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Abstract – The concept of critical mass has been important to investigations of the behavior and fortunes of female and African American lawmakers for decades; yet scholars are divided on whether greater descriptive representation helps or hurts these long-time political minorities.  Here, we examine a partisan minority: Arkansas’s Republican state legislators, who, after a century of token status, doubled their numbers with the implementation of term limits in the late 1990s. By examining the bill introduction and passage rates of this group in the pre- and post-term limits era, this paper sheds light on a question common to investigations of political minorities in institutional contexts: is an outgroup’s influence enhanced by an increase in numbers or, rather, does success become less likely as the majority reacts to this new threat? The results are mixed. At the party-level, our examination of four sessions of the Arkansas House of Representatives suggests that Republicans have reaped modest benefits from their greater numbers. Individual-level analyses however reveal that the impact of party on bill passage increases with the ratio of Republicans to Democrats. Such results suggest that an increase in the descriptive representation of long-time legislative minorities is no guarantee of greater legislative success.

From Tokenism to Tilted Minority: “Critical Mass” and Legislative Success

The concept of “critical mass” has been important to investigations of the behavior and fortunes of female and African American lawmakers for decades. Proponents of the idea assert that once a long-time political minority increases its presence to compose a substantial portion of a legislative institution we can expect perceptible political change. The type and quality of the expected change varies, though – early on – most academic and popular treatments of the idea were decidedly positive: increased descriptive representation was sure to boost substantive representation (Pitkin 1967).
The contemporary Arkansas General Assembly affords an opportunity to test the effect of increased numbers on the legislative prospects of a different sort of political outgroup: a perpetual partisan minority. Republicans, having occupied only a handful of the state’s legislative seats for more than a century, doubled in number after the implementation of term limits in the late 1990s. By examining the bill introduction and passage rates of this group in the pre- and post-term limits eras, we are able to address a long-debated question: is the influence of a political minority enhanced by an increase in numbers (Kanter 1977; Saint-Germain 1989; Thomas 1991; Martorano 2004) or, rather, does success become less likely, perhaps because the majority begins to fear this new threat (Hamm and Harmel 1993; Yoder 1991; Kathlene 1994)? We find that the impact of party on legislative success increases with the ratio of Republicans to Democrats, that is, moving beyond token status has influenced negatively the legislative batting average of Arkansas’s partisan minority.

