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Abstract

Term limits are likely to have profound effects on the work of committees, especially in a highly professionalized legislature such as Michigan’s.  Using data from interviews with more than 80% of the last pre-term limits and the first term limited sessions of the Michigan House of Representatives, this research explores changes in the chair’s control over the work of committees, conflict among committee members, and information gathering by committee members.  

Conflict, Compromise, and Partisanship: Committees Under Term Limits

Committees play an important role in policy making (Francis, 1985), especially in states like Michigan when the rules of the legislative chamber grant committee chairs and caucus leaders broad powers to control the flow of bills through the committees (Hamm, et al. 1999).  In addition to the formal power committees have in policy making, committee members often exert influence over policy making through their expertise, experience, and their network of contacts.  Often members’ occupational background and other pre-legislative experience and expertise are considered when leaders assign them to chair or to be a member of a committee.  In legislatures with high levels of continuity in committee assignments across sessions, committee members become experts through training by interest groups (Porter, 1974) and staff and by listening to testimony and working on a wide range of issues in the policy area.  Committee members’ expertise leads other legislators to rely on them for information about complex issues sent to the floor by their committee.  Finally, legislators are often assigned to committees that consider policy issues crucial to their district or key constituents. This helps committee members serve as a conduit for knowledgeable and interested local actors to influence policymaking.  Thus, not surprisingly, some people consider committees to be where the action is in a legislature, and committee chairs in the Michigan House have played a central role in that action.

The sixty-four Michigan State House members “termed” out of office in 1998 included 27 of the 34 chairs of standing committees.  To explore the effect of this on the Michigan State House, we focus on three related roles played by committee chairs: 1) a gatekeeper using formal institutional powers that permit chairs to control the work of their committees; 2) a key influential actor based on two sources of influence: formal institutional powers and expertise about policy issues; and 3) a manager moderating committee members’ conflicting interests and goals, which converge over policy decisions made by committees.  Although we concentrate primarily on the roles played by committee chairs, committee members also play important roles in the work of the Michigan State House.   Representatives might look to committee members for information and guidance to decide how to vote on bills that reach the chamber from that committee.  We focus briefly here on changes in the role played by committee members, but return to it in later chapters in greater detail. 

As the experience level of committee chairs and members decreases with term limits, will committee chairs continue to play a central policy making role?  Will they be able to manage diverse views and interests of members of their committees as well as they have in the past?  Will they be seen as a source of expertise in the substantive area of their committee’s work?  We explore these and similar questions in this chapter.

Methodology:
The following analyses and discussion explore five sets of questions from the face-to-face interviews we conducted with pre-term-limits and post-term-limits members of the Michigan State House of Representative.  First, we examine an open-ended question and a scaled-response question about the chair’s control over a committee’s work. Second, we explore an open-ended question that asked who the respondent considered to be the most influential members of the House. Third, we investigate a scaled-response question about the level of conflict on the committee and a pair of open-ended questions that asked about the chair’s conflict management strategies and the sources of conflict on the committee.  Fourth, we analyze a series of scaled-response questions about the extent to which respondents relied on a variety of sources for information and guidance about a difficult issue seriously considered by a specific committee on which they served.   Finally, we consider a pair of open-ended questions that asked who among their colleagues in the House respondents would look to for information and guidance in making up their mind if a bill in a specific issue area reached the House floor.


To provide concrete referents for respondents, we selected a committee on which each representative served and asked several of the committee questions described above specifically about that committee.  In choosing which committees to ask about, we balanced two competing factors:  broad coverage of the full range of different types of committees and enough responses about a committee to feel confident that the perceptions reported were not highly skewed.  We chose five committees: appropriations, taxation, transportation, tourism and consumer protection, to ask about when interviewing representatives who served on one of them.  These committees were chosen because they included two highly partisan issue areas, consumer protection and taxation, and two that concern issues that cross party lines and tend to form coalitions based on geographic and regional alliances, transportation and tourism.  Finally, the crucial role played by the appropriations committee convinced us that it was important to cover that committee extensively.  If a representative did not serve on any of these five committees, we asked about another committee on which he or she served.  We chose these other committees to insure that we covered a broad range of the standing committees in the House. 

This choice of five focal committees provided multiple responses about a subset of the committees that could be analyzed collectively to provide a more reliable indication of the work of those five committees.  To determine whether responses about the five focal committees were idiosyncratic, we aggregated individual responses for the five focal committees and compared them to responses for all the other committees.  The analyses for these five individual committees were consistent with the analyses for the full set of committees.   

Given the consistent patterns of change for the responses about the five focal committees and all the committees, we did not include the specific committee as a variable in our analyses. There are several reasons for this choice, including parsimony and clarity.  Additionally, for some of the interview questions, respondents chose different issues on which to focus when describing the extent to which they would rely on different sources of information, so committee-level means may gloss over meaningful respondent-level differences.  Finally, when analyzing committee-level means, we cannot control for factors that would be expected to affect respondents’ perceptions, such as minority or majority party membership. Readers should, however, be aware that our data over represent responses about the five focal committees. 

We hypothesized that there would be institutional and individual-level effects on the performance of chairs and the work of committees in a term-limited House.  The institutional effects could arise from changing relationships among party leaders, the caucus, committees and members in a term-limited House.  Individual effects could arise from the limited legislative and committee experience that chairs and committee members have in a term-limited House.  It is difficult to disentangle the effects of the term-limited House from the effects of less seasoned members and chairs, but we attempted to explore both effects whenever possible in our analyses.

Institutional Context:


In the Michigan State House of Representatives, committees have extensive formal powers.  This was true before and after term limits.  The full chamber cannot consider a bill unless a majority of the members of the committee support it.  Furthermore, in Michigan, a committee chair can decide whether the committee will consider a bill assigned to his or her committee.  Thus, committee chairs act as gatekeepers with respect to the committee and, through the committee, as gatekeepers with respect to the full chamber.  Finally, the speaker has complete discretion in deciding which bills to assign to which committees.  If the speaker wants to insure that a bill does not reach the House floor, he or she can choose to assign it to a committee chair who will never bring the bill up in committee.  Conversely, if the speaker wants to insure that the bill will reach the floor, he or she can assign it to a friendly chair of a committee composed of faithful partisans.

Effects of Inexperienced Committee Chairs:





If term limits decrease the level of experience of committee chairs, what impact will that have on the work of committees?  To discern impacts of term limits that arise from the lack of experience of committee chairs in a term-limited legislature, we first needed to address a threshold question.  Do term limits reduce the legislative experience committee chairs bring to their positions? 


