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Abstract


Term limitations have provided a wealth of research questions and real-time data in the fifteen states that currently have term limits on their books.  One question that has not been sufficiently explored is how the house and senate relationship has changed under term limits.  This study seeks to answer the question: Has the upper chamber gained the “upper-hand” in the legislative process?  Using Florida as a case study, this research finds that the senate has increased its institutional power relative to the house and gained an advantage in the policymaking process.
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Truly the “Upper” Chamber?

Relations between the House and Senate after Term Limits

Term limitations have provided a wealth of research questions and real-time data in the fifteen states that currently have term limits on their books.  One question that has not been deeply explored is how the house and senate relationship has changed under term limits.  With fixed terms for members of both the house and senate, long-serving members with institutional memory will be forced to resign making way for less experienced legislators.  Many term-limited house members will run for the senate in either open seats or even challenge senate incumbents to continue their political elective careers; while in contrast, few senators will run for the lower house when their time is up.

Term limits proponents argued entrenched legislators no longer concerned themselves with the needs of their districts and their constituents, but rather with their own political careers.  While ushering in almost all newcomers to the House with little or no legislative experience, the senate body would not suffer from a drastic lack in experience. Rather, the senate has become the repository of institutional memory with the most experienced members.  This might perhaps change the power equation between the two chambers, an apparent unintended consequence.  Instead of gaining new fresh faces- the scale may be tipped in favor of the more experienced senate in the legislative process.

The most recent studies conducted have suggested that term limits have in fact given the senate an edge over the “lower body” (see Farmer et al. 2007, Kurtz et al. 2007, and Joint Project on Term Limits at ncsl.org.)  This study seeks to answer the question more fully: How has term limits impacted the relationship between the house and senate chambers?  Has the upper chamber gained the “upper-hand” in policymaking? I hypothesize that due to the greater individual and collective legislative experience in the senate, the upper body has increased its institutional power relative to the house.  I posit that term limitations have indeed advantaged the senate chamber in the policymaking process.  

Using both qualitative and quantitative measures, I will assess the effects of term limits on interchamber relations in the Florida legislature.  Florida has not been widely studied including the extent of institutional changes and effects term limits have brought.  The qualitative data will be collected from elite interviews and journalistic accounts of the legislative process since term limits.  Quantitative data will consist of a measure employed by Kousser (2005) using both institutional and individual batting averages in determining success rates in bill passage; as well as pre-legislative experience and tenure of members in office. This study will look at the role of leadership and relations with the governor, in particular, to assess whether there is an increase in tensions between chambers over policymaking post-term limits.

Term Limits in Other States


One of the largely unanticipated consequences of term limits has been the shift in political power to the senate.  Senators typically have institutional advantages over the lower chamber, including the power to confirm gubernatorial appointments (for Florida see Colburn and deHaven-Smith 1999).  In most states, senators serve longer terms than house members, act in a more bipartisan fashion, and are generally more collegial than their house counterparts (Rosenthal 2004).  These political incentives differ in each legislative body over what legislation is proposed and how bills are debated. The senate chamber is generally more experienced than house members and term limits exacerbates those differences.  


In any early study looking at the effects of term limits, the senate gained a distinct political advantage in accomplishing policy priorities because of the greater understanding of the legislative process (Carey, Niemi, Powell 2000).  The senate is now the only remaining vestige of institutional memory (Moen, Palmer, and Powell 2005).  Senators can capitalize on their experience to their advantage in the policymaking process, many of whom served long-term in the house and got elected to the senate when they were termed out.  Any experience the house had pre-term limits has been wiped out.  No longer is the house seen as potentially an end in itself, but rather as an apprenticeship and stepping-stone to the senate chamber.  The lower chamber has become the place “where lawmakers learn their craft, and the upper house is where they practice it” (Cain and Levin 1999).   The question remains: Do senators use this experience level to their advantage?

Part of the answer depends on legislative leadership.  While some studies suggest that leaders have lost power and clout after term limits, (Richardson, Valentine, and Stokes 2004; Carey, Niemi, and Powell 1998, 2000; Berman 2007), other scholars have found the power has been concentrated in the leadership and party caucuses because of the number of inexperienced members looking to those who helped get them there (Farmer and Little 2007, Bowser et al. 2003).  Again, differences between chambers are particularly evident when looking at leadership tenure.  Most house speakers have only served around six years in the legislature and do not lead for more than one term.  Senators, already possessing more legislative experience, have also had more success in serving multiple terms (Cain, Kousser, and Kurtz 2007).  This will have a significant effect on policymaking, once again advantaging the senate. 

