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Presented by Jane McWilliams, Action Co-chair

The League of Women Voters of Minnesota has a long-standing position in opposition to
initiative and referendum. Nothing has happened since our statewide study several years ago to
change our position. We oppose the proposed amendment in its entirety.

The League doesn’t think our present system has failed and that the public policy process needs
this kind of “fix”. Our founders envisioned a representative democracy on the federal level and
since its founding, Minnesota has benefited greatly by establishing and maintaining that model.
Our state has a well-deserved reputation nationally for an open government, and enlightened
public policy made by equally enlightened public policy makers.

League believes that consideration and enactment of complex public policy is most appropriately
done in the legislative arena. There our elected representatives, reflecting a wide range of
political views can hear arguments, study implications, make judgments and vote accordingly.

In our bicameral legislature, public policy is subject to parallel consideration with conference
committees often hammering out negotiated compromises where differences exist. Rare is the
citizen, regardless of how conscientious and deliberative, who has access to as much information
and as many viewpoints as the members of our legislature. Without the due deliberation of the
legislative process often bad public policy can result.

A recent example of initiative and referendum gone wrong occurred in Washington State last
year. In November voters approved a proposition that removed the Motor Vehicle Excise Tax
(an amount of $750 million in tax revenues) and stipulated that no new tax could be enacted to
replace it. Until 1998, when it became dedicated for roads, ferries, mass transit and other
transportation needs, revenues from the vehicle excise tax went into the general fund. In addition
in 1998 the Sales Tax Equalization Fund established in 1972 for promotion of public health was
rolled into this dedicated fund. When the Motor Vehicle Excise Tax was abolished, the sales tax
equalization was lost as well.




The State of Washington is reeling financially as a result. Monies must be taken from education
and other high state priorities to fund roadbuilding, public transportation and to subsidize the
health needs of the poorer counties.

At the time of the November referendum, voters assumed that the legislature could fix any
spending shortfalls, that there was plenty of money. Now voters are saying “We didn’t know!”
Apparently, no one told voters about the public health consequences although the proposition did
receive widespread publicity in the media. Voters just grabbed at a good sounding proposal
without doing their homework.

To complicate matters further, in 1993 voters placed a spending cap on the legislature in
Washington State. No new funding can be enacted without approval from a majority of voters
and a 2/3 vote of each house of the legislature. The irony is that there are huge surpluses in
Washington, which cannot be spent.

Cautionary tales like this can be told about other states, which have initiative and referendum on
the books. While some may think citizen initiated laws are “democratic,” the reality of multiple
ballot initiatives is troubling.

The League believes the public already has ample opportunity to be involved in developing
policy. We elect and/or reject our legislators at the ballot box in order to assure accountability.
Biennial election of House members assures responsiveness. The four-year election cycle for
senators maintains stability balanced by opportunity for voters to hold senators accountable.

The system at the Capitol is open to all. Citizens may testify at hearings, call legislators, write
letters send e-mails and take advantage of legislators’ visits to their districts in order to express
their views. They are perfectly free at any time to contact legislators with ideas for needed
legislation. In these many ways, citizens’ concerns can be communicated to legislators and
where appropriate, policy enactment or change can be initiated and subject to the legislative
process.

The League also opposes the citizen-initiated amendment of the Constitution. The same
arguments apply here as for creating statutes. Citizens have an opportunity to review legislative
proposals for amendments by the same means as with statutes.

As close observers of the legislative scene, the League of Women Voters does not see any reason
for this kind of change in our public policy decision-making process. We believe that well
informed and active citizens can and have chosen wisely the people who can and will devote
time and energy to lawmaking on their behalf. We urge you to defeat this proposal.
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Mr. Chair and Members of the Committee my name is Jane McWilliams. I am a volunteer
lobbyist for the League of Women Voters of Minnesota. The League has a long-standing interest
in initiative and referendum. Following a study by our members 15 years ago, we took a
position in opposition to these ways of enacting laws and/or amending the Constitution. Nothing
has happened since our state-wide study and consensus to change our position. We oppose all
four components in H.F.484.

The League doesn’t think our present system has failed and that the public policy process needs
this kind of “fix”’. Our founders envisioned a representative democracy on the federal level and
since its founding, Minnesota has benefited greatly by establishing and maintaining that model.
Our state has a well deserved reputation nationally for an open government, enlightened public
policy made by equally enlightened public policy makers.

League believes that consideration and enactment of complex public policy is most appropriately
done in the legislative arena. There our elected representatives, reflecting a wide range of
political views can hear arguments, study implications, make judgments and vote accordingly.

In our bicameral legislature, public policy is subject to parallel consideration with conference
committees often hammering out negotiated compromises. No citizen, regardless of how
conscientious and deliberative, has access to as much information and viewpoints as the
members of our legislature. Initiating or repealing statutes by the method designed in H.F. 484
would bypass the kind of scrutiny an enlightened legislature like ours in Minnesota gives
lawmaking.

Furthermore, the League believes the public has ample opportunity to be involved in developing
policy. First of all, we elect and unelect our legislators at the ballot box in order to assure
representativeness. Biennial election of house members assures responsiveness. The four-year
election cycle for senators maintains stability balanced by opportunity for voters to hold senators
accountable.




Second the system here at the Capitol is open to all. Likely, no government in the nation is as
accessible as ours. Citizens may provide input at hearings like the one today, call legislators,
write letters and take advantage of legislators’ visits to their districts in order to have their views
known. In these many ways, citizens’ concerns may be communicated to legislators and where
appropriate, policy enactment or change can be initiated and subject to the legislative process.

The League also opposes the citizen-initiated amendment of the Constitution. The same
arguments apply here as to creating legislative policy. Citizens have an opportunity to review
legislative proposals for amendments just as we are doing today.

We note with interest that although the percentages of petitioners are higher for amendments
than for simple statutes, the simple majority of those voting on the question is a reduction of the
present majority of those voting in the election required for passage of an amendment. Do the
proponents of this amendment want to endorse a smaller majority passage for initiative
amendments as opposed to those initiated by the legislature?

As close observers of the legislative scene, the League of Women Voters does not see any reason
for this kind of change in our public policy decision-making process. We believe that well
informed and active citizens can and have chosen wisely the people who can and will devote
time and energy to lawmaking in their behalf. We urge you to defeat this proposal.
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TO; SELECTED LOCAL LEAGUES

CAROL FRISCH, ACTION CHAIR
RE: INITIATIVE AND REFERENDUM
DATE: MARCH 25, 1999

A proposed constitutional amendment to place Initiative and Referendum on the
Ballot in the 2000 general election passed the House on Monday. A companion bill
authored by Sen. Terwilliger (R-Edina) is expected to be heard in the Senate
Election Laws Committee the week of March 29. Your senator is among those
listed on the committee. We are asking that you contact the senator immediately
and express the League’s opposition to this proposed amendment.