Prior to term limits most chairs were experienced veterans of the House.  Committee chairs in the 1997-98 session had an average of 8.9 years of prior service  (approximately 4.5 sessions) and in the 1995-96 session they have an average of 7.5 years of experience (almost 4 sessions).  The Democrats controlled the House in 1997-98, and the chair with the most prior service had served for 13 previous sessions. With the Republicans in control in 1995-96, the most seasoned chair  had served for 9 previous sessions. In 1999-2000, with the advent of term limits, committee chairs had an average prior service of 1.9 years.
  1n 1999-2000 one committee chair had been elected in the 1980s for one term, and so had served 3 previous sessions. Under term limits, even the most veteran chairs will typically have served only 4 years or 2 previous sessions.  In 1995-96 there were no freshman representatives chairing committees; 1997-98 one freshman chaired a committee.  In 1999-2000, under term limits, 11 freshmen representatives chaired committees.  Clearly the legislative experience of committee chairs dropped dramatically in the Michigan House under term limits.


We hypothesized that a less experienced committee chair in a term-limited House might have more difficulty controlling the committee’s work.  Given the control that the speaker could potentially exercise in the Michigan House, it seemed plausible that the speaker instead of the chair might control the agenda under term limits.   Also, it seemed plausible that some of the more experienced members on the committee, even in the chair’s own party, might not defer to him or her. 


We hypothesized that an inexperienced chair would be less able to control the work of his or her committee and would be more likely to be swayed by the speaker or other party leaders.

To investigate this, we asked representatives to tell us about the amount of control the chair exercised over the work of a specific committee on which the representative served.  We asked specifically “How much control would you say that the current Chair of the ______ Committee has over the work of the Committee?”  Respondents were given a five-point scale ranging from “none (coded as 0)” to “an enormous amount (coded as 4).”  Respondents were also asked, “Why do you say that?”

 Figure 1 illustrates that experience does have an effect on the control chairs exert over the work of their committees, but the relationship is non-linear, with second term representatives exerting the most chair control and freshman exerting the least.  Our quantitative analyses, reported in Table 1, show that the effect of experience is statistically significant.  To explore the effect of term limits on chair control, we had to limit our analyses to chairs who had served at least one prior term in the House.  There was only one freshman chair in 1997-98, for whom we had no data, and relatively few second term chairs in 1997-98, so chair experience and session are correlated. . Figure 1 shows that under term limits even the most experienced representatives (those with at least two terms of prior service—the maximum under term limits) exerted less control over the work of their committees.  In 1997-98 the mean control exerted by veteran member chairs was 3.34 (s.d.= 0. 93 n=79) and in 1999-2000 it was 3.04 (s.d.=0.64, n=25).  As Table 1 shows, this decrease in control is not quite statistically significant, (F= 2.28 p=0.13).  Still, we feel it deserves to be noted because we interviewed such a large percentage of the members of both legislative sessions.


The decrease in control by committee chairs after term limits could mean that control has become more widely distributed among committee members or the chamber as a whole, or it could mean that control of the work of the committee has become more concentrated at higher levels in the House hierarchy.  Open-ended responses summarized in Table 2 show that both before and after term limits, the chair exercised control over the work of the committee based on the institutional rules, such as agenda control.  This response became even more common after term limits.  As Table 2 indicates, the role played by the speaker changed under term limits.  In the term-limited House more respondents indicated that the party leadership or caucus was exerting influence over the chair’s agenda.  Although this response increased for both the majority and minority parties, the difference of proportions for the minority party respondents was statistically significant.

Even more startling were comments about the governor’s influence on the chair’s control of the committee after term limits.  No respondents mentioned the governor's control over committee chairs prior to term limits.  One should note, however, that the Governor is a Republican and the pre-term-limits chairs were Democrats, while the post-term-limits chairs (1999-2000) were Republicans.  After term limits, 18 respondents claimed that the governor exerted influence over the committees.  Again these are statistically significant differences.   As one respondent told us [the Chair] “ has some control, but he does what he’s told.  He’s told me so.  He’s not a fan of charter schools but votes for it in committee.  The Governor has the control.  The Chair says, ‘I’m a team player’”  (interview notes, 1999-2000).  Another respondents said that the committee chair had a lot of control, explaining that while [the chair] “ was taking orders from the governor, [the chair] still controlled the actions of the committee.  Not acting independently, though” (interview notes, 1999-2000).  Comments like these suggest that the influence of party leaders and of the governor appears to have increased with term limits, although the increased influence of the governor might be related also to the change in partisan control of the House.  

Other evidence challenges this interpretation however, minority party members were statistically significantly more likely in 1999-2000 than in 1997-98 to say that chairs exercised autocratic control over the work of committees.
  It is possible that this means that chairs are even more powerful after term limits. Yet this would be inconsistent with responses to closed- ended questions. The autocratic approach attributed to many post-term-limits committee chairs may reflect their need to deliver a predetermined bill instead of facilitating compromise among committee members to produce a bill that reflects concerns of members of both parties. This interpretation reconciles the disparity in our evidence and is consistent with the open-ended comments made by committee members, but it is not consistent with responses of members of both parties who were who were more likely after term limits to say that chairs exerted control through deliberation and negotiation. We suspect some of these differences result from the personal style of individual chairs. 

Influence and Expertise of Committee Chairs:

Committee chairs are considered influential in policy making in the Michigan House because of their expertise and their agenda control (Francis, 1985).  During the interviews we asked respondents to name people they considered to be among their most influential colleagues in the House.  If they named only formal leaders, interviewers prompted for “anyone else.”  As Table 3 illustrates, as a proportion of total mentions, the perceived influence of chairs between 1997-98 and 1999-2000 increases.  It is worth noting that number of mentions of influence overall in the 1999-2000 House declined by roughly one third from the 1997-98 House and the number of mentions of chairs declined in absolute terms from 124 to 105.  The number of mentions of the speaker increased by 10 in 1999-2000, and the number of mentions of the Governor as the “most influential member of the House” increased from 2 in 1997-98 to 18 in 1999-2000.
  This is consistent with the pattern noted above.  Party and caucus leaders appear to be increasingly important actors.  Although chairs retain a substantial amount of control over the work of their committees and are still seen as influential by their colleagues, influence of the speaker both as a number of mentions and as a percentage of total mentions increased in 1999-2000.  This suggests a greater concentration of influence at the top of the term-limited Michigan House.


In addition to formal rules of the institution and experience running a committee, the chair is often an expert in the issue area(s) over which his or her committee has jurisdiction.  In a pre-term limits legislature the chair would often be one of the more senior members on the committee.  However, with many freshmen legislators chairing committees in a term-limited legislature, the majority of the members of the committee may be more experienced legislators who believe they have as much or more expertise than does the chair.  To explore this we classified chairs as either junior to the respondent, equally experienced or more experienced than the respondent.  We discovered that committee members were more likely to rely on the chair for information and guidance in deciding what to do on a difficult issue considered by the committee if the chair was at least as experienced as the member.  The mean for consultation by members of the same tenure as the chair is 1.59 (s.d. = 1.36, n = 87).  On the scale used with this question, this is slightly more than halfway between a little and some.  The mean for consultation of more experienced chairs is 1.79 (s.d. = 1.30, n = 66), more than three-quarters of the way between a little and some.  It is rare that members consult junior chairs, however (mean = 0.81, s.d. = 1.17, n = 16).  These results are reported in Table 4.


