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Public Knowledge, Attentiveness and Voter Dissatisfaction:

Public Opinion on Term Limits Over Time and Across Two States


Much of the work on public opinion concerning term limits was done prior to their implementation and often involved asking citizens about a hypothetical situation not likely to occur. While this work helped lay the groundwork for our understanding, we believe that it is important to understand public opinion in those states implementing term limits and to track  changes in that opinion. This paper analyzes changes in public opinion in one state (Michigan) in two time periods—1994 and 2004. It finds that while public support remains broad and strong, those better educated and knowledgeable of term limits (and supposedly their effects) are more disenchanted with them. In a cross-state analysis of two states—Michigan and Florida—we build on a model  by Stein et al. (2002) which posits that out-groups will be most likely to support term limits. We find that the out-groups are important, but with effects conditional on education or knowledge.  Respondents who are educated, knowledgeable and of the out-party are more critical of term limits, but self-interest plays a role as well. For example, in Michigan, Democrats generally oppose term limits and oppose them when they are attentive and live in districts represented by Republicans. But perhaps, reflecting their own self-interest or possibly their lack of knowledge about the impact of term limits on the legislature, Democrats support them when they live in districts with Republicans but do not follow state politics closely.

Public Knowledge, Attentiveness and Voter Dissatisfaction

Between 1990 and 2000, voters in 21 states adopted term limits, in most cases by constitutional initiative. While five of these provisions have been invalidated in recent years, 16 still remain in effect and have been implemented in 11 states. The public overwhelmingly supported the measures, ranging from 60 percent of the vote in Arkansas to 77 percent in Florida.


Following these highly publicized adoptions, there were a number of studies analyzing public support for term limits, including the proposed (and later invalidated) limit on the Congress. The studies focused on four groups of predictor variables dealing with public mood, political context, strategy and demographics. A number of the studies dealt with hypothetical situations—in Congress and in state legislatures where there were no term limits. Although these studies are useful and set the stage for better understanding public opinion, they are limited because of their hypothetical nature. Further, now that term limits have actually been implemented in 11 states, it is useful to gauge the public’s views and compare them to their expectations a decade ago.


This paper will build on a body of research examining public opinion and its impact on public policy and on literature addressing term limits in particular. Of particular interest to us is why term limits was initially so popular and why they have remained popular with the citizens—a popularity especially interesting given the overall dislike (disdain) for term limits by those who deal most closely with their impact—legislative staff, lobbyists, bureaucrats, and many sitting legislators. We hypothesize that without other evidence, citizens support the status quo—which is now the case for term limits in states where they are in effect. Deviations occur in part because out-groups are dissatisfied but more importantly are evident in citizens who are well-educated and knowledgeable about political affairs. 


This paper will analyze public opinion of residents of two states (Florida and Michigan) where term limits have been implemented.  We will examine Michigan voters at two time periods—1994 (shortly after adoption but before the implementation of term limits) and 2004. We will then compare public opinion on term limits in 2004 in Michigan and Florida. We find that support for term limits remains widespread, crossing party, race, gender and socioeconomic lines. (Interestingly, our initial findings mirror a very early analysis of broad public support for the 22nd amendment to the U.S. Constitution in Sigel and Butler 1964). However, we find that respondents who are well educated and knowledgeable about their state legislature are less likely to support term limits. We conclude with a discussion of what might have to happen to change public opinion.


The findings are important because they confirm that even in a situation where close observers and political elites are skeptical (or hostile), the public is initially persuaded by simplistic arguments and even more supportive as the policy becomes institutionalized. The support appears tied to knowledge of the political process. For those with experience or knowledge, there is considerably less support. 

Public Opinion and Public Policy


Political scientists have long been concerned with public opinion and public policy. The role of public opinion on legislative responsiveness, on elections and agenda setting is substantial and persuasive. Alan Rosenthal (1998), a longstanding and well respected state legislative researcher, believes that “the distance between legislators and their publics has narrowed, so that little space currently separates them” (p. 328). Even so direct democracy—initiatives, referenda, and recalls—is increasingly being employed in the 24 states which have the option in a way that many believe is undercutting the representative links in state legislatures, even making it impossible for state and local officaisl to set priorities and deal with issues they were elected to address. (Schrag 1995). Commentators and political scientists alike are analyzing the trends in public opinion and one increasingly important component of direct democracy—constitutional initiatives. (Interestingly in Florida the legislature is considering proposals to reduce access to constitutional initiative and raising standards for passage.)

Public Opinion, Initiatives, and the 22nd Amendment

The literature on public opinion and public initiatives is vast and certainly identifies many variables that are significant in predicting preferences, including those such as party preferences that provide clues for voters who are not well informed on issues. But ballot measures typically provide no such clues. Erikson and Tedin (2001) call questions of public policy “hard” issues since they require a certain amount of attention and sophistication on the part of voters. 

However, most remarkable about public support for term limitation is the ways in which it differs from dynamics that shape opinion on other issues. Variables that normally yield strong results in traditional models of public opinion are often insignificant in the context of term limits. Even when variables can significantly predict public preferences for term limits, the direction and magnitude of the effect is reported inconsistently between various models and studies. Race, gender, education and party identification have not provided standard or consistent predictions for who will support or oppose the policy. 

The idiosyncratic nature of this issue is not new. Although the majority of scholarship on term limits has transpired in the past decade, the study of public preferences for a national term limits policy date back to 1947 and the passing of the 22nd Amendment that limited the number of terms a president could serve. 

Support for the 22nd Amendment had been widespread, cutting across traditionally divided demographic and political groups. The amendment was spawned by the unprecedented election of Franklin Delano Roosevelt for four terms.  It was also unlike previous U.S. Constitutional amendments (but like modern term limits) in that it narrowed the scope of electoral choice and inferred expression of citizen hostility toward governmental power (in this case executive power).  (Sigel and Butler 1964). Popular explanations for public support of the 22nd amendment included public mistrust of the executive, feelings specifically about FDR, and a lack of political sophistication or internal consistency. Based on their survey data, Sigel and Butler challenge these reasons as inadequate and instead suggest that public opinion may have been more affected by a tendency to approve of the status quo; ambivalence toward power; and finally, the desire to protect democracy and popular sovereignty. Ultimately their analysis is inconclusive and ends with the suggestion that research into why the 22nd Amendment found popular approval can transcend the Amendment itself and can add to our understanding of the public’s perception of power and representation. 