In many states, differences exist between chambers over each body’s role in the policymaking. Typically, more bills are proposed by house members while the senate considers itself the sounding board for legislation (Rosenthal 2004). This trend may be reversing itself post-term limits with senators not willing to neglect their own legislative priorities since their clocks are ticking as well.  However, as Kousser (2005) finds, legislative achievement of the senate has not surpassed the house in states with more professional legislatures. Instead, he does find significant differences in majority and minority party success and between the leadership and rank-and-file post-term limits.     Comparing these successes does not include a distinction among policy priorities of the house and the senate or of which changes were initiated by the senate.  However, the senate may have an advantage in the negotiation process, particularly with the governor, as evident in California (Cain, Kousser, and Kurtz 2007).


Perhaps more importantly, term limits have strained interchamber relations and reduced cooperative efforts (Carey, Niemi, and Powell 2000, Berman 2007).  Similar results have been found in Ohio (Farmer and Little 2007) and in Maine (Moen, Palmer, and Powell 2005).  In Michigan, the perception exists that term limits have had a profound effect in shifting power to the senate and creating tension between the chambers.  Part of the tension is caused by electoral concerns with house members running against incumbent senators (Sarbaugh-Thompson, et al. 2004).   With these heightened tensions, what has been the effect on policymaking?  Has the senate truly become the “upper” chamber?  This study seeks to address this question.
About Florida


Term limits legislation was enacted in 1992 through a ballot initiative and the work of a grassroots campaign called “Eight is Enough.”  Both members of the Florida house and senate are allowed to serve 8 consecutive years, with no lifetime limit.  However, because of the senate’s staggered terms, there is a significant amount of members that have actually served 10 years before being bumped out of office.  Half of the senate seats are up for election every two years, but all forty seats are up during the redistricting elections, even midway between a senator’s term.  Additionally, in both the house and senate, those who win special elections have their term limit clock starting at their first full term.  Because senators have the possibility of serving up to 10 years, the extra two year gives that chamber a numerical advantage over the house where that possibility doesn’t exist.


Term limits took effect in 2000, terming out 46% of the house and 28% of the senate (see Appendix A).  Due to staggered terms in the senate, term limits came in two waves: the first in 2000 as discussed and the second in 2002 coinciding with redistricting.  Florida over the 1990s has also had a dramatic shift in party control.  The beginning of that decade, the legislature was controlled by Democrats by healthy margins, and by the start of the new century, Republicans held supermajorities in both chambers, as well as having a two-term Republican governor, Jeb Bush, something not seen since Reconstruction.  After the 1992 elections, the senate was evenly divided between Democrats and Republcians and a power-sharing agreement was reached whereby a Republcian served as president during the 1993 session and a Democrat served as president in the 1994 session (Francis and Williams 1998).  These profound changes in Florida politics and in the legislature have coincided with the implementation of term limits forever changing the policymaking process. 


Florida’s legislative leadership is somewhat unique.  The Speaker of the House and the Senate president have significant power over everything from committee assignments to parking spaces (Wagner and Prier 2008).  Coupled with the increased fundraising and campaign efforts for new members, legislative leaders have actually consolidated their power in their respective chambers post-term limits (DePalo 2006).  What effect term limits have had on interchamber relations remains to be seen.   

Hypotheses

Based on previous findings in other term limited states, the following hypotheses regarding changes in interchamber relations, post-term limits are proposed:

H1: Power will shift to the Florida Senate because of the senators’ overall 
legislative experience compared to their counterparts in the Florida House.

H2: The Senate will be more successful in passing legislation compared to the 
House post-term limits. 

H3: Term limits will increase tensions between the House and Senate chambers 
post-term limits and give the Senate an advantage in policy negotiations. 
Research Design


The unit of analysis is the individual legislator and aggregating these results to compare changes in the house and senate.  For legislative experience the dependent variable is tenure within the legislature.  The independent variables include legislative session before and after term limits and legislative chamber.  For legislative achievement, three sessions before term limits kicked in (1996, 1998, and 2000) and three after term limits took effect (2002, 2004, 2006) were included in this analysis.  The dependent variable is the batting average calculated as the number of prime sponsored bills passed in both legislative chambers to the number of prime sponsored bills proposed.  Along with the independent variables of sessions pre- and post-term limits and legislative chamber, majority party status is also included in the analysis. Only general bills are assessed.  General bills refer to legislation with statewide applicability.  When calculating bill passage rates, I have excluded resolutions and memorials.  This is a particularly good measure for Florida.  Because of the 60-day session, members in both chambers will submit proposals for similar bills concurrently (Francis and Williams 1998, Wagner and Prier 2008) so which version actually passes, either the house version or the senate version will be captured by this measure.  Any changes in chamber achievement will be even more acute.