Another measure of the expertise of committee chairs involves the degree to which other members look to the chair for information or guidance on an issue that reached the House floor from the chair’s committee.  During our interviews with representatives we asked about this with respect to bills in two different types of issue areas (Price, 1978).  We asked about one highly salient political issue, school choice, and one non-salient issue, licensing health care professionals.  Specifically, we asked “Are there any fellow members of the current House whom you would rely on for information and guidance on a bill about . . .?”  We coded these data to determine which members said they would consult with chairs of relevant committees (e.g., the Education Committee or appropriations subcommittee on education when asked about school choice bills).

As Figure 2 illustrates majority party members are much more likely to rely on committee chairs than are minority party members.  The reliance of majority party members on committee chairs declined for both issue areas under term limits, however.  In the 1997-98 House thirty-one majority party members said they would consult the committee chair for information and guidance on a school choice bill while only sixteen majority party members in the 1999-2000 House said they would do so, a statistically significant decline.   There was no statistically significant change for the minority party consultation of the committee chair about a school choice bill.   For licensing health professionals, again the majority party members report being less likely to rely on the committee chair for information and guidance, but this change was not statistically significantly.  For the minority party, surprisingly, the 1999-2000 respondents were more likely than their 1997-98 counterparts to say that they would rely on the committee chair for information and guidance on a bill licensing health professionals.  This may reflect the technically complex nature of this issue area, but also may reflect the expertise and seniority of the chair of one of the relevant committees, Health Policy.  The chair of this committee was the most experienced member of the House, having served in the 1980s and then, following a break in service, being reelected in 1992.  Overall, these findings suggest that committee chairs are still seen as generally influential, but their role as substantive experts who can provide valuable information to members, especially those of their own party, may be declining.   

Conflict on Committees:

The way that a committee conducts its work depends on the formal powers of the chair and the informal norms and work habits of its members.  As Wahlke et al. (1962) note, one of the functions of legislative norms is to help manage conflict.  Hedlund (1984), summarizing research on legislative norms, concludes that norms of interpersonal behavior surface consistently in these studies (e.g., respecting colleagues and keeping one’s word).  With fewer veteran legislators to socialize newcomers and to enforce and reinforce norms governing working relationships, these norms are less likely to persist (Axelrod, 1984).  This breakdown could lead to greater conflict on committees and elsewhere in the legislature. To explore whether term limits affect the work norms of committees, we asked representatives to tell us about the amount of conflict on a specific committee, and then asked about the ways in which the chair dealt with the conflict on that committee. 

 We hypothesized that less experienced chairs might be less skilled in managing conflict and less experienced in negotiating compromises as well as less thoroughly socialized into norms governing legislative work relationships.  Not surprisingly, members of the chamber’s minority party perceived more conflict on committees than did members of the majority.  Therefore, in the following analyses we control for membership in the opposition party.


Analysis of variance revealed statistically significant differences for the effect of chair experience and for opposition party membership and for the interaction effects as well.  As Table 5 demonstrates, the statistically significant relationships between the level of experience of the chair and the amount of conflict on the committee, was in the opposite direction than we predicted.  Representatives reported less conflict on committees chaired by first term representatives (mean = 1.96) than committees chaired by second term representatives (mean = 2.64) and those chaired by representatives with more terms of experience (mean = 2.07). We discovered, however, that the committees being chaired by first term representatives were those most likely to handle routine business or issues that cut across party lines, (e.g., tourism or transportation), while committees (e.g., taxation) with more intensely partisan issues were chaired by more experienced representatives.  


To see whether there were pre- and post-term limits differences in the amount of conflict on committees, we limited our analyses to chairs with at least one prior term of service. Because we have no data on the one freshman chair in the pre-term limits session and experience and session are correlated, we cannot adequately compare sessions without limiting our attention to chairs with at least some experience in the House.  Because we interviewed more than 80% of the members of both House sessions, we again report some differences of substantive interest despite a lack of statistical significance.

Prior to term limits, both majority and minority party members perceived virtually the same levels of conflict on committees chaired by experienced chairs (mean of 2.147; n=51; s.d.= 0.95) for the majority and 2.141 (n=39; s.d.=1.06) for the minority. After term limits, minority party members’ perceptions of conflict increased by roughly one half point on our four-point scale (mean =2.50, n=21, s.d.=1.02).  Compared to their minority party predecessors in the pre-term-limits House and their majority party colleagues in the post term-limited House (mean = 2.19, n=26, s.d. = 0.84), they perceive more conflict in committees. This suggests that minority party members’ experiences in committees are affected by term limits.  

Open-ended comments summarized in Figure 3 indicate that term-limited chairs may be less capable of managing conflict than were pre-term-limits chairs.  Minority party members were statistically significantly more likely in 1999-2000 than in 1997-98 to mention that chairs failed to manage committee conflict, and majority party members in 1999-2000 were statistically significantly less likely to say that committee chairs managed their committees well. 

Further supporting this perception, majority party members were statistically significantly less likely to say that relationships within the committee were good. On the other hand, majority party members were slightly statistically significantly less likely to say that chair failed to manage committee conflict in 1999-2000 than in 1997-98.  Given that these are voluntary responses, it is also possible that the majority party member in 1997-98 expected chairs to manage conflict, and so were more likely to note the breaching of this norm than were the 1999-2000 representatives.   At any rate, under term limits more majority and minority party members do not perceive committee chairs as managing conflict as well as they did before term limits, and they see the quality of relationships declining despite some disagreement between majority and minority party members about whether chairs are failing to manage conflict.

Open-ended comments, reported in Table 6, provides additional information about the norms of debate operating in House committees before and after term limits.  Figure 4 summarizes some highlights of these data.  Both majority and minority party members report that chairs are less likely after term limits to rely on discussion and compromise or political bargaining to resolve conflict. Also, members feel that after term limits, chairs suppress dissent in committees and perceive an increase in partisanship as well as a decrease in bipartisanship. This suggests a less collegial approach to committee work that is consistent with a decline in good relationships within the committees. These changes indicate that norms governing work in committees may be changing so that there is less emphasis on interpersonal respect, especially between colleagues with dissenting opinions and  less debate and discussion to reach a compromise.  If respect for a dissenting colleague’s point of view has declined under term limits, as these comments suggest it has, it could explain the increase that we found among minority party members’ perceptions that chairs fail to manage committee conflict. 

Committee Members in a Term Limited House:

The role played by committee chairs is important, but many committee members are influential too.  Before term limits, many representatives integrated their occupational experience, district and constituent interests, and committee work to become experts in a specific policy area.  As long-term committee members, they studied a narrow range of policies in depth.  Under term limits, we hypothesized that the opportunities to develop expertise through committee work would be truncated.

To explore whether term limits affected committee members' expertise, we needed first to determine whether the level of continuity of committee service changed in the Michigan House of Representatives with the advent of term limits.  This is a threshold question.  Often when discussing the shorter term-limited tenure in the institution, we assume that shorter tenure is correlated with fewer years of continuous service on a particular committee, but legislatures vary widely in the percentage of members who serve repeatedly on the same committee across multiple legislative sessions (Hamm & Hedlund 1990).