Enclosed is a copy of the League’s letter to House members which will give some

background for your contacts. Here are some quick talking points:

o [Initiative and referendum has only been passed by 5 states since 1919 and has
failed to pass muster in Minnesota three times as a constitutional amendment.
The last attempt was in 1980.

Historically I & R was introduced early in the century to correct the evils of
corruption and bribery, political machines and to advance the cause of populism
in the face of domination by big-monied interests. Minnesota has the most
advanced campaign finance laws and scrutiny of lobbying in addition to gift ban
provisions in the nation. To establish initiative and referendum now would put
big money back in control of issues since there can be no regulation of spending
on issue campaigns. The Supreme Court has ruled that this is a free speech
issue.

Direct democracy (I&R) encourages conflict and competition and attempts to
expand the base of participants. Indirect democracy encourages stability,
consensus and compromise and seeks institutional arrangements that insulate
fundamental principles from momentary passions or fluctuations in opinion.
Initiatives have threatened the rights of minorities in several states. There is no
protection from the “tyranny of the majority.”

PLEASE CONTACT YOUR SENATOR NOW AND ASK THAT THE PROPOSED
AMENDMENT SF678 NOT BE PASSED OUT OF THE SENATE ELECTION LAWS
COMMITTEE.




Senator Roy Terwilliger, author, Edina
Senate Election Laws Committee:

John Marty, Roseville, chair

Ember Junge, New Hope, vice chair
Mark Ourada, Buffalo, ranking minority member
Carol Flynn, Mpls.

Dennis Frederickson, New Ulm
Dean E. Johnson, Willmar

Douglas J. Johnson, Tower

Cal Larson, Fergus Falls

Roger Moe, Erskine

Dallas Sams, Staples

Linda Scheid, Brooklyn Park




FACTS and ISSUES
INITIATIVE, REFERENDUM and RECALL

League of Women Voters of Minnesota January, 1980

Direct Democracy: Choices for Minnesota

Californians emerged from their voting booths in
a clear-cut victory for Proposition 13, suddenly

d " became household words. DEFINITIONS

n Minnesota during INITIATIVE

which both major can- Initiative is a process whereby a certain percantage

of the volers signs a pelition to have a law (statutory

initiative) or a constitutional amendment (con-

stitutional initiative) placed on the ballot for approval

of rejection by the volers. There are three types
direct, indirect and advisory.

In the direct initiative, once the necessary

- signalures have been obiained, the proposed law or

S o amandment is placed on the ballot, bypassing the

y associated legisiative p In the indirect Initiative, the

same problem. completed petiti 5 submitted to the legisfature,

state-lavel i h act the proposed measure or one

a If the legisialure fails to act

within a set time, the guestion is put on the ballol.

The advisory initiative |5 used as a nonbinding
reflection of public opinion.

REFERENDUM

» sometimes called a plel te, Is a
process which allows the volers to accepl or réject a
statute or constitutional amendment passed by the
i | &. There are four es: petition, optional,
compulsory and advisory
The petition referendum may be used when a
i constitution provides thal lows passed,
pt emergency measures, will not go into effect
for a specified period, usually 90 days. During this
culated calling for the law
to the people at a special election or at
L he next general election. If the required signatures
mize their regimes and d 5 C obtained, the law is held In abayance pending the
lia, and some westemn state: ] outcome of the election. An optional referendum
jom use dlows a legislature 1o call for a referendum on any
d States, the "whole body H en"” measure it has passed. The compulsory referendum
or rejected laws made by ¢ i e is required by some state constitutions. Cerain
MNew England town mex gs still survive In some types of legislation, such as constitutional amend-
places but are not feasible for larger political entities mants, levying of taxes, bond Issues, moving state or
2 of the most marked features of the evolution of county capitals, must be referred to the people. The
in the United tales  was  popular advisory referendum s like the advisory initiative
faction with state legislatures during the te excepl measures aré proposed by the governmental
nineteenth century. The Populist movement in the 1890s body
was a coalition of agrarian protesters who wanted national
regulation to solve agricultural problems. Among their RECALL
demands were pol reforms, such as initiative and Recall is a process whereby the voters can remove
referendum, to strengthen political democracy. The a govemmental official from office, Petitions signed
Progn B oW nt, which followed the Populist, was by a specilic percentage of the voters must state the
sel off by two specific clrcumstances — the agrarian charges against the officeholder, who then may
fallure of the early 1890s and the depression of 1893 vacate the office “voluntarily.” Should he or she fail
Relormers demanded that the natlonal government play a to do so, then a formal recall election is held.
direct part in combating the exploitation of the common
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second requirement ; some states require It and specify the
exact method, while other states do not specilically require
verification or may do it on a sample basis. Such
procedures are intended to prevent the Inclusion of
fraudulent signatures.

Circulation of Petition

The existence of public relations firms that specialize in
managing ballot issue campaigns has raised the issue
paid petition circulators. This practice s widespread in
California and has been criticized by many as an attempt to
buy support for a proposal. Consequently, some states
prohibit paid circulators. The obvious intent is to control
the influence of monied Interests. However, this
prohibitio difficult to enforce, and It also makes it hard
for a small, less-organized group of sponsors to get
signatures.

Filing and Review

After getting the required number of signatures, the
sponsoring group must file lts petition. In states with
pr [+ on requirements of review, there may be a
dt:Sugnat(d time during which signatures may be obtained
and a deadline for flling {in Califon it s 150 days).
Gene rd||y’ ruwr_vul '\0 D:Jsonﬂc deadlines exist, For the

rclanw to Im— elaction at

|~'—‘L to me L.dle on wi |L|| the Ienuf'

2 ines merely de
|he|m,¢,;,u|¢3 until the next election or legisiative ses ann
as the case may be. The usual deadline for a
Initiative is four tion In which it will
appear on the ballot. But |

onths and 10
For indirect |r||\|'lll'.rt!.:. ._‘r_\rm
-(,Inturm nvenes (10
15 days after convening; some have
ar\r‘ Massachuseits specilies the
1 De her. South Dakota permits legi
m»slrrr ticn when:
on
I|| states  permitting special i for direct
initiatives, failure to me 8 does not
spessarily delay the consideration the measura until
gular election. However, a special election can
the governor or the legislature or by a
f

signatures and »all:lat on r;[ the |'|z’||l|(‘.|'|
not requiring precirculation review

wed after it is filed for prop

and constitutionality, gene
state and the attorney general. Calif ornia has a le
analyst whose job is o estimate the cost of any proposal;
that estimate goes on the b along with the propasal.

