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I n t r o d u c t i o n

In he r  m a s t e r f u l  a n a l y s i s  o f  the  many fa c e s  o f  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  
Hannah Fen icha l  P i t k i n  (1967) no te s  t h a t  th e  i n d i v i d u a l - r e p r e s e n t a t i v e -  
a n d - h e r / h i s - c o n s t i t u e n c y  i s  the  t y p i c a l  way t h a t  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  has been 
c o n c e n t u a l i z e d .  And, the  usual  component s t u d i e d  in  t h i s  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n a l  
i n t e r a c t i o n  ( s i n c e  the  i n f l u e n t i a l  Mi 1l e r - S t o k e s  work in  1963) ,  i s  the  
congruence o f  the  p u b l i c  p o l i c y  p o s i t i o n s  o f  i n d i v i d u a 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 c i e s  (Eulau and Karps in  Eulau and Wahlke, 1978:55-58) .  
P i t k i n  s u g g e s t s  a change in focus  to  a c on c ep t i on  o f  whom, what ,  and how 
a l e g i s l a t u r e  as an o v e r a l l  system r e p r e s e n t s  a p o l i t i c a l  community 
r a t h e r  than th e  i n d i v i d u a l - l e g i s l a t o r - a n d - h e r / h i s - c o n s t i t u e n c y  concep­
t i o n .  She w r i t e s  t h a t  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  i s :

. . . p r i m a r i l y  a p u b l i c ,  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  a r rangement  
in vo lv i n g  many peop le  and g ro u p s ,  and o p e r a t i n g  in 
the  complex ways o f  l a r g e - s c a l e  s o c i a l  a r r a n g e m e n t s
What makes i t  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  i s  no t  any s i n g l e  
a c t i o n  by any one p a r t i c i p a n t ,  bu t  the  o v e r a l l  
s t r u c t u r e  and f u n c t i o n i n g  o f  the  sys tem,  th e  p a t ­
t e r n s  emerging from the  m u l t i p l e  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  
many people . .  ( P i t k i n ,  1967:221-222) .

This  concep t  o f  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  may be named i n s t i t u t i o n a l  o r  sy s t emic .  
I t  i s  " . . . a  c o l l e c t i v e  phenomenon. . . "  t h a t  may o r  may no t  emerge in the  
given p o l i t i c a l  s i t u a t i o n ,  depending upon t h e - " . . .  o v e r a l l  s t r u c t u r e  and 
f u n c t i o n i n g  o f  the  s y s t e m . . . "  (222) .  Kenneth P r e w i t t  and Heinz Eulau 
(1969) ,  Eulau and Paul D. Karps ( i n  Eulau and Wahlke, 1978:59) and Rober t  
Weissberg (1978) have added t h e i r  vo ic es  to  the  c a l l  f o r  such a change.
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The P i t k i n  i n s t i t u t i o n a l - s y s t e m i c  approach p e rm i t s  a ma ny- face ted  
p e r s p e c t i v e  on what she has shown to  be a complex co ncep t  w i th  s e v e r a l  
meanings .  Secondly ,  as Wahlke a p p r o v i n g l y  quo tes  Thomas Dye, th e  wa^ 
a d e m o c ra t i c  system a l l o c a t e s  va l u e s  i s  more i m p o r t a n t  tha n  th e  a c t u a l  
outcomes (Wahlke in Eulau and Wahlke, 1978 :156) .  And, 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 o n  s u r e l y  i s  o r i e n t e d  toward t h e  o v e r a l l  manner in  which a 
l e g i s l a t i v e  sys tem a l l o c a t e s  v a l u e s .  T h i r d l y ,  the  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  approach 
i s  more r e a l i s t i c  in  i t s  e x p e c t a t i o n s  o f  c i t i z e n  invo lvement .  I t  only  
r e q u i r e s  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  c i t i z e n  invo lvement  ( e . g . ,  i n t e r e s t  a r t i c u ­
l a t i o n  and v o t i n g ) ,  w h i l e  th e  i n d i v i d u a l - r e p r e s e n t a t i v e - a n d - h e r / h i s -  
c o n s t i t u e n c y  focus  r e q u i r e s  u n r e a l i s t i c a l l y  h igh l e v e l s  o f  c i t i z e n  
invo lvement  (Eulau and Abramowitz in Eulau and Wahlke,  1978 :257-259) .  
F o u r t h l y ,  th e  i n s t i t u t i o n - s y s t e m i c  approach p e rm i t s  e m p i r i c a l - l o g i c a l  
methodology t o  r e p l a c e  the  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  ( a l b e i t ,  h i g h l y  s o p h i s t i c a t e d )  
causa l  m ode l l ing  t h a t  has been employed in  r e c e n t  i n d i v i d u a l - r e p r e s e n t a -  
t i  v e - a n d - h e r / h i  s - c o n s t i  tuency s t u d i e s  (Eulau and Karps in  Eulau and 
Wahlke,  1978:69) .  F i n a l l y ,  th e  o l d e r  i n d i v i d u a l - a n d - h e r / h i s - c o n s t i t u ­
ency p e r s p e c t i v e  has reached an impasse w i th  r e g a r d  to  h e l p i n g  us under ­
s t a n d  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  in modern de m oc ra t i c  sys tems (Eulau and Wahlke , '  
1978:49,  74-75) .

Methodology
 

R e g r e t t a b l y ,  P i t k i n  d id  not  o p e r a t i o n a l i z e  he r  co nc ep t  o f  i n s t i t u ­
t i o n a l - s y s t e m i c  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n .  In deed ,  he r  t e rm in o l ogy  poses  d i f f i c u l t  
measurement  problems.  To deal  wi t h  th e  o p e r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n / m e a s u r e m e n t  
problem we t u r n  to  P r e w i t t  and Eulau (1969;  P r e w i t t ,  1970).  They con­
v e r t e d  i n s t i t u t i o n a l / s y s t e m i c  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  i n t o  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  a c c o u n t ­
a b i l i t y  and d e r i v e d  a s e t  o f  c o n d i t i o n s  t h a t  might  enhance i n s t i t u t i o n a l  
a c c o u n t a b i l i t y .  A f t e r  t e s t i n g  t h e s e  v a r i a b l e s ,  P r e w i t t  and Eulau o f f e r e d  
them as p o s i t i v e  enhancements to  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  a c c o u n t a b i l i t y .  We employ 
t h e i r  co n v e r s io n  o f  i n s t i t u t i o n a l - s y s t e m i c  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  i n t o  i n s t i t u ­
t i o n a l  a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  as a p r a c t i c a l  r e s e a r c h  method o f  d e a l i n g  wi t h  the  
o p e r a t i o n a l i z i n g  o f  i n s t i t u t i o n a l - s y s t e m i c  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n .  And, th e  
P r e w i t t - E u l a u  c o n d i t i o n s  f o r  enhancing  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  a r e  
a l s o  used because :  (1)  t h e i r  c o n d i t i o n s  a r e  d e r i v e d  from a thorough 
l i t e r a t u r e  review and t e n t a t i v e  t e s t i n g  wi th  c i t y  l e g i s l a t u r e s ;  (2)  t h e i r  
c o n d i t i o n s  a r e  a t r a n s l a t i o n  o f  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 o n  i n t o  t e s t a b l e  
measures  o f  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  a c c o u n t a b i l i t y ;  and (3) t h e i r  c o n d i t i o n s  a r e  
f a c t o r s  which enhance i n s t i t u t i o n a l  a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  and where p r e s e n t  in a 
g iven sys t em,  p r ov id e  reasoned  a s s u r a n c e  o f  a t  l e a s t  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  a c co u n t ­
a b i l i t y  being p r e s e n t .

