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In This I s sue

The f i r s t  a r t i c l e  i s  a s t a t i s t i c a l l y - o r i e n t e d  approach to  
p u b l i c  p o l i c y  a n a l y s i s .  Richard B. Webb (Texas Tech U n i v e r s i t y )  and 
Robert  L. Savage ( U n i v e r s i t y  o f  Arkansas a t  F a y e t t e v i l l e )  in "Tax 
Equi ty:  Environmental  I n f lu e n ce s  on a Po l icy  Outcome" ana lyze  v a r i a b l e s  
a f f e c t i n g  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  p r o p e r t y  t a x  assessments  in a l l  75 Arkansas 
c o u n t i e s .  They employ p r i n c i p a l  components f a c t o r  a n a l y s i s  wi th  varimax 
r o t a t i o n  to  d e r i v e  seven u n r e l a t e d  or thogonal  f a c t o r s  from 83 measures 
o f  u rban,  p o l i t i c a l ,  and s o c i a l  c o n d i t i o n s .  The f a c t o r  sc o re s  o f  t h e s e  
seven f a c t o r s  a re  r e g r e s s e d  on a measure o f  u n i f o rm i t y  of  p r o p e r t y  t a x  
assess ments .  Webb and Savage f i n d  t h a t  p o l i t i c a l  and s o c i a l  v a r i a b l e s ,  
as well  as economic c o n d i t i o n s , a r e  im po r t a n t .  In l i g h t  of  r e c e n t  pub­
l i c  p o l i c y  r e s e a r c h  ( e . g . ,  Thomas Dye) f i n d i n g s  o f  the  impor tance o f  
economic v a r i a b l e s  over  p o l i t i c a l  v a r i a b l e s ,  Webb and Savages '  work i s  
e s p e c i a l l y  noteworthy to  p o l i t i c a l  s c i e n t i s t s  and p u b l i c  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s .

The second work i s  a more t r a d i t i o n a l  Pub l ic  A dm in i s t r a t i on  advo- 
c a c y - a n a l y s i s .  R. Lawson Veasey ( U n i v e r s i t y  o f  Cent ral  Arkansas)  and 
W. David Moody ( U n i v e r s i t y  o f  Houston) in "New Federa l i sm:  2nd E d i t i o n , "  
address  the  n a t u r e  o f  d e v o l u t i o n a ry  f e d e r a l i s m  as implemented by the  
Reagan A d m i n i s t r a t i o n .  The move toward cutback management types  o f  
p o l i c i e s  on the  f e d e r a l  l eve l  i s  des igned  to  f o r c e  the  s t a t e s  t o  become 
more f i s c a l l y  r e s p o n s i b l e .  This work a t t empts  to  i l l u s t r a t e  a p o s s i b l e  
response  to the  f e d e r a l  cu tbacks by the  s t a t e  o f  Arkansas ,  p r i n c i p a l l y  
in the a rea  o f  t a x a t i o n .  The paper  looks a t  se ve r a l  o f  th e  major 
sources  o f  funding f o r  the  s t a t e  su g g e s t in g  where Arkansas may look f o r  
a d d i t i o n a l  funding in o r d e r  to  make up f o r  the  f e d e r a l  a i d  s h o r t f a l l .
This work should be o f  i n t e r e s t  to  p r a c t i t i o n e r s  and academicians  a l i k e  
who are  i n t e r e s t e d  in  in te rgovernmenta l  r e l a t i o n s  o r  s t a t e  and loca l  
f in a n c e .

The t h i r d  a r t i c l e  i s  an e s s a y - a n a l y s i s  o f  the  Arkansas General 
Assembly as a r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  i n s t i t u t i o n .  Donald E. W h i s t l e r  and 
Charles  DeWitt Dunn (both U n i v e r s i t y  o f  Cent ral  Arkansas)  c o n c e p t u a l i z e  
a l e g i s l a t i v e  body as an accoun tab le  i n s t i t u t i o n ,  in c o n t r a s t  to  the  
lo ngs t and ing  P o l i t i c a l  Science t r a d i t i o n  o f  t h i n k i n g  in terms o f  i n ­
d iv id ua l  l e g i s l a t o r s  and t h e i r  c o n s t i t u e n t s .  Using d a t a  from surveys  
o f  the  1981 and 1983 General Assemblies ,  they f i n d  t h a t  th e  Arkansas 
s t a t e  l e g i s l a t u r e  does seem to  meet c r i t e r i a  f o r  l e g i s l a t i v e  a c c o u n t ­
a b i l i t y .  Weaknesses o f  t h i s  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  c o n c e p t u a l i ­
za t i o n  are  o f f e r e d .  This a r t i c l e  p rov ide s  t h e o r e t i c a l l y - o r i e n t e d  
rea de rs  with a v i t a l  concern ( th e  n a t u r e  o f  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n )  and 
p r a c t i c a l  r ea d e rs  wi th da ta  on how the  General Assembly o p e r a t e s .