Kousser (2005) addresses the potential problems with measuring batting averages including random errors affecting passage (or non-passage), no indication of legislative priority placed on any particular bill, and no indication of legislative goals versus what actually passes through compromise and amendments. Many of these particular issues will be addressed using interview data and journalistic accounts. 

Looking to measure increased tensions between the house and senate, the dependent variable is the individual legislative leader with the same independent variables addressed above and will be measured qualitatively through interview and journalistic accounts.  Much of this analysis boils down to individual personalities and lends itself well to qualitative analysis.  Using this approach, I can address the question of policy priorities and contentious political issues not captured by quantitative batting averages. 

The Findings

Legislative Experience


An obvious result of term limits is the gap in overall legislative experience between the house and senate chambers.  Term limits has caused many house members to run for senate seats when their time has expired (See also DePalo 2006).  As a consequence, the percentage of members in the senate body with prior legislative experience
 far exceeds those percentages in the house.  In the years prior to the implementation of term limits, the senate already had a considerable advantage over the house, as Table 1 demonstrates.  
[Insert Table 1 Here]


The percentage of the senate with legislative experience varies between a low of 38% of the senate in 1996, largely as result of the newly elected Republicans, to a high of 50% after the 1998 election, the election before term limits.  Pre-term limits, the house also had higher percentages of those with previous experience than in the post-term limits era, but still came no where close to the senate.  Most of the House members with previous legislative experience pre-term limits had served in the House chamber in the 1970s or 1980s and came back to the House chamber in the 1990s.  This may be a foreshadowing of things to come in the future, however, even though that scenario has not yet played out in any significant way.  Because Florida does not have lifetime limits, members can simply (or not so simply, as the case may be) sit out an election and then choose to run again.  The House members with previous legislative experience post-term limits include two members with state senate experience.  One, Mario Diaz-Balart, was term limited in the senate in 2000 and won a state house race that year.  Rep. Diaz-Balart was the head of the redistricting committee that legislative session and drew a legislative seat in Miami-Dade and subsequently won that congressional seat in 2002.


Post-term limits, it is quite evident that the senate has clearly become the body with institutional memory through previous legislative elective office. The clear advantage of the senate was realized in 2002. Because of the staggered terms in the Senate, term limits first took effect in 2000, and a second wave of term limits took effect in 2002.  Now, 85% of senators have previous experience, all of which came from the house compared to just 2% with prior legislative experience in the house.  


Comparing the legislative tenure of the top leaders in both chambers paints somewhat of a different picture.  As Figure 1 shows, the length of overall legislative tenure, both house and senate combined, of Speakers of the House and Senate Presidents in Florida has varied widely.  Much of the variation is seen on the senate side, especially in 2000 when John McKay (R) was the first Senate President post-term limits.  He had not served previously in the house, only the senate chamber.  Similar results are seen after the 2004 election with the presidency of Tom Lee (R) who also only served in the senate.  The intervening senate presidents had previously served in the house.  Jim King (R) won a special election in 1999 and immediately began running for the senate presidency which he formally won in 2002 (citation).  
[Insert Figure 1 Here]


Ken Pruitt (R) who is the current senate president has an actual chance of being a two-term president after the results of the 2008 election.  The current president-designate is in a tough reelection battle and there is talk in political circles that Pruitt will become the de facto president. Additionally, as of the 2006 election, there are currently two former Senate Presidents, Gwen Margolis and Jim King who serve in the Senate alongside the current Senate President, Ken Pruitt.  Also, a former House Speaker, Dan Webster, also currently serves in the Senate chamber.  There are no former legislative leaders serving in the House.  In fact, those speakers who complete their first term as speaker are also completing their last term in the house and do not have the possibility of repeat performances (Wagner and Prier 2008).  This is a virtual guarantee that incoming speakers will likely have no more than 6 years of total legislative experience.  These institutional rules have greatly advantaged the senate in terms of not only collective experience in the senate body, but also through their leaders.
Legislative Batting Averages

But does this translate into greater legislative success in the upper chamber?  Looking at legislative batting averages in the aggregate, both chambers were fairly evenly matched in the successful passage of legislation until the mid-1990s when the Republican party took control.  The Democratically-controlled house was slightly more successful during the 1993 and 1994 legislative sessions when the senate was divided evenly between Democrats and Republicans.  That changed after the 1994 elections when the Republicans gained the majority in the Senate.  However, the first major shift during this period came after the 1998 elections in which for the first time since Reconstruction, Republicans in Florida dominated the legislature and the governor’s office with the election of Jeb Bush
.  