With a three-term limit on service in the House, we were especially interested in determining the number of pre-term-limits representatives who had served more than three consecutive terms on the same committee.  If the pre-term-limits House lacked continuity on committee service, term limits might not change committee experience dramatically. To explore committee membership continuity, we examined committee service of House members in six pre-term-limits legislative sessions between 1987-88 and 1997-98.

When a legislative chamber changes partisan control, committees are often renamed and reconfigured to reflect the priorities of the two political parties.  Given that partisan control of the Michigan House changed often during the years we examined, we first needed to find committees that continued across multiple sessions of the legislature.  We found twelve committees that, in one form or another, persisted from 1987-1998.  We then calculated the average number of years members served on these committees. We did not calculate means for the 1987-88 session or the 1989-90 sessions because we wanted to include at least three years of potential service (the maximum under term limits) in calculating these averages.  The 1991-92 session averages are based on three possible sessions of service experience (1987-88, 1989-90 and 1991-92), which corresponds to the mandatory constraint on committee service under term limits.  The 1993-94 session is based on four possible sessions of experience on the committees and so on.  The means across the twelve committees appear below.  

	 Session
	1991-92
	1993-94
	1995-96
	1997-98
	1999-2000

	Maximum Sessions of Service
	3
	4
	5
	6
	3

	 Mean of Means for Sessions of Service on All Twelve Committees
	2.18
	2.02
	2.19
	2.23
	1.24



Prior service on these twelve committees remains remarkably stable across the four pre-term limits sessions, despite the difference in the number of possible prior terms of service used to calculate each mean.  The maximum possible service for 1997-98 was six terms, double the maximum possible—three terms—for 1991-92.  Yet the average service in 1997-98 was barely higher than the average for committee members in 1991-92.  This suggests that even prior to term limits, committee members’ service continuity was limited by various factors, such as change in partisan control of the legislature, changing interests of committee members, retirements and electoral defeats, or changing needs and interests of leadership.
   

Clearly the experience of committee members in the 1999-2000 House is lower than that prior to term limits.   It is interesting to note, however, that if members were assigned to the same committee for all three of their terms of service, the average experience of committee members could rise under term limits from slightly more than two terms to three terms.

Although average length of service on the same committee could increase under term limits to reach or exceed the pre-term limits level, there is no way for individual members to serve more than three sessions on the same committee.  Prior to term limits many of the longest serving members on each of the twelve committees we examined had served for all six of the sessions we examined.  Therefore, under term limits committees will no longer have the handful of members whose institutional memory and experience spans more than a decade of service and who are often considered experts both by their colleagues of both political parties and by external actors.

The Role of Committee Members as Experts

Because committee work often produces legislative specialists, other representatives rely upon committee members for information or guidance in how to vote on the floor (Porter, 1974).  To see whether this changed with term limits, we returned to the two questions about hypothetical bills that might reach the House floor: a schools of choice bill and a bill licensing health professionals.  We analyzed responses to these questions to see whether members of the education committee were mentioned for the school choice bill and whether members of the health policy committee were mentioned in responses about licensing health professionals. Figure 5 summarizes these results.  

We found that for the more publicly salient issue, school choice, respondents in 1999-2000 were slightly less likely than the 1997-98 respondents to report that they would rely on colleagues on the committee for information and guidance.  On the less publicly salient, more technical issue, licensing health care professionals, term-limited representatives were statistically significantly more likely than their pre-term-limits counterparts to rely on committee members. One member of the health policy committee was a medical doctor, and representatives said most often that they would rely on him for information and guidance on a bill about licensing health care professionals.  These results suggest that after term limits representatives may rely even more heavily on at least some committee members as experts in technically complex areas.  But the source of the committee members’ expertise may arise from their occupational background or prior knowledge instead of their experiences as a committee member.

Information Gathering by Committee Members:


One way committee members develop expertise is through information provided by lobbyists and interest groups (Porter, 1974).  To explore differences and similarities between the information gathering of pre- and post-term-limits representative, we asked them to tell us the extent to which they relied on each of several different sources of information or guidance on a difficult issue before a specific committee on which he or she served.
  Table 7 presents the top nine sources of information for each session and the mean for the extent to which representatives relied on these sources.  All these sources of information have a mean of at least one, which corresponded to “a little” on the interview questions.   

Representatives in both sessions relied most on lobbyists, saying that they rely on them “some” (a value of two on the scale accompanying these questions in the interview). Two sources of information became less important under term limits, committee chairs and non-partisan staff.  Both these sources moved down from 4th and 5th respectively in the 1997-98 House and to 6th and 8th respectively in the 1999-2000 House. Two other sources of information became more important under term limits.  Party caucus moved up from 7th place in 1997-98 to 5th place in 1999-2000, and state agencies moved up from 6th place in 1997-98 to 4th place in 1999-2000. Even when some of these sources of information changed order in the rankings, the differences between the means for the extent to which committee members rely on these sources of information were rarely statistically significantly different between 1997-98 and 1999-2000.   The two exceptions were constituents and key local officials, both of which increased from slightly more than a little for the 1997-98 House to not quite halfway between a little and some for the 1999-2000 House.  Even though this was barely statistically significant, it is noteworthy because it supports promises of term limits proponents that “citizen legislators” elected under term limits, at least those in the minority party, may be more closely tied to people in their districts (Will 1992).  On the other hand, the continued reliance on lobbyists by both parties challenges claims by term limits proponents that these “citizen legislators” would be less tied to special interests.

As Tables 8a and 8b demonstrates, changes in the use of these sources of information was associated with the experience of the representative, as well as with the advent of term limits. Freshman representatives relied more on other lobbyists and other constituents than they did in 1997-98, second termers relied more on advisors in the district and on lobbyists, while lame ducks relied more on key local officials. Considered separately, none of these are statistically significant differences, although they are worth noting, given our large samples.

One would expect minority and majority party status to affect the extent to which members rely on some of the sources of information (e.g., the speaker), especially within state government.  We found only one statistically significant difference for majority party members—increased reliance on state agencies.  This was accompanied by a decreased reliance of state agencies for the minority party.  We suspect that this may reflect the change of partisan control between 1997-98 and 1999-2000 instead of differences attributed to term limits.  The Republican governor would have exerted considerable control over state agencies for both the two sessions, and so Republicans, whether in the majority or the minority in the House, would be expected to rely more than Democrats on the executive branch.  Thus is it not surprising that the extent to which members of both political parties relied on state agency staff remains virtually identical. 

Of more interest to our discussion is the statistically significant decline in minority party members’ reliance on the committee chairperson.  Although the mean for this was approximately a third of the way between a little and some in the pre-term limits House, it dropped to less than a little in the post-term limits House.  This suggests that committee chairs’ relationships with minority party committee members have changed with the advent of term limits, confirming other evidence presented earlier.

