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ABSTRACT 

Recent comparative state policy analysis has been concerned with 

distinguishing the factors which influence public policy and measuring 

the impact of the various factors. This analysis has been limited 

because influence relationships have been conceptualized in terms of a 

three-part systems model. In the present study an expanded, causal 

model is suggested. In this model a distinction is made, on the basis 

of their stability over time, between political factors which are part 

of the political system and those which are part of the policy system. 

It is assumed that the factors in the policy system have a direct in

fluence on policy outcomes, and a major purpose of the present study is 

to discern some of the factors in the policy system and to test their 

effects on public policy. The search for policy system factors is 

focused on the legislature of a single state, Arizona, during a period 

of far-reaching change, 1950-1970. 

Through comparisons of the legislatures at the beginning and 

end of the twenty-year period, and comparisons of all of the legis

latures during that time, certain legislative factors are shown to 

affect the number of bills passed, as well as the distribution of 

legislation among eight categories of legislative responsibility. The 

number of bills passed by the House, and Senate-House relations, as 

measured by the number of bills of each house approved by the other 

house, correlate significantly with the number of bills passed by 

viii 
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the legislature. There is much evidence that a further, non-quantifiable 

factor—leadership--has a substantial influence on legislative output. 

The importance of the leadership, its effectiveness and goals, warrants 

the development of indicators of this factor. 

Two types of legislatures are distinguished during this period 

of Arizona's recent past. Each is characterized by its approach to 

legislative activity. The conservative legislature lets the customary 

session time determine its output. The activist legislature is guided 

by the press of public problems, willingly spending the time and the 

money needed to meet these problems. 

Activist legislatures pass more bills than do conservative 

legislatures, and as a result have a greater degree of discretion in 

deciding in what areas they will legislate. Over a period of time 

the number of bills passed in certain categories of legislative re

sponsibility is found to remain fairly constant. As the total number 

of bills passed increases, then, so does the legislature's discretion 

in distributing its attention among the other categories. 

In this examination of ten Arizona legislatures, there is 

evidence to support the proposition that legislative factors do in

fluence public policy. The study of a state over a period of time when 

great changes are taking place also indicates something of the nature 

of the relationships between factors in a state's environment, political 

system, and policy system. Change usually affects these three areas 

at different times, and the course of change in Arizona suggests some 

of the conditions necessary for alterations in one area to be felt 
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in others. It is shown that there was little difference in policy 

outcomes until the legislature was transformed, adding further support 

to the hypothesis that legislative factors are consequential for 

public policy. 

The implications for policy analysis of the present study are 

that: a distinction such as that between the political system and the 

policy system is helpful in clarifying the relationships between the 

various factors which are assumed to influence public policy; additional 

political factors need to be developed; and, a more complete and 

accurate understanding of influence relationships is possible through 

longitudinal analysis. 



CHAPTER I 

THE STUDY OF STATE LEGISLATURES AND PUBLIC POLICY 
mm 

A major responsibility of American governments is to authorize 

the form and substance of public policy. Most often this authorization 

is accomplished through legislative lawmaking. Public policy expressed 

in these laws determines which public problems will be dealt with by 

government, and how, certain rules and regulations of public and private 

enterprise, and the distribution throughout the polity of the costs and 

benefits of government activity. With the effects of public policy so 

pervasive and consequential, political science increasingly is focusing 

on policy research. One body of research is concerned with identifying 

the factors which influence public policy, and with finding ways of 

measuring the impact of the different factors. 

In 1963, Richard Dawson and James Robinson published the re

sults of a study they had made,* and set a course for many subsequent 

2 
studies. Prompted by a suggestion by V. 0. Key that public policy in 

one-party states would favor higher income interests, and another by 

Richard E. Dawson and James A. Robinson. "Inter-party Competi
tion, Economic Variables, and Welfare Policies in the American States," 
The Journal of Politics. 25(2): 265-239, May, 1963. 

2 
V. 0. Key, Jr. Southern Politics in State and Nation. New 

York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1951. 

1 



3 
Duane Lockard that the policy in states with strong inter-party 

competition would be fairer to those with low incomes, Dawson and 

Robinson undertook a test of these propositions. 

Previous comparative national and state studies had shown 

significant correlations between wealth and the level of some govern-

4 
mental services. And some socio-economic factors had been shown to 

correlate with certain aspects of the political system.^ In order to 

test these relationships more systematically, Dawson and Robinson set 

up a four-element model (Figure 1). 