J u s t i f i c a t i o n
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(1) a c e r t a i n  complexi ty  o f  the  s o c i a l  envi ronment  
( P r e w i t t  and Eulau,  1969:440) ;  (2) not  a s i g n i f i c a n t  
amount o f  s p o n s o r s h ip  in  p o l i t i c a l  r e c r u i t m e n t  (p.  440) 
wi th  low v o l u n t e e r i s m  ( P r e w i t t ,  1970:15-16) ;  (3) not  
t r u s t e e  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  r o l e - o r i e n t a t i o n  ( P r e w i t t : 16) ,  
i n s t e a d  p u b l i c  su ppo r t  should  be sought  ( P r e w i t t  and 
E u la u : 4 4 0 ) ;  and (4) e l e c t i o n s  should no t  be r i t u a l s  
( P r e w i t t : 16 ) ,  bu t  have an impact  unpon f o r c i n g  incum­
be n t s  from o f f i c e  ( P r e w i t t  and E u l a u : 440) .

Purpose

I t  was n e c e s s a r y  to  p r e s e n t  t h e  p r ev io us  m a t e r i a l  to  make my purpose 
c l e a r .  My purpose i s  to  map ( d e s c r i b e )  th e  b a s i c  c on t our s  o f  i n s t i t u ­
t i o n a l - s y s t e m i c  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  conce ived as i n s t i t u t i o n a l  a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  
in th e  Arkansas  General  Assembly.  P r o f e s s o r  Wahlke s u g g e s t s  (Eulau and 
Wahlke, 1978:282) t h a t  d e s c r i p t i o n s  o f  l i t t l e  known l e g i s l a t u r e s  a r e  an 
i m p o r ta n t  s t e p  in deve lop ing  a concep tua l  map o f  l e g i s l a t i v e  f u n c t i o n i n g .

Data

The d a t a  were c o l l e c t e d  from i n t e r v i e w s  o f  84 o f  100 Arkansas General  
Assembly House members and 30 o f  35 s e n a t o r s  dur ing  th e  1981 r e g u l a r  s e s ­
s io n .  This  was r e p e a t e d  on new members in the  1983 r e g u l a r  s e s s i o n  wi th  
14 o f  17 new r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  and 10 o f  11 new s e n a t o r s  resp on d in g .  The 
q u e s t i o n s - - f o u n d  in  th e  t a b l e s — were developed j o i n t l y  by the  a u t h o r  and 
Dr. Dunn who i s  an e x p e r i en ce d  p o l l s t e r  and t h e  U n i v e r s i t y ' s  Governmental 
A f f a i r s  D i r e c t o r .  The l a t t e r  a d m i n i s t e r e d  th e  1981 survey employing 
s e n i o r  s t u d e n t s  in  a methodology course  as i n t e r v i e w e r s .  The a u t h o r  con­
ducted th e  1983 survey a l s o  wi th  s e n i o r  s t u d e n t  i n t e r v i e w e r s .

Findings

1. The f i r s t  c o n d i t i o n  f o r  enhancing l e g i s l a t i v e  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  
a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  i s  s o c i e t a l  complex i ty .  I t  has as i t s  concep tua l  a n t e ­
ceden t  the  well  known e c o n o m i c - s o c i e t a l  complexi ty  under p inn ings  o f  
d emocra t i c  n a t i o n - s t a t e s  (Cnudde and Neubauer ,  1969:151-235;  Dahl ,  1973: 
48-104) focused a t  a lower  u n i t  o f  government .  Arkansas "with a l i t t l e  
b i t  o f  he lp  from i t s  f e d e r a l  f r i e n d s "  has r e c e n t l y  developed both ec o­
nomica l ly  and d e m o c r a t i c a l l y .  In 1950 th e  number o f  Arkansas '  a g r i ­
c u l t u r a l  workers  was 221,000 and 395,000 n o n - a g r i c u l t u r a l ; by 1979 t h e s e  
numbers were 66,000 and 749,000 r e s p e c t i v e l y  ( H o l i f i e l d ,  1981).  A f t e r  
lo s i n g  p o p u l a t i o n  in t h e  1950s,  Arkansas '  growth r a t e  in  t h e  1970s was 
18 p e r c e n t  (1980 census )  wi th  co n t in ue d  " s u n - b e l t "  growth e x p e c te d ,  
f u r t h e r  a l t e r i n g  t h e  s t a t e ' s  demographics .  Co ncomi tan t ly ,  very sub­
s t a n t i a l  dem ocr a t i c  p o l i t i c a l  reforms have t aken p la ce  in  th e  e l e c t o r a l

The Prewitt-Eulau cond it ions  are:
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(Amendment 50 in 1963 and 51 in 1964), judicial (Bryant, Vol. II, 1978: 
520-578), executive (Dumas in Nunn, 1973:168-178), and legislative systems
(Ledbetter, 1973).*Regrettably, the precise amount of societal complexity required to support democratic institutions cannot be specified (Dahl, 62-81). It 
seems safe to say, however, that Arkansas is now more diverse than many 
American states given its ranking as twenty-second on an industrialization index (Morehouse, 1981:513-514).

2. From the preceding milieu, women and men are recruited, or 
recruit themselves, to the state legislature. The second Prewitt and 
Eulau condition is in two parts dealing with recruitment. First, there should not be extensive amounts of sponsorship in recruitment, i.e., 
candidates should not be asked, prompted, co-opted, etc., by interests 
that retain undue influence over the representative's legislative 
actions. And second, running for public office as a by-product of higher 
private social status with predisposed public policy preferences uncon­cerned with the public's policy preferences should be kept minimal.
Prewitt calls this "volunteerism." The Arkansas state legislators meet both of these conditions.

On the first point, recruitment in Arkansas is from long-standing personal interest in politics, stimulation by family and "friends," and 
claim of concern for civic service (Tables 1 and 2). Reinforcing this 
is information obtained from interviews not reported in the tables (see 
footnote 2). When an Arkansas state legislative seat is vacant, up to

1  First, G.I.s returning from World War II experiences with other 
states' systems initiated reforms and established a climate more receptive 
to reform. Second, federal interventions in the form of Eisenhower's use 
of troops to integrate the public schools in 1957 (Ferguson and Atkinson, 
1966:321-328); the federal court's reforms of Arkansas state prisons (Holt 
v. Sarver, 300 F. Supp. 825, 1969), and reapportioning the state legislature 
(Yancey v. Faubus. D.C., 238 F. Supp. 290, 1965); federal HEW racial quotas 
for higher education in Arkansas; the impact of federal programs/grants-in- 
aid (Halbrook, 1981:1-10); and recent national Democrat Party rules have 
affected participants/policies of the state party (Crotty and Jacobson, 
1980:156-165). Third, Winthrop Rockefeller's move to Arkansas in 1953 
resulted in massive organizational and monetary expenditures on behalf of 
the reforms he sought (Ward, 1978). Fourth, the emphasis placed upon 
economic development and prestige associated with the Arkansas Industrial 
Development Commission have fostered greater receptiveness to national 
(international) concerns. Fifth, a state-level news media has developed 
with connections outside the state (Nunn, 1975:84-100). Sixth, Arkansas1 
status as a "sunbelt" state has increased population from outside the state 
and retirees from outside the state.