Dynamics now surrounding public support for legislative term limits can be understood in part as parallel. Few issues have crosscut demographic and political boundaries as widely. The broad and enthusiastic backing of term limit initiatives has led some scholars to note the “ease” in which the issue receives good favor; the possible “superficiality” of support; and the difficulty of describing it in terms of the basic variables normally considered in public opinion research (Rausch and Copeland 1996:207). Such nuance also exists at the elite level. Rausch and Copeland (1996) find that in Oklahoma and Colorado, the “term limits crusade” brought together “unlikely bedfellows” (9). While this referred specifically to supporters, the converse is also true: among elites who oppose term limits collude groups that rarely align. 


On the surface, such difficulties in explaining broad public support for term limits could be attributed to classic “motherhood and apple pie” politics. This explanation, while compelling and parsimonious, inherently dismisses the possibility of systematic patterns driving the process and further invalidates the public’s agency in determining policy. Rausch and Copeland (1996) are right to call attention to the ease with which people seem to align with term limits movements, but this is an observation more than an explanation for what drives the support. 


Thus, to date, much of what we have learned from studies on public preference for term limits is a display of what we don’t know. For example, we know that party identification matters in some states, but that depending on context either Republicans or Democrats feel more favorably toward the policy; or that while minority status and gender can appear significant the nature of this influence again differs both in magnitude and direction between studies (e.g. Karp 1995; Donovan and Snipp 1994). 

Public Opinion and Term Limits

Modeling Support for Term Limits

Most of the research on public opinion and term limits was conducted and published in the mid-to late 1990s. The work tended to explain support for term limits using independent variables that can be broadly divided into four categories: mood, core values and political attitudes, socio-eonomic and demographic context, and strategic reasoning.  Models of public support most often incorporate or test two or more of these, but separating them out is useful in framing what has and has not been considered to date.

Mood. Explanations that use “mood” variables to explain preferences for term limits focus on factors such as cynicism (Karp 1995; Southwell 1995); dissatisfaction with government (Karp 1995; Mondak 1995; Rausch and Copeland 1996); and alienation (Boeckelman and Corell 1996). Karp (1995) uses survey data from the 1992 American National Election Study (NES) and other statewide surveys to test the function of cynicism, ideology, self-interest and dissatisfaction in regards to feelings on term limits. Data show these four variables together account for little of the variance in opinion; and separately only cynicism and self-interest appear significant. Still, even among the most trusting individuals, the probability of support for term limits is above 50 percent when all other factors are held constant (Karp 1995). Southwell (1995) uses the same NES 1992 data set and confirms the relative influence of cynicism in explaining public support. 

Perhaps as a corollary of cynicism others ascribe support for term limits to the desire for individuals to make public officials more like ordinary people (Hibbing and Theiss-Morse 1998) and to limit government more generally (Friedman and Wittman 1996; Sigel and Butler 1964).  Hibbing and Theiss-Morse (1998) relate public support for term limits with the desire to limit government more broadly. They notice a common desire to “make elected officials more like ordinary people” in voters who support both a reduction of Congressional salaries and term limits. The “mood” explanations for public support are somewhat intuitive, especially in the context of initiative campaigns that call for people to “throw the rascals out” and clean up the corrupt legislative halls, but they still lack strong empirical validation.

Mondak (1995b) asserts that while “supporters of term limits laud the curative power of such reform, they typically are far less precise in defining just what is wrong with the status quo.” His research challenges the claims of elite and academic supporters of term limits, but the implication is equally veritable for the mass public. To the extent that dissatisfaction with government is a factor in opinion, it is yet unclear what specifically people are discontent with or how this translates into policy preferences. Difficulties in interpreting “dissatisfaction” is in part due to the lack of clarity in surveys: often, the level of government toward which people express their dissatisfaction is either unspecified or not equivalent with the level of government that is term limited. Further, Tabarrok (1996) notes that since term limits are “forward looking devices,” support does not necessarily signify dissatisfaction with current office holders. Finally, when Boeckelman and Corell (1996) test whether feelings of alienation contribute to public support, results come back mixed. 

Core Values and Political Attitudes. These are important to understanding public opinion in general (Soss, Langbein and Metelko 2002) and term limits specifically These include an emphasis on ideology (Karp 1995; Grofman 1996)and party identification (Donovan and Snipp 1994; Southwell 1997; Rausch and Copeland 1996; Boeckelman and Corell 1996).

Debate about the influence of party identification has received considerable attention. Many understand term limits to have been a primarily Republican issue. In terms of the political climate in the early 1990s this is certainly a reasonable observation. However, survey data have since shown considerable variation in the degree to which partisans across states and over time show support for term limits. Boeckelman and Corell (1996) report that Republicans generally support limits at somewhat higher levels than Democrats; but within the same edited volume, Rausch and Copeland conclude that partisan differences are not huge and that support is considerably bipartisan. 

Along the same lines, Karp (1995) considers the role of ideology in approval and term limits by decribing how at the elite level, rhetoric about the reduction of government and the prevention of endless spending fosters support for the policy among a largely conservative base. Citing Jewell (1993) and George Will (1992), Karp hypothesizes these sentiments about government may reveal a relationship between ideological orientation and support for term limits. However, in his analysis Karp does not find these relationships to be significant predictors of public opinion. 

The lack of evidence for partisan or ideological import in support for term limits may be the result of conditional effects of other activities such as organized support for or against the initiative. For example, Donovan and Snipp (1994) cite Banducci (1992) in hypothesizing that because ballot propositions are normally associated with high degrees of uncertainty, campaign information is critical in determining the electoral outcome. In states with organized opposition to term limit propositions, partisan differences in preferences were most remarkable. By collecting survey data at three separate points before the election, Donovan and Snipp suggest  the incremental effects of campaign dynamics in term limits support. Similarly, Karp (1995) finds  significant difference between voter preferences in states that had term limits legislation on the ballot and those that did not only in the three states that had aggressive opposition campaigns. Individuals in California, Michigan and Washington were more likely to receive negative information about term limits, and the consequences of these communications are apparent in the closeness of election results. While these opposition campaigns may have affected partisan preferences, they were not successful in defeating the proposals. Rausch and Copeland (1996) describe the anti-term limits campaign that Democratic legislative leader Willie Brown spearheaded in California: even with a well-funded media campaign and the support of actress Angela Lansbery, the initiative still passed.  

