymaking communityto contact or pressure public officials inside the policymaking 

community"(KoUman:1998,3). This is in stark contrast to the"smoke-fiUed room" 

consensualpoUcymaking that hascome under attack in both academic andjournalistic 

accountsoflawmaking. 

It maybe instructive to analyze a group's utUization ofthe initiative process asa 

particularform ofoutside lobbying. First,the mere attempt byan interest group to get an 

issue onthe baUot wiU send a message to lawmakers. Ofcourse,the group's standing in 

the community,the issue's popularity and its feasibUity asa pubUc poUcy wiU determine 

how credible a message is being sent. Ifthe issue feils to gainthe adequate signatures or it 

is defeated at the polls,the group may stiU claim victory dueto the increased salience they 



believe they gained as aresult oftheir campaign. Second,gaining status ona state ballot 

may be considered the ultimate in conflict expansion. Nolonger does an issue remain in 

the province oflobbyists and politicians. Instead,the public is directly responsible for the 

fete ofa specific piece oflegislation. Therefore,the notionofoutside lobbying maybe 

particularly usefulin our understanding ofinterest group behavior in the initiative process. 

RESEARCHQUESTIONS 

Hrebenar and Thomasassert:"Overthe years interest groups have proven very 

resilient and adaptable to changes intheir political environment"(1992,154). This 

adaptability maybe evinced bythe use ofstate initiatives. It is apparentthat groups utilize 

the initiative processin orderto achieve their objectives. Consequently,it is important 

that we examine how groups have utilized the initiative environment. 

The research questions posed here include 

1) Whatkindsofgroups are involved in the initiative process? 
2) Whatis the relationship among groupsinvolved inthe initiative 

process? 
3) What strategies do interest groupsin the states utilize relative to the 

initiative process? 
4) Whatisthe impactofinterest groups upon initiative campaigns? 

The first question is important because to understand the role ofinterest groupsinthe 

initiative process,we mustidentify all group participants in the initiative process.The 

second question speaksto the relationship betweenthe playersinthe process. This 

researchimcovers patterns ofinvolvement between various groups within a specific 

initiative domain. Further,it is in^iortantto understand the levels ofcoordination between 

groups,decisionstojoin coalitions(or not),and levels ofcommunication between groups. 
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The latter two questions are closely related. One should expect that the outcome

of an initiative (and the concomitant impact by an interest group) is determined in large

part by the strategies groups employ. The identification and analysis of the strategies

groups utilize vdll enhance our understanding of the impact of interest groups in ballot

campaigns. This analysis of interest group strategies in the initiative process is significant

for several reasons. Scholars have recently enhanced our understanding of group behavior

by identifying and analyzing interest group strategies beyond the documentation of their

tactics or activities. A distinction between strategies and tactics must be made. While an

imderstanding of group tactics is important, it fails to acknowledge the motivation behind

the disposal of resources within specific contexts and constraints. A group may employ a

variety of tactics. However, if a group fails to utilize them appropriately, then its message

may be lost among many other competing voices. Consequently, groups atten^t to act

strategically in their deployment of resources.

Unlike many political contexts, it may be easier to discern whether a group has

succeeded in its efforts to influence government. While benefits may be obtained through

the mobilization of new members or greater societal awareness of one's cause, the result

(whether an initiative is approved or rejected) is clearly identifiable. Therefore, it is

imperative that scholars seek to imderstand the strategies that groups utilize when

deploying resources. An understanding of the strategies and subsequent effects interest

groups have upon the initiative process are essential matters that need to be examined in

greater detail.
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Theimpactofinterest groupsinthe political process often provesto be elusive to 

political scientists,the bottom-line involved inthe initiative process may enable one to 

better examine the effects groups have uponthe outcome. In particular,the intimate 

knowledge to be obtained through myresearch methodology willproduce a clearer picture 

ofthe impact ofgroups in mytwo case studies. While the jSndings presented here maynot 

produce generahzable conclusions,they are a first step towardsa more encompassing 

understanding ofinterest group power m the initiative process. 

DATAAND METHODS 

The examinationofcase studies is an appropriate research strategyfor this 

endeavor. Case studies are often preferable to quantitative methods when scholars have 

"little controlover events,and whenthefocus is ona contemporary phenomenon within 

some real-life context"(Yin:1989,13). In addition,case studies are preferred when 

scholars do not havethe ability to"manipulate"events(Yin:1989,19). The uniqueness 

ofinitiative campaigns,combined withthe lack ofsuflBcient existing data,make 

quantitative analysis aninimitable task. Consequently,the paucity ofresearch concerning 

interest group activities and their subsequent inqjact in initiative campaigns makethe case 

study an attractive research strategy. According to Lijphart(19),"case studies can make 

animportant contribution to the establishment ofgeneralpropositions and thusto theory-

building in politicalscience." 

This dissertation providesan analytic framework from which we may beginto 

build. According to Dubin(1969,226)research is conducted fortwo reasons: Scholars 
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either wishto build theory or test theory. In each instance,scholars must acknowledge 

the role oftheory in their research. Thisendeavor is no different. Considering the lack of 

knowledge concerning group behavior inthe initiative process,this dissertation is highly 

descriptive. AsDubin(1969,227)states: 

Description...provides the inputfor developing units ofatheory,itslawsof 
interaction,the system states,and the boundaries ofthe model. Without adequate 
description,we would not have models that connect withthe world that man 
perceives and about which he theorizes. 

The deep vmderstanding the case study seeksto obtain helps provide the thick description 

that is needed to inform any potentialtheory ofgroup behavior inthe initiative process. 

This research enhancesour understanding ofinterest groupsin several ways. First, 

it builds uponthe existing literature examining the aforementioned strategic motivation 

behind interest group tactics. Second,it beginsto fill a void inthe literature that has not 

been heretofore adequately addressed. While scholars suggest groups engage in certain 

types ofbehaviors and may produce certain in:q)acts upon ballot propositions,little 

empiricalresearch exists to analyze these claims. Inthe wordsofBaumgartner and Leech, 

this treatment attempts to contribute to the"literature onlobbying,one case atatime" 

(1998,120). 

Thetwo cases are:(1)the 1998 California Tribal Gaming Proposition and(2)the 

1998 MissouriRiverboat Gambling Proposition. These cases were chosenfor several 

reasons. Asnoted above,California has been a hotbed ofinitiative campaigns. 

Consequently,any examination ofinterest groupsinthe initiative process would 

necessarily be incomplete withoutthe inclusion ofacase fi*om Califomia asasubject of 

inquiry. In addition,the overallimpactofgroup power in the state ofCalifomia has been 
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classified as dominant/complimentary according to Thomasand Hrebenar(1996). Finally, 

the issue ofgambling providesan interesting array ofaJBFected interests. Consistent with 

the notion adopted earlier that an initiative campaign may be conceived ofasthe ultimate 

inthe expansion ofconflict,gambling represents an issue that one would expect would 

already have many affected interests involved in its maintenance or prohibitioa Cigler and 

Loomiscontend that public confrontation issues present the greatest amountofconflict 

for the most people inthe policy process(1995,400). Amongthose interests ejq)ected to 

be active arethose representing neighborhoods,churches,and business interests directly 

affected bythe establishment ofcasinos. 

The wide array ofaffected interests enables oneto examine the relationships 

between diverse groupsas wellasthe differing strategies employed by different groups. 

Similarly, while acommon criticism ofcase study research is that cases varyon many 

points,each ofthese cases appear to arouse similar interests in their respective initiative 

campaigns. Forthese reasons,thetwo gambling propositionsof1998 represent an 

attractive policy areafor scholarly research. 

While California wasan obviouschoice ofstatesto consider,it presented 

somewhatofa problem. In order to generate a literal replication ofcases(which enables 

usto minimize competing explanations),another case had to be chosenthat was 

comparableto the California experience. This wasbyno means,however,an intractable 

problem. Ultimately,Missouri's Amendment9proved to be an appropriate choice. 

Direct democracy has beenno stranger to the citizens ofMissouri,as many ballot 

campaigns have been waged throughoutthe state's history. Moreover,the overallimpact 
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ofinterest groups in Missourihas been classified as complimentary(Thomasand 

Hfebenar,1996). This is similar to the classification ofinterest group powerin California. 

Finally,the similarities inthe ballot campaign issue areas(i.e., gambling)make these cases 

very comparable and attractive. 

Case#1:California's Proposition5 

The first case study concerns California's Proposition5in 1998. The proposition 

provided acompact between the state ofCalifornia and tribal landsfor the ejqjress 

purpose ofgaming. Gaming wasto consist ofslot machines and banked card gamesat 

tribal casinos. The proposition wasapproved bya63 percent(4,515,641 votes)to 37 

percent(2,706,467 votes)margin. 

Proposition5is analyzed firom its origin and evolutionto its acceptance. This 

history provides contextfor the analysis. The unit ofanalysis is the interest group. 

Specifically,groupsinvolved in the initiative process are examined. Data sources 

included:newspaper articles(specifically the Los Angeles Times),magazine articles,the 

California Secretary ofState's office,and theDow JonesInteractive NewspaperIndex. 

Fromthese sources,athorough assessment ofthe happeningsin California were pieced 

together. 

Case#2:Missouri's ConstitutionalAmendment9 

The second case study centers around Missouri's Constitutional Amendment9in 

1998. This amendmentconcerned whether the Missouri Constitution should be amended 

to legalize gamesofchance in casinosthat float in artificial moats rather than onthe main 

channels ofthe Mississippior MissouriRivers. This wasnotthe first proposition 
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addressing gambling in Missouri. Asinthe previous ballot campaigns afSrming riverboat 

gambling in Missouri,voters approved the amendment55 percent(857,924 votes)to45 

percent(688,111 votes). 

As withthe California experience,the evolution ofAmendment9from its origins 

to its acceptance is discussed. Likewise,the unit ofanalysis is the group. Data sources 

included:newspapers(specifically the St.LouisPost),magazine articles,the Missouri 

Secretary ofState's office,and theDow JonesInteractive NewspaperIndex. Again,from 

these sources,arich accountofthe happenings in Missouriwasobtained. 

CHAPTEROUTLINE 

Chapter Two expoxmdsupontreatments ofinitiatives and interest group behavior 

by scholars. The chaptercommences with a discussion ofthe various streams ofresearch 

that scholars have pursued regarding initiatives. While there has been no systematic 

research endeavorsexamining the intermingling ofinterest groups and initiatives,there are 

several studiesthat are instructive to this analysis. Particular attention is devoted to these 

analyses. The second part ofChapter Two delineatesthe typesofinterest groups that are 

active in American politics. In addition,it examinesthe activities groups utilize. These 

activities include manyformsoflobbying. In conjunction with the classification ofinterest 

groups,theoriesofgroup behavior are offered. This discussion examinesthe varied 

explanations for why certain groupschoose certain activities and strategies over others. 

This helpsinform an understanding ofwhy and whattypesofgroups engage in initiative 
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rampaigns Moreover,it allows oneto expand and enhance current theories ofinterest 

group behavior. 

Chapter Three presentsthe research strategy. The lack ofdata examining group 

behavior in the initiative process is addressed. Severalreasons contribute to this problem. 

State-level data have always been difficult to obtain. In addition,the research programs 

analyzing interest group behavior and those examining initiative campaigns have rarely 

intersected. Consequently,there is a paucity ofresearch examining these phenomena 

together. Therefore,it becomes apparentthat case studies are the mosteffective meansto 

answer the questions posed above. Chapter Three also discussesthe case study tradition 

and its place in scientific inquiry. The limitations ofthe case study approach are also 

addressed. Then,adiscussion ofthe beneficial aspectsofcase study research and why it is 

appropriate for this project is offered. Finally,Chapter Three details the analytical 

framework which is used to"make sense"ofthe case studies. Thisframework denotes 

the importantfactors one must consider in order to understand the impactofinterest 

groups in each case. In so doing,fectors such as political culture,demographics,party 

competition,and legislative professionalism must be analyzed. Moreover,the tactics and 

strategies groups utilized must be clearly identified in order to beginto understand why 

groups were or were not successfulin respective initiative campaigns. 

Chapter Four presentsthe results ofthe California case study. First,a history of 

Proposition5 is presented. Then,anexamination ofeach ofthe aforementioned key 

fectors is undertaken. Throughthis analysis,the data speak to the research questions 

presented above. First,a description and typology ofthe groupsinvolved is offered. This 
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typology differentiates the involved participants among business groups,economic 

groups,trade groups,professional groups,citizen groups,and labor groups. Moreover,it 

analyzesthe differences inthe mobilization oforganizationalresources among the different 

types ofgroups. Second,the patterns ofinvolvementamong these different types of 

groups are examined. The coalitionsformed in support and oppositionto Proposition5 

are closely analyzed. Third,the activities and strategies utilized inProposition5 are 

examined. The chapterflowsfromthe analyticalframework developed in Chapter Three. 

ChaptersFour and Five are heavily descriptive. Consistent withthe goaloftheory 

building,Dubin(1969,85)contends:'Tn every discipline, but particularly in its early 

stages ofdevelopment,purely descriptive research is indispensable. Descriptive research 

is the stuffoutofwhichthe mind ofman,the theorist,developsthe units that compose his 

theories." Consequently,an array ofactivities is established after close examination of 

the California ejqjerience. The strategic use ofthese activities is also addressed. An 

examination ofwhattypes ofgroups utilize specific typesoftactics enhancesour 

vmderstanding ofgroup behavior. Chapter Five is undertaken in the samefashion as 

Chapter Four,only Missouri's Amendment9is the subject under analysis. 

Chapter Sbcconcludesthe dissertation. The information gleaned fromthe previous 

two chapters is synthesized,analyzed,and integrated into the larger corpusofliterature 

concerning interest group behavior. The connectionto broader theories ofgroup behavior 

is made. Implications ofthe analysis are also offered. These implications may weigh 

heavily upon notionsofdirect democracy and those ofrepresentation. Whatever the case. 
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it is obviousthat this dissertation is an assetto the discipline and our body ofknowledge 

in political science. 
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CHAPTERn I 

TREATMENTSOFINITIATIVESANDINTEREST GROUPS 

INTRODUCTION 

Chapter One briefly discussed some elementsofinitiatives and the behavior of 

interest groupsinthe American political process. This chapter ejqpounds uponthat 

discussion and examines eachin greater detail. It illustrates that while we have learned a 

lot about direct democracy and interest groups,there are gapsinthe literature. This study 

explores whatwe have learned and how this study can contribute to the growth of 

knowledge regarding interest group activity in ballot campaigns. 

First,the various streamsofresearch scholars have pursued inthe understanding of 

the initiative process are delineated. The varying perspectives and subject matter illustrate 

boththe growthofknowledge concerning direct democracy and the seemingly endless 

potentialfor firuitfiil research questions emanating firom the initiative process. This 

research is examined bylooking at descriptive and normative accountsofthe initiative 

process. There is considerable disagreement among scholars asto whether direct 

democracy is"good"or"bad." This normative debate hasimportant implications uponthe 

political process. Representation and sensible public policy are broughtinto question by 

scholars. In order to add further contextto this debate,various empirical analyses of 

direct democracy are discussed. Then,particular attention is paid to those treatmentsthat 

may be mostinstructive to this examination ofinterest groups inthe initiative process. In 
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particular,a discussion ofthe use ofcampaign consultantsin direct democracy is offered. 

This discussion providesa benchmark forthe dissertation's examination ofinterest groups 

in direct democracy. 

The second part ofthe chapter focuses onthe classification and behavior of 

interest groups. First,an examination ofthe existence ofthe different types ofgroups in 

the interest group universe isimdertaken. Theresearch identifies classification schemes 

used to categorize groups based on certain prevailing characteristics. Suchaclassification 

enables one to makecomparisons between groups grounded in certain criteria. Second, 

activities interest groups utilize to influence public policy are described. Muchofthe 

literature examining group behavior hasfocused uponthe identification and fi-equency of 

the varied activities groups utilize. While it is importantto identify the activities and 

concomitantfrequency groups engage in such activities,such knowledge tells only partof 

the story ofagroup's successin any particular issue area. 

The strategies groupsemploy determine the activities they will use,the fi*equency 

with whichthey will be used,and thetiming ofthe activities. Consequently,several 

theories ofgroup behavior regarding group strategies are offered. These theories better 

enable oneto understand,explain and predictthe utilization ofvaried activities by interest 

groups. In particular,close attention is paid to Kollman's analysis of"outside lobbying," 

asthis sheds light ongroup behavior in ballot campaigns. Finally,this chapter concludes 

by ejqilaining the scope ofanalysis and how our current knowledge ofgroup behavior in 

institutional domains(that is,the legislative,executive,andjudicial branches)informsour 

understanding ofgroup behavior inthe initiative process. 
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DIRECTDEMOCRACY;A VARIEDLITERATURE 

An Overview 

Scholarly analyses ofinitiatives range fromthe historicalto the descriptive to the 

methodologically complex. Chapter 1 provided a cursory examination ofthe perceived 

benefits and pitfells ofdirect democracy. The initiative, referendum,and recall were 

formulated during the Progressive/PopulistEra and while they were originally a Western 

phenomenon,all fifty states currently have some mechanism ofdirect democracy. 

Increasingly,initiatives have become more salient in American politics. Kehler and Stem 

notethat"the number ofinitiatives appearing on statewide ballots is onthe rise—a 

symptomofincreasing turbulence ia state politics and government"(1994,279). For 

instance,1992 witnessed more initiatives on state ballots than any year since 1932. Sixty 

initiatives appeared on ballots in 19states in 1992(Kehler and Stem:1994,279). With 

the growing importance ofdirect democracy asa policymaking tool,it hasbecomean 

increasingly important componentofthe American politicalsystem Assuch,it is 

importantto understand the effects ofballot initiatives onthe political process. 

Scholars have soughtto imderstand the initiative processfroma variety of 

perspectives. Theresearch falls into severalcategories:(1)historical and/or descriptive 

treatments ofdirect democracy;(2)studiesofthe representativeness ofballot 

propositions;(3)the examination ofthe relationship between public opinion and initiative 

outcomes;(4)studiesonthe use ofinformation shortcuts by voters;(5)examinationson 

the role ofmoneyin initiative campaigns;and(6)studies ofthe use ofpolitical consultants 

in initiative caunpaigns.Each ofthese analyses implicitly deal withthe normative 
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implications ofdirect democracy. That is, is direct democracy good forthe body politic? 

It is helpfulto examine these treatments in order to provide some contextfor this 

treatmentofthe initiative process. 

Historical/Descriptive Accountsofthe Initiative Process 

Early scholarship examining the initiative process was quite traditional(see for 

example,Bass 1920;Cree 1892;Hicks 1931;Keyand Crouch 1939;Lieb 1902;Lobinger 

1909;and Sullivan 1893). Manyofthe early observersofthe initiative process were 

polemicalin their argumentsfor direct democracy. Theyfocused onthe inadequaciesof 

American governmentinthe late 19"'and early 20"* century. Critics argued that 

government was underthe grip of"big business."Thisfociis coincided withthe 

Progressive Movementin American politics. Progressives"were preoccupied with one 

central political problem:the rampantcorruption ofthe politicalsystem"(Price: 1975, 

243). Their targets were primarily politicians, political parties,and interest groups. 

While the political scientist's tools have become more advanced and our analysis 

more"scientific," many studies examining direct democracy still exhibit the markingsof 

traditionalresearch. Manyscholars continue to utilize case studies,analyze the procedural 

processes ballot measures must undergo,and persist in their value-judgments concerning 

the benefits and/or problems with direct democracy. An archetype ofthistype ofresearch 

can befound in Charles Price's 1975 study ofthe initiative process. Price ejqplicitly 

soughtto answerthefollowing questions:"What states allow forthe initiative option? 

How extensively is it employed? Whyin particular states? Whatfectors relate to initiative 

use?And what are the consequences ofinitiative use?"(1975,245). Similarly,other 
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scholars simply provide the history and context ofparticularly explosive or important 

ballot measures. These scholars have contributed to a greater understanding ofthe 

initiative process. They have revealed many areas needing examination and analysis. I 

will briefly discuss severalofthese treatments. 

Several specific initiatives have generated voluminous scholarship examining a 

variety ofissues. The case study has been the preferred meansto examine these 

phenomena. California's 1978tax reliefinitiative(Proposition 13)is often viewed asthe 

harbinger ofthe contemporary waveofpublic policy decision-making via the initiative 

process(Cronin: 1989,199). It spawned a national movementtowardstax-reliefina 

number ofother states. The brainchild ofHoward Jarvis and PaulGann,Proposition 13 

hasserved asthe catalystfor much scholarly debate(Rosenthal; 1998,32-35). 

Consequently,attention hasfocused onthe origins,context,and outcome ofProposition 

13(see for example:Chapman 1980;Kemp 1980;Lewisand Wallace 1984;Mushkin 

1979;O'SuUivan,Sexton,and Sheflfrin 1995;Rabushka and Ryan 1982;and Schwadron 

1984). Manyofthese analyses attenqjtto understand the political climate ofProposition 

13,the factors leading to its passage,the forces opposing it,the tactics utilized byeach 

side,the effectofmoneyand mediaon its passage,and the consequencesofits passage. 

These studies have both decried and praised the legacy ofProposition 13. Consistent with 

traditionalresearch,normativejudgmentsconsidering the wisdom ofProposition 13 and 

direct democracyin generalare readily apparent. 

For example,Rosenthalconcludesthat studies ofinitiatives have revealed a 

number ofproblems. He asserts that while initiatives"have no doubt reflected the popular 
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will..they have also harmed both the structure ofgovernmentand the performance and 

policies ofthe state"(1998,34). He cites severalissues that inhibit the properfunction 

and use ofdirect democracy. For example,he states that petition drives by initiative 

sponsors(or detractors)are often"misleading or deceptive"(1998,34). Manysignatures 

are obtained through agenciesthat are paid signature collectors.Magelbyand Patterson 

state that while"some ballot initiatives result fî om grassroots activity...far morecome 

fi:om political activists or interest groups who havethe resourcesto hire signature 

solicitors and campaign consultants"(1998,160). Citizens often sign petitions knowing 

very little aboutthe issue at hand. Adding to the confusion is the factthat some states 

allow signaturesto be collected by mail and/or without witnesses attesting to the validity 

ofcollected signatures(Kehler and Stem:1994,281). These methodsoften generate 

invalid signatures. 

Rosenthalalso voices concem overthe wording ofinitiatives. He contendsthat 

the wording often creates confusion among voters. He asserts that manyinitiatives have 

becomeincomprehensible and exasperating(1998,34). Magelbyand Patterson(1998, 

160)note: 

Critics ofdirect democracy raise concerns aboutthe quality ofdeliberation voters 
give to issues. Voters can be confused by ballot question wording or respond 
negativelyto the length ofthe ballots. Moreover,because voterslack the 
simplifying devicesofpartisanship and candidate appeal,they may be more 
susceptibleto the manipulationsofcampaign consultants. 

A finalconcem Rosenthalexpresses is the role ofmoney in initiative campaigns. Many 

critics point to the 1987-88 election cycle when Califomians were faced with five 

initiatives attempting to regulate automobile insurance. The combined cost ofthe five 
4 
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initiatives cost$100 million(Rosenthal: 1998,35). More recently,tort reform measures 

in 1996saw nearly$25 million spent in losing causes(Rosenthal: 1998,35). The rising 

cost ofsuchcampaigns is especially disheartening when one takesinto consideration the 
I 

originalintentionsofProgressive reformers(Kehler and Stem:1994,281). Research 

analyzing the impactofexpenditures on initiatives is mixed. Kehler and Stem note that 

some scholars havefound that"great disparities in e^enditures are more effective in 

defeating a ballot question thanin passing one(1994,283). However,there are notable 

exceptions to this finding.Amongthe mostreadily available exceptions are: California's 

Proposition 103 which was accepted in large part dueto anendorsement byconsumer 

advocate Ralph Nader(Kehler and Stem:1994,283)and California's successfiil passage 

ofProposition65 which was outspent bythe opposition$4,883,529to $1,850,628 

(Kehler and Stem:1994,283). Inany case,it is readily apparent that concerns over the 

role ofmoneyin initiative campaigns are warranted. 

In sum,anumberofscholars have provided highly descriptive accountsofballot 

campaigns. These accounts have enriched ourimderstanding ofthe motivation behind 

initiative campaigns,the context ofcampaigns,and the impactofcampaigns. Direct 

democracy continuesto be subjected to normative analyses. Scholars continually attempt 

to either sing the praisesofballot campaignsor cmcifythemfor a variety ofreasons. The 

policy consequencesofallowing citizens direct accessto policy decisions,is too important 

for scholars to ignore. Empiricalanalyses provide greater context to those purporting to 

understand the benefits and pitMsofdirect democracy. An understanding ofsuch 

benefits and pitfalls hasimportantand enduring consequencesfor poUcyoutcomesinthe 
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American states. Finally,it is apparentthatthe case study tradition in initiative research is 

necessary and appropriate. The information obtained through case studies has 

undoubtedly provided a greater depth ofunderstanding ofthe initiative process. 

Representation and Initiatives 

Manyscholars have examined direct democracy as it relatesto representation. 

These scholars seek to understand how"representative"ballot measures are. Direct 

democracy implicitly involves several varying ideas aboutrepresentation. Consistent with 

the goalsofProgressive reformers,proponents claim that ballot measuresfree-up the 

processfrom specialinterests and allow all citizens to participate inthe determination of 

public policy. Cozyiron triangles are to be taken outofthe picture. This increased 

access,the argument goes,produces public policy in line withthe citizenry's wishes and 

prevent specialinterests from dominating the policy-making process. However, 

opponents claimthat it is specialinterests that have the capability to dominate initiative 

campaigns,thus having the opposite effect ofthe intentionsofproponents. This is the 

crux ofthe PopulistParadox. 

Thefoxmdingfathers warned ofthe tyraimyofthe majority. James Madison's 

FederalistNo.10discussesthe mischiefe offection. He warnsofthe dangersoffactions 

in smallrepublics. More specifically,he maintainsthat the dangersoffaction can be 

minimized in alarge republic. Hereasonsthat in a smallrepublic,the more powerful 

factions have a greater likelihood ofexerting their will, while in alarge republic,the 

multitude and variety ofinterests would prevent any singular interest from becoming too 

powerful. This has become the mantra of20'''century pluralism. In addition,Madison 
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asserts that representative government is the bestform ofgovernmentfor the new 

republic. Herecognizesthe need for expertise among policy makers and contendsthat 

governmentalbodies oughtto be reserved for those individuals exhibiting public virtue. 

The danger ofdemocracy,ashesaw it,came fromthe lack ofpublic knowledge,and the 

passionofself-interested citizens. While some citizens would be well-informed,others 

would let their passions rather thanreason afreet their decisions. In efrect,the safeguards 

thefounders erected(such asfederalism,checksand balances,separation ofpowers,the 

electoral college,the election ofSenators by state legislatures,etc.)wereto remove 

citizens fromthe locus ofdecision-making power. This curtails the probability thatthe 

majority would overrunthe minority. 

Nonetheless,the founders realized that wise men would not always be at the helm 

ofgovernment,thus,they created the many checks and balancesthat exist in our 

government. Their beliefwasthatthese checks would distribute power among the 

branches,thereby preventing any single branchfrom acquiring too much powerand 

concomitantly preserving the rights ofminorities. 

It is now appropriate to analyze research thatspeaksto the validity ofthe claims of 

advocatesofdirect democracy. First,a discussionofhow wellinitiatives appear to mirror 

the public's wishesin particular issue areas is ofrered. Then,an examination of 

contradictory evidence in support and in oppositionto the notion ofthe tyranny ofthe 

majority being manifest in the initiative process is undertaken. 

Previously,representation was conceptualized intwo related ways. First,scholars 

wantto analyze how"representative"initiatives truly are. That is, are outcomes 
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consistent withthe pulse ofordinary citizens? Or more specifically,doessubsequent 

legislation(not subjected to an initiative campaign)in similar policy areasconformto the 

wishes ofvotersfrom previous ballot propositions? Several scholars have soughtto 

answer these questions and have reached different conclusions concerning the proximity of 

voter preferences with policy responsiveness. 

Forinstance,Snyder analyzed the representative-constituency link in California 

fi-om 1974to 1990through spatial modeling. He was particularly interested inthe degree 

ofconstraint exhibited by legislatorsin their roll-call votes. Hisresearch design centered 

around 242 ballot propositions in twenty issue areas(Snyder: 1996,470-471). Snyder 

contendsthe fete ofeach proposition equatesto the revealed preference ofvoters. He 

then analyzes how subsequent legislation,enacted in state capitols,conformsto the 

revealed preferences(outcomesofinitiatives)ofvotersin California. Other variables he 

includes m his modelinclude:Democratic strength,percentage ofcollege educated, 

percentage black,those fromthe Southern region ofCalifornia,and those fromthe Central 

region ofCalifornia. His modelcorrectly classified 80to 88%ofall roll-call votes 

(Snyder: 1996,479). Snyder concludes that his modeldoes"an excellentjob ofpredicting 

the overall roll-call voting patterns inthe California legislature;and thatthere is evidence 

ofastrong dimension-by-dimension correspondence between constituency preferences 

and legislative roll-call patters"(Snyder: 1996,463). 

Similarly,Gerber utilized spatial modeling to determine ifthe presence ofthe 

initiative doesindeed constrain legislative behavior. She posited that in states with the 

initiative,legislators may wantto anticipate potentialissues that mayend up as ballot 
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measures. Such measures may conflict withthe legislators' policy preferences.Therefore, 

the anticipation ofpotentially thorny issues mayforce legislators to be more responsive 

and craft legislation that will be more consistent with the preferences ofpotential 

originators ofinitiatives,rather than having wholly unfevorable legislation passed through 

the initiative process. Shefound that indeed,the"threat"ofan initiative does affect 

legislative behavior. She states(1996,124): 

Interest groups can affect policythroughthe initiative processeven whenno 
initiatives are actually proposed. The fact that interest groups havethe abilityto 
challenge legislative policy expostmeansthat legislators in statesthat have 
initiatives must always be aware ofthe possibility offuture initiative proposals. 

She urgesscholarsto look atthe direct effects ofthe presence ofinitiatives and to focus 

onthe indirectimpactofinitiatives on legislative behavior. 

Gerber does not share Snyder's conclusion that initiatives make legislatures more 

responsive to the preferencesofthe electorate. While she concludesthat initiatives or the 

threat ofinitiatives may alter legislative behavior,direct democracy doesnot equate to a 

"representative"process. She concedes(1996,125): 

Opponentsofthe initiative process argue that specialinterests are able to so easUy 
manipulate votersthat the policies produced bythe initiative process bear little 
resemblance to underlying voter preferences. Regardless,we expect initiative 
policiesto reflect the preferences ofdifferent intereststhan legislative policies. 

In arelated article, Gerberfound that"policy outcomes resulting from direct legislation 

often reflect different interests than policy outcomes resulting fromthe legislative process" 

(1996,263). 

Others have reached similar conclusions. Lascher,Hangen,and Rochlin assert that 

"one ofthe mostimportant claims aboutthe ballot initiative process is that it makes 
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govemment moreresponsive to public demandsthan would be the case under a purely 

representative system"(1996,760). They hypothesized that public policy in states with 

the initiative would more closely mirror public opinionthan states withoutthe initiative. 

While they admitto important normative problems with their hypothesis,the positive 

relationship between public opinion and policy responsiveness cannot be understated. 

Nevertheless,theyfound no evidence ofa stronger linkage between public opinion and 

policy outputs in states -with the initiative,thanin states withoutthe initiative. 

While policy output may be in question,Matsusaka did find thatthere are 

significant fiscal effects between states with initiatives and those without. Hefoimd that 

"spending is significantly lower,onthe order offour percent,in states with voter 

initiativesthanin pure representative states"(1995,587). In addition,he concludesthe 

initiative leadsto areductionin the overall size ofgovemmentand a decline inthe 

redistributional activity ofgovemment(1995,587). 

Another perspective concerning the role ofthe initiative regarding representation is 

evinced in Donovan and Snipp's examination oftheterm limit movement. Theterm limit 

movementhas essentially been waged through ballot propositions. Roughly one-third of 

the states have approved ballot propositions requiring term limitsfor legislators. Many 

issues have surfeced regarding theterm limit movement. These issuesinclude the 

constitutionality ofterm limits,the transfer ofpower betweenthe political parties,and the 

potentialfor interest groupsto gain increased power within state legislatures. Allofthese 

issues are directly related to representation. 
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Donovan and Snipp found thatthe role ofpolitical parties wasintegral in the 

opinionformation ofpotential votersregarding Proposition 140(an initiative to adopt 

term limits)inthe state ofCalifornia. For instance,those voters contacted bythe 

Republican party(which appeared to have moreto gain with the adoption ofterm limits) 

were much more favorably disposed towardsthe initiative thanthose who were not. 

Likewise,those voters contacted bythe Democratic party(which appeared to have more 

to lose)were much lessfavorably inclined to supportthe initiative(Donovan and Snipp: 

1994,500). The Moutfromthe adoption ofterm limits is debatable. However,it may be 

interesting to analyze the consequences ofterm limits uponthe policy process. In 

particular,it could have a direct effect onthe presence ofinitiatives inthe states. For 

example,ifstate legislatures are dominated by newly elected officials and they rely upon 

the ejqjertise ofinterest groups(see,for example,Salisbury: 1990)then we may witness a 

decrease in the numberofinitiatives appearing on state ballots. Consistent with 

Schattschneider'sthesis ofthe restriction and/or ejq)ansion ofconflict,the greaterthe 

influence an interest group hasin state legislatures,the less likely it would be thatthey 

would seek to increase the scope ofconflict via an initiative. This illustrates the wealth of 

potentialresearch endeavors scholars maypursue regarding the relationship between 

interest groupsand initiatives. 

Thusfer,this section has discussed effortsto modelhow wellinitiatives and 

referenda mirror public opinion in the electorate and their effect on public policy. 