Public 
Policy 

Political 
System 

Political 
Process 

External 
Conditions 

Figure 1. Dawson and Robinson's Policy Process Model 

It was assumed that external conditions influence the type of 

political system, which in turn influences the political process, out 

of which comes public policy. Dawson and Robinson selected levels of 

personal income, urbanization, and industrialization as the measures 

3 
Duane Lockard. New England State Politics. Princeton, New 

Jersey: The Princeton University Press, 1959. 

4 
Solomon Fabrleant. The Trend of Government Activity in the 

United States Since 1900. New York: National Bureau of Economic 
Research, 1952. 

^Robert T. Golembiewski. "A Taxonomic Approach to State 
Political Party Strength," Western Political Quarterly, 11: 494-513, 
1958. 



of external conditions. The political system was defined as the govern

mental system common to all states, so this factor could be held 

constant. 

Indices of inter-party competition were included in political 

process in order to test the effects suggested by Key and Lockard. 

Dawson and Robinson reasoned that a high voter turnout would indicate 

participation, and thus more salient political demands, by low-income 

groups, and that a high degree of malapportionment would indicate less 

representation by the cities where the poor were concentrated. Measures 

of voter participation and malapportionment therefore appeared theoret

ically consistent with that of inter-party competition, and these 

measures were also used as political process indicators. 

Public policy included four revenue and five expenditure 

measures chosen as indicators of welfare policy, or policy assumed to 

be in response to political demands by those with lower incomes. 

Dawson and Robinson found, as they expected, significant 

correlations between a state's wealth, high inter-party competition, 

and liberal welfare policies. When they ran partial correlations and 

controlled for inter-party competition, however, they found that inter-

party competition apparently had no independent effect on these welfare 

policies. They concluded that "wealth influences, or at least is re

lated to the extent of welfare policies, independent of the influence 

of party competition."^ In terms of their model (Figure 1), the con

clusion would be that linkage C has more explanatory value than linkage 

A-B. 

^Dawson and Robinson, op.cit., p. 289. 
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This study by Dawson and Robinson provided the impetus for 

much research In the measurement and comparative analysis of state 

legislative policies. The states seemed a fertile area for compara

tive analysis because they had enough in common to warrant comparison 

(they are part of the same American system, have similar structures of 

government, share basic values about the operation and goals of the 

political system, utilize similar tax levies, and assume responsibilities 

in the same functional areas), and because there was available a great 

deal of reliable data on various conditions and activities of the states. 

On the other hand, there were significant differences between the states, 

in their socio-economic and political circumstances, as well as in their 

public policies. By introducing the theorized relationships of their 

model, Dawson and Robinson opened up a new approach to policy analysis. 

Perhaps even more challenging was the conclusion of their work—that 

such political elements as inter-party competition, voter participa

tion, and malapportionment seemingly had no independent influence on 

liberal welfare policies, an area where they would be expected to be 

extremely important. Committed to a discipline whose faith it is that 

the political system does make a difference, political scientists 

began the search for alternative formulations of the problems of ex

plaining the influences on public policy, and in particular the role 

of political factors. 
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Most of the research has been conceptualized in terms of 

systems theory,^ and has been based on a model similar to that used 

by Dawson and Robinson. (See Figure 2.) 

INPUTS 
CONVERSION 
PROCESS 

Environment 

TT" 
L. 

A—* 
Political 
System 

OUTPUTS 
i 
i 
X 

Public 
Policy 

- i D J 

FEEDBACK LOOPS 

Figure 2. Systems Model 

A precondition for selecting the variables to be included in 

the measures for environment, political system, and public policy is 

that they be quantifiable, since comparative policy research has 

followed Dawson and Robinson in their use of statistical manipulation 

of aggregate data to test propositions about influence relationships. 

Studies made so far have not been concerned with effects transmitted 

through feedback loops (D). Instead, the problem generally has been 

conceived as one where public policy is considered the dependent 

variable to be explained, and, using different measures for environment, 

political system, and public policy, it is to be demonstrated whether 

linkages A-B or C has the more explanatory power. Linkage C assumes 

Systems theory as set forth by David Easton in A Framework 
for Political Analysis. Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, 
Inc., 1965. 
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that political demands from the environment are processed through the 

political system, but the political system has no independent effect 

on resulting public policy. Linkage A-B assumes that the political 

system does have such an effect. 