Reliance on one other source of information, key local officials, differed statistically significantly across the two sessions for minority party members.  The extent to which minority party members relied on key local officials in 1999-2000 increased even though it did not move up in the rank order of sources of information.   This is interesting to consider given the increasing likelihood that representatives have held prior elected office at the local level.  It suggests that term-limited legislators may be more closely tied to their districts but through their political connections at the local level not through rank and file constituents. 


Because there will be larger numbers of freshmen and a continuous stream of lame ducks, we wondered whether this would affect the work of committees in a term-limited House.  To explore this we examined the extent to which freshman, second-term members, and lame duck committee members relied on different sources of information.  Again we report, in Tables 8a and 8b, only those sources that at least one of the groups relied on at the level of “a little” or higher. 

There was only one statistically significant difference in the use of information sources by freshmen in the pre- and post-term limits Houses: the non-partisan staff.  Freshmen in the term-limited House relied on this source of information less than did freshmen in the pre-term limits, 1997-98, House.  For lame ducks there were three statistically significant differences in the extent to which they relied on different sources of information.  Lame ducks relied less on the speaker and less on their party caucus.  They relied more on the non-partisan House Fiscal Agency, however.  

The most dramatic changes were for the representatives serving their second term.  There were six sources of information that second term representatives relied on statistically significantly less than did their 1997-98 counterparts: the speaker, their party caucus, the committee chair, other committee members, partisan staff, and State senators.  Term-limited second “termers” did not rely on any sources of information statistically significantly more than their pre-term-limits counterparts. This surprised us because the second term representatives in the term-limited House were more likely to chair committees and to have the ability to make and modify state policy.

Given the newness of the post-term-limits legislators, one might assume, somewhat optimistically, that they are finding information to help them decide how to vote on difficult issues.  Unfortunately, for all three groups of legislators, all of these statistically significant differences except one (House Fiscal Agency for lame ducks) showed decreased reliance on the source of information within state government.  This suggests a more self-referential information gathering process than occurred in the previous House.  

These data suggest that, overall, committee members in a term-limited House gather less information about difficult issues that are seriously considered by their committees than did committee members before term limits.  Further, these data reinforce our other findings that in debates both on the floor and in committees, term-limited representatives rely less on committee chairs as a source of information and guidance.

Conclusions:


With the advent of term limits, committee chairs are less experienced and committee members have less continuity of service on their committees.  These changes are associated with a decrease in the amount of control chairs exercise over the work of their committees and an increase in the influence of party leaders and the governor’s office over committee agendas.  Although term-limited representatives still see their committee chairs as influential in general, they are less likely than their pre-term-limits counterparts to rely on them as sources of information and guidance about a difficult issue before the committee or the chamber.  Under term limits, representatives report that they rely on senior or equally experienced committee chairs for information and guidance about difficult issues considered in their committees.  They don’t rely on their junior colleagues.  This suggests that House members still seek information from those they see as more knowledgeable than themselves, but committee chairs in a term-limited House often fail to meet this criterion.


If the chair is a less important source of information and guidance on issues considered by a committee, where do term-limited representatives turn?  The external sources of information upon which committee members rely most heavily changed relatively little with the advent of term limits.  Lobbyists still top the list, contradicting expectations of term limits’ proponents (Will 1992; Gofman & Sutherland 1996).  Although the rank order of constituents remained the same and key local officials only rose one place from 1997-98 to 1999-2000, there was a very slight statistically significant increase in representatives’ reliance on these two sources.  This supports predictions that term-limited representatives would remain more closely tied to their districts (Will 1999;  Glazer & Wattenberg 1996).   Finally the rise of state agencies as sources of information and guidance may justify concerns about the challenges term-limited representatives face overseeing the bureaucracy (Gurwitt, 1996), or it could reflect the shift in partisan control of the legislature that coincided with the shift to term limits.

There was a greater change in the use of sources of information inside the House than there was for sources of information outside the House.  With the advent of term limits, representatives rely more on the caucus as a source of information used when committees seriously consider difficult issues.  This is consistent with other indications that party leadership is playing an increasingly important role in the work of committees in the term-limited House.  Term-limited representatives said that they rely on non-partisan staff less than their pre-term-limits counterparts did. We had assumed that less experienced representatives would seek information with the broader perspective provided by the non-partisan professionals in the House Fiscal Agency and the Legislative Service Bureau.  However, it seems that lame duck representatives rely on this source of information more than freshman representatives do.  Committee members were still among the top three sources of information used, but the ranking of committee chairs as sources of information declined in the term-limited House.  This confirms other indicators that under term limits, committee chairs are less likely to be perceived as substantive experts. 

It is less clear whether conflict on committees has increased in the term-limited House, but,  norms of civility, respect for dissenting opinions, and deliberation and compromise  seem to have declined.  Prior to term limits the House changed partisan control regularly,
 and members seem to have realized that intense partisanship could be repaid with a vengeance.  Thus mutual respect and cross party friendships were common before term limits (Sarbaugh-Thompson & Thompson 1999).

Overall under term limits, committee chairs appear to be less autonomous actors and less skilled at managing conflict and are often seen as have less substantive policy expertise than the more senior members of their committees do.  The term-limited House in general and committee work in particular displays greater concentration of control in party leadership and more partisan policymaking.  Whether one finds these promising or alarming trends depends on the value one places on strong parties that concentrate power in the legislature, the development of policy specialists within the legislature, and bipartisan negotiations in committee deliberations.
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Table 1:  

Chair Control by Level of Chair Experience

Table 1.a:  For chairs with varying levels of experience in the House.

	
	N
	Mean
	Std.

Deviation

	
	
	
	

	Freshman

2nd Termer

More than two terms

Total


	39

34

104

177
	2.6667

3.5294

3.2692

3.1864
	1.2425

0.7876

0.8756

0.9924


Table 1.b.:  ANOVA table for experience of chair in the House.

	
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups

Within Groups

Total
	15.249

158.099

173.347
	2

174

176
	7.624

0.909
	8.391
	0.000


Table 1.c.:  For Second and Third Term Representatives Only

	first yr. of two yr. session
	Mean
	N
	Std. Deviation

	1997-98

1999-2000

Total
	3.3418

3.0400

3.2692
	79

25

104
	0.9287

0.6442

0.8756


Table 1.d.:  ANOVA Table for chairs with experience only

	first yr. of two yr. session
	Sum of

Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Between Groups    (Combined)

Within Groups

Total
	1.729

77.232

78.962
	1

102

103
	1.729

0.757
	2.284
	0.134


Table 2 :

Committee Chair Control

	Category
	1997-
	1998
	1999-
	2000
	Majority Party

Difference of Proportion
	Minority

	
	Democrat

 (32 valid responses)
	Republican

(23 valid responses)
	Democrat
(42 valid responses)
	Republican
(40 valid responses)
	
	Party Difference of Proportion

	Institutional Rules and Agenda
	59.4% (19)
	56.5% (13)
	54.8% (23)
	59.0% (23)
	n.s.
	n.s.