However,as mentioned above,other scholars have paid particular attentionto the role of 

direct democracyasatoolofthe majority to suppressthe minority. Conversely,other 
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scholars contend thatthe initiative is a powerfultoolthat has been successfully used to 

secure minority rights. Obviously,scholars have reached dissimilar conclusions asto 

whether majorities or minorities are the ultimate benefactorsofdirect democracy. The 

remainder ofthis section looks at these arguments in greater detail. 

Alan Rosenthalasserts that"anumber ofinitiatives have placed minority rights in 

jeopardy"(1998,34). He concedesthat such measures often failto gain support,but have 

the potentialto succeed nonetheless. Onesuch measure can befound in Colorado's 

controversial 1992"anti-gay"amendment prohibiting state and localgovernmentfrom 

providing"variouslegal protectionsfor gays and lesbians"(Stephensand Scheb: 1997, 

15). 

While the threatto the rights ofminorities is alwaysa possibility,others have 

found that minorities have made great strides by utilizing the initiative process. For 

example.Downscontendsthat while civil rights issues have foiled to gain momentum at 

the national level in recent years,they have gained momentum at the state-level. She cites 

the failed passage ofthe 1991 CivilRights Bill as"oneofmanyexamplesin which the 

legislative process stalled dueto uncoordinated strategies offragmented coalitions atthe 

federallevel"(Downs:1991,413). However,she concludesthat the"initiative and 

referendum processes offer ejqiedient meansfor citizens to ask and answerthese 

politically sensitive questionsthat politicians have successftilly avoided"(1991,413). 

Because these tools are available at the state and locallevels.Downsassertsthat 

minorities have achieved greater successin recent years atthe state-level,than at the 

nationallevel. She findsthere are severalinstances where minority rights have met 

33 



successin initiative campaigns. For instance,she recognizesthe defeat ofa 1978 

California measure enabling schoolsto suspend anyteacher who is accused ofbeing a 

homosexualor advocating a homosexuallifestyle asa victoryfor gay rights. Similarly,in 

a precursorto the 1992Colorado amendment,citizens ofDenver rejected a similar 

proposal(Ordinance 1)that would preventthe protection ofhomosexuals in hiring, 

housing,and various other circumstances(Downs:1991,414). 

Initiatives focusing on homosexuality are notthe only onesthat have had a bearing 

onthe suppression or extensionofminority rights. Perhapsthe most widely publicized 

initiative ofthe 1994 election cycle.Proposition 187,provides another perspective onthe 

question ofwiiether initiatives contribute to the tyrannyofthe majority or ifthey delimit 

the ability ofthe majority to suppress minority rights. California's infemousProposition 

187soughtto deny many privileges to illegal immigrants. The initiative denied social 

services,non-emergency health care,and educationto illegalimmigrants and required 

public agenciesto report suspected illegalimmigrantsto state and federal authorities 

(Tolbert and Hero: 1996,806). In addition,the measure witnessed marked differences in 

public support among racialand ethnic groups. Tolbert and Hero(1996,809)note that 

aLosAngeles Times exit pollfound the illegalimmigration initiative polarized the 
electorate along racial lines, with broad support among white voters while losing 
among other ethnic groups. Whites voted almost2to 1 in supportofProposition 
187. Latinos,in contrast,opposed the measure77%to 23%. The poll also shows 
that53%ofblack and Asian voters opposed the measure,suggesting the measure 
may have been broadly conceived as anti-minority and/or anti-Latino. 

Tolbert and Hero conclude that states with bifurcated social structures where there are 

sizable minorities cohabiting with homogenous AVhite majorities,there is an increased 

likelihood of voter backlash againstthe minority gainsthat may manifest itselfin "official 
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English language"or"IllegalImmigration"campaigns(1996,808). In short,while they 

find that minority rights were not being trampled in the case ofProposition 187,the 

potential clearly exists that voters can be polarized along racial lines. Moreover,the 

perceived"threat"ofminoritiesto a majority may generate legislation that may be 

illegitimate and serve the interest ofthe majority atthe ejqpense ofthe minority. 

Nevertheless,Tolbert and Hero failto develop this strain ofthought. 

The Use ofInformation Shortcuts in Ballot Campaigns 

Among the goals ofProgressive Reformers wasto eliminate corruption in politics. 

One waythey soughtto achieve this goalwasto mminiize the impact ofpolitical parties. 

Party"machines"often ran political campaigns. The graft and corruption ofmachines 

drew the ire ofmany reformers. In orderto minimize the impactofpolitical parties, 

reformssuch asopenand direct primaries,non-partisan elections,and the Australian ballot 

were adopted. Asaconsequence,reformers believed that candidates with loyalties to the 

citizenry rather thana political machine would emerge. However,as political scientists 

soon uncovered,the political parties had a much greater impacton citizens than"merely" 

staffing,organizing,and executing the government. 

Among the mostimportantfeatures ofpolitical parties is thatthey provide citizens 

with a mechanism to sift throughthe boundless amountofinformation available in political 

campaigns. In short,parties provide an information shortcutfor voters. The parties 

eliminate many ofthe costs voters mustincur in orderto obtain infonnation in campaigns. 

Parties attemptto educate voters and simplify issues. Knowing acandidate is a memberof 

a particular political party produces a sketch ofthe types ofissuesthe candidate may 
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support or oppose. This,in turn,allows citizens a"linkage institution"to the government. 

Moreover,the lack ofpartis^hip is accoirpanied with less knowledge about political 

issues and a decreased likelihood to participate inthe political system. 

One ofthe distinguishing characteristics ofa ballot proposition is lack ofpartisan 

affiliation. While the political parties may openly support one side ofan initiative over 

another,there is no ejqplicit linkage betweenan initiative and party identification. Brown 

and Paul(1997,2)note: 

Referendum politics... lacksthe electoral"cues"that party-based or candidate-
centered elections have because it is non-partisan. The major enginesofelectoral 
politics,local party organizations,are usually notinvolved extensively in 
referendum issues. Media,paid and fi-ee,become the principal means by which 
affected groupscommunicate withthe public. 

The questionthen becomes:withthe lack ofparty identification ora candidate,how do 

voters sift throughinformation ina ballot campaign? Moreover,how welldo they process 

informationin a ballot campaign? Severalscholars have weighed in onthese questions. 

Ina 1989 pollofCalifornia voters,"nearly one-third ofvoters gave responses 

which suggested that propositions madetoo many demandsuponthem"(Bowler, 

Donovan and Happ:1991,559). Voters are often overwhelmed bythe media blitz 

accompanying initiative campaigns. Involved participants constantly attemptto market 

their positionsto the public. The conflicting messagescombined with the lack ofpartisan 

cues illustrates the high information costs associated with ballot campaigns. A number of 

ejqjlanations purportto e3q)lain how citizens processinformation in ballot campaigns. 

Magelby(1989)suggeststhatthe degree ofcontroversy and the volume of 

advertising aides votersin their assessment ofballot propositions.The degree of 
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controversy is thoughtto reflect the potentialscope ofconflict ofan issue,which would 

thus increase the media coverage ofa proposition. This would consequently lead to 

increased information available to the electorate. However,he concedes it is difScult to 

operationalize"degree ofcontroversy." Nevertheless,it is important recognize that many 

fectors relevant to individual propositions willlower or raise information costsamong 

voters. Other factors that weigh upon information costs include the wordinessofthe 

proposition and its position onthe ballot. The length ofthe proposition requires the voter 

to expend more energy in its imderstanding than do concisely written propositions 

(Magelby: 1984). Moreover,Bowler,Donovan,and Happ contend that"less interested 

and less well-informed voters may wellbe imwilling to bearthe costsofmaking a series of 

decisions"(1991,563). 

Bowler,Donovan,and Happ analyzed California ballot propositions firom 1974to 

1988 and found that manyofthe presumptions ofscholars were home out with their data. 

For example,theyfound significant drop-offeffects associated with ballot position. Their 

data revealthat voters act ina non-linear feshion,paying particular attention to early 

propositions and late propositions and then"skip overthe middle portion ofthe ballot" 

(1991,564). Similarly,longer propositions also revealagreat dealofdrop-off. 

Conversely,campaign spending(used as a proxyfor advertising)reducesdrop-offamong 

voters. 

Inarelated study,Lupia(1994)examined how well voters in California were 

informed concerning five complicated insurance initiativesthat appeared onthe ballot in 

1988. Rather than assessing howthey dealt with information costs,Lupia wasinterested 
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in describing how voters could use information shortcutsto simulate the behaviorofwell-

informed individuals. Severalcharacteristics presented an interesting framework from 

whichto assess the electorate's ability to processinformation. Allfive initiatives were 

written in technicallanguage and were lengthy(Lupia: 1994,65). In addition,the 1988 

generalelection ballot wasunusually long. Ofcourse,there wasno partisan or candidate 

cue for voters inthe campaign. Nevertheless,the insurance initiatives were highly salient 

among votersin the November election. The expensive campaigns waged fromeach side 

and summariesofeach initiative provided bythe state ofCalifornia inthe California 

BallotPamphlet,helped offeetthe information costsincurred by voters. 

Lupia concludesthat"respondents who possessed relativelylow levels offactual 

(or encyclopedic)knowledge aboutthe initiatives used their knowledgeofinsurance 

industry preferencesto emulate the behavior ofthose respondents who had relatively high 

levels offactualknowledge"(1994,72). In short,in an uncertain environment,hefound 

that voters were able to use their limited resourcesto emulate the behavior ofwell-

informed voters. Therefore,he contendsthat ifgood public policy emanates froma well-

educated citizenry,scholars should not be overly concerned in regard to ballot campaigns, 

dueto the electorate's abilityto use information eflSciently. 

In his examination ofthe 1990 Californiaterm limit referendum,Skalaban(1998) 

affirms Lupia's findings:"citizens are capable ofpurposefulissue and sophisticated voting 

in referendum elections"(35). He findsthat citizens rely onthe limited informationthey 

obtainto assesstheir support or rejection ofpolicy decisions. Consistent with manyofthe 

aforementioned voting cues,Skalaban discussesthe role ofissue saliency and the 
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saturation ofinformation waged by opposing sidesto diminish information costs. He also 

provides a more direct assessment ofthe role ofpoliticalendorsements by political elites. 

For example,representatives,business elites, media,community groups,and celebrity 

personalities are among the manyendorsements advocatesofinitiatives seek to help 

persuade votersto supporttheir cause. Better yet,these endorsements may provide mere 

identification ofan issue with a political actor(or cue)that may help voters sortthrough 

technicalinformation and varying explanations ofthe potentialimpactofballot 

propositions. Again,voters appearto be able to utilize information shortcutsto make 

relatively informed decisions in connection with ballot campaigns. These findings may 

prove significant in mytreatment ofthe California and Missouriinitiatives. More 

specifically,the issue saliency ofgambling in both California and Missouriwas particularly 

high. Moreover,a bevyofendorsements were offered in each case as well. It is important 

to analyze how groups attempted to persuade and inform votersin regard to these cases. 

The mobilization ofthe electorate is essentialto understanding how groups attemptto 

succeed in ballot campaigns. 

The Bridge BetweenInitiatives and Interest Groups: 

Campaign Consultants and Direct Democracy 

This section examinesthe burgeoning literature onthe role ofinterest groupsin the 

ballot process. To this point,many different treatments ofthe initiative process have been 

examined. This examination has illustrated the varying approaches scholars have utilized 

to study direct democracy. While manyofthese treatments have not explicitly analyzed 
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the impactofinterest groupsuponthe process,many have intimated atthe potential 

effects ofinterest groups upon initiative campaigns. 

Brown and Paulnote:"Organized interests excelat"insider"politics"(1997,2). 

Their ejqpertise within a specific and minute policy niche enablesthemto enjoyalevelof 

influence(or access)thatthose withless knowledge are unable to achieve. Groupstend 

to restrict the scope ofconflict within arenasthat they can dictate or control. They 

attemptto keep other interests outofthe scope ofconflict. However,ballot campaigns 

representthe ultimate in conflict expansion. AHinterests are involved inthe policy 

processand conflict is consequently e3q)anded. This mayoccur asaresult ofagroup not 

being able to achieve what it wantsthroughthe legislative or adrninistrative arena,or it 

may be due to agrassroots effort that is manifest ma ballot proposition.Magelby and 

Patterson state:"Some ballot initiatives result from grassroots activity, butfer morecome 

from political activists or interest groups who havethe resourcesto hire signature 

solicitors and campaign consultants. Often,those who playthe initiative game workfor 

the same groups who lobbythe legislature onthe same issue"(1998,160). 

Nevertheless,the organizationaland financialresourcesthat groups utilize under 

conditionsof"normal"lobbying are still at their disposalin an initiative can^aign. 

Lascher,Hagen and Rochlin assert:"organized interest groups dominate the use ofthe 

initiative process"(1996,773). Similarly,others contend that"while the initiative process 

is a powerfulagenda-setting tool,it is realistically only opento individuals or groups with 

substantial politicalresources,especially money"(Magelby and Patterson: 1998,161). As 

aconsequence,interest groups have manytools at their disposaland are very capable of 
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funding initiative campaigns. Chiefly among their resources is the use ofcampaign 

consultants. 

Magleby and Patterson contend that "political consultants playa significant role in 

the conductofdirect democracy"(1998,160). Political consultants act with one goalin 

mind—^to getthe desired results oftheir employers. Theyemploya variety oftactics in 

order to achieve their objectives. The right"mix"oftactics is expected to bring success. 

Consequently,consultants attempt to develop successfulstrategiesfor their clients. 

Schmidt(1989,23)contendsthat while moneyisimportant in ballot campaigns, 

the amountone spends only partially tellsthe stoiy ofits effectiveness; 

The success or failure ofa voter-generated initiative dependsthese days not so 
muchonhow much moneyeach side spendsor which celebrities they enlist. 
Increasingly,these ballot measures are aboutgood and evil,heroesand villains. 
The side that managesto paint its opposition as selfish and greedycan win whether 
it is outspent or not. Moneyhelps paint the picture,but it does not winon its own. 

It is campaign consultants who paint the picture to be seen bythe electorate. Whether 

groups spend lavishly on media advertisements,pursue important endorsements firom 

political elites,or wage negative campaigns against their opposition,it is apparent that the 

strategies groups utilize to get their message across are important. Manygroups utilize 

political consultantsto develop such strategies. Magelby and Patterson assert that 

consultants"rely on mass marketing techniquesto test messages,to measure opinion 

change,and to craft advertising campaigns"(1998,160). The presence ofcampaign 

consultants in electoralcampaignsis a necessity. Their ubiquity in ballot campaignsis 

increasinglycommon. Campaign consultants were employed in both Proposition5 and 

Amendment9. 
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Ballot campaigns are appealing to political consultants for a variety ofreasons. 

One tangible reason consultants are drawnto ballot campaignsis the amountofmoney 

they can make. One consultant claimsthat more money may be made in an e3q)ensive 

initiative campaignthan in a Senate race or even perhapsa presidentialrace(Magelby and 

Patterson: 1998,161-162). As discussed above,the absence ofacandidate or partisan 

cue presents a different environmentfor votersin a ballot campaign. This fact affords 

opportunities that are absent in conventionalelections. Political consultants attemptto 

capitalize uponthese opportunities. Forinstance,inaconventionalelectionthe consultant 

must minimize the personal liabilities ofa candidate(such as scandals,spouses,or 

meddlesome femily members),while maximizing his/her strengths(Magelby and Patterson: 

1998,162-163). This leads one consultantto state:"the voter starts out with more ofa 

blank slate...more opento impressions or suggestion"(Magelbyand Patterson: 1998, 

163). Hence,consultants believe public preferences in a ballot campaign may be more 

easily manipulated than in conventional elections. While scholars have largely neglected to 

studythe role ofcampaign consultants,it is readily apparent thatthey are taking on 

increasing importance intoday's media driven politicalcampaigns. Moreover,it is 

apparentthat groupsdo indeed use consultantsto aidethem whenthey utilize the initiative 

process. Their ejqpertise and impact cannot be overstated. In short,the use ofpolitical 

consultants is certainly one ofthe strategies groups utilize in the initiative process and this 

discussion is particularly instructive in my analysis ofinterest group behavior inthe 

initiative process. 
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INTEREST GROUPS:ANINTRODUCTION 

An Overview 

Thusfer,this chapter hasexamined a variety oftreatments ofthe initiative process 

by scholars. A logical progression ofthese treatments has been offered,finishing witha 

discussionofthe use ofcampaign consultants inthe ballot process. While many allusions 

were madeto the role ofgroups in the initiative process,no comprehensive discussion of 

this topic has been offered. Simply put,there are veryfew analysesthat addressthe role 

and impactofgroupsuponthe ballot process. 

The remainder ofthis chapter is devoted to understanding the classification of 

interest groups,the activities in which groupsengage,and the strategies that groups 

employto gain,maintain,or enhance their power inthe political process. It is important 

to discussthese phenomenain orderto address myresearch questions. The chapter 

concludes with an examination ofGerber'srecent analysis ofinterest groupsinthe 

initiative process. Her analysis is vitally instructive to this research endeavor. 

The Classification ofInterest Groups 

In orderto imderstand,explain,and predictthe behavior ofgroupsinthe political 

process,we mustfirst understand the unit ofanalysis. A commonlanguage is necessary in 

order to build upon previousresearch examining group behavior. Towardsthis end,an 

e^licit definition ofwhat constitutesan interest group is offered. In addition,a 

classification scheme ofinterest groupsis also presented. The classification ofinterest 

groups is well-grounded in the discipline. This section looks at the classification of 

interest groups based upon various characteristics. 
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Interest groups have been defined in a variety ofways. Several definitions firom 

introductory politicalscience textbooks include:"an organized group that tries to 

influence public policy"(O'Conner and Sabato: 1997,800);"an organization that exists 

forthe purpose ofinfluencing governmentfor the benefit ofits members"(Light: 1999, 

241);and"Anorganization whose main purpose isto affectthe operation ofgovernment 

by persuading key persons in governmentto act in accordance with the group'sinterests" 

(Lawson:1999,135). Allofthese definitions share several characteristics. First,each 

assumesthat groups are infeet"groups." They do notrecognize singular actors as 

interest groups. While this mayappear self-ejqplanatory,there are manyinstances when 

individuals attemptto lobbygovernment or mobilize public opinionfor a particular 

interest, while they are nota member ofagroup per se. For example,the act of"going 

public"by legislators and executives is intended to mobilize public opinion and affect 

public policy. Wedo not consider these representatives membersofinterest groups, 

although their behavior in these contexts is essentially the same. Second,each definition 

states that groups are organized. Third,they allrecognize the linkage between aninterest 

group and government. The desire to affect public policy is evident in each ofthese 

definitions. 

Forthe purposes ofthis dissertation,an interest group is defined asan actor or 

actors with a vestedinterest in aparticular issue orsetofissues thatattemptto mobilize 

supportfor theirparticular issue orsetofissues and/orlobby the governmentin order to 

affectpublicpolicy. This definition is purposely broad in order to examinethe behavior of 

a wide array ofactors in the political process. This definition allowsforthe single actor 
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that actsinthe stead ofa group. For example,arepresentative,a clergy member,a 

business executive,acelebrity,and so forth are all actors that deserve attention when 

exaniiiiing interest groups. In addition,this definition emphasizesthe role ofpublic 

opinion and the mobilization ofvotersto put pressure on legislators. This definition also 

providesa conceptiially stronger linkage between citizens and government. Groups may 

attemptto use citizen pressure to attain their goals,rather thancampaign contributions or 

conventionallobbying. Nowthatthe notionofaninterest group has been defined, it is 

appropriate to differentiate between different kindsofinterest groups. This discussion 

enablesone to examinethe patterns ofinvolvementor relationships among similar groups 

and between dissimilar groups. 

Scholars often distinguish between economic or occupationalinterest groupsand 

non-economic or non-occupational interest groups. Groups belonging to the former 

category include: professional association groups(e.g.,the AmericanBar Association), 

labor unions(e.g.,the United Auto Workers),agricultural groups(e.g.,the NationalFarm 

Bureau Federation),and various business or corporate associations(e.g.,the Tobacco 

Institute,the National Association ofManufecturers,the United States Chamber of 

Commerce,etc.). Groups belonging to the latter category include: public interest groups 

(e.g..Common Cause),civil rights groups(e.g.,the National Association ofthe 

AdvancementofColored People),ideological groups(e.g.,the Conservative caucus), 

religious groups(e.g.,the Christian Coalition),intergovernmentalgroups(e.g.,the 

NationalLeague ofCities),and single-issue interest groups(e.g.,the National Rifle 

Association). Asthe California and Missouricases are analyzed,it is necessaryto keep 
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these distinctions in mind in orderto identify and categorize the vested interests involved 

in each campaign. Aswe shallsee below,diflferent typesofgroups are ejqjected to 

employ diflferent tactics and rely upona diflferent poolofresources. Therefore it is 

importantto identifythe relationship amongthe various interests involved in each ofthe 

campaigns. 

The Activities ofInterest Groups 

In order to addressthe third research question concerning the strategies ofinterest 

groups,it is necessary to discussthe various activities in which groupsengage. This 

section analyzes whatscholars havelearned concerning the activities ofinterest groups at 

boththe national leveland the state level. 

Scholars have uncovered a wealth ofdata concerning the activities ofinterest 

groups at boththe nationaland state levels. The pioneering work ofLester Milbrath 

provided thefoundationfora bountifulresearch agendathat scholars have since 

undertaken. Milbrath(1963)conducted the first large-scale systematic survey ofinterest 

groups based in WashingtonDC nearly forty years ago. Hisresearch identified a variety 

oftacticsthat groups employed to achieve their objectives. Our knowledgeofinterest 

group activitiestook alarge leap forward inthe 1980s with a series ofprojects that were 

undertakento fiarther discernthe tactics ofinterest groups(seefor exan^le.Berry(1977); 

Walker(1983,1991);Schlozman and Tiemey(1984,1986);and Heinzet al.(1993)). 

While these studies varied in their sampling techniques,their survey instruments,and their 

time fi:ames,their findings are noticeably consistent. 
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Whatthese surveysfound wasthat groups partake ina wide array ofactivities. 

They certainly do notfocusona singular activity. Instead,they attenptto lobby 

governmentin a variety ofways. There are some activities that they engage in morethan 

others. For example,nearly all groupstestify at hearings,lobby government officials, 

make informal contacts with legislators,present research or technicalinformation,send 

letters to membersto informthem about their activities,and enter into coalitions with 

other groups(Hrebenar: 1998,154). However,lessthanhalfofinterest groups publicize 

candidate voting records,conduct direct-mailfundraising efforts,buyissue advocacy 

advertisementsinthe print or electronic media,contribute time and staffto election 

campaigns,endorse candidates,and participate in protests and demonstrations(Hrebenar: 

1998,154). Table 2-1 presentsthe results jfiom one ofthe aforementioned surveysof 

interest groups. 

While these examinationsfocused entirely on interest group activity at the national 

level,more recent analyses have directed attentiontowardsinterest group activity atthe 

state-level(see for example.Gray and Lowery(1996);Hrebenar and Thomas(1987,1992, 

1993a,1993b);and Nownesand Freeman(1998)). Because this research examines 

interest group activity atthe state-level,these analyses may prove to be particularly 

helpful. Interestingly,the findings concerning the activities ofgroups atthe state-level are 

remarkably consistent with their counterparts at the national level. Forexample,inregard 

to one ofthese exanainationsofinterest groups atthe state-level,Baumgartner and Leech 

(1998)note that"in thirteen oftwenty-three questions abouttactics adopted firom the 

earlier survey,the Nownesand Freeman responsescame within5 percentage points of 
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those compiled by Scholzmanand Tiemey"(151). In short,groups engage in manyofthe 

same activities inthe states asthey do in the nation's capital. Further,groups at both 

levels engage in a wide array ofactivities. 

In addition to analyzing the role ofinterest groups inthe initiative process,tactics 

that groupsinvolved inthe initiative process are also examined. One can ejqpect manyof 

the same activities that group utilize in other contexts are also used in initiative campaigns. 

However,the decisionto engage in an initiative campaign may signify manythings. For 

instance,it may illustrate thata group hasa wealth ofresources unavailable to other 

interest groups. Or,it may meanthat interest groups use the ballot process asa meansto 

levelthe playing field. Furthermore,it is likely that groups mayengage in activitiesthat 

are peculiar to ballot campaigns. Whatever the case,the decisionto participate in a ballot 

campaign mayinherently alter the distribution ofactivities relative to previous 

examinationsofinterest group activities. This issue is addressed in Chapter Four. 

While the identification ofgroup tactics is important,it only tells partofthe story 

ofan interest group's success or failure. Milbrath first madethe distinction between 

tactics and strategies(Milbrath: 1963,41). AsBaumgartner and Leech(1998,162)note: 

Tactics describe the individualexternal activities in which groupsengage:meeting 
with legislators, filing suit,or mounting an advertising campaign. Strategies 
involve some particular combination oftactics and implya mechanism by which 
influence is believed to be achieved. Strategies are combinations oftactics used in 
particular situations. 

The successfuldeploymentoftheir resources is imperative for a group to succeed. 

Therefore,an understanding ofinterest group strategies is critically important in order to 
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understand the behavior and impactofinterest groups. The proceeding section addresses 

the notion ofgroup strategies. 

Interest Group Strategies, Alternative Venuesand 

Interest Group"Theories" 

A discussionofgroup strategies enables one to addressthe latter tv^^o research 

questions concerning the strategies groups employ and the impactofgroups uponthe 

initiative process. Although scholars have told usa lot aboutthe behavior ofinterest 

groups in a variety ofcontexts and venues,there is much that wedo notknow. 

Consequently,explanations offered thusfer do apoorjob ofpredicting and imderstanding 

the behavior ofgroups. Nevertheless,explanations offered by scholars do provide a 

sufficient guide for myresearch. 

The remainderofthis section is dedicated to describing the various explanationsof 

group strategies. First,a discussionofthe different approaches understanding group 

strategies is presented. Then,a delineation ofseveraltheoriesofthe typesofgroupsand 

the expectations ofgroups that lobby alternative venues is offered. Scholars have 

traditionally examined lobbying in the context ofthe legislative arena. We havefocused 

onthe relationship between interest groups and legislators. However,it has become 

increasingly clear that while mostgroupsdo lobby legislatures,they also lobbythe other 

institutions ofgovernment. Consequently,many scholars have soughtto imderstand how 

and whygroupslobbythese"alternative venues." Finally,several conclusions addressing 

whichtheories may be most appropriate withinthe context ofa ballot campaign are made. 
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Baumgartner and Leechcontend thatthe literature on lobbying has been built"one 

case study at atime"(1998,120). In addition,the highly quantitative studies examining 

the impactofpolitical action committeesonroll-call voting and the large-scale surveysof 

interest group leaders have enhanced ourimderstanding ofinterest group^havior and 

their concomitantimpact uponthe political process. While allthree ofthese research 

strategies have been employed to better comprehend the role ofinterest groupsin 

American politics,each has its own weakness. 

For example,case studies are highly dependent upon context and failto produce 

generali2able conclusions. The saliency ofan issue,the decision-making venue,the 

amoimtofconflict generated,and the substance ofthe issue prevent the researcher from 

offering more generaltheories ofgroup behavior. Likewise,manyofthe quantitative 

analysesthat have been conducted failto generate replicable analyses. Baumgartner and 

Leech note:"in both the quantitative studiesoflobbying and studies ofthe impactofPAC 

contributions,we note anumber ofproblemsthat preclude the developmentofa 

cumulative literature"(1998,129). In addition,these analyses bytheir nature failto 

accountfor context and therefore missimportant e3q)lanatory variables. Finally,surveys 

also failto accountfor idiosyncratic behavior in varying circumstances,thereby missing 

important data.The alltoo commontension between methodologies is apparent:the 

strengthsofthe case study are the weaknessesofquantitative and survey methodology 

and vice versa. Therefore,many conclude thatacoordinated effort utilizing allthree of 

these methodologies providesthe mostcomplete picture ofinterest group behavior. 
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While acumulative literature offering general,accurate,and parsimonioustheory 

has been difficult to achieve,some observationsofgroup behavior have received notable 

attention. These theories emanate from studies ofgroup behavior in primarily non-

legislative settings. Scholars have devoted attentionto groupslobbying alternative 

venues. In particular,scholars havefocused onthe litigation strategies ofinterest groups 

and how groupslobbythe bureaucracy. These studies have generated severaltheories 

regarding the characteristics ofgroups inthese settings(Baumgartner and Leech;1998, 

141). These ejqplanations are examined because they mostclosely approximate the type of 

interest group behavior that occurs ina ballot campaign. That is,they each examine 

interest group activityin non-legislative contexts. This shall become increasingly clear as 

this dissertation proceeds. 

Manyofthe ejqplanations concerning the behavior ofinterest groupsin non-

legislative settings have been analyzed individually. That is, scholars have focused on one 

e3q)lanation at the expense ofthe others. These ejq)lanations include: political 

disadvantage theory,organizational characteristics/resources theory,institutional 

compatibility,the role ofcollective rights consciousness,and outside lobbying. These 

ejqrlanations describe whatkindsofgroups utilize non-legislative lobbying,whythey do 

so,and howthey attemptto lobby alternative venues. Scheppele and Walker(1991)argue 

for a more integrated approach to understanding the behavior ofgroups in non-legislative 

settings. Cigler and Loomis(1997)conclude that allinterest groups attemptto utilize any 

and all possible outletsto achieve their objectives. While this obviously Msto account 

forthe motivation underlying different strategies, it accurately recognizesthat groups 
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utilize a variety ofapproachesto attain their goals—^by any means available. Each ofthe 

these explanations ofinterest group behavior in non-legislative settings are briefly 

discussed below. 

To begin,political disadvantage theory has along history emanating from studies 

ofthe National Associationforthe AdvancementofColored People(NAACP). The 

ejqplanation contendsthatthose groupsthat are considered outsiders willlobby alternative 

venuesin an attemptto"level"the political playing field. The distinction between political 

"insiders"and"outsiders"generally refers to the levelofaccess groups enjoy with political 

elites. The levelofsupportfromthe electorate mayalso beafactor in whetheragroup is 

considered an insider or an outsider. For instance,ifthere is limited support amongthe 

electorate fora group's appeals,it may be considered as political outsiders. Regardless, 

we can expectthat outsiders would use alternative venues more often than insiders(who 

presumably would have less need to lobby alternative venues). 

Another explanation ofgroup behavior can befound in organizational 

characteristics or resource theory. According to resource theory,the better equipped a 

group is,the more able it isto lobby alternative venues. Resources include staff, 

experience,and finances. In addition,externalfactors are also inqjortant. For example, 

the sharper the issuefocus and the amenabilityto form coalitions also contribute to a 

group's ability to lobby ahemative venues. Moreover,allofthese characteristics enable a 

group to more effectively lobby alternative venuesthan groupsthat lack these 

characteristics. 
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Turning to the institutional compatibility ofinterest groups,scholars have 

discovered that groups may haveto overcomea variety ofbarriersto lobby alternative 

venues. For example,groupslobbying the courts must navigate through various 

proceduralrules. In orderto utilize the courts,groups must act within certain constraints. 

For example,groups must meetthe requirements set forth by courtsin order to gain 

standing to sue. Scheppele and Walker(1991)assert that"getting standing in court 

requires suing someone in particularfor a specific,demonstrable harm,and the group is 

more likely to be successful ifits opponents are clear and conflict is intense"(161). In 

addition,research confirmsthat while some groups may be able to effectively use the 

courts asan arenafor their concerns,otherssimply cannot. Scheppele and Walker(1991, 

161)note: 

A group is also more likely to be successfulifit is working in a policy area where 
the courts have clearjurisdiction. Foreign policy and national security are issues 
that courtstend to avoid,while economic growth and hmnan services are issues 
that do tend to be resolved by courts. The match betweenan organization's 
agenda and the rules courts use to screen cases will makesome organizations more 
likelythan othersto use the courts. 

Clearly,many circumstances affect whether agroup mayuse alternative 

institutions to achieve its objectives. Inthinking aboutthe initiative process,severalissues 

immediately deserve attention. First,because initiatives are only available in 24 states,not 

all groupsin all states will be able to utilize this method oflegislation. Second,the 

requirements ofthe initiative process maybe sufficiently prohibitive thereby dissuading 

some groups(with limited resources)from utilizing the initiative process. Third,the scope 

ofpotential policy areasthat initiatives may constitutionally address maybe limited fora 

variety ofreasons. The conflict generated bythe term limit movement clearly illustrate 
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this point. While the movement has been successfulin many states,the constitutionality of 

term limit legislation hascomeinto question. Manyinitiatives have beenjudged 

unconstitutional in state courts. In addition,issues concerning foreign policy are also off 

limits for groups attempting to utilize the initiative process. Consequently,manyofthe 

concernsthat are pertinentto groupslobbying the courts,are echoed with groups using 

(or not using)direct legislation. 

Another explanation ofgroup behavior is grounded inthe increase in collective 

rights consciousness(Scheppele and Walker: 1991,160). This view contendsthat groups 

organize around rights rather than interests. The theory presumesthata group with a 

collective consciousness will see itselfin an uncompromising battle for rights,ratherthan 

inafightto bargain for short-term gains. Such groups are more likely to seek long-term 

solutionsto achieve their objectives. Therefore,ifconventionallobbying does not result in 

its desired wants,it willseek out alternative venues in order to attain their goals. 

The initiative process mayfit this mold insome instances. Groupsseek to directly 

change legislation in an attemptto achieve along-term victory. The proceeding analysis 

ofthe California gaming initiative therefore addressesthe role ofgroup consciousness 

among the variousNative American tribes supporting and opposing Proposition 5. 

A finalexplanation ofgroup strategy is evinced inthe conceptofoutside lobbying. 