Haview for w ng can be extremely important. In many

cases, propositions have been worded so that a “yes” vote
meant opp o th sue and a “na” vote meant
approval, which could result at the very least in voler

pgion and at most in miscast votes. As examples of
possible  wvoter misunderstanding, consider a 1972
California proposition in which those in favor of farm labor
unions had to vole against a collective bargaining measure
supporied by the growers, and a 1374 initiative in which a
vole against the construction of a dam required a “yes"
vote (supporting wild and scenic rivers)

Publicity

After filing the petition and having it declared valid, the
sponsors do their best to ensure passage, which generally
requires presenting their idea and the reasons for it to the
voting public. The sponsoring group may hire firms
specifically organized for the purpose to conduct publicity

mpaigns. In ad . many states distribute, at public
expense, pamphlets containing descriptions of any
proposed ballot measures. Some of them describe the
impact of the proposals and arguments pro and con. The
Mational Municipal League’s Executive Committee sup-
parts that I[Le\ and d5 thal the pamphi be
mailled to “every household In the state which has one or
more voters in residence.’ California does so

Contribution Limits and Disclosure

U.5. Supreme Court has ruled that It is un-

al to limit spending on ballot issues by cor-

By contrast, spending by governments for or

inst an issue can be p ited, However, requiring

closure of contributions is allowable. Although the In-

mal Revenue Service is cumently not permitting such

contributions as “business expense” deductions, that
regulation being challenged

Even sirict campaign disclosure laws cannol guaraniee

Identification of all spending on ballot issues. For In-

sta 3\: ||Ic courts have ruled thal a group whose main

">f' coun;U I.'f‘ disclosa

ry for passage of a
uire a simple majority of those voti
vle majority of those voting for governor
g number of votes
simple majority provided that the
percent of the total votes cast
5 in excess of 50 percent of the total

| an indirect initiative that fails
or Is passed In changed form,
differant procedures. (1) In four
alternalives are
-2} In .J’Jd‘h Dakola,
itiated mea:
| r'n.s! "m appro ('d by the volers al the next
lon. (3) In three states, should the legislature fall to
the sponsors are required 1o collect more signatures
-lile their propozal in order to get it on the ballot. The
number of additional signatures required ranges from ona
half of one parcent of the lotal vote cast for governor in
Massa etts to § percent in Utah.

Immunity From Veto, Amendment and Repeal

In 21 es voter-initiated measures are immune from
executlve veto. There is great variation among the initiative
states in allowing legistative amendment and-or repeal
Most states allow both amendment and-or repeal, although
some require a two-thirds or three-fourths majority in both
houses to do so. Other states set a time limit, usually two
or three years, within which voter-initiated legislation Is

immune from legisiative action. Only Arizona forbids
legislative amendment or repeal In cases where an
initiative was approved by a majority of the qualified,
eligible voters, but the electorate may amend or repeal all
measures at any time.

Resubmission of a Failed Initiative

If the sponsors wish to resubmit a failed initiative, in
SOME tes they must wait from three to four years.
Oklahoma allows resubmission within three years if more
than 25 percent of the legal voters sign the petition. Most
states have no such restrictions

Enabling Legislation

The enabling legislation may appear in the original
provision for initiative of a state constitution, or It may be
or partially a statutory provision. For example, Utah

and Idaho merely made allowance for the initiative in their
constitutions but left it to the legisiature to spell oul the
enabling details (50 years later). Some other states in-
cluded minute detail in thelr constitutions, and whan
inor changes in procedura were desined, a constitutional

ndment was necessary.

THE REFERENDUM PROCESS

Procedure for Petition Referendum

After a legislature passes a law (scluding emergency
measures) ing groups may circulate petitions to
place it on the ballot. The number of required signatures,
wary t 2, 18 usually lower than for an initiative .hn

g

gure is \.sually based on the number of votes cast for

te officars In the most recent general alection
Same states require that a certain numbar of counties
a stated percentage of the total
g others st no geographical requirements
States vary as 1o who may circulate petitions (volunteers or
paid circuiators) and as 1o whosa signatures will be

ed (eligible voters only or all citizens). The minimum

time for filing petitions before an election is commonly al

least four months so that petitions may be checked for

number and validity of signatures. If enough signatures are

certified, the asure is placed on the ballot in the next
special or gene alaction

Some states require that Information on ballot issues

and pros and ns be circulated statewide at public ex-

Additional publicity may be distributed at the

se ol the sponsors, proponents or opponents, The

er of votes required to pass a referendum varies by

Procedure for Optional and Compulsory
Referenda

The requirements of a state constitution or a decision by
its legislature determine whether and when such referenda
appear on the baflot. For these categories, citizen action

ves only campaigning for or against and voting

As of 1978 there was no comprehensive collection of
data on legislative referenda in the U.S. However, In-
|OIf"-J[IOI" collected from 18 secretaries of slate shows that

referenda on stalutes are annrmsn in abnul B0
parcent of | as, wh tiati PE d only
38 percent 01 lr\o Im‘e? and the rel erende. are used more
frequently,

in California, a state that makes wide use of both

initiative and referendum, most ballot Issues are con-
stitutional referenda. The petition referendum (perhaps
because of the time limitation or the continual legisiative
session) has not been used since 1952, Many elements of
the referendum process parallel those of the Initiative
process describad earlier

RECALL

Procedure for Recall

Gitizens may activate a recall election by circulating
petitions. After acquiring the necessary number of
signatures, the sponsors file the petition with a specilied
official for verification of the number and legality of the
signatures.

Three basic procedures exist for the conduct of recall
elections: (1) Voters lirst vote “yes" or "no” on tha question
of recalling a specific official. If the majority vote for recall,
asecond election must be held to select a replacement. (2)
The citizen who votes for recal! also votes at the same time
for someone to take the place of the person recalled. {3)
The name of the incumbent against whom the peltition has
been filed is placed on the ballot, along with candidates lo
replace him or her. The voter then chooses from among all
the names.

Cities and counties in more than three-fourths of the
states provide for local recall elections, and on that level it
5 fraquently used. Statewide recalls are less frequent and
less successful

There are several reasons why recall is not frequently

ed. The prime reason may be the hrrP number

gnatures genarally requ
voters., Other reasons are: (1) legal restricti ons on s use;
commonly an off il m be in office for a certaln period
of time, usually six months, before proceedings may be
begun; (2} an Incumbent may not face a recall election
more than once in a term of office; (3) popular reluctance
1o use the recall is probably another factor.

Recent Experiences with Initiative,
Referendum and Recall

Florida, In November, 1978, included on the ballot eight
constitutional amend) ts proposed by the GCon-
stitutional Revision Commission and one petition to allow
casino gambling in Miaml. The electorate reacted lo the
tengthy ballot by defeating all proposals.