Socio-economic and Demographic Context: Group bias also has an impact on most government policies (Erikson and Tedin 2001) and gender, race, age, and education have been closely examined in studies of public opinion and term limits. Yet the results—again-- have been mixed.  In regard to gender, Donovan and Snipp (1994) find that women are more supportive of term limits, while Karp (1995) reports that the “coefficient for women is not significant even when the level is of political knowledge is taken into account.” Donavan and Snipp further test whether support for term limits is higher among those racial and ethnic groups that are underrepresented in the legislature but find little association between these variables and support. In fact, to the contrary Boeckelman and Corell (1996) report instances in which whites are more likely to support term limits than blacks, although these findings are not statistically significant for all states.

Donovan and Snipp (1994) and Rausch and Copeland (1996) report slight differences among age groups where older people are more likely to oppose term limits. Concurrently, the latter study finds evidence that the better educated feel less favorably about term limits. It is possible that education mediates significantly in the relationships between partisanship and support. Karp (1995) find that when education is controlled for, there are no partisan differences in either Florida or Wyoming, and that “Republicans are no more likely than Democrats” to support the policy. 


On race, Donovan and Snipp (1994) also test whether support for term limits is higher among those demographic groups that are underrepresented in the legislatures and find that ethnic and racial variables demonstrate little association with support. In fact, Hispanics were nearly twice as likely to oppose term limits as Anglos .  This “group-representation hypothesis” again ties in with education, in that it requires voters to “possess substantial information about the potential consequences of a ballot proposition;” a prospect that Donovan and Snipp assume untenable (494). 
Strategic Reasoning.  Finally  a few researchers hypothesize that people develop preferences for or against term limits based on a rational calculus. Variables in these models conceive of people’s opinion as “strategic” in orientation or origin. Examples include the desire for citizens to limit the potential and relative power of legislators from outside districts but not their own (Rausch and Copeland 1996; Dick and Lott 1996; Friedman and Wittman 1996), risk aversion (Tabarrok 1996), and simple self-interest (Karp 1995). 

Dick and Lott (1996) try to explain the seemingly contradictory behavior of individuals who vote to retain their own legislator yet support term limits within the framework of rational choice. They suggest that this phenomena represents a strategic attempt of voters to deprive other constituencies of tenured incumbents, and that term limitations offer a method for ensuring that “no one district will benefit at the expense of other districts” through the senior status of its legislative members. Rausch and Copeland (1996) concur that people typically encourage tenure of their own representatives but would rather limit the relative power of politicians from other areas. This conceptualization of term limits as an “externally imposed solution to a prisoner’s dilemma game” is supported by Friedman and Wittman’s (1996) public choice theory. By influencing the set of rules for all districts, term limits are conceived of as similar to restrictions on campaign expenditures and voting requirements in that they allow constituents to influence outcomes in districts where they cannot cast ballots themselves. They further believe that rational voters who benefit from redistribution will be more supportive of term limits and give the example that in states controlled by Democrats, Republicans will feel more favorably toward the policy. 
Tabarrok (1996) extends this framework to include risk-aversion theory and posits that term limits are most likely in states that have ongoing political conflict. In the context of approval for Congressional term limits, he feels that the greater the average tenure of the state’s congressional delegation the less supportive the public in that state will be of the policy. Such rational and public choice models do assume a great deal about both voter knowledge and interest. 

A summary of what we have learned to date about public opinion and term limits is frustrated by a preponderance of inconsistent and insignificant findings. While some have demonstrated that voters can be sophisticated in their support for term limits legislation (Skalaban 1998), it remains unclear just what factors drive and predict these preferences, especially across numerous contexts. Despite the failure of traditional demographic variables to predict support, it may also be premature to describe this phenomenon as a mere artifact of the issue’s “easy” and “superficial” nature (e.g. Rausch and Copeland 1996). These observations are intuitive and parsimonious, but may also reflect some underlying measurement difficulties within previous research designs. In other words, the failure of traditional variables to consistently inform us about term limits support may be related to problems in surveys; for example: the operationalization of key terms, the distinction between hypothetical and realized preferences (in citizens from states without, or with, term limits), and locus (questions clearly or ambiguously referencing Congress or the states.) As highlighted above, variables such as gender, party, ideology, race and cynicism have been investigated thoroughly in regards to term limits support but the findings not display reliability across studies. Thus the research, while robust, does not provide consistent guidance to understanding public opinion.
Problems with Public Opinion and Term Limits. 

Term limitation policies can differ significantly, both in the length and severity of the limits and the amount of time that the policy has been in effect. While such idiosyncrasies pose less of a problem for those projects that focus on dynamics within just one state, these findings cannot generalize easily to other contexts. Finally, some of the most theoretically interesting research on public preferences for term limits has taken place in states that did not, and do not, have term limits in place.

Further, research initially focused only on national or Congressional term limits. While this may be useful in discussing legislative behavior and turnover, it is questionable whether the same is true for understanding public preferences. People may have inconsistent interests or intentions in limiting the terms of state versus national officials. These distinctions have been confounded in part by two interrelated factors: 1) survey question wording that does not always make clear which level of government questions are directed at; and 2) ballot wording that had originally applied to both state and federal seats. 

For the first, survey questions aimed at operationalizing variables of trust, satisfaction and cynicism, do not always refer to the same level of government as the corresponding term limit items. For example, Karp (1995) used cynicism to explain public support for term limits in Florida and Wyoming but his measure of cynicism reflected distrust in “government in Washington.” Displeasure with the performance of federal institutions does not necessarily align with or translate to dissatisfaction more locally. 

Likewise, survey questions indicating opinion on term limits do not always make clear which level of government the respondent wishes to limit. In some cases, this problem may be less the responsibility of research design and more due to historical circumstance. In the early 1990s when term limit legislation was introduced on ballots across the country, limits for state and federal positions were combined within the same proposals. The Supreme Court soon after ruled national term limits unconstitutional, but this did not repeal limits at the state legislative level. Therefore, while segments of the population could have endorsed the policy due to sentiments about national government, these feelings do not necessarily apply at the state level. Early studies that report public support for term limit legislation should consider whether this approval was contingent on a desire to effect national and not local politics. The failure to make this distinction threatens the integrity of inferences drawn between these variables regarding opinion on term limits. 

Finally, among the research focused directly on public opinion and term limits, most research was conducted too soon after the policy was in place to garner if and how the passing of time has effected public preferences. In the absence of ballot initiative campaigns, are populations more or less supportive of the policy? Has experience with term limits altered the way that people think about the policy, as both a hypothetical mandate and as a more permanent reality?