KoUman defines outside lobbying as"attempts by interest group leadersto mobilize 

citizens outside the policymaking communityto contact or pressure public ofhcials inside 

the policymaking community"(1998,3). Interest group leaders need not hmit then-

appealsto ordinary citizens. Business elites, potentialcampaign donors,interest group 
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members,and newsorganizations may certainly be targeted by interest groups attempting 

to mobilize a constituency(KoUman:1998,3). 

The conceptofoutside lobbying is not new. Two luminaries ofpolitical science, 

V.O.Key(1961)and E. E. Schattschneider(1960)examined this phenomenon nearly 

forty yearsago. Keyfelt ambivalent aboutthe impactofoutside lobbying strategies by 

interest groups. He noted that suchcampaigns were often hit-or-miss. Therefore,the 

important question became whysomecampaigns were successfiiland why others were 

not. 

Schattschneider's primary contribution is evinced in his notion ofthe socialization 

ofconflict. Aspreviously intimated,the socialization ofconflict reflects who can and 

cannot getinto the political fight. Groupsattemptto controlthe scope ofconflict as it 

benefits their cause. They restrict conflict within issue networksifthat benefits their 

cause. However,iftheir pleasfell on deafears,they attempt to ejqjand the scope of 

conflict and invite many others to engage inthe policy-making arena. Presumablythe 

expansion ofconflict is directed to aid the group in their attainment oftheir objectives. 

Elsewhere it has been suggested thatthe initiative processcan bethoughtofasthe 

ultimate in conflict ejqpansion. Ofthe ejq)lanations ofgroup behavior offered here,the 

concept ofoutside lobbying is likely to most closely approximate whatoccurs inthe 

initiative process. Therefore,it is imperative that wetake a close look atthe conceptof 

outside lobbying. 

KoUman's(1998)analysis is the first systematic attempt to understand the 

dynamicsofgroup behavior regarding outside lobbying. In anintegrative approach that 
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owesmuchto its predecessors,he delineates the many activities groups engage in,the 

resourcesthey deploy,and howthey attemptto shape public opinion. Whereas previous 

ejqjlanations are more concerned with whyagroup maylobby an alternative venue, 

outside lobbying is e5q)licitly concemed with interest group strategy. KoUman analyzes 

the strategic use ofactivities and tactics in order to develop a more complete picture of 

how groups attemptto effectively craft strategies. Herecognizesthat group leaders 

"spend precious hoursand resources crafting careful public campaignsofpersuasion" 

(KoUman:1998,4). It is noteworthyhow this differs from conventionallobbying. 

Althoughthe ultimate goalis to influence poUcymakers,groupsthat engage in outside 

lobbying also attemptto influence membersofthe mass public. Thistwo-stage process 

acts asafundamentallinkage betweenthe electorate and the government. 

KoUmanfindsthat groups selectively engage in outside lobbying. Not aU groups 

engage in outside lobbying,nor are aU poUcy areas equaUy reflective ofoutside lobbying 

efforts. Hefurther concludesthat rather than producing phony grassroots movements, 

outside lobbying doesafairly goodjob ofcommunicating pubUc opinion to legislators 

(1998,13). Majoritarian pubUc poUcy often results from outside lobbying efforts. 

However,KoUman also findsthat intense groups with unpopular positions 

disproportionaUy engage in outside lobbying. Nevertheless,these efforts are often 

rebuked bythe pubUcand inturn by legislators. 

KoUman's findingsspeak to the PopulistParadox mentioned above. Gerber 

providesthe most systematic analysis ofinterest group activities in direct democracy. Her 

analysis is undertaken with an eye towards solving the so-caUed paradox. Gerber 
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distinguishes between several diJBFerent types ofgroupsthat maybe active inthe ballot 

process.This classification scheme conformsto conventional descriptions ofgroup types. 

Because Gerber examinesthese different classifications relative to the ballot process,this 

study utilizes her classification scheme. Table 2-2illustrates the classification ofthe 

various groups,according to Gerber. 

Groupscan be identified as busioess,economic,professional,labor union,or 

citizen groups. Business groups consistofa single business,corporation,ortrade 

association. Membersofthese groupsbecome membersasa condition oftheir 

employment(Gerber; 1999,70). Economic interest groups consist ofindividuals who 

represent business interests. Examplesofthis type ofgroup include:the CaliforniaBeer 

and Wine Wholesalers Association and the Washington Software Association(Gerber: 

1999,69). Professionalinterest groupsemanate fromindividuals whose"personal 

interests and resources are indistinguishable fromthose oftheir profession"(Gerber: 1999, 

71). The California TrialLawyers presents a clear example ofthistype ofgroup. Group 

membership is often contingent upon professionalrequirements,thereby precluding 

voluntary membership. Trade unions are thefourth type ofgroup and they harvest their 

membership asa condition ofemployment. Gerber(1999)notes:"membersare not 

official representatives oftheir employer but autonomousindividuals who paytheir own 

dues"(71). Finally,citizen groups consist ofmembers whojoin for "non-occupational" 

reasons(Gerber:1999,69). Examplesofcitizen groups include: civic organizations(such 

asthe Kiwanis),the League ofWomen Voters,and Greenpeace. 
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Gerber theorizes that distinctions between groups carry importantconsequences 

forthe typesofresources they may be able to galvanize. Differences in their ability to 

mobilize resources are afunction oftheir membership characteristics. Those groups that 

rely upon organizational representation will be more aptto procure monetary resources. 

Conversely,those groupsthat rely upon autonomous individuals for their membership will 

be more aptto secure personnelresources. Consequently,Gerber concludesthat business 

and economic groups would be more able to mobilize monetary resources. Trade unions 

and citizen groups would be more able to mobilize personnelresources. Gerber attributes 

thisto severalreasons. First,unions are typically highly organized and thus,better able to 

muster individualsto help with political causes. Second,citizen groups are accustomed to 

mobilizing volunteers for their cause,and thus are better equipped to mobilize citizensto 

aidethem ina ballot campaign. She states that professionalinterest groups are likely to 

generate a combination ofmonetary and personnelresources. She bases this uponthe 

logic that dueto theimmediacyofthe stakes involved among professional groups; 

individuals would be highly motivated to concentrate upon personnelresources. While aU 

groupsinvolved inthe campaign are classified, it is importantto pay particular attention to 

the key participants. 

Gerber theorizes that organizationalresource theory best provides aframework for 

imderstanding how groups overcome institutional and electoral barriers. Institutional 

barriers include the drafting and qualifying ofa measure. Electoral barriers include the 

campaigning for(or against)a measure. Gerber asserts thatthe keyto understanding how 

agroup overcomesthese obstacles is by examining how wellthey can obtain and deploy 
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organizationalresources. She further explainsthat different groups are better able to 

mobilize different typesofresources. More specifically,she asserts that citizen groups are 

best able to mobilize personnelresources(intheform ofvolunteers)to be utilized as 

manpower ina ballot campaign. Conversely,she contendsthat business and economic 

groups are better suited to mobilize monetaryresourcesto be utilized in a ballot campaign. 

Gerber posits that these differences are dueto the membership characteristics ofthe 

different types ofgroups. Gerber hypothesizesthatfew groups will have large amountsof 

both personneland monetary resources. Herresearch findssupportfor this hypothesis. 

However,Gerber's analysis is foimded uponsurvey analysis. This dissertation provides an 

opportunityto examine her analysis and findingsin greater depth. Consequently,the 

examinationofCalifornia and Missourimay provide greater insight into the Populist 

Paradox. 

It is now appropriate to discuss whatthese differing explanations ofgroup 

behavior haveto offer myexamination ofinterest groups in the initiative process. It is 

importantto understand how these theories(political disadvantage,organizational 

characteristics/resource theory,institutional compatibility,rights claims,and outside 

lobbying)inform animderstanding ofthe role ofgroups inthe initiative process. The 

analysis ofthe Missouriand California cases include adiscussion ofthese explanations and 

whatthey have to offer in regard to an understanding oftheir respective ejqjeriences. 

First,we need to recognize the contradictions among these theories. For example, 

resource theory and political disadvantage theory are obviously at odds. Contraryto the 

popular beliefthat disadvantaged groups utilize alternative venues,in most cases,it is the 
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more well-established groupsthat are better able to lobby alternative venues(Scheppele 

and Walker:1991,160). Perhaps data obtained in these case studies can begin to help 

better understand the contexts by which these theories best approximate reality. In short, 

we cannot expectthat allofthese theories at alltimes will aid our analysis ofgroup 

behavior. However,we maybe able to piece informationtogether to better understand 

the operation ofthese theories within different political contexts. Second,we must 

examinethe role ofresources. We mustlook for prevailing patterns regarding the 

effectiveness ofthose groupsthat have resources versusthose thatlack them. Consistent 

with organizational characteristics/resource theory,we expectthatthosethat have greater 

resources should be more successfulin their activities. Third,one must confrontthe 

extent by which proceduralrequirements affectthe strategies ofinterest groupsinthe 

initial stagesofa ballot campaign. This must also take into accountthe inabilityofgroups 

that could not overcome the proceduralhurdlesto gettheir legislation placed onthe 

ballot. Fourth,Chapter Four ejqplicitly examinesthe role ofrights claimsin regard to the 

Native American e3q)erience in California. 

Finally,the research attemptsto uncover successfial strategies ofoutside lobbying 

by interest groups. These strategies rely heavily onthe use ofpolitical consultants and 

their ability to influence public opinion. The attempt byan interest group to influence 

public opinion in conjimction withthe availability ofdirect legislation provides an 

interesting nexus regarding group behavior,pubic opinion,representation,and direct 

democracy. These concepts are fundamentalto our understanding ofAmerican politics. 
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It is withthese conceptsin mind that one embarksonthejourneyto understand the 

relationship between interest groups and direct democracy. 

CONCLULSION:TOWARDANUNDERSTANDING 

OFINTEREST GROUPSANDINITIATIVES 

Direct democracy is no stranger to analysis by academicians. The role ofthe 

citizen inthe democratic process,consequencesfor representation,and the inq)act upon 

public policy all make its study invaluable to imderstanding the American polity. Research 

hasshownthat direct democracy certainly has real policy implications for citizens. 
I 

However,judgments regarding the rectitude ofdirect democracyremain mixed. Both 

normative and empiricaltreatments ofthe initiative process have generated various 

conclusions aboutthe initiative process. While the research undertaken here does not 

attemptto provide the final answer regarding the sensibility underlying the initiative 

process,it does aspire to provide some insight regarding the role and impactofgroups in 

the ballot process. 

Similarly,the role ofinterest groupsin the American political process has captured 

the attention ofpolitical scientistsfromthe inceptionofthe discipline. Scholars have 

uncovered much aboutthe different typesofgroups inthe interest group universe,the 

different tactics groups utilize,and how different groups utilize different strategies. In 

addition,we have unmasked several"theories"ofhow and whygroupslobbyin non-

legislative settings. These explanationsofgroup behavior provide a strong footing for this 

examination. Gerber's identification ofthe PopulistParadox further providesasolid 
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theoretical grounding for this study. Chapter Three examinesthe analyticalframework in 

greater detail. 

The research undertaken in this study is an attemptto meldtwo streams of 

research—directdemocracy and interest group behavior. The activity and impactof 

interest groupsin the initiative processcannot be denied. However,scholars have 

neglected to devote systematic attentionto imderstanding their relationship. The research 

that has devoted attention in this area is highly exploratory. This study attemptsto fill this 

void and enhance our nascent understanding ofgroup involvementin the ballot process. 

Thefollowing chapter delineatesthe research strategytowardsimderstanding the role of 

interest groupsinthe initiative process. 
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CHAPTERIII 

ANALYTICALFRAMEWORK ANDRESEARCHSTRATEGY 

INTRODUCTION 

In orderto paint alucid picture ofthe activities and strategies that groups utilize in 

the ballot process,it is necessary to develop an appropriate research strategy. This 

chapter detailsthe research strategy. More specifically,the strategy regarding California's 

1998 Proposition#5and Missouri's 1998 Amendment#9is presented. In addition,an 

analytical firamework is oflFered. This fi-amework aidsinthe explanation and 

understanding ofthe activities, strategies,and resultant impact groupshad in these ballot 

campaigns. It helps identify the importantfectors we mustexamine in orderto better 

understand the what happened in California and Missouriand the impactofgroups in each 

case. The remainder ofthis chapter is devoted to(1)developing an analyticalframework; 

(2)illustrating whythe case study is an appropriate methodologicalapproachfor my 

research questions;(3)understanding how and whyeach case waschosen;and(4)how 

data were collected. 

ANALYTICALFRAMEWORK 

Chapter Two briefly examined several descriptions ofgroup activity in non-

legislative settings. While each ofthese accountscould be used to explain the behavior of 

groupsinthe initiative process severalofthese descriptions are particularly instructive — 
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organizational characteristics/resources theory,collective rights consciousness and outside 

lobbying. These descriptions ofgroup behavior are amenable to contributing to more 

generalizable suppositions concerning group behavior in the ballot process. Nevertheless, 

as each aforementioned explanation may accurately describe what occurs inthe initiative 

process,caution is expressed to addressthose instances that appearto fit the mold ofa 

particular ejqjlanation. Theremainderofthis section is devoted to understanding how 

these ejqjlanations arethe mostappropriate meanstoward understanding the behavior of 

groups in the initiative process. 

There are severalreasonsthese descriptions are helpful.Following the lead of 

Scheppele and Walker(1991),this study attemptsto obtaina more conqjlete picture of 

lobbying in a non-legislative setting. Towardsthat end,it is appropriate to analyze the 

behavior ofgroupsfrom multiple perspectives. Consequently,rather than relying upon 

any singular accountofhow groups behave in the initiative process,attention is devoted 

to multiple explanations. 

The literature on interest group behavior is devoid ofanytrue"theories"ofgroup 

behavior. Atheory generally consistsofa set ofpropositionsthat enable anindividualto 

e3q)lain,predict and imderstand phenomena. While manyofthe propositions to 

understand non-legislative lobb5nng are suited for e3q)lanation and imderstanding,they 

hardly enable political scientists to predict behavior. Nevertheless,research presented here 

may beginto gnaw away at this problem Each description is relatively well-groimded in a 

broader theoreticalframework and is amenable to quantification. 
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For instance, organizational characteristics/resource theory is grounded inthe 

position that the greater the levelofresourcesagroup maintains,the better equipped a 

group is to lobbyina non-legislative setting. While this isaseemingly simple proposition, 

its proponentsfurther articulate what constitutes organizational strength/resources. These 

componentsinclude:the number ofstaf^ the longevity ofthe group,the expertisefoimd in 

the group,the financesofthe group,the issue focus ofthe group,the ability to form 

coalitions,and the abilityto cultivate support(either jfromthe grassroots or firom political 

elites). As Gerber notes,these could be more broadly classified as personnelresources or 

monetary resources. Regardless,manyofthese components are quantifiable and may be 

measured byan observer and compared among cases. This provides greater depth to the 

claimsofthose working fi*om the organizational characteristics/resource theory 

perspective. 

Similarly,the notionthat groups organize around specific rights is also grounded in 

atheoretical firamework. This explanation is particularly relevantto the Native American 

callforIndian sovereignty. The identifiable history ofvarious tribes,the ejqjloitation of 

Native Americans,and the fi'amiag ofthe gambhng issue as being aboutIndian sovereignty 

make this explanation imperative to understand the California case study. Moreover,the 

desire to secure long-term benefitsthroughthe initiative,rather than through individual 

conpacts withthe governor conformsto class consciousness explanation ofgroup 

behavior. 

Finally,outside lobbying emanates firom alarger literature on group mobilization. 

This perspective claimsthat whengroupsfeilto achieve whattheir aims are within the 
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domain oftraditionallobb)dng,they attempt to mobilize citizen support(either through 

public opinion or through direct citizen contacts)to put pressure on legislators. This 

appearsto best approximate what often happens inthe initiative process. Docmnentation 

ofattempts to lobbylegislators by traditional means is not difficult to obtain. Noristhe 

effort putforth by groups in a ballot campaign. Moreover,researchers maybe able to 

ascertain the motivation ofgroup leaders via personalinterviews or survey questionnaires. 

Therefore,these descriptions provide a solid analyticalframework by which to examine 

the behavior ofgroups in the initiative process. Consequently,these e^q^lanations ofgroup 

behavior provide asound basisfor the analysis ofthe California and Missouri experiences. 

It is worth noting that Gerber's(1999)analysis ofthe"populist paradox"in large 

part utilized the organizational characteristics framework and the outside lobbying 

framework in her comprehensive analysis ofballot propositions. While her finding-s are a 

valuable first step towardsa better understanding ofinterest group involvement inthe 

ballot process,she grantsthat her findings may break down under closer scrutiny. This is 

due in large partto the problems associated with survey research noted in chapter 2. The 

manycomplexissuesinvolved in ballot campaigns make generalizations difficult. It is 

apparentthat most ballot campaigns are not simple to e3q)lain and understand. Rather, 

they are often very complex and require in-depth analysis in order to revealthe multiple 

levelsofinfluence,interaction,and involvement ofthose associated with ballot campaigns. 

The casesexamined here clearly illustrate this point. Consequently,this research provides 

afrntastic opportunityto honethe findingsofGerber and contribute to a greater 
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imderstanding ofthe dynamicsofinterest group behavior and influence in the initiative 

process. 

THECASESTUDYANDITS APPROPRIATENESS 

Chapter Oneexamined the appropriateness ofthe case study inthe development of 

socialtheory. Chapter Two briefly illustrated how scholars have developed explanations 

ofinterest group behavior based largely oncase studies. Muchofthe literature on interest 

group behavior has been built upon case studies. This research is consistent with this 

tradition. Thefollowing cogently discusses whythe case study isthe most appropriate 

methodologyfor this study. 

The case study waschosenfor a variety ofreasons. Foremost,the lack ofdata 

concerning state initiatives and interest groups is imdeniable. The lack ofdata enveloping 

state-levelresearch has plagued scholarsfor decades(see,for example.Brace and Jewitt: 

1996). While data regarding the frequencyofinitiatives,the subject matter ofinitiatives, 

and the requirements to qualify ballot propositions are readily accessible,there is a paucity 

ofdata beyond the sheer amountofmoney spenton initiative campaigns. Consequently, 

little is known aboutthe tactics and strategies groups use in initiative campaigns. 

Therefore,the lack ofdata dictates the case study is a preferable strategy to statistical 

methodology(Yin;1989,13). 

Moreover,case studies are particularly helpful when attempting to answer "how" 

and"why"questions(Yin:1989,13). While the case study enablesthe researcher to gain 

valuable information about phenomena,it does have weaknesses. The mostfrequent 
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criticism ofthe case study is its inability to generalize to larger populations. However,the 

goalofthe case study researcher is"analytic generalization"rather than"statistical 

generalization"(Yin: 1989,21). That is,the researcher attemptsto"expand and 

generalize theories"(Yin:1989,21). 

The status ofthe case study asa method ofscientific inquiry is often debated. 

Because,asLijphart states(1971,691),"the scientific statusofthe case study method is 

somehow ambiguous,"a briefdiscussion ofthe strengths and weaknessesofthe case 

study is presented. Perhapsthe greatest weaknessofthe case study isthat it is difRciilt^ if 

notimpossible to generalize to larger populations. Yin(1989,21)states: 

The short answer is that case studies,like experiments,are generahzable to 
theoretical propositions and notto populations or universes. Inthis sense,the case 
study,like the experiment,doesnotrepresenta"sanqjle,"and the investigator's 
goalis to expand and generalize theories(analytic generalization)and notto 
enumerate frequencies(statistical generalization). 

King,Keohane,and Verba have proposed a similar strategyfor political scientists. Their 

thesis is that both quantitative and qualitative analyses are en^irical. In addition,ifeach 

adheresto the same standards ofscientific inquiry,then they are each usefultools for 

social scientists. They assert that both quantitative and qualitative research are groimded 

inthe same logic ofinference. They contend that scientific research inthe social sciences 

is characterized bythe following: 1)the goalis descriptive or explanatory iirference onthe 

basisofempirical observation;2)the procedures utilized bythe researcher are public;3) 

the conclusions are uncertain;and 4)the content ofscience is the methodologyemployed, 

notthe substance ofthe analysis(1994,7-9). Consequently,ifthese criteria are met,then 

scientific research is said to have taken place. In short,both are empirical endeavorsand 
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scholars should be cautiousto adhere to the principles ofscience when utilizing each 

methodology. Quantitative and qualitative approaches are often complimentary. 

Ofcourse,with the use ofthe case study,there are problems ofgeneralizability. 

That is, it is difficult,ifnotin^ossible to speak to larger populationsonthe basisofa 

single case study. There is no mechanismfor control withdnthe single case study. 

Nevertheless,case studies offer a variety ofbeneficialtradeoff. They enable the 

researcher to gain arobust understanding ofcomplex phenomena. In addition,case 

studies provide an in-depth understanding ofcontextual variables that maygo unspecified 

when statistical analysis isimdertaken. Finally,case studies are instrumental when 

conducting exploratory research. Thelack ofresearch addressing the role ofinterest 

groupsin the initiative process makesthe case studythe appropriate research strategy. 

THESELECTION OFCASES 

Anideal analysis would have utilized a data set comprised ofinformation firom all 

states withthe initiative. However,no such data set exists. Likewise,a desirable strategy 

would beto do acase studyofeach initiative appearing on state ballots during a specific 

time fi-ame. However,the resources required for suchatask are beyond the scope ofthis 

dissertation. Consequently,after much deliberation,a strategic choice wasmade to focus 

ontwo case studies. 

The Cases:A BriefOverview 

Thetwo cases are:(1)the 1998 California Tribal Gaming Proposition and(2)the 

1998 MissouriRiverboat Gambling Proposition. Proposition5 wasacompact between 
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the state ofCalifornia and triballandsfor the ejqpress purpose ofgaming. The essence of 

the initiative wasto enable the state to entertain greater control overthe gaming industry 

among Native American tribes in California. The proposition was hotly contested and the 

campaign wound up being the costliest initiative to date. Missouri's Amendment9was 

intended to ease state restrictions upon Missouri's Riverboat casinos. It attempted to 

amend the state constitution to legalize gamesofchance in casinosthat float in artificial 

moats rather thanonthe main channelsofthe Mississippior MissouriRivers. Asin 

previous initiatives affirming riverboat gambling in Missoiui,voters approved the 

amendment. While on their fece,these initiatives mayappear interesting,there are several 

more legitimate reasons whythese cases were chosen asthe subject ofthis dissertation. 

Legitimizationofthe Cases Chosen 

In an effortto nilniinize the problem ofgeneralizability inherent with case study 

research,two cases were chosen. This wasdone in lieu ofrelying ona single case study. 

In addition,specific criteria were en:q)loyed in the selection ofthese cases. The remainder 

ofthis section details how and whythese cases were chosen. 

There are a variety ofreasons whyProposition5and Amendment9were chosen. 

The ubiquityofinitiatives in California,the high issue saliency ofeach initiative,the ample 

number ofaffected interests involved in each initiative,thejaded history ofthe Missouri 

Riverboat Gambling initiative,the increased presence ofgambling initiatives acrossthe 

country overthe past decade,and the topicality ofthe cases are amongthe manyreasons 

that led to the selection ofthese cases. Eachofthese reasons are discussed in order to 
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illustrate whythe California and Missouricases are appealing choicesto examine interest 

group behavior inthe initiative process. 

Asnoted in Chapter One,initiatives have permeated the Californialandscape for 

overa generation. There were over sixty initiatives appearing onthe California ballot 

between 1981 and 1992(Kehler and Stem:1996,284). There weretwelve initiatives 

appearing onthe California Ballot in 1998 alone{California VoterInformation Guide: 

1998,4-7). Moreover,it is widely recognized that California is a bastion for controversial 

ballot measures and for astronomicalsumsofmoneyspent by opponentsin ballot 

campaigns. Beyond its prevalence in the initiative process,Rosenthalsuggeststhat 

California must beincluded in studiesofinterest group behavior because ofits 

"predominance,the professionalization ofits legislature,and the complexity ofits politics" 

(Rosenthal: 1993,10). These variables are discussed in greater detail below. 

To continue,the issue saliency ofgambling can be described as broad in scope 

with many affected interests(see Table 3-1). Asapublic confrontation issue,the issue of 

gambling may affect many varied interests. Consistent with Schattsneider'stheoryofthe 

socialization ofconflict,gambling isa prototypicalissue that will energize the electorate. 

Similarly,one can e3q)ect the conceptof "outside lobbying"to be especially prevalent in 

an issue such as gambling. The more affected interests and the broaderthe scope of 

conflict,the more likely that groups will haveto lobbythe public to bring pressure to bear 

on politicians. 

Boththe California and Missouri initiatives attracted a great dealofnotoriety both 

within their respective statesand nationally. Proposition5 becamethe most expensive 
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initiative campaign in history as nearly$100 million wasspent. Amendment9's history 

provides manyinteresting avenues to examine. Because Amendment9wasto amend the 

Missouriconstitution,it illustrates the complex relationship betweenthe electorate, 

interest groups,the legislature,and the courts. This is a relationship that hasnot gone 

urmoticed by scholars. David Magelby(1998)hascommented onthe role ofthe courts in 

providing the finalstamp ofapprovalfor citizen initiatives. Thecomplex web of 

relationships that oft-times butt heads producesa murky picture how direct democracy 

really is. The Missouri experience with Riverboat Gambling isaprime example ofthe 

type ofwrangling thattakes place betweenthe branches ofgovernment at the state-level. 

Consequently,asa by-product,myanalysis mayshed more light on this phenomenon. 

The emergence ofgambling onthe politicalscene is a relatively new event. "Two 

decadesago,2states had legal gambling and 48 states outlawed it. Today,48 states have 

someform oflegal gambling"(Las Vegas Convention and Visitors Authority: 1996). The 

passage oftheIndian Gaming and Regulatory Actin 1987paved the wayfor Tndifln tribes 

to try their collective hands atthe gambling business. In addition,the recognition of 

Riverboat Gambling asalegitimate activity hasfurther increased the numberofcasinos in 

the United States. Many states have turned to direct democracy asa meansto gauge 

whether their citizens wantgambling in their states. TheLas Vegas Conventionand 

Visitors Authority claimsthatthe"fastest growing industry in the world is Tnfiian 

gambling"with an annualrevenue ofover$27billion a year(1996). Somejournalists note 

that the Indian lobby in California has managed to wield as much power inthe state 

legislature as educators,labor unions,and various citizens'groups. Theamountofmoney 
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generated by casinos readily illustrate the high stakes ofgamblingto state economies. The 

movetowards gambling does notappearto be subsiding. Consequently,it has become an 

important issue in American politics. 

The topicality ofthese casesfurther enhancesthe legitimacy ofthe analysis. The 

timelinessofthis study enablesoneto view the activities ofgroups atarecentjuncture. 

Thisfeet allows one to addresshow and to what extent groups have utilized the tools of 

the information age—chieflythe Internet. While the cases prevent discerning anytrends 

that mayhave occurred inregard to interest group behaviorinthe initiative process,they 

do provide a baseline for future research. In addition,the saliency ofthe issue and the 

criteria used forthe selection ofcases further aid scholarsin generating literal replications 

in the future. 

CHARACTERISTICSOFTHECASES 

This research followsthe anal5l;ic lead ofAlan Rosenthal. Asone ofthe most 

prolific scholarsofstate politics,Rosenthaldescribes seven"important indicators"he used 

to classifythe states he selected for his research onlobbying atthe state-level(Rosenthal: 

1993,10-13). These characteristics illustrate the types ofstates selected for analysis and 

provide some sense ofhow the selected cases fit withinthe larger context ofthe fifty 

American states. Severalofthese indicators are utilized to illustrate how California and 

Missourifit into the larger scheme ofthe 24states with initiatives. In addition,other 

factors that should be accounted for are examined in order to provide a solid foundation 
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for future research and produce more accurate answersto the research questions asked 

here. 

Rosenthalincludes severalimportant characteristics in his study ofinterest group 

lobbyists at the state-level. Amongthese characteristics are state political culture, 

population,populationrank,size ofthe legislature,and levelofprofessionalization. While 

each ofthese indicatorsis included here,these characteristics describe only part ofthe 

story ofthe cases under examination. Other importantfectorsinclude the revenue 

generated byeach state,interest groupinpact withinthe state, party conqjetition within 

the state,the requirements needed to qualify a measure forthe ballot,issue salience,and 

time/history(as a contextual variable). The lattertwo indicators are addressed above. 

Thesefectors provide a baseline upon whichto draw comparisonsand look for 

patterns. While this study attemptsto capture a generalpicture ofthe role ofinterest 

groupsinthe initiative process,it is apparentthat each state varies along many different 

dimensions. Consequently,the dataexamined here are rooted in the context ofthe 

California and Missouriexperiences with gambling. Asaresult,every effort is made to 

ensure that the mostimportant characteristics ofthese cases are accoimted for in order to 

minimize the aforementioned problems associated withthe case study—^namelythe lack of 

generalizability. Therefore,the inclusion ofthese indicators should provide a meansof 

comparisonfor subsequent research. 

Table 3-2providesasummaryofcharacteristics ofthese cases. Thetwo cases 

signify a variety ofthings. In most cases,California demonstrates whatone might expect: 

its dominance in population,revenue generated,and a high leveloflegislative 
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professionalization. California ranks first in populationamongthe fifly states with 

30,380,000residents as wellas first amongthe states with an annual revenue of$100 

billion per year(Dye:1997,289-90). The number ofcitizens and the amountofmoney 

generated each denote the magnitude ofthe scope ofthe governmentin California. Asfor 

legislative professionalization, California hasa highly professionalized legislature. This is 

characterized bythe full-time nature oflegislative positions,the high pay,large staff,and 

low turnoverofCalifornia legislators(Dye:1997,171). Interest groups inthe state of 

California are considered to have a dominant/complimentary role in the policy process 

(Dye:1997,114). Thatis, while attimes interest groups will certainly be stymied by other 

forces,they are adominantforce onthe CaUfomia political scene. Finally,party 

competition in California is viewed as very competitive,althoughthe landscape may often 

lean towardsthe Democrats(Dye;1997,124). Thisfeet is not surprising considering the 

high levelofprofessionalization andthe subsequent politicization ofissues amoTig the 

electorate. In short,California isa politically charged state that scholars rarelyfeilto 

include in analyses ofstate-level politics. 

Missourionthe other hand appearsto representatypically average state in its 

population,revenue,and levelofprofessionalization. Missouriranksfourteenth in 

population with 5,158,000 residents and is tied for twentieth in annualrevenue of$12 

billion per year(Dye:1997,289-90). Asfor overt politicalfactors,researchers conclude 

thatthe impactofinterest groupsin the state ofMissouriis complimentary(rather than 

dominant or subordinate)relative to political parties and the branches ofgovernment 

(Dye:1997,114). That is,interest groups in the state ofMissouriact within a degree of 
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balance with other players in the policy process. Similarly,Missouri's legislature has been 

characterized asa professional-citizen legislature(Dye:1997,171). Again,this is the 

modalcategory. The professional-citizen legislature is characterized by moderate pay, 

]
I 

staff,and turnover. However,the typicality ofMissourians wanes whenonelooks at 
I 

party competition inthe state. TheDemocrats have enjoyed a distinct advantage in the 

Show-Me State's politics(Dye:1997,124). 

In regard to the qualifications to place an initiative onthe ballot,the two states 

differ markedly. Forexample,California places no restrictions onthe subject matter of 
i 

ballot propositions,whereas Missouridoes have some restrictions. In addition,the 

percentage ofsignatures required to qualify an initiative in California is less restrictive than 

it is in Missouri. While each state requires5 percentofthe total vote castfrom the 

previous election for the govemor'to qualifya measure,Missourialso providesthat5 

percent each of2/3 ofthe congressional districts inthe state also sign a petition. This 
) 

provision eliminatesthe impactofparticularly politically active districts dictating the 
I 

initiative politics ofthe state. Another difference between the states is the length oftime 

a petition maybe circulated. While California hasa relatively briefperiod(150 days), 

Missouri hasa20month period ofcirculation. These differences mayofcourse lead to 

different strategies interest groups mayen^loy within each state. 

A number ofcharacteristics;have been discussed. These characteristics enable 

some degree ofcomparability between the cases. The case studies presented here are 

1 

intended to help produce a generic picture ofthe role ofinterest groups in the state 

initiative process. These characteri^ics are intended to provide afoundationto examine 
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other issues iu other states. While this study is interested inthe stories behind Proposition 

5and Amendment9,the ultimate goalis to provide amore accurate understanding ofthe 

role ofinterest groups not only in California and Missouriand not only in regard to the 

issue ofgambling,but asto how and whyinterest groups act withinthe specific context of 

a ballot initiative. Towardsthis end,this research theorizesto propositions,rather than to 

populations(Yin:1989,21). This is addressed in the following chapters. 

DATAAND METHODS 

The collection ofdatafor this project wasundertaken fi-om July 1997through 

August 1999. Conventionalresources were used to collect datafor this study. Among 

the resources used are newspapers,the Secretary ofState offices in Missouriand 

California,various articles, election returns,legislation,court cases,VoterInformation 

Guides,various web pages,and theDow JonesInteractive Database. 

TheLosAngeles Timesand the St. LouisPostwere used asthe primary newspaper 

sources. These newspapers are the most widelyread in each ofthe two states and provide 

coverage ofboth localand state news. It was essentialto examine the coverage ofthe 

respective initiativesthroughthe eyesofthese newspapers. In order to avoid potential 

bias,these were notthe only sources utilized. 

TheDowJonesInteractive Database provided accessto numerousjournals, 

magazines,and newspapers acrossthe United States. This database proved to bethe best 

available sourcefor this analysis. The Database wasused,and articles were examined 

regarding each initiative from January 1990to August 1999. While January of1990 
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appearssomewhat arbitrary,it is. Because the ballot measures under examination 

occurred in 1998,no relevant information appeared in theIndex until 1991 in the case of 

Missouriand 1997inthe case ofCalifornia. Because initiatives have relatively short life-

spans,the lack ofresearch prior to 1990 did not create too much ofa problem. A 

plethora ofarticles from various sourcesthat have helped tella great dealofthe story of 

the campaignsofProposition5 and Amendment9were obtained. 