Arizona has had a wide range of Initiative proposals on
the general election ballot, the last in 1976 The proposal

ich would have required legisiative approval of nu
facilities was defeated by a 70.1 percent negal
20 parcent of those who voted voting on the issue. In 1974
a constitutional amendment Initiative proposing the ap-
paintn t of judges and their retention or rejection In
nonpartisan elections passed by dn B4.5 percent vole, with
63.3 percent of those who vote e election also voting
on the iss

California is the only large, urban, industrial state using
both constitutional amendment by initiative and dinect
statutory Initiative. In fact, California uses direct
democracy more than any other place in the world. Con-
stitutional amendments proposed by the Legislature
outnumber the statutory initiatives on the ballot by three to
one, From 1970 to 1976, 17 initiative measures qualified for
the ballot. There wera 10 In 1972 alone. In 1978 the now
famous Proposition 13 appeared on the June primary

the general election ballot included proposals on
anti- smoklng. barring homosexuals from school em-
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Testimony on H.F.484
House Committee on Governmental Operations & Veterans Affairs Policy
February 24, 1999

Mr. Chair and Members of the Committee my name is Jane McWilliams. I am a volunteer
lobbyist for the League of Women Voters of Minnesota. The League has a long-standing interest
in initiative and referendum. Following a study by our members 15 years ago, we took a
position in opposition to these ways of enacting laws and/or amending the Constitution. Nothing
has happened since our state-wide study and consensus to change our position. We oppose all
four components in H.F.484.

The League doesn’t think our present system has failed and that the public policy process needs
this kind of “fix”. Our founders envisioned a representative democracy on the federal level and
since its founding, Minnesota has benefited greatly by establishing and maintaining that model.
Our state has a well deserved reputation nationally for an open government, enlightened public
policy made by equally enlightened public policy makers.

League believes that consideration and enactment of complex public policy is most appropriately
done in the legislative arena. There our elected representatives, reflecting a wide range of
political views can hear arguments, study implications, make judgments and vote accordingly.

In our bicameral legislature, public policy is subject to parallel consideration with conference
committees often hammering out negotiated compromises. No citizen, regardless of how
conscientious and deliberative, has access to as much information and viewpoints as the
members of our legislature. Initiating or repealing statutes by the method designed in H.F. 484
would bypass the kind of scrutiny an enlightened legislature like ours in Minnesota gives
lawmaking.

Furthermore, the League believes the public has ample opportunity to be involved in developing
policy. First of all, we elect and unelect our legislators at the ballot box in order to assure
representativeness. Biennial election of house members assures responsiveness. The four-year
election cycle for senators maintains stability balanced by opportunity for voters to hold senators
accountable.




Second the system here at the Capitol is open to all. Likely, no government in the nation is as
accessible as ours. Citizens may provide input at hearings like the one today, call legislators,
write letters and take advantage of legislators’ visits to their districts in order to have their views
known. In these many ways, citizens’ concerns may be communicated to legislators and where
appropriate, policy enactment or change can be initiated and subject to the legislative process.

The League also opposes the citizen-initiated amendment of the Constitution. The same
arguments apply here as to creating legislative policy. Citizens have an opportunity to review
legislative proposals for amendments just as we are doing today.

We note with interest that although the percentages of petitioners are higher for amendments
than for simple statutes, the simple majority of those voting on the question is a reduction of the
present majority of those voting in the election required for passage of an amendment. Do the
proponents of this amendment want to endorse a smaller majority passage for initiative
amendments as opposed to those initiated by the legislature?

As close observers of the legislative scene, the League of Women Voters does not see any reason
for this kind of change in our public policy decision-making process. We believe that well
informed and active citizens can and have chosen wisely the people who can and will devote
time and energy to lawmaking in their behalf. We urge you to defeat this proposal.
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LWYV of Massachusetts
133 Portland St.
Boston MA 02114

Dear Colleague:

There is a possibility that Minnesota may be dealing with an Initiative and Referendum
Amendment to our State Constitution in 2000. We last visited this issue in a 1979 study and
opposed a similar amendment in 1980. Naturally we are feeling somewhat out of date in
applying the research and studies done at that time to the present situation.

We know that you have initiative in your state and would like to know the League’s experience
with the matter both from your added responsibilities in voters service and whether or not you
have supported or opposed initiative and referendum in the past and your present attitudes
toward its working in your state.

I am trying to gather as much information as soon as possible and would very much appreciate
any information that you can forward.

You can send by fax, e-mail or regular mail.
Thank you in advance.

Miney L4

\ 4

W (27s)

Nancy Witta
Legislative Coordinator
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March 16, 1999

LWYV Maine
RR5 Box 62
Cape Elizabeth ME 04107

Dear Colleague:

There is a possibility that Minnesota may be dealing with an Initiative and Referendum
Amendment to our State Constitution in 2000. We last visited this issue in a 1979 study and
opposed a similar amendment in 1980. Naturally we are feeling somewhat out of date in
applying the research and studies done at that time to the present situation.

We know that you have initiative in your state and would like to know the League’s experience
with the matter both from your added responsibilities in voters service and whether or not you
have supported or opposed initiative and referendum in the past and your present attitudes
toward its working in your state.

I am trying to gather as much information as soon as possible and would very much appreciate
any information that you can forward.

You can send by fax, e-mail or regular mail.
Thank you in advance.

Nancy Witta
Legislative Coordinator
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March 16, 1999

LWV Washington
1411 4™ Ave. Bldg. #803
Seattle WA 98101

Dear Colleague:

There is a possibility that Minnesota may be dealing with an Initiative and Referendum
Amendment to our State Constitution in 2000. We last visited this issue in a 1979 study and
opposed a similar amendment in 1980. Naturally we are feeling somewhat out of date in
applying the research and studies done at that time to the present situation.

We know that you have initiative in your state and would like to know the League’s experience
with the matter both from your added responsibilities in voters service and whether or not you
have supported or opposed initiative and referendum in the past and your present attitudes
toward its working in your state.

[ am trying to gather as much information as soon as possible and would very much appreciate
any information that you can forward.

You can send by fax, e-mail or regular mail.
Thank you in advance.

St s ety

Nancy Witta
Legislative Coordinator
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March 16, 1999

LWYV of California
925 J Street #1000
Sacramento CA 95814

Dear Colleague:

There is a possibility that Minnesota may be dealing with an Initiative and Referendum
Amendment to our State Constitution in 2000. We last visited this issue in a 1979 study and

opposed a similar amendment in 1980. Naturally we are feeling somewhat out of date in
applying the research and studies done at that time to the present situation.

We know that you have initiative in your state and would like to know the League’s experience
with the matter both from your added responsibilities in voters service and whether or not you
have supported or opposed initiative and referendum in the past and your present attitudes
toward its working in your state.

[ am trying to gather as much information as soon as possible and would very much appreciate
any information that you can forward.

You can send by fax, e-mail or regular mail.

Thank you in advance.

Sy ety

Nancy Witta
Legislative Coordinator
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MINNESOTA
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Testimony on H.F.484
House Committee on Governmental Operations & Veterans Affairs Policy
February 24, 1999

Mr. Chair and Members of the Committee my name is Jane McWilliams. I am a volunteer
lobbyist for the League of Women Voters of Minnesota. The League has a long-standing interest
in initiative and referendum. Following a study by our members 15 years ago, we took a
position in opposition to these ways of enacting laws and/or amending the Constitution. Nothing
has happened since our state-wide study and consensus to change our position. We oppose all
four components in H.F.484.