	Party Leaders, Caucus Influence
	15.6% (5)
	13.0% (3)
	45.2% (19)
	23.1% (9)
	n.s.
	p < .01

	Governor Influences or

Dictates
	0
	0
	31.0% (13)
	12.8% (5)
	p<.05
	p<.001

	Chair Acts Unilaterally,

An Autocrat
	13.1% (1)


	0
	7.1% (3)
	5.1% (2)
	n.s.
	p<.10

	Deliberation and Negotiation
	0
	0
	11.9% (5)
	25.6% (10)
	p < .001
	p < .05

	Chair Uses Planning and

Strategy
	6.3% (2)
	4.3% (1)
	2.4% (1)
	5.1% (2)
	n.s.
	n.s.

	External Influence other than the Governor
	6.3% (2)
	8.7% (2)
	7.1% (3)
	5.1% (2)
	n.s.
	n.s.

	Chair has the Votes,

Partisan
	9.4% (3)
	4.3% (1)
	11.9% (5)
	2.6% (1)
	n.s.
	n.s.

	Issues not Divisive, Bipartisanship
	3.1% (1)
	8.7% (2)
	2.4% (1)
	5.1% (2)
	n.s.
	n.s.

	Respect & Collaboration with others
	25.0%(8)
	8.7% (2)
	7.1% (3)
	17.9% (7)
	n.s.
	n.s.

	Varies Depending on Issue
	0
	0
	0
	5.1% (2)
	n.s.
	...

	Budget Targets Affect Committee Work
	9.4% (3)
	0
	4.8% (2)
	0
	p < .10
	n.s.

	Chair and Members Inexperienced
	9.4% (3)
	13.0% (3)
	4.8% (2)
	2.6% (1)
	n.s.
	n.s.

	Chair's Personality, positive impact
	3.1% (1)
	4.3% (1)
	4.8% (2)
	5.1% (2)
	n.s.
	n.s

	Chair's Personality, negative impact
	15.6% (5)
	13.0% (3)
	11.9% (5)
	10.3% (4)
	n.s.
	n.s

	Seniority and Experience
	6.3% (2)
	8.7% (2)
	4.8% (2)
	20.5% (8)
	p < .10
	p < .10


Table 3:

Perceived Influence: Comparison of 1997-98 and 99-00 

Michigan House of Representatives
	
	97-98 House
	99-00 House

	Total Mentions, All Members
	461
	325

	Mentions Who Chair Committees Including Appropriations Chair
	124
	105

	chairs/total (%)
	26.90%
	32.31%

	Total chairs mentioned
	18
	66.7%
	14
	66.7%

	Total chairs not mentioned
	9
	33.3%
	7
	33.3%

	Total chairs
	27
	100.0%
	21
	100.0%

	
	
	
	
	

	Top Leadership Mentions Including Appropriations Chair
	Number
	Percent of  Total Mentions
	Top Leadership Mentions Including Appropriations Chair
	Number
	Percent of Total Mentions

	Hertel (D); Speaker
	60
	13.02%
	Perricone (R); Speaker
	70
	21.54%

	Hood (D); Chair-Appropriations
	44
	9.54%
	Geiger (R); Chair-Appropriations
	48
	14.77%

	Gagliardi (D);  Majority Floor Leader
	43
	9.33%
	Kilpatrick (D)- Minority Floor Leader
	18
	5.54%

	Sikkema (R)-Minority Leader
	21
	4.56%
	Raczkowski (R); Majority Floor Leader
	15
	4.62%

	Gilmer (R) – Minority Floor Leader
	3
	0.65%
	Hanley (D) – Minority Leader
	13
	4.00%

	Total Leadership Mentions
	171
	37.09%
	Total Leadership Mentions
	164
	50.46%


Table 4:

Willingness to Consult with the Chairs Based on the Experience 

Difference Between the Member and the Chair


Table 4.a.

	
	N
	Mean
	Std. Deviation

	junior

same level

senior

total
	16

87

66

169
	0.8125

1.5920

1.7879

1.5947
	1.1673

1.3608

1.3040

1.3418


Table 4.b.:  ANOVA

	
	Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig

	Between Groups

Within Groups

Total
	12.253

290.232

302.485
	2

166

168
	6.127

1.748
	3.504
	0.032


 Table 5:  

Conflict on Committees

Tests of Between-Subjects Effects 

Dependent Variable: scale q14 

	PRIVATE
Source
	Type III Sum of Squares
	df
	Mean Square
	F
	Sig.

	Corrected Model
	17.252(a)
	5
	3.450
	4.157
	.001

	Intercept
	670.368
	1
	670.368
	807.684
	.000

	OPPOSE
	5.671
	1
	5.671
	6.833
	.010

	CHAIREXP
	10.246
	2
	5.123
	6.172
	.003

	OPPOSE * CHAIREXP
	6.248
	2
	3.124
	3.764
	.025

	Error
	140.268
	169
	.830
	
	

	Total
	974.000
	175
	
	
	

	Corrected Total
	157.520
	174
	
	
	

	a R Squared = .110 (Adjusted R Squared = .083) 


1. member of the opposition party 
Dependent Variable: scale q14 

	PRIVATE


	Mean
	Std. Error
	95% Confidence Interval

	member of the opposition party

	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	majority party members
	2.014
	.110
	1.797
	2.231

	minority party members
	2.422
	.111
	2.203
	2.640


2. Years of experience of the committee chair 
Dependent Variable: scale q14 

	PRIVATE


	Mean
	Std. Error
	95% Confidence Interval

	Years of experience of the committee chair

	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	Freshman
	1.952
	.149
	1.658
	2.245

	2nd Termer
	2.637
	.157
	2.328
	2.946

	More than two terms
	2.065
	.091
	1.886
	2.244


3. member of the opposition party * Years of experience of the committee chair 
Dependent Variable: scale q14 

	PRIVATE


	Mean
	Std. Error
	95% Confidence Interval

	member of the opposition party
	Years of experience of the committee chair
	
	
	Lower Bound
	Upper Bound

	majority party members
	Freshman
	1.618
	.221
	1.181
	2.054

	
	2nd Termer
	2.306
	.215
	1.882
	2.729

	
	More than two terms
	2.119
	.119
	1.885
	2.353

	minority party members
	Freshman
	2.286
	.199
	1.893
	2.678

	
	2nd Termer
	2.969
	.228
	2.519
	3.418

	
	More than two terms
	2.011
	.137
	1.740
	2.282


Table 6: 

Sources of and Ways to Manage Conflict in Committees

	
	1997-
	1998
	1999-
	2000
	Majority 
	Minority

	Category
	Democrat

(50 valid responses)
	Republican

(39 valid responses)
	Democrat
(44 valid responses)
	Republican
(42 valid responses)
	Party

Difference of Proportion
	Party

Difference of Proportion

	Chair Fails to Manage
	10.0% (5)
	2.6% (1)
	27.3% (12)
	2.4% (1)
	p < .10
	p < .001

	Chair Manages Well
	56.0% (28)
	61.5% (24)
	54.5% (24)
	40.5% (17)
	p < .10
	n.s.