CONCLUSION 

The impactofinterest groupsinthe political process has been difficult to discern. 

Nevertheless,the bottom-line involved inthe initiative process(agroup may either win or 

lose)mayallow one to better examine the effects groups have uponthe outcome. In 

particular,the intimate knowledge to be obtained through this research strategy produces 

arather clear picture oftheimpactofgroupsin these two cases. Findings presented here 

present a first step towardsa more encompassing theory ofinterest group power inthe 

initiative process. 

This analysiscommencesin a manner consistent with theory-building,rather than 

theory confirming. The primary motivation behind myutilization ofthe case study method 

is that we do nothave sufficient knowledge ofgroup activity inthe initiative process. In 

contrastto statistical methodology,each case is examined bytheorizing to propositions, 

rather than to populations. While limitations such as generalizability and reliability are 

unavoidable,the lack ofresearch onthetopic makesmyresearch strategy appropriate. As 

with allempirical analyses,every effort has been madeto adhere to the scientific method. 
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Adherenceto the scientific method enable one to generate inferences that maybe used to 

inform existing notionsofgroup behavior. 

Thefollowing chapters weave astory ofsuccess and failure intwo states. These 

stories did not happen by chance. Instead,calculated decisions were made and strategies 

imdertaken. Consequently,some groups were winners and some groups were losers. The 

task in the following chapters is to describe what happened,why it happened,and to make 

sense ofthe California and Missouriejqjeriences. 

Figure 3-1 details the importantfectors analyzed inthe California and Missouri 

cases. The case studies are presented in afashion consistent with this diagram. The 

schematic denotesthose factors expected to impactthe strategies and tactics groups 

utilized. Eachfactor is analyzed and discussed in regard to each case study. Then, 

strategies and tactics are analyzed in conjimction with each case study. Finally,the 

relative impactofinterest groups in each case is assessed. Some attention is devoted to 

assessing how well Gerber's analysis describesthe campaigns xmder examination here. 

It is importantto understand the levelofsuccess(orfailure)groups enjoyed. In 

assessing the impactofgroups,the research examines whygroups were able to succeed or 

whytheyfeiled to succeed. Thisframework aides in the analysis,explanation,and 

understanding ofinterest group activity in the respective cases. Through systematic 

analysis,the proceeding chapters produce a more complete picture ofthe happenings in 

California and Missouri. 
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CHAPTERIV 

SOVEREIGNTY,MONEY,AND OUT-OF-TOWNERS; 
CALIFORNIA'SPROPOSITION5 

INTRODUCTION 

This chapter analyzes California's 1998Proposition5 and its callto ease 

restrictionsonNative American gaming. Proposition5 was placed onthe ballot by Native 

American gaming interests. It wasareactionto new restrictions set forth by Govemor 

Pete Wilson. Proposition5 soughtto maintain current gaming provisions and protect 

tribes from anyfurther encroachmentbythe California state government. 

The story ofProposition5 isa complicated tale. The purpose ofthis chapter is to 

make sense ofwhat occurred. In orderto understand this initiative,it is necessaryto 

examine the history ofIndian gaming in California,the emergence ofthe initiative and the 

battle over Proposition 5. The examination ofthese factors provides a contextfor 

undersfanding the role ofgroups in the process. Employing the analyticalframework 

developed inthe previous chapter,this chapter providesasystematic imderstanding of 

Proposition 5. Demographic characteristics, California's politicalculture,institutional 

hurdles,and organizationalresourcesare each examined to paint a clearer picture ofthe 

battle over Proposition 5. In addition,prominent groupsinvolved inthe process are 

identified and classified. This analysis also addressesthe populist paradox discussed 

earlier. Moreover,patternsofinvolvement among and between groups are exammed. 

The chapter concludes with implications ofthe California ejqperience. 
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DIRECTDEMOCRACY:NOSTRANGERTO CALIFORNIANS 

The voters ofCalifornia are accustomed to direct democracy. The state has 

maintained measuresfor direct democracy since 1911. This section examines initiatives in 

the state ofCaliforniain orderto provide further information aboutthe political culture 

that envelops Califomians. 

The realimpetus behind the currenttrend towardsincreased decision-making via 

the ballot processcan be traced to the great tax-revolt spurred byProposition 13 in 1978. 

One(^iclamentsthat 

prior to that[Proposition 13],the initiative wasasideshow,and the lawmaking 
process happened atthe Capitol. Proposition 13turned that on its head. It really 
madethe initiative processthe source ofreal political power in California 
(Kershner,May 18,1998:Al). 

Asaconsequence anincreasing number ofissues havefound their wayto the votersto be 

decided directly bythem. The most popular initiativesfeeing Califomiansfrom 1956to 

1990,include the following:taxationissues;43appearances—10 wins,33losses;Health, 

medicine and science issues;27appearances—4 wins,23losses;and Environment issues; 

22appearances—1 wins,15 losses(Howe,May 19,1998:A-1). 

Figure 4-1 denotesthe increase inthe number ofissues qualifying forthe ballot by 

decade beginning in 1912. One himdred and six initiatives qualified forthe ballot in its 

first thirty years ofexistence. Thenthe use ofthis process diminished and onlyforty-one 

issues Qualified during the nextthirty years. However,after Proposition 13,107 initiatives 

made their wayto the ballot in the last three decades. Figure 4-1 further depicts that 

initiatives are being approved with increasing frequency. This may have distinct policy 
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implicationsforthe citizens ofCalifornia. In short,there appearsto be no sign ofthis 

trend subsiding inthe future. 

The increase in ballot measures has led to mixed reactions from politicians in 

California. Some have used the processto their advantage. Former governor Jerry 

Brown was buoyed by his support and the subsequent popularity ofProposition9,an 

initiative requiring the disclosure ofcampaignfunds. Governor Wilson,also wasalso 

closely associated with severalinitiatives. He either sponsored an initiative or adopted one 

as his campaign centerpiece in 1992,1994,1996,and 1998(Kershner,May 18,1998: 

Al). However,other politicians have decried the increasing use ofballot initiatives. The 

PresidentPro Tern ofthe California Senate stated:"What'sgone wrong isthat the 

initiative is supposed to be something forthe people,and now it's something for 

politicians and interest groups"(Kershner,May 18,1998:Al). 

Others are discouraged bythe amountofmoney spent on initiative campaigns in 

the state. For example,in 1996over$141 million wasspenton 17ballot propositions, 

while slightly over$105 million wasspent by severalhundred candidates vying for seats in 

the California legislature(Howe,May 19,1998:Al). In order to provide some context, 

this figure is even more astounding whencompared to the$153 million spent bythe 

Clinton,Dole,and Perot campaigns combined in 1996(Howe,May 19,1998:Al)! 

Speaking in partto the Populist paradox,the Center for Governmental Studiesfound that 

ofthe most ejqiensive initiatives from 1956to 1990,82.6 percent offundscame from 

econonuc groups,while 8.4 percent came from individuals,and only 3.3 percentcame 

from broad-based coalitions(Howe,May 19,1998: Al). Figure 4-2showsthe amountof 
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money contributed to initiative campaignsby various groups.The Center for 

Governmental Studiesfurtherfound that mostofthe money(68.3 percent)wasspentfor 

advertising. Political consultant fees and signature gathering accounted for another 17.5 

percent ofcampaign expenses. Figure 4-3 denotes how moneyis spentin California 

initiative campaigns. Despite concernsaboutthe amountofmoney spent and who funds 

initiatives, direct democracyremains very popular among Califomians. Seventy-four 

percent ofCalifornia citizens believe that the initiative process is agood thing(Kershner, 

May 18,1998:Al). Consequently,while there maybe questionsinvolving the process, 

direct democracy is firmly entrenched inthe California politicalsystem 

INDIAN GAMINGIN CALIFORNIA 

Background 

In orderto understand the origins ofProposition 5,it is helpfiilto discussthe 

origins ofIndian gaming in the United States and its evolutioninthe state ofCalifornia. A 

briefhistory ofIndian gaming is given to provide some contextfor the emergence of 

Proposition 5. The requirements ofProposition5 and how it cameto fruition is then 

examined. A chronologyofkey events is presented in Figure 4-4. 

Indian gaming inthe United States was stimulated bythe passage ofthe Indian 

GamingRegulatoryAct(IGRA)of1988. TheIGRA is only applicable in states where 

gambling is already permissible. In addition,this act required those tribes seeking to offer 

variousformsofgambling to reach compacts(or agreements)withthe states in whichthey 

resided.The govemorand the applying tribe negotiate these compacts. While the 
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governor is the chiefnegotiator for the state government,many states also require 

approvalofacompactbythe state legislature. TheIGRA also stipulates that profits fi*om 

gambling be used to improvethe welfare ofthe tribe. However,it does containaloophole 

that states that any money left over after a tribe providesforthe betterment ofits people 

can be distributed among individuals in the tribe. Finally,tribes mayonly engage in the 

same type ofgambling already allowed withinthey state in whichthey reside. 

California witnessed its first Native American"casino"nearly a decade before the 

passage oftheIGRA. A smalltribe of25 members,the CabazonBand ofMissionIndians, 

opened a card roomonits reservation. Shortly thereafter,the tribe opened a high-stakes 

bingo hallas well. The state ofCaliforniathreatened to close the halldown,butthe 

United States Supreme Courtruled in 1987that tribes had the rightto run gambling 

operations in states where someform ofgambling was already legal. Fearfulofthe 

growth ofunregulated gambling.Congress ratified theIGRA. 

The origin oflegalized gambling in California is traced back to the passage ofa 

ballot initiative—^the California Lottery Actin 1984. This constitutionalamendment 

allowed for a state lottery. The California constitutionforbidsthe operation ofNevada-

style casinos with slot machines which are fed by coins and operated byalever. 

Moreover,the constitution prohibits paymentto winners bythe house. Instead,it allows 

for games like the lottery in which prizescome froma poolofmoneythat other players 

have lost. 
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The Emergence ofProposition5 

Overthe years,the tribes ofCalifornia tested the provisions set forth bythe 

California Lottery Acton several occasions. Native American casinos offer video slot 

machines that provide for paymentfrom player-pooled funds. Winnerstake their receipts 

to the cashier in orderto collect money. However,opponentsofgambling,chiefly. 

GovernorPete Wilson,asserted thatsuch machines should have never appeared withouta 

compact withthe state. Beginning in early 1997,Wilson refused to sign any further 
I 

compacts with tribes that did not conform to specific criteria that he specified. 

Proposition5resulted from Wilson's refusalto sign any compactsthat he deemed 

were m violation offederal and/or state laws. Wilson contended that the video slots used 

in the Native American casinos were illegal. Heargued that the onlytype ofslot machine 

tribes could use wasan untested prototype that wasnotimmediately available.Native 

American casinos claimed that video slots werethe lifeblood oftheir casinos. 

The onset ofProposition5became increasingly apparentfollowing Wilson's 

agreement withthePalaIndians earlyin 1997. Wilson'scompact withthe PalaBand was 

to be the benchmark by which allfuture compacts would be measured.Table 4-1 

summarizesthe major differences between WUlson's compacts and Proposition 5.The new 

compacts were very restrictive. For example,Wilson limited the number ofvideo gaming 

devicesto 199per casino. Moreover,the machines were to closely approximate the 
I 

principle behind the state lottery in that gamblers would bet against each other instead of 

the house. Aloophole existed,however,that allowed tribesto buythe rightsto machines 
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licensed to non-gaming tribes at $5,000 per machine in order to operate a maximumof 

975 machines. Regarding casino employees,the new compacts enabled service en^jloyees 

within a casino to organize as a collective bargaining unit. Tribes would haveto remain 

neutral during this effort. Furthermore,the state's workers'compensationimemployment 

insurance and disability insurance laws would protect all casino employees. A final 

provision required tribes to address environmentalproblems caused bytheir casinos. This 

clause wassubjectto the oversight oflocal citizens. Citizen opposition could spur a 

renegotiation ofatribe's compact. 

ByMayof1997,Native American tribes were able to qualify Proposition5 in 

record time. ThePalaBand did not have a casino atthe time ofthe compact. Wilson 

viewed the compact asa modelfor tribes inthe state. Anytribe without acompact would 

need to submitto Wilson'snew requirements. Soonthereafter,six other tribes negotiated 

compactsthat had the same requirements asthe compactmade vrith thePalaBand. With 

mnmftntnm on his side, Wilson soughtto confiscate all gaming equipmentthat did not 

conform to specifications setforth inthese compacts. Herein rested the primary sticking 

point betweenthe governor and manytribes in California. 

The restrictions ofthe Palacompact were met with heavy criticism by manytribes. 

Consequently,anumber ofNative Americantribes beganto mobilize an effort to maintain 

their current gaming conditions. Thiscoalition wasthe primary proponentofProposition 

5. The official sponsors ofProposition5 wasagroup called CalifomiamforIndian Self-

Reliance,which consisted ofNative Americantribes inthe state. CalifomiansforIndian 

Self-Reliance promoted the"Yeson5"mantrathroughoutthe campaign. An opposition 
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group called the Coalition Against Unregulated Gambling,No onProposition5,quickly 

formed to combatthe Yeson5campaign. This coalition consisted ofNevada casinos, 

labor unions,law enforcement,religious organizations,card clubs,horse tracks,and 

several California Indian tribes. The clear leadersoftheNoon5 Coalition were the 

Nevada casinos. 

The officialtitle ofProposition5 wasthe'Tribal Government Gaming and 

Economic Self-Suflficiency Act." While the measure itselfconsisted of37pages,there are 

severalkey elementsthat deserve attention. The initiative required the governorto accept 

itsterms"without preconditions,within30 days after receiving arequest fromatribe" 

(California Secretary ofState; 1998,87). In contrast to the conqiact Wilson negotiated 

withthePalaBand,Proposition5limited someformsofgambling,but ultimately 

protected extant practices tribes already enjoyed. 

Regarding the types ofgaming permitted onIndian reservations.Proposition5 

allowed for player-pooled video slot machines,card games,and blackjack(California 

VoterInformation Guide:1998,83-89).The measure further permitted wagering on off-

site horse races. In addition,the measure allowed fora variety oflottery-type games. For 

instance,the initiative sanctioned the sale ofinstant lottery tickets and the awarding of 

largerjackpots generated throughthe combination ofdifferent tribes. However, 

Proposition5 strictly forbade Las Vegas-style slot machines,roulette,craps and house-

banked card games(California VoterInformation Guide:1998,88). These gaming 

activities were expresslyforbidden underthe California constitution. Consequently, 
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Native Americantribes did not seekto amend the constitution any more than they deemed 

necessary. 

Asfor regulatory oversight,Proposition5invested authorityto tribalcommissions 

with limited participation bythe state. State regulators wereto have accessto the casinos 

and be allowed to inspect anyand allrecords. In addition,the state wasto conductannual 

auditsofcasinos. In each casino,tribes were responsible for posting information about 

each game,including the odds,payoffdeterminations,and player-pool balances. 

Asfor safety and public health issues.Proposition5required tribesto meetor 

exceed federalregulationson building safety,food handling,and water and environmental 

quality. In addition,tribes were required to provide their en^loyees with all guaranteed 

benefits under state law. This would include workerscompensation,disability and 

unemployment compensation. And while the Palacompactallowed employeesto 

unionize.Proposition5faUed to addressthe issue ofunionization. 

The finalelement ofProposition5that deserves attention is its treatment of 

revenue sharing among tribes. The measure appropriated6percent ofvideo-gaming 

revenuesinto three separate trust fimds. The first trust fimd devoted2percentto 

nongaming tribesfor economic development,education,cultural preservation,housing, 

and health care. The second trust fimd devoted three percenttowardsastatewide fimd for 

emergency medicalservices. Interestingly,a portion ofthis money wasto be allocated to 

combatcompulsive gambUng addictions. Finally,the third trust fimd devoted 1 percentof 

video-gaming revenuesto localgovernmentsforlaw enforcement,fire protection,and 

other miscellaneous needs. 
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This section has delineated the basicsofNative American gambling in California. 

It is apparentthat the California state government and Native Americans have attempted 

to rejSne the proper scope ofgambling in the state for nearly 15 years. It should also be 

apparent thatthe hard-line stance taken by Governor Wilson wasthe catalyst for 

Proposition 5. Governor Wilson and Native Americantribes differed on many issues. The 

most contentiousofthese issues revolved around video slot machines,shared revenues, 

and the relationship between tribal casinos and their employees. These issues,along with 

the notionofNative American sovereignty,would take center stage inthe battle over 

Proposition 5. 

THEBATTLEOVERPROPOSITON5 

Proposition5 wasapproved by voters63 percentto 37 percent. It wasthe 

costliest ballot measure inthe history ofthe United States. -All players combined to spend 

$92,013,916 during the campaign(California Secretary ofState: 1999). The campaign 

pittedtwo giants against one another in the ballot process.The clashing viewsof 

Governor Wilson and Democratic challenger GrayDavis,contributed to the divisiveness 

ofthe measure. Moreover,an interesting set ofcoalitionstook part inthe campaign. This 

section attemptsto untangle these relationships and examinethe campaign with an analytic 

brush. 

The Players 

This section identifies and classifies the groupsinvolved in Proposition 5. First, 

key participants are identified. Attention isfocused onthose groupsthat were most active 
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in campaigning onProposition 5. A discussion ofthe various endorsements each side was 

able to obtain is also presented. Then,utilizing conventional classification schemes, 

groupsare categorized accordingly. This allowsone to addressthe issues raised bythe 

PopulistParadox and better examine the theory offered by Gerber. In short,wecan 

address how well Gerber's thesis fitsthe political climate ofProposition 5. 

Proposition5 brought together some very unlikely politicalforces. Morality issues 

often create clear divisions among groups. This was partially the case with Proposition 5. 

However,the economicimpactofgambling withinthe state clouded the issue. Similarly, 

the callto recognize Native American sovereignty further complicated the issue. Groups 

that would normally befound in oppositionto one anotherfound themselves aligned with 

one another in support or oppositionto the gambling initiative. 

CalifomiansforIndian Self-Reliance(or Yeson5)wascomposed ofIndian tribes 

inthe state. Dueto the contritionofthePalaBand and the six other tribesto Governor 

Wilson'snew requirements,supporters ofProposition5 vmdertook a dedicated effort to 

present a unified fi*ont among Native Americantribes. Although severaltribes were not 

willing tojointhe fightforthe measure,CalifomiansforIndian Self-Reliance claimed 

that 88 tribes or 98.8% ofalltribes inthe state endorsed Proposition 5. As will be seen 

below,the overwhelming bulk ofmoneyspent inthe campaigncame firom California 

Native American tribes. In addition,the CalifomiansforIndian Self-Reliance used 

Indian spokespersonsto articulate its message to the citizens ofCalifornia. There wasno 

doubtthat Native Americanswerethe primaryforce behind Proposition 5. 
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In order to generate more widespread support,Califomian'sforIndian Self-

Reliance sought endorsements froma broad array ofgroupsinthe state. Inso doing,it 

wasable to claim support from civic organizations,academic groups,business leaders,and 

state and localpublic officials. More important,they were able to secure endorsements 

fromlabor unions and law enforcement officials and organizations. Whilethey were able 

to harvest endorsementsfromthese groups,they were byno meansunanimous. Union 

groupsand law enforcement groupsin particular were divided in their supportfor and 

against Proposition 5. These groups were split among their state and localchapters. 

Moreover,these divisions often reflected the relationship localchapters had withIndian 

casinos. That is,those unionsandlaw enforcement groupsthat were closely associated 

with Native American casinos were generally more supportive ofProposition 5,thanthose 

groupsthat were more disconnected to the Native American casinos. Nevertheless,the 

endorsementsthey were able to claim fromunionsand law enforcement groups,were 

important dueto the accusationsfrom those opposing Proposition5that it was bad for 

organized labor and would increase crime. And while the supportofthese groupsdoes 

notshow up in can^aign contributions,their impactonthe outcome cannot be 

overlooked. 

The Coalition Against Unregulated Gambling(orNoon5)consisted primarily of 

atenuous coalition ofchurches,labor unions,card clubs,horse tracks,and Nevada 

casinos. Another group.Stand UpFor California,also wasin oppositionto Proposition 

5. However,they took great painsto divorce themselves fromthe Coalition Against 

Unregulated Gamblingand the Nevada gambling establishment. Stand UpFor California 
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described itselfasa grassroots effort organized to stop the ejqpansion ofgambling 

throughout California. 

The bulk ofthe moneyspentto defeatthe measure came fromNevada casinos. 

Proponents ofProposition5 did not let this go unnoticed. They continually criticized 

Nevada gflming interestsfor trying to flex their muscle in California. This,ofcourse, 

addressesthe issue ofrepresentationand how much influence groups or individuals from 

other constituencies should be allowed to wield. Nevertheless,the Coalition Against 

Unregulated Gambling also enjoyed support froma wide array ofgroups inthe state of 

California. 

Religiousleaders and organizations inthe state were very vocalin their opposition 

to Proposition 5. They were carefulto distance themselvesfromthe Nevada casinos. 

However,there were instances whenthe Nevada casinos sought advice from religious 

leadersoncampaign strategy. For example,the Coalition Against Unregulated Gambling 

paid $10,000in consulting fees to the chairman ofthe TraditionalValues Coahtion—^an 

anti-gambling coalition of8,600churches(VelUnga,October 18,1998;A4). Asalluded 

to above,some labor unions also took an active role inthe can^aignto defeatthe 

initiative by providing manpowerto theNo on5 coalition. The Nevada coalition of 

casinos relied heavily upon its monetary resources. However,religious organizations and 

labor provided the coalition with muchneeded foot-soldiers in the state. Withoutthese 

groups,the Nevada casinos had no real presence inthe California political arena. Card 

clubs and horse tracksinthe state also opposed Proposition 5. They asserted that 
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Proposition5gave preferentialtreatmentto Native American casinos and created an 

unequalplaying field among gaming establishments. 

In additionto these groups,the Coalition Against Unregulated Gambling also 

counted law enforcement,business organizations,civic organizations,education groups, 

and some elected public officials among their supporters. Someofthese groupsadded 

credibility,but did little to actively campaign againstProposition 5. Also part ofthe 

coalition wasthe three tribes that opposed the measure. These tribes werethe PalaBand 

ofMissionIndians,the RumseyBand ofWintunIndians,and the Table Mountain 

RancheiraIndians. These three tribes consequently werethe principal spokespersons 

against Proposition5asa meansto counter argumentsregarding Indian sovereignty and 

self-reliance. 

The key actor in support ofProposition5 wasundoubtedlythe Califomiansfor 

Indian Self-Reliance. The classification ofthis coalition presents aformidable challenge. 

It does notappear to easily settle into any one ofthese classifications. It approximatesa 

business interest group inthat each tribe contributed money mthe nameofits owntribe or 

tribal casino. Eachtribe wasinfact,a business entity attempting to extract gainsfor its 

benefit. However,it is feirly obviousthatthe Native American coalition also illustrated 

characteristics ofa citizen group as well. Besidesthe ethnic and culturalrequirement of 

being a member ofaspecific tribe,the Native American contingent had no other 

requirementsfor their membership. Ofcourse,the requirementthat one mustin fact be a 

Native American is animportant qualificationfor its membership. Nonetheless,the 

volxmtary membership among Native Americansto actively denote themselves as members 
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oftribes provided an advantage that translated into greater personnelresources. 

Consequently,the Native American coalition had animmense reservoir ofboth monetary 

andpersonnelresources(in sheer number ofindividuals). 

The unique standing asan ethnic group cannot be overlooked among Native 

Americans. The associationofProposition5 with the notion ofIndian sovereignty was 

repeatedly offered by CalifomiansforIndian Self-Reliance. Their campaign relied upon 

aclose examination ofthe welfare ofNative Americansin California's history. The 

identification asaNative Americanswasexpected to have an effect beyond economics. 

The Yeson5campaign capitalized uponthisfeet byfocusing uponthe past wrongs 

against Native Americans,the high rates ofpovertyamong Native Americans prior to 

gambling,and the opportunities legalized gambling provided for Native Americans. They 

encapsulated this argumentasone aboutIndian sovereignty. The articulation and 

effectiveness ofthis argument are examined in greater detailbelow. 

Nevertheless,the tribes did receive invaluable support fi*om other sources. Local 

governments,civic organizations,and law enforcement officials provided a measure of 

credibility that CalifomiansforIndian Self-Reliance could not have enjoyed without their 

support. These organizations provided the appearance that Native American casinos were 

good for localeconomies. Specifically,these groups provided testimonial support ofthe 

impactofIndian gaming intheir communities. Intelevision commercials,newspaper 

editorials,and city council meetings,these groups dismissed claimsthat tribes wrecked 

havoc onthe environment and increased crime. They consistently praised tribes for the 

prosperity their communities were enjoying dueto Indian gaming. 
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Asfor the Coalition Against Unregulated Gambling,the key participants 

consisted ofNevada casinos,churches,and labor imions. TheNevada casinos presentthe 

prototype ofan economic group. Employeesofthe casinos campaigning against 

Proposition5 were oflittle consequence to the strategies utilized bythe Coalition Against 

Unregulated Gambling. However,Nevada casinos were able to utilize their monetary 

resourcesin great amountstowardsthe defeat ofProposition 5. The presence oflabor 

unions inthe fight against Proposition5 did provide a measure ofpersonnelresourcesfor 

the Coalition Against Unregulated Gambling. Churches werethe primary citizen groups 

involved inthe battle againstIndian gaming. They provided fiirther personnelresourcesto 

the Coalition Against Unregulated Gambling. The personnelobtained firom unionsand 

churchescampaigned door-to-door against Proposition5,madetelephone calls in 

oppositionto Proposition 5,and engaged in mass mailingsto defeat Proposition 5. These 

are the primary activities personnelresources were used for. Finally,whilelaw 

enforcement did have arole to play,it was not an active participant on behalfofthe 

campaign against Proposition 5. 

Both sides relied heavily onthe involvement ofeconomic groups. The entire 

campaign wasalmost completely bankrolled bythe Native Americantribes and the Nevada 

casinos. However,it is apparent that citizen groupsand labor unions provided needed 

citizen volunteers to both sides. Among other activities,individuals engaged in telephone 

calls,door-to-door campaigning,holding local meetings,and distributing campaign 

information. These grassroots activities should not go unnoticed. Recalling Gerber's 
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thesis thatthe most successful campaigns rely upona mixture ofboth personneland 

monetary resources,it is noteworthy that each existed inthe campaign on Proposition 5. 

It should be apparentthat many groupsthat supported Proposition5 were also 

among those claimed as opponents ofthe measure. Thatis, while some police 

organizations supported Proposition5,other law enforcement organizations opposed 

Proposition 5. Likewise,many state and local organizations were also split in their 

suppbrt or opposition to Proposition5. This was not overlooked by voters. Typically, 

endorsements are utilized to makeissues more clear. Endorsementsserve to provide the 

voter with additionalinformationto helpthem cast their ballot. Voters are able to identify 

an endorsement with a particular position and sway votesin a specific direction. 

However,endorsementsin this campaign did little to help voters associate the issue with 

specific groups. For example,an article appearing intheLosAngeles Times questioned if 

after examining the endorsements surrounding Proposition5 voters would be more 

perplexed(Gorman,November 1,1998:A22). 

The California ChamberofCommerce is opposed to Proposition5,although 
various local chambersofcommerce near casinos have heartily endorsed it. The 
same is true inlaw enforcement;both sides onProposition5can pointto 
endorsementsfrom various police organizations,localand statewide. The district 
attorneyfor San Francisco supports5,while his counterpartin SanDiego opposes 
it. 

The variety ofendorsements in support and oppositionto the measure led the publisher of 

the California Political Weekto state that he had"never seenan election where the entire 

politicalthought process had beenso divided"(Gorman,November 1,1998:A22). While 

endorsements were omnipresent,the key participants identified above werethe real 

machinery behind the eventualsuccess or failure ofProposition 5. The campaigns 
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undertaken bythe Coalition Against Unregulated Gamblingand CaliforniansforIndian 

Self-Reliance were ultimately responsible for the outcomeofProposition 5. 

TOWARDSANUNDERSTANDINGOFPROPOSITION 5 

Now thatthe groundwork has been laid regarding the emergence ofProposition5 

and the battled that ensued,it is appropriate to beginthe processofsystematically 

understanding it. The analytical framework developed inthe previous chapter is utilized 

asaguide. Severalofthethemes discussed inthe previous section are developed further 

and are helpfiilin providing amuch clearer understanding ofwhy CaliforniansforIndian 

Self-Reliance succeeded. First, generalcharacteristics peculiar to the state ofCalifornia 

are examined. Second,anexamination ofthe institutional hurdles&cing participants is 

offered. Then,adiscussionofthe organizationalresources ofinvolved participants is 

analyzed. Finally,the tactics and strategiesemployed during the Proposition5campaign 

are identified and examined. 

Demographics and Political Culture 

The proceeding discussion examinesthose characteristics that are unique to the 

state ofCalifornia. The exclusion ofsuch Actors would delimitthe understanding of 

interest groupsand the ballot processin the Golden State. It isto a discussion ofthese 

fectors that wenow turn. 

Asdiscussed in chapter three,California is the most populous state inthe union 

with over30 million citizens. Importantfor this analysis,there are over20 million 

Caucasians,2million African-Americans,and nearly 250,000Native Americans(United 
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StatesBureauofthe Census,1990). Asfor economic indicators,the state ofCalifornia 

maintainsthe world's eighth largest economy with a world gross productofover$1 

billion(UCLA Anderson Forecast, 1999). The medianincomefor California residents is 

over$37,000a year(United StatesBureau ofthe Census,March:1997). Moreover,the 

California Division ofTourism estimates that nearly52 million out-of-state visitors made 

trips to the state in 1998. In addition,the tourism industry generated an estimated $64.8 

billion in 1998(California Division ofTourism,1999). Nearly685,000 people are 

employed inthe tourism industry. Clearly, California is a unique state with its large size 

and behemoth economy. Thisfact hastranslated into big businessfor Indian casinos. 

The large Native American population along with alarge degree oftourism and 

capital has created afavorable atmosphere for Native American gaming. Betweenthe 

state lottery and Indian Casinos,over45,000 individuals are employed,over$120 million 

to the state ofCalifornia is paid intaxes and the industry raked in more than$52 billion in 

1998(TheEconomist:October24,1998,29). Tribalcasinos alone brought in over $1.4 

billion in 1997(Pringle,October27,1998:lA). Withsuchlarge amountsofincome, 

governmentrevenue,andjobs at stake,there is no wonder whyProposition5 wasso 

vehemently contested. 

The incredible size ofCalifornia's population and economy undoubtedlyshape its 

politics. The political culture ofCalifornia also deserves attention in this respect. 

Utilizing Elazar'stypology,California's political culture is "moralistic dominant" with a 

strong individualist strain. The moralistic politicalculture is consistent with the goals of 

the Progressive Reformersto rid politics ofcorruption and indecency. Moreover,this 
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culture emphasizesthe commongood over individual gain. However,the individualist 

political culture emphasizesthe roleofpolitics asa meansto promotethe socialand 

economic interests ofindividuals or groups. 

While these subcultures mayappearto be at odds,they do not necessarily have to 

be. For instance,it is apparentthat proponents ofProposition5 utilized astrategythat 

wasconsistent with each ofthese political cultures.Onthe one hand,Califomiansfor 

Indian Self-Reliance stated thatIndian gaming allowed Native Americansto move offof 

I 

California's welfere rolls and become productive membersofsociety. They asserted that 

casinos allowed forthe empowermentofNative Americans. Proponentsclaimed that the 

boom created byNative American gaming in turn benefited all Califomians dueto the 

increased revenue generated byIndian gaming and throughthe charity ofmanyIndian 

tribes. Onthe other hand,it is obviousthat pro-Indian gaming advocates soughtto utilize 

the political processto obtain a dominant status atthe e3q)ense ofother groups(chiefly, 

card clubs,and racetracks). Their adversaries addressed this issue. Opponentsnoted the 

claim ofIndian sovereignty would create an uneven playing field and allow Native 

Americansto obtainamonopoly over gaming inthe state. While the classification of 

California asa moralistic/individualistic state providessome insight into the campaignof 

Proposition 5,it tells only part ofthe stoiy. 

GuiltandNative Americans 

Thusfar,the discussionofCalifornia's political culture hasfocused upon its 

classification and its acceptance and propensityto utilize the ballot process. However,an 

important ingredientofCalifornia's political culture deserves further attention. Because 
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Proposition5 revolved aroiiad the issue ofIndian gaining,Califomians were forced to deal 

withthe questionofNative American sovereignty. SupportersofProposition5 attempted 

to parlay the atrocities committed against Native Americans in past generations into 

successfor present-day Native American gaming interests. Asthis wasan integral part of 

the strategy ofsupporters ofProposition 5,this is discussed in greater detail below. This 

section briefly discussesthefoimdation ofthis strategy. 

Proposition5 generated debate about much morethan gambling. Thetreatmentof 

Native Americansbythe United States governmentand bythe state ofCalifornia colored 

the campaign throughout. In our ever-increasing sensitization as asociety,the treatment 

ofNative Americans hascome under close scrutiny. From calls to have Native Americans 

morefeirly depicted in motion picturesto boycottsofathletic teams,increased attention 

has been devoted to"righting the wrongs"ofthe past. This wasespecially evidentinthe 

campaign over Proposition 5. 

Vivid imageryofsavage treatment ofNative Americans wasomnipresent 

throughoutthe campaign. AnthonyPico,the chairmanofthe Vijas Band ofthe Kumeyaay 

Indians stated that the interests aimed at quelling Proposition5 were"trying to complete 

the genocide"ofAmericanIndiansin California(Cannon,September22,1998:A14). 