When a policy experiences increased mass approval over time one’s first assumption is that the individuals, solo or collectively, have conducted some kind of evaluation that directs impressions toward approval. In the case of term limits, there is no easily conducted calculus that permits this type of assessment. Mondak (1995a) constructs a simple mathematical model to address whether term limitations actually have the intended effect of increased candidate quality and competence. He finds they do not. Recent evidence in term-limited states has supported this finding.

Why, then, do people continue to endorse policy with such overwhelming regard?  Rather than seeing support as the byproduct of a personal calculus or positive observations about the effects of term limits, the strengthening of approval over time may instead be a simple reflection of the public’s proclivity to support the status quo. Butler and Sigel (1964) write that the 22nd Amendment experienced a steady increase in approval after its ratification, perhaps due to the public’s “reluctance to think critically of existing arrangements especially when they are of a constitutional nature.”  Subsequent studies have demonstrated that public opinion is “overwhelmingly partial to the policy status quo” (Hansen 1998). 

We hope to deal with a number of these issues by examining public opinion of term limits in one state—Michigan—and looking across states at the second period when term limits had “kicked in” in two states—Michigan and Florida. We will begin by analyzing Michigan citizens’ views of term limits over time building on the (admittedly mixed) research discussed here. Where appropriate we will use measures directly related to the legislature. Building on this body of research, we examined Michigan residents’ views of term limits, focusing on characteristics of their mood, political context and social group. We will consider strategic issues later in the paper. Both surveys were conducted by the Institute for Public Policy and Social Research at Michigan State University as part of their quarterly State of the State Surveys. 

Michigan Public Opinion in 1994 and 2004


In the fall of 1994, Michigan respondents were asked whether they approved or disapproved  of term limits adopted as a constitutional amendment two years earlier (Nov. 2002). They were also asked questions concerning their mood (distrust of government), political context, and social group. Most interesting in this part of the study (in addition to its reflection of citizens who recently adopted the amendment) is the measurement of mood or disaffection with government. Taking on Mondak’s (1995b) charge to better understand what exactly dissatisfaction in government means, we examine three possible components of dissatisfaction. 


In the 1994 survey, in addition to asking whether voters approved of term limits, Michigan respondents were asked whom they had voted for president in 1992 (the same election as the term limits vote). Some 15 percent of respondents said they voted for Ross Perot. Two percent reported they voted for someone else other than Perot or the two major party candidates. Fifteen percent reported they did not vote. We constructed variables using these respondents as disaffected. We first constructed a variable only for Perot voters, then constructed a variable reflecting Perot, other third party and non-voters. We anticipate these responses reflect a disaffection with the status quo and that those respondents who supported Perot, another third party candidate or refused to vote at all would support term limits. 


As another measure of mood, we include respondents’ trust of government. Again, given the sweeping nature of Michigan’s measure (including federal and state and executive and legislative branches of state government), general governmental trust in 1994 seems particularly appropriate. . (The U.S. Supreme Court did not settle the issue of whether term limits applied to the Congress until U.S. Term Limits, Inc. v. Thorton in 1995.) We will use a dichotomous variable where those who trust government to do what is right only some of the time are coded as distrustful.


<Table 1 About Here>

Finally, we measure desire to limit government as a mood or disaffection measure. This builds on the Hibbing and Theiss-Morse (1998) assertion that public support for term limits can be predicted by the public’s desire to limit government more broadly. Respondents in this survey were asked whether they wanted to decrease both current level of taxes and services, keep both or increase both. The variable here reflects those who said they wanted to cut both taxes and spending, thus presumably reducing the size of government.  The results of bi-variate logit models of the four mood variables are in Table 1. Interestingly, only the coefficient of the two variables reflecting disaffected voters of the 1992 presidential election are significant with the predicted sign. One reasons the other variables did not act as expected is simply that there is little differentiation among those who trust government and those who don’t in their views of term limits. Similarly, those who support lower taxes and spending and those who don’t support term limits in approximately the same percentages (See Table 2). 

<Table 2 About Here>

Other variables we examined in Michigan over the two time periods are political context variables (Party ID and Ideology); social group variables (gender, race, education, and age). See Appendix A for a description of the variables and questions from which they were derived.

Analysis and Findings

Table 2 provides descriptive information over the two surveys. Both MSU surveys asked respondents the simple question whether they approved or disapproved of term limits. Term limits were adopted in November 1992 by 59 percent of the electorate. At the time of the 1994 survey, term limits were in place but had not yet forced any legislators out of office. By 2004, both the house and senate had “turned over.” Michigan’s term limits allow only six years (three terms) in the House and eight years (two terms) in the senate. The limitations are “lifetime” meaning legislators cannot ever serve in a house where they have served the full allowed number of years.

Overall, in 1994, 78 percent of the respondents approved of term limits; in 2004, it had fallen to 70 percent.  The percentages in the column reflect the percentages of the rows that voted for term limits. Respondents were asked which candidate they voted for in the 1992 election. Those who reported voting for Ross Perot are expected to fit the category of dissatisfied with government since Perot clearly ran a campaign as an outsider who wanted to shake up the system. An impressive 86 percent of Pero voters supported term limits. However, the popularity of term limits was evident in the 76 percent of non-Pero voters who also supported term limits in 1994. 
In 1994, Republicans were much more likely to support term limits than Democrats or Independents and conservatives were 10 percent more likely to approve term limits than liberals. But it is important to note that almost three-fourths of liberals approved term limits. Women were more likely to support term limits than men. Those 65 and older were less likely to support term limits than other age groupings. College graduates were more likely to support term limits; those with post baccalaureate degrees were less likely to support term limits. But again, even at less likely percentages, support from this educated group was very strong.


In 2004, there was a general trend downward in the percentages supporting term limits but not in significant numbers. Exceptions were women,  those 50-64, and those with post-baccalaureate degrees. One of the most interesting changes was for women—a group that some term limits proponents argued would benefit from term limits when seats held by white men would be opened up. Perhaps women were expecting to see improvement and, in Michigan, did not. Similarly, blacks were expected to benefit from term limits but have not done so in Michigan. Democrats continued to be less supportive of term limits but the reduction in percentage supporting term limits was roughly the same for both parties. 


Very interesting to us is the reduced support from the well-educated respondents. Those with post-baccalaureate training saw their support for term limits fall by 14 percent over the 10 year period. In contrast, high school graduates saw an increase in their support. (The only two groups which did see increased support were high school graduates and the youngest voters—those who might viewed as less knowledgeable about politics and government.)