The usual approach has been to define the particular policy 

to be explained and to select certain influences on that policy which 

seem theoretically justified in the context of the proposed research 

problem. The next step has been to develop indicators of the variables, 

and then to use various statistical tests of possible relationships 

between the indicators. Simple correlation matrices show the strength 

and direction of relationships among variables taken two at a time 

(but not whether they are independent or spurious relationships). 

Multiple regression analysis shows the importance of each independent 

variable with respect to the index of the dependent variable. 

Coefficients of multiple correlation show how much several independent 

variables together account for the dependent variable. Partial 

correlation coefficients show the relative importance of the different 

independent variables in explaining the variation in the dependent 

variable. Factor analysis is sometimes used to find an indicator of 

a common factor in several different variables, and this more synoptic 

indicator is then used in the various tests of correlation. Most of 

the comparative state policy studies have employed these statistical 

tests, and their conclusions, then, are based on test results. 

Ifce choice of which factors will be included in the measure of 

environment has depended upon which of two questions is being asked 
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about environmental influence. One of the questions asks if taxing 

and expenditure policies, overall or in any one area, are a function 

of a state's resources. The other asks if public policy is a function 

of political demands expected from a polity with certain socio-economic 

characteristics. The choice of political system and public policy 

factors has varied with the particular study. 

Dawson and Robinson concluded that a state's wealth, as 

measured by total personal income, was the most influential factor of 

all those used in their study in explaining the level of welfare 

8 
spending by a state. 

Thomas Dye did a study comparable to that of Dawson and Robin-

9 
son, although greatly expanded. He included both types of environ

mental factors in his measure, and tested against indicators in five 

broad policy areas. Dye's results confirmed a pattern of high correla

tion between environment and public policy, and no significant inde

pendent effect by the political system. 

In a comparative study of state expenditure levels,^ Ira 

Sharkansky found that the states could be grouped into regions, with 

D 
Dawson and Robinson, op.cit.. p. 289. 

o 
Thomas R. Dye. Politics, Economics and the Public: Policy 

Outcomes in the American States. Chicago, Illinois: Rand McNally 
and Company, 1966. 

^Ira Sharkansky. "Regional Patterns in the Expenditures of 
American States," Western Political Quarterly. 20: 955-971, 1967. 
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expenditure levels similar within regions, but varying between regions. 

He also found that past levels of taxation and expenditure account for 

90% of the variance in a state's level at any given time. In a more 

extensive study^ Sharkansky was able to demonstrate that states 

clustered in regions when numerous other factors were compared for all 

states, leading him to conclude that regionalism should be considered 

in comparative studies, at least as a weighting factor for measures 

shown to be affected by region. 

John Grumm, agreeing that a state's wealth is a necessary con

dition for high expenditure levels, asked if it were also a sufficient 

12 condition. He divided the states into three classes according to 

wealth, and compared the states' resources with their expenditures. 

Wealth correlated with expenditure in the wealthy and poor states, 

but among the medium states some did not have expenditure levels as 

high as their resources would have projected had wealth alone accounted 

for expenditure. Grumm suggested that other factors, perhaps political, 

were influential in a state's raising its expenditure level to that 

of its resources. 

*"*Tra Sharkansky. Regionalism in American Politics. 
Indianapolis and New York: The Bobbs-Merrill Company, Inc., 1970. 

12 John G. Grumm. "The Effects of Legislative Structure on 
Legislative Performance," in Richard I. Hofferbert and Ira Sharkansky 
(eds.) State and Urban Politics. Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 
1971. 



A previous study by John Fenton gave some support to Grumm1s 

conclusion that political factors affected a state's particular ex-

13 
penditure level. By correlating three measures of inter-party 

competition with state resources, similarly classified as wealthy, 

medium, and poor, Fenton found that the amount of expenditure was 

related to wealth and urbanization, but that inter-party competition 

did have some influence on the direction of spending for education 

and ADC benefits. 

There have been attempts to develop additional political system 

and public policy indicators in order to make possible further explana

tion. Grumm worked out a professionalism index for state legislatures, 

and showed that this index is a necessary intervening variable if there 

is to be a significant correlation between urbanization and liberal 

14 
welfare expenditures. Jack Walker developed an innovation index of 

public policy, and found that this index was highly correlated with 

urbanization.^ Donald McCrone and Charles Cnudde constructed a 

measure of civil rights legislation, and found that the percentage of 

13 
John H. Fenton. People and Parties in Politics. Glenview, 

Illinois: Scott, Foresman and Company, 1966. 