Pico wasanimportant figure inthe fightto approve Proposition 5. While such hyperbole 

wascertainly incendiary,CalifomiansforIndian Self-Reliance used historical accountsto 

support its claims. Historian Carey McWilliamsasserted that California"solved itsIndian 

problem by liquidating the Indians(Cannon,September22,1998:A14)." Before the Gold 

Rush of1849,the Indian population in California was 100,000. Withintwo decades,the 
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population wasreduced to 15,000. The reductionofNative Americans is attributed to 

disease,massacres,and the removalofIndians from triballands bythe United States 

government(Cannon,September22,1998:A14). Campaignliterature particularly in the 

form ofleaflets and pamphlets were distributed to the citizenry documenting such 

accountsin an effortto mobilize support infavor ofProposition 5. Such hyperbole was 

intended to generate sympathy with CalifomiansforIndian Self-Reliance's claim that 

Proposition5 wasgood forIndian sovereignty. 

While Native American groups attempted to mobilize support infevor oftheir 

cause by eliciting sympathyfor a"wronged"people,theyfoxmd willing acceptance bythe 

citizens ofCalifornia. The Native American populationin California as wellas many other 

Western states haslived in relative povertythroughout this centmy. Alcoholism and 

illiteracy have beenrampantontribalreservations. Public opinion polls reflected much 

sympathyforthe treatment ofNative Americansin American history. Polls consistently 

foimd that Califomianssaw the passage ofProposition5 asa meansto symbolically give 

something back to Native Americans. ANew York TimesPollfound that manyofthe 

supporters ofProposition5 where"syirpathetic to decadesofIndian privation in a state 

that paid bountiesforIndian body parts inthe 1850s"(Caesar,May 15,1998:39). 

AlthoughProposition5can be viewed chiefly asanissue asto whether gambUng inthe 

state ofCalifornia should be more closely regulated,it would be careless ifone failed to 

take into consideration the guilt felt by many Califomiansregarding the mistreatment of 

Native Americansinthe past. While an understanding ofany guilt maybe elusive,it is 

neverthelessimportantthat scholarsrecognize its potential existence. The successful 
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manipulation ofthis guilt byNative American strategists wasindeed animportant aspect 

ofthis campaign. 

Institutional Hurdles 

Chaptertwo examined the role ofinstitutional compatibility asan e3q)lanatory 

&ctorregarding why certain interest groupslobby alternative venues. While scholars have 

devoted much attentionto institutional compatibility in regard to the courti^stem,the 

initiative process has manyinstitutional hurdles groups mustovercome. This section 

examinesthese hurdlesin greater detailand how groupsinvolved in Proposition5 

overcame these obstacles. 

Gerber identifiesthe drafting,qualifying,campaigning and the post-election 

activity ofinterest groups as institutional hurdlesfeeing groups utilizing the initiative 

process. These hurdles are bythe very nature ofan initiative very dififerent thanthose 

feced in more traditional legislative settings. Gerber proposesthat groups utilize several 

strategiesto overcomethese hurdles. She contendsthattheformation ofcampaign 

committeesand involvement in coalitions are amongthe most prominent meansto w^e 

successful ballot can^aigns. Groupsoneach side ofProposition5 utilized this coalition 

strategy. 

The drafting ofan initiative requiresa degree ofejqiertise that is grounded in an 

understanding ofthelaw. Consequently,many groups hire professionalconsultants to 

craft their ballot measures. A well-written initiative may diminishthe likelihood ofits 

refusalto be certified bythe secretary ofstate. Moreover,inthe long run,it mayinoculate 

the initiative against legal challenges after the generalelection. Inthe case ofProposition 
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5,the;Indian tribes did not hire a professionalconsultant,but crafted the initiative 

themselves(Gorman,November5,1998:Al). 

In orderto qualify a proposalas an initiative in California,several criteria must be 

met. Mostimportantly,groups must obtain valid signatures of5%ofthe total votes cast 

for governor in the previous election asone step inthe qualification process. Groups have 

a 150day circulation period to obtain these signatures. Finally,acompleted petition must 

be filed 131 days prior to the election. These are nottrivial requirements. Inthe state of 

California,the petition requirement equatesto around 433,269 valid signatures. In order 

to ensure that this levelofsignaturesis reached,sponsorstypically seek around 750,000 

signatures,knowing that30to 40percent ofall signatures obtained will be discarded due 

to forged names,multiple signatures,and unregistered voters(Howe,May 19,1998:Al). 

The timing ofthe con^jact between Governor Wilson and thePalaIndiansforced 

other Native American tribesto act quickly in order to place Proposition5onthe ballot 

for the November election. The compact,which Wilson asserted would bethe new model 

forIndian gaming inthe state, wassigned in Marchof1998. Reacting quickly.Native 

Americantribes only had one monthto obtainthe necessary signaturesto meet 

qualification requirements. Consequently,a fi-enzied effort wasundertaken by supporters 

ofProposition 5. 

Asnoted in chapter two,the practice ofusing paid-signature gatherers is widely 

accepted in many initiative states. Utilizing their vast monetaryresources,sponsors of 

Proposition5 were willing to paytop dollar to signature-gatherers. While other initiatives 

seeking qualificationforthe November ballot were offering these petitioners 50and 75 
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centsasignature,the Indians offered2dollarsa signature. It should not be overlooked 

that even at this early stage,the campaignforProposition5 wasbeing framed to 

individuals bythese signature-gatherers. Forinstance,these paid petitioners approached 

citizens and askedthem whetherthey were supportive ofNative American sovereignty. 

Others stated thatthe Governor Wilsonand the government were attempting to single 

Native Americans out and detertheir "right"to offer gambling. This framing ofthe issue 

mayhave been integralto the eventual successofthe Califomian's for Indian Self-

Reliance. A briefanecdote appearing intheSan Francisco Chronicle(Howe,May 19, 

1998:Al)maybe ofhelp. 

One bright Aprilmorning he[Christopher Dunn—^apaid signature-gatherer]is 
standing outside a Safeway store in SanFrancisco'sPotrero Hill area,pitching 
voters to sign petitionsfor oneofthe five statewide ballot initiatives he carries. 
"Excuse me ma'am,"he says with an earnest voice and a deferential smile,"if 
you're aregistered voter,I'd like youto help me withacauseI'm veryconcerned 
about-protecting Indian sovereignty." Soonthe womanis signing a petition to 
e7q)and casino-style gambling on reservation lands...While the shopper is filling 
outtheform,Dxmnturns and snagsa passing man with orange hair,a neck tattoo 
and multiple piercings. Hehandshim the cardboard-backed petition,saying,"Hey 
sign this,it willreally piss offPete Wilsoa" That witticism earnsDunn another2 
dollars. 

Clearly,such tactics would be e3q)ected to have an inq)act onthe 750,000 potential voters 

that petitioners comeinto contact with. Moreover,as is apparent below,the Yeson5 

campaign emphasized the sovereignty issue throughoutthe campaign. 

Asfor campaign hurdles,Gerber identifies campaign disclosure,contributions and 

expenditure requirements hurdlesfor groups. In California,financialcontributions must 

be reported and a$200 deposit is required to file an initiative petition. In addition,Gerber 

notes that groups must be aware ofpost-election contingencies such as protracted court 
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battles and competing initiatives. Anticipating such problems,the Agua Caliente Band of 

CahuillaIndians spent$2million and collected 750,000 signaturesto qualify another 

Indian gaming measure for the March2000 ballot. Ittookthem onlythree weeksto 

qualify the measure. SalRusso,the political consultant for the Agua Caliente tribe, stated: 

"It'safail-safe for the tribes...it's very importantthatthey have aremedy ifProposition5 

is not upheld bythe courts."(Hoge,December 12,1998:Al). The hurdles identified by 

Gerber were certainly apparentto the sponsorsofProposition 5,butthey were not 

intractable due in large partto the moneythey had at their di^osal. 

OrganizationalResources 

Gerber providesa simple classification ofthe resources that groups utilize in order 

to enjoy success. She assertsthat resources maybe classified into two types: personnel, 

and monetary. Personnelresources consist primarily ofstaffmembers,volimteers,and 

consultants. Monetaryresources consist ofwhatthe nameimplies—^money. However, 

moneycan be used to procure personnelresources,especially campaign consultants and 

paid petitioners. This section examinesthe use ofthese resources bythe competing 

groupsinthe California experience. 

AsProposition5 wasthe costliest ballot campaign in history,it is logicalto first 

examine the role ofmonetary resources.Duein part to the vast amountofmoneyspentto 

qualifythe measure,the issue ofmoney wasa closely watched feature ofthe canpaign 

firom start to finish. Asmentioned above,campaign contribution disclosure is mandatory 

under California law. All contributions under$10,000 are not disclosed to the public. 

However,all contributions of$10,000or more are itemized and disclosed to the public. 
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Tables4-3 and 4-4revealcontributions received and ejqpenses incurred in support 

and in oppositionto Proposition5 respectively'. Ofthe $66,922,503 received by 

CalifomiansforIndian Self-Reliance,over99.8% ofthese contributions camefrom 

Native American tribes. The San ManuelTribal Administration contributed the most 

money with $26,082,543. The Morongo Band ofMissionIndians and the ViejasIndians 

were next,giving $12,621,348 and $11,012,228 respectively. Only$96,674 in 

contributionscameintheform ofdonations under$10,000. Obviously,Native American 

tribes virtually frinded the entire Yeson5 campaign. Contributions byindividuals, 

officeholders and political parties were minimal. 

Asfor the Coalition Against Unregulated Gambling,there wassomewhatmore 

diversity mthe contributions they received. Ofthe $29,366,282received,99.8% ofthese 

contributions were provided by businesses or individuals in sumsof$10,000 or more. All 

but oneofthese contributions came from gambling establishments. The California 

Commerce Club contributed $10,000to theNo on5campaign. While mostofthese 

contributions were provided byNevada casinos,there were severalcasinos in California 

that also made contributions of$10,000or more. Only$31,282 wasreceived in donations 

ofunder $10,000. It is apparentthat individuals,officeholders,and political parties did 

not playalarge role inNoon5 effort to raise money. Stand UpFor California No on5 

contributed another $13,018 in oppositionto Proposition 5. Although this wasarelatively 

small amountin comparison to the other combatants,this group was primarilyfunded by 

the Hoteland RestaurantEmployeesInternational Union. This marked oneofonlytwo 

'All campaign finance data reported in this section were obtmned from the California SecretaryofState's office. 
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contributionsofover $10,000that wasnot directly linked to the gambling industry. 

Recall Gerber's contentionthateconomic interests would mostlikely enjoy greater 

monetaryresourcesthan citizen groupsand that citizen groups would most likely enjoy 

greater personnelresourcesthan economic groups. She concedesthat citizen groups 

would be more likely than economic groupsto have both ample monetary and personnel 

resources. There can be no doubtthatthe sides at war overProposition5(specifically. 

Native American casinos and Nevada casinos),should be classified aseconomic interest 

groups. However,the unique nature ofthe Native American in California mayhave 

provided a greater base ofsupportamong the citizenry. 

Over 250,000 citizens in California are considered to be Native American. The 

CalifomiansforIndian-SelfReliance coalition claimed thatthey had the support of98.8% 

ofallIndians living on reservations in California. Keeping ia mind the requirement that 

revenue obtained fi-om Indian gambling isto be used forthe betterment oftribal 

communities,it is easyto infer that mostNative Americansrecognized the importof 

Proposition5to their continued prosperity. Aswe shall see,manyNative American 

citizenstook an active role intrying to mobilize the vote. 

Conversely,the Coalition Against Unregulated Gamblinghad no such baseto 

draw fi*om. Asthe coalition wasdepicted as"out-of-state"interests seeking to nimiinize 

their competition atthe e^qjense ofIndian sovereignty,they did notenjoy strong support 

among citizen volunteers. However,they were labor unions were able to provide some 

grassroots volunteersin oppositionto Proposition 5. Somelabor unions in the state were 

concerned withthe lack ofunionization afforded byProposition 5. Consequently,some 
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unions did offer their support in manpowerthroughoutthe campaign. Nevertheless, 

CalifomiansforIndian Self-Reliance appeared to mobilize more citizens to "get-out-the-

vote." Native Americantribes also were more visible in their support(apart from 

television commercials)for Proposition 5. Through demonstrations,rallies, and door-to-

door campaigning Native Americans were an omnipresentforce in the campaign to pass 

Proposition 5. Nevertheless,while volimteers were important,the role ofmoneyand the 

strategies it afforded may be ofgreatest consequence to the legacy ofProposition 5. 

Tactics and Strategies Utilized in the Campaign ofProposition5 

This section identifies tactics and strategies groups utilized in supportor 

oppositionto Proposition 5. This examination shedslight uponthe impact groupsenjoyed 

asaresult oftheir strategic planning. This discussion inevitably leads back to Gerber's 

hypothesisthat groupsrely heavily upon organizationalresourcesto carry outa successful 

ballot campaign. While organizationalresources alone cannot ejqplain the success or 

feilure ofagroup in a ballot campaign,an analysis ofgroup resources does aide in our 

ejqilanation ofgroup activities and group impact. Gerber's hypothesis is addressed and the 

proceeding section elaborates severalexplanationsthat speak to the validity ofher claim. 

Consequently,manyofthe tactics identified here are further illustrated inthe next section 

in order to demonstrate how they were used to support various strategies. 

Each side employed a variety oftactics inthe battle overProposition 5. Groups 

utilized many conventionaltacticsto profess their messages and influence voters. Table 4-

6classifies group activities. Campaign consultants accountfor much ofthe moneyspent 

by groups in the fight over Proposition 5. For example,the firm that managed the Yeson 
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5 campaign(WinnerAV^agner&Mandlebach)received nearly$28 million for its services in 

afour-month span(Morain and Shuit,October28,1998:A3). The moneygiven to 

consultants Avas spent in a variety ofways. Foremostamong these wasthe media blitz 

utilizmg television advertisements. For instance, during the month preceding the 

November 3"* election,two television stations received nearly$5 million in advertising 

revenue by airing advertisements for and against Proposition5(Morain and Shuit, 

October28,1998:A3). Similarly,each side paid for political"informericals"designed to 

inform and persuade votersofthe rightnessoftheir position. The substance ofthese 

advertisements is addressed below. 

In addition,groupsfrom both sidesofthe measure utilized direct mailing 

techniques. This enabled themto reach targeted voters with their message. Because of 

the grand scope ofconflict and many affected interests,the targeted audiences ofthese 

mailings were somewhat surprising. CaliforniansforIndian Self-Reliance spent 

$700,000"aimed at divergent voters such as mobile homeowners,senior citizens. 

Latinos,people who support abortion rights,firefi^ters and gays—^notto mention 

registered Republicansand Democrats"(Morainand Shuit,October28,1998:A3) 

Groups also took advantage ofthe capabilities ofthe World Wide Web. Web sites 

from boththe Yeson5and No on5committees could befound onthe Internet. These 

sites provided information concerning Proposition 5,alisting ofendorsements,and 

contact information for individuals wishing to aid the respective campaigns. Throughout 

the campaign,groupsengaged ina variety ofevents intended to generate newscoverage. 

A demonstration outside ofa meeting ofthe California Gaming Commission by union 
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activists in opposition to Proposition5and a"TribalUnity Walk"of768 miles by agroup 

ofNative Americansin support ofProposition5 were among such events aimed at 

generating attention. 

The pursuit ofendorsementswasanother tactic groups utilized to demonstrate the 

appealoftheir position. Dueto the lack ofpartisan cues,the role ofendorsements 

becomesimportant in ballot campaigns. However,the complex nature ofProposition5 

did notlend itselfto being framed asa"Democratic"or"Republican"issue. While 

Republican GovernorPete Wilson wasobviously against Proposition 5,Democrat Gray 

Davis was viewed asa friend ofgaming interests. AJthough Davistook no ofScial 

positiononProposition5,he did state that he was willing to abide byProposition5(rather 

than contest its constitutionality)ifit passed. Moreover,after his election,$385,000 was 

donated by various casino-operating tribesto be used for Davis'sinauguralcelebration 

(Gorman,November 5,1998:A3). In addition,CalifomiansforIndian Self-Reliance 

outmaneuvered the Coalition Against Unregulated Gamblingbyassembling aformidable 

list ofsupporters endorsing Proposition 5. CalifomiansforIndian Self-Reliance claimed 

nearly600supportersamong Native Americantribes,academic,civic, health care,labor, 

business and localand state officials. Thisfact was publicized in their television and radio 

commercials as wellasonthe CalifomiansforIndian Self-Reliance web site. The 

accumulation ofthese endorsements provided gambling proponents with added credibility. 

Groups utilized a variety oftactics in orderto convey their messagesto voters. 

The remainderofthis section delineatesthese messages. Theterm"strategy" as used here 

denoteshow each side wanted citizensto view the issue. As mentioned in chapter two, 
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ballot campaigns are oftenreduced to an"us"versus"them"game. Proposition5 wasno 

different. Consequently,I have identified several distinct strategies that groups utilized. 

The proponents ofProposition5 attempted to articulate several messages. First,they 

suggested thatProposition5 wasabout self-reliance. They asserted that the sovereign 

status granted to Native Americansshould be respected in order forthemto be self-

reliant. This wasatheme that washammered bythe Native Americans fî om the beginning 

ofthe campaign to the end. Second,Native American strategists made Proposition5an 

issue about prosperity. They made it anissue ofIndian prosperity and prosperityfor all 

Califomians. They maintained that casinoshad lifted many reservationsfrom povertyto 

success. Inthe process,the successofIndian casinos translated to revenue forthe state. 

Consistently,television advertisements provided testimonialsand statisticsto 

supportthese claims. The conscious decision by campaign strategiststo use Native 

Americans in their commercialsdrew heavily uponthese strategies. Manycommercials 

wove thesethemestogether in 30-second spots. Examplesofseveralcommercials 

illustrate the congruence ofthese strategies. Inone commercial,a Native American 

female discussed what life waslike onthe reservation asa child. 

It was hard. Lotsofheartache,lots ofpoverty. No running water,no bathrooms. 
UntilI wasabout 18 years old,that wasour life. Indian gaming has brokenthe 
cycle ofpoverty and I've seen it firsthand in myownfamilyand with myown 
children...and that makesmehappy,makesme proud(Hettena,August 14, 
1998:AP wire). 

Asshe speaks,imagesofbroken-downhomes are shown,followed byimagesofsmiling 

children boarding schoolbusses. In another commercial,a Native American male states 

that"for too long,scare tactics have been used to create wrong ideas aboutIndians. 
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Now,big Nevada casinos are funding the worst anti-Indian scare campaign in modem 

history"(Vellinga,August8,1998:A4). These commercials attempted to illustrate the 

prosperity that casinos broughtto Native Americans. In addition, CaliforniansforIndian 

Self-Reliance strategists painted a"good guy"versus"bad guy"picture ofthe supporters 

and opponentsofProposition 5. Bymaking it anissue of"big Nevada casinos" versus 

Native Americans,the Yeson5campaign madetwo points. First,they illustrated that the 

fight againstProposition5 was being funded not within the state,but fi:om outside the 

state. Second,they attempted to maintainthat Native Americanshad beenand continued 

to be victimsofdiscrimination and persecution. 

The Coalition Against Unregulated Gambling articulated four positions in 

oppositionto Proposition 5. First,they claimed that Proposition5 would result in 

unregulated,untaxed,and unlimited gambling inthe state. Cardroomsand Horse tracks 

argued the passage ofProposition5 would presentan unlevel playing field among gaming 

intere^s inthe state. TheNo on5coalition asserted that withthe passage ofProposition 

5casmos would ejqplode throughoutthe state. One television ad depicted neon signs 

erapting firom the groimd directly in front oftwojoggersrunning along a peaceful street. 

Then,additional neon signs erupt firom the ground finishing witha map ofthe state 

incorporated into large neon sign. Oneofthejoggersthen asserts that she doesnot have 

to put up with the disgrace she is witnessing. The message that Proposition5 would 

promote unrestricted casinos popping upthroughoutthe state was clearly articulated. In 

addition,the claim ofenvironmentaldegradation filled the airwaves. Second,they stated 

that Proposition5 would increase crime. This contention wasintermingled withthe 
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message that gambling wasimmoraland wrong. They relied upon endorsements fromlaw 

enforcement officials to supportthis claim. Religious organizations were also active in 

this condemnationofProposition 5. Third,opponentsframed the issue as one ofunfair 

labor practices. Labor activists decried the failure ofProposition5to address worker 

rights. Finally,the Coalition Against Unregulated Gambling argued that Proposition5 

would benefitafew wealthyIndians and neglect the majority ofthem The defection by 

the PalaBand and others did not help the casefor Indian solidarity. Commercials forthe 

No on5campaign displayed imagesofmansionsand Ferraris(they alleged were used bya 

few wealthyIndians)to painta vivid picture for votersto ponder. Other commercials 

appeared to be sympathetic to the Native American cause,but asserted that Proposition5 

wasnot an equitable solution for all citizens. One commercial depicts a mother againstthe 

spread ofunregulated gambling. 

I'd like to help CaliforniaIndians. ButwhenIchecked into this casino initiative I 
learned we could end up with over 100casinosin California. Casinosthat would 
be exemptfromlocalzoning lawsand California environmentalregulations. They 
could be built withoutour approvaland with no concernfor our communities and 
our femilies. That is whyso many Califomiansare opposed. I wantto help 
CaliforniaIndians,butI'm voting no onProposition5(Hettena,August 14,1998: 
APWire). 

Inthis singular advertisement,anti-gamblingforces were able to show compassionfor 

Native Americans,while at the sametime hammering manyofthe dominantthemesof 

their campaign. 

This section hasdescribed the varying tactics and strategies employed during 

Proposition 5's campaign. Thetwo sides employed similar tactics. The strategies ofeach 

side were meantto inform voters,resonate with voters,and persuade voters. The primary 
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medium used to accoirq)lish these tasks wastelevision. CalifomiansforIndian Self-

Reliance produced straightforward commercials withthe message that casinos have 

enabledthemto help themselves and that the issue wasabout Nevadacasinos versus 

CaliforniaIndians. Emotionalappeals were delicately woven into these messages. By 

contrast,the Coalition Against Unregulated Gambling produced more visually intricate 

commercials used to glamorize the issue. They attempted to have average citizens identify 

withthe problem ofhaving casinos in their backyard. However,this wasseen bysome to 

be"insincere"and"manipulative"(Warren,October 2,1998:A-30). No on 5's more 

successfulcommercialsidentified withIndian concerns,but also raised the concerns 

generated by unregulated gambling. Insum,while the tactics and strategies ofthe 

combatants wereofutmostimportance,the campaign waswon(or lost)asaconsequence 

ofseveralfectors. The following sectionturnsto a discussion ofthese factors. 

TOWARDSANEXPLANATION OFTHEPASSAGEOFPROPOSITION5 

This section ojBfers several ejqjlanations for the success ofNative American gaming 

interests and the Mureofthe coalitionto restrict Indian gaming. These ejqilanations are 

grounded intwo generalthemes. First,an examination oforganizationalresources 

illustrates that while bothfections were extremely well-funded,the Native Americans were 

also loaded with another extremelyimportant resource—^personnel. Second,Proposition 

5 advocates constructed a well-conceived strategy relying uponacaseforIndian 

sovereignty and self-suflSciency. Moreover,it is apparent that manyNative Americans did 

114 



envisionthe battle over Proposition5 asa collective rights issue. The examinationthat 

follows demonstratesthat Proposition5 fitsthe mold asa classic collective rights issue. 

PersonnelResources and Monetary Resources:TheHavesand the Have-Mores 

The picture painted earlier illustrates the comparative advantage Native Americans 

had in sheer manpower. Volunteersfor CalifomiansforIndian Self-Reliance canvassed 

neighborhoods,spoke at city council meetings,and engaged in various grassroots 

activitiesto persuade votersto supportProposition 5. While Proposition5 willgo down 

in history asthe moste3q)ensive initiative canq)aign in history,money did not makethe 

difference inthe success ofNative American gaming interests. Previousresearch 

illustrates that moneytypically can be used to defeat initiatives,rather thanto passthem 

(Kehler and Stem:1994,283). The organizationalnetwork already in place among Native 

American tribes placed them ata distinct advantage over their foes. 

TheNevada gaming interests had virtually no personnelbase inthe state of 

California to draw upon. Labor unionsand religious organizations were unable to 

mobilize their membersto actively campaign againstProposition 5. Althoughsome 

members were active,they were not as visible as those in support ofProposition 5. 

Combined withthe Native American message that they were David to Nevada gaming's 

Goliath,the Coalition Against Unregulated Gamblinghad an uphill battle. Whilethey 

poured millionsofdollars into the campaign,they had to rely primarily uponlabor unions 

and religious organizations to"getoutthe vote"in California. Granted,these groups 

typically bring many votersto the baUot box. However,exit polling conducted 

immediately after the electionshowed that supportfor Proposition5 wasstrong among 
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most categoriesofvoters. Although the strongest oppositionto the initiative wasfound 

among Conservative Republicans,itfound that71%ofunion memberssupported the 

measure(Gorman,November 5,1998:Al). Althoughsome labor unions utilized 

mobilized their membersto campaign againstProposition5,the lack ofunity among 

unionsthroughoutthe state may be responsible for the support infevorofProposition 5. 

The strong supportfoimd among union membersillustrates the lack ofcommitmentfound 

among the rank and file. Thistranslated into a minimalcommitmentamong union 

membersto mobilize votersfortheNo on5campaign. Consequently,the war waged by 

theNo on5 coalition waslargelyfoughtthrough press releases and television 

advertisements. While this does not equate to alosing strategy,it wasnot asthorougha 

campaign asthat conducted by CalifomiansforIndian Self-Reliance. 

The Yeson5campaign outspent its opponentsbya greater than 2-1 margin. The 

CalifomiansforIndian Self-Reliance dug deep into their pocketsand spent morethan 

any other group hasever spent on an initiative in history. However,it wasthe unique 

standing ofNative Americansinthe Califomian politicallandscape that pushedthem over 

the edge and wonthe electionforthem Thefeetthat Native Americans were unified and 

identified themselves asNative Americans,e3q)osed a powerfialgroup ofhighly motivated 

activistsfor Proposition 5. Native American tribes certainly believed they had the mostat 

stake in thiscampaign,and asa result,they had little problem finding willing volimteers 

among their membersto work for their cause. 

CalifomiansforIndian Self-Reliance deployed its personneland economic 

resourcesina variety ofways. Tribesengaged in a widespread grassroots campaign. 
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They went door-to-door handing out leaflets,they engaged votersin fece-to-face 

conversations,made personaltelephone calls nightlyto persuade voters,and visited 

editorial boardsand business organizations in order to harvest supportfor their initiative 

(Maullin,February 1999,46). Besidessuch traditional grassroots activities, highly 

publicized"powwows"held with public officials generated much attention for their cause. 

The attendance ofDemocratic gubernatorial candidate GtrayDavis at one such event 

allowed Native Americansan opportunityto address their past neglect.They noted that 

Governor^\%onhad never attended any such gathering throughout histermin office. 

They equated hislack ofrespect to acampaign against Native Americans. Hence, 

CalifomiansforIndian Self-Reliance contended Proposition5 would be another attack 

against Native Americansbythe government. 

Althoughthe vast network oftribes provided a prime grassroots organization. 

Native Americans utilized their economic resources in a varietyofways. In additionto 

their contributionsto passProposition 5,tribes committed moneyto a variety of 

candidates vying for political office at state and local levels. They contributed moneyto 

candidatesofboth parties. For example,during the 1998 general election,the Democratic 

leader ofthe State Assemblyreceived $248,000from gambling groups,while his opponent 

raked m $166,750(The Fresno Bee,October 8,1998:BIO). Tribes contributed $700,000 

to the Republican partyand $585,000to the Democrats(Morainand Shuit,October28, 

1998:A3). Notto be outdone,their opponents donated $675,000to the state Republican 

party(Morainand Shuit,October 28,1998:A3). The candidates vying for governor. 

DemocratGrayDavisand RepublicanDanLundgren both shunned all money firom 
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gambling interests. However,Davisdid benefit firom soft money spenton his behalfby 

Native Americans. In addition,as noted above.Proposition5 proponents fimded ten 

percent ofhis inauguralactivities. Clearly,forces firom both sides ofProposition5 

attenqjted to peddle their influence through contributionsto public officials and the 

political parties. 

In short,it is clear that both sidesofProposition5 were wellarmed when it came 

to campaign fimding. Over$1 milliona week wasspent during the finalstages ofthe 

campaigm It was notacase ofthe"haves versusthe have-nots." Instead,it wasacase of 

the"haves versusthe have-mores." Each side had money. However,the Native American 

coalition also had vast personnelresources at its disposal. The grassrootscampaign 

conducted by Native American volunteers and employeesofNative American casinos 

ultimatefy providedthem with an edge over their opponentsinregard to overall 

organizationalresources. While the coalition ofNative Americantribes is more akin to an 

economic interest group than a citizen group,its unique circumstance conformed closely 

to acitizen group. This provided the coalition with grassroots supportto mobilize a 

successful campaign. Their volunteers were activethroughoutthe state trying to mobilize 

and persuade votersin support ofProposition 5. This combination wasnot matched by 

the Coalition Against Unregulated Gambling. Moreover,it provided alarger poolof 

resourcesfor Californians forIndian Self-Reliance. While this advantage was an 

important contributor to their success,CaliforniansforIndian Self-Reliance won dueto 

the fi-aming ofthe issue. ThethemeofIndian sovereignty and self-reliance resonated with 

voters^d ultimatelyled to the successofthe campaignfor Proposition 5. 
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Collective Rights Consciousness 

The above discussion illustrates that Proposition5 allied manystrange and diverse 

interests. Conservatives and liberals allied themselves together oneach side ofthe issue. 

Likewise,Nevada gaming interests were allied with Christian groups.Nevertheless,one 

message appeared to be heard above others. The message that resonated with voters and 

was articulated mostclearly wasthe framing ofthe issue as oneofNative American 

sovereignty. Recallthat one pollfound that supporters ofProposition5 were deeply 

sympatheticto the wrongscommitted against Native Americansinthe past(Caesar,May 

15,1998:38). 

The Horatio Alger appealofthe American ethic that ifone workshard enough, 

one cansucceed carried vast appealto Califomians. Theimage ofNative Americans 

pulling themselvesup bytheir bootstrapsto get offofwelfare and do positive thingsfor 

their people and their communities carried alotofweight withthe voters. WhatNative 

American strategists attempted to convey wasthatthey were a distinct group ofpeople. 

Moreover,they conveyed theimage that governmentin the past had systematically 

wrongedthem and that Proposition5 wasone small wayto prevent more wrongsfrom 

occurring. Governor Wilson's lack ofsensitivity did little to hurt their cause.During the 

last weeksofthe campaign,he wasquoted as saying thatalawyer advising the tribes 

should"lose his scalp"because the tribes were wasting their time with an unconstitutional 

measure(DeArmond,October 25,1998: 14). This political blunder played right into the 

handsofthe supportersofProposition 5. 
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The moveto secure their rights throughthe ballot processconformsto collective 

rights consciousnesstheory. Recallthat this theory states that groups willseek to utilize 

non-legislative settings to secure long-term benefits that are not easily eliminated. In 

conjunction with the outside lobbying ejffort ofCaliforniansforIndian Self-Reliance, 

Proposition5soughtto maintain and extend the status quo forIndian gaming 

establishments. Native American strategists clearly tried to articulate this message as well. 

They consistently identified themselves as Native Americans striving fora better life. 

Proposition5 waspresented asthe meansto secure a better life. The portrayalofIndians 

being crucified in the past played uponthe emotionsofCalifornians. One ofthe 

consultantsfor CaliforniansforIndian Self-Reliance later wrote(Maullin:February 1999, 

45-46): 

The Proposition5 can:5)aign characterized Indian gaming asthe meanstribes were 
using to lift themselves outofpoverty and isolation and toward becoming 
economicallyindependent membersofsociety. Anchored inthe bedrock ofthe 
American ethic ofself-determination,pro-5 ad messages highlighted Indian efforts 
to achieve self-reliance,as contrasted with the Nevada casinos' desire to eliminate 
conqjetition...Prop 5's ads relied on simple,emotional messages delivered 
directly bytribal members...theProp5campaign aired several proactive30— 
second TV spots as wellasa IS-minute documentary primarilyon cable. The 
documentaryused Indian scholars and tribal spokespersonsto recoimtthe history 
ofCaliforniaIndians,and showed modem dayreservationIndians telling how 
gaming had changed their quality oflife. 

This highlyfocused strategy paid offatthe ballot box. 

These variousthemes were reiterated throughoutthe campaign. Severalexamples 

illustrate the power ofthe message. The chairman ofthe Indian Gaming Association 

asserted that"Wejust wantto keep whatwe have,and we need to protect ourfuture" 

(Katches,October 15,1998:Al). A brochure distributed byone tribe stated:"The old 
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wayto stealfromthe Indians wasto send inthe Cavalry. Today it's Las Vegascasinos, 

politicians,and slick lobbyists"(Cobb,October 18,1998:12). The Native Americans 

even had an emotionalresponse to charges fromthe religious right that gambling is 

immoral.Mary Ann Martin Andreas,the tribalchairwomanofthe Morongo Band of 

MissionIndians asserted:"Ourresponse is that poverty isimmoral,himger isimmoral, 

teen-age suicide is immoral,illiteracy is immoral. Allthe social ills are immoral. In500 

years since we were invaded,this wasthe first thing that has worked for us,and I'lltake 

it"(Katches,October 15,1998:Al). Asforthe television warofcommercials,one tribal 

spokesperson claimed that"just asacentury ago enemiesofthe tribes used U.S.cavalry 

to comein and take awaytheIndians'lives and their land,todaythey're using TV 

comniercials"(DeArmond,August23,1998:A17). Finally,regarding the vast amountof 

moneyspent byIndian tribes,the chairman ofCalifomiansforIndian Self-Reliance 

responded that 

the cost ofthis campaign(is)significantly lessthanthe lives and land thatIndians 
have paid in the past...they pale in relationto the consequence ofretximing 
Indiantribes to alife ofpoverty,illiteracy and welfere handouts(DeArmond, 
August23,1998:A17). 