“Critical Mass” and Legislative Minorities
Most studies of critical mass begin with Kanter’s (1977) work on the behavior of women in corporations. Essentially she argued that women, as the minority actors in an overwhelmingly male-dominated environment, would stand little chance of exerting discernible influence on the organization until they composed at least 15 percent of the work community. Below that point, their token status would lead them to minimize gender differences; above it, they might begin to effect organizational change. The application of this idea to legislative politics is summarized by Beckwith and Cowell-Meyers (2007): 
“Research on women in national and regional legislatures has established that where women constitute less than 15 percent of a legislative body, women’s influence will be constrained at best. There appears to be general agreement that a critical range of between 15 and 30 percent of women in a national or regional body, from parties across the political spectrum, is necessary for women to influence the agenda or style of business within that body or its policy outputs” (p. 556).
Of course, as Kanter herself noted, such thresholds were likely to hold for other outgroups, and – it must be added – might not always work in the positive direction. Indeed, as Bratton (2002) suggests, increased diversity “may create an environment that is less supportive of the interests of minorities” (p. 118, emphasis added). A backlash effect, then, might just as reasonably be anticipated (see also Yoder 1991).
While a fair number of empirical tests of the relationship between a group’s size and its legislative prospects have been reported in the scholarly literature, tremendous variation in the methods and measures employed make a prevailing pattern difficult to discern. Many studies, for example, rely upon the observed activities of minority legislators (e.g., Hamm, Harmel, and Thompson 1983; Kathlene 1994; Martorano 2004); others count on the experiences reported in surveys (e.g., Harmel 1986; Thomas 1994; Barrett 1997; Hedge, Button, and Spears 1996). More significantly, many scholars focus on the substance of the legislation produced by minority lawmakers (e.g., Saint-Germaine 1989; Thomas 1994; and Bratton 2002) making note of increases (or decreases) in the sponsorship of “group conscious” bills; others zero in on bill passage rates, regardless of content (e.g., Hamm, Harmel, and Thompson 1983; Bratton 2006 does both). Still other scholars look for relationships between the increased presence of a traditional outgroup and subsequent changes to legislative practice, such as the development of a new caucus or expanded procedural rights for the minority party (e.g., Harmel 1986; Hamm and Harmel 1993; Kathlene 1994; Russell, MacKay, and McAllister 2002; and Martorano 2004).
The findings of these scholars, like their approaches, vary considerably. Hamm and Harmel (1993), Thomas (1994), Saint-Germain (1989) and others report a positive relationship between the percentage of seats held by women, African American, and partisan minority legislators and the political influence they exercise. Thomas, for example, concluded that female lawmakers were more likely prioritize policies directed at women and families in the most sex-diverse legislatures. In contrast, Bratton (2002) and Kathlene (1994) find evidence of increased resistance by the majority to an invigorated minority. For Bratton this takes the form of an increase in legislation contrary to black interests (though only among Republican lawmakers); Kathlene reports a rise in antagonistic speech patterns (by males), among other changes, particularly on the committees in which women were most numerous. Finally, Hedge, Button, and Spear (1996), Barrett (1997), and Bratton (2006) report few discernible difference in the behavior or prospects of minority lawmakers between states with high and low proportions of such groups (though the latter does note an overall increase in attention to women’s issues). The sudden and substantial influx of Republicans in the post-term-limits Arkansas General Assembly affords a unique opportunity to shed further light on the role of critical mass in facilitating, or hindering, legislative influence.
Arkansas Republicans: A Perpetual Partisan Minority
While many southern states were slow to accept Republicans into state politics after the Civil War, few remain as resolutely committed to the Democratic Party as Arkansas. Arkansas voters have elected only three Republican governors since Reconstruction, and did not send a Republican to the U.S. Senate until 1996 (only to replace him with a Democrat the very next term). Further, for most of the twentieth century Republicans rarely held more than five (of 100) seats in the state House. One political analyst characterized the party’s perpetually poor prospects this way: “Republicans win the state only by luck, disease, or when the Democrats make fools of themselves (which they do, but unfortunately for the Republicans, only on an irregular basis)” (Ranchino 1977). 
As evidenced in Table 1 however the Republican Party’s presence in the Arkansas legislature has increased significantly in recent years. Most observers believe the increase is due largely to the state’s adoption of term limits in 1992 (English 2003; though see Powell 2008). Indeed the jump was marked and swift: the party which in 1974 held only three percent of the state’s House seats, edging up to 14 percent 20 years later, grabbed 10 new spots with the implementation of service caps in the Arkansas House of Representatives in 1998. For the next two election cycles, the party boasted 30 percent, actually exceeding the proportion of Arkansas citizens who report a Republican party affiliation (Parry and Schreckhise 2007).
TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE

 While the Republican increase is notable, it (arguably) matters only if the party can parlay it into to a discernable increase in their influence over public policy. Here, we measure the Republican Party’s success rate in passing bills and compare it to the success rate of the Democratic majority over four legislative sessions. The activity (total number of bills introduced) of legislators from both parties also is measured to determine how aggressively an expanded minority tries to effect change relative to its majority counterpart. In this effort to determine whether critical mass plays an important role in predicting legislative activity and success by a long-time partisan minority, we also include control variables measuring lawmakers’ leadership credentials and degree of seniority.
Data and Design 