A more systematic examination of the differences between the two years is provided in Table 3 which provides the results of a logistic regression on the two surveys. The independent variables are those discussed earlier in the paper and fall into three categories: mood, political context, and social group. For a parsimonious model, we use the 1992 election variable that makes the most theoretical sense—that is that voters who are disaffected would vote for Perot or simply stay at home. Details on variables and questions are in Appendix A.  

<Table 3 About Here>

The mood variable is positive and significant in 1994 only. In the 1994 survey, the coefficient for those reporting that they voted for Ross Perot, voted for another third party candidate or reported that they did not vote in 1992 and support of term limits was positive and statistically significant (p=.046).
 In 2004, a different mood variable was used—this one a dichotomous variable asking the respondent whether he or she approved or disapproved of the way the state legislature in Lansing is doing its job. The variable is significant  but negative. In other words, those who dispprove of the legislature are not likely to support term limits. Perhaps these voters are so annoyed that they do not like anything about the legislature—including term limits.

The two political variables in this model--being a conservative and a Republican--have positive coefficients in both years but only one (conservative) is significant  and only in the first year. Likewise, age is negative and significant only in 2004.

Being female is positively related to approving term limits in both years, although the coefficient was not significant in 2004. The coefficients for being black and the coefficient for age are negative and significant in both years. More interesting is the coefficient for education—a bichotomous variable reflecting those with a college degree or higher—was not significant in 1994 and was highly significant and negative in 2004.

Overall, then variables in the model reflecting mood, political context, and social group were generally useful in predicting likelihood of approving term limits in Michigan. Mood is important—but perhaps as Mondak warns, it is difficult to measure. Perot voters and their nonvoting neighbors were disaffected and perhaps annoyed with the status quo. This may be a good measure, but one that is difficult to replicate. The more common, legislative trust variable, may reflect other concerns than disaffection and thus difficult to disentangle its meaning.  More important is the increasing importance of education in 2004, reflecting what we think is important—those who are better educated are more likely to be informed about the impact of term limits on the legisaltive process.

However, the “usual” suspects in the model in Table 3 are of somewhat limited value since they give little nuance or have little theoretical interest. Therefore we sought to replicate and improve upon a model which had more of both.
Efforts at a Coherent Model.

In refreshing contrast to the appreciable limitations of past research, a thorough and compelling model for understanding public support of term limits was developed by Stein, Johnson and Post (2002). They hypothesize that support for term limits is a “function of the incongruence between an individual’s expressed partisanship and the party of their representative than to the individual’s party affiliation.” They conclude that attentiveness matters when it comes to support for the policy, and that people who are more politically aware are less likely to be on board. This becomes especially important in fleshing out the mechanisms that supposedly drive their “difference” or “incongruence” hypothesis. They find that when attentiveness is accounted for there is a positive relationship between party difference and support. When attentiveness is not controlled for this relationship, it disappears. 

Stein et al. (henceforth Stein) pose a convincing challenge to previous arguments that made blanket predictions on minorities, women, and Republicans both being more likely to support term limits. These assumptions were based on the premise that minorities (demographic and political) would support the policy because they feel that more turnover would afford more opportunity for their members to win seats in the legislature. On the contrary, Stein demonstrate that opinion on this issue is not based on political principles, ideology, or demographics in any consistent way. By accounting for a voter’s engagement with politics, they provide a formula for understanding public support that does not rely on static variables to explain a dynamic process. In short, their model does justice to the conditional processes that we believe are significant determinants of public support for term limits. 

However, the Stein work also has some problems outlined earlier. For example, while Stein accounts for attentiveness, the variable is measured based on one self-report question, and does not include a measure for actual political knowledge. This is important because an individual could be attentive but not knowledgeable. They could be politically aware at one level (or think they are) and still have no clue what party their state legislator(s) represent. For incongruence to matter empirically, it must first be established that respondents are aware of the incongruence. Then, even given such knowledge, Stein’s model further assumes that voters care specifically about the party of their particular legislator. Their story does not address whether individuals pay more attention to the partisan balance of their district or to the composition of the state legislature more broadly. This is an unsafe assumption. An individual may be represented by someone from the opposite party, but be content and opposed to term limits because they are pleased with the partisan balance within the state legislature as a whole. 

Two further logistical problems preclude further application of Stein to explaining public opinion on term limits more broadly. First, the survey was conducted in Texas where term limits were never proposed and never implemented. Second, even if this were not the case, the survey would have measured public sentiment quite shortly after the state and national initiatives had been adopted. We expect that over time, living with term limits should register some change in public preferences for the policy. Similar to the attentiveness hypothesis, we assume that increased knowledge will sway a person’s perception of the goodness of a policy. 

A New Approach

Our work seeks to clarify and reconcile some of these difficulties by focusing explicitly on state legislative dynamics; by administering the survey to populations that have had time to adjust to term limits; by comparing across states with similar legislative contexts; and by updating the Stein research whose approach and hypotheses we find particularly compelling. To update the work of Stein given these shortcomings, we first conducted our survey in states that have been living with term limits for the past 12 years. We added measures of both political attentiveness and political knowledge through questions designed to gauge the respondent’s awareness of multiple political circumstances including the party of their particular state representatives and the partisan composition of the state legislature as a whole. Further, we directed inquiries about satisfaction with government explicitly to the state level. 

We believe that knowledge is especially important to assessing the impact of term limits and thus having an opinion that reflects rational expectations of the citizenry. While being an “out-group” might theoretically be important, if a citizen does not know he or she is an out-group, that person is not going to respond in the expected way. We demonstrate that many citizens do not know who their representatives are, thus they do not know if they “match” them or not. Further, we believe that those who are better educated might be better informed through individual interactions and discussions and through attention to media and related sources about the changes that term limits have wrought in many states. Thus, we include several knowledge variables in the enhanced model to reflect this expectation. 

In both Florida and Michigan we asked respondents a knowledge question related to term limits: how many years can a state representative in Florida (or Michigan) can serve under the state’s term limits restriction. We also used education as a proxy for knowledge, focusing on a dichotomous variable whether the respondent had at least a college degree or not. In Florida, we were able to add additional knowledge questions. In addition to the question about the number of years state representatives can now serve, we asked 1) what is the party of your representative, 2) which party controls both houses of the Florida legislature, and 3) what is the name of your legislator. Information on the responses to these questions can be found in Appendix B.  