The League doesn’t think our present system has failed and that the public policy process needs
this kind of “fix”. Our founders envisioned a representative democracy on the federal level and
since its founding, Minnesota has benefited greatly by establishing and maintaining that model.
Our state has a well deserved reputation nationally for an open government, enlightened public
policy made by equally enlightened public policy makers.

League believes that consideration and enactment of complex public policy is most appropriately
done in the legislative arena. There our elected representatives, reflecting a wide range of
political views can hear arguments, study implications, make judgments and vote accordingly.

In our bicameral legislature, public policy is subject to parallel consideration with conference
committees often hammering out negotiated compromises. No citizen, regardless of how
conscientious and deliberative, has access to as much information and viewpoints as the
members of our legislature. Initiating or repealing statutes by the method designed in H.F. 484
would bypass the kind of scrutiny an enlightened legislature like ours in Minnesota gives
lawmaking.

Furthermore, the League believes the public has ample opportunity to be involved in developing
policy. First of all, we elect and unelect our legislators at the ballot box in order to assure
representativeness. Biennial election of house members assures responsiveness. The four-year
election cycle for senators maintains stability balanced by opportunity for voters to hold senators
accountable.




Second the system here at the Capitol is open to all. Likely, no government in the nation is as
accessible as ours. Citizens may provide input at hearings like the one today, call legislators,
write letters and take advantage of legislators’ visits to their districts in order to have their views
known. In these many ways, citizens’ concerns may be communicated to legislators and where
appropriate, policy enactment or change can be initiated and subject to the legislative process.

The League also opposes the citizen-initiated amendment of the Constitution. The same
arguments apply here as to creating legislative policy. Citizens have an opportunity to review
legislative proposals for amendments just as we are doing today.

We note with interest that although the percentages of petitioners are higher for amendments
than for simple statutes, the simple majority of those voting on the question is a reduction of the
present majority of those voting in the election required for passage of an amendment. Do the
proponents of this amendment want to endorse a smaller majority passage for initiative
amendments as opposed to those initiated by the legislature?

As close observers of the legislative scene, the League of Women Voters does not see any reason
for this kind of change in our public policy decision-making process. We believe that well
informed and active citizens can and have chosen wisely the people who can and will devote
time and energy to lawmaking in their behalf. We urge you to defeat this proposal.
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Members of the Minnesota House of Representatives
League of Women Voters of Minnesota
RE: Proposed Initiative and Referendum Constitutional Amendment

DATE: March 22, 1999

The League of Women Voters of Minnesota has a long-standing interest in initiative and
referendum. Following a study by our members 15 years ago, we took a position in
opposition to these ways of enacting laws and/or amending the Constitution. Nothing has
happened since our statewide study and consensus to change our position. We oppose all
four components in H.F.484.

The League doesn’t think our present system has failed and that the public policy process
needs this kind of “fix”. Our founders envisioned a representative democracy on the
federal level and since its founding, Minnesota has benefited greatly by establishing and
maintaining that model. Our state has a well-deserved reputation nationally for an open
government, enlightened public policy made by equally enlightened public policy
makers.

League believes that consideration and enactment of complex public policy is most
appropriately done in the legislative arena. Our elected representatives, reflecting a wide
range of political views, can hear arguments, study implications, make judgments and
vote accordingly. In our bicameral legislature, public policy is subject to parallel
consideration with conference committees often hammering out negotiated compromises.
No citizen, regardless of how conscientious and deliberative, has access to as much
information and viewpoints as the members of our legislature. Initiating or repealing
statutes by the method designed in H.F. 484 would bypass the kind of scrutiny an
enlightened legislature like ours in Minnesota gives lawmaking. No one can appreciate
better than you can the difficulty of a simple yes or no answer to proposed legislation.
This is what voters would be required to do without benefit of compromise.




Furthermore, the League believes the public has ample opportunity to be involved in
developing policy. First, we elect and defeat our legislators at the ballot box in order to
assure representation. Biennial election of House members assures responsiveness. The
four-year election cycle for senators maintains stability balanced by opportunity for
voters to hold senators accountable.

Second, the system here at the Capitol is open to all. Likely, no state government in the
nation is more accessible. Citizens may provide input at hearings, call legislators, write
letters and take advantage of legislators’ visits to their districts in order to express their
views. In these many ways, citizens’ concerns may be communicated to legislators and,
where appropriate, policy enactment or change can be initiated and subjected to the
legislative process.

The League also opposes the citizen-initiated amendment of the Constitution. The same
arguments apply as to creating statutes. Citizens have an opportunity to review
legislative proposals for amendments.

As close observers of the legislative scene, the League of Women Voters does not see
any reason for this kind of change in our public policy decision-making process. We
believe that well-informed and active citizens have chosen wisely the people who can and
will devote time and energy to lawmaking in their behalf. We urge you to defeat this
proposed amendment.
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550 Rice Street * Saint Paul, Minnesota 55103

A\ THE LEAGUE Phone 612-224-5445 + Fax 612-292-9417
OF WOMEN VOTERS lwv@freenet.msp.mn.us

MINNESOTA http:/ /freenet.msp.mn.us/ip/pol/lwvmn

TO; SELECTED LOCAL LEAGUES
CAROL FRISCH, ACTION CHAIR
RE: INITIATIVE AND REFERENDUM

DATE: MARCH 25, 1999

A proposed constitutional amendment to place Initiative and Referendum on the
Ballot in the 2000 general election passed the House on Monday. A companion bill
authored by Sen. Terwilliger (R-Edina) is expected to be heard in the Senate
Election Laws Committee the week of March 29. Your senator is among those
listed on the committee. We are asking that you contact the senator immediately
and express the League’s opposition to this proposed amendment.

Enclosed is a copy of the League’s letter to House members which will give some

background for your contacts. Here are some quick talking points:

e Initiative and referendum has only been passed by 5 states since 1919 and has
failed to pass muster in Minnesota three times as a constitutional amendment.
The last attempt was in 1980.

Historically I & R was introduced early in the century to correct the evils of
corruption and bribery, political machines and to advance the cause of populism
in the face of domination by big-monied interests. Minnesota has the most
advanced campaign finance laws and scrutiny of lobbying in addition to gift ban
provisions in the nation. To establish initiative and referendum now would put
big money back in control of issues since there can be no regulation of spending
on issue campaigns. The Supreme Court has ruled that this is a free speech
issue.

Direct democracy (I&R) encourages conflict and competition and attempts to
expand the base of participants. Indirect democracy encourages stability,
consensus and compromise and seeks institutional arrangements that insulate
fundamental principles from momentary passions or fluctuations in opinion.
Initiatives have threatened the rights of minorities in several states. There is no
protection from the “tyranny of the majority.”

PLEASE CONTACT YOUR SENATOR NOW AND ASK THAT THE PROPOSED
AMENDMENT SF678 NOT BE PASSED OUT OF THE SENATE ELECTION LAWS
COMMITTEE.