2 Two senior Legislative Council staffers, two retired legislators, and 
two current members were interviewed as part of a different project 
(Whistler, 1983: Ch. 3).
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o n e - h a l f  o f  th e  c o m p e t i t o r s  w i l l  have been sponsored by some i n t e r e s t  
o r  g rou p in g .  When an incumbent  i s  c h a l l e n g e d ,  some o n e - t h i r d  o f  the  
c h a l l e n g e r s  w i l l  have been sponsored .  However, incumbents a r e  no t  o f t e n  
c h a l l e n g e d .  In 1980, 30 o f  100 House members and 5 o f  35 s e n a t o r s  had 
pr imary oppon en ts ,  whi le  16 r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  and 2 s e n a t o r s  had an oppo­
nen t  in t h e  General  E l e c t i o n . 3 Over o n e - h a l f  o f  th e  General  Assembly 
members,  t h e n ,  a r e  s e l f - s t a r t e r s ,  no t  sponsored .  The most c i t e d  s e t  o f  
r eas ons  (Table  2) f o r  running  a r e  p s y c h o l o g i c a l l y / s o c i a l l y  p o s i t i v e  p r o ­
j e c t i v e  c a t e g o r i e s  ( s e r v e  community,  genera l  i n t e r e s t )  and t h e  nex t  most 
c i t e d  r eas ons  a r e  p e r s o n a l l y  ag g r a n d i z in g  ( o p p o r t u n i t y - v a c a n c y , am bi t io n)  
wi th  th e  f reshman members seemingly s l i g h t l y  more i n c l i n e d  to  admit  th e  
l a t t e r  r e a s o n s .

On t h e  second p a r t  o f  th e  second c o n d i t i o n ,  th e  Arkansas l e g i s l a t o r s  
c l e a r l y  meet  i t .  They a r e  no t  " v o l u n t e e r s "  unconcerned wi th  a p u b l i c  
c a r e e r ;  and,  th e y  do no t  have p rominent  per sona l  p r e f e r e n c e s  on p o l i c i e s .  
Table  3 de m o n s t r a te s  t h e i r  overwhelming concern f o r  a c a r e e r  in  th e  l e g i s ­
l a t u r e ,  e s p e c i a l l y  once t h e i r  p o l i t i c a l  c a r e e r  p a t t e r n  u n f o l d s .  Nearly  
t w o - t h i r d s  have se rve d  t h r e e  o r  f o u r  terms and f u l l y  t h r e e - f o u r t h s  o f  the  
1981 group in te n d ed  t o  run a t  l e a s t  t h r e e  more t i m es .  The freshmen o f  
1983 a r e  a l i t t l e  l e s s  c e r t a i n  o f  a c a r e e r  in  th e  General  Assembly,  but  
n e a r l y  t w o - t h i r d s  say the y  e x p e c t  t o  run t h r e e  o r  more t im es .  Almost 80 
p e r c e n t  o f  th e  1981 sample e n v i s i o n  t h e i r  p o l i t i c a l  c a r e e r  as remaining 
in th e  General  Assembly.  The f reshmen a r e  l e s s  " s e t t l e d  i n t o "  th e  General  
Assembly; in  th e  House some 57 p e r c e n t  say they  in te n d  to  seek a n o t h e r  
o f f i c e ,  a l th o u g h  f i v e  o f  t h e s e  e i g h t  House members r e f u s e d  to  say what 
o f f i c e .  The new s e n a t o r s  a r e  more i n c l i n e d  to  see  th e  Senate  as t h e i r  
c a r e e r .

Regarding t h e i r  l e g i s l a t i v e  g o a l s ,  Table  4 d i s p l a y s  t h a t  "no men­
t i o n / n o t  codeab le"  i s  th e  l a r g e s t  r e s ponse  in both samples ,  wi th  the  
freshmen 1983 g r o u p ' s  g o a l s  s c a t t e r e d  over  more c u r r e n t l y  high v i s i b i l i t y  
i s s u e s .  The s c a t t e r e d  go a l s  p rob ab ly  r e f l e c t  th e  f r a c t i o n a l  r e c r u i t m e n t  
m i l i e u  d i s c u s s e d  e a r l i e r  under  th e  f i r s t  p a r t  o f  t h i s  c o n d i t i o n ,  as well  
as t h e  c u r r e n t  concerns  r e c e i v i n g  media and p u b l i c  n o t o r i e t y .

The 1983 group was asked i f  t h e r e  were any s p e c i f i c  i s s u e s  o r  con­
ce rns  they  f e l t  s t r o n g l y  a b o u t ;  ove r  90 p e r c e n t  (Table  5) c laimed ye s .
And, wh i le  29 p e r c e n t  (House) and 20 p e r c e n t  (Sena te )  gave no codeab le  
r e s p o n s e ,  th e  o t h e r s  d i s t r i b u t e d  r e p l i e s  over  a range o f  a r e a s .  This  
would appe ar  t o  be a major  change from 1981 u n t i l  the  congruence o f  t h e i r  
p o s i t i o n  and p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  c o n s t i t u e n t s '  on the  i s s u e  i s  obse rved 
(Table 6 ) .  Moreover ,  they  w a f f l e  abou t  what  to  do i f  th e  p u b l i c ' s  p o s i ­
t i o n  i s  d i f f e r e n t ;  o n l y  one new member o f  each house s t a y s  wi th  h i s  
co n s c i e n ce  in  such a c o n f l i c t  ( lower  h a l f  o f  Table  6 ) .

S t i l l  on the  m a t t e r  o f  Arkansas l e g i s l a t o r s  no t  being v o l u n t e e r s ,

3
The 1982 f i g u r e s  are:  P r e f e r e n t i a l  Primary: House 52, Senate 7;

General E l e c t i o n :  House 20,  Senate 11.
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they  do have h i g h e r  soc io -economic  s t a t u s  than t h e  t y p i c a l  Arkansan but  
i t  does n o t  produce p u b l i c  o f f i c e  se ek ing  as a b y - p ro d u c t  o f  t h e i r  h ig h e r  
p r i v a t e  s o c i a l  s t a t u s  as found among c i t y  l e g i s l a t o r s  ( P r e w i t t  and Eulau,  
440) .  Qu i te  to  t h e  c o n t r a r y ,  d e s i r e d  s o c i a l  s t a t u s  i s  a t t a c h e d  t o  Arkan­
sas  s t a t e  l e g i s l a t i v e  o f f i c e  (Tab les  7 and 8 ) .  The p o i n t  i s  t h a t  being 
a member o f  th e  Arkansas  General  Assembly b o o s t s  t h e  s o c i a l  es teem f e l t  
by i t s  members,  w h i l e  a p p a r e n t l y  membership in  some l e g i s l a t u r e s  does 
no t  ( e . g . ,  San F r a n c i s c o  Bay c i t y  c o u n c i l s ) ;  and ,  t h e  Arkansans t h e r e ­
f o r e  have a n o t h e r  mot ive  f o r  complying w i th  c o n s t i t u e n t s '  demands in  
o r d e r  t o  remain in  t h e  General  Assembly.