14 John G. Grumm, op.cit. 

^Jack L. Walker. "The Diffusion of Innovations Among the 
American States," American Political Science Review. 63:880-899, 
1969. 
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Negroes in the state's population correlated significantly with a high 

16 
civil rights score. 

In a specific test of the effect of the socio-economic char

acteristics of the polity on policy, Glenn Fisher found that there was 

a high inverse relationship between the percentage of low-income 

families and a state's expenditure level.^ 

Brian Fry and Richard Winters devised a research project in 

which they measured public policy in terms of the distribution of 

costs and benefits across income classes. They found that certain 

political system variables explained twice as much of this distribu

tion as the environment variables they selected, leading them to 

conclude that environment factors may be more important for explaining 

expenditure levels, but political system factors appear to contribute 

18 
more to an explanation of the distribution of a state's expenditures. 

In the developing research in comparative state policy analysis 

there have been imaginative attempts to formulate different indicators 

for environment, political system, and public policy, to ask questions 

that will require new approaches to the problem of explaining policy, 

Donald J. McCrone and Charles F. Cnudde. "On Measuring 
Public Policy," in Robert E. Crew, Jr. (ed.) State Politics. Belmont, 
California: Wadsworth Publishing Company, Inc., 1968. 

17 
Glenn W. Fisher, "Interstate Variation in State and Local 

Government Expenditures," National Tax Journal, 17: 57-74, 1964. 

18 
Brian R. Fry and Richard F. Winters. "The Politics of Re

distribution," American_Polijy£aJ^_Sci£nce_Review, 64(2): 508-522, 1970. 



11 

and to utilize more sophisticated techniques for the statistical 

manipulation of data. Helpful, too, in the advance of this research 

have been the numerous criticisms of past efforts. 

Criticism has been directed at both the factors used and the 

methodology. Early studies were vulnerable to charges that only 

easily quantifiable variables were considered and that readily avail

able data guided the research. Later efforts have attempted to go 

19 
beyond these limitations. 

Through a series of correlational analyses Cnudde and McCrone 

found that environment variables affected each public policy differ-

20 
entially. Because this is so, they pointed out that the use of a 

gross indicator for environment may obscure more than it reveals, and 

it can also imply a greater impact than is warranted. That is, factor 

A may affect policy X, and factor B may affect policy Y; however, if 

a test is made for the effect of A plus B on policies X and Y together, 

the nature of the relationships may be hidden and/or distorted. 

There are numerous other pitfalls to be avoided in choosing 

indicators. They may not be adequate indicators of the phenomena they 

19 
See, for example, the indicators cited above which were 

developed by Grumm, Walker, McCrone and Cnudde. 

20 
Charles F. Cnudde and Donald J. McCrone. "Party Competition 

and Welfare Policies in the American States," American Political Science 
Review, 63: 858-886, 1969. 
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21 
are supposed to represent. Some indicators measure only one dimension 

of a multi-dimensional factor, while others "use measures of several 

dimensions indiscriminately without showing an awareness that more 

22 
than one dimension is involved." 

The complexity of inter-party competition is illustrative of 

the problem of finding useful indicators. In most studies there has 

been a careful effort to tap different dimensions of inter-party 

competition by using a combination of several indexes. Yet other 

aspects of inter-party competition not included in these indexes can 

be critical for their effects on public policy. The nature of the 

parties that compete is one such aspect: do they compare with their 

national counterparts in the interests they represent, in the issues 

they champion? Important, too, can be the particular distribution of 

party competition within a state. 

Too often only a few factors have been chosen to represent a 

broad category. Especially has this been so with respect to the 

political system. The three measures of inter-party competition, voter 

turnout, and malapportionment "do not represent the whole of the politi-

23 
cal system nor perhaps even its most significant elements." 

^Hlerbert Jacob and Michael Lipsky. "Outputs, Structure, and 
Power: An Assessment of Changes in the Study of State and Local Politics," 
in Richard I. Hofferbert and Ira Sharkansky (eds.) State and Urban 
Politics. Boston: Little Brown and Company, 1971, p. 18. 

22Ibid.. p. 19. 