Asone can see,the hyperbole ofthe Yeson5 strategy was based upon emotionalappeal. 

CONCLUSION:GROUPIMPACTAND 

THECALIFORNIAEXPERIENCE 

Becausethe dust has hardly settled uponthe California e^qjerience it may be 

premature to understand the legacy ofProposition 5. However,there are several hints as 

to whatthe future mayhave in store for Indian gaming inthe state ofCalifornia. First,as 
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is oftenthe case,the legality ofProposition5 willlikely be resolved in the courts,rather 

than by its passage onNovember 3,1998. Second,Califomians likely have notseenthe 

last ofballot referenda addressing gambling in the state. Finally,the standing ofNative 

Americansinthe California political process is likely to beforever changed. The 

remainder ofthis chapter addresses each ofthese issues. 

Immediately after the passage ofProposition 5,those opposed to the initiative 

vowed to challenge its legality in court. This is oftenthe fate ofinitiatives. Two days 

after the passage ofProposition 5,arepresentativeforthe Nevada casinosshowed 

contrition and stated that he doubted that casinos would bea partyto alawsuit 

challenging its constitutionality. However,bythe end ofthe month,two suits were filed 

challenging its constitutionality. One suit was filed bya group ofcitizensfearing the 

I 

spread ofgambling. Although the Nevada casinos did not originally contribute moneyto 

this fight,they did eventually support the group with financial backing. Governor Wdson 

responded by releasing a statement urging the state Supreme Courtto hearthe case. A 

second suit wasfiled bythe HotelEmployeesand RestaurantEmployeesInternational 

Union,AFL-CIO. The union wasaleading memberofthe Coalition Against Unregulated 

Gambling. ByDecember 3,1998,the state Supreme Court blocked Proposition5 

pending a ruling on its constitutionality. Arguments surrounding the case would not be 

heard untilJune of1999. 

Two State Supreme Courtjusticesremoved themselves firom hearing the case and 

were replaced bytwojusticesfromthe CourtofAppeals. Attention centered around the 

1984 constitutionalamendment authorizing the state lottery. The amendment prohibits 
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the state Legislature from approving NevadaandNew Jersey-style casinos withouta 

constitutionalamendment. Thejustices questioned whetherthat amendment also applied 

to citizen initiatives. Asofnow Proposition5 is still being debated inthe court system. 

The preemptive measure discussed earlier bythe Agua Caliente band ofIndians 

was drafted and qualified with the ejqpectation ofacourt challenge to Proposition 5's 

constitutionality. Lessthan eight months after the passage ofProposition 5,three more 

initiative proposalsfor the March2000 election were submitted to Governor GrayDavis's 

administration. Each initiative would rectify the constitutional defects alleged by 
I 

opponentsofthe measure. Notto be outdone,a coalition ofhorse tracks developed a 

measure that would allow some horse tracks within the state to offer video slot machines. 

The author ofthe measure stated that his proposal would"levelthe playing field" 

(Sweeney,July9,1999:A3). It is clear thatthe votersofCalifornia will be forced to 

reexamine the issue ofgambling inthe state. 

Perhapsthe mostintriguing legacy ofProposition5 is the role ofNative Americans 

as political players in California politics. The emergence ofIndian gaming inthe state and 

the passage ofProposition5 have altered California's political landscape. Native 

Americans are now viewed asa powerfulgroup that must be acknowledged. One 

observer ofCalifornia politics contends that Native Americans are"now up there with the 

teachers'unions,the triallawyers,the Christian right,the insurance companies,the doctors 

and the prison guards,and likely to remainthere for along time"(Schrag,November 5, 

1998:B7). This newfound power maytranslate into morefevorable policies. Chiefly, 

Native Americans may be able to utilize their influence onissues such as health care, 
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fishing rights,and environmentalissues(Schrag,November5,1998:B7). Others 
I 

recognize the potentialfor politicalinfluence with their newly acquired economic wealth. 

The executive director ofCaliforniaCommon Cause(a campaign finance reform group) 

states: 
I 

This last year has clearly established them asa major player in Sacramento. It was 
extraordinarythe amountsthey gave. They were writing alotofsix-figure checks 
...Asan interest group,I think they are right up there withthe teachers,doctors 
and lawyers(Lawrence,December6,1998:N4). 

One indicator oftheir strength is thatthe number oflobbyists representing Native 

Americaninterestsjunqjed fi-om lessthan five in 1993to over20in 1998(Lawrence, 

December6,1998:N4). 

To be puton par with the most powerfulinterest groupsinthe state is no small 

feat. Taking into accountthe growing movementtowards moreIndian gaming 

throughoutthe United States,it will be interesting to examine the changes in group power 

that mayoccur in other state capitols. Moreover,as Native Americans gain more 
I 

influence inthe state legislature,it is unportantto understand how thatinfluence is 

translated mto public policy. AsNative Americans are a distinct group within our society, 

it will be importantto examine the political ramifications surrounding the rise ofa group 

with newfound economic mightand political power. 
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CHAPTER V 

IFATFIRSTYOUDON'TSUCCEED,TRY,TRY AGAIN: 
MISSOURI'SAMENDMENT9 

INTRODUCTION 

The previous chapter examined interest group involvement in California's 

Proposition 5. This chapter analyzes Missouri's e3q)erience with Amendment9. Like the 

California experience.Amendment9dealt with the issue ofgambling. Eachtried to refine 

what levels oflegalized gambling citizens were willing to accept. Amendment9wasa 

constitutionalamendmentintended to circumventa MissomiSupreme Courtrulmg that 

"boats"in artificial moats were unconstitutionalunder the Missouri Constitution. 

Incidentally,riverboat gambling wasapproved by votersthrough a constitutional initiative 

in 1992. Amendment9soughtfurther to clarify the extentofriverboat gambling inthe 

state. Professional gambling interests succeeded in the generalelection and the "boatson 

moats"initiative passed. This chapter examines howthe measure came before voters,the 

significant groupsinvolved inthe campaign,the strategies and tactics employed bythese 

groups,and why gambling interests ultimately succeeded. 

THEEVOLUTION OFRIVERBOATGAMBLING 

This section provides some contexttoward understanding Amendment9. A 

disciission ofthe emergence ofriverboat gambling inthe United States is offered.An 

examinationofthe relationship betweenthe gaming communityand Missouri's state 
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government is also delineated. This relationship has proven to be very different thanthe 

compacts made among Native Americantribes and the state ofCalifornia. Theinception 

ofgaming in Missouri is then presented. The Missouri experience is in parta microcosm 

ofthe developmentofriverboat gambling throughoutthe Midwest.An understanding of 

riverboat gambling in Missouri may provide some insight into the fate ofriverboat 

gambling in other states. 

Riverboat Gambling:APrimer 

The Missourie3q)erience with riverboat gambling is intimately related to the 

rivertoat gambling craze throughoutthe United States inthe recent past. The pushfor 

riverboat gambling resulted in large partfromthe perceived benefits ofgambling in other 

states. Debate concerning the extent ofriverboat gambling in Missourihas been fueled by 

the existence ofgambling fecilities in bordering states. In effect,the existence ofsuch 

fecilities generated competition among gambling facilities and statesto entice more 

gambfersand more state revenues. 

Riverboat gambling's origins are traced to Iowa. Through astatewide referendum 

in 1991,the voters ofIowa precipitated a movementthroughoutthe Midwestto institute 

riverboat gambling. Prior to Missouri's acceptance ofgambling in 1992,Illinois, 

Mississippi,Louisiana,and Indiana also offered riverboat gambling. The allure of 

riverboat gambling may be attributed to a variety offectors. Unlike the Native American 

gambling establishment,the riverboat gambling establishment is explicitly tied to state 

governments. For example,in Missouri,each individualpaysa$3 boarding fee that goes 

directly to the state ofMissouri. Thisrevenue is set aside for education in the state. While 
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gammg advocates in California lauded gambling for generating revenue throughjobs, 

taxes,and capital ejqjenses,states with riverboat gambling are able to point directlyto the 

relationship betweenthe government and gambling. Theynote that education,roads,and 

bridges,in additiontojobs,taxes,and capital e)q)enses,are a byproductofthe gambling 

industry.The city administrator ofMaryland Heights,Missouri(where the Riverport 

casino complex is located)stated:"There's no question.Manyofthe capital projects,road 

widenings,bridge replacements,acouple ofnew major roads,we cannot afford[without 

gambling revenues]"(Young,October25,A7:1998). In addition,the mayor ofSt. 

Joseph,Missouriproclaimed that the presence ofthe Frontier Casino in his city was very 

positive for his citizens. He stated:"We've provided over400qualityjobsthat weren't 

here before"(Kozol,November 1,1998:Al). 

The gambling establishment has benefited greatly firom the ejqjansion ofgambling 

throughoutthe United States. Gambling revenues have skyrocketed. Casino revenues 

throughoutthe United Statesincreased nearly40percent firom 1987to 1997(Becker, 

December25,1998:7). Riverboat casinos presently are a$6.1 billion business(Pringle, 

October26,1998: lA). Thisrepresents 12percent ofthe total gambling marketin 1997. 

In Missourialone,riverboatstook in$747 million in 1997. It is easyto understand why 

proponentsofgambling would be unAvilling to accept restrictions on gambling inthe state. 

Missourijoined the ranksofriverboat gambling states in 1992as citizens approved 

Proposition A,areferendum to establish gamesofchance uponthe Missouriand 

MississippiRivers. This wasthe first ballot measureoffourto face citizens in the state. 

The arguments offered inthese earlier battles presaged those offered during the 
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Amendment9campaign. In order to understand Amendment9,it is necessaryto 

chronicle the evolutionofgambling inthe state. Thefollowing section details how 

Amendment9came into being. 

The Emergence ofAmendment9 

It is clear that voters and legislators alike have been ambivalent about gambling in 

the recent past. Theissue has resulted in four elections decided directly bythe voters and 

has beenthe subjectofa numberoflegislative debates. A chronologyofkey event is 

presented in Figure 5-1. The centerpiece ofthis analysis isthe mostrecent battle over the 

fete ofriverboat gambling inthe state—Amendment9. Amendment9waspopularly 

referred to asthe "boats-in-moats" initiative. This is because Amendment9soughtto 

permit riverboats that were notinfact seaworthyto offer gamesofchanceto its patrons. 

These"boats" were located in artificial basins connected to the Missouriand Mississippi 

rivers. 

In July of1991,the Missourilegislature passed a bill approving riverboat gambling 

and placing a measure onthe November 1992 ballot. The legislature further stipulated 

that all state gaming revenues would be appropriated solelyfor education. The campaign 

over what became Proposition A was heavily contested. Proponentsofgambling offered 

imageryofa bygone era. Theycontended that riverboat gambling would provide a 

romantic glimpse into the rich historyofthe mighty Mississippi. Theyfurther noted the 

perceived economic benefits ofgambling. Opponentsrelied heavily uponthe moral 

arguments against gambling. A coalition ofchurches claimed that gambling contributed to 

brokenfamilies,broken homes,and increased crime. Nevertheless,the measure succeeded 
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1,400,000—840,000. The passage ofProposition A spurred several constitutional 

challenges. Immediatelyfollowing its passage,Illinois gambling interests challenged its 

constitutionality. While this challenge failed,another challenge bya Missouriresident 

limited the scope ofProposition A. Thislawsuitfound its wayto the MissouriState 

Supreme Courtin 1993. 

In January of1994,the MissouriSupreme Courtruled that gamesofchance were 

not permissible. Specifically,the court questioned the legality ofslot machines,roulette, 

and craps. However,the court did find that gamesofskill,such as poker and blackjack 

were permissible underthe Missouri Constitution. The distinction betweengamesof 

chance and skill was not meaningless. Casinos claimed that their most profitable games 

were in fact,gamesofchance—most notably,slot machines. Consequently,this distinction 

translated to greatlossesfor gambling interests. Soonthereafter,gaming interests were 

able to qualify Amendment3for the April 1994 ballot. This wasa constitutional 

amendmentaimed at legalizing gamesofchance. Despite enormousspending by anti-

gambling groups, the measure wasrejected bythe citizens ofMissouri. However,the 

battle was close and wasdecided byjust 1,200 votes. The defeat ofAmendment3 

signified the first statewide rejection ofagambling referendum in any state. One volunteer 

for the anti-gambling campaign,stated:"The people here[in Missouri]feellike David, 

who slew Goliath...Thisshowsthe trend is moving against gambling."(Fisher and 

Arnold,March22,1997: 14). Nevertheless,gambling proponents were notready to give 

inthe fight. 
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In May 1994,the first Missouririverboats opened,offering gamesofskill. In that 

same month,the MissouriSenate passed a bill that defined gamesofskill. Video poker 

wasamong those gamesdeemed as requiring skill as determined bythe legislature. Inthe 

summerof1994,the gambling industry circulated petitionsto place a constitutional 

amendment authorizing slot machinesand other gamesofchance on Missouririverboats. 

This initiative wascertified as Amendment6. This marked the third time inthree years 

that voters in Missouri were called uponto decide the scope ofgambling inthe state. 

Amendment6was similar in many waysto its predecessors. Anti-gambling forces 

consisted oftwo sorts. Churches versus Casinos wasagroup whose membership was 

religious in character. Their leader wasTom Grey who wasalso the leader ofthe National 

Coalition Against Unregulated Gambling. Grey would also beakey player inthe 

Amendment9can5)aigrL The group based its argumentsonthe moralvicesthat 

accoirpany gambling. Missouri Citizensfor Life and Liberty wasa more secular group 

formed in oppositionto Amendment6. Its argumentsfocused uponthe economic 

shortcomingsofriverboat gambling. The group claimed that most gambling profits went 

to out-of-state boat owners. In addition,the group argued that"gamblingjobs offered 

poor payand turned over firequently, while state and local politicians and institutions, 

especially schools,became beholdento gambling tax revenues"(Fisher and Arnold,March 

22,1997: 14). In short,the group asserted that riverboat gambling wasnot an economic 

panacea and infact,translated into bad public policyforthe state. 

Conversely,the Vote YesOn Amendment6Committee attempted to fi-ame the 

issue asa smallchangeto a previously adopted Amendment. The group attempted to 
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sidestep the issue ofwhether gambling wasgood or bad. Instead,they attempted to 

illustrate that by allowing gamesofchance,Missouririverboats would be able to more 

effectively compete with neighboring Illinois's riverboats. Such competition would only 

benefitthe citizens ofMissouri. In contrastto the April election in which they failed, 

gambling interests nixed the"polished"television advertisements ofthat campaignfor 

more"sincere" advertisements communicated by schoolteachers and community leaders 

(Fisher and Arnold,March 22,1997: 14). 

Once again,the gambling establishment vastly outspent its opponents. Pro-

gambling forces spent nearly$8 million to the opposition's$180,000(Fisher and Arnold, 

March22,1997:14). The Yeson6campaign fimneled muchoftheir moneyto television 

and radio advertisements. However,they were also able to claim over 100,000fece-to-

face contacts during the campaign(Fisher and Arnold,March 22,1997:14). The measure 

passed by a margin of54to46 percent. Thefailure inthe preceding election and the 

closenessofthis election(relative to the California ejqperience)illustrate the ambivalence 

Missourians demonstrated toward riverboat gambling. 

A separate but related development would ultimately lead to Amendment9. In 

Novemberof1995,the gambling industry testified to the MissouriGaming Commission 

about their cruisiug requirements. Missouri's riverboats were to be seaworthy vessels and 

thus able to take their passengerson cruises. Severalofthe already licensed riverboats 

claimed that they could not operate safely and requested an exen:q)tion fi-om the 

requirementthatthey must be seaworthy. ByFebruary 1996,the Gaming Commission 

"continued to license boats,then granted them exemptions fi-om the cruising requirements" 
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(Scott,November 1,1998:Kl). In additionto such exemptions,the state legislature 

passed alaw allowing gambling fecilities to operate in artificial basins that were within 

1,000 feet firom the Missourior MississippiRivers. This gave approvalto what wasto be 

known as"boats-in-moats." One observer noted that boats-in-moats have no captains, 

could not sail uponrivers,,and "with their parking lots,theaters and restaurants,look 

more like huge shopping mallsthan sailing vessels"(Pulley,November 1,1998:A12). 

Consequently,in mid-1996,Todd Akin,a Missouristate representative,challenged the 

constitutionality ofboats-in-moats based uponthe previous ballot measuresthat required 

gambling to occur only uponthe Missouriand MississippiRivers. This lawsuit made its 

wayto the Missouri State Supreme Coiutin 1997. 

InDecemberof1997,the Court ruled in Akin's fevor. Atissue wasthe language 

ofthe 1992 measure and Amendment6. Taken together,these amendments stated that 

the Missouri General Assembly was"authorized to permit only uponthe MississippiRiver 

and the MissouriRiver lotteries, gift enterprises and gamesofchance to be conducted on 

excursion gambling boats and floating facilities"(Scott,November 1,1998:Kl). Chief 

Justice DuaneBenton stated: 

In sum,the 1994 constitutionalamendment authorizes gamesofchance to be 
conducted on excursion gaming boatsand floating facilities solely over and in 
contact with the surfece ofthe Mississippi and Missouri Rivers. The mere 
presence ofriver water in artificial spaces within 1,000 feetofthe river channel 
doesnot makethe gambling "only uponthe MississippiRiver and the Missouri 
River"(Scott,November 1,1998:Kl). 

Attention centered upon casinos in artificial basins and the illegality ofgamesofchance in 

suchfecilities. Immediatelyfollowing the rulings the MissouriGaming Commission 

announced it would ban all gamesofchance,exceptfor craps and most card gameson 
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those casinos affected bythe ruling. Gamesofchance in violation ofthe constitution 

included slot machinesand electronic gambling devices. Gamesofchance represented 

two-thirdsofall gambling revenues. This ruling provided the spark for Amendment9. 

THEBATTLEOVERAMENDMENT9 

The citizens ofMissouri had not spoken witha clear voice concerning the scope of 

riverboat gambling inthe state. Voters approved gambling intwo elections and rejected 

the e3q)ansion ofgambling in another. Allofthese elections were heavily contested. The 

adverse ruling bythe MissouriSupreme Courttriggered another chapter inthe struggle 

over riverboat gambling in Missouri. It wasno surprise that Amendment9would bare 

witness to a battle betweenfoesthat were well versed with one another. 

Amendment9wasapproved by voters 55.5 percent to 44.5 percentNovember 3, 

1998. Thistranslated to 857,829 votesfor and 688,184 votes against. While Amendment 

9won by 11 percentage points,it won withthe smallest margin ofvictory among the eight 

ballot issues facing voters onthe November 1998 ballot. Moreover,it certainly did not 

achieve the landslide witnessed infevorofProposition5in California. It wasthe fourth 

ballot measureregarding riverboat gambling Missouri voters had beenfaced with since 

1992. The battle over Amendment9wasa battle between gaming interests and a coalition 

ofreligious organizations,concerned citizens and business groups. In orderto understand 

how the boats-on-moats initiative succeeded,it is necessaryto identify the relevant parties 

involved in its campaign. Thefollowing discussion identifies and describesthe relevant 
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political players and their involvement in the campaign. Towardsthis end,relevant groups 

are classified and relationships among various groups are examined. 

The Players 

The battle over Amendment9featured foesthat were intimately familiar with one 

another. The struggle over riverboat gambling from 1992-1998 wascontinuousand 

acrimonious. The variety ofinterests principally involved in Amendment9were 

significantly less thanthose involved inthe California campaign. Nevertheless,anumber 

ofgroups actively participated inthe campaign over Amendment9. This campaign 

providesafurther opportunityto examine the PopulistParadox,and serves as a meansof 

comparison with the California experience. Involved participants are classified and the 

patterns ofinvolvementamong and between groups are also presented. 

Two coalitions emerged in supportofAmendment9. One coalition consisted of 

parent companieslooking to secure their investments in Missouri. The other coalition 

consisted primarily ofMissoxiri gambling fecilities. Theformer was called Missouriansfor 

FairnessandJobs. The latter was called the AssociationforFreedom andIndividual 

Rightsin Missouri. The bulk ofthe money spentin the campaign flowed from 

MissouriansforFairnessandJobs.The group even made adonation to theAssociation 

forFreedom andIndividualRights. TheAssociationforFreedom andIndividualRights 

was nominally involved inthe campaign. 

The money spent on hQhsilMissouriansforFairnessandJobsemanated from 

sources outside ofMissouri. Once again,the specter ofout-of-state interests attempting 

to wield their influence in a citizen initiative was apparent. Unlike the California 
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experience,however,out-of-state moneys were spent tofurther gambling interests in the 

state,notto suppressthem. 

The coalition consisted almost entirely ofbusiness corporations-chiefly,casinos. 

There werefour major groups fromthis coalition that were evidentthroughoutthe 

campaign. They were:Harrah's Casino ofMemphis,Tennessee;Players Services of 

Atlantic City,New Jersey;Station Casino ofLas Vegas,Nevada;and the Flamingo Hilton 

ofKansas City,Missouri. Onlyfour other groups contributed money apartfromthese 

powerfulplayers. Utilizing the classification scheme offered in the previous chapter 

illustrates that the primary supporters ofAmendment9most closely approximate 

economic interest groups.According to Gerber's analysis,this would lead to aresource 

advantage manifested inthe procurement ofmoney. Infact,this group outspenttheir 

opponentsbya measure of33to 1(MissouriEthics Commission).Gerber further predicts 

that economic groups are at adisadvantage in mobilizing persormelresources. This is 

partly addressed byexamining the membership ofthe AssociationforFreedom and 

IndividualRightsin Missouri. This group consisted wholly ofcasinos. However,only 

Missouricasinos belonged to this coalition. Consequently,this group represented a more 

parochialcontingent. Incidentally,while this group contributed lessthan 1 percentofall 

campaignfunds in support ofAmendment9,it wasnevertheless another voice 

representing the economicimpactofriverboat gambling in the state. 

Oppositionto Amendment9formed a coalition entitledShowMethe River.The 

name ofthe committee wasa play uponthe skeptical politicalculture reflective ofthe 

"Show Me State." Moreover,it implied thatin order for there to be "riverboat" gambling, 
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there needed to be ariver,not an artificial basin. Show Methe River wasa coalition 

consisting primarily ofreligious organizations,concerned citizens,and business interests 

fromBranson,Missouri. Branson is the hometo athriving entertainment industry. 

Business interests fromthe city feared that any expansion ofgambling might adversely 

affecttourism in their city. More specifically,they claimed thatthe gambling element 

would be detrimentalto the more "femily-oriented" entertainment offered in Branson. A 

spokespersonfor one theater in Branson stated:"Branson has built its reputation asa 

place forthe wholefemily. Having gambling here would killthat atmosphere"(Avila, 

November 12,1998:Bl). 

The coalition mostclosely approximated Gerber's categorization asa citizen 

group. Ninety percent ofall contributions madeto theShow Me the River campaigncame 

from citizens(MissouriEthics Commission). While churches and corporations accoimted 

for the majority ofcampaign contributions,citizen involvement inthe campaign against 

Amendment9wasalso evident. Moreover,churches provided alaimching pad for many 

citizen volunteers to get involved inthe campaign. Thisconformsto Gerber's hypothesis 

that citizen groupsshould be more adept at galvanizing personnelresourcesintheform of 

volunteers. 

Apart fromthe scope ofinterestsfound in theShow Methe River coalition,the 

vast coalitions present inthe California campaign were absentinthe Missouricampaign. 

While some politicians,communitygroups,education associations,and civic organizations 

commented on Amendment9,most politicalactors were not vociferous in their support or 

oppositionto the amendment. In short,mostofthese groups attempted to "de-politicize" 
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the issue and make it aboutjobsrather than the morality ofgambling. Consequently,the 

endorsementsfromthese groups were often half-hearted and centered around specific 

details,as opposed to active supportfor or againstthe measure. For example,the 

executive director ofthe Missouri State Teachers Association lamented: 

Ithink our members would rather have that moneycoming fromjust about 
anywhere else. To have something so heavily associated with gambling tied to 
education is very uncomfortable(Associated Press,November5,1998). 

Muchofthis can be attributed to the framing ofthe issue by gambling advocates. In 

particular,they claimed thatthefailure ofAmendment9would meanthe lossofjobs and 

revenues. This contention appeared to resonate with Missourians. This is examined in 

greater detail below. 

TOWARDSANUNDERSTANDINGOFAMENDMENT9 

The battle over riverboat gambling in the state ofMissourihasa storied history. 

The mostrecent chapter in that history isthe battle over Amendment9. The campaign 

over Amendment9wasrancorous. Thissection utilizes the analyticalframework 

developed in chapter three in order to help understand the goings-on involved with 

Amendment9. Anexamination ofthese frctors specific to the Missouriexperience help 

e3q)lain the outcome ofAmendment9. 

Demographicsand Political Ciilture 
J 

Consistent withthe earlier analysisofthe California ejqperience,an analysis of 

Missouri's demographic characteristics and political culture is offered.The proceeding 

discussion examines characteristics that are unique to the state ofMissouri. This 
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discussion provides further contextfor understanding interest group involvement with 

Amendment9. 

Caseyand King note:"Missouri is often described asa microcosm ofthe United 

States,its people characteristic ofthe national population"(1993: 165). Many 

demographic characteristics bear out this observation. Chapterthree provided many 

illustrative instancesofthis point. Forinstance,there were 5,438,559 citizens in the state 

ofMissouriin 1998(United States Bureau ofthe Census,1999). This placed Missourias 

the fourteenth most populous state in the Union. The median household incomeinthe 

state is over$31,000a year(United States Bureauofthe Census,SmallAreaIncome and 

Poverty EstimatesProgram: 1997). Totalrevenue generated in the state in 1996 wasover 

$17 billion(Census). This placesthe state as having the twentieth largesteconomy. In 

short,Missouriis as close to a"model"state as one can ejqjectto find, 

Campaign strategists from each side recognized a clear demographic divide 

between urban and rural voters in the state. Citizens from metropolitan areas were much 

more likely to support Amendment9than were citizens fromrural areas. This wasdue in 

partto the feet that most casinos were located in urban areas and the delimitation of 

riverboat gambling would be most greatly felt inthese areas. 

One must also take into consideration political culture. Theremainder ofthis 

discussion addressesthe connection between Missouri's political culture and the battle 

over Amendment9. Missouriis considered to have an individualistic political culture with 

atraditionalistic strain(Dye:1997,9).Assuch,the individualistic political culture 

emphasizesthe role ofpolitics asa meansto promote the socialand economic interests of 
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individuals or groups. This suggeststhat interest groupscould haveasignificant role to 

play within Missouri's political system. Moreover,this classification is consistent withthe 

notion ofissue networks,the fluidity ofthe political process,and the multiple interest 

group playersinthe political process. Bycontrast,the traditionalistic political culture is 

groimded in a hierarchical ordering ofpoliticalpower with elites wielding politicalpower 

for the betterment ofcitizens. This description would be consistent with traditional 

notionsofiron triangles and closed political systems,where interest groups exercise 

considerable influence. While eachofthese descriptions mayappearto contradict one 

another,this is not necessarily the case. A more appropriate analysis would be thatthese 

conflicting political cultures are at work under different circumstances,within different 

contexts,and with differing political players. Therefore,it is foreseeable thatthere is 

room forthe existence ofeach culture within the political establishment. 

In addition,citizens ofMissouri are not strangersto the politics ofdirect 

democracy. The state has witnessed many ballot issues overthe years. Inthe November 

1998 election,there were eight ballotissuesfeeing voters. Amendment9wasan initiative 

that emanated from several previous initiatives. This history played a significant role in 

the battle over Amendment9. Each side engaged in revisionist history,extolling the flaws 

ofprevious initiatives and thejustnessoftheir current positions. It is evidentthat initiative 

politics have long been a partofMissouri's politicallandscape. 

Institutional Hurdles 

This section details the institutional hurdlesfaced by groups utilizing the initiative 

processin Missouri. Manyofthese hurdles are similar to the onesexamined in the 
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previous chapter. The mstitutional hurdlesfaced among those states permitting the ballot 

initiative are generally similar. However,some differences do occur between states. 

The^differences translate to different tactics groups must utilize. Thefollowing 

discussion focuses uponhow groups dealt with obstaclesthey encountered in Missouri. 

Asinthe California case,groupsformed campaigncommitteesand built coalitions 

to help overcome obstacles such as qualifying and campaigning for or against Amendment 

9. Asnoted above,the mostprominentcommittees were MissouriansforFairnessand 

Jobs,the AssociationforIndividualFreedom and Rightsin Missouri,andShowMethe 

River. MissouriansforFairnessandJobstook the lead in qualifying the measure in the 

Summerof1998. 

In Missouri,subject matter maybe restricted on initiative ballots. Allfinancial 

contributions mustbe reported. In orderto qualify a constitutionalamendment,8%(as 

wellas8%in 2/3 ofall counties)ofthe total votes cast for govemor in the previous 

election must be obtained. The8%requirementtranslates to around 109,000 valid 

signatures. The countyrequirementforces groupsto secure support firom varying 

constituencies. Finally,groups have 20monthsto circulate their petitions and completed 

petitions must be provided4months prior to the election. 

MissouriansforFairnessandJobsemployed paid signature-gatherers to help 

qualify the ballot. In fact,they hired a firm based in California. They metthe signature 

requirement and even had 30,000 more signaturesthan were needed. However,there was 

acontroversy surrounding the petition drive. One petition circulator wasaccused of 

gathering fi-audulent namesofdead citizens, ministers who were outspoken critics of 
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gambling,and relatives ofpublic ofl5cials who stated they had not signed any petitions. 

Consequently,all 7,000 signatures obtained from this circulator were discarded. This 

event wasportrayed by anti-gambling forces as part ofa greater processofmanipulation 

and deceit bythe gambling industry. 

In additionto hiring paid petitioners,MissouriansforFairnessandJobsandShow 

Me the River each hired political consultantsto manage their respective campaigns. The 

pro-gambling committee incidentally hired the same consulting firm that ranthe ballot 

canq)aign for CalifomiansforIndian Self-Reliance. These consultants provided 

professional expertise and strategic advice to both campaigns. Political consultants are 

another meansto navigate the manyinstitutional hurdlesfacing groups. Consultants 

typically provide contingency plansto engage in post-election strategies in order to secure 

gainsfor the winners ofthe election and contest the lossforthe losersofthe election. 

Gerber maintainsthat the implementation ofa post-election strategy is afinther 

institutional hurdlefeced by groups engaging in direct democracy. Considering the history 

ofriverboat gambling in Missouri,it is evidentthat both sides carried out multiple 

strategies with each successive ballot campaign and court case. 

OrganizationalResources 

This section analyzesthe presence and use oforganizationalresourcesin 

Amendment9. The deploymentofmonetaryand personnelresources byeach group is 

examined. This examination sheds light onthe tactics and strategies available to the 

competing groups based uponthe existence or lack thereofofmonetary and/or personnel 

resources. 
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In all, over$11 miUion was spentin supportor in opposition to Amendment9'. 

Ofthat,$10,676,571 wasspent bythe pro-gambling group MissounansforFairnessand 

Jobs. Thatamountsto 97 percent ofall contributions in the campaign. Tables 5-1 and 5-

2denote the major contributors in support and in opposition to Amendment9, 

respectively. To saythat gambling advocates had aspending advantage wotild be an 

understatement. In addition,$8,397,549 was contributed byjustfour companies. Figure 

5-2 graphically illustrates the distribution ofcontributions byeach company. Harrab's of 

Memphis,Tennessee contributed the greatest amountofmoney with $4,510,802in 

contributions. Station Casino ofLas Vegas,Nevada contributed $2,958,311. The 

Flammgo HiltonofKansas City,Missouridonated $570,336,while Players Services of 

Atlantic City,New Jersey donated $358,100to MissouriansforFairnessandJobs. While 

all but one ofthese casinos are located outside the state ofMissouri,all had signifieant 

investments in riverboat casinos inthe state. The other pro-gambling group,the 

AssociationforFreedom andIndividualRightsin Missouri,received only$32,046 in 

campaign contributions. However,alloftheir contributionscame from casinos inside the 

state ofMissouri. 

TheShowMethe River coalition was vastly outspent inthe campaign. They raised 

atotalof$321,862for the campaign fromalarge array ofsources. Unlike their 

counterparts,there wasa wide dispersion ofcontributors to their campaign. This is 

similar to the findings presented inthe previous chapter. In both cases,opponentsto 

'Allcampaign contributions are derived from the Missouri Ethics Commission. 
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gambling consisted ofa wider arrayofcharacters,whereas proponents ofgambling were 

concentrated almost exclusively inthe gaming industry. 

Table 5-3 illustrates the numberofdonations coming fromindividuals versusthe 

number ofdonationscoming from groupsto ShowMe the River. Groupsinclude both 

corporations and religious organizations. In all,92citizens contributed moneyto Show 

Methe River and only 10groups contributed money. Individual donations ranged from 

$25to $10,000. Asfor groups.Silver Dollar City(an entertainment venue in Branson, 

Missouri)donated $38,144 and wasconsequentlythe largest group contributor to Show 

Me the River. The greatest overall contributorto the committee was its leader,Mark 

Andrews. He contributed over$130,000to Show Methe River. Mostofthis money was 

through loans. These findings are consistent with Gerber's thesis that business interests 

have a greater capacity to secure monetaryresources,whereas citizen groups are at a 

disadvantage. However,recallthat she further asserts that citizen groups have an 

advantage at mobilizing personnelresources over business interests. 