Senator Roy Terwilliger, author, Edina
Senate Election Laws Committee:

John Marty, Roseville, chair

Ember Junge, New Hope, vice chair
Mark Ourada, Buffalo, ranking minority member
Carol Flynn, Mpls.

Dennis Frederickson, New Ulm
Dean E. Johnson, Willmar

Douglas J. Johnson, Tower

Cal Larson, Fergus Falls

Roger Moe, Erskine

Dallas Sams, Staples

Linda Scheid, Brooklyn Park
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Members of the Minnesota House of Representatives

League of Women Voters of Minnesota
RE: Proposed Initiative and Referendum Constitutional Amendment

DATE: March 22, 1999

The League of Women Voters of Minnesota has a long-standing interest in initiative and
referendum. Following a study by our members 15 years ago, we took a position in
opposition to these ways of enacting laws and/or amending the Constitution. Nothing has
happened since our statewide study and consensus to change our position. We oppose all
four components in H.F.484.

The League doesn’t think our present system has failed and that the public policy process
needs this kind of “fix”. Our founders envisioned a representative democracy on the
federal level and since its founding, Minnesota has benefited greatly by establishing and
maintaining that model. Our state has a well-deserved reputation nationally for an open
government, enlightened public policy made by equally enlightened public policy
makers.

League believes that consideration and enactment of complex public policy is most
appropriately done in the legislative arena. Our elected representatives, reflecting a wide
range of political views, can hear arguments, study implications, make judgments and
vote accordingly. In our bicameral legislature, public policy is subject to parallel
consideration with conference committees often hammering out negotiated compromises.
No citizen, regardless of how conscientious and deliberative, has access to as much
information and viewpoints as the members of our legislature. Initiating or repealing
statutes by the method designed in H.F. 484 would bypass the kind of scrutiny an
enlightened legislature like ours in Minnesota gives lawmaking. No one can appreciate
better than you can the difficulty of a simple yes or no answer to proposed legislation.
This is what voters would be required to do without benefit of compromise.




Furthermore, the League believes the public has ample opportunity to be involved in
developing policy. First, we elect and defeat our legislators at the ballot box in order to
assure representation. Biennial election of House members assures responsiveness. The
four-year election cycle for senators maintains stability balanced by opportunity for
voters to hold senators accountable.

Second, the system here at the Capitol is open to all. Likely, no state government in the
nation is more accessible. Citizens may provide input at hearings, call legislators, write
letters and take advantage of legislators’ visits to their districts in order to express their
views. In these many ways, citizens’ concerns may be communicated to legislators and,
where appropriate, policy enactment or change can be initiated and subjected to the
legislative process.

The League also opposes the citizen-initiated amendment of the Constitution. The same
arguments apply as to creating statutes. Citizens have an opportunity to review
legislative proposals for amendments.

As close observers of the legislative scene, the League of Women Voters does not see
any reason for this kind of change in our public policy decision-making process. We
believe that well-informed and active citizens have chosen wisely the people who can and
will devote time and energy to lawmaking in their behalf. We urge you to defeat this
proposed amendment.
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TO; LECTED LOCAL LEAGU
FROM: CAROL FRISCH, ACTION CHAIR
RE: INITIATIVE AND REI ENDUM
DAT MARCH 25, 1999

A proposed constitutional amendment to place Initiative and Referendum on the

Ballot in the 2000 general election passed the House on Monday. A companion bill

authored by Sen. Terwil (R-Edina) is expected to be heard in the Senate

Election Laws Committee the week of March 29. Your senator is among those
sted on the committee. We are asking that you contact the senator immediate!

and express the League's opposition to this proposed amendment

Enclosed is a copy of the L ¢’s letter to House members which will give some
your contacts. Here are some qui
1d referendum has only be
ss muster in Minnesota three times as a constitutional amendment.
mpt was in 1980,
Historically I & R was introduced early in the century to correct the evils of
corruption and bribery, political machine use of popul
in the face of domination by big-monied interests. Minnesota has the most
advanced campaign financ s and scrutiny of lobb addition to gifl

provisions in the nation. To establish initiative and referendum now would put

big money back in control of issues since there can be no regulation of spending
on issue campaigns. The Supreme Court has ruled that this is a free speech
issue.

Direct democracy (1&R) encourages conflict and competition and attempts to
expand the base of participants. Indirect democracy encou s stability,
consensus and compromise and seeks institutional arrangements that insulate
fundamental principles from momentary passions or fluctuations in opinion.
Initiatives have threatened the rights of minorities in several states. There is no
protection from the “tyranny of the majority.”




BACKGROUND: INITIATIVE/REFERENDUM;

= LTUMN \ S REPRESENTAT DEMOCRA
LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS LWVMN FAVORS REP ENTATIVE DEMOCRACY
OF MINNESOTA (Ellen Mork, Government Co-chair,
LWVMN, October, 1980)
PHONE (612) 224-5445
555 WABASHA ¢ ST PAUL, MINNESOTA 55102

The League of Women Voters of Minnesota (LWVMN) is opposed to the proposed
Constitutional Amendment #4. This amendment would provide for initiative and
referendum (I&R). It would give the voting public the chance to place a citizen
initiated law on the ballot for approval or rejection by the voters (initiative).
Laws passed by the legislature and signed by the governor could also be subject
to repeal by the voters under this provision (referendum).

Why would the League oppose such an obviously "democratic! idea? Isn't the
League supposed to be in favor of good government? The answer is '"yes"; LWVMN
is in favor of good government. That is the basic reason we oppose this amendment.
Over the past year and a half our members studied and discussed the theory and
practice, the pros and cons of I€R. Responses to that study resulted in the
position under which LWVMN is opposing Amendment #4; our members indicated strong
oppesition to direct initiative on statutes.

After detailed study of the issue LWV members agreed that IER is an idea which
is unnecessary in Minnesota and probably unwise. Minnesotans currently enjoy
government that is open, responsive, and effective. Our legislature has been ranked
among the top ten by the Citizen's Conference on State Legislatures. Historiecally,
I&R were adopted in states where political scandal and corruption were synonymous
with the word "legislature'; this is most certainly not true in Minnesot

In addition to the positive nature of our state government, there

reason +n1t1a+'v. is not needed. Citizens currently possess similar :
to those granted by initiative! Quoting from the House of Representatives' Infor-
ation Office pamphlet, "How a Bill Becomes Law in Minnesota," "Anyone can propose

an idea for a bill - an individual, a consumer group, corperation, professional
association, a governmental unit, the governor...'" and "Each bill must have a legis-
lator to sponsor it." It would seem infinitely easier to convince a few legislators
to intreduce a bill than it would be to obtain the estimated 80,000-100,000 necessary
signatures on a petition. Proponents will say that such a bill could 4qllV be
killed in committee, which is true, but an initiative might never receive the necessary
signatures either.