What Appendix B shows, sadly, is that most Florida respondents do not know the party of their representative—much less his or her name.  Only 6 percent of respondents could correctly name their representative; little more than one-third could name the party of their own representative. In part this is understandable given both term limits and the 2002 redistricting that led not only to new people but new districts in many cases. Further, in drawing districts to protect certain incumbents or promote party strength, legislators often confused residents by having multiple representatives for seemingly small areas. For example, when we examined the zip code plus four designation, we found that 45 percent of these relatively small areas had more than one representative and nearly a fifth (18 percent) had three or more representatives. Thus, assuming that residents can keep up with their own (frequently changing) representative may be an heroic (and flawed) assumption. While Florida may be an outlier in the extent of redistricting, it is highly possible that residents of other states are also having a difficult time keeping their representation straight. 

In the model shown here, we have used the question concerning the party of the respondent’s legislator since it gets most closely at the “match” concern of Stein et al.

Specifically we examine public opinion in two states with term limits in 2004—Florida and Michigan.  Both states adopted term limits in 2002 and in both states term limits have successfully term-limited incumbent legislatures in both houses of the legislature. Michigan’s term limits are life-time and are six years in the House and eight in the Senate. Florida’s term limits are consecutive and are eight years in the House and eight in the Senate. Both were adopted overwhelmingly with constitutional amendments (Michigan voters supported term limits by nearly 59 percent; Florida by 77 percent).  The Michigan survey was conducted January 31-March 14, 2004 as part of Michigan State University’s Institute for Public Policy and Social Research State of the State Survey. The sample error rate is 3.2 percent.The Florida survey was conducted over a longer period, October 2003-March 2004 by the Survey Research Laboratory in the College of Social Science at Michigan State University. The Florida questions were part of the Florida Annual Policy Survey conducted annually since 1979. Both are random digit dial surveys. 


Table 4 shows the results from logistic regression models for the two states using both the Stein model and the enhanced model discussed earlier. Only one variable is added to the Stein model shown in the first two columns. In Florida, we added Hispanic and an interaction term with Hispanic and attentiveness to reflect the importance of another “out-group” in Florida. We have not included incongruence for race and that interaction term since we did not have the data to code the variable. We will do so at a later time.  Finally, we did not include women in the analysis. The Stein analysis did not find evidence for the under-group hypotheses for women, and our descriptive data in both states find few current gender differences. Finally there is little theoretical support for the view that women consider themselves a political out-group with the need to be represented by one of their own.

In their analysis of the perceptions of term limits as they might be applied to the Texas Legislature, Stein found that non-whites were significantly less likely to support term limits, but the interaction between attentiveness and minority group membership was positively, not negatively, related to support for term limits. Thus, they conclude that members of racial and ethnic minority groups who are aware of their group’s under-representation in the Texas legislatures support term limits as a means of enhancing minority legislative representation. 

In our near-replication of their model, we find that in two states where term limits are a reality, not a hypothetical situation, we find some evidence for party “out group” responses to term limits. Members of the party out-group (the Democrats) are more likely to disapprove of term limits. Democrats that are in districts represented by Republicans are more likely to support term limits—perhaps in self-interest—looking to get their own representative out. More puzzling, Democrats who live in districts represented by Republicans and are attentive are more likely to oppose term limits. Perhaps they are well educated enough to know that there are effects on the institution of term limits and look beyond their own personal interest. As shown first in the descriptive statistics, those who disapprove of the legislature are less likely to support term limits. In Florida, the model predicts less well. In fact, only one coefficient—Blacks-- is significant and negative in Florida. It must be noted, however, that both models fit the data poorly.

The final two columns provide findings from a Logit model of what we call the enhanced Stein model. Both models still provide low pseudo-R squares but the models arestatistically significant. And the results fit our hypothesis that it is knowledge—not necessarily geography—that makes the most difference.

In Michigan, again, Democrats (the out-party) are most likely to disapprove of term limits, especially when they are attentive to politics and live in districts represented by Republicans. Again, respondents who live in districts represented by Republicans are supportive of term limits. Legislative disapproval is again negative and significant. In this model, a racial out-group, Blacks, has a coefficient that reaches significance when interacted with attentiveness and is negative. Perhaps most interesting for our purposes, the knowledge variables are significant and in the right direction. Respondents who have a college degree and/or advanced degrees are significantly less likely to support term limits than those with less education. And respondents who are knowledgeable and attentive are also significantly more likely to disapprove of term limits.

The enhanced model also fits the Florida data more closely and in ways hypothesized. Instead of using reported attentiveness as we did in Michigan, we employed a new variable for attentiveness which is more directly related to state politics. Respondetns were asked how interested they were in state government in Tallahassee. The variable used in this model is dichotomous reflecting those who responded they were very interested. The appropriate interactive terms were computed using this variable and a new interaction with being Democrat was included.  In Florida, one racial out-group (Blacks) has a negative and significant coefficient. Democrats who are attentive are significantly more likely to support term limits—perhaps reflecting their strategic calculation of self-interest.  Most importantly for us, however, were the significance and negative signs associated with coefficients reflecting knowledge. Those who have at least a college degree and are interested in the legislature are more likely to disapprove of term limits. This supports our hypothesis that it is political knowledge that is an important determinant of support for term limits. Finally, for those Democrats who are knowledgeable about their party representation, the sign turns around and is positive. 

In summary, we believe that the enhanced term limit model portrayed here is a more realistic one for predicting support of term limits, especially given the importance of education and lack of knowledge about the legislature in Florida and Michigan and other states as a result of both extensive redistricting and term limits. Citizens simply do not know much about what is happening in the capitol but those who do are negatively impressed and are not supportive of term limits.

Conclusion

Clearly voters in Michigan and Florida continue to support term limits, although

 those who are better educated and more knowledgeable about state politics are most likely to disagree with term limits. We think the model we have fit here in two states goes a long way to helping us understand an important difference between those who support term limits and those who do not. In short, it is knowledgeable citizens who are better educated and with political knowledge know the impacts of term limits and do not like what they see. 

While the educated may be skeptical of term limits, this research illustrates that most citizens continue to support term limits. This support is deep and broad in the two states we studied. What then might change voters’ mind? Several possibilities come to mind.


Soss et al (2003) report that public support for capital punishment began to wan when studies revealed racism in the process and when well-publicized examples of mistakes emerged. Perhaps studies of term limits and widespread concerns over legislative capacity and product might then eventually help stem the tide of support.


A second possibility is that well-organized groups could inform citizens of the implications of term limits. The U.S. Congress’ repeal of catastrophic Medicare reforms in 1989 provides a lesson here. In this case, well-financed groups launched a massive publicity campaign targeted to senior citizens about the untoward effects of the law on them. Later analysis proved the information to be highly suspect if not actually deceitful but nevertheless, the performance resulted in a highly unusual recall of what many think was a promising Medicare reform.