Below, we examine the legislative activity of members of the Arkansas House of Representatives during the 1997, 1999, 2001, and 2003 regular sessions. Data were collected for the 100 members of the lower house because it provides a larger sample than the 35-member Senate (a choice consistent with other work on state legislatures). The earliest session – when Republicans composed just 14 percent of the chamber’s membership – provides a baseline test of Republican and Democratic activity prior to the implementation of term limits in 1998. The later sessions allow us to assess the changes likely to accompany such a significant jump in the minority group’s relative proportion of House seats.
Like Hamm, Harmel, and Thompson (1983), our study uses three indicators of legislative influence: activity, productivity, and success rate. Activity is simply the number of bills introduced by a legislator during a single session; productivity is the number of bills a legislator introduced that were passed into law; and success rate is the ratio of the number of bills passed to the number introduced.
 Only those bills for which a legislator was the primary sponsor are counted for any of the three measures. Neither amendments nor resolutions of any type are part of our analysis. The data were provided to us by the Arkansas Bureau of Legislative Research (BLR) and are available (beginning with the 1997 session) on the website for the General Assembly.
 This information was used to compute individual activity, productivity, and success rate scores for each legislator (and for each party in the aggregate) for four legislative sessions: the one just preceding and the three just after the implementation of term limits in the Arkansas House of Representatives.
There are several advantages to this approach to the critical mass question. First, although many studies have measured legislative influence through perception or reputation, we observe it directly by gathering data on bill sponsorship and final disposition. In addition, rather than looking at our variables in only one legislative session or across selected states and/or decades in which the minority’s proportion varies, we examine each of four consecutive sessions in a single state, an approach we believe facilitates cleaner isolation of factors hypothesized to impact legislative activity and success; for our purposes, the most interesting of these is the relative size of the Republican minority.

Hypotheses

Kanter’s (1977) work on women in the corporate environment drives our hypotheses regarding the effect of the changing ratio of Republicans to Democrats in the Arkansas legislature on the minority party’s prospects for policy influence. Specifically, she identified four types of organizations based on their majority-minority composition, two of which are relevant to this project. The first is a skewed group, or a situation described as “a large preponderance of one type over another, up to a ratio of perhaps 85:15” (1977, 966). The majority group in this scenario is labeled “dominant”; the minority as “tokens.” In 1997, with 86 Democrats and only 14 Republicans, the Arkansas House of Representatives qualified as a skewed group. A tilted group, according to Kanter, emerges when the tokens have expanded their proportion of the whole to about 65:35. This ratio is close to the balance achieved in the Arkansas House after term limits. In this distribution, she writes, “dominants are just a majority and tokens a minority. Minority members are potentially allies, can form coalitions, and can affect the culture of the group” (966).

This study examines whether Republican activity, productivity, and success rates change as the party’s members expand from being mere tokens to a tilted minority. Specifically, we test two hypotheses designed to understand the impact of achieving critical mass on the legislative prospects of a perpetual minority:
H1:  Minority-party representatives will introduce fewer bills than their majority counterparts, that is, the average activity of Republicans will be lower than the average activity of Democrats. But this activity deficit between Republicans and Democrats will diminish with the increase in the minority-majority party ratio.
H2:  Minority-party representatives will have lower success rates than majority party representatives, that is, the legislative batting average of Republicans will be lower than that of Democrats. But this success deficit between Republicans and Democrats also will diminish with the increase in the minority-majority party ratio.
Findings 

We begin by analyzing legislative activity and success in the aggregate, or at the party level. We hypothesized that Republicans would, on average, be less active than Democrats but that this deficit would shrink as Republicans composed a larger proportion of the House. The results presented in Table 2 are suggestive of this relationship but not definitive. In 1997, the average Republican did put forward markedly fewer bills than the average Democrat (eight versus 11). This gap decreases in later sessions. In 2001 in fact, when Republicans grabbed fully 30 percent of the legislative seats, their average activity level actually surpassed that of their Democratic counterparts. This 2001 difference between the two groups however is the only one to achieve statistical significance.
TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