3. The t h i r d  c o n d i t i o n  i s  t h a t  t r u s t e e s h i p  ( i . e . ,  th e  t r u s t i n g  of  
th e  l e g i s l a t o r ' s  own c o n s c ie n c e  in  d e c i s io n - m a k in g )  be minimal ;  i n s t e a d ,  
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  shou ld  seek p u b l i c  s u p p o r t .  These Arkansas  s t a t e  l e g i s ­
l a t o r s ,  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  and new members a r e  e s p e c i a l l y  d i s i n c l i n e d  to  
t r u s t  t h e i r  own c o n s c ie n c e s  in  making l e g i s l a t i v e  d e c i s i o n s  (Table  9 ) .
These Arkansas  f i g u r e s  a r e  in s t r i k i n g l y  lower  than  t h e  60 p e r c e n t  
t r u s t e e s  r e p o r t e d  f o r  o t h e r  s t a t e  l e g i s l a t o r s  (Wahlke,  e t .  a l . ,  1962:
117) ,  to  t h e  65 p e r c e n t  t r u s t e e - o r i e n t a t i o n  among co n g r e s s p e r s o n s  (Keefe 
and Ogul ,  1981 :6 9) ,  and to  t h e  60 p e r c e n t  t r u s t e e s  among c i t y  l e g i s l a t o r s  
( P r e w i t t  and Eulau:  407) .  Only a 31 p e r c e n t  t r u s t e e  f i g u r e  r e p o r t e d  f o r  
the  Pen nsy lv a n i a  s t a t e  l e g i s l a t u r e  i s  as low (Keefe and Ogul ,  1981:67) 
as t h e s e  Arkansas  p e r c e n t a g e s .

Looking a t  th e  second a s p e c t  o f  c o n d i t i o n  t h r e e - - p u b l i c  s u p p o r t  
shou ld  be soug ht  by l e g i s l a t o r s - - a g a i n ,  th e  Arkansas  l e g i s l a t o r s  c l e a r l y  
meet t h i s .  Tab le  10 i l l u s t r a t e s  t h e i r  s t r o n g  o r i e n t a t i o n  toward looking 
a f t e r  t h e i r  d i s t r i c t s  compared wi th  24 p e r c e n t  d i s t r i c t - o r i e n t e d  r e p o r t e d  
among c o n g r e s s p e r s o n s  (Keefe and Ogul ,  1981 :64) .

The Arkansas  l e g i s l a t o r s '  o r i e n t a t i o n  to  f o l l o w  what  c o n s t i t u e n t s  
want and to  be concerned  w i th  t h e i r  d i s t r i c t  needs i s  r e f l e c t e d  in the  
way t h e s e  l e g i s l a t o r s  p e r c e i v e  t h e i r  j o b s .  Tab le  11 shows t h e i r  f ou r  
s a l i e n t  views o f  th e  j o b :  l e g i s l a t o r s  a r e  c o n d u i t s  o f  t h e  p u b l i c  p o l i c y  
p r e f e r e n c e s  o f  c o n s t i t u e n t s  by d i r e c t l y  a c c e s s i n g  and p r o c e s s i n g  c o n s t i ­
t u e n t s '  p r e f e r e n c e s ;  wa tc her s  o f  t h e  l e g i s l a t i v e  p r o c e s s  on b e h a l f  o f  
c o n s t i t u e n t s ,  " p u l l i n g  down" l e g i s l a t i o n  they  o b j e c t  t o ;  pe r f o rm er s  o f  
v a r i o u s  s e r v i c e s  f o r  t h e  p u b l i c  ( c o n s t i t u e n t s  m o s t l y ) ;  and,  concerned with 
t h e  i n t e r n a l  p r o c e d u r e s / r u l e s  o f  t h e  General  Assembly.  Moreover ,  the  
i n t e r n a l  s t r u c t u r e s  and p ro ce du re s  r e f l e c t  th e  same l e g i s l a t o r  o r i e n t a ­
t i o n  toward c o n s t i t u e n c y  p r e f e r e n c e s .  The s t a n d i n g  commit tees  a r e  employed 
as t e s t i n g  grounds where a lmos t  a l l  no n -b udg e t a ry  b i l l s  a r e  c o n s t i t u e n c y -  
o r i e n t e d  measures .  There i s  l i t t l e  o r  no s u b s t a n t i v e  p u b l i c  d e l i b e r a t i o n  
in commit tee d e c i s i o n - m a k i n g .  I n s t e a d ,  t h e  c o m m i t t e e ' s  p rocedu re  i s  
des igned  to  t e s t  t h e  deg re e  o f  o p p o s i t i o n  to  th e  c o n s t i t u e n c y - o r i g i n a t e d  
b i l l s .  I f  o p p o s i t i o n  i s  n o t  g r e a t ,  i t  i s  pas sed  ( W h i s t l e r ,  1983: Ch. 4 ) .  
Arkansas  l e a d s  th e  n a t i o n ' s  s t a t e  l e g i s l a t u r e s  in  p e r c e n t a g e  o f  b i l l s  
passed (60 p e r c e n t  compared to  50 p e r c e n t  f o r  e i g h t  o t h e r  so u th e rn  s t a t e s  
and 30 p e r c e n t  f o r  t h e  remainder  o f  t h e  s t a t e s  ( R o s e n t h a l ,  1981:49) .  
Arkansas even d i v i d e s  i t s  budget  i n t o  more than  300 s p e c i f i c  a p p r o p r i a t i o n
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b i l l s  which a r e  then t r e a t e d  as i d e n t i f i a b l e  c o n s t i t u e n c y  b i l l s  ( W h i s t l e r ,  
Ch. 6 ) .  The l e g i s l a t o r s  do no t  n e c e s s a r i l y  s u p p o r t / f i g h t  f o r  c o n s t i ­
t u e n c y - i n i t i a t e d  b i l l s  bu t  r a t h e r  a r e  c o n d u i t s  f o r  them. They f i g h t  
f o r  c o n s t i t u e n c y - o r i e n t e d  measures t h a t  may have e l e c t o r a l  r a m i f i c a t i o n s  
upon t h e i r  own r e e l e c t i o n  and a very few i s s u e s  they p e r s o n a l l y  f e e l  
s t r o n g l y  abou t .  F i n a l l y ,  t h e  i n t e r n a l  s t r u c t u r e s  and p roced ures  have 
overwhelming s u p p o r t .  The 1981 sample a d v i s e s  adherence  to  them in no 
u n c e r t a i n  terms (Table  12) ,  wh i le  th e  new members p la c e  emphasis  upon 
e s t a b l i s h i n g  t h e i r  c r e d i b i l i t y  w i t h i n  th e  on-going system.