23 Ibid.. p. 18. Sharkansky makes a similar comment in his 
Regionalism in American Politics, p. 179. 
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Several criticisms have been leveled at the methodology of the 

comparative state policy analyses. Cnudde and McCrone pointed out the 

care that must be taken to be sure that a significant correlation repre

sents a dependent relationship instead of an accidental, or spurious, 

24 
one. Among others, Sharkansky has pointed out the limitations of 

using data from a single point in time. Some of these empirical find-

25 
ings may have only a "transient relevance," and be misleading, then, 

about more stable conditions. And without a long-range perspective 

interpreting the significance of the relationships between factors must 

necessarily be less certain. 

The above criticisms were considered in developing the approach 

for the present study. It seemed that the conceptualization of the 

model used (Figure 2) created most of the problems cited by the critics. 

Dawson and Robinson characterized theirs as a systems model, and, with 

some variations, systems models were used in the subsequent studies. 

To view environment as "inputs," political system as "conversion 

process," and public policy as "outputs," is not only to limit but to 

distort conceptualization. Such a simple picture can hide relation

ships and influences which could be at work within each stage, and 

therefore be of significance in the following stages. And when dis

parate factors are lumped together and said to indicate, for example, 

environment,can the effects of such an agglomeration have any real 

meaning? 

24 Cnudde and McCrone, op.cit. 

^Sharkansky, Regionalism in American Politics. 
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Strangely, even though the policy problems to be analyzed were 

presented in terms of a systems model, the data were handled as if it 

26 
were a causal model. To ask, as Dawson and Robinson first did, whether 

linkage A-B or linkage C (Figure 1) is more powerful in explaining 

public policy, is to phrase it as a problem to which causal modeling 

is adapted. The notion that there could be a linkage C, where "inputs" 

influenced "outputs" directly without being affected by the "conversion 

process" is really antithetical to the idea of a system. 

If, on the other hand, comparative state policy analyses were 

to be specifically set forth in terms of a causal model many previous 

problems of analysis could be overcome. For one thing, the model 

itself could be expanded. More detailed analyses of relationships in 

any part of the model could be made. There is validity in the criticism 

leveled at previous studies that the same political system was assumed 

27 
to influence all public policy alike, when in fact it does not. By 

using the framework of a causal model various relationships between dis

crete factors could be tested for strength and direction, and a more 

complete picture of the overall system-process developed. 

26 
For a discussion of causal models see Hubert M. Blalock, 

Social Statistics. New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1960, 
Chapter 19, and McCally's use of a causal model, Sarah P. McCally, 
"The Governor and His Legislative Party," American Political Science 
Review. 55: 923-942, 1966. 

27 
Jacob and Lipsky, op.cit., p. 21; also, Clara Penniman, 

"The Politics of Taxation," in Herbert Jacob and Kenneth N. Vines (eds.) 
Politics in the American States. Boston: Little, Brown and Company, 
1965, p. 291. 
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A first step in reconceptualizing the analysis of public policy 

is to hypothesize an expanded model. Sharkansky suggested such an 

28 
expansion by arguing that public policy has three dimensions. 

He distinguished between policy itself, or the authoritative decision 

made by government, policy-output, or the service level resulting from 

the decision, and policy-impact, or the resulting effects on the popu

lation. Adding these elements, the model could be expanded, as in 

Figure 3. 

Public 
Policy 

^ Policy-
Outputs 

Policy-
Impacts 

Political 
System Environment 

Figure 3. Expanded Policy Model 

I propose a further refinement of the model, as shown in Figure 4. 

- -Im

policy 
System 

Public 
Policy 

Policy-
Impacts 

—H-+ 
Policy-
Outputs 

Political 
System 

Environment 

Other 
Governments 

Figure 4. Proposed Policy Model 

28 
Ira Sharkansky, "Environment, Policy, Output, and Impact: 

Problems of Theory and Method in the Analysis of Public Policy," in 
Ira Sharkansky (ed.) Policy Analysis in Political Science. Chicago: 
Markham Publishing Company, 1970. 
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By treating this as a causal model, and by including longi

tudinal data, many more hypotheses concerning influences on public 

policy can be possible. Environment can encompass all social, economic, 

cultural and historical factors which can be tested for their 

single or multiple effects on policy. These factors can also be con

ceptualized in combinations, as industrialization, urbanization, and 

29 
income have been, as a measure of "economic development." 

A distinction between political system and policy is made on 

the basis of the stability over time of the factors to be included 

30 in each. It is assumed that factors which are stable and those 

which are not will have differential effects on many public policies. 