We also hypothesized that success rates would be lower for minority Republicans than for their majority Democratic counterparts, a pattern long supported by the literature on state legislatures. A frequently cited example is Meyer’s 1980 study on legislative influence. Though Meyer measures success by reputation and influence based on survey data rather than directly by number of bills passed, her findings suggest reasons we expect the majority party to have a higher success rate. In particular, she asserts, “[m]inority members needed range of formal office and expertise more than majority members to gain reputations for influence” (580). In addition “[s]ince the Democratic leadership controlled access to committee positions, the Democratic leadership probably appointed Democrats to positions that gave them essential legislative skills and generally withheld those positions from Republicans” (576). Ellickson and Whistler (2000) echo Meyer’s contention that the majority party has certain political advantages and that these advantages contribute to a higher rate of success. They observe, “Members of the majority party are frequently found to be more successful than minority party members. . . . The political advantages . . . that accrue to the majority party and its greater responsibility for policy development are expected to contribute to a majority member’s success” (80). Hamm, Harmel, and Thompson (1983), Thompson (1994) and other works likewise find that minority representatives of all stripes achieve lower rates of legislative success.  

The first part of the second hypothesis, that the minority party would see a lower success rate in bill passage, was borne out for all four sessions. The average Democratic success rate in the Arkansas House was consistently higher than the average Republican success rate, and these differences either approached or achieved statistical significance at the .05 level. (See Table 3.) More interesting however is the drop – albeit a small one – in this “success gap” after Republicans surpassed their token status. Still, as the percentage of Republicans increased from 14% in 1997 to 24% in 1999 and 30% in 2001, the overall success rate of the party (rather than the average across individual Republican legislators) actually declined each year. 
TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE


In the aggregate, then, we have found results mildly supportive of the hypothesized effects of being a growing legislative minority in Arkansas. Republicans are less active on average than Democrats, but this gap shrinks – even reverses in 2001 – after the minority party finally surpassed mere “token” status. Republicans also are, on average and overall, consistently less likely to enjoy successful passage of their measures though by somewhat narrowed margins after the rather dramatic boost in the size of their membership. Such findings are suggestive of a positive role for critical mass, but they are hardly definitive.

To probe further the relationship between a legislature’s changing partisan balance and its role in legislative influence, we conducted individual-level analyses for each of the four sessions in the study, using all three measures of legislative effectiveness as dependent variables. Because numerous studies note the important role of leadership and seniority in determining legislative behavior and success, we include measures of these characteristics in our model. Leadership, in particular, seems to stand out as a critical factor in legislative performance. In fact, when Hamm and his colleagues controlled for leadership, they found, 

“The data suggest that expectations with regard to higher rates of success for majority members are exaggerated, given that in only one instance . . . does a majority group’s nonleaders have a significantly higher success rate than their minority counterparts” (186).  (emphasis added)

Seniority is also an important factor in determining legislative success but in other studies has been second to leadership in terms of its predictive value and appears to be more valuable to those who are majority party members (Hamm, Harmel, and Thompson 1983, 186; Meyer 1980, 577). Meyer (1980) reports, “Republicans needed formal office [which is analogous to leadership] and expertise for their seniority to pay off. . . .  Republicans who did not have legislative skills or who did not get favored appointments from Democrats had little influence despite long years of legislative service” (577). All independent variables are coded in the positive direction, that is, a positive coefficient is produced if the relationship to bill activity, productivity, or success rate is in the expected direction. (See the appendix for further explanation of the independent variables.)


The results reveal that in 2001 and 2003 party gained significance in the Arkansas legislature, especially in its influence on success rate. For these two sessions, and only these two sessions, being a member of the majority party positively influenced a legislator’s chances of success, regardless of leadership or seniority. Conversely, although leadership proved to be the biggest predictor of activity and success in other studies (see, for example, Hamm, Harmel, and Thompson 1983), we find no strong relationship in the study of Arkansas. Only in 1999 was leadership found to be strongly related to activity, and only in 2003 was leadership a major factor in success rate.
 Interestingly, seniority emerged as the independent variable which best predicts activity (and with it, productivity) in the Arkansas legislature. Its significance is demonstrated in all four legislative sessions, leading us to conclude that legislators in at least their second term are more likely to introduce legislation than their junior counterparts. Seniority does not as strongly influence success rate. In fact, in both 2001 and 2003 seniority negatively impacted a member’s success rate. In 2003, that negative relationship was significant. This finding could be evidence of the effects of term limits. Under Arkansas’s rather rigid caps, it is reasonable to conclude that being a “senior” member in the House doesn’t carry the weight it once did.