[Insert Figure 2 Here]

However, there is a marked decline in House success after term limits took effect after the 2000 election.  While overall batting averages in Florida tend to hover around the .150 mark, the senate does achieve higher levels of success, until 2006.  This data is interesting and may be interpreted several ways.  One interpretation is that the house, less insulated from lack of experience by 2006, has used that experience to obtain favored policy proposals.  Another interpretation is that the 2006 session was the final legislative session for Gov. Bush and he had a loyal ally in the speakership, Allan Bense.  A third interpretation could include the role of the individual leaders.  Speaker Bense and President Tom Lee were much more collegial than their two predecessors and Speaker Rubio and President Pruitt have continued that tradition, to a certain extent
.  This idea will be discussed in more detail in the next section.

Lastly, what may be going here is that some members of the legislative bodies are faring better than others.  I turn to an assessment of individual batting averages to parse out the effects of party, specifically majority and minority status.
[Insert Table 2 Here]

Looking at Table 2, the majority party in the House fared better pre-term limits in passing legislation.  The mean batting average for majority party members in the house is .206 compared to .155 in the senate.  Comparing these figures post-term limits, there is no significant difference in batting averages by chamber within the majority parties.  In essence, while this data does not show that the senate has suddenly had much greater success in passage rates, term limits has advantaged the majority party in the Senate body by making the House “weaker.”


The minority party, while already facing obstacles to passing preferred legislation in both the House and Senate, has much less success post-term limits.  This is most evident in the Senate where both the majority and minority party members, pre-term limits had very similar batting averages: .155 and .152, respectively.  That has now changed where the majority party senators post-term limits have a batting average of .176 compared to the minority party members in the Senate with a batting average of only .077.  It appears that the majority party in the senate has gained a distinct advantage in passing preferred legislation compared to other groups
.
Increased Institutional Advantage of the  Senate
In order to test if senate leaders have an institutional leg up on policymaking and negotiations, this study will look beyond just batting averages and look to what has been reported by those who observe the process in action.  While there has been scholarly speculation that tensions may be caused by House members running against incumbent senators, this has largely not been the case in Florida, with only one or two races in 2000 through 2004 that this applied to.  If anything, this may have increased tensions within the house chamber and even within a house caucus.  Because of redistricting, many state senate districts favor one political party or another, thus increasing the chances that house members will compete against each other in open senate primaries.

Aside from the electoral aspect, after the 2000 election, there seemed to be a battle royal from the very beginning. Interestingly enough, one of the first pieces of legislative business taken up was the matter of the Florida electors which was rendered moot after the ruling by the U.S. Supreme Court.  But the two leaders at the center of this made the tension quite clear.  Speaking with Tom Feeney
, the former Speaker of the House, he was unmistakable in his desire to not let the senate run roughshod over his more inexperienced house:

“In the senate about more than half of the members tend to have legislative experience from the house.  So you have a fairly deep pool of members that are fairly well-experienced…  I had 63 of 120 members who were freshmen when I was speaker of the house.  [I]t was important for me as a house member, jealous of house prerogatives that we not be taken advantage of or were run over by a more experienced group of senators at any part.” 


In fact, tensions between Speaker Feeney and President McKay were legendary.  Some of the first visible rifts came over tax breaks during their first legislative sessions in leadership. Feeney was a staunch conservative compared to the more moderate McKay.
  The situation became tenuous after September 11, 2001, when the legislature met during several special sessions to make budget cuts.  Their actions were referred to as “boys pouting after a schoolyard brawl.”
   

As contentious as that relationship was, it got worse after the 2002 elections when Johnnie Byrd became Speaker of the House and Jim King became Senate President.  At the end of their first legislative session in 2003, it was labeled a “fiasco.”  Byrd continued the Feeney tradition of distrusting the senate, especially during budget negotiations.  Neither Byrd nor any of his lieutenants had experience creating a budget leading to the “combustible rivalry.”
  President King did not accomplish all of his priorities, however. In fact, one way the house can combat their inexperience is to fail to negotiate with the senate.  While crude in many aspects, the lower house can gain an advantage if they decide to thwart senate prerogatives, rather than pushing their own.