TheShowMe the River campaign^ed quite wellin mobilizing personnel 

resources. Because this committee is considered a"citizen" group,this is consistent with 

Gerber's analysis. And although MissouriansforFairnessandJobsis classified asa 

business group,it wasalso able to mobilize personnelresources. ShawMethe River 

utilized its support from religious organizationsto secure volunteersto go door-to-door, 

organize and go to political rallies, call citizens,distribute pamphlets,and send mailingsto 

potentialvoters. Leaders ofthe campaign also lobbied government officials, were the 

media spokespersonsfor their position,and carried on"debates"(although they never 
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faced aspokespersonfromthe pro-gambling contingent)against their opposition. The 

network ofchurches provided astrong organizational basis through which personnel 

resources were mobilized. 

MissouriansforFairnessandJobstook an alternative route to secure personnel 

resovnces. They were able to take advantage oftheir position as a business organization. 

Theyencouraged their employeesto take to the streets,get-out-the-vote,and volimteer 

their time to securing the passage ofAmendment9. Inturn,manyemployees went door-

to-doorto solicit support,attended politicalrallies, wroteto newspapers,called potential 

voters,and engaged in mass mailings. In short,they did manyofthe samethings thatthe 

ShowMethe Rivercampaign did. 

As Gerber notes,business groups often compensatefor their inabilityto mobilize 

personnelby paying for individualsto mobilize the vote. In conjunction with their 

encouragementofemployeesto promote Amendment9,MissouriansforFairnessand 

Jobs also paid fi)r personnelresources. In particular,the hiring ofpaid signature gatherers 

helped overcome oneofthe greater obstacles groups without personnelresourcesface-

qualifying the ballot measure. Infact,they raised nearly $305,000by July (afullfour 

months before the election). Consequently,this enabledthemto get a head start ontheir 

opposition. Insum,it is apparentthat althoughthe anti-gambling contingent should have 

had an advantage in obtaining personnelresoiurces,they did not have a monopolyonthe 

mobilization ofsuchresources. The mixed strategyemployed by Missouriansfor 

FairnessandJobs enabled them to utilize personnelresourcesfrom within and from 

without. 

144 



Strategies and Tactics Employed by Groups 

This section delineates the strategies and tactics utilized by various groupsinthe 

battle over Amendment9. Both sides attempted to paint a picture ofAmendment9 

according to theirownterms.Each side implicitly contended they were playing David to 

the other side's Goliath. The American Gaming Association President proclaimed: 

"They're Goliath{ShowMethe River]. Every community hasa Methodistchurch and a 

Baptist church"(Aim,October 18,1998:Al). Conversely,Show Me the River pointed to 

the large difference in ejqpenditures bythose in support ofAmendment9overthose in 

opposition to it. Because these foes had faced each other before,they were able to leam 

from previous elections regarding whattypesofstrategies and tactics might be most 

helpfulto their cause. Examinationsofthe tactics and strategies utilized bytheShowMe 

the River and MissouriansforFairnessandJobsare offered,respectively. The analysis 

ofthese strategies producesa greaterimderstanding ofthe success and/or failure of 

groupsinvolved with Amendment 9'scampaign. 

TheShow Methe River can:]paign relied heavily uponthe staging ofpolitical 

events and personal contact with potential votersto gettheir message outand to mobilize 

votersto defeat Amendment9. Theyalso relied upontelevision and radio advertisements, 

bumper stickers,leaflets,rallies,and newsreleases to persiiade votersto vote against 

Amendment9. Leaders ofthe anti-gambling coalition maintained that gambling casinos 

had pulled a"bait-and-switch"uponthe citizens ofMissouri. Theycontended that casinos 

had promised riverboat gambling from years gone by,but had instead implemented "land-
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based" casinos,in contravention to the Missouri constitution. One leader proclaimed:"I 

see these casinos and say,'that is not ariverboat at all.' I also see the destruction of 

femilies"(Pringle,October 26,1998:lA). 

ShowMethe River engaged in so-called "debates,"to illustrate the correctness of 

its position. While anti-gambling advocates soughtto debate the gambling industry, 

Missouri casinos declined to participate. They stated thattheycould notcommitthe time 

or energyto such debates. Therefore,gambling opponents debated the substance ofthe 

commercialsin support ofAmendment9. Casino executives answered this tactic by 

stating:"For adebate to be meaningful,it requires everyone work fromthe same platform 

ofinformation and fiicts and notto run offinto tangents. It endsup being a waste of 

everyone's time"(Aim,October 10,1998:Bl). These debates provided aforum from 

which theShowMethe River campaign wasableto confront manyofthe arguments made 

in support ofAmendment9.They noted that while MissouriansforFairnessandJobshad 

consistently presented gambling as an economic boom to the state ofMissouri,other 

studies had come to different conclusions. In particular,they stated that whentaking into 

the effects ofcrime and compulsive gambling,casinos might actually costtaxpayers. The 

impact ofgambling to the Missourieconomyranged froma benefit of$500 million a year 

to $200 milliona year to the negative(Aim:October 18,1998:Al). 

In addition to their"debating"tactic.ShowMe the River utilized endorsements 

from politicians, civic groups,and even entertainers. Todd Akin,the state representative 

that broughtthe suitto the Supreme Courtthat ultimately led to the nullification of 

"boats-in-moats" wasachiefspokespersonin opposition to Amendment9. Assuch,he 
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and others were responsible for presenting a picture ofthe gambling industry in Missouri 

as opportunistic,manipulative,and deceitful. Akin portrayed the battle over Amendment 

9asa battle overthe future ofgambling inthe state. He stated "Ifthis thing passes,I 

would predict within three orfour years you'd see slots and video poker machines 

proliferating in bars aroimd the state"(Aim,October 18,1998:Al). Aspokesmanfor 

ShowMethe River further added that gambling interests had no regard forthe citizens of 

Missourior their constitution. 

They're treating uslike rubesfromRubesville and our constitution asarule book. 
We are being controlled byLas Vegas and New Jersey powerbrokers,and we need 
to setthe record straight. Its embarrassing to me. We're getting rolled" 
(Associated Press,October 18,1998). 

This charge did notgo unanswered by gambling interests. The head ofMissouriansfor 

FairnessandJobsasserted that althoughthe parent companiesofcasinos in Missouri 

werethe primary contributorsto the campaign,the moneyspent bythese companies was 

generated in Missouri. Nevertheless,Show Methe River was able to articulate its message 

that out-of-state interests were attempting to manipulate the voters ofMissouriand "buy" 

the election ofAmendment9. Whether citizens accepted this portrayalofthe campaign of 

Amendment9is another story. ShowMethe River even enlisted endorsementsfrom 

entertainers fromBranson,Missouri extolling the vices ofgambling. Tony Orlando was 

among those who spoke out against Amendment9. 

A briefexamination ofthe media advertisements conducted on behalfoftheShow 

Methe River campaign further illustrates the overarching strategyemployed bytheir 

group. Oneradio advertisement opened by proclaiming thatthe MissouriSupreme Court 

had ruled that boats-in-moats were notlegal Theremainder ofthe advertisement 
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discussed the moral pitfells ofgambling. In particular, it addressed compulsive gambling 

and crime asaresult ofgambling. Clearly,ShowMe the River was attempting to shift the 

focusofAmendment9to the perils ofgambling. However,its opponentsclaimed thatthe 

opening statementofthe advertisement was misleading,ifnot wholly incorrect. They 

noted thatthe MissouriSupreme Courtruled that gamesofchance could not be offered in 

boats-in-moats. They did not outlaw gamesofskill. Consequently,Missouriansfor 

FairnessandJobsstated thatShow Me the River wasengaging in half-truths. Other ads 

concentrated uponthe "bait-and-switch"theme addressed above,painting the industry as 

deceptive and manipulating. 

In additionto media advertisements,endorsements,the use ofspokespersons,and 

political events.ShowMe the River cultivated volunteers and mobilized citizensthrough 

the vast network ofchurchesthat opposed Amendment9. Religiousleaders encouraged 

their membersto go to the polls and vote against Amendment9. Moreover,they 

encouraged their membersto be active in trying to persuade othersto turnout in 

oppositionto Amendment9. Ina strategic move by anti-gambUng forces,the National 

Coalition Against Unregulated Gambling held its annual meeting in St.Louis,Missouri, 

just weeks before the November 3'*^ election. The convention highlighted the social ills 

brought aboutby gambling. This was another attempt to inject morality into the campaign 

ofAmendment9. 

1 Missouriansfor FairnessandJobs utilized its resource advantage ina variety of 

ways. They bombarded the mediaairwaves with radio and television commercials,spent 

vast amountsofmoneyon billboardsthroughoutthe state,and particularly encouraged 
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their patronsto show their supportfor Amendment9by going to the polls. In addition, 

their message thata vote in support ofAmendment9translated to a vote for fairness 

resonated with voters. They attempted to dilute the issue ofgambling asa moral question 

and replace it withthe notion that the defeatofAmendment9would cost Missourians 

theirjobs,some public works projects,and revenue generated through affected "boats-in-

moats." Thefollowing discussion addressesthese strategies and tactics in greater detail. 

Asnoted above,the gambling industry saturated its patrons withinformation 

regarding Amendment9. Upon entering many casinos,individuals were greeted bylarge 

banners urging supportfor Amendment9. Asthey entered casinos,they were met with 

constant remindersto vote for Amendment9. Neon signs urging support,campaign 

buttons and T-shirts wornby dealers,and rowsuponrowsofyard signs and bumper 

stickers alongside slot machines greeted players at everyturn.Beer cupsand television 

monitorsfurther implored citizens to vote for Amendment9. Manyofthe messages stated 

that"a vote yeson#9is a votefor fairness andjobs"(Cashill,November 1,1998,39). 

Registration booths were present at many casinos. One casino even printed their own 

voter registration cards becausethe Secretary ofState could not meettheir demand. 

Although many gamblers may have been from out-of-state,the casino industry certainly 

had a captive audience to pitch their argumentto. 

Inan attemptto matchthe personnelresources oftheShow Me the River 

campaign,the gambling industry supplemented itseconomic advantage by encouraging 

their employeesto cultivate the grassroots. For instance,the PlayersIsland Casino in 

Maryland Heights,Missourioperated its casino at understaffed ratesfor much ofthe 
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campaign. This enabled its nearly 1,000employeesto help promote Amendment9to the 

citizens ofMissouri(Charton,October30,1998:Al). Casino employeesfromthroughout 

the state similarly attempted to mobilize voters to support Amendment9. Some estimates 

projected that nearly 3,000employees went door-to-door to elicit supportfor Amendment 

9(Belsie,October 20,1998:3). In addition,MissouriansforFairnessandJobs utilized 

more specific targeting strategies to mobilize the vote. In particular,they spent$145,000 

for firmsand individualsto organize groupsofpeople who were sympathetic to their 

cause(Associated Press,October 18,1998). Nearly$250,000 more waspaid to a firm to 

conduct voter information analysis and computer-assisted research on voter registration. 

They paid individuals to register voters. Finally,another$285,000 wasspent on 

brochures sentto voters urging themto support Amendment9. While allofthese tactics 

are notnew to electoral canq)aigns,they are hardly the stuffimagined bythose 

championing direct democracy during the Populist/Progressive era. Show Me the River 

attenpted to highlightthe difference in mobilization strategies bythe competing groups. 

"They[MissouriansforFairnessandJohs^ are atop-down effort that has allthe money it 

needs. We[ShowMethe Riverl are a grassroots effort that is an effort ofthe heart"(Aim: 

October9,1998:Al). MissouriansforFairnessandJobs painted a different picture. 

Theycontended thatShow Me the River had built-in organizations via churches 

throughoutthe state and that MissouriansforFairnessandJobs hadto utilize their 

monetary advantage to overcome the ubiquity ofchurchesin Missouri. 

In additionto these grassroots tactics,MissouriansforFairnessandJobs also 

contributed moneyto various political clubs and organizationsthroughoutthe state. 
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Contributions to these clubs was considered to be for "voter education." The ultimate 

goal wasto have these organizations campaignfor Amendment9and more importantly go 

to the polls and cast ballots in support ofAmendment9. Mostofthese funds wentto 

associations with ties to the Democratic party. Manycontributions were also provided to 

groupsthat were located in urban areas and in close proximityto riverboat casinos. The 

largest contribution wentto Freedom,Inc., which is an African-American political club in 

Kansas Chy. The group received $33,000 from MissouriansforFairnessandJobs. Pro-

gambling activistsfurther elicited supportfrom veterans'groupsinthe state. Sponsoring a 

luncheonfor over50 veteran's groups,pro-Amendment9forces noted that veterans had 

received over$62 million as a result ofriverboat casinos(Aim,October24,1998:C3). In 

sum,MissouriansforFairnessandJobsnot only utilized their employeesto mobilize 

voters,but also attempted to cultivate a varietyofpolitical organizationsthrough 

donations and lobbying efforts. Their economic advantage over their opponentsenabled 

themto utilize a wider array ofstrategies,thus providing them with an opportunityto 

mobilize votersthat needed incentives(i.e., money)to turn out and vote in supportof 

Amendment9. 

MissouriansforFairnessandJobs did not let the arguments made byShowMe 

the River go unchallenged. In response to the claim that casinos had duped the citizens of 

Missouriby offering them onething and then providing them another,the spokesmanfor 

MissouriansforFairnessandJobs stated:"It's like saying to McDonald's,'You can stay 

in business,but you can't serve sandwiches.'"(Young,October 25,1998:Al). In short, 

they stated thatthey were playing bythe rules. They noted the large investments made by 
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casinos based uponthe existence ofgamesofchance in the state. This became their major 

focalpoint ofthe campaign. Theyframed the issue around feimess,rather than aboutthe 

moralityofgambling. They attempted to personalize the debate as one aboutthejobs of 

fellow Missourians being at stake. Many billboards plastered throughoutthe state showed 

the fecesofemployeesthatthey claimed would lose theirjob ifAmendment9failed atthe 

poUs. The president ofthe AssociationforFreedom andIndividualRightsin Missouri 

stated:"This is notabout gaming. This is aboutthejobsand our families"(Belsie, 

October20,1998:3). Time and time again,MissouriansforFairnessandJobsclaimed 

the defeatofAmendment9would meanthat 10,000jobs would be lostin additionto 

millions ofdollars lost in state revenue. 

They noted that riverboat casinos attracted nearly40 miUion visitors to the state 

and generated nearly$802million in revenue in 1997alone(AJm,October 18,1998:Al). 

In addition,roughly$140 million in state and localrevenue wasgenerated by gambling in 

1997. And asforjobs,MissouriansforFairnessandJobsclaimed that 10,000 en:5)loyees 

would lose theirjobsifAmendment9failed. Mediaadvertisements consistently noted 

gambling's capacityto createjobs and economic resourcesfor the citizens ofMissouri. 

Pro-gambling forces attempted to transformthe debate from one about gambling and its 

moralityto one aboutfairness. Moreover,gambling interests noted thatthey had invested 

$1.7 billion towards developing their properties in Missouri(Pulley,November 1,1998: 

A12). Because casinos had cometo Missouriand spent large amountsofmoneyin 

capital.Amendment9supporters contended it would be unfair to limit whattypes of 

games casinos could offer. The presidentofthe Flamingo Hilton casino in Kansas City 
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stated; "It's fairness. That's what this is about. We obtained allthe approvals before we 

proceeded to build this$110 million facility and hire 838 people"(Aim,November 14, 

1998:Al). 

In addition to media advertisements,manylocalgovernments urged forthe 

passage ofAmendment9. The Maryland Heights city councilrecommended a"yes" vote 

to its citizens. A spokesmanforthe city stated:"The casinos have given us morethan$15 

million inrevenue,and they've only been openfor a year and a half. Ifwe do not approve 

Amendment9,we'll be in realtrouble"(Pringle,October26,1998:lA). This sentiment 

wasconsistentamong many other localgovernmentsthat were in reliance upon gaming 

revenues. 

MissouriansforFairnessandJobsallocated their monetary resources in a variety 

ofways. Forinstance,they spent nearly$500,000forthe signature drive to qualifythe 

measure. Theyfurther allocated nearly$124,000forfocus groups,nearly $60,000for 

"test commercials,"and $80,000for public opinion research prior to the campaign. 

These tactics provided astrong impetusfor the "feimess" strategy employed bythe pro-

gambling contingent. These pre-canqjaign tactics illustrated that making Amendment9 

aboutfeimess,rather thanareferendum on gambling ostensibly resonated with voters. 

Forexample,one public opinion pollconducted two months before the electionfoxmd that 

citizens opposed Amendment9bya margin of46.7 percentto 42.5 percent. However, 

whenthe question wasframed according to lost state income and lostjobs,54.6 percent 

ofcitizens supported Amendment9(Belsie,October20,1998:3). The task for the pro-

gambling contingent wasabundantly clear and their tactics and strategies reflected their 
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motive to transformthe debate into one abouteconomicsand lostjobs. Towardsthis end, 

television commercials,billboards,campaign buttons,and banners articulated the simple 

message:"Save Our Jobs,Vote Yes." Inthe end,this is howthe votersin Missouri 

viewed Amendment9. Table 5-4 denotesthe tactics utilized in Amendment9'scampaign. 

TOWARDSANEXPLANATION OFTHEPASSAGEOFAMENDMENT9 

Amendment9wasstrongly contested. The outcome ofthe measure wasimclear 

vmtilthefinal days. Each side battled extensivelyto harvest supportto defeat their 

opponent. However,gambling interests were ultimately victorious. Two explanations are 

offered to ejqjlainthe outcome ofAmendment9. Asin the previous chapter,attention 

focuses upon Gerber's organizationalresourcesframework. In addition,KoUman's 

analysis ofoutside lobbying further aids in an understanding ofthe success ofAmendment 

9's proponents. 

Personneland Monetary Resources:The Havesand the Have-Nots 

This section utilizes Gerber's frameworkin order to imderstand the outcome of 

Amendment 9. Boththe use ofmonetary and personnelresources are examined. While 

each side proclaimed that it wasa"David versus Goliath" struggle,each claimed to be 

David. Whereasin California moneywasspent at an exceptionalrate bythose supporting 

and opposing Proposition5,money wasspent ata high rate by onlythose in support of 

Amendment9in Missouri. The monetary advantage claimed by Missouriansfor Fairness 

andJobs certainly wasakeycomponentin its victory.Thefollowing analysis producesa 

more vivid picture ofhowthe outcome ofAmendment9can be understood. 
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Gerber'sframework nicely fits the two combatants in Amendment9. Show Methe 

River wasa prototypical citizen interest group. MissouriansforFairnessandJobsand 

the Association for IndividualFreedomand Rights in Missouri were prototypical 

economic interest groups. Assuch.ShowMethe River had little trouble harvesting 

personnelresources. However,they were grossly outspent by their opposition by nearly 

33to 1 margin. While MissouriansforFairnessandJobs would be ejqjected to have an 

advantage obtaining financialresources,the disparity betweenthetwo coalitions is 

striking. Moreover,the $10,676,571 spent by MissouriansforFairnessandJobs wasput 

to many uses. While Gerber'stheory predicts that economic groups are at a disadvantage 

whentrying to mobilize personnelresources,this was notthe case amongthe pro-

gambling contingent. Asnoted above,as many as 3,000employees canvassed 

neighborhoods seeking to elicit supportfor Amendment9. This hardly constitutesalack 

ofpersonnelresources. This finding represents animportant supplementto Gerber's 

analysis. Observers ofinterest group activityinthe ballot process musttake into account 

the ability ofeconomic groupsto mobilize both monetaryandpersonnelresources. 

Moreover,it is conceivable that citizen groups may also be able to sufficiently mobilize 

monetaryand personnelresources to their advantage. Nonetheless,the monetary 

advantage enjoyed by pro-gambling interests ultimately led to the passage ofAmendment 

9. 

The chairmanofShowMethe Rivercommented onthe financial differences 

betweenthetwo groups:"It's such anunlevel playing field...youjust can't compete" 

(Associated Press,November5,1998). Answering claimsthat the gambling industry had 
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boughtthe election,one casino executive stated:"Obviously wehad adecided edge in 

resources. Butthe feet is, we had a messagethat resonated with voters. Ifwe had no 

message and spent millionsofdollars,we would have beenthumped"(Margolies, 

November7,1998:7). Regardless,it is worth noting that the monetary advantage 

enjoyed by Amendment9's proponents enabled themto utilize alarger scale ofactivities 

than their opponents. 

Although MissovriamforFairnessandJobsencouraged casmo employeesto "get 

outthe vote,"theyfurther provided monetaryincentivesfor various political organimtions 

to turn out atthe polls as well. Perhaps more important wasthe pre-campaign use of 

focus groups,test commercials,and public opinion dataintheformationofcampaign 

strategiesfor the November election. The observation presented bythe casino executive 

does havesome grounding in academic studies. Scholars havefound thatthe existence of 

money maybe more importantto defeat an initiative,rather thanto pass one(Kehler and 

Stem:1994,283). A message mustresonate with votersin orderfor it to be approved at 

the ballot box. The data obtained bygambling interests prior to the generalcampaign 

suggested that voters would be mosteasily persuaded to support Amendment9by 

framing it as an issue aboutfeimess,jobs,and contributing to asuccessfuleconomy. 

Personnelresourcesjust could not have generated the sametype ofreliable information. 

Consequently,the financialadvantage ofMissouriansforFairnessandJobstranslated to 

real differences inthe outcome ofthe election. 

The broad allocationofresourcesthrough financialcontributions allowed gambling 

interests to qualify the measure through paid signature gatherers,and to campaignfor the 
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measurethrough mass mailings,phone banks,voter registration drives,numerous 

television and radio advertisements,and through sophisticated voter targeting aided by 

computers. Each ofthese tactics were available to the monetary haves(i.e.,Missourians 

forFairnessandJobs),while they were sinply not affordable forthe monetary have-nots 

(i.e..Show Me the River). The network ofchurches and citizen volunteers campaigning 

against Amendment9could not overcomethe disparity in monetary resources. 

Nevertheless,it is clear that Amendment 9's proponents had to overcome a great dealof 

anti-gamhling sentiment as witnessed bythe closenessofthe election and the history of 

gambling in the state. Althoughthey were outspent at such great rates,one cannot 

discount the mobilization of688,000votersin oppositionto Amendment9. 

This section has attributed muchofthe success ofpro-gambling forces to their 

monetary advantage over their foes. However,this only tells part ofthe story. The 

framing ofthe issue provided the catalyst that brought voters to the polls infevor of 

Amendment9.Financial capitalenabled MissouriansforFairnessandJobsthe 

opportunityto do their homework in crafting acampaign strategy. And while Gerber's 

analysisofthe interplay between personneland monetaryresources isinformative,it 

presentsanincomplete understanding. Consequently,we mustturnto another potential 

explanation ofthe outcomeofAmendment9. KoUman's analysis ofoutside lobbying 

supplements Gerber's analysis nicely. 

Outside Lobbying 

Recallthat outside lobbying requires that groupslobby,mobilize,influence,or 

persuade the electorate,rather than alegislature. Elsewhere,outside lobbying has been 
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referred to asthe ultimate in conflict expansion. In the case ofAmendment9,gambling 

interests could not circumventthe ruling ofthe MissouriSupreme Court. 

There wasno legislature to lobby dueto the court's ruling. Therefore,they had to engage 

in aform ofoutside lobbying. Although the gambling industry had powerful allies inthe 

state legislature,they had to turn to a constitutional initiative in order to "overturn"the 

Supreme Court's ruling by amending the constitution to permit gamesofchance in 

artificial basins. Turning to the initiative wasanecessarytactic in orderto obtain desired 

ends. The utilization ofthe citizen initiative illustratesthe adaptability ofgroupsto their 

political environment. Suchan action is not possible in states that do not have provisions 

for an initiative. Consequently,the existence ofdirect democracy had areal effect upon 

public policy inthe case ofMissourigambling.This section explains how Missouriansfor 

FairnessandJobs wasable to convince votersthat Amendment9wasnot about gambling 

per se,butaboutjobs,economics,and feimess. 

The first and mostimportant step MissouriansforFairnessandJobstooktoward 

developing acampaign strategy dealt with what Missourians would be willing to accept. 

Through analyses conducted with anumber offocus groups,the issues offairness,jobs, 

anH economicimpact continued to surface. Asaresult,the consulting firm hired by 

MissouriansforFairnessandJobsran test commercialsand conducted various opinion 

pollsto determine how wella strategy based uponfairness,jobs and the economicimpact 

ofcasinosfared. Theyfound that although Missourians were essentially split onthe issue 

ofgamblings a majority ofcitizens supported the continued offering ofgamesofchance if 

it meantjobs would be lost and tax revenues would be significantly curtailed. This became 
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the mantraofthe pro-Amendment9campaign. In addition,they learned their lesson from 

previouscampaigns and kept their commercials simple and to the point. They enlisted real 

casino workersto pose for biQboards and to provide testimonials in their campaign 

commercials. This was allin an effortto relate to voters and to not appearto be too 

"slick"for the Missourian"Show Me"mindset. 

Althoughthe anti-gambling coalition attempted to paint Amendment9's supporters 

as misleading and engaging inimmoralactivities,their voice wasdrowned out bythe 

bombardmentofadvertisements bythe gambling coalition. AShowMethe River 

spokesmanlamented:"Theyturned this into areferendum onjobs. Theycould not winon 

the gambling issue. Missourians decided to bailoutthese employees"(Young,November 

4,1998:Bl). Evenaconsultant working for MissouriansforFairnessandJobs 

admitted:"It's a good winforthe industry,butIthink it showsthere's aresidue ofill will 

toward gaming"(Margolies,November6,1998:7). Nevertheless,one observer noted 

(Margolies,November6,1998:7): 

Whether there's anti-gambling sentiment or notout there,there's no feeUng for 
putting people outofwork. That's quite different from voting for or against 
casinos. What you have is anindustry in place. Once casinos are open,the 
business communityno longer is againstthem because theyfeed the economy. So 
the question becomeshow are you going to replace$200 millionto $300 million in 
taxrevenues. 

This observation sumsup the strategy employed byMissouriansforFairnessandJobs. 

They attempted to convince voters thata vote against Amendment9would be a vote 

againsttax revenuesand Missourijobs. Gambling wasno longerto be part ofthe 

equation. Instead,the focus shifted to entertainment,jobs,revenues,and feimess. The 
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end result ofthe election illustrates their effectiveness in communicating this messageto 

the voters. 

GROUPIMPACTANDTHEMISSOURIEXPERIENCE 

There are severallessons one cantake awayfrom Missouri's experience with 

Amendment9and riverboat gambling. Thiscase is an interesting example ofperseverance 

and adaptability- Groupsfromeach side ofthe battle demonstrated great perseverance in 

their struggle to either expand riverboat gambling or limit it. In addition,as Amendment9 

wasthefourth ballot initiative to face voters in the state,it illustrates how multiple points 

ofaccess maybe used within a political environment. The state legislature,state courts, 

and citizens all had a direct partto play regarding the scope ofgambling as a public policy. 

Althoughthe gambling industry wasmet with setbacksthrough the court system,it did not 

discourage them from utilizing the ballot processto seek their desired ends. 

Although it may be premature to examinethe legacy ofAmendment9uponthe 

Missouri politicallandscape,there are indications asto the futiue ofriverboat gambling in 

the state. First, it is clear that Missourians are relatively ambivalent concerning the proper 

scope ofgambling in their state. While three offour pro-gambling ballot initiatives have 

succeeded in the state,each was bitterly contested,while opponentsofgambling were 

greatly outi^ent in each election. One can view this fromtwo distinct angles. Onthe one 

band,money does not appearto have been able to handily win electionsfor the gambling 

industry. Onthe other hand,it doesappear that money did heavily contribute to the 

success ofgambling forces at the ballot box. 
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Second,it is apparent that anti-gambling forces willcontinue to oppose anyfurther 

expansion ofgambling in the state. One anti-gambling advocate stated:"Our polling data 

showsthatthe majorityofMissourians dont wantto ejqpand gambliug beyond where it's 

at... Weintend to be vigilant"(Margolies,November6,1998:7). Even gambling 

proponents noted the ill willtowardsthe gambling industry in the state. One political 

consultant stated: 

Gaming interests can't view Missouriasafriendly place to do business. It will 
always be a battle either to changethe rules and regulationsin theirfavor or to 
fight offanother attack onthe industry inthe next year or so(Margolies, 
November6,1998:7). 

Partofthe battle inthe future willrevolve around the easing ofcurrent gaming regulations 

regarding loss limits,the amountoftime gamblers are able to "cruise,"and reducing the 

gambling taxeslevied against casinos. 
I 

Finally,as with the California experience,gambling interests in Missouri willlikely 

be increasingly present at state legislative hearings,localgovernment meetings,and 

continue to engage in lobbying efforts aimed at benefiting the gaming industry. Gambling 

interests in Missouriand in many other states have becometrue political playersin 

statehouses acrossthe coxmtry. Time will tell ifthis shift in power istemporary,or more 

permanent. Untilthen,it is clear that gambling interests willcontinue to lobby politicians 

for their benefit. 
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CHAPTER VI 

YOU GOTTOKNOW WHENTOHOLD AND 

KNOWWHENTOFOLD'EM: 

LESSONSFROM CALIFORNIA AND MISSOURI 

INTRODUCTION 

The purpose ofthis study wasto gainagreater understanding ofthe activities and 

impactofinterest groupsinthe initiative process. This would inturn help filla void in 
I 

the literature addressing the role ofinterest groupsin the ballot process. In orderto 

achieve this goal,an analytical framework wasutilized to understand and explainthe two 

cases. This framework enabled meto classify the types ofgroupsinvolved,ascertainthe 

relationship among the participants,identify the activities and strategies groups used,and 

speakto theimpact groups had inthe respective ballot campaigns.This chapter examines 

the lessons derived fromthese cases. 

The proceeding discussion examinesthe primary research questionsofthis study. 

This is done within the contextofthe California and Missouricases. Then,implications 

ofthe analysis are offered.Itis apparentthis inquiry has contributed muchto our 

knowledge ofgroup tactics and strategies in ballot campaigns. Suggestionsfor future 

examinations are also considered.In particular,this research generatesaframework from 

which wecan better understand the role and impactofinterest groupsin ballot 

campaigns. Finally,this project provides further insight regarding the PopuhstParadox. 

While questionsremain concerning group involvement in ballot campaigns,it is certain 

that stepstoward a greater understanding ofthis phenomenon have beentaken. 
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INTERS!GROUPS,INITIATIVES,ANDGAMBLING: 

WHATHAVE WELEARNEDFROMCALIFORNIAAND MISSOURI 

This section offers answersto the study's research questions. To recapitulate, 

these questions are: 

1) Whatkinds ofgroups are involved inthe initiative process? 
2) Whatisthe relationship among groupsinvolved in the initiative 

process? 
3) Whatstrategies do interest groupsinthe states utilize relative to the 

initiative process? 
4) What is the impactofinterest groupsupon initiative campaigns? 

Thisstudy has addressed each ofthese research questions. It has provided a greater 

imderstanding ofthe types ofgroupsinvolved inthe ballot process and the relationship 

among those participating in the ballot process. In addition,the cases have illustrated a 

variety ofactivities and strategies groups utilized. Finally,the analysesofthe California 

and Missouriexperiences allow some inferencesto be made regarding the impactof 

groups uponthe outcomeofinitiative elections. Thefollowing analysis cogently 

examineseach ofthese issues. 

TheKindsofGroupsInvolved in the Initiative Process 

Although one issue ofpublic policy(that is,gambling)wasimder examination in 

this study,one findsa variety ofinterests active inthe initiative process. Someofthese 

groups are not surprising, while other groups are. Gambling waschosen in part because 

it is a public confi*ontation issue with a broad scopeofconflict. Atthe outset,it woxild 

appear thatthis issue would attract many different typesofgroupsinto the battles over 

the proper scope ofgambling within the respective campaigns. This wasiudeed the case 

in both California and Missouri. 
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In eachcampaign,casino interests werethe primary groupsin supportof 

broadening the scopeofgambling. Notonly were theythe primary groups in support,but 

they were almost entirely responsible for all monetary contributionsto the campaigns, 

were the primary organi2ational vehicles behind the campaigns,and primarily were 

responsible forthe cultivation ofsupportinthe electorate for their cause. Moreover, 

these groups are classified aseconomic interest groups,whereby individuals within a 

corporation represent"group"interests. While these groups were able to obtain a variety 

ofendorsements acrossthe political spectrum,casino interests were ultimately the 

principalcampaignersin supportofgambling interests. 

Asforthose groupsseeking to suppress the scope ofgambling,a more eclectic 

array ofgroups was present. Both economicand citizen groups were importantfoes in 

the battle to preventthe spread ofgambling. However,each case varied in the extent to 

whicheconomicand citizen groups wielded power. Moreimportant,each wielded power 

in different ways. Forexample,in California,economic interest groups were more 

visible in their oppositionto Proposition 5. Chiefly,the coalition ofNevadagaming 

interests provided mostofthe monetary contributionsto theNo on5campaign. 

California card clubs and horse tracks were also heavily involved in the campaignto 

defeat Proposition 5. Labor unionsand citizen groups(particularly,religious 

organizations)also campaigned againstProposition 5. The campaign against 

Amendment9in Missourialmost wholly relied upon citizen groups organized around 

religious organizations. Severaleconomic interest groupsfromBranson,Missourialso 

campaigned against Amendment9. Nevertheless,religious organizations werethe 

primary opponentsofAmendment9. In short,economicand citizen groups werethe 
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majortypes ofgroupsinvolved in these initiative campaigns. The only othertype of 

groupthat displayed a presence in either campaign waslabor unions. Labor unions in 

California were unable to mobilize their membersto oppose Proposition5in large 

niunl)ers. In fact,a majority ofunion memberssupported Proposition 5. A discussion of 

the power wielded bythese differenttypesofgroups is provided below. 