Conclusion
By examining the bill introduction and passage rates of Arkansas’s perpetual partisan minority in the pre- and post-term limits era, we hoped to shed light on a question commonly raised in investigations of traditional outgroups in institutional contexts: is the group’s influence enhanced by an increase in its numbers or, rather, does success become less likely as the majority reacts to this new threat? The answer is unclear. At the party-level, our examination suggests that Republicans have reaped modest benefits from term limits and the resulting growth in their legislative presence. They still introduce fewer bills on average than members of the majority party but the gap appears to be narrowing. A diminished deficit between the bill success rates of the average Republican versus the average Democrat likewise emerges in the data, though the batting averages for each party overall place this conclusion in some doubt.
Indeed individual-level analyses reveal that the impact of party on bill passage increases with the ratio of Republicans to Democrats controlling for lawmakers’ leadership roles and level of seniority. This last finding suggests that an increase in the descriptive representation of long-time legislative minorities is no guarantee of greater legislative success. In fact, it may instead prompt a backlash or “intrusiveness” effect as revealed in the work of Yoder (1991) and Kathlene (1994). Further work, particularly studies of a single political unit in which – for whatever reason – the hypothesized level for critical mass is rather suddenly achieved, are necessary to further probe the relationship between descriptive and substantive representation.
 References
Barrett, Edith J. 1997. Gender and Race in the State House: The Legislative Experience. Social Science Journal 34, no. 2: 131-144.
Beckwith, Karen, and Kimberly Cowell-Meyers. 2007. “Sheer Numbers: Critical Representation Thresholds and Women’s Political Representation,” Perspectives on Politics 5(3): 553-565.
Bratton, Kathleen A. 2005. “Critical Mass Theory Revisited: The Behavior and Success in Token Women in State Legislatures,” Politics & Gender 1:97-125.
Ellickson, Mark C., and Donald E. Whistler. 2000. A Path Analysis of Legislative Success in Professional and Citizen Legislatures: A Gender Comparison. Women & Politics 21, no. 4: 77-103.
English, Art. 2003. “Term Limits in Arkansas: Opportunities and Consequences,” Spectrum: The Journal of State Government 76:30-33. 
Hamm, Keith E., Robert Harmel, and Robert Thompson. 1983. Ethnic and Partisan Minorities in Two Southern State Legislatures. Legislative Studies Quarterly 8, no. 2: 177-189.
Hamm, Keith E., and Robert Harmel. 1993. “Legislative Party Development and the Speaker System: The Case of the Texas House,” Journal of Politics 55:1140-1151.
Harmel, Robert. 1986. “Minority Partisanship in One-Party Predominant Legislatures: A Five-State Study,” Journal of Politics 48:729-740.
Hedge, David M., James Button, and Mary Spear. 1996. “Accounting for the Quality of Black Legislative Life: The View from the States.” American Journal of Political Science 40(1): 82-98.
Kanter, Rosabeth M. 1977. Some Effects of Proportions on Group Life: Skewed Sex Ratios and Responses to Token Women. American Journal of Sociology 82, no. 5: 965-990.
Kathlene, Lyn. 1994. “Power and Influence in State Legislative Policymaking: The Interaction of Gender and Position in Committee Hearing Debates,” American Political Science Review 88(3): 560-576.
Martorano, Nancy. 2004. “Cohesion or Reciprocity? Majority Party Strength and Minority Party Procedural Rights in the Legislative Process,” State Politics and Policy Quarterly 4:55-73.
Matthews, Donald R. 1960. U.S. Senators and their World. New York: Vintage Books.
Meyer, Katherine. 1980. Legislative Influence: Toward Theory Development through Causal Analysis. Legislative Studies Quarterly 5, no. 4: 563-585.
Parry, Janine A., and William D. Schreckhise. 2007. “The Arkansas Poll, 2007: Summary Report,” sponsored by the Blair Center of Southern Politics and Society. Available at: http://www3.uark.edu/arkpoll/
Powell, Richard J. 2008. “Minority Party Gains under State Legislative Term Limits,” State Politics and Policy Quarterly 8(1): 32-47.
Pitkin, Hanna. 1967. The Concept of Representation. Berkeley: University of California Press.
Ranchino, Jim. 1977. “The Arkansan of the ‘70s: The Good Ole Boy Ain’t Whut He Used to Be,” Arkansas Times 4(1):40-43.
Saint-Germaine, Michelle. 1989. Does Their Difference Make A Difference? The Impact of Women on Public Policy in the Arizona Legislature,” Social Science Quarterly 70(4): 956-968.
Thomas, Sue. 1991. The Impact of Women on State Legislative Policies. The Journal of Politics 53, no. 4: 958-976.
Thomas, Sue. 1994. How Women Legislate. New York: Oxford University Press.
Yoder, Janice D. 1991. “Rethinking Tokenism: Looking Beyond Numbers,” Gender and Society 5(2): 178-192.
Table 1. Republicans in the Arkansas House, 1984-2006
	Year
	Percent Republican