Furthermore, under representative government, a bill undergoes sc
public hearings, and, generally, amendment or compromise. Con“rowﬂ
strength of our government. It allows for input from and consideration of th
interests that make up a pluralistic society. IE&R allow no chance for public input
prior to the election for which an issue qualifies unless one is a member of the
sponsoring group. It is entirely possible for meetings at which the prcposed legis-
lation is dlsc 1ssed to remain private and closed to public view - a distinct difference
from current legislative procedure.

Another major drawback ¢f I&R is the threat they pose to the poor and cther mincrity
groups. Our current process allows minorities a voice when legislation is _eth
considered. It would be prohibitively expensive for minorities to have to present
their case before the entire electorate. Minority rights have fared well under the
present system; there is no guarantee that they would fare as well if ISR were adopted.

(over)




Would the public adopt a fuel assis
when their own fuel bills are skyrocxe

The nature of the campaign for and against

ballot issues is another reason we
consider I&R to be unwise.

The arguments ars reduced to simplistic slogans, the
campaigns are run by public relations firms, and the emotional nature of some issues

is exploited. Advertising can sell us soap; do we want billboards selling us
legislation?

These are some of the reasons for LWVMN questioning the need for or the wisdom
of I&R for Minnesota. Our current system has checks and balances that work to

provide equal. treatment under the law. We urge citizens to consider the need for
I&R and then to vote '"No" on #4 on November 4!

For further information contact:
Ellen Mork, (612) 252-1034
or the LWVMN office, 224-54uL5,




LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS CON ARGUMENTS ON AMENDMENT #4 -
OF MINNESOTA INITIATIVE AND REFERENDUYN

PHONE (612) 224-5445
555 WABASHA e ST PAUL, MINNESOTA 55102

Local Leagues

Ellen Mork, Government Co-chair, LWVMN, and Harriette Burkhalter, President,
LWVMN

Con Arguments on Amendment #4 - Initiative and Referendum

September 15, 1980

Attached is a summary of both the "pro" arguments currently being used by the YES
ON 4 Committee and the '"con'" arguments that apply specifically to our position.
LWVMN has had several requests for "con" speakers from groups outside the League.
We are glad to have the opportunity to present our arguments, and we encourage you
to use this material if you have the opportunity to debate. This campaign is pro-
viding excellent visibility for the League of Women Voters.

Keep in mind our opposition is based on the position against direct initiative.
Much of the ''yes side's" time so far has been spent in attempting to define the
proposal as a form of indirect initiative because the Legislature could pass a law
in response to the petitions.

The definition of indirect initiative used in FACTS AND ISSUES which LWV members
used for our study and consensus stated that the completed petition is submitted
to the Legislature which must then enact the proposed measure within a set time or
the question is put on the ballot.

The key peint in that definition is that the Legislature controls whether the measure
reaches the ballot. In the proposed Minnesota amendment the sponsors will have con-
trol, and the Legislature is not necessarily involved in law-making.

States with indirect initiative have various requirements on the process with
different opportunities for legislative action. Amendment 4 is a unigue form,

The LWVMN Board of Directors, after consulting sources outside of our study com-
mittee, determined the proposal most nearly met the definition LWVMN members used
for direct rather than indirect, and we have based cur actions on that decision.
Keep in mind consensus results indicated our members did not support indirect
initiative or statutes; they were divided, and we have neither a support nor oppo-
sition position to that form.

We continue to look forward to the official formation of a Coalition Against Amend-
ment #4, but at present LWV seems to be bhearing the burden of opposing alone. We
hope this material will assist you in spearheading opposition to question 4 in your
community. Don't faorget to check the con arguments in FACTS AND ISSUES.

Keep us posted on your activities!




Should your League be asked to participate in a debate or forum on Initiative and
Referendum (IER), you may wish to use some of the following arguments in response to

typical statements of proponents of I&R.

If proponents say...

The people want I&R! (They will quote a
MN poll showing 72% favor initiative and
77% favor referendum.)

then you say...

Is it needed? LWVMN maintains that I&R
are unnecessary reforms in an open, ac-
countable, responsible, effective, and
progressive government. MN has this
type of government.

I&R builds public confidence in govern-
ment. (They may cite a study; their
brochure cites an opinion poll by the
Cambridge Survey Organization to the ef-
fect that 75% of the voters would be
more likely to vote if there were ini-
tiatives on the ballot. This is actu-
ally an argument for increased voter
participation in the election process!)

There are studies which can be cited on
both sides of this issue. When studies
present conflicting results, the evidence
is inconclusive. A MN Poll (March, 1980)
indicated that public trust in government
was indeed low, but that Minnesotans have
more confidence in state level government.
A comparison with a Michigan poll leads
the MN Poll to state that Minnesotans
"clearly feel better about their state
government than Americans did generally

3 years ago."

The public has little confidence in
government, and what they have is de-
creasing. I&R states are more highly

rated (or have better government) than
states not having I&R. (They may cite
Citizens Conference on State Legisla-
tures to the effect that California
has IER and is most highly rated.)

The Citizens Conference on State Legisla-
tures (1970) has rated Minnesota 10th in
the nation (see the Committee Guide on
I/RER feor the details). To quote them on
the Minnesota Legislature, its 'outstanding
feature is the general openness and accoun-
tability of its processes and activities."
Also cite the March, 1980, MN Poll given
above.

I&R increases voter participation. "In
1978, the 16 states with initiatives on
the ballot had 20% higher turnout than

the 27 states not allowing initiative" -
from the "MN Citizens for I&R" brochure.

There again, the studies are inconclusive.
With reference to the states with IER wvs,
those without it, point out that the fig-
ures being compared here are averages. Ac-
tually, MN had the highest voter turnout in
the nation in 1978 (55.2%), and we don't
have I&R yet! Additionally, voter turnout

on initiatives depends on the topicj the
highest turnout on any ballot issue in 1978
(52%) was in Oregon, and the issue (which
passed) allowed lab technicians to fit den-
tures without supervision of a dentist!

The Committee for the Study of the American
Electorate in 1978 found no discernable na-
tional impact of ballot propositions on
voter turnout.

If the Legislature fails to deal with an
issue the public thinks deserves atten-
tion, or if they pass a bill that the
people don't like, the people would have
some recourse if they had IE&R available.

(continued)

The people currently have some recourse.
They may write letters of complaint to
legislators and/or letters to the editor.
They may vote against a legislator who was
irresponsive. They may initiatiwe legisla-

(continued)




Just the availability of I&R would
pressure the Legislature to deal with
these issues or to consider legisla-
tion very carefully.

tion by submitting proposals to legisla-
tors, gaining sponsors, and lobbying a
bill as LWVMN did with Job Sharing. It

is true that the people can't repeal laws
under the current situtaion.

NOTE: LWVMN has no position pro or con on
petition referendum. If a group thinks
legislation is inappropriate, they can do
nothing but write letters and work for re-
peal; but, if they think it is unconstitu-
tional, they can file suit in court.