	Good Relationships
	48.0%
	30.8% (12)
	31.8% (14)
	31.0% (13)
	p<.05
	n.s.

	Discuss and Compromise
	70.0% (35)
	51.3% (20)
	43.2% (19)
	59.5% (25)
	n.s.
	n.s.

	Political Bargains


	16.0% (8)
	15.4% (6)
	9.1% (4)
	7.1% (3)
	p < .10
	n.s.

	Knowledge and Expertise
	6.0% (3)
	5.1% (2)
	2.3% (1)
	2.4% (1)
	n.s.
	n.s.

	Formal Power of the Chair
	32.0% (16)
	25.6% (10)
	22.7% (10)
	26.2% (11)
	n.s.
	n.s.

	Partisan Control


	54.0% (27)
	51.3% (20)
	61.4% (27)
	97.6% (41)
	p < .001
	n.s.

	Suppress Dissent
	22.0% (11)
	23.1% (9)
	50.0% (22)
	26.2% (11)
	n.s.
	p,.01

	Party Leaders/Caucus
	6.0% (3)
	10.3% (4)
	2.3% (1)
	11.9% (5)
	p < .001
	p < .10

	Bipartisanship


	28.0% (14)
	23.1% (9)
	4.5% (2)
	31.0% (13)
	n.s.
	p < .001

	Issue/Committee Type
	24.0% (12)
	17.9% (7)
	31.8% (14)
	26.2% (11)
	n.s.
	p < .10

	Cross Party Factions
	8.0% (4)
	23.1% (9)
	15.9% (7)
	23.8% (10)
	p<.05
	n.s.

	Outside Actor Influence
	34.0% (17)
	30.8% (12)
	34.1% (15)
	9.50% (4)
	p < .001
	n.s.

	Varies with the Issue
	10.0% (5)
	12.8% (5)
	2.3% (1)
	0
	p < .01
	p < .05


Table 7:  

Order of Sources of Information

	Source
	1997-1998

Rank (mean)
	1999-

2000

Rank (mean)
	Movement from 

1997-98 to 1999-2000
	Significance of the Difference of Means
	Majority

Party

Mean

1997-1998
	Majority Party

Mean

1999-2000
	Significance

of the Difference of

Means
	Minority

Party

Mean

1997-1998
	Minority

Party

Mean

1999-2000
	Significance

of the Difference of

Means

	Lobbyists


	1 (1.99)
	1 (2.05)
	No change
	n.s.
	1.96
	1.94
	n.s
	2.0192
	2.1707
	n.s

	Partisan Staff
	2 (1.97)
	3 (1.83)
	Down one
	n.s.
	1.89
	1.64
	n.s
	2.0769
	2.0238
	n.s

	Committee Members
	3 (1.84)
	2 (1.91)
	Up one
	n.s.
	1.8163
	1.8293
	n.s
	1.8718
	1.9881
	n.s

	Committee Chairs
	4 (1.72)
	6 (1.48)
	Done  2
	n.s.
	2.0213
	2.0854
	n.s
	1.3625
	.8929
	p < .09

	Nonpartisan staff
	5 (1.54)
	8 (1.46)
	Down 3
	n.s.
	1.5816
	1.4643
	n.s
	1.5000
	1.4524
	n.s

	State Agency
	6 (1.47)
	4 (1.53)
	Up 2
	n.s.
	1.2157
	1.7500
	p < .05
	1.8026
	1.3095
	p < .06

	Party Caucus
	7 (1.34)
	5 (1.53)
	Up 2
	n.s.
	1.3200
	1.3721
	n.s
	1.3750
	1.6905
	n.s

	Other Constituents
	8 (1.15)
	7 (1.46)
	Up one
	p < .10
	1.1373
	1.4643
	n.s
	1.1750
	1.4643
	n.s

	Key local officials
	9 (1.08)
	9 (1.35)
	No change
	p < .15
	1.220
	1.3023
	n.s
	9103
	1.4048
	p < .07


Table 8a:

Reliance on Sources of Information

Table 8a:  Internal Sources of Influence

	
	
	Freshman Representatives
	Second Term
	Lame Ducks

	
	
	N
	Mean
(Std. Deviation)
	Sig. of F
	N
	Mean

(Std. Deviation)
	Sig. of F
	N
	Mean

(Std. Deviation)
	Sig. Of F

	Speaker
	1997-98
	21
	.52

(1.12)
	.88
	18
	1.17

(1.20)
	.01
	50
	.72

(.95)
	.09

	 
	1999-2000
	55
	.49

(.74)
	
	15
	.27

(.59)
	
	15
	.27

(.59)
	

	Party caucus
	1997-98
	20
	1.45

(1.28)
	.78
	18
	1.83

(.99)
	.14
	51
	1.16

(1.07)
	.05

	 
	1999-2000
	55
	1.53

(.99)
	
	15
	1.27

(1.16)
	
	15
	1.80

(1.16)
	

	Minority leader
	1997-98
	21
	.62

(1.02)
	.74
	17
	.97

(1.21)
	.55
	51
	.64

(1.05)
	.17

	 
	1999-2000
	54
	.70

(.96)
	
	14
	.71

(1.14)
	
	15
	1.07

(1.10)
	

	Committee chair
	1997-98
	21
	1.60

(1.30)
	.96
	16
	2.16

(1.36)
	.07
	49
	1.60

(1.39)
	.43

	 
	1999-2000
	54
	1.61

(1.35)
	
	15
	1.20

(1.47)
	
	14
	1.29

(.99)
	

	Committee members
	1997-98
	20
	1.85

(1.14)
	.55
	16
	2.19

(.83)
	.08
	51
	1.75

(1.20)
	.59

	 
	1999-2000
	54
	2.03

(1.13)
	
	14
	1.43

(1.38)
	
	15
	1.93

(1.16)
	

	Partisan staff
	1997-98
	20
	1.90

(1.07)
	.65
	18
	2.64

(.80)
	.02
	50
	1.74

(1.36)
	.24

	 
	1999-2000
	54
	1.76

(1.22)
	
	15
	1.73

(1.27)
	
	15
	2.20

(1.15)
	

	Non-partisan staff
	1997-98
	21
	1.95

(1.20)
	.12
	18
	1.64

(1.49)
	.50
	49
	1.31

(1.19)
	.65

	 
	1999-2000
	54
	1.49

(1.13)
	
	15
	1.33

(.98)
	
	15
	1.47

(1.19)
	

	House Fiscal Agency
	1997-98
	21
	1.52

(1.40)
	.67
	17
	1.56

(1.46)
	.23
	49
	1.44

(1.41)
	.10

	 
	1999-2000
	54
	1.39

(1.16)
	
	14
	.96

(1.18)
	
	15
	2.13

(1.41)
	


Table 8b:

Reliance on Sources of Information

Table 8b:  External Sources of Influence

	
	