	1984
	9

	1986
	9

	1988
	11

	1990
	9

	1992
	11

	1994
	12

	1996
	14

	1998*
	24

	2000
	30

	2002
	30

	2004
	28

	2006
	25


* Amendment 73, Arkansas’s term limitations amendment adopted by voters in 1992, first took effect in the House in 1998.
Table 2. Activitya in the Arkansas House, by party, regular sessions 1997-2003
	
	Democrats
	Republicans
	t-test

	Year
	% of House
	Avg activity/

member
	Total Activity
	% of Total Activity
	% of House
	Avg activity/

member
	Total Activity
	% of Total Activity
	Mean Difference
	Standard Error

	1997
	86
	10.7
	922
	89.4%
	14
	7.7
	109
	10.6
	3.0
	2.5

	1999
	76
	10.3
	781
	77.2%
	24
	9.6
	231
	22.8
	0.7
	1.8

	2001
	70
	10.0
	710
	60.6%
	30
	15.6
	461
	39.4
	-5.6
	1.8***

	2003
	70
	17.2
	1206
	70.4%
	30
	16.9
	506
	29.6
	0.4
	3.1


aActivity is simply the number of bills introduced in the regular session.
*** Significant at .01, two-tailed
Table 3. Activitya and Successb in the Arkansas House, by Party, for regular sessions 1997-2003

	
	Democrats
	Republicans
	Party Differences (D - R)

	Year
	Productivitya/ Activityb
	Avg Success Ratec
	Productivity/Activity


	Avg Success Rate
	Activity
	Productivity
	Mean Difference
	Standard Error

	1997
	535/922
	58.0% d
	55/109
	42.8% d
	813
	480
	15.4
	0.08*

	1999
	484/781
	60.2% d
	112/231
	48.8% d
	550
	372
	11.5
	0.06*

	2001
	414/710
	58.8% d
	219/461
	49.7% d
	249
	195
	9.1
	0.05*

	2003
	727/1206
	68.8% d
	287/506
	57.8% d
	700
	440
	11.1
	0.05**


aProductivity is the raw number of bills enacted into law.  

bActivity is simply the total number of bills introduced.

cSuccess rate is the ratio of the number of bills passed to the number introduced (i.e., the ratio of productivity to activity, or the proportion of attempts that were successful).
d The average success rate for each party often differs from the productivity/activity ratio – sometimes significantly – because the former examines partywide activity and success.
* Significant at .1, two-tailed; ** significant at .05, two-tailed.
Table 4. Linear Regression Analysis of the Influence of Party, Leadership, and Seniority on “Legislative Effectiveness” in the Arkansas House 
	1997
	
	
	