Constitutional and statutory provisions, the electoral system, 

inter-party competition, voter participation, dominant pressure groups, 

and norms and expectations held about state government are suggested 

elements of the political system. More adequate explanation might be 

possible, too, if indicators of party and electorate characteristics 

in a state were developed for inclusion in the political system. 

29 James R. Elliott. "A Comment on Inter-Party Competition, 
Economic Variables, and Welfare Policies in the American States," 
The Journal of Politics, 27(1): 185-191, 1965. 

30 
The reader is cautioned that the terms "political system" 

and "policy system" will be used extensively throughout this paper. 
Unfortunately, the terms are similar but they are also the most appro
priate. The distinction between the two terms is critical for the 
argument, however, and the reader is asked to keep the distinction in 
mind. 



It seems reasonable to expect that the effects of inter-party compe

tition would vary according to whether or not parties represented 

different interests and/or constituencies in a state, and whether the 

parties were primarily concerned with national or state issues, or only 

31 
with electoral success. Some dimensions of voter participation which 

might make that factor of more explanatory value could include varia

tions in the percentage of turnout between sections of the state, 

across income classes, and between ethnic and social groups. 

There are a number of factors in the policy system which it 

seems reasonable to expect would influence public policy. It will 

32 
make a difference if there is divided government. (It should be 

noted that inter-chamber division may be as important as legislative-

executive division, and that party may not be the only basis for such 

division.) The frequency of party alternation over time relevant to 

the governor's office and the legislature could have a particular 

effect on the success of policies for which an extended period of 

support building is required. Other significant elements of the 

31 See John H. Fenton for an example of the type of political 
party indicator being suggested, Midwest Politics. New York: Holt, 
Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1966. Although he did not explicitly 
operationalize the concepts, Fenton found some evidence to support 
his thesis that "job-oriented" and "issue-oriented" parties have 
different effects on state policy outcomes. 

32 
Wayne L. Francis. Legislative Issues in the Fifty States. 

Chicago: Rand McNally ̂  Company, 1967. Francis found on the basis of 
his 1963 survey of state legislators that legislative success was 
highest when one party controlled the government, and lowest when 
control was divided. 
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policy system might include which pressure groups are active, what 

relationships prevail between the legislature and the governor, and 

between the executive agencies and the legislature, on what basis the 

legislature is organized, and how the legislature can be character

ized in terms of experience and professionalism. 

Public policy can be conceptualized in many different ways, 

and, as has been mentioned previously, efforts have been made recently 

to do so in terms other than expenditure levels. Comparing eligibility 

and coverage regulations, for example, might give a more accurate 

indication of the liberality of welfare policies in the states than 

do the absolute amounts expended in this area. 

Certain general hypotheses about the linkages in the model in 

Figure 4 can be made on the basis of past studies of the American 

political system. More specific hypotheses about these linkages would 

be appropriate where the focus is on the explanation of particular 

policies. It is assumed in the model that features in the environment 

affect the political system (A), which in turn affects the policy 

system (C). For example, a stable, homogeneous population is often 

correlated with pragmatic political parties and low expectations of 

state government. The state legislature in this situation could be 

expected to rate low on professionalism and ideological conflict. 

Because their stability over time is the criterion for selecting 

factors to be included in the political system, it follows that effects 

through linkages A-C would be discernible only by a study which covered 

a long period of time. 
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More Immediately felt, and more useful for specific policy 

analysis, would be the influence of the environment on the policy 

system (B). Political demands arising out of environmental conditions 

usually make themselves felt directly on the policy system. Previous 

studies which have posited only a political system between environment 

and public policy could show little if any independent effect on policy 

by the political system. 1 have suggested that such an effect would 

be manifested over an extended period of time, and that a policy system 

would be more useful for indicating the more immediate effects of 

political factors on public policy. 

Linkage K is valid in a situation where increasing income in a 

state results in an automatic rise in state government revenues. With 

no change in the tax rates, expenditure levels would then also rise. 

If it were found, however, that during this period of rising revenues 

and expenditure, ratios of expenditure between different policy areas 

were altered, it would be reasonable to assume that linkage K alone 

did not explain this change in expenditure ratios, that an explanation 

would be more probable through linkages B-G. 