In the  r e s e a r c h  no tes  s e c t i o n ,  Deb H i l l i a r d ,  a j o u r n a l i s t ,  w r i t e s  
on "F inanc ia l  Suppor t  f o r  Women in Arkansas S t a t e  L e g i s l a t i v e  Campaigns." 
She uses 664 f in a n c e  c o n t r i b u t i o n s  and e x p e n d i t u r e s '  r e p o r t s  from 
1982 primary and genera l  e l e c t i o n s  f o r  th e  s t a t e  l e g i s l a t u r e .  H i l l i a r d  
w r i t e s  t h a t  Arkansas s t a t e  l e g i s l a t i v e  campaigns a r e  l a r g e l y  s e l f - f i ­
nanced by both male and female c a n d i d a t e s , t h o u g h  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more so by

iv



women, who r e p o r t e d  h i g h e r  average  c o n t r i b u t i o n  l e v e l s  in both the  p r i ­
mary and genera l  House e l e c t i o n s .  Male c a n d i d a t e s  who r a i s e d  more funds 
than t h e i r  opponents  won overwhelmingly ,  whi le  females  wi th  h i g h e r  cam­
paign incomes than t h e i r  opponents  were a l s o  s u c c e s s f u l ,  but  a t  a much 
lower r a t e .  Once p a s t  the  c r i t i c a l  pr imary s t a t e ,  however,  females  were 
ab le  t o  r a i s e  s i i  h t l y  more funds from o t h e r  than t h e i r  own funds than 
were males .

A r thu r  Engl i sh  ( U n i v e r s i t y  o f  Arkansas a t  L i t t l e  Rock) and John J .  
C a r r o l l  ( S o u th e a s t e r n  Ma ssach use t t s  U n i v e r s i t y )  i n q u i r e  i n t o  s t a t e  con­
s t i t u t i o n a l  conven t ions  as r e c r u i t m e n t  v e h i c l e s  f o r  o t h e r  e l e c t i v e  
o f f i c e s  and "seeding"  a s t a t e  wi th  c o n t i n u a l l y - a t t e n t i v e  e l i t e s .  A two- 
s t e p  mai led  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  and i n t e r v i e w  pr ocess  was conducted in  the  
1969-70 and 1979-80 c o nv e n t io ns .  They f i n d  t h a t  conven t ion  s e r v i c e  m o t i ­
v a t es  some d e l e g a t e s  to  seek p u b l i c  o f f i c e ,  bu t  t h a t  t h e i r  chances of  
winning depend upon f a c t o r s  u n r e l a t e d  to  the  conven t ion .  As to  the  
m a t t e r  o f  " seed ing"  c o n t i n u a l l y - a t t e n t i v e  e l i t e s ,  both con ven t ions  were 
fol lowed by e x t r a o r d i n a r y  s u p p o r t i v e  a c t i v i t i e s  by th e  former  d e l e g a t e s .

Robert  Johns ton  and Mary S to rey  (both U n i v e r s i t y  o f  Arkansas a t  
L i t t l e  Rock) i n te r v i ew e d  t h i r t y  o f  t h i r t y - f i v e  Arkansas s t a t e  s e n a t o r s  
in 1981. They overview the  s e n a t o r s '  views o f  t h e i r  j o b s ,  the  b e n e f i t s  
and c o s t s  o f  s e r v i n g ,  u n w r i t t en  norms o f  the  Arkansas S e n a t e ,  in fo rm a­
t i on  sources  and v o t e - c u e s ,  e t h i c s  and c o n f l i c t s  o f  i n t e r e s t ,  and the  
i n t e r n a l  Senate  power s t r u c t u r e .  The major  a s s e r t i o n  from t h i s  no te  i s  
t h a t  s e n i o r  s e n a t o r s  have become very dominant  w i t h i n  the  Arkansas 
S e n a t e ' s  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  s t r u c t u r e ,  e x e r c i s i n g  power in  a s e l f - s e r v i n g  
manner,  whi le  p e n a l i z i n g  those  who do no t  go a long.
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