The legislative process takes place
behind closed doors; there is no
place for public input.

There are currently open meeting procedures
adopted by both houses. Public hearings
are provided on many issues (I&R was one
such issue). In fact, there is absolutely
NO place for public input of an advisory
nature when a sponsoring committee drafts
its position proposal. If you are one of
the 50 on the committee, you have a say -
otherwise you don't. Public input is limi-
ted to (a) signing or not signing the peti-
tion; (b) voting on a qualifying ballot
issue, The bill requires that when the
sponsors confer with the Revisor of Sta-
tutes, the Revisor is bound by the bill to
treat all discussions as confidential.

IéR provides an opportunity for a
pure issue to be placed on the bal-
lot. Such an issue would not suffer
the eroding effects of legislative
compromise. The Legislature can com-
promise the "guts" right out of a
bill.

LWVMN believes that compromise is a posi-
tive process. You may cite the joint com-
mittee process by which I&R in its present
form was placed on the ballot. A member

of that committee has stated that one house
sent a bill to joint committee that was es-
sentially Gov. Quie's proposal (strict lim-
its, 10% signatures in each of our 87 coun-
ties). The other form was more liberal as
to limits; compromise resulted in the pres-
ent bill, which has less strict limits.

IER provides a great chance to educate
the public on the issues.

Issue campaigns are generally run in the
same manner as candidate campaigns: bill-
board, short brochures; 30-second radio or
TV spots; newspaper ads saying VOTE YES or
VOTE NO, but seldom why. Complex issues
require study in detail and do not lend
themselves mass media campaigns. If adver-
tisers can sell you sugar-coated cereal,
they can sell you an initiative issue. Ob-
servers in states having I&R report that
there is a tendency to oversimplify complex
issues in a ballot campaign. In some
states campaigns are run by public relations
firms. A Cincinnati study found that after
one year of a massive educational campaign,
most people didn't know any more about the
issue than when the campaign started.




Special interests and lobbyists will
no longer be able to influence legis-
lators, or at least they will lose
some influence.

They will lose influence with the Legisla-
ture in those areas addressed by initia-
tive but will gain that same interest with
voters. They will surely shift their fo-
cus from the Legislature to the public.
The Legislature will continue to function
with its plusses and minuses, but I&R will
complicate lawmaking, unnecessarily.

ISR protects the rights of citizens.

NO, the Judiciary protects the rights of
citizens.

If proponents challenge any state-
ments you make to the effect that I&R
will cost the state money....

then you point out the $25,000 appropria-
tion in the bill for fiscal '81. The Sec-
retary of State's office estimates the
cost in FY '82 at $46,100 and in FY '83 at
$53,300. These costs cover the printing
of ballots and informational pamphlets,
reimbursements to county auditors for sig-
nature verification (approximately 25¢/
name), office staff and equipment. These
costs are based on 15 proposals, of which
five are assumed to be successful in at-
taining a ballot position.

If they challenge a statement about the
possibility that monied interests can
have undue influence (they will cite
California's initiative campaign spend-
ing in 1972-76 to the effect that in 8
out of 16 measures, the losers outspent
the winners, and in 8 out of 16 the win-
ners outspent the losers - 50-50!)

You cite the same data - point out that if
'72 information (there were 10 initiatives)
were left out, the statistics wouldn't be
so even. Yes, in '72 the losers outspent
the winners 7-3, but since then ('73-'76)
the trends show the opposite result: the
winners outspent the losers 5-1!

I&R has been around for a long time and
hasn't ruined representative democracy

yet. They will cite that 23 states and
D.C. have IR, and Minnesota is denied

that right.

Yes, I&R has been around since the turn of
the century. Most states adopted it be-
tween 1898 and 1918, and only a few (5)
have done so recently. Moreover, one of
these - Wyoming - which added ISR in 1968,
has never used it (due to very stringent
requirements)!

(Source is Paul Murphy, Professor of Ameri-
can History,; University of Minnesota, at
February, 1978, Focus on IfR:) Most ini-
tiative historically didn't solve ths ba-
sic problems they were designed to solve.
It didn't end party bosses or corrupt
Legislatures, didn't bring "morality" to
government. What IEéR did do was weaken
Legislatures; however, the power didn't
pass from the Legislature to the "people"
but to the Executive Branch. It contribu-
ted to the growth of commissions, agencies,
bureaus, under the Governor's supervision.




People don't trust big Government,
bureaucracy, etc.

Bureaucracy is a body of appointed offi-
cials (not elected). Bureaus are part of
the Executive Branch. IE&R cannot be used
to solve problems in such agencies. The
Executive Branch is practically immune

from citizen recourse. Recall and impeach-
ment allow such recourse. Impeachment is
provided in the Constitutionj recall isn't.
a part of Amendment #4. (Source - Paul
Murphy)

Studies show that public distrust of govern-
ment is more related to economic conditions
than to the government process. Can I&R
solve the problems of inflation and unem-
ployment? NOT LIKELY. The problems are
too complex., If IER can't solve these
problems, it can't reduce distrust of gov-
ernment based on the economy. (Source -
Citizens League Report)

If proponents question your atatements
that minorities may suffer...

then you cite attempts in California to re-
peal fair housing and busing laws. The
Urban Coalition and MN Social Services As-
sociation oppose I&R. The poor have more
access to the Legislature than to the ini-
tiative process because it is so expensive
to communicate with the entire electorate.

The proposal provides indirect, not di-
rect, initiative.

It depends on the definition of indirect
initiative used. Refer them to the Na-
tional Municipal League proposal. The NML
used to recommend direct initiative for
state governments, but in 1984 they changed
their recommendation to indirect. They use
a strict definition of indirect initiative
and have recently published a detailed pro-
cedure which they recommend for use by
states. Point out that the NML was founded
by some of the original Progressives back
in 1894 (including Theodore Roosevelt).
Their goal is governmental reform.

TER is the ultimate in direct democracy.
The people have a right to govern. '"The
cure for the ills of democracy is more
democracy."

Whether the -"'people'" have that right or not
is questionable; the framers of the U.S.
Constitution didn't address the subject.

At any rate, this is a philosophy argument,
and it is best to avoid this type. Yes,
IER sound good, but we must base a decision
on the facts, not on the philosophy. Since
the amendment, if passed, will activate a
specific bill (H.F. 2304, Ch. 587), which
will have specific effects on Minnesotans.
Put in a request to debate the bill and its
possible effects, not the philosophy.
(Progressive philosophy is so sugar-sweet
that you could get a few cavities just re-
peating some of it!)




Proponents have said LWVMN did not
study the present proposal and that
puts a "blight" on our position.

As you know, we did not study any of the
IER bills in the Legislature last session.
LWV traditionally does not base positions
on specific bills. We study issues and
reach broad positions which we can then
use to act on specific legislative pro-
posals.
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