33 
Sharkansky has discussed linkages H and I, and linkage J would 

be a logical extension in the influence sequence. Linkage D would be 

relevant for studying the effects of such policies as reapportionment 

and redistricting, government reorganization, and constitutional re

vision on the political system. 

33 
Ira Sharkansky, "Environment, Policy, Output and Impact." 
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Actions taken by other governments can affect the political 

system (E) (for example, the Baker v. Carr and Reynolds v. Sims 

decisions by the United States Supreme Court) or the policy system 

(F) (for example, actions taken by the State of California concerning 

the distribution of Colorado River water affected the agenda of the 

Arizona legislature), and so affect public policy either in the short 

or long term. 

The model shown in Figure 4 is not complete, nor are the uses 

of the model which have been suggested exhaustive. My purpose has been 

to offer justification for analyzing comparative state policy in terms 

of a causal model rather than a systems model. A causal model is far 

more flexible, allows many more possibilities for research, and is 

suitable for the statistical techniques used in policy analysis. 

Much needs to be done to test the usefulness of the model 

shown in Figure 4. Two initial steps would be to investigate the 

effects of changes in different areas over a period of time, and to 

search out factors of explanatory value for inclusion in the policy 

system. These steps are the focus of the present study. 

In an exploratory study, that is, an effort to discover factors 

which may have a significant effect on policy, a detailed look at one 

state seemed to offer the most promise. During the period between 

1950 and 1970, Arizona ranked at or near the top on various indices 

of growth in the 50 American states. There were changes also in 

Arizona's political system and policy system in these same twenty 

years. If, as it is assumed, variations in one area may account for 

variations in others, more about such relationships should be 



discernible during a period of great change. A part of this study, 

then, will be concerned with comparisons of the rates and magnitudes of 

change in different areas of Arizona life during the twenty years, 

1950-1970. Another part of the study will be devoted to testing the 

usefulness of some of the factors hypothesized as part of the policy 

system, and will be based on the activities of the ten Arizona 

legislatures which met between 1950 and 1970. 

Different writers have argued that a state's history has much 

34 
to do with how its people view and practice politics and governance. 

No indicators of historical influence have been developed, nor will 

any attempt to do so be made here. Nevertheless, some understanding 

of the state's historical background is important for understanding 

the impact of the changes Arizona experienced after World War II, 

an impact figures alone cannot convey. The perspective of history is 

helpful as well, for understanding response to change. To see what 

elements were dominant in Arizona's environment, political system, and 

policy system, and why, it is useful, then, to review the state's 

experience before 1950. 

34 For a fairly comprehensive discussion, see Daniel J. Elazar, 
American Federalism: A View from the States. New York: Thomas Y. Crowe11 
Company, 1966. 



CHAPTER II 

ARIZONA: YESTERDAY AND BEYOND 

For thousands of years only Indians knew the land. Then white 

men came, seeking legendary wealth. Disappointed they left; but others 

soon followed. Men came north from Mexico for bonanza silver. Padres 

came to explore, to bring to the Indians their religion and knowledge 

of animal husbandry. The land was claimed first by Spain, and then 

by Mexico. Mexico governed her vast northern territory from Santa Fe, 

establishing only a garrison in what is now Arizona, first at Tubac, 

later at Tucson. The leisurely pace of the land's history ended in the 

19th Century, as America moved westward to the Pacific and her 

"manifest destiny." 

The United States satiated her appetite for territory through 

conquest and purchase. All of Arizona north of the Gila River was ceded 

by Mexico in the Treaty of Guadalupe-Hidalgo in 1848. Arizona south 

of the Gila became part of the United States through the Gadsden 

Purchase of 1853. 

Arizona was important to America because it afforded passage 

to California, its gold, its ports, and its fertile lands. The Army 

Corps of Topographical Engineers followed the trails of mountain men 

and laid out a wagon route across Arizona at the 35th parallel. Not 

long afterwards, cattle were being driven from Texas and New Mexico to 

California across a similar route in the south. 

22 
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Prospectors succeeded in finding gold and silver in the new 

territory, and settlers moved in to farm and raise cattle. Settlement 

was retarded in the south by marauding Apaches, but by 1863, when 

President Lincoln signed the Enabling Act, establishing Arizona as a 

Territory separate from New Mexico, some 500 Americans had become 

permanent Arizona residents. 