A third possibility, probably even less likely, is that legislators and state parties take the lead in informing the public about the impacts of term limits. For this to occur, legislators would have to develop more backbone than many now have. As Rosenthal (1998, 332) put it. “legislators are often timid about opposing what they think is strong public views. What matters is that legislators get the impression both that citziens favor a measure proposed by a campaigning group and that citizens will retaliate against contrary legislators.”


Similarly unlikely is support from political parties which also tend to follow, rather than lead. Rosenthal (334) quotes  Frank Luntz, a GOP pollster as telling Republicans, “We must not look at our party as speaking for the American people….We must begin to see ourselves as a conduit through which the people speak for themselves.”


And, of course, this assumes that both legislators and political party leaders are supportive of change in term limits. A study we have underway in Florida, surveying party leaders, will provide information on whether in fact their leadership may be not because of timidity but rather because it is in their self-interest to promote change that is inherent in term limits.
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Table 1: Bi-variate Logit Models of Mood on Approval for Term Limits

Michigan Survey Data 1994

Variable
Observations

Constant
Coeff.

Chi-Square

Perot Vote
946


1.2

.57**

5.6**

Perot Vote,
946


1.2

.40**

5.2**

Other, 

Non-vote

Never, only


Some of 
846


1.7

-.192

1.9

The time

Trust Govt.

No Taxes, 
944


1.2

.145

.82

No Services

*p<.1; **p<.05; ***p<.01

SOURCE: 1994 State of the State Survey conducted by the Institute for Public Policy and Social Research at Michigan State University, October 1994.

Table 2: Descriptive Statistics 1994, 2004 Michigan Survey on Term Limits:

Percentage of Respondents in Categories Supporting Term Limits

	
	1994
	2004%

	% Approving Term Limits
	78%
	70%


MOOD

	
	1994
	2004

	Vote Pero
	86%
	

	No vote Pero*
	76%
	

	
	
	

	Approve State Legislature
	80%
	79%

	Disapprove State Legislature
	77%
	71%

	
	
	

	Trust (State) Government Just About always or most of the time

	80%
	76%

	Trust (State) Government only some of time
	79%
	75

	Support lower taxes and

Lower services


	79%
	

	Support higher taxes and

More services
	79%
	


POLITICAL CONTEXT

	
	1994
	2004

	Democrats
	77%
	71%

	Republicans
	84%
	79%

	Independents
	75%
	74%

	
	
	

	Liberals
	73%
	70%

	Conservatives
	83%
	79%


*Some 83 percent of those who voted for Pero, voted for a third party or reported not voting at all approved term limits.

Table 2 Continued

	
	1994
	2004

	Male
	75%
	74%

	Female
	81%
	71%

	
	
	

	Black
	73%
	68%

	White
	79%
	76%

	
	
	

	65 or older
	70%
	72%

	50-64
	83%
	73%

	25-49
	80%
	78%

	18-24
	76%
	84%

	
	
	

	College graduate
	80%
	72%

	Post grad training or degree
	74%
	60%

	High School Graduate
	76%
	81%


SOURCE: 1994 and 2004 State of the State Surveys were conducted by the Institute for Public Policy and Social Research at Michigan State University. 1994 n=1002;  2004 n=944.

Table 3: Michigan Residents’ Approval of Term Limits 1994 and 2004

Logistic Regression

	
	1994
	2004

	Vote Pero/ Legislative Disapproval
	.41*
	-.35*

	Conservative
	.39*
	.28

	Republican
	.26
	.26

	Black
	-.35*
	-.43

	Female
	.35*
	.18

	College Grad+
	.06
	-.654***

	Age
	-.007
	-.014**

	Constant
	1.2***
	2.0***


*p<.1; ** p<.05; ***p<.01

Pseudo R2 

.03


.05

-2 log likelihood
875


693

N


850


644

Chi Sq Sign.

.001


.000

SOURCE: 1994 and 2004 State of the State Surveys were conducted by the Institute for Public Policy and Social Research at Michigan State University. 

 Table 4: Logistic Regression Michigan and Florida 2004




Stein Model


Enhanced Stein Model




MI

FL

MI

Fl

Democrat

-1.2**

.18

-1.4**

-.61

Black


.58

-.89**

.73

-.98***         

Attentiveness

-.15

-.58

.21

-1.0



Attentiveness*Dem
.92

-.47

.68

1.1*



Attentiveness*Black
-1.1

.82

-1.3*

 1.2



Incongruence Party
-.53*

.08

-.68**

-.14



Incongruence*Dem
1.3**

.31

1.6***

.58



Incongruence*Blck
-1.3



-1.4





Incong*Dem*Atten
-1.8**

1.5

-1.7**

.01



Incong*Blk*Atten
.30



 .28

Legis Disapproval
-.43**

-.32

-.40**

-.26



State Trust

-.17

.16





Conservative

.16

-.03





College grad+





-.66***
-.50*

Knowledge





.10

-.23



Know*Atten





-1.0**

-.24



Know*Dem







1.0*



Hispanic



.38



-.12



Attentiveness*Hisp
2.3

-.12



6.3



Constant

1.9***

1.4***

2.2***

2.2***



N


657

557

693

579



-2 Log likelihood
711.8

508

725.7

521



Chi Square sig

.007

.11

.00

.002



Pseudo-R sq

.04

.04

.06

.06



SOURCE: The Michigan data are from the 2004 State of the State Survey conducted by the Institute for Public Policy and Social Research at Michigan State University.  The Florida data are from the 2003-2004 Florida Annual Policy Survey conducted by the Survey Research Laboratory at Florida State University.

APPENDIX A: Variables and Survey Questions*

Michigan Surveys 1994 and 2004

Approve Term Limits

0=no

In 1992, the voters approved an amendment





1=yes

to the state constitute that places limits on







the number of terms in office that can be







served by the governor and members of the







state legislature. Do you approve or







disapprove of these term limits?

Disapproval of


1=disapprove
In general, do you approve or 

State Government

0=approve
disapprove of the way the







State legislature has been handling







Its job?

Republican


1=Repub-
Generally speaking, do you think of





Lican

yourself as a Republican, a Democrat,





0=not a
an Independent, or what?





Republican

Black



1=Black
Which of the following describes your





0=not a
racial background? Would you say 





Black

African-American or Black, Asian or







Pacific Islander, Native American, or







White or Caucasian?

Female



1=Female
Gender of respondent is recorded by





2=Male
interviewer.