4. As to  th e  f o u r t h  c o n d i t i o n  o f  e l e c t i o n s  no t  being mere r i t u a l s  
bu t  having a meaningful  impact  on f o r c i n g  l e g i s l a t o r s  from o f f i c e ,  
whi le  a c t u a l  c o m p e t i t i o n  i s  low ( l e s s  than 30 p e r c e n t  in p r i m a r i e s  and 
l e s s  than 10 p e r c e n t  in  th e  General  E l e c t i o n s ) ,  Arkansas l e g i s l a t o r s  a r e  
very f e a r f u l  o f  e l e c t o r a l  c o m p e t i t i o n .  T h e i r  b eh a v io r  in the  l e g i s l a t u r e  
r e f l e c t s  t h i s  concern .  The a t t e n t i o n  Arkansas l e g i s l a t o r s  g ive  t o  "con- 
s t i t u e n t s "  has been noted  e a r l i e r .  This  a t t e n t i o n  r e a d i l y  becomes t r a n s ­
l a t e d  i n t o  a t t e n t i o n  to  i n t e r e s t  g roups .  This  i s  so because genera l  
p o l i t i c a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i s  low ( R e v i e r e ,  1982) ,  and an a g r i c u l t u r a l  
s t a t e  l i k e  Arkansas produces  a small  number o f  i n t e r e s t  groups (Grey,  
Jaco b ,  and Vines ,  1983: Ch. 4 ) .  They a r e  c o n s id e r e d  normal p a r t s  of  
the  " c o n s t i t u e n c y "  and a r e  p o s i t i v e l y  responded to  whenever p o s s i b l e .  
O c c a s i o n a l l y ,  a group w i l l  e l i c i t  n e g a t i v e  f e e l i n g  but  p o s i t i v e  a c t i o n  
because o f  p e r ce iv e d  e l e c t o r a l  s t r e n g t h ,  e . g . ,  th e  AEA. Concern f o r  
e l e c t o r a l  consequences  i s  a l s o  r e f l e c t e d  in th e  Arkansas l e g i s l a t o r s '  
r ank ing s  o f  which communicat ion wi th  l e g i s l a t o r s  i s  most e f f e c t i v e  
(Table 14) .  " I n f o r m a l l y ,  through an in t e rm e d i a ry "  such as a " c o n s t i ­
tu e n t "  o r  " f r i e n d "  i s  ranked f i r s t ,  u n l i k e  th e  rank ing s  o f  f ou r  o t h e r  
s t a t e  l e g i s l a t o r s  ( Z e i g l e r  and Baer ,  1969: 176).  F i n a l l y ,  Table 14 
r e f l e c t s  th e  Arkansas l e g i s l a t o r s '  f e a r  o f  the  spons or ing  o f  a com­
p e t i t o r  by a d i s s o n a n t  i n t e r e s t  o f  f a c t i o n  common in the  r u r a l  r e c r u i t ­
ment s e t t i n g s .  The Arkansas s t a t e  l e g i s l a t o r  seems to  n a t u r a l l y  adopt  
and p r e f e r  the  same s t y l e  of  communicat ion as i s  customary in o t h e r  
a s p e c t s  o f  Arkansas p o l i t i c s ,  ( i . e . ,  c o n t a c t  by a c o n s t i t u e n t ,  f r i e n d ,  
o r  known r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  o f  a known group a r e  r o u t i n e  in e l e c t o r a l  
o u t s i d e - t h e - l e g i s l a t u r e  p o l i t i c s  a l s o )  bu t  a t  the  same t im e ,  they ex­
pec t  and respond to  o t h e r  modes o f  communication (Table 14) .

4 Indeed, Wahlke o b serv es  th a t  the  s u r p r i s i n g l y  sm all  number o f  groups 
organ ized  in  any American s t a t e  l e g i s l a t u r e  i s  a to p ic  which m er i t s  e x p la ­
n a t io n  (Eulau and Wahlke, 1978:168) .

5 I t  should  be n o te d ,  however, th a t  more than h a l f  the  s u b s t a n t i v e  and 
a p p r o p r ia t io n s  b i l l s  are from s t a t e  and l o c a l  government o p e r a t i o n s .  Gov­
ernments breed t h e i r  own f u e l  more e f f e c t i v e l y  than breeder  r e a c t o r s !
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Summary/Conclusion

In sum: (1)  Arkansas '  s o c i e t a l  complex i ty  appears  ade qua te  to  
s u p p o r t  th e  d i v e r s i t y  t h a t  may g ive  r i s e  to  s u f f i c i e n t l y  c o m p e t i t i v e  
so urce s  o f  demands f o r  p u b l i c  p o l i c i e s ;  t2)  l e s s  than  o n e - h a l f  th e  
s t a t e  l e g i s l a t o r s  a r e  s p on so red ,  and they  do n o t  have s t r o n g  persona l  
p o l i c y  p r e f e r e n c e s ;  (3) m o s t - - e s p e c i a l l y  house members--do n o t  t r u s t  
t h e i r  own c o n s c ie n c es  in th e  making o f  p u b l i c  p o l i c i e s ;  i n s t e a d  they 
a r e  s e n s i t i v e  t o  t h e i r  p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  c o n s t i t u e n t s '  p r e f e r e n c e s ;
(4) e l e c t o r a l  c o m p e t i t i o n  i s  pronounced a l th ou gh  th e  l e v e l  o f  a c t u a l  
c o m p e t i t i o n  i s  low. These o b s e r v a t i o n s ,  based upon P r e w i t t - E u l a u  con­
d i t i o n s  f o r  enhancing  l e g i s l a t i v e  ( i n s t i t u t i o n a l )  a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  ( see  
Methodology s e c t i o n ) ,  p rov i de  t h e  b a s i s  f o r  con c lud ing  t h a t  th e  Arkansas 
General  Assembly does d i s p l a y  adequa te  c o n d i t i o n s  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 .  In l i g h t  o f  Arkansas '  r e c e n t  p a s t  t h i s  i s  c e r t a i n l y  a 
source  o f  s a t i s f a c t i o n  to  t h o s e  o f  us committed t o  de mo cra t i c  p r a c t i c e s .

Yet ,  whi le  th e  above f i n d i n g s  a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t  (and t h e  d a t a  in  the  
t a b l e s  a r e  l i k e l y  t o  be very  h e l p f u l  in s t a t e  and lo c a l  c l a s s e s ) ,  I am 
no t  c o n t e n t .  I t  i s  a p p a r e n t  t h a t  l e g i s l a t i v e  ( i n s t i t u t i o n a l )  ac c o u n t ­
a b i l i t y  i s  th e  i n s t i t u t i o n a l - s y s t e m i c  e q u i v a l e n t  o f  "po l i c y- co ng ru en ce "  
used in  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l - r e p r e s e n t a t i v e - a n d - h e r / h i s - c o n s t i t u e n t s  focus  
( see  f i r s t  two pages o f  t h i s  work) .  As such ,  l e g i s l a t i v e  ( i n s t i t u t i o n a l )  
a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  i s  on ly  one component o f  th e  i n s t i t u t i o n a l - s y s t e m i c  con­
c e p t  o f  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n .  What i s  needed a r e  s t u d i e s  t h a t  c o n c e p t u a l i z e  
and o p e r a t i o n a l i z e  o t h e r  components o f  i n s t i t u t i o n a l - s y s t e m i c  r e p r e s e n ­
t a t i o n .  Components t h a t  have been s u g g e s t e d ,  in  a d d i t i o n  to  th e  po l i c y  
congruence component ,  a r e :  s e r v i c e  r e s p o n s i v e n e s s ,  e . g . ,  "case-work" 
done f o r  c o n s t i t u e n t s ;  a l l o c a t i v e  r e s p o n s i v e n e s s ,  e . g . ,  " p o r k - b a r r e l " ;  
and,  symbol ic  r e s p o n s i v e n e s s ,  e . g . ,  b u i l d i n g  and m a i n t a i n i n g  d i f f u s e  
su p p o r t  (Eulau and Karps in Eulau and Wahlke, 1978: 63-66;  J e w e l l ,
1982: 18-21) .

Another  type  o f  problem a r i s e s  from use o f  l e g i s l a t i v e  ( i n s t i t u ­
t i o n a l )  a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  as a component o f  i n s t i t u t i o n a l - s y s t e m i c  r e p r e ­
s e n t a t i o n .  The P i t k i n  concep t  o f  a r e s p o n s i v e  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  r e q u i r e s  
t h a t  they a c t  in th e  i n t e r e s t  o f  c o n s t i t u e n t s  even i f  the  c o n s t i t u e n t s  
a r e  in f a v o r  o f  a d i f f e r e n t  p o s i t i o n  on th e  m a t t e r 6 (1967: 209-210) .
When a c t i n g  c o n t r a r y  to  c o n s t i t u e n t s '  p r e f e r e n c e s ,  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s  are  
r e q u i r e d  by P i t k i n ' s  n o t i o n  t o  p u b l i c a l l y  g ive  "good" rea sons  f o r  
having opposed c o n s t i t u e n t s .  My p o i n t  here  i s  to  i l l u s t r a t e