This is certainly not where house members probably want to be.  However, the senate does have procedural advantages by the mere fact that they understand the rules.  President King was able to pass one of his biggest priorities, a change to the school funding formula.
 Curt Kiser, a former Republican House minority leader turned lobbyist explained the story this way: 

“A year and a half ago they [the senate] changed the school funding formula.  And that’s when Dade County lost all that money.  Well the senate had been working for several years to change that school formula. The house basically ignored all of that... Well 2 years ago (2004) Sen. King was the Senate president and he had made one of his corner stones changing the school funding formula to take away the cost of living extra money that Dade well Dade and other counties would get and say that really doesn’t apply anymore.  You don’t get that.  We’re going to take that money you got and split it among all the rest of the state.  So everybody else will get that money.  Well it got down to the end of the session and we’re all seeing this train wreck coming because the senate had been working on this.  King had made it this is his “going home bill”- I mean he had to have this.  The speaker and his people in the house hadn’t done any work on it.  Well then all of a sudden they get down to the end of the session and King’s saying “guys we’re not adjourning the session till you deal with this cost of living issue.”  So it was at this point that all the committees in the house had quit meeting.  And the issue had become so big that there were a lot of legislators that didn’t serve on the education or the appropriations committee that were concerned about it.  So what did the house have to do?  They had to shut down all of their- and we’re now into the last week of the session where everybody’s trying to get their bills passed in final form- they had to shut everything down and take almost a whole day, convene the house in a Committee of the Whole and the reason they had to do that was they had to get the experts on the floor to testify and the only way you can have testimony is when you have a committee meeting.  So you call a Committee of the Whole and you bring the experts in that would have come to a committee meeting and you put them on the floor and they’re now testifying just as they would in a committee meeting except they’re doing it on the floor for all 120 members for everybody.  Meanwhile the senate’s over there passing their bills and the house is struggling because they have not dealt with this issue.”

Much of this “train wreck” was blamed squarely on Speaker Byrd and his inability, inexperience, and disinterest in priorities other than his own.  Byrd was meanwhile running for the U.S. Senate which did not help his cause.
 


Some of the acrimony is due to the collapse of personal relationships among colleagues.  Prior to term limits, while not all Speakers and Senate Presidents agreed on all issues, the relations were usually cordial, respectful, and dignified.  Former House Speaker, John Thrasher (1998-2000), echoed this sentiment:

“The senate president and I had been friends for 20 years prior to the time I became speaker and so we had a very good relationship, friendship. You know a lot of times in leadership, it’s not the two leaders sometimes that get in the way of things, it’s their lieutenants.”  


Current Senator Gwen Margolis, herself a former Senate President, explained that session breakdowns are caused by individual leaders:  

“That’s only because leadership is combative and so they create a scenario that makes them combative.  It shouldn’t be that way.  You know there’s enough to say prayers over without having leaders fight.  They’re better off being somewhat tunnel-vision and moving forward.”

Other senators think that having that house experience actually creates an atmosphere of understanding.  Mike Fasano, the Majority Leader under Speaker Feeney believes it is a “good thing for the house is having members in the senate who were in the house- they understand and appreciate what goes on in the house… we’re able to work together because we were in their spot at one time, we were in their position at one time.”

However, tensions still exist in some form, as current Speaker, Marco Rubio alluded to in 2006 before being sworn in as House Speaker: 
“The state senate is still a reflection of pre-term limit mentality and I don’t mean that as a criticism, just as an observation.  The state senate is the place where all the former state representatives went so they still remember what it was like.  They’re much more institutionalized in their thinking. House members are much less so in that regard and so that’s created tension between the two chambers.”  

What has changed since the more conservative Rubio took the speakership has been the election of Gov. Charlie Crist, a moderate who often sided with the more moderate senate,
 a reversal of fortunes if you will since the departure of Gov. Bush.  Despite this, however, the house has been slightly more successful in passing legislation compared to the senate (see Figure 2) which may account for the greater collective experience in the house compared to the first few sessions after term limits.  As a new round of term limits takes effect in 2008, it is unclear how this next major turnover will affect this success rate.  It does appear clear that the senate can take advantage of its procedural knowledge to the detriment in the house, particularly if the governor and senate leadership form alliances.  
Conclusions and Future Research