The Relationship Among GroupsInvolved inthe Initiative Process 

A consistent finding emanatingfromthe cases involves the formation of 

coalitions by groups. Both in California and Missouri,campaigncommittees consisted of 

coalitions. Groupscame together and formed campaigncommitteesto pursuetheir 

desired ends. The use ofsuch committees,as Gerber notes,is atypicaltactic used by 

groupsto overcome obstacles associated with qualifying and campaigning for a ballot 

measure.,These coalitions were partially in place priorto the respective ballot 

campaigns. The consortium ofgambling interests in California and Missouriwere 

membersofboth national and statewide organizations devotedto sharing industry 

information valuable to gaming establishments. Conventions are armually held for 

gambling interests in Californiaand Missouri. This facilitated theformation of 

committees organized to support gaming interests inProposition5and Amendment9. 

CalifomiansforIndian Self-Reliance consisted ofanumberofCaliforniaIndian 

tribes seeking to gain passage ofProposition 5. The effortto bring tribes into the 

coalition wasa calculated effortto obtain both support and uiianimity among California's 

Native Americantribes. A vast coalitionoftribes wasseen as essentialto the collective 

rights consciousness strategy employed by supportersofProposition 5. Conversely,the 

Coalition Against Unregulated Gambling(No on5 Committee)wascomposed ofa 
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diverse numberofinterest groups. Labor unions,law enforcement,Nevada casinos, 

California gaming industries,religious organizations,and severalIndian tribes were 

among its members. Proposition5 did indeed bring together "strange bedfellows." The 

opposition to Proposition5 wasatenuous coalition ofgroupsthatone would notexpect 

to be in concert with one another. Thiswas particularly true ofthe relationship between 

gaming interests from Nevadaand California and religious organizations. 

In Missouri,supportersofAmendment9wholly consisted ofgaming interests. 

MissouriansforFairnessandJobsand TheAssociation ForFreedom andIndividual 

Rights particularly relied uponthe supportofthose casinos affected bythe Missouri 

Supreme Court's ruling that"boats-in-moats" offering gamesofchance were 

unconstitutional. Hence,these casinos aligned themselvestogether to push forthe 

passage ofAmendment9. By contrast,their opposition consisted ofaloosely based 

coalition ofreligious organizations,business interests,and concemed citizens. These 

actors wereostensibly represented bytheShow Me the River committee. Although 

leaders from religious organizations oftentookthe lead role in attacking Amendment9, 

anti-g^bling advocatesthat hadfought against gambling both nationally and within the 

state ofMissoiuiwere also active voices in oppositionto Amendment9. 

The relationship among groups wasthus bothtenuousand resolute. Onthe one 

I 

hand,groupsin opposition tothe spread ofgambling consisted ofa diverse coalition of 

groups. This wasthe case in both states. Onthe other hand,gaming interests were 

essentially the only groups actively campaigning in supportofgambling interests. This 

wasin stark contrastto the diversity ofinterests seeking to haltthe spread ofgambling in 

the respective states. This finding may be indicative ofthe issue focus associated with 
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gambling. Because the issue focus is narrow and the scope ofconflict associated with 

gambling is so broad,it is notsurprising that gambling interests would be unified in their 

supportofgambling,while the wide array ofanti-gambling groups would need to align 

themselvestogether to preventthe expansion ofgambling. 

Strategies Utilized by Groupsinthe Initiative Process 

The strategies groups utilized inthe respective ballot campaigns were particular to 

each campaign. One would ejq)ect that different circumstances,political cultures,and 

participants would necessitate different campaign strategies. However,the analytical 

framework utilized here,aids inthe analysis and understanding ofinterest group 

involvementin ballot campaigns.Asinitiative campaigns are often painted as"us" versus 

"them"contests,it would be necessaryto take into account variousfactors in orderto 

crafta"winning"campaign. This doesnot meanthat scholars should notlook for certain 

patterns to emerge regarding campaign strategies in initiative elections. 

Regarding California's Proposition 5,CaliforniamforIndian Self-Reliance 

employed anumber ofstrategiesto achieve their goal. First,gaming proponents 

articulated a message that Proposition5 wasaboutIndian"self-reliance." They claimed 

thatNative American casinos had provided the meansfortribes to getoffofwelfare and 

become contributing membersto society. Second,CaliforniansforIndian Self-Reliance 

contended that Native American casinos contributed to prosperity notonly for Indians, 

butfor all Californiansthroughtaxrevenues,jobs,and community development by 

Native Americantribes. Third,gambling proponents painted their opposition as"big 

Nevada casinos" versus Califomian Native Americans. Moreover,they asserted that out-

of-state interests were attempting to wield their power in California. Finally,Native 
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Americantribes communicated a message thatthe movementto defeat Proposition5 was 

another in along line ofattacks bythe government against Native Americans. Thatis, 

they notedthe persecution that Native Americanshad endured throughout American 

history and attempted to parlay the wrongsofthe pastinto a vote in supportof 

Proposition 5. Clearly,these strategies conformto the"us" versus"them" models utilized 

in many initiative campaigns. 

The Coalition Against Unregulated Gamblinghad theirown strategies to defeat 

Proposition 5. First,opponents claimed thatPro^sition5 would result in unregulated, 

imtaxed,and unlimited gambling in the state. Second,they asserted the passage of 

Proposition5 would increase crime associated with gambling. Third,many labor unions 

argued that Proposition5 did not adequately address worker rights. Finally,the Coalition 

Against Unregulated Gamblingattempted to conveyto votersthatonly a"few rich 

Indians" were actuallythe beneficiaries ofthe wealth generated byNative American 

casinos. 

Asforthe Missoiiri experience,MissouriansforFairnessandJobs articulated 

several powerful messages. First,they stated the defeatofAmendment9would cause 

nearly 10,000jobsto be lost among fellow Missourians. Second,they contended the 

failure ofAmendment9would cost voters millions ofdollars in losttax revenue for 

education,roads,bridges,and other public works projects. Finally,they stated that 

Amendment9wasaboutfeimess. Gambling interests asserted thatlarge investments had 

been made in Missouribased uponthe recognition that boats-in-moats offering gamesof 

chance wasconstitutional and to relinquish the abilityto offer gamesofchance would be 

imfairtothose casinosthat had poured millionsofdollars into localeconomies. 
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Arguments made by Amendment9's opponents{Show Me the River)centered on 

severalthemes. First,ShowMethe River argued thatgambling wasimmoraland 

contributed to increased crime and broken families. Second,opponents contested the 

economic benefits provided by gambling and asserted that whentaking into account 

crime associated with gambling,casinos actually costtaxpayers. Third,ShowMe the 

River claimed that gaming interests were manipulative and simply had pulled a"bait-and-

switch" in the state ofMissouri. They asserted that gaming interests had promised 

historic riverboat cruises,but had instead twisted and manipulated Missouri's constitution 

(through ballot initiatives)into stationary casinos. Finally,ShowMe the River contended 

that out-of-state interests were financing Missouri's policy toward riverboat gambling. 

They questioned whetherthese interests should have such a strong voice in Missouri's 

politics. Strategies employed by each ofthe can^aign committees examined in this study 

simplified positions and attempted to paintthe respective initiatives in clear,"right" 

versus"wrong"messages. 

TheImpactofGroupsUponthe Initiative Process 

To properly analyze theimpactofgroups uponthe casesexamined here,it is 

appropriate to rely onthe analytical framework developed earlier. Ofparticular 

importance,isthe role oforganizationalresources to the success orfailure ofgroupsto 

achieve their desires. A discussionofpersonneland monetaryresources wasundertaken 

throughoutthis study. It is clear thateconomic interest groups are at an advantage when 

mobilizing money. Similarly,citizen groups are predisposed to mobilizing personnel 

resources. However,in both cases,economic interest groups(chiefly,gambling interests) 
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were successful in mobilizing both moneyand personnel. This is antitheticalto Gerber's 

analysis and thusan importantfinding ofthis study. 

Over$110 million wasspentonProposition5and Amendment9collectively. 

Even casual observers would admitthatthis isa staggering figure. And while thousands 
I 

ofvolunteers canvassed neighborhoods,solicited signaturesfor petitions,engaged in 

direct mailing,etc.,the ability to mobilize organizational resources was notthe only key 

to success inthe respective campaigns. The ability ofCalifomiansforIndian Self-

Reliance to communicatetheir message to the votersofCalifornia certainly had an 
I 

impactuponthe outcome ofProposition 5. Similarly,votersin Missomri were certainly 

swayed bythe notionthatthe failure ofAmendment9would meanthe lossofthousands 

ofjobs and millionsofdollars intaxrevenue. Consequently,the messages articulated by 

gambling interests werethe keycomponentto the victories for gaming interests. 

Asforthe impactofgroupsuponthe initiative process,severaleffects can be 

deduced. First,the exorbitant amountofmoney spent on behalfofgambling interests in 

each state reflected the perceived economic stakes associated with casinos. Proposition5 

wasthe costliest initiative in United States history. Gambling interests in Missourispent 

nearly seven years and millionsofdollars in ballot canqjaignsto initiate and broadenthe 

scope ofriverboat gambling mthe state. Second,it was apparent in both cases that 

monetaryresourcesenabled economic interest groupsto obtain personnelresources. 

From signature gatherers,to paid telephone campaigners,gambling interests were able to 

accrue a vast amountofpersonnelresources. In addition,the use ofcasino employees 

further helped mobilize"volimteers"to mobilize the votefor gambling interests. In short, 

although economic interest groups may notappear to be ascapable as citizen groupsto 
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obtain personnel,it may be that in initiative campaigns where the issue focus may be 

narrow,economic interest groups may be atan advantage in mobilizing both monetary 

and personnelresources. Although the presence ofhigh levels oforganizational 

resources doesnot ensure a victory atthe polls, it does enable agroupto get its message 

outto the public. 

IMPLICATIONS 

Thisstudy hassupplemented and extended Gerber's analysis in a variety ofways. 

This analysis produced a greater understanding ofgroup activity in the initiative process. 

In particular,the developmentofan analytical framework by whichto examinethe 

impactofinterest groups wasoffered. This framework produced a clearer picture ofthe 
I 

goings-on m both California and Missouri.Figure 6-1 signifies which factors may bethe 

most important inimderstanding the impactofgroups inthe initiative process. These are 

the indicatorsthat are essential for oneto understand the impactofgroupsinthe initiative 

process. The primary indicatorsofsuccess orfailure include the levelofmonetary and 

personnelresources,the institutional hurdlesfaced by groups,and group membership 

characteristics. Each ofthese fectors proved to be importanttothe tactics and strategies 

groups were able to utilize. The importance oforganizationalresources in the form of 

money and manpower was clear. The institutional hurdles groups had to overcome 

clearly related to the tactics and strategiesthey utilized. Finally,the composition of 

groups also affected their abilityto mobilize organizationalresources and consequently 

affected the tactics and strategies they employed. Any fiiture analysis ofgroup 

involvementin initiative campaigns mustaddressthese fectors. 
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In addition,the framework alone is an important stepping stone to further analyze 

the relationship between interest groups and ballot canqjaigns. Future attenqjtsto 

imderstand this relationship may be able to utilize this frameworkto better measurethe 

impact groups have uponthe ballot process. Attempts should be made to operationalize 

the framework presented here. The operationalizationofthis framework would allow for 

greater measurement and comparability. This would subsequently add to agreater 

understanding ofgroup involvementand impactin ballot campaigns. This study lays the 

groimdwork for suchan endeavor and provides alaimching pad forfuture research. 

While Gerber's analysisoforganizationalresources washelpfulin providing an 

ejqjlanation forthe tactics,strategies,and outcomeofthe cases presented here,it was 

nevertheless incomplete. Heeding the suggestionofScheppele and Walker(1991),this 

studyaimed ata more conq)rehensive analysisofgroup strategies. While this may 

sacrifice generalizability, it increases understanding. Consequently,outside lobbying and 

collective rights consciousness were also offered as e3q)lanationstothe success orfailure 

ofgroupsin the respective campaigns. 

Outside lobbying wasoffered asthe "ultimate"in conflict expansion. The use of 

signaling strategies and electoral mobilization wasevident in each case. However,I 

focused attention particularly uponthe outside lobbying strategies ofMissouriansfor 

FairnessandJobs in supportofAmendment9. The use oftest commercials,pre-election 

public opinion polls,and focus groups contributed mightily to the successoftheir 

campaign. Fromthese tactics,MissouriansforFairnessandJobs was able to craft an 

appropriate strategy. Voters were ultimately moved by arguments revolving around lost 

jobs and issuesoffairness. Although MissouriansforFairnessandJobs monetary 
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advantage over their opponents certainly wasa major factor in their success, it wasthe 

successful articulation oftheir message that generated supportfor Amendment9. Beside 

the utilization ofoutside lobbying strategies in conjunction with Amendment9,outside 

lobbying is an important conceptualtoolthat scholars may find to be usefulin analyzing 

initiative campaigns in the future. 

While the research questions have been answered,the exploratory natureofthis 

study has left further questions. The explosion ofgambling initiatives throughoutthe 

United States in the 1990s has broughtthe issue to the attention ofvotersthroughout 

many states. This is particularlythe case among Native Americansin many states. Since 

the inception oftheIndian Gaming Regulatory Actof1988,Native Americans 

throughoutthe states have soughtto institute gambling ontheir reservations. The 

initiative process has been utilized as the primary mechanism to establish Native 

American casinos. This analysis contendsthatthis approximatesto acollective rights 

consciousness strategy. While this is particular to certain groups,it has putNative 

Americansin anew position ofpower—botheconomically and politically. Consequently, 

this is an importantstrategy to examine. 

The explosionofgambling ballot measures has contributed to the developmentof 

new players in state capitols acrossthe country. Groups associated with gambling 

(Native American and otherwise)and those opposed to gambling appearto havetakenon 

a greater role in state politics. Therefore,it will be importantto devote increased 

attention to these groups. Understanding the conditions by which groupscan find success 

in ballot elections and the strategies groups may utilize are important questions scholars 

need to address. Moreover,the consequences associated with gambling referenda also 
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need to be addressed. Apartfrom gambling referenda,the study revealsthe importance 

associated with the pursuitofendorsements by interest groups. Each campaign clearly 

soughtto obtain endorsements froma variety ofpolitical players. Interest groups studies 

heretofore have notsufficiently examined the questfor endorsements by interest groups. 

The role ofcampaign consultants by interest groups deserves greater attention by 

scholars. Consultants were intimately involved with the strategic planning and the actual 

carrying outoftheir plans in each ballot campaign. Itis clear that groupsoftenemploy 

consultants for ballot campaigns. Consequently,a greater understanding ofthis 

relationship and the role ofconsultants will better enable scholarsto understand initiative 

campaigns. 

Finally,there are further questionsthat scholars may seekto answer inthe future. 

Manyofthese explicitly concernthe PopulistParadox.Contrary to Gerber's study,this 

research foimd thatthe barriers faced by economic interest groups might be negligible. 

Do citizen groups have an advantage in changing the status quo? Doeconomic groups 

have anadvantage at maintaining the statusquo? Evidence obtained in this dissertation 

answerthe &stquestion in the negative,while the second question may be answered in 

the affirmative. Economic groups were able to mobilize personnelresourcesto carry out 

a variety ofactivities. Economic groupsineach campaign appeared to have little 

difficulty mobilizing personnelresources. These groupsencouraged their employeesto 

engage in grassroots activities to help persuade votersto supportthe respective ballot 

measures. In addition,economic interest groups hired campaign consultants and other 

paid personnelto "get-out-the-vote." 
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Moreover,gambling interests do notalwayssucceed in their efforts inthe 

initiative arena. Missouri voters rejected one ballot measure and several states have 

rejected initiatives dealing with riverboatgambling and state lotteries. Citizens in Ohio 

and Alabamaalso rebuffed gambling initiatives. Votersin Ohio defeated a proposalfor 

riverboat gambling in 1996. Issue 1 was backed primarily by business interests looking 

to bring"Nevada"style gambling to the Buckeye state. While economic interests spent 

large sumsofmoneyto passthe measure,it ultimately failed. Similarly,voters in 

Alabama defeated aproposalfora state lottery in 1999. Oneofthe chiefproponentsof 

the lottery wasthe govemorofthe state. The primary opponentofthe lottery came from 

religious organizations. Manyofthesame arguments voiced inthe campaign of 

Amendment9were also stated inthe Alabamacampaign. The prior existence of 

gambling in both California and Missouri may have provided an air ofcredibility gaming 

interests needed to succeed in their efforts to protecttheir interests. Ohio voters did have 

a state lottery,but did not have any otherformsoflegalized gambling inthe state. 

Alabama had no provisions for anytype ofgambling when voters were asked to 

determine the feteofthe state lottery. This mayprovide some supportfor Gerber's 

hypothesisthateconomic interest groups have a difficulttime changing the status quo. 

Nevertheless,it is clearthatthese groups do indeed changethe status quo and future 

studies must be undertakento understand the conditionsthat determine the ability of 

groupsto alterthe status quo. 

It is clear this study has contributed to the literature on group strategies and 

tactics. Moreover,it provided in-depth analysesofinterest group activity in a non-

legislative arena. It wasattemptto build upon existing interest group literature"one case 
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atatime," as noted byBaumgartner and Leech(1998,120). Thus,this research has been 

an important step contributing to the literature examining interest group behavior. 

Moreover,it provided an in-depth supplementto Gerber's analysis ofthe Populist 

Paradox. The cases examined here question manyofherfindings. The distinction 

Gerber makes between economic groups and citizen groups certainly has its limitations. 

Contraryto Gerber's framework,economic groups had little trouble obtaining personnel 

resources. Infact,they were able to mobilize and/oremploy more personnelthan 

involved citizen groups. Consequently,Gerber's framework may notbe that helpful. 

Future research must continue to analyze and evaluatethe extent ofinfluence 

differenttypesofgroups have uponthe initiative process. Thisstudyfoimd that 

economic interest groupsdo indeed wield great powerin initiative campaigns and groups 

are able to overcome personnel disadvantages associated with their standing aseconomic 

groups. This has serious implications uponthe political process and concerns regarding 

the influence such groups may have uponthe ballot process. This would inturn,cause 

somereservationamongthe founders ofthe Populist movement. 
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Table 2-1 Activities ofInterest Groups 

Activity Percentage Using 

Testimony at legislative or agency hearmgs 99% 

Contacting government officials directlyto present your pointofview 98 

Engagmg in informal contact with officials 95 

Presentmg research results or technical mformation 92 

Sending letters to membersofyour organization to mform them about your 92 

activities 

Entering into coalitions with other organizations 90 

Talking with peoplefrom the press and the media 86 

Consulting with governmentofficials to plan legislative strategy 85 

Helping to draft legislation 85 

Inspiring letter-writing campaigns 84 

Mounting grassroots lobbying efforts 80 

Having influential constituents contacttheir member ofCongress 80 

Filing suit or otherwiseengagmg in litigation 72 

Making financial contributionsto electoral campaigns 58 

Engaging in fundraismg for your organization 44 

Running advertisementsin the media about your position on issues 31 

Contributing work or personnel to electoral campaigns 24 

Makmg public endorsementsofcandidatesfor office 22 

Engaging in protests or demonstrations 20 

Source:Adapted fromKayLehmanSchlozmanand John T.Tiemey,"More ofthe Same: 
WashingtonPressure Group Activity inaDecade ofChange,"JournalofPolitics 
45(1988):351-75. 
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Table 2-2 Classification ofTypesofGroups 

Group Type Membership Composition Resource Advantage 

Business Organizationalrepresentative Monetary 

EconomicInterest Group Organizationalrepresentative Monetary 

ProfessionalInterest Organizationalrepresentative or Monetary or personnel 
Group autonomousindividual 

Trade Union AutonomousIndividual Personnel 

Citizen Interest Group AutonomousIndividual Personnel 

Source:Adopted from Elisabeth Gerber. ThePopulistParadox andInterest Group 
Influence andthe Promise ofDirectLegislation. Princeton UniversityPress:Princeton 
New Jersey(1999:69). 
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Table 3-1 Scope and Impact ofGroup-Related Conflict 

Scope ofConflict 

Numberofpeople Narrow Broad 

and interests affected 

Few Niche politics(e.g.,weapons Symbolic politics(e.g., 

procurement) flag-burning 

amendment) 

Many Policy community politics Public confrontation 

(e.g.,banking) politics(e.g.,gambling) 

Table adapted from Cigler and Loomis. Interest GroupPolitics,4'*'ed.(WashingtonDC: 
Congressional QuarterlyPress,1995:400) 
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Table 3-2 Essential Characteristics ofthe California and Missouri Cases 

Population(a) 

Population rank(a) 

Political Culture(a) 

Interest Group Impact(a) 

LevelofProfessionalization(a) 

Party Competition(a) 

Le^slative Composition(a) 

House 

Senate 

Requirementsto Qualify an 

Initiative(b) 

California 

30,380,000m 

ist 

Moralistic dominant,strong 

individualistic strain 

Dominant/Complimentaiy 

Professional 

Competitive,Leaning Democratic 

80 members-2year terms 

40members-4yearterms 

Annual Sessions 

Annual Salary-$52,500 

1. No restrictions on subject 

matter 

2. Financial Contributions 

reported 

3. $200 depositrequired 

4. 5%or8%ofthe total votes 

cast for governor in last 

election needed for statute 

and amendment 

5. 150 day circulation period to 

qualify measure 

6. Completed petition must 

occur 131 days prior to the 

election 

Missouri 

5,158,000m 

14th 

Individualistic dominant;strong 

traditionalistic strain 

Complimentaiy 

Professional-Citizen 

Traditional DemocraticAdvantage 

163 members-2year terms 

34 members-4yearterms 

Annual Sessions 

Annual Salary-$22,862 

1. Restrictions on subject matter 

2. Financial Contributions Reported 

3. Nodeposit required 

4. 5%or8%ofthe total votes castfor 

governor in last election and5%or 

8%each from 2/3 ofthe 

congressional districts inthe state 

needed for statute and amendment 

5. 20 month circulation penod to 

qualify measure 

6. Completed petition must occur4 

months prior tothe election 

Sources:(a)ThomasDye:Politics in America;(b)TheBookofthe States 1994-95. 
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Table 4-1 DifferencesBetween Governor Wilson's Compacts and Proposition5 

Wilson'scompacts Proposition5 

An Upper-limit onthe number ofvideo No Limitonthe numberofvideo gaming 
gaming devices devices 

Lottery-style gaming devices Card Games,Blackjack,and Video slots fi-om 
player pooled fimds 
Off-track satellite wagering on horse races 

Lottery games;both instant and larger sums 
Allowance ofemployeesto unionize No commitmentto unionization 

Protection ofemployees bythe state's Protectionofemployees by worker 
worker compensation,unemployment compensation,unemployment benefits,and 
benefits,and disability insurance laws disability insurance 
Environmentalcleanup responsibility Adherence to federalregulationson building 

safety,food handling and water and 
environmentalquality 

Revenue Sharing Revenue Sharing 
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Table4-2 Group Tactics Utilized inProposition 5's Campaign 

Tactic 

Talking to the Media 
Utilization ofWeb Sites 

Direct Mailings 
Coalition formation 

Contributiontowardsthe Initiative 

Contributions to Candidates 

Demonstrations 

Debates 

Bumper Stickers/Leaflets,etc. 
Political"Infomericals" 

DistributionofPamphlets 
Endorsements 

Use ofPolitical Consultants 
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Table 4-3 Contributions Received in Oppositionto Proposition5 

OPPOSE 

Coalition Against Unregulated Gambling,Noon Proposition 5,Supported by California Indian Tribes,Law 
Enforcement,Labor,Entertainment Companies,Gaming Companies,Religious Organizations,Hotels and Business 
Leaders 

CONTRIBUTIONSRECEIVED 

Under$10,000 $31,282 
$10,000 or more 29,335,000 

Itemized contributions of$10,000or more 

A.G.Spanos Companies $25,000 
Atlantis Casino Resort 25,000 

Austi International Inc 250,000 
Aztar Corporation 100,000 
Bennettt, W.G. 3,000,000 

CaesarsITT 1,000,000 

California Commerce Club,Inc 10,000 
Circus Circus Enterprises,Inc. 6,512,500 
ElDorado Resorts,LLC 50,000 

Fiesta 25,000 

Gold Coast 75,000 

Harveys Casino Resorts 100,000 
Hilton Hotels Corporation World Headquarters 6,500,000 
Imperial Palace Hotel&Casino 250,000 
John Ascuaga's Nu^et 50,000 

Mirage Resorts,Inc (made bysubsidiary:Bellagio) 9,562,500 

Orleans,The 75,000 

Peppermill Casinos,Inc. 50,000 
Perini Building Company 100,000 

PrimaDoima 800,000 

Rio Suite Hotel&Casino 250,000 

Sammut,Dennis J. 25,000 
Station Casinos 500,000 

TOTALCONTRIBUTIONSRECEIVED $29,366,282 
TOTALEXPENDITURESANDACCRUEDEXPENSES $25,730,432 
In-Kind Contributions/Payments 13,032 

TOTALCOSTS $25,743,464 

OPPOSE 

Stand Upfor CaliforniaNoon S 

CONTRIBUTIONSRECEIVED 

Under$10,000 $2,337 
$10,000or more 10,000 

Itemized contributions of$10,000 or more 

TIP Education Fund-Hotel Employees and RestaurantEmployees International Union $10,000 
TOTALCONTRIBUTIONSRECEIVED $12,337 
TOTALEXPENDITURESAND ACCRUEDEXPENSES 13,018 

In-Kind Contributions/Payments 346 

TOTALCOSTS $13,364 

Source: California Secretary ofState 
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Table 4-4 Contributions and E3q)enditures Received in SupportofProposition5 

SUPPORT 1 
Yeson 5* Califomiansfor Indian Self-Reliance,Sponsored by California 
Indian Tribes 

CONTRIBUTIONSRECEIVED 

Under $10,000 

$10,000 or more 
Itemized contributions of$10,000 or more 
Agua Caliente Band ofCahuila Indians 

Barona Band ofMission Indians 

Barona G&A 

Bishop Paiute GammgCorp 
Black Bart Casino 

Cabazon Band OfMission Indians 

California NationsIndian Gaming Association 
CCAS,Inc. 

Chicken Ranch Bingo 
Colusa Indian Community Council 
Cory Witherill Racing,Inc. 
Coyote Valley Tribal Council 

Elk ValleyRancheria 

Feather Falls Casino 

Hopland Band ofPomoIndians 
Hopland Sho-Ka-Wah Casino 
Inland Entertainment Corp 
Martin Commimications 

Mille LacsBand ofOjibweIndians 
MorongoBand ofMission IndiansNative American Rights 
Pechanga Band ofMission Indians 
Redding Rancheria 
Robinson Rancheria Citizens Council 

San Manuel Tribal Administration 

Santa Rosa Rancheria 

Santa YnezBand ofMission Indians TribalGovernment 

SharpImage 
Smith River Rancheria-Xush Enterprises 
SobobaBand ofMission Indians 

Spotlight29Casmo 
Sycuan Band ofMission Indians 

Tule River Tribal Council 

Twenty-NinePalmsBand ofMission Indians 
TymeMaidu Tribe- dba Gold Country Casino 

Viejas Indian Reservation 
Win-River CasinoBmgo 

$96,674 

66,825,829 

$2,316,775 

493,822 

500,000 

45,474 

16,187 

462,051 

246,512 

20,000 

12,000 

342,798 

11,000 

119,993 

161,772 

28,493 

19,542 

13,192 

500,000 

38,456 

25,000 

12,621,348 

9,709,927 

184,962 

15,573 

26,082,543 

250,000 

10,000 

10,000 

20,500 

618,589 

208,400 

314,471 

35,000 

294,560 

26,750 

11,012,228 

37,911 
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Table 4-4(continued) 

SUPPORT 

Yeson5 CaliftmiansforIndian Self-Reliance,Sponsored by CaliforniaIndian Tnbes 

TOTALCONTRIBUTIONSRECEIVED 

TOTALEXPENDITURESANDACCRUEDEXPENSES 

In-Kind Contnbutions/Payments 

TOTALCOSTS 

$66,922,503 

$63,238,549 

3,018,539 

$66,257,088 

Source: California Secretary ofState 
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Table 5-1 Contributions and Ejqpenditures in SupportofAmendment9 

SUPPORT 

Missourians for Faimessand Jobs 

CONTRIBUTIONSRECEIVED 

Major Itemized Contributions 

Harrah'sofMemphis 
Players ServicesofAtlantic City,NJ 
Station CasinoofLas Vegas,Nevada 
Flamingo Hilton ofKansas City,Mo 

TOTALCONTRIBUTIONSRECEIVED 

TOTALEXPENDITURESANDACCRUEDEXPENSES 

In-Kind Contributions/Payments 

SUPPORT 

Association for Freedom and Individual Rights in Missouri 
CONTRIBUTIONSRECEIVED 

Major Itemized Contributions 

PlayersIsland Casino 
Harrah's Casino:St.Louis,Mo 
Station Casino:St Charles,Mo 
Frontier Casino,St.Joseph,Mo 

Missourians For Faimessand Jobs 

TOTALCONTRIBUTIONSRECEIVED 

TOTALEXPENDITURESANDACCRUEDEXPENSES 

$4,510,802.00 

$358,100.00 
$2,958,311.00 

$570,33600 

$10,676,571.12 

$10,491,35379 

$872,285.30 

$7,807.00 

$9,680.00 

$2,200.00 

$3,098.00 

$2,000.00 

$32,04600 

$24,771.00 

Source: MissouriEthics Commission 
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Table 5-2 Primary Contributions and Expenditures in Opposition to Amendment9 

OPPOSE 

Show MeThe River 

CONTRIBUTIONSRECEIVED 

Major Itemized Contributions 

Mark Andrews $130,000(loans) 
Silver Dollar City Branson,Mo $38,144 
Shoji Entertainments,Inc.:Branson,Mo 20,000 

Third Baptist Church:St.Louis,Mo 25,000 

CNSInsurance 20,000 

TOTALCONTRIBUTIONSRECEIVED $321,862 
TOTALEXPENDITURESANDACCRUEDEXPENSES $321,639 

Source:MissouriEthics Commission 
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Table 5-3 Citizen and Group Contributions in Opposition to Amendment9 

Numberof"Citizen" Contributions Numberof"Group" Contributions 

92 10 

Soiirce: MissouriEtihibs Comihissioil 
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Table 5-4 Group Tactics Utilized in Amendment9's Campaign 

Tactic 

Talking to the Media 
Contributionsto Political 

Organizations 
Direct Mailings 
Coalitionformation 

Contribution towardsthe Initiative 

Contributionsto Candidates 

Demonstrations 

'Debates" 

Bumper Stickers/Leaflets/Billboards, 
etc.. 

'Get-out-the-vote"Drives 

Distribution ofPamphlets 
Endorsements 

Use ofPolitical Consultants 
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Figure 3-1 AnalyticalFramework Towardsan Explantionof 
Interest GroupInqjactinthe Initiative Process 
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□ Qualified
■ Approved

•9^'''

Figure 4-1 The Frequency of Initiatives in California, 1912-1998

Source: California Secretary of State



□ Business

■ Individuals

□ Broad-Based
Coalitions

□ Officeholders

I Political Parties

Figure 4-2 Contributions to Initiatives by Group Type

Source: Center for Governmental Studies



20%

□ Broadcast
Advertising

■ Advertising
Literature

48% □ General Expenses

□ Consultants

Signature Gathering

Figure 4-3 The Allocation of Money Spent in Initiative Elections

Source: Center For Governmental Studies



1979 

The Cabazon Band ofMission Indians opened acardroom on itsreservation 

1984 

The California Lottery Actis passed by citizen mitiative 

1987 

The U.S.Suprane Courtrulesthat hidian tribeshadtheri^ttorun gambling operatumsin 
states wheresomeform ofgamblmg wasalready legal within the state 

1988 

The hidian Gaming RegulatoryActis passed by Congress,establishingthe parametersby 
vthich tribes and state governments mustreach agreements by 

February 1997 
Governor Wilson and the PalaIndiansreach a morerestrictive compactthatis to bethe model 
for future compactsin the state 

May 1997 
Proposition 5is qualified in record time bya coalition oftribes called:Califomiansfor Indian 
Self-Reliance 

November 1998 

Proposition5is approved by California voters 

Figure 4-4 Evolution ofKeyEventsLeading Upto Proposition5 
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July 1991 
Missouri Riverboat Gambling Referendum Approved bythe Missouri 
Legislature 

November 1992 

AmendmaitA is passed by Missouri voters m a statewide referendum 

T 
January 1994 
Missouri State Supreme Courtfindsthatgamesofchance were not pamissible 
accordingtothe Mssouri Constitution 

Apnl1994 
Amendm»it3(astatewide initiative to legalize gamesofchance)isrejected ly 
Missouri voters 

November 1994 

Amendment6(another statewide initiative to legalizegamesofchance)is 
passed by Missouri voters 

February 1996 
The Missouri GammgCommission began torelaxrequirementsthat Riverboat 
casinos"cruise"and could exist in "artificial moats" 

T 
December 1997 

The Missouri State Supreme Courtfindsthat gamesofchance could not be 
offered on Riverboatsthat were anchored m artificial moats 

Summer 1998 

Amendmoit9is qualified asaballot measureto legalize"boats-in-moats" 

November 1998 

Amendmoit9is anuroved bv Missouri voters 

Figure 5-1 Evolution ofEvents Leading Upto Amendment9 
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□ Harrah's of Memphis

35%
r 54%

1 Players Services of
Atlantic City, NJ

□ Station Casino of Las
Vegas, Nevada

□ Flamingo Hilton of
Kansas City, Mo

Figure 5-2 Primary Contributors in Support of Amendment 9

Source: Missouri Ethics Commission
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Figure 6-1 Essential AnalyticalFramework Towardsan E3q)lantion of 
Interest GroupImpactin the Initiative Process 
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