6 M e th o d o lo g ic a l ly  t h i s  r e q u ir e s  th a t  the p r e fe r e n c e s  o f  the  repre­
s e n t a t i v e s  and o f  the r e p r e se n te d  be measured to  show t h e i r  d i r e c t i o n  
so d i r e c t i o n  does not  have to  be in f e r r e d  by in a p p r o p r ia te  ( a l b e i t  h ig h ly  
s o p h i s t i c a t e d )  c a u s a l  m o d e l l in g  (Eulau and Karps in  Eulau and Wahlke, 
1978: 6 1 -6 2 ) .
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the  s e r i o u s  methodolog ica l  problem P i t k i n ' s  " r e s p o n s i v e n e s s "  c r e a t e s .
Is th e  General  Assembly " r es p o n s i v e"  in P i t k i n ' s  sense  when i t  i s  c h a r ­
a c t e r i z e d  in  i t s  o v e r a l l  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n a l  p o s t u r e  as an ex t re mely  n e u t r a l  
p r o c e s s i n g  system o f  c o n s t i t u e n c y - o r i g i n a t e d  p o l i c y  p r e f e r e n c e s  wi th  very 
l i t t l e  s u b s t a n t i v e  dec i s i on -m ak in g  r e g a r d in g  th e  c o n t e n t s  o f  th e  c o n s t i ­
t u e n t s '  demands? Is  th e  General  Assembly " r e s p o n s i v e"  in  P i t k i n ' s  sense  
when i t  assumes ,  as i t  r o u t i n e l y  d o e s ,  t h a t  s t a t e - w i d e  p o l i c y  d e c i s i o n s  
a r e  l a r g e l y  th e  g o v e r n o r ' s  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ?  Eulau and Karps have a l s o  
drawn a t t e n t i o n  to  th e  methodolog ica l  problems o f  P i t k i n ' s  no t io n  o f  
" r e s p o n s i v e n e s s "  by w r i t i n g  t h a t  she " . . . g i v e s  us no c lue  on how re sp on ­
s i v e n e s s  as a sy s t em ic  p r o p e r t y  can be a s c e r t a i n e d  o r  m e a s u r e d . . . "  ( in  
Eulau and Uahlke ,  1978:59) .

Turning now to  th e  concep t  o f  i n s t i t u t i o n a l - s y s t e m i c  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  
a t  th e  most g en e ra l  l e v e l ,  t h i s  s tudy  began wi th  a s h i f t  in focus  from 
the  usual  i n d i v i d u a l - r e p r e s e n t a t i v e - a n d - h e r / h i s - c o n s t i t u e n t s  to  an i n s t i ­
t u t i o n a l - s y s t e m i c  approach.  This  was done because th e  former  focus  i s  
too narrow ( P i t k i n ,  1969:17) .  Indeed,  i f  t aken t o  e x t r e m e s ,  th e  i n g r e ­
d i e n t s  in  i n d i v i d u a l  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  ( e . g . ,  t r u s t e e ,  d e l e g a t e )  become 
a n t i t h e t i c a l  t o  democracy (p.  17).  I t  t u r n s  o u t ,  however,  t h a t  the  
i n s t i t u t i o n a l  p e r s p e c t i v e  i s  n o t  w i t h o u t  problems.

The f i r s t  problem wi th  an 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 o n a l  focus  a t  
the  most ge ne ra l  l e v e l  i s  t h a t  i t  i s  a type  o f  systems a n a l y s i s .  I t  
e v a l u a t e s  a l e g i s l a t u r e  as an i n t e r a c t i n g  subsys tem w i t h i n  o t h e r  sub­
sys tems.  In such a c o n c e p t u a l i z a t i o n  a l e g i s l a t u r e  i s  i n s t i t u t i o n a l l y  
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  p rov id ed  t h a t  i t  i s  f u n c t i o n i n g  i n t e g r a l l y  wi th  t h e  o t h e r  
subsystems (assuming they  in tu rn  a c c u r a t e l y  r e f l e c t  t h e i r  m i l i e u s ) .
T h i s ,  o f  c o u r s e ,  has th e  v i r t u e  o f  no t  a sk ing  the  im po s s i b le  o f  p o l i t i ­
cal  i n s t i t u t i o n s  given t h e i r  s o c i a l  and economic c i rc um st a nce s  (E c ks t e in  
in L i n d f i e l d ,  1968: 120-122) .  But ,  s u r e l y  th e  o b j e c t i o n  may be r a i s e d  
t h a t  an inde pen de n t  measure i s  needed o f  whether  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e s ' 
a c t i o n s  a r e  what the  r e p r e s e n t e d  p r e f e r ,  o r  i f  n o t ,  whether  an adequa te  
e x p l a n a t i o n  f o r  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  can be g iven by th e  r e p r e s e n t a t i v e .  P re ­
w i t t  and E u l a u ' s  focus  on i n s t i t u t i o n a l  a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  p r ov id es  some­
th in g  o f  an o u t s i d e - t h e - i n t e r a c t i n g - s u b s y s t e m  c r i t e r i o n  f o r  e v a l u a t i o n  
o f  one component in 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 o n .  But even wi th  i t ,  
we a r e  l e f t  wi th  n o n s p e c i f i c  c u t - o f f  p o i n t s  f o r  making judgments r e g a r d ­
ing whether  a g iven l e g i s l a t u r e  i s  i n s t i t u t i o n a l l y  a c c o u n t a b l e ;  to  w i t ,  
the  Arkansas General  Assembly would seem to  meet the  c o n d i t i o n s  t h e i r  
s t u d i e s  have s u gge s t ed .  Secondly ,  th e  problem o f  ho ld ing  l e g i s l a t o r s  

a c c o u n ta b le  only  a f t e r  they  have a c te d  remains a l o g i c a l  problem with 
i n s t i t u t i o n a l  a c c o u n t a b i l i t y ,  j u s t  as P i t k i n  has demons t ra ted  i s  t h e  case 
wi th  conc ep t s  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  (1969: 57) ,  T h i r d l y ,  i t  seems 
h ig h ly  l i k e l y  t h a t  v a r i e t i e s  o f  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 o n  w i l l  
a r i s e  from t h e  d i v e r s e  c o n d i t i o n s  a t  d i f f e r e n t  l e v e l s  o f  U.S. governments ,  
as wel l  as from th e  d i v e r s e  s t a t e  c o n d i t i o n s .  F o u r t h l y ,  d i f f e r e n t  
r e p r e s e n t a t i o n s  a r e  o b v i ous l y  o c c u r r i n g  in advocacy b u r e a u c r a c i e s  and
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guar d ia n  j u d i c i a r i e s ,  as well  as w i t h i n  subsys tems such as s t a n d i n g  com­
m i t t e e s  t h a t  p r ov i de  d i f f e r i n g  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  by v i r t u e  o f  va ry ing  
a c c e s s ,  o p e r a t i n g  p r e m i s e s ,  and p r o c e d u r e s .  F i n a l l y ,  d i f f e r e n t  i s s u e s  
p r ov id e  d i f f e r e n t  r e p r e s e n t a t i o n  because t h e  s t a k e s  and p a r t i c i p a n t s  
v a r y ,  e . g . ,  s t a t e  "home" b i l l s  v e r s u s  s t a t e - l e v e l  m a t t e r s ,  and Lowi 's  
"pork b a r r e l ,  d i s t r i b u t i v e ,  r e d i s t r i b u t i v e "  c a t e g o r i e s .  I d e a l l y ,  a 
g en e r a l  e m p i r i c a l  th e o r y  shou ld  be a b l e  t o  accou n t  f o r / p r e d i c t  t h e s e  
c o n d i t i o n s  and t h e i r  i n t e r a c t i o n s  wi th  d i f f e r e n t  n o t i o n s  o f  r e p r e s e n ­
t a t i o n  as w e l l ,  a l th ou gh  in  a c t u a l i t y  t h i s  may be a "Holy G r a i l "  
p u r s u i t .
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T a b l e  1 Ag e  o f  I n i t i a l  I n t e r e s t  a n d  S o u r c e  o f  P o l i t i c a l  I n t e r e s t