College Grad +

1=at least a
What is the highest level of education

College
that you have completed?





Graduate 





0=not at least





a college





graduate

Age



2004-year
In what year were you born?





Born

Conservative


1=conserva-
Generally speaking, do you think of

tive

yourself as a conservative, a liberal





0=not a
a moderate, or what?





Conservative

1994 Michigan Survey Only

Dissatisfaction


0=vote for
In the 1992 presidential elections, did

With govt.


 major party
you vote for George Bush, Bill Clinton,





Candidate
Ross Perot, someone else, or didn’t





1=vote for
you vote at all?





Pero, another





3rd party





candidate or





reported did





not vote.

Trust



1=only 
How much of the time do





Some of 
you think you can trust the





The Time; 
government to do what is 





2=most of the
right?





Time





3=just about





always

Taxes/Services

1=decrease
Considering all govt. services





Both taxes
and taxes, which of the





& services
following three statements





0=increase
comes closest to what you





govt. services
would like to see happen:





&taxes and
Would you like to:





keep both
decrease both the taxes and





govt. services
gov. services; or keep both





& taxes about
govt. services and taxes





the same as 
about the same as they are





they are now.
Now; or increase







government services and







taxes.

2004 Michigan Survey Only

State Trust


1=Seldom
How much of the time do you





2-Some of 
think the state govt. in Lansing





the time
to do what is right—nearly





3=nearly
always or most of the time,





always or
some of the time, seldom, or





most of
almost never. 





The time

Incongruence (Race)

1=Respon-
Which of the following describes





Dent is

your racial background? Would





Black and
you say you are African-American





State rep
or Black, Asian, or Pacific





Or all state
Islander, Native American,





Reps are
White, or Caucasian?





Black.







0=Respondent





is black and





single state





rep or not all





representatives





are not black

Interaction 


Incongruence
See description of attentiveness below

Incongruence (Race) and
(Race)*

Attentiveness


Attentiveness 

Disapproval of


1=disapprove
In general, do you approve or 

State Government

0=approve
disapprove of the way the







State legislature has been handling







Its job?

2004 Michigan Survey and 2004 Florida Survey

Attentiveness


1=follow
How closely would you say you follow

 news

news about politics and government?





Very closely
Very closely, somewhat closely, not





0=any

very closely, not at all. 







Other answer

Democrat


1=Democrat
Generally speaking do you think of





0=Republican,
yourself as a Republican, a





Independent
Democrat, an Independent or

Or 3rd party
what?

Interaction


Attentive-

Attentiveness 


ness*

& Democrat


Democrat

Interaction


Attentive-

Attentiveness


ness*

& Black


Black

Incongruence


1=Respon-
Generally speaking do you think of


Party



dent’s party
yourself as a Republican, a





Is different
Democrat, an Independent or what?





From that of
This answer was then compared to





At least one
the party of the state rep or reps





Of state reps
in the respondent’s zipcode





In zip code.





0=Respon-





dent’s party





is same as





that of rep





or reps.

Incongruence*


Incongruence*

Out-Party


Democrat

Incongruence*


Incongruence*

Out-Party*


Democrat*


Attentiveness


Attentiveness

State Trust


1=only some
How much of the time do





Of the time
you think you can trust Michigan





2=most of 
(Florida) state government to





the time
do what is right? 





3=just about





always

Conservative


1=conserva-
Generally speaking, do you think of

tive

yourself as a conservative, a liberal





0=not a
a moderate, or what?





Conservative

College Grad +

1=at least a
What is the highest level of education

College
that you have completed?





Graduate 





0=not at least





a college





graduate

2004 Florida Only

Democrat

1=Democrat

Those who identified themselves as strong




0=not a Democrat
or not-so-strong Democrats.

Republican

1=Republican

Those who identified themselves as strong




0=not a Republican
or not-so-strong Republicans.

Representation

1=very well

How well represented in the state




Represented

government are you and people




2=somewhat well
like you? Are you well represented






represented

or poorly represented?




3=somewhat




poorly 




represented




4=very poorly




represented

Hispanic

1=Hispanic

Are you of Spanish or




0= Not a

Hispanic origin?




Hispanic

Interaction

Hispanic*

Hispanic

Attentiveness

And Attentiveness

SOURCE: The 2004 State of the State Surveys were conducted by the Institute for Public Policy and Social Research at Michigan State University, Jan.-March 2004. The Florida data are from the 2003-2004 Florida Annual Policy Survey, in the field from October 2003 through March 2004.

Appendix B: Evidence of Knowledge

Florida Respondents 2004

	
	Know Number of Years under Term Limits
	Know Party Controlling Legislature
	Know Party of Own Rep
	Know Name of Own Rep

	Overall %
	13%
	52%
	35%
	6%*

	%Women
	14%
	50%
	35%
	6%

	% Blacks
	6%
	45%
	34%
	4%

	% Dems
	15%
	52%
	39%
	6%

	% Rep
	16%
	63%
	45%
	7%

	% Conservatives
	17%
	57%
	40%
	7%

	% College grads plus
	19%
	61%


	44%
	9%


* This percentage correctly answered the party in control of the Florida legislature (Republican).

**While some 16 percent of the respondents answered this question, only 6 percent of the total answered correctly.

SOURCE: The Florida data are from the 2003-2004 Florida Annual Policy Survey, in the field from October 2003 through March 2004.

Appendix C: 
Descriptive Statistics Michigan 2004 and Florida 2004
	
	Michigan
	Florida

	Approve Term Limits
	70%
	72.4% 

	Democrat
	34%
	31%

	Republicans
	23%
	29%

	Independents
	29%
	11%

	Black
	14%
	11%

	Hispanics
	
	16%

	Follow politics very closely
	24%
	13%

	Legis Disapproval
	32%
	33%

	Nearly always trust state
	30%
	4%

	
	
	


	Very well represented
	
	7%

	Conservative
	40%
	26%

	College grad +
	31%
	36%

	Know party of rep
	
	6%

	Correctly knows yrs in term limits
	20%
	13%

	
	
	

	N
	944
	967


SOURCE: The 2004 State of the State Surveys were conducted by the Institute for Public Policy and Social Research at Michigan State University, Jan.-March 2004. The Florida data are from the 2003-2004 Florida Annual Policy Survey, in the field from October 2003 through March 2004.

� When only the Perot voter variables is substituted in the model, the signs of the coefficients do not change but the level of significance does for the two variables—age and education. Neither of these variables is significant at .10 or below.


� In 1994, the question asked about trust of government; in 2004 the question asked about trust of state government.