	Dependent Variables
	Political Party

Standardized Coefficient
	Leadership

Standardized Coefficient
	Seniority

Standardized Coefficient

	Bill Activity
	.064
	-.020
	.280**

	Bill Productivity
	.099
	-.039
	.281**

	Bill Success Rate
	.136
	-.081
	.213*

	1999
	
	
	

	Dependent Variables
	Political Party

Standardized Coefficient
	Leadership

Standardized Coefficient
	Seniority

Standardized Coefficient

	Bill Activity
	-.072
	.282**
	.299**

	Bill Productivity
	.033
	.309**
	.285**

	Bill Success Rate
	.160
	.099
	.043

	2001
	
	
	

	Dependent Variables
	Political Party

Standardized Coefficient
	Leadership

Standardized Coefficient
	Seniority

Standardized Coefficient

	Bill Activity
	-.330***
	.084
	.187*

	Bill Productivity
	-.181*
	.069
	.173*

	Bill Success Rate
	.180*
	-.031
	-.129

	2003
	
	
	

	Dependent Variables
	Political Party

Standardized Coefficient
	Leadership

Standardized Coefficient
	Seniority

Standardized Coefficient

	Bill Activity
	-.041
	.020
	.279**

	Bill Productivity
	-.021
	.200
	.214*

	Bill Success Rate
	.233*
	.222*
	-.224*


*p<.10, **p<.01, ***p<.001
Appendix

	Variable
	Description

	Political Party
	Coded 1 for Democrat, 0 for Republican

	Leadership
	Coded 1 for holding a leadership position1, 0 for nonleader

	Seniority
	Coded 1 for second or more terms, 0 for first term


1Leadership positions include the Speaker of the House and the chairs of the ten House standing committees, plus the chairs of Rules and of House Management, the two House select committees.

� An early version of this paper won the Best Student Paper Award at the Arkansas Political Science Association Meeting in 2004.


� If activity and success rate were highly correlated, it would be unnecessary to examine both measures in order to assess legislative effectiveness. However, the Pearson correlations between all three measures reveal that activity and success rate are not redundant. This concept is supported both in the literature (Hamm, Harmel, and Thompson, p. 181) and in qualitative observation of the Arkansas legislature itself. The only significant positive correlation is between activity and productivity, i.e., the greater number of bills a representative introduces, the greater the raw number he/she will pass. Interestingly, looking at the relationship between activity and success rate reveals a different story. A representative’s success rate (ratio of bills enacted to the number introduced) does not have a strong relationship with his/her activity level. In fact, in both 2001 and 2003, a negative relationship existed between the two variables. In those two sessions, the more bills a legislator introduced, the smaller the percentage he/she passed. Matthews (1960, p. 115) made a similar observation in his study of U.S. Senators noting, “the less a senator talks on the Senate floor, and the narrower a senator’s area of legislative interest and activity, the greater is his ‘effectiveness.’” 


�We would like to thank Jim Schratz in the Information Technology division of the BLR for sharing this dataset with us. The website of the Arkansas General Assembly can be accessed at � HYPERLINK "http://www.arkleg.state.ar.us/" ��http://www.arkleg.state.ar.us/� 


� Many other scholars – and political practioners – identify 30 percent as the critical mass threshold. For a detailed discussion, see Beckwith and Cowell-Meyers 2007.


� Part of the difference in our findings versus those of Hamm and his colleagues may be in the type and number of leadership positions measured.  Leadership positions in our study included the Speaker of the House and the chairs of the ten House standing committees, plus the chairs of Rules and of House Management, the two House select committees. In the Hamm et al. study of South Carolina and Texas, they also included the Speaker Pro Tempore (for both S. Carolina and Texas), and (S. Carolina only) the majority and minority leaders, the Democratic vice-chairman, and the Republican assistant minority leader as leadership. That Hamm et al. controlled for more positions of leadership could have potentially increased the significance of leadership as an independent variable in their study.  


� The term limit for a member of the Arkansas House of Representatives is three 2-year terms. 
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