Q u e s t i o n :  " A p p r o x i m a t e l y  how  o l d  w e r e  y o u  w h e n  y o u  f i r s t  b e c a m e  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  
p o l i t i c s ? "  a

H o u s e S e n a t e

U n d e r  1 5  y e a r s
1 5 - 2 1
2 2 - 3 0
3 1 - 4 0
O v e r  4 0

1 9 8 1  1 9 8 3  
31 i  ( 2 6 )  3 6 T 1 5 )  
23% ( 2 0 )  21%  ( 3 )  
20%  ( 1 7 ) 29%  ( 4 )  
19% ( 1 6 )  14% ( 2 )  

6% ( 5 )  0%
99%  1 0 0 %

1 9 8 1  1 9 8 3  
20%  ( 6 )  30% ( 3 )  
27%  ( 8 )  20% ( 2 )  
37% ( 1 1 )  20%  ( 2 )  
10% ( 3 )  30% ( 2 )  

7% ( 2 )  0%
101%  100%

Q u e s t i o n :  "W ho o r  w h a t  s t i m u l a t e d  y o u r  i n t e r e s t  i n  p o l i t i c s ? "

H o u s e  S e n a t e
1 9 8 1  1 9 8 3  1 9 8 1  1 9 8 3

F a m i l y - f r i e n d s  33%  ( 2 8 )  21% ( 3 )  1 3 T 7 4 )  T o f T l  >
C o n s t i t u e n t  R e q u e s t  2% ( 2 )  0% 0% 0%
G e n e r a l  I n t e r e s t  31% ( 2 6 )  21%  ( 3 )  37%  ( 1 1 )  30% ( 3 )
N e e d  f o r  C i v i c  S e r v i c e  11% ( 9 )  21%  ( 3 )  17% ( 5 )  20%  ( 2 )
T i m e s - E v e n t s - P e r s o n s  13% ( 1 3 )  21% ( 3 )  20% ( 6 )  30% ( 3 )
S p e c i f i c  P o l i c y  2% 2 0% 10% ( 3 )  0%
M e d i a - P u b l i c a t i o n s  2% ( 2 )  7% ( 1 )  0% 0%
N o t  c o d e a b l e / N o  m e n t i o n  6% 7% ( 1 )  3% 10% ( 1 )

T O O l 98% 1 0 0 %  100%

a
D a t a  i n  a l l  t a b l e s  a r e  f r o m  UCA L e g i s l a t i v e  S t u d i e s ,  R e g u l a r  S e s s i o n s  

o f  1 9 8 1  a n d  1 9 8 3 .  S e e  e a r l i e r  D a t a  S e c t i o n .b
T h e  n u m b e r s  i n  p a r e n t h e s e s  a r e  t h e  a b s o l u t e  n u m b e r .  P e r c e n t a g e s  a r e  

r o u n d e d  a n d  m ay  a d d  t o  m o r e  o r  l e s s  t h a n  1 0 0  p e r c e n t  i n  a l l  t a b l e s  h e r e i n .

T a b l e  2 .  F a c t o r s  C a u s i n g  S e e k i n g  o f  L e g i s l a t i v e  O f f i c e  

Q u e s t i o n :  " W h a t  f a c t o r s  c a u s e d  y o u  t o  s e e k  a  s e a t  i n  t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e ? "

H o u s e S e n a t e

P o l i c y  p r e f e r e n c e  
H o n e s t ,  m o r a l  g o v e r n m e n t  
R e p r e s e n t  g r o u p  i n t e r e s t s  
R e p r e s e n t  i d e o l o g y  
D i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  i n c u m b e n t  
O p p o r t u n i t y - v a c a n c y  
A m b i t i o n
G e n e r a l  i n t e r e s t  
O p p o r t u n i t y  b y  o c c u p a t i o n  
S e r v e  c o m m u n i ty  
P r e v i o u s  c i v i c  i n v o l v e m e n t  
P e r s o n a l  c o n t a c t s  
O t h e r

1 9 8 1  1 9 8 3  
9% ( 7 )  0%
5% ( 4 )  7% ( 1 )  
3% ( 2 )  7% ( 1 )  
1% ( 1 )  7% ( 1 )  

11% ( 1 0 )  7% ( 1 )  
11% ( 1 0 )  21% ( 3 )  

4% ( 3 )  21%  ( 3 )  
21%  ( 1 7 )  14% ( 2 )  

3% ( 2 )  14% ( 2 )  
22% ( 1 8 )  0%

4% ( 3 )  0%
5% ( 4 )  0%
1% ( 1 )  0%

1 0 0 % 100%

1 9 8 1  1 9 8 3  
0% 0%
3% ( 1 )  0%
7% ( 2 )  0%
0% 0%
3% ( 1 )  30% ( 3 )  

13% ( 4 )  30% ( 3 )  
13% ( 4 )  10% ( 1 )  
20% ( 6 )  10% ( 1 )  

0% 0%
30% (3 0 )  0%

3% ( 1 )  0%
0% 20% ( 2 )  
7% ( 2 )  0%

9 9 % 100%

5 0



Table 5. Strongly Felt Issues or Concerns (1983)

Is there an issue or concern that you personally feel very strongly about?
House (1983) Senate (1983)

YesNoIf "yes," then what?Utility reformLegal system reformAd valorum taxState income taxSocial security disabilityEducationForest productsRevenue Stabilization Act4 yr. terms for Const, officesElect Public Utilities Comm.HighwaysResponse (not codeable)

93% (13) 
7% ( 1)

14% ( 2) 
7% ( 1) 0%0%0%29% ( 4) 0%14% ( 2) 
7% ( 1) 
7% ( 1) 0%29% ( 4 )

90% (9) 10% (1)
10% (1) 10% (1) 10% (1) 20% (2) 10% (1) 0%10% (1) 0%0%
10% (1) 20% (2)

Table 6. Legislators' Perception of Constitutional Congruence with Position: 1983

1. Do you think the public's position on this issue is the same as yours? (Follow-up to question asked in Table Five)
House SenateYesNoNo response

77% (11) 
7% ( 1) 14% ( 2 )  100*

70% (7) 10% (1) 20% (2) 100*
2. What do you do if it is different from yours?
Try to educate constituents Brokage tacticsGive time for constituents to changeVote conscienceReevaluate positionExplain to constituentsKeep tryingBe delegateNo response

House (1983) 
7% (1)0%0%
7% (1)14% (2)0%14% (2)14% (2)43% (6) 100%

Senate (1983) 
20% (2) 10% (1)10%10% (1)10% (1)10% (1)0%0%30% (3) 100%

Table 7. Legislators' Perception of Public's Esteem for General Assembly: 1983 
Does being a state legislator give a person a feeling of esteem from other Arkansans?