	Freshman Representatives
	Second Term
	Lame Ducks

	
	
	N
	Mean
(Std. Deviation)
	Sig. of F
	N
	Mean

(Std. Deviation)
	Sig. of F
	N
	Mean

(Std. Deviation)
	Sig. Of F

	Governor's office
	1997-98
	21
	.4762

(.93)
	.31
	18
	1.03

(1.34)
	.24
	51
	.84

(1.05)
	.89

	
	1999-2000
	54
	.74

(1.03)
	
	15
	.53

(.92)
	
	15
	.80

(.96)
	

	State Agency
	1997-98
	21
	1.57

(1.17)
	.74
	18
	1.25

(1.43)
	.52
	49
	1.49

(1.19)
	.49

	
	1999-2000
	54
	1.46

(1.27)
	
	15
	1.57

(1.32)
	
	15
	1.73

(1.22)
	

	State Senators
	1997-98
	21
	.67

(.91)
	.94
	17
	1.09

(.94)
	.05
	49
	.84

(1.07)
	.54

	 
	1999-2000
	54
	.69

(.95)
	
	15
	.43

(.90)
	
	15
	1.03

(1.11)
	

	Lobbyists
	1997-98
	21
	1.71

(1.35)
	.21
	18
	1.76

(1.07)
	.47
	49
	2.16

(1.11)
	.39

	
	1999-2000
	54
	2.09

(1.09)
	
	14
	2.07

(1.33)
	
	15
	1.90

(.76)
	

	Key Local officials
	1997-98
	21
	.86

(1.06)
	.22
	17
	.88

(1.17)
	.32
	50
	1.23

(1.26)
	.19

	 
	1999-2000
	55
	1.26

(1.34)
	
	15
	1.30

(1.16)
	
	15
	1.73

(1.33)
	

	Advisors in the district
	1997-98
	21
	.90

(1.00)
	.63
	17
	.56

(.75)
	.182
	50
	1.00

(1.26)
	.73

	 
	1999-2000
	52
	1.05

(1.19)
	
	15
	1.00

(1.07)
	
	15
	1.13

(1.37)
	

	Other constituents
	1997-98
	21
	1.14

(1.24)
	.25
	18
	1.03

(1.09)
	.37
	51
	1.19

(1.19)
	.75

	 
	1999-2000
	54
	1.53

(1.31)
	
	15
	1.40

(1.24)
	
	15
	1.30

(1.28)
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� Clucas (2000) finds comparable levels of pre-term limits committee chair experience and a similar dramatic decline in post-term limits experience of committee chairs in the California Assembly.  Moen (2000) looking at the part-time Maine legislature finds much lower levels of pre-term limits chair experience and thus a smaller change after term limits.  


� Because we interviewed more than 80% of each population, we will occasionally discussion substantively interesting differences that are almost but not quite statistically significant at the p=.10 level.


� Even before term limits, Clucas (1998) ranks Michigan's House Speaker as the fourth most powerful in the nation


�Outside actors were not included in the total number of mentions of House colleagues reported in Table 3, but are part of our larger data set.


� .  It is worth noting that the means for each committee for all six pre-term-limits sessions differ only slightly from a high of 2.14 sessions of prior service on the Appropriations Committee to a low of 1.22 on committees with jurisdiction over senior citizens’ issues


� We analyzed seventeen of these sources of information and guidance here.   Other sources of information and guidance are discussed in other chapters.


� In 1991 Democrats controlled the House, in 1993 there was split control (the infamous stereo speakers), in 1995 the Republicans controlled the House, in 1997 the Democrats were back in control, and in 1999 and 2001 the Republicans resumed control.


� We used a difference of proportions test for independent samples despite the fact that a few of our respondents were included in interviews for both sessions.  Because we were interviewing them about different institutional bodies we felt this was a better measure than the test statistics designed for panel surveys, especially since many respondents could not be included.


� We used a difference of proportions test for independent samples despite the fact that a few of our respondents were included in interviews for both sessions.  Because we were interviewing them about different institutional bodies we felt this was a better measure than the test statistics designed for panel surveys, especially since many respondents could not be included.





PAGE  
41

_1083071151.ppt


Number of Representatives Who Would Rely on Committee Chairs for Information or Guidance 

Bills Involving Schools of Choice

Bills Regulating Health Care Professionals

Figure 2

For Minority Party Members:  Contingency coefficient approximate significance for mention versus not mentioned by session =.91

For Majority Party Members:  Contingency coefficient approximate significance for mention versus not mentioned by session =.02

For Minority Party Members:  Contingency coefficient approximate significance for mention versus not mentioned by session = .23

For Majority Party Members:  Contingency coefficient approximate significance for mention versus not mentioned by session = .04















0


5


10


15


20


25


30


35


40


Minority Party


Member


5 6


Majority Party


Member


31 16


1997-1998 1999-2000


0


5


10


15


20


25


30


35


40


Minority Party


Member


2 9


Majority Party


Member


29 20


1997-1998 1999-2000





_1083071152.ppt


Effects of Experience

Effects of Session

 for chairs with at least two terms of prior legislative service 

Extent to which chairs control the work of their committees 

as reported by committee members

Figure 1















1


1.5


2


2.5


3


3.5


4


Freshman 2nd Termers 3+ Terms


1


1.5


2


2.5


3


3.5


4


1997-98 1999-2000





_1083071149.ppt


Figure 4

Percent













Ways Chairs Reportedly Manage Conflict in Committees


Percent of Valid Responses by Party 


Multiple Mentions Permitted


0


10


20


30


40


50


60


70


80


90


100


1997 Majority Party Member


70 16 6 32 54 22


1997 Minority Party Member


51.3 15.4 5.1 25.6 51.3 23.1


1999 Majority Party Member


59.5 7.1 2.4 26.2 97.6 26.5


1999 Minority Party Member


43.2 9.1 2.3 22.7 61.4 50


Discuss/ 


Compromise


Political 


Bargains


Knowledge/ 


Expertise


Formal Power


Partisan 


Control


Suppress 


Dissent





_1083071150.ppt


Figure 3

Percent













Perceived Ability of Chairs 


to Manage Conflict in Committees


Percent of Valid Reponses by Party


Multiple Mentions Permitted


0


10


20


30


40


50


60


70


1997 Majority Party Member


10 56 30.8


1997 Minority Party Member


2.6 61.5 48


1999 Majority Party Member


2.4 40.5 31


1999 Minority Party Member


27.3 54.5 31.8


Chair Fails to Manage Chair Manages Well


Good Relationshionships Within 


Committee





_1083071148.ppt


Figure 5
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Members for Information or Guidance

By Number of Mentions

Schools of Choice:  Contingency Coefficient approximate significance for mentioned versus not mentioned by session = .43

Regulating Health Care Professionals:  Contingency Coefficient approximate significance for mentioned versus not mentioned by session = .01













0


20


40


60


80


Bills Involving


Schools of Choice


68 61


Bills Regulating


Health Care


Professionals


61 75


1997-1998 1999-2000





