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The state should start using direct democracy because it enables people to have a say through voting on important issues, which might have been excluded from party politics. The widespread majority of decisions can be aired beyond the representative processes tat are distorted potentially. Direct democracy promotes participation, which is an inherent good that is vital to the flourishing of humans. Additionally, it is a popular sovereignty expression where it is a citizenry right in making decisions on fundamental importance matters. It also gives voice and control to ordinary citizens by putting their interests before the office's ones.  
However, direct democracy also has its negative features, including voter irrationality, for as much as it lets people speak; it is often not clear what it is they are trying to say. Citizen competence and information that is negative because direct democracy requires a relatively high knowledge from its citizens, especially on complex issues. The concern arises that voters cannot always make well-informed decisions on matters at hand. Holding a poll is deemed expensive and can bring about logistical burdens in a considerable amount to the electoral bodies, security services, and local authorities.  
Voters are not smart enough for direct democracy. In supporting this, I also think that voters are not even well-informed, leave alone being smart sufficient for democracy. Jonathan Gruber, a professor and one of the affordable Care Act, had to clarify why he remarked on American voters' stupidity to congress. He did that as an explanation of how and why bad policies, as well as incompetent politicians, succeed. Notably, a number of poll respondents on the knowledge of history, as well as current events, lead to the same conclusion that the voters are not ready. 
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