Yes, a great deal Yes, considerable Yes, someYes, but only a slight amount No, none No response

House
7 %  ( 1 )14% (2) 36% (5) 14% (2) 29% (4)0%100 %

Senate
10% (1)30% (3) 50% (5) 
0%
0%
10%  (1)100%
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Table 8. Legislator's Esteem from General Assembly: 1983
 

 much esteem do you personally feel from being a member of the General Assembly?
House _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ Senate

A great amount 14% [2) 10% (1)Considerable 7% (1) 0%Some_ ____ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ 50% (7)_ _ _ _ _ _ 50% (5) A slight amount_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 7% (1)_ _ _ _ _ _ 20% (2) None_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 21% (3)_ _ _ _ _ _ 20% (2) 
________________________________  1 0 0 %   100%

Table 9. Legislator's Trustee Versus Delegate Role Orientation_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
[W]hen there is a conflict between what a legislator feels is best and what people in s district want, should he follow his own conscience or follow what the people in s own district want?"a House Senate
Conscience/Trustee District/Delegate Depends on Issue Not Sure

1981 1983 25% (21) 21% (3) 37% (31) 28% (4) 36% (30) 50% (7) 2% ( 2) .0%1001 100%

1981 1983 50% (15) 20% (2) 23% ( 7) 20% (2) 27% ( 8) 60% (6) 0% 0%
100% 100%

a William Keefe and Morris Ogul, The American Legislative Process (Englewood 
Liffs: Prentice-Hall, 1981), p. 69.

Table 10. Legislator's District Orientation
"Should a legislator be primarily concerned with looking after the needs and interests of his own district or should he be primarily concerned with looking after the needs and interests of the state as a whole?"

House Senate
Own District Whole State Both Equal Not Sure

1981 1983 51% (43) 57% (8) 21% (18) 14% (2) 27% (32) 29% (4) 0% 0%
99% “100%

1981 1983 40% (12) 40% (4) 37% (11) 10% (1) 23% ( 7) 40% (4) 0% 10% (1) 100* 100*

a This question came from William Keefe and Morris Ogul, The American 
legislative Process, 5th ed. , (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1981), p. 69.

52



"How would you describe your job as a l e g i s la to r? "  (Probe: What are  the most 
important things you do here?)

Table 11. L eg is la tors  Perceptions of the Job of a Legislator_______________ _

House Senate

Public Service
Internal Leg is la t ion
Lawmaki ng-moni to r
Local Representa t ive-serv lce
Fiscal
Policy advocate 
Bureaucratic  watchdog 
No Response/Not Codeable

1981 1983 
2 l f  (18) 432 (6) 
14% (12) 21% (3) 
27% (23) 0%
23% (19) 36% (5) 

4% ( 3) 0%
7% ( 6) 0%
1% ( 1) 0%
3% 0%

   100%  100%

1981 1983 
20* 16) 0%
17% 5 0%
13% (4) 20% (2) 
27% (8) 60% (6) 

4% (4) 0%
7% (2) 20% (2) 
1% (1) 0%

11% 0%
100% 100%

Table 12. Adheren c e  t o  the In ternal  Norms of the General Assembly

"What advice would you o f fe r  to a new member of the l e g i s la tu r e  to  achieve maximum 
influence ins ide  the General Assembly?"

House Senate

Hard work-learn system 
E s tab l ish  c r e d i b i l i t y  
Low p r o f i l e  <. 
Minimize in te rna l  
Go along, get along 
Ally with seniors  
Get to know colleagues 
Other
No Response

1981 1983 
75% (63)  7% (1) 
4% ( 3) 57% (8) 
5% ( 4)   7% (1) 
1% (1 1 )   0%
4% ( 3)  21% (3) 
1% ( 1)    0%
5% ( 4)    0%
1% ( 1)    7% (1) 
4%       0%

1 0 0 %  1 0 0 %

1981 1983 
60% (18) 30% (3) 
10% ( 3) 60% (6) 
3% ( 1) 0%
3% ( 1) 0%
3% ( 2) 10% (1) 
7% ( 3) 0%

10% ( 3) 0%
1% ( 1) 0%
3% 0% 

100% 100%
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Table 13. Legislators' Perceptions of Interest Strength

"There is a lot of talk about the influence that special interest groups have on the legislative process. Which interest groups in Arkansas tend to exert the most influence on legislative voting behavior?"
House Senate1981 1983 1981 1983

AEA - EducationFinancial InstitutionInsurance InterestsTruckingRailroadsUtilities
TimberNursing Homes Farm Bureau Labor LiquorHighway Commission 
AcornCity-County GovernmentsOther GovernmentsReligiousMedicalTourismRetiredChamber of Commerce Public Health No Response/Not Codeable

51% (43) 43% (6) 10% ( 8) 0%1% ( 1) 0%1% ( 1) 0%1% ( 1) 0%2% ( 2) 29% (4) 
1% ( 1) 0%
0% 0%5% ( 4) 0%
2% ( 2) 0%1% f 1) 7%8% ( 7) 14% (2) 
1% ( 1) 0%0% 0%1% ( 1) 0?1% ( 1) 0%0% 7% (1) 0% 0%0% 0%0% 0%10% 0%14% 0%100% 100%

50% (15) 10% (1) 10% ( 3) 0%0% 0%0% 10% (1) 0% 30% (3) 13% ( 4) 0%0% 0%3% ( 1) 0%13% ( 4) 20% (2) 7% ( 2) 10% (1) 0% 0%0% 10% (1) 0% 0%0% 0%0% 0%0% 0%0% 0%0% 0%0% 0%0% 10% (1) 0% 0%4% 0%
100% 100%

Have you been contacted personally by any of these groups?3
House Senate

YesNo
1981 1983 89% 86% 9% 7%

1981 1983 100% 80% 0% 20%
a This question was inserted by R. Lawson Veasey of the UCA Political Science 

Dep artment 



Table 14. Legislators’ Ratings of Methods of Communication3

DIRECT, PERSONAL COMMUNICATIONPersonal presentation of arguments Presenting research results Testifying at hearings
COMMUNICATION THROUGH AN INTERMEDIARY Contact by constituent Contact by friend Contact by other lobbyists
INDIRECT, IMPERSONAL COMMUNICATION Letter writing campaign Publication of voting records Public relations campaign
KEEPING COMMUNICATION CHANNELS OPEN Entertaining legislators 

Giving a party Campaign contributions Witholding campaign contributions Bribery
OTHER DECISION-MAKERS GovernorFellow Legislators

Arkan sasHouse 1981 1983 Senate 1981 1983

5.1 6.35.6 6.75.6 6.3
4.9 5.4 5.1 5.7 _ 4.9 4.7

7.2 7.3 6.0 6.5 3.8 3.3
7.3 6.66.3 6.1 3.6 3.7

3.7 3.9 2.9 3.4 4.1 4.8
3.9 2.7 ; 3.1 3.1 3.8 3.0

2.6 1.92.2 1.9 3.4 4.11.3 0.9 0.15 /NA

2.7 1.4 
2.1 0.9 3.9 3.2 1.4 1.6 0.30 /NA

4.3 4.9 5.6 5.3 4.4 3.5 5.3 4.3

Massa-  chusetts Legislators
North Carolina Legislators

Oregon
Legislators

Utah
Legislator

5.86.05.2
4.7 5.44.8

6.76.8 6.1
5.36.3 5.1

2.52.02.4
3.03.0 2.5

2.72.43.2
3.63.43.0

2.02.03.5
1.71.33.5

1.61.53.5
2.82.04.1

1.01.01.00.30.2

2.02.01.60.30.1

1.71.41.5 0.1 0.03

2.8 2.4 2.1 1 0 0.2

a The non-Arkansas date is from L. Harmon Zeigler and Michael Baer, Lobbying 
in the States (Belmont, California: Wadsworth Publishing Co., Inc., 1969), 
p. 176. The Arkansas data is from the UCA Legislative Study, 1981 and 1983. 
See Data Section.

b Ratings of effectiveness on a scale from 0 (ineffective) to 8 (effective).
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