In a post-term limits world, the senate body has the most legislative experience with the potential to translate this advantage into legislative success.  Much of this is dependent upon legislative leadership and how zealously House Speakers, in particular, act to protect their institutional strength.   Additionally, the political ambition of legislative leaders may have a great influence on interchamber relations.  This debate is also conditioned upon house and senate relations with the executive branch.  One line of future inquiry is to look at the role of the governor, including states with divided government.  Lastly, to fully assess interchamber relations on the legislative process, one must look at the impact on the committee process.  What is evidenced is that the senate retains some advantages over the house that may vary under different circumstances, but the idea of co-equal chambers, just like long-serving legislators, seems to be a thing of the past.
Appendix A
Percentage of Term Limited House and Senate Members 

	Election Year
	House

% (N)

	Senate

% (N)

	2000
	46% (55)

	28% (11)

	2002
	12% (14)

	30% (12)

	2004
	6% (7)

	0% (0)

	2006
	16% (19)

	13% (5)

	2008
	30% (36)

	13% (5)


Note: Data obtained from The Clerk’s Manual, various years.
Appendix B: List of Interview Subjects

Fasano, Mike (R), former House Majority Leader 2001; currently State Senator, March 10, 2005.

Feeney, Tom (R), former House Speaker 2001-2002; currently U.S. Representative, August 12, 2005.

Kiser, Curt (R), former Senate member 1984-1994, House Minority Leader 1978-1982; currently legislative lobbyist, September 23, 2005.

Margolis, Gwen (D), former Senate President 1990-1992, currently State Senator, September 19, 2005.

Rubio, Marco (R), Speaker-Designate 2005, October 12, 2005.

Thrasher, John (R), former House Speaker 1999-2000; currently legislative lobbyist, March 10, 2005.

Note: Additional interviews are scheduled for June- August 2008 with current house and senate members.  These interviews will be added upon revision.
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Table 1: Percentage of Legislators with Legislative Experience Pre- and Post-Term Limits

	
	House

% (N)
	Senate

% (N)
	R*

	Pre-Term Limits
	
	
	

	1992
	3% (4)
	48% (19)
	.55

	1994
	5% (6)
	40% (16)
	.44

	1996
	6% (7)
	38% (15)
	.40

	1998
	6% (7)
	50% (20)
	.51

	Post-Term Limits
	
	
	

	2000
	4% (5)
	60% (24)
	.63

	2002
	1% (1)
	83% (33)
	.86

	2004
	1% (1)
	85% (34)
	.88

	2006
	2% (2)
	85% (34)
	.86


*Significant at the .001 level for all election years.

Note: Legislative members in the House, N=120, Senate, N=40.
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Figure 1: Overall Legislative Tenure of Senate Presidents and House Speakers

Note: Data collected from The Clerk’s Manual, various years.
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Figure 2: Aggregate Legislative Batting Averages by Chamber

Note: Data compiled from the Final Legislative Bill Information for the 1987 through 1996 sessions.  Information from 1998 through the 2008 sessions is found online at www.myfloridahouse.gov in The Citator.

Table 2: Mean Batting Averages by Party Pre- and Post-Term Limits
	
	House
	Senate
	Difference



	Pre-term limits: Majority Party
	.206
	.155
	.051*

	Post-term limits: Majority Party
	.183
	.176
	.007

	Pre-term limits: Minority Party
	.142
	.152
	-.010

	Post-term limits: Minority Party
	.086
	,077
	.010


* Significant at the .005 level.

Note: Legislative Members in the House, N=120, Senate, N=40.

� In this paper I refer to the lower chamber as the house and the upper chamber as the senate.  This is the terminology for the Florida legislature,  although this is not the proper name of all state legislatures.   


� My utmost appreciation is extended to Dr. Sarah Poggione, Assistant Professor,Florida International University for her assistance and insights.





� Prior legislative experience refers to former elected service in either the Florida house or senate only.


� Speaker John Thrasher worked very closely with the governor in passing many of Gov. Bush’s legislative priorities during the 1999 session, in particular.


� Another, more cynical interpretation could be that relations between the two speakers and presidents following term limits was so horrendous that anything looked better than that.


� I could also parse this out by legislative leadership.  However, it is traditional that both the Speaker of the House and the Senate President are not the prime sponsor to legislation.  Instead this usually falls to their deputy leaders or appropriate committee chairs to initiate desired legislation and policy proposals.





� Tom Feeney was also Gov. Bush’s running mate in the failed 1994 gubernatorial race, but thus remained loyal to him during Feeney’s speakership and Bush’s governorship.
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