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ABSTRACT

Comparative state house and senate turnover data has not been updated since the mid-1980s.  Much has happened since then, including the implementation of term limits in about one-third of the American states.  In this paper we undertake three things: (1) update the turnover figures for all states, by chamber, from the mid-1980s through the 2002 election; (2) compare turnover rates in states with and without term limits; and (3) develop and test a multivariate model of turnover.  We find that turnover rates, overall, continued to decline through the decade of the 1980s but that the long historical downward trend in turnover abated in the 1990s.  This appears to be almost entirely due to the presence of term limit laws in some states.  While the presence of term limits explains the recent change in turnover trends, professionalization, redistricting, the presence of multimember districts, and changes in partisan leanings also explain differences in turnover rates between states.
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TIME, TURNOVER AND TERM LIMITS: 

TRENDS IN MEMBERSHIP TURNOVER IN U.S. STATE LEGISLATURES

Almost eighty years ago, Robert Luce (1924:358) referred to high turnover rates and lack of tenure in American legislatures as an “evil” that led to “the weaknesses of our legislative bodies.”  Membership turnover in state legislatures was so high, in some observers’ minds, as to preclude consistent, thoughtful decision-making.  In some chambers, Charles Hyneman (1938) found, more than half of the members were new in each biennium.  In some states, such conditions continued for at least another generation, prompting Wilder Crane and Meredith Watts (1968:24) to write that “there are [still] states in which the majority of members of the lower house are first-term members,” and that “a striking characteristic of state legislative service is the high rate of turnover.”  

Nonetheless, in most states, legislative turnover had begun to decline by mid-century, responding to the increased pay and support levels that Hyneman and others had recommended (Shin and Jackson 1978; Niemi and Winsky 1986).  Indeed, by the mid- to late-1980s, sharply decreased turnover and a growing cynicism about government in general and legislatures in particular (Nye, Zelikow, and King 1997; Patterson and Magleby 1992), led to the opposite concern—that there were too many career politicians and there was too little “fresh blood,” that legislatures were unresponsive to changing public interests, and that legislatures were descriptively unrepresentative of the population.  Even as sympathetic an observer as Alan Rosenthal noted that “professionalization [epitomized by long tenure] has contributed to public discontent” and “may indeed have weakened the legislature as an institution, by diminishing the values of teamwork (1998: 70).

This time the “cure” was swift and sharp.  Beginning in 1990 in Colorado, California, and Oklahoma, some 21 states approved term limits for their state legislators, and more than 22 states approved similar limits on their congressional delegations.  Subsequently, the Supreme Court ruled that states did not have the power to set limits on congressional tenure (U.S. Term Limits v. Thornton 1995); courts in three states overturned state legislative term limits; and in Idaho the legislature repealed the term limit initiative and, in November, 2002, voters defeated an effort to reinstate it.  The net result is that 17 states now have term limit laws on the books; nearly a thousand legislators have been termed out in 11 states so far, and state legislatures are accommodating themselves to the new reality of shorter terms in office.

Almost by definition, term limits will result in somewhat greater turnover in the affected state legislatures.  For example, there can no longer be any members who have more than 6-12 years of continuous service in a chamber, depending on each state’s individual limits.  Yet the overall effect of term limits is surprisingly unclear.  For one thing, most legislators do not serve for extremely long periods even in the absence of term limits.  In states with relatively liberal limits—e.g., Louisiana and Utah, where term-limited legislators will be permitted up to 12 years of continuous service in a single chamber—relatively few legislators may bump up against the limits.  More significantly, perhaps, the presence of term limits may at times discourage election challenges.  In fact, it is possible that turnover could actually decrease in a few term-limited states.  Why take on an incumbent, even a weak one, if one knows with certainty that there will be an open seat in the district one or two elections hence?  

In addition, of course, other factors may affect legislative turnover, and some of these (such as the number of multimember districts), have changed recently as well.  Potentially, such changes over the past decade and a half have altered both the incentive structure for serving in the legislature and the electoral risks in running for the office in the first place.  Given these confounding factors, determining the effects of term limits, and the probable future course of legislative turnover, requires careful analysis.  With this background in mind, we take a new look at legislative turnover in the fifty states, examining the recent trends in turnover rates.  Presumably, turnover rates will be affected by the presence or absence of term limits.  But we expect that the mere presence of term limits is unlikely to affect all legislatures equally.  Instead, we anticipate that the specific nature of the term limit, interacting with the costs and benefits of serving in a particular legislature, will lead to different turnover effects in different states. 

PREVIOUS RESEARCH

There are a number of informative studies of turnover in a single state, such as the analysis of New York by Stonecash (1993) and California by Clucas (2003).   And there are some well-known studies of turnover using data from a handful of states, starting with the oft-cited study by Hyneman (1938) of ten states from 1925-1935, Ray’s three-state (1974) and eight-state (1976) studies, and Jewell’s (1982) nine-state analysis.  Virtually all these studies examine turnover in one or a few states longitudinally—that is, they report what happens to the turnover rates over time.  Most of these studies also divide the turnover rate into two components: those incumbents who do not stand for re-election (voluntary retirement) and those incumbents who run again but lose the election.  Collectively, these studies find that turnover in these handful of states declined over time, and that the decline was largely (but not exclusively) a result of a decrease in voluntary retirement.  In other words, turnover declined because incumbents were more likely to seek re-election (Breaux and Jewell, 1992:94-95).  The steady decline in turnover over time is confirmed in the two studies that provide historical turnover data for all 50 states (Shin and Jackson, 1979; Niemi and Winsky, 1987).  From their work, we know that turnover declined from a mean of over 50 percent in both chambers in the 1930s to less than 25 percent in the 1980s.

In addition to examining longitudinal trends (i.e., variation over time), there are also analyses of variation in turnover rates across states.  Rosenthal (1974), in one of the best such analyses, draws on all 50 states over the eight-year period from 1963 to 1971.  He finds that turnover rates are associated with the political opportunity structure, compensation levels, and certain electoral variables (especially the number of elections and redistricting).  Presumably, at least some of these factors continue to be important explanatory variables today.  Shin and Jackson (1979) note a difference in turnover rates between chambers (with house turnover usually higher than senate rates).  Niemi and Winsky (1987) corroborate this finding, and also note that states with multimember districts (MMDs) tend to have slightly higher turnover than states using single member districts exclusively.  Brace and Ward (1998:84-5) find that turnover declines as legislative operating expenditures and salary (two measures of professionalization) increase. 