Although Indians continued to make settlement hazardous, until 

the final surrender of the Apaches in 1886, Arizona's population grew 

apace. The United States Government encouraged westward migration by 

the Homestead Act of 1862 and the Desert Land Act of 1877. The Carey 

Act in 1894 authorized the Territory to grant additional lands for 

farming. According to the 1870 census there were 9,658 people living 

in Arizona--3,849 of them native Americans, and nearly three-quarters 

of them men. The number of Arizonans more than quadrupled by 1880, 

doubled again by 1890, and doubled once more by the end of the century. 

Those who came to Arizona found a vast and rugged land of great 

contrasts. From the dry desert in the south to the high northern 

plateau, altitudes ranged from 100' to 12,655', and land forms appeared 

of comparable variability. In Arizona nature never released her 

treasures easily, and those who stayed to challenge earth and Indian 

were of necessity a dogged, hardy breed. The struggle to build a life 

in a hostile environment fosters a strong sense of independent self-

reliance. And to no one is any form of dependence more repugnant than 

to those who have won this struggle through their own efforts. Yet 

dependency has always been the inescapable condition for Arizonans. 
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Probably no factor so influenced Arizona's history from the mid-19th 

century as the tension between her people's fierce pride in their own 

independence and their having to accept the reality of their dependence. 

No matter what the enterprise, at some stage of development Arizonans 

have had to turn to eastern corporations or the federal government for 

the capital and skill necessary to further progress. 

Early Arizonans, like all other westerners, were forced to pay 

discriminatory freight rates on all eastern goods. To avoid these 

charges the people at first made most of what they needed themselves. 

In their two major areas of endeavor, however, Arizonans were not long 

able to rely on their own efforts. Mining and agriculture brought the 

first white men to Arizona. Until recently mining and agriculture 

dominated Arizona's economic and political life. And mining and agri

culture were the links that forged the uneasy alliance of eastern and 

Arizona resources. 

Gold and silver first lured prospectors to Arizona. The 

government's need for gold during the Civil War brought Union armies 

to Arizona to help in the mining and to afford protection from the 

Indians. Gold prices fell in the 70's, and important discoveries at 

Tombstone and Superior made silver "king" during the 1880's. The 

bonanza mines were soon exhausted, and with a drop in the price of 

silver in the early 90's, gold and silver lost their prominence in 

Arizona mining. However, the accelerated industrialization of the 

post-Civil War era created a demand for hitherto untapped mineral 

wealth in Arizona—copper. Corrosion-resistant, completely malleable, 



copper was found to be invaluable for power generation and transmission, 

and for communication. By 1888 copper production exceeded that of all 

other minerals in Arizona, and continued year after year to account for 

over 80% of all mining production in the state. 

The early copper mines were small. Mine owners worked alongside 

their men extracting the high-grade ore. This type operation was 

Inadequate to the ever-increasing demand for copper, however. The 

history of the Copper Queen Mine is typical. 

The Copper Queen started as a real bonanza mine, 
used up its rich ore, consolidated with other 
nearby mines to supply economical quantities of 
ore, and finally management was forced to spend 
large amounts of money and time on research to 
develop the mechanical means and metallurgical 
processes to make efficient use of large bodies 
of porphyry ores.* 

Arizona owners were unable to supply the capital necessary for 

the mechanical operations required for large-scale mining. Phelps 

Dodge Corporation began buying Arizona copper mines in 1880, and by 

1889 most mines were in the hands of eastern corporate owners, 

initiating an era Arizonans decried as one of "absentee ownership and 

2 
economic colonialism." By 1900 two developments, open-pit mining, 

^Edward H. Peplow, Jr. History of Arizona, 2 Volvimes. New 
York: Lewis Historical Publishing Company, Inc., Vol. 11,1958, p. 236. 

2 Frank H. Jonas (ed.). Western Politics. Salt Lake City: 
University of Utah Press, 1961, p. 2. 
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and the "flotation" process for recovering sulphide-bearing ores, 

made it profitable to work ores less than 2% pure. On the other hand, 

the time and investment required by these developments foreclosed the 

exploration and mining of copper for any but large, well-capitalized 

corporations. 

To transport the ore to eastern industrial centers copper 

corporations demanded an adequate railroad network for Arizona. By 

the mid-1880's the Southern Pacific and Santa Fe Railroads had com

pleted lines across southern and northern Arizona, linking the state 

to California and the east. The coming of the railroads marked the 

3 
"beginning of the real boom in Arizona's population and economy." 

The Southern Pacific and Santa Fe at once began