Thus, while past work on turnover has led to important information about the trends over time as well as cross-state differences, it offers us only modest insight into how much term limits will affect legislative turnover.  Speculation by proponents of term limits suggests that turnover will increase considerably, but their predictions are colored by their preferences; in any event, they are not specific about numbers or percentages.  Some political scientists—notably Moncrief, Thompson, Haddon, and Hoyer (1992), Opheim (1994), and Francis and Kenney (1997)—have made more careful predictions.  Though their models are a considerable improvement, they are general models that do not incorporate all of the variants of term limits that have now been enacted.  

Making predictions, or carrying out empirical work, is made difficult by the fact that term limits are a complicated, moving target.  The passage of term limiting laws (sometimes in the form of state constitutional amendments) stretched out over a decade, though most were passed in the period from 1990 to 1994.  Typically, the laws were not implemented immediately, and service prior to the passage of the laws was exempted.  Indeed, in six term-limited states (LA, NE, NV, OK, UT, WY) no legislators have yet been forced out of office, as limits do not go into effect in most of these states until12-14 years after adoption of the term limiting law.  At the other extreme, in Maine, term limits went into effect three years after adoption, and prior service counted.  In addition, implementation dates sometimes varied by chambers within a given state.

There are, however, several studies that make an effort, albeit crudely, to estimate turnover under term limits. These studies (Moncrief et al. 1992; Opheim 1994) use retention rates as the dependent variable.  While the retention rate is the mathematical complement of the turnover rate in any given electoral cycle (that is, they should sum to 100%), the calculation of retention rates by these authors is based on a specific period of multiple electoral cycles.  In each of these studies, the figures were used to extrapolate the effect of term limits on overall legislative membership.  The studies find that retention (and therefore turnover) rates are related to Kurtz’s (1990) legislative professionalism measure and to Squire’s legislative career typology (1988).  

 Francis and Kenney (1997) improve on the estimates made by Moncrief et al. and Opheim by developing a model based on past turnover rates and length of term limits. Furthermore, they recognize that term-limit induced turnover in the state senate creates opportunities for house members and will therefore increase turnover beyond the baseline expectation for house members.  By introducing the notion of progressive ambition into their calculations, Francis and Kenney’s estimates of the true effects of term limits on turnover are higher than those of earlier studies.

It is important to recognize that Francis and Kenney (1997) developed estimates of “equilibrium turnover rates,” by which they meant the normal turnover rate that would emerge several electoral cycles after the initial term limit shocks have worn off.  With the possible exceptions of California and Maine, none of the states have had time yet to reach this hypothesized equilibrium stage, so the work by Francis and Kenney remains an intriguing but not yet testable theory.   But in a more recent work, Francis and Kenney (2000) provide a theory of increased turnover before term limits are implemented.  They call this “churning,” and it is the result of early exit by members in anticipation of the turnover deadline (2000:61-62).  Using data from 1994 and 1996, Francis and Kenney suggest that turnover rates should increase in term limit states before the actual implementation date, as legislators facing term limits seek other opportunities.  

It is worth noting that the imposition of term limits represents a change in the electoral structure that is designed, in part, to limit the opportunity to stay in office, and therefore may affect the nature of incentives to run for the legislature in the first place.  What the various predictions and models suggest is that: a) there may be anticipatory effects, with some legislators and prospective legislators altering their behavior even before limits are actually implemented; b) there will be a relatively large, short-term impact when term limits are first implemented; and c) long-term turnover will be greater than the historical record for almost any given state but less than the initial shock (and probably less than proponents’ rhetoric suggested).  In this paper we provide data that bear on all three of these predictions.

MEASURING TURNOVER ACROSS STATES, CHAMBERS, AND TIME

Measuring turnover would appear to be a straightforward, if tedious procedure, but several definitional matters must be attended to.  What we wish to arrive at is a count of the number (and then percentage) of new members of each legislature.  But who counts as a new member?  The simplest procedure is to count the number of new members immediately after an election.  The turnover rate would be the proportion of legislators who were not members at the end of the previous legislative session.  However, this method does not account for individuals who were replacements for mid-session vacancies.  If, for example, Rep. Jones was elected in election t but resigned or died and was replaced by Smith, who completed the term and was then re-elected in election t+1, this method would not count that seat as having turned over.  On the other hand, if we compare the membership at the beginning of the session immediately after election t with the membership immediately after the election at t+1 (election to election turnover), the Jones-Smith substitution would be included among the seats that turned over.

It is the latter method that we employ here, for two reasons.  First, it is the method used in earlier studies and therefore provides continuity in methodology.
  Second (and fortuitously), this method is particularly appropriate when measuring the effects of term limits.  It has been hypothesized that term limits cause an increase in mid-session vacancies, as legislators who will be termed out take up other positions whenever a suitable opportunity presents itself.  If this occurs in the middle of a term, a new member will often be in place before the next election.  Counting only election-day replacements would miss this kind of turnover.

One other definitional matter concerns upper houses.  Many state senates, like the U.S. Senate, elect their members in staggered terms.  Under this circumstance, turnover—apart from that due to resignations and deaths—has a maximum value well below 100 percent, usually one-third or one-half.  Despite this institutionally imposed maximum, we base turnover on total senate membership.  Again, this is consistent with past practice.  What makes the practice sensible is the question being asked: what is the proportion of members in a given senate that did not serve in the immediately prior senate?  Those who would argue for greater turnover presumably take into account the institutional constraints on senates; term limits are not designed to overturn these constitutional designs.

A related point is that counts of new legislators should be made only after an election (unless one explicitly models non-election-related turnover).  For most of the lower houses, this means every two years, and for most upper houses, it means every four years.  Where variations occur, however, counts need to be made according to the election calendar.  Operationally, one must be especially attentive to odd-year elections such as occur in New Jersey and Virginia.  These create no problem except in displaying turnover in a given year, as we do in tables below.  Given the small number of cases of odd-year elections, we combine these cases with elections in the following year.

In addition to these theoretical concerns, there are practical matters that render any count of turnover only a better or worse approximation.  First, the counts are based on legislative membership as of a particular date.  Ideally, we might capture membership on the day after each election.  As a practical matter, we use listings of legislators compiled by the Council of State Governments (CSG) and printed in February or (usually) March of the year following each November election.  With roughly 7,500 legislators, it is almost certain that some legislators resign or die between the election and the day the roster is given to CSG.  To this extent, turnover is very slightly underestimated.

Given the large number of legislators, other problems also arise.  Occasionally, for example, the same legislator appears under different names, such as William Smith in one year’s list and Bill Smith or J. William Smith in another year.  Usually, but not always, these differences are easy to detect.  The same is true of simple typographical errors.  Slightly harder to detect are name changes due to marriage; when it caught our attention, we assumed that Bonnie F. Smith at a given address in District 1 in a given year was the same person as Bonnie F. Jones, of the same district and address in another year.  Finally, there are instances in which a legislator was replaced by a relative (often in the same district); when James Jones, Jr., at one address, replaced James Jones, at another address, we assumed it was a new person, but it is likely that not all such cases were so apparent (or that we made the correct assumption).  Errors from these sources probably lead to a slight overestimate of turnover (i.e., opposite what results from day-of-election to day-of-compilation changes).

Aside from their nominal accuracy, all such counts are potentially misleading in that some “new” legislators have been in the legislature—even in the same chamber—previously.  This is a significant factor (especially for upper chambers) that has not been taken into account in previous studies.  It is likely to be exacerbated in the presence of term limits, as legislators move between houses (including, in some instances, from upper to lower houses) to avoid having to depart the legislature entirely.  We also ignore this factor in most of the counts used here (as do all previous counts), though we will return to it later in the analysis.  

LONGITUDINAL TRENDS IN TURNOVER
Taking into account, whenever possible, these theoretical and practical concerns, Table 1 shows the mean decennial turnover rates, by state and chamber, for the past three decades.  As expected, turnover rates are generally smaller in the upper houses, although the difference is surprisingly small given the constraints of staggered senates.  It may be that the longer time commitment and larger constituencies (with presumed increased work load and increased costs of campaigning) cause relatively more legislators not to seek reelection to the upper chamber. Or it may be that the senate provides a more propitious springboard to other offices (appointive, congressional, or statewide) in mid-term.  For whatever reason, it does appear that fewer senators than house members seek re-election. We shall test for this, in part, by controlling for length of term. 
Turnover rates are reasonably consistent within states and vary widely across the states.  There are a few instances of large changes over time, especially between the 1970s and 1980s.  Both houses of Alabama are notable (and exceptional) for the large decline.  Both houses in Delaware, Louisiana, and Maine also experienced relatively sharp declines, as did the New Jersey House.  Even this cursory look, however, suggests that state institutions or cultures play a role in determining typical turnover rates.  Turnover varies from as low as 10-15 percent in all three decades to upwards of 40 percent in the 1970s and 35-40 percent in the 1980s and 1990s.  Contrast, for example, New York or Pennsylvania at one end with states such as Arkansas, Maine, and West Virginia at the other.

<Table 1 here>

That there are broad historical patterns is clear in Table 2.  Most significantly, average turnover has declined sharply over the past seven decades.  Indeed, the 1990s saw the end of a trend wherein average turnover had declined, in each chamber, in every decade, since the 1930s.  When this decline reached its nadir in the 1980s, turnover was well below half its rate 50 years earlier.  In the most recent decade, overall turnover rates actually increased slightly.  Note also that the lower chamber has always experienced a higher turnover rate than the upper chamber.  However, a steeper decline in the lower chamber has resulted in only a two- or three-percentage point difference in each of the last three decades. 

<Table 2 here>

TURNOVER AND TERM LIMITS

While the 1990s heralded a reversal of the historical trend of steadily declining turnover rates nationally, the trend was not reversed in all states.  A key factor was the introduction of term limits (Table 3).  In the non-term limited states, the trend was toward further decline—although only slightly.  Because the decline was so small, it appears that the long historical trend of declining turnover is bottoming out at about 20 percent in each house. But the more important point is that turnover rates in the term-limited states reversed course, climbing moderately in the upper chambers and more steeply in the lower chambers.

<Table 3 here>

As we noted, not all term limit laws are the same.  In some states, limits are severe, allowing only six years of continuous service in the lower chamber (AR, CA, MI), while others allow eight years and still others permit 12 years of service.  In the upper chamber, most states allow eight years of continuous service, but others allow 12 years.
  The states also vary widely on the year in which limits take (or took) effect (i.e., when legislators must first vacate their seats).  Legislators in California and Maine were banned as early as 1996, while no legislators will be forced out in Nevada until 2010.  As mentioned earlier, there are currently six states that adopted term limits but in which no one has yet been forced from office.
  These factors, along with prior levels of turnover (and therefore lengths of tenure) mean that the proportion of legislators affected by term limits is highly variable across the states, including the term limited states listed in Table 3.

Anticipatory Effects of Turnover


It was widely believed that term limits would create higher than anticipated turnover immediately after they were adopted, as incumbents begin to look for other opportunities in anticipation of the day in which they will be forced to leave.  In an initial look at a number of states, Francis and Kenney (2000) found evidence of this “churning” effect in the 1994 and 1996 electoral cycles.  We have now passed through several additional electoral cycles, affording an opportunity to examine the question of anticipatory effects in greater detail.  Table 4 shows the turnover rates for all term-limited states.  The table also provides information about the term limit adoption date (indicated by an asterisk) and the implementation date (i.e., the first year in which some incumbents are forced to leave office, indicated by the bold figure).  






<Table 4 here>


It is difficult to discern any general pattern from Table 4.  It appears that legislators clearly acted in an anticipatory manner in some states. A good example is California (a state with low turnover in the 1980s and a six-year lower chamber term limit adopted in 1990).  Although no one was forced from office until 1996 (Assembly) and 1998 (Senate), higher turnover rates appear in 1992, at least two electoral cycles prior to the implementation date.  An anticipatory effect was especially true in the lower chamber.  There are several possible reasons why turnover increases so quickly and dramatically in California, including the low turnover rate prior to the passage of term limits, the fact that term limits were passed in a redistricting year, the Republican upsurge nationally in 1994, and the extraordinary number of other electoral opportunities in California.
  Whatever the reason, turnover in the California Assembly had reached such a high level (40% in 1992, 41% in 1994) that there was very little additional effect in the turnover rate in the year of implementation (46% in 1996). 


Contrast that situation with the case of Michigan.  There appears to have been almost no anticipatory effect in Michigan.  In the lower house the turnover rate remained at its relatively low historic levels (20-25%) after passage of term limits; in the senate the turnover rate rose in 1994 (the first post-redistricting election) and then dropped back to below historic levels.  But when term limits were implemented, turnover shot up to 60% in the House and a whopping 74% in the Senate.
  Or compare either of these cases to Colorado—where turnover rates do not seem to have changed appreciably before, during, or after the implementation date. 

It is clear that the advent of term limits does not yield the same turnover pattern in every state—certainly not the same pattern of anticipatory effects.  For each state, anticipatory effects will be influenced by at least the following factors: (a) the historical turnover pattern; (b) specifics of the term limit plan; (c) the opportunity structure; and (d) the potential effect of the redistricting cycle. 

Turnover Patterns After Implementation

What about turnover patterns after the implementation date?  From Table 4 we see there are five states (AR, CA, CO, ME and MI) that have undergone at least two post-implementation electoral cycles for the lower chamber.
   Typically, there is a decline in the turnover rate after the initial implementation “hit,” though the level remains well above what it was prior to term limits.  The mean turnover rates for the five states are 48% at implementation, 31% in the next election, and 37% in the election after that.  These observations are based on very limited data at this point; it will be interesting to follow this trend as more states accrue post-implementation experience to see if a pattern of post-implementation equilibrium develops.  We suspect that there will be considerable variation across the states, owing to some of the same factors that influence anticipatory effects.

Inter-Chamber Movement


One of the expected consequences of term limits is an increase in the number of house members moving to the state senate.  Table 5 shows the movement from lower to upper chambers between 1994-2000.
  We show the number (and percentage) for all the states in which term limits have been implemented (they are all states with either six- or eight-year limits for the house and senate).  In 1994, the mean percentage of house members moving to the senate in this group of states was 10%, and that percentage has increased in each subsequent election.  For the other categories of states—those with 12-year limits and those without term limits—no such pattern exists, and absolute levels of house-to-senate movement are much smaller than in the term limited states.  As expected, the presence of term limits does create more house-to-senate movement.  It is also worth noting (although not reported in Table 5) that these same states are experiencing some movement from upper to lower chambers—a process virtually nonexistent prior to the implementation of term limits.  We found over a dozen instances of senators moving to house seats in term-limited states since 1994.  

<Table 5 here>

ACCOUNTING FOR LEVELS OF TURNOVER: A MULTIVARIATE MODEL

That turnover is heightened by term limits, at least when they first go into effect, is clear from the foregoing analysis.  But other factors also influence turnover levels, so a multivariate analysis is required in order to sort out their relative contributions.  Such an analysis can be at the individual-district level or at the level of the legislative chamber.  Both levels can be informative.  From the perspective of term limits, however, an aggregate model suggests itself as more appropriate inasmuch as such a model focuses attention on institutional considerations, of which term limits are a prime example.
  In using an aggregate model, as we do here, our focus is not on what causes change in individual districts—in which case variables such as incumbency would play a major role—but on what characteristics of states and chambers affect the level of turnover.  Even at this level, a number of factors are relevant.  

In addition to term limits, the historical record suggests that the level of legislative professionalization is a major factor in determining turnover.  So too does casual observation of recent data.  In the five states with the highest levels of professionalization in the 1980s (NY, MI, CA, MA, PA), average turnover was .28; in the five states with the lowest levels (NH, WY, ND, UT, SD), it was .36 (see individual state values on Table 1).  Based on all states, the correlation between turnover and professionalization in the 1980s was -.35.
  Though relative professionalization levels of the states changed very little over this two-decade period, we use a decade-specific variable.

Redistricting obviously has a significant effect on turnover as well.  In the 1980s and 1990s, turnover was higher in the redistricting year than in each of the subsequent four election years, by 3-11 percentage points.  In the regression, we specified a “redistricting” dummy variable, defined as 1 for the first election in the decade for each state.  In most states that was 1982, 1992, and 2002 but in some states (ME, MT), it was 1984 and 1994.  In states with staggered senate elections, only a fraction of the legislators may be up for election even in the year immediately after redistricting (with the remaining legislators keeping their seats until the next election year).  For those chambers, both 1982 and 1984, or 1992 and 1994, were considered reelection years.

It is also likely that expectations regarding the partisan climate in a given year affect legislators’ calculations and therefore the likelihood that they run for election (whether the first time, or as an incumbent).  At the level of our model, such a measure might tap the volatility of statewide forces faced by legislative candidates in a given year.
  If volatility is high, candidates might reevaluate their willingness to run; they might be more likely to run if the changes in climate were favorable to their party and less likely to run if the changes were unfavorable.  The effects of such changes are made more difficult to predict by the fact that they might influence both primary and general elections.  In general, we expect a positive relationship between volatility and turnover—i.e., the less stable the situation, the greater the expected turnover.

Finally, we know from Niemi and Winsky (1987) that states with multimember districts tended (in the 1980s) to have slightly higher turnover.  It is not exactly clear why this should be so.  Our intuition is that it has more to do with candidate choices than with voter behavior.  Perhaps being one member of a multimember delegation is less satisfying than being the sole representative of a constituency, thus leading more legislators not to run for reelection.  It might also be the case that gaining visibility is more difficult for those in multimember districts, resulting in more frequent primary and general election defeats (Jewell 1982:24; Cox and Morgenstern, 1995).
  In any case, we consider this hypothesis here by employing a dummy variable to indicate states with multimember districts, including both free-for-all and post systems.  As with professionalization, we use a decade-specific measure.

Term limits themselves are entered into the equation in two ways.  One dummy variable equals 1 in the year that term limits were adopted.  The other equals 1 in the year that term limits were implemented—that is, the first year in which some legislators were forced from office.  The “implementation” variable is chamber-specific since the term limit is often different for the house (e.g., six years) than the senate (e.g., eight years), and consequently the implementation date is different.

The dependent variable is turnover in a given chamber in a given year.  For chambers with two-year elections (which we examine first), this means that we have 627 observations—57 chambers (45 house and 12 senate) with 11 election years each (1982, 1984,…2002)—less a few cases in which chambers changed size or were missing for other technical reasons.  As this includes 12 upper chambers (see note 3), it permits a relatively pure test of whether chamber itself leads to different levels of turnover.  Based on the bivariate results for recent decades (Table 2), we expect little or no such effect.

The results of the model for chambers with two-year elections are shown in the first two columns of Table 6.  With the exception of chamber, all of the variables are statistically significant and in the expected direction.  The results are for the most part straightforward.  In redistricting years, for example, turnover averages about 7 percentage points higher than in non-redistricting years.  Similarly, states with multimember districts average about 4 percentage points higher turnover.  Professionalization, as expected, is negatively related to turnover.  With most states ranging between .03 and .30 on the professionalization scale, the effect is generally no more than about four percentage points, though at its extreme, it is double that.  Changes in statewide partisan tendencies generally range between .10 and .30, meaning that this likely electoral volatility also contributes about 1-3 percentage points to average turnover.  And, finally, two-year senates experience no more turnover than two-year houses.

Term limits, our primary interest here, reveal both a small anticipatory effect and a much larger effect when they are first implemented.  The effect in the first election after adoption—while quite large in some instances—is relatively modest on average, about 4 percentage points.  When term limits are implemented, the average impact is another 14 percentage points.  The adoption and implementation effects are cumulative.  In other words, by the time term limits are implemented, the average overall effect is an increase in turnover of 18 percentage points from the turnover rate prior to the passage of term limits.
Inclusion of chambers with four-year terms requires a more complicated model, chiefly because of staggered elections.  For those cases, we have observations every two years even though the term of office is four years.  While we could simply combine turnover in the two elections, a different approach will allow us to develop a model that provides an estimate of both election-related and non-election-related turnover.  We begin by including all chambers every two years but adding a variable for the fraction of the chamber that was up for reelection.  As 38 senates and 4 lower houses have four-year terms, this adds approximately 462 cases (42 chambers x 11 elections).  We then estimate the same model as above, except for two changes: first, we multiply each variable times the fraction up for reelection; second, we include a “four-year-term” variable instead of a “senate” variable.

The results are in columns 3-4 of Table 6.  Once interpreted, it is obvious that the results are nearly identical to those in the first two columns but with one added variable.  First note the constant and fraction variable.  When all members are up for reelection, fraction equals 1, making the intercept the sum of these two values.  Note that this sum (6.2 + 14.2 = 20.4) is almost identical to the constant in the two-year model (meaning that the two models yield equivalent results in this respect).  If only half of the members are up for reelection, the intercept is 6.2 + .5(14.2) = 13.3; as one would predict, expected turnover is reduced by the fact that half the body experiences no electoral turnover.  

Apart from the senate variable and its replacement in the new model, the remaining variables have almost identical coefficients.  Again, this means that if all members are up for reelection (now, whether with a two- or a four-year term), the effect is calculated as in the previous model (since F = 1).  The effect when only a fraction are up for reelection is reduced accordingly—not because the impact of the variable is different, but because it only applies to a portion of the body.

The one coefficient that is different in the new model is that indicating a four-year term of office.  Since most of these cases are upper houses, it is tempting to interpret this as a “senate” effect.  Indeed, it is impossible fully to distinguish the two potential effects;  if we replace the four-year term variable with one for senates, the resulting coefficient is smaller but still statistically significant.  Nonetheless, the fact that the senate variable was insignificant in the first model and that in the present model the senate variable is smaller than the four-year variable suggest that it is the length of the term rather than which chamber is involved that makes a difference.  In any case, the effect is small; chambers with four-year terms (or possibly senates) experience about a 4 percentage point larger average turnover.

Finally, we modify the model in a way that potentially distinguishes between election-related and non-election-related turnover.  The model that multiplies each variable by F only anticipates turnover among those who are up for election, but in fact, individuals leave office at other times as well.  A correctly specified model must take into account these possibilities as well.  Some of the same variables that have an effect on turnover among those up for reelection may also have an effect among those not up for reelection.  Indeed, it has been hypothesized that term limits are likely to increase inter-election resignations. That is, term limited legislators, knowing that they cannot continue in office indefinitely, will more often resign in favor of other opportunities.
Our data set is not perfect for testing this hypothesis; we have not captured all legislative departures, and we cannot distinguish between those due to death versus resignation.  However, by measuring turnover at two-year intervals, even when elections were four-years apart, we have probably accounted for most voluntary turnover.
  Another difficulty, as of the moment, is that term limits have not been implemented for very long in any state, so the hypothesized effect would not have generated enough resignations to be easily detected.  Indeed, we anticipate that most of these effects are too small to be reliably discerned given our sample size.
  Nonetheless, we construct a model both to demonstrate how it should be done and to make a preliminary estimate of non-electorally induced turnover.  This third model includes all of the variables from the second model but adds a set consisting of the same variables, now multiplied by the fraction not up for reelection (1-F).

The results of this final regression are shown in columns 5-6 of Table 6.  As anticipated, most of the added variables are not statistically significant.  They are, however, all in the expected direction (i.e., the same direction as when interacted with F alone) and, with a single exception, are suggestive of small, inter-election (i.e., nonelectoral) effects.  Consider, for example, the coefficient for legislators in states with multimember districts.  The point estimate for the interaction with 1-F suggests that about 1 percent more legislators in these states than in states with only single-member districts leave the legislature other than at election time.  Though a small amount, it should be evaluated, in part, in conjunction with the overall estimate of about a 4 percentage point higher rate of turnover associated with these kinds of districts.

The one coefficient that is most problematic is, ironically, the one that is statistically significant.  The high estimate for the non-electoral effects of term limits at implementation suggests, if it is to be believed, that term limits have as much of an indirect impact through mid-term resignations as a direct effect through actually forcing legislators out of office.  For the moment, this estimate is based on a only about a dozen cases (where term limits are implemented and there is no mid-term election); also, as noted, the estimate of turnover for the crucial 2002 elections is based on temporary data that is mostly, but not entirely accurate (see note 16).  In the future, we anticipate that what the results will show is that term limits have a clear positive impact on non-electoral turnover, but not so large an impact as this initial result suggests.  It is worth noting, in any case, that the consequence of adding non-electoral variables reduces the electoral effects (i.e., the interactions with F) little if at all.  Even in the case of term limits, the electoral effect remains high despite the inclusion of this added component.

CONCLUSION

In this paper we have accomplished three goals.  First, we have provided updated figures on legislative turnover for all 50 states—the first comprehensive update since the mid-1980s. From this we have determined that:  (1) variation in turnover rates continues to exist between states; and (2) overall turnover rates continued to decline in the 1980s but that process was halted in the 1990s. 
 
Second, we have presented systematic data on the turnover patterns in term-limited states. These data, presented in Tables 3-5, show that term limits are in fact affecting turnover rates.  For one thing, the downward trend in turnover rates, evident for the previous six decades, continued (albeit only slightly) for non term-limited states.  But for term-limited states, that trend was clearly reversed.  We also found that the particular pattern of increased turnover is not the same for all term-limited states; it appears to depend on a variety of factors including the length of the term limit and the year of implementation.  We also noted an increase in the movement of members from house to senate (and a small nascent trend toward movement from senate to house in a few states) under term limits.  

Finally, in an effort to parcel out the effects of a variety of factors on turnover rates, we conducted a multivariate analysis.  We found that the presence of multimember districts and changes in the partisan climate have a modest effect on turnover rates.  More substantial in their effects on turnover are redistricting and, at least at its extremes, the level of legislative professionalization (and, of course, the proportion of a chamber up for election).  But the most important factor is the presence of term limits.  When the modest anticipatory effect and the more substantial implementation effect are considered in tandem, the presence of an implemented term limit law increases turnover by an average of 17-18 percentage points.

In this regard, term limit advocates have been successful in that turnover rates clearly increased in those states with term limit laws.  But the story is yet unfolding; we do not know if, and at what level, turnover rates will reach equilibrium in term-limited states.  We do not know yet what effect, if any, there will be in the states with the longer (12-year) term limits.  Nor do we know, in any systematic way, what the consequences of increased turnover will be on the operation of the legislative institution.  Whatever else one can say about term limits, they will provide a long and interesting research road. 
Table 1.  Turnover in U.S. State Legislatures, 1971-2000, by Chamber and Decade (percent)

	
	House
	
	Senate

	State
	1971-80
	1981-90
	1991-2000
	
	1971-80
	1981-90
	1991-2000

	AL
	64
	30
	31
	
	72
	30
	40

	AK
	45
	39
	32
	
	30
	24
	28

	AZ
	26
	25
	37
	
	34
	23
	33

	AR
	20
	14
	32
	
	12
	15
	21

	CA
	27
	16
	40
	
	22
	11
	28

	CO
	37
	30
	34
	
	23
	23
	29

	CT
	39
	24
	20
	
	40
	30
	18

	DE
	32
	15
	13
	
	25
	10
	10

	FL
	33
	22
	32
	
	30
	21
	27

	GA
	25
	18
	19
	
	20
	18
	23

	HI
	30
	24
	23
	
	29
	17
	25

	ID
	29
	27
	22
	
	27
	25
	19

	IL
	26
	15
	22
	
	24
	14
	16

	IN
	29
	17
	16
	
	25
	16
	11

	IA
	35
	22
	26
	
	30
	16
	20

	KS
	31
	22
	25
	
	35
	25
	43

	KY
	29
	18
	21
	
	22
	36
	18

	LA
	43
	28
	29
	
	41
	25
	41

	ME
	41
	25
	37
	
	42
	26
	38

	MD
	42
	31
	32
	
	34
	27
	29

	MA
	22
	17
	19
	
	20
	19
	19

	MI
	22
	20
	30
	
	48
	30
	30

	MN
	31
	22
	20
	
	34
	25
	21

	MS
	39
	33
	26
	
	42
	36
	29

	MO
	26
	20
	22
	
	23
	13
	18

	MT
	40
	30
	35
	
	31
	23
	25

	NE
	—
	—
	—
	
	25
	21
	20

	NV
	37
	35
	29
	
	26
	24
	14

	NH
	41
	37
	34
	
	31
	29
	34

	NJ
	40
	27
	23
	
	50
	28
	21

	NM
	24
	23
	24
	
	26
	37
	33

	NY
	24
	15
	14
	
	18
	11
	11

	NC
	34
	25
	23
	
	38
	27
	23

	ND
	32
	28
	22
	
	24
	17
	16

	OH
	21
	17
	26
	
	24
	17
	24

	OK
	26
	28
	17
	
	19
	18
	10

	OR
	34
	25
	36
	
	21
	20
	28

	PA
	24
	13
	11
	
	18
	11
	12

	RI
	30
	21
	19
	
	26
	22
	20

	SC
	32
	20
	22
	
	36
	30
	20

	SD
	34
	28
	39
	
	35
	27
	32

	TN
	26
	18
	16
	
	16
	16
	15

	TX
	31
	23
	17
	
	24
	19
	16

	UT
	39
	31
	29
	
	25
	21
	26

	VT
	33
	27
	30
	
	23
	29
	25

	VA
	23
	19
	18
	
	29
	23
	24

	WA
	28
	28
	32
	
	23
	16
	22

	WV
	42
	40
	28
	
	22
	29
	21

	WI
	24
	23
	17
	
	24
	20
	15

	WY
	35
	24
	25
	
	21
	23
	26

	TOTAL
	32
	24
	25
	
	29
	22
	23


	Range
	1971-80
	1981-90
	1991-2000
	
	1971-80
	1981-90
	1991-2000

	( 35%
	15
	 4
	6
	
	11
	 3
	 4

	30-34%
	14
	 6
	10
	
	 8
	 4
	 5

	25-29%
	11
	12
	 9
	
	10
	12
	12

	20-24%
	 9
	14
	12
	
	16
	13
	13

	15-19%
	 0
	 8
	 9
	
	 4
	12
	10

	<15%
	 0
	 5
	 3
	
	 1
	 6
	 6


Note: Entries are the average percentage of new members in each newly elected legislature

(i.e., election-to-election turnover).  Figures for senates are based on the entire body even

though typically only some senators are up for reelection in a given year.

Sources: 1971-80: Niemi and Winsky (1987); 1982-92: Council of State Governments, 

Book of the States, various years; 1994-2000: calculated by the authors from CSG State Directory of Elected Officials, various years.


Table 2.  Average Turnover in U.S. State Legislatures, 1930s-1990s, by 


Chamber and Decade (percent)

	Chamber 
	1930s
	1940s    
	1950s    
	1960s   
	1970s    
	1980s   
	1990s

	Senate
	51
	43
	40
	37
	29
	22
	23

	House
	59
	51
	45
	41
	32
	24
	25



Note: 1930s = 1931-1940, etc.  For interpretation of entries, see the note to


Table 1.  The figures are averages for all states. 


Sources: 1930s-1970s: Niemi and Winsky (1987); 1980s-1990s: calculated


from data in Table 1.

Table 3.  House and Senate Turnover in Term-Limited and Non-Term Limited States,

1981-2002 (percent)

	
	                  House
	                   Senate

	Year
	    TL states
	  NTL states
	    TL states
	   NTL states

	1982
	32.0
	31.8
	26.6
	28.0

	1984
	21.8
	24.4
	17.9
	22.1

	1986
	23.9
	20.4
	19.7
	17.0

	1988
	20.8
	17.9
	17.5
	18.2

	1990
	24.6
	22.5
	22.2
	21.9

	Mean 1981-90
	24.6
	23.8
	21.2
	22.4

	
	
	
	
	

	1992
	33.7
	30.9
	29.4
	30.0

	1994
	30.8
	26.1
	26.6
	24.6

	1996
	26.5
	19.6
	22.5
	20.2

	1998
	29.8
	17.3
	21.4
	15.9

	2000
	33.9
	15.5
	26.5
	13.6

	Mean 1991-00
	30.8
	22.2
	25.9
	22.1

	
	
	
	
	

	2002
	36.0
	23.0
	29.7
	20.8


Note:  Term limited (TL) states: AZ, AR, CA, CO, FL, LA, ME, MI, MO, MT, NE, 

NV, OH, OK, SD, UT, WY.  States in which term limits were passed but subsequently

struck down or repealed (ID, MA, OR, WA) are excluded from the table.  All other

states are non-term-limited (NTL). 

 Table 4.  Turnover in Term-Limited States, 1981-2002 (percent)

	State
	Cham-ber
	1981-90
	
	1990
	1992
	1994
	1996
	1998
	2000
	2002

	AZ
	H
	25
	
	25
	48
	35
	32
	25
	45
	55

	
	S
	23
	
	33
	37*
	33
	37
	23
	33
	50

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	AR
	H
	14
	
	17
	19
	31
	20
	57
	34
	36

	
	S
	15
	
	20
	11*
	20
	11
	14
	46
	46

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CA
	H
	16
	
	20
	40
	41
	46
	35
	39
	39

	
	S
	12
	
	18*
	23
	28
	30
	33
	28
	10

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CO
	H
	30
	
	22
	35
	28
	34
	36
	37
	28

	
	S
	23
	
	17*
	23
	26
	26
	34
	37
	20

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	FL
	H
	22
	
	18
	40
	25
	14
	26
	56
	25

	
	S
	21
	
	20
	48*
	15
	13
	23
	35
	35

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	LA
	H
	31
	
	
	39
	
	28
	
	19
	

	
	S
	25
	
	
	38
	**
	44
	
	28
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ME
	H
	27
	
	25
	34
	48
	42
	30
	31
	46

	
	S
	26
	
	23
	46**
	46
	43
	11
	43
	31

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MI
	H
	20
	
	20
	26
	22
	22
	60
	19
	49

	
	S
	30
	
	29
	*
	39
	
	21
	
	74

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MO
	H
	20
	
	20
	29
	26
	17
	10
	27
	56

	
	S
	13
	
	21
	23*
	26
	9
	9
	24
	41

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	MT
	H
	30
	
	32
	31
	40
	18
	37
	51
	32

	
	S
	23
	
	32
	24*
	34
	16
	22
	28
	38

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	NE
	S
	21
	
	18
	31
	18
	14
	20
	18*
	14

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	NV
	H
	35
	
	52
	40
	45
	29
	21
	7
	38

	
	S
	24
	
	24
	24
	24
	10*
	14
	0
	19

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	OH
	H
	17
	
	14
	21
	21
	14
	20
	55
	25

	
	S
	17
	
	15
	12*
	24
	24
	30
	27
	15

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	OK
	H
	28
	
	29
	18
	24
	15
	12
	16
	18

	
	S
	21
	
	17*
	13
	8
	17
	8
	6
	17

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	SD
	H
	28
	
	27
	41
	30
	34
	36
	53
	36

	
	S
	27
	
	31
	46*
	26
	34
	14
	40
	34

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	UT
	H
	31
	
	25
	41
	24
	28
	20
	29
	23

	
	S
	21
	
	24
	28
	24*
	17
	34
	28
	17

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	WY
	H
	24
	
	22
	
	22
	32
	22
	25
	35

	
	S
	23
	
	13
	47*
	33
	17
	30
	3
	13


*Indicates the year in which term limits were adopted.

**Term limits adopted in Maine in 1993 and in Louisiana in 1995.

Bold figures indicate year in which term limits went into effect.

Table 5.  Movement of Legislators from the Lower to the Upper House in the States

	States with
	Number of lower house members moving to the upper house
	
	Movement as a percentage

 of total senate seats

	6-8 year term limits
	1994
	1996
	1998
	2000
	
	1994
	1996
	1998
	2000

	AR
	2
	  2
	4
	  9
	
	     6%
	 6%
	  11%
	  26%

	AZ
	5
	  8
	3
	  5
	
	17
	27
	10
	17

	CA
	3
	10
	9
	11
	
	  8
	25
	23
	28

	CO
	3
	  7
	7
	  9
	
	  9
	20
	20
	26

	FL
	0
	  1
	7
	13
	
	  0
	 3
	18
	33

	ME
	7
	  5
	1
	  9
	
	20
	14
	 3
	26

	MI
	6
	--
	7
	--
	
	16
	--
	18
	--

	MO
	4
	  2
	2
	  7
	
	12
	 6
	 6
	21

	MT
	4
	 1
	7
	  7
	
	  8
	 2 
	14 
	14

	OH
	2
	  4
	7
	  7
	
	  6
	12
	21
	21

	SD
	2
	  5
	4
	10
	
	  6
	14
	11
	29

	    Mean
	 3.4
	 4.5
	5.3
	 8.7
	
	 10%
	  13%
	  14%
	  24%

	12 year

term limits
	1.8
	2.0
	2.8
	1.0
	
	 5.5%
	  7.0%
	10.0%
	3.0 %

	No term limits
	2.8
	1.8
	2.0
	1.5
	
	   8.0%
	  5.0%
	  6.0%
	4.0%


Note: Excluded are states that hold elections in odd-numbered years (LA, MS, NJ, VA) and states that passed term limits but later eliminated them (ID, MA, OR, WA).  Michigan has four-year terms for senate members.

Table 6.  Multivariate Analysis of Turnover in the States, 1981-2002

	
	States with Two-year Elections (n = 612)
	
	
	States with Four-year Elections (n = 1059)

	Independent variable
	Coef-ficient
	se
	
	Independent variable
	Coef-ficient
	se
	Coef-ficient
	se

	Constant
	20.6**
	1.0
	
	Constant
	6.2**
	0.8
	5.1**
	2.0

	
	
	
	
	Fraction up for election
	14.2**
	1.2
	15.5**
	2.3

	Upper-chamber
	0.4
	0.9
	
	F*Four-year

term
	3.8**
	0.8
	3.7**
	0.9

	State has 

MMDs
	3.9**
	0.8
	
	F*State has MMDs
	4.1**
	0.8
	4.1**
	0.8

	Professiona-lization
	-13.5**
	2.7
	
	F*Professional-ization
	-12.2**
	2.4
	-12.3**
	2.4

	Change in state partisan prob.
	10.7**
	2.6
	
	F*Change in state partisan prob.
	10.7**
	2.3
	10.5**
	2.3

	Redistricting year
	6.9**
	0.8
	
	F*Redistricting year
	7.1**
	0.7
	7.0**
	0.7

	Term limits enacted
	4.2**
	1.2
	
	F*Term limits enacted
	3.7**
	1.0
	3.6**
	1.1

	Term limits implemented
	13.8**
	1.9
	
	F*Term limits implemented
	15.4**
	1.7
	14.5**
	1.8

	
	
	
	
	(1-F)*State has MMDs
	
	
	0.8
	2.1

	
	
	
	
	(1-F)* Profession-alization
	
	
	-0.7
	6.6

	
	
	
	
	(1-F)* Change in state partisan prob.
	
	
	2.6
	5.3

	
	
	
	
	(1-F)* Redistrict-ing year
	
	
	1.1
	1.7

	
	
	
	
	(1-F)* Term limits enacted
	
	
	0.5
	2.5

	
	
	
	
	(1-F)* Term limits implemented
	
	
	12.2*
	5.6


F = Fraction of the chamber up for reelection.

**p<.01   *p<.05

Note:  The dependent variable is the percentage turnover in a chamber.  2002?  Turnover is calculated every two years.  In the case of four-year terms, “fraction” takes account of staggered elections, elections in which only some of the seats in a chamber are up for election, as well as the absence of an election (fraction = zero).
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� Complicating the situation even further were instances in which it was unclear whether there would be term limits at all.  In Massachusetts, for example, a term limit proposition was passed in 1994, but legislators were not paying much attention to them (suggested in interviews conducted for Carey et al. 2000).  In Nebraska, term limits were passed three times, twice being thrown out by the courts on technicalities.


� This is also the method used in the turnover tables reported in the Book of the States.  However, after 1994 the figures in that volume often compare legislative rosters for time periods in which there was no general election; turnover rates are therefore often very low and not comparable to the data in the tables prior to 1994. Consequently, the only way to collect data that is consistent with the pre-1994 method reported in the Book of the States is to compare the rosters of legislators at the beginning of the first session of a Legislature to the roster at the beginning of the first session of the previous Legislature. The National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL) also compiles turnover data.  However, NCSL uses the first method of calculating turnover (i.e., turnover strictly associated with the election).  





� Currently, 12 states have two-year senate elections (AZ, CT, GA, ID, ME, MA, NH, NY, NC, RI, SD, VT); 11 have four-year, non-staggered senates elections (AL, KS, LA, MD, MI, MN, MS, NJ, NM, SC, VA); 27 have four-year, staggered senate elections, though the exact nature of the staggering varies (including instances, immediately after redistricting, in which the entire body is up for election).


� States also differ in their rules for reentry.  Some allow reelection after sitting out just two years.  Others impose a lifetime ban after reaching the limit for continuous service.  Oklahoma allows 12 years in toto in the legislature.


� One of these states (Oklahoma) goes “on line” in 2004.  Some legislators will be forced out of office for the first time in Nebraska, Utah and Wyoming in 2006.  In Louisiana, some legislators will be termed out for the first time in 2007.


� In general terms, Francis and Kenney (2000: 65-6) found that an increase in house t  turnover among term limit states was associated with low “baseline” turnover rates, the effect of the Republican electoral gains in 1994, and the level of voluntary retirement from the upper chamber. 


� We suspect that part of the difference between California and Michigan can be explained by the differences in opportunity structure in the two states.  For the 80 members of the California Assembly there are 40 senate seats (half of which were up for election in 1992 and the other half in 1994) as well as over 50 congressional seats.  In Michigan, there are 110 House members but only 37 senate seats and only 17 congressional seats.  Moreover, the entire senate is elected every four years, and it happens that the senate election was 1998—the same year as the term limit implementation.  In other words, there were many fewer electoral opportunities in 1996—the cycle immediately before implementation—in Michigan.  OOPS?  TL AFFECTED SENATE FIRST IN 2002.  NOTE SURE WHAT THE POINT IS HERE.  ALSO, CA IS ONE OF THOSE STATES WITH REDISTRICTING OCCURRING IN 1992 AND 1994, FOR WHATEVER THAT’S WORTH.


� We do not include senate data in this part of the analysis, since there are only three states with at least two elections since implementation.


� We will calculate inter-chamber movement from the 2002 election as soon as the 2003 legislative rosters become available.


� That is not to say that individual-level models are unfruitful.  One might ask, for example, how often, and under what conditions, legislators in term limited states decide not to run for reelection before they are specifically term limited out.  Indeed, the longer that term limits are in effect, the more we expect to see such analyses.


� In the 1990s (after term limits affected some states), the correlation dropped to -.16.  We used Squire’s (1992, 2000) measure of professionalization.


� Where the unit of analysis is the individual district, one can specify whether the partisan direction of the statewide (or district) forces is favorable or unfavorable to the incumbent.  Here, with an aggregate model, we substitute volatility of the partisan climate.


� The specific measure we use is drawn from Powell’s (2001) analysis of congressional races.  The measure uses incumbency, the presidential vote, demographics of the state and its congressional districts, and other terms (e.g., a dummy variable for the South) to predict U.S. Senate and House outcomes nationwide.  Using the estimated equation and substituting zero for incumbency allowed us to estimate the likelihood of electing a Republican in an open Senate (i.e., statewide) seat for each state for each election year.  Here we use the election-to-election change in this probability as an indication of changing partisan climate.


� One might suppose that multimember delegations would be elected as a (partisan) team, so turnover would be very low or very high, depending on the fate of the team in a given election.  Surprisingly, however, Niemi, Hill, and Grofman (1985) did not find that partisan sweeps were the norm.


� For us to have missed changes, there would have to have been two personnel changes in just a two-year period.  While this is obviously possible, it seems likely to have occurred rarely.


� Our estimates may be slightly improved when we get the final data on membership in the legislatures after the 2002 elections.  For this single year, we have temporarily relied on a count made by NCSL that ignores mid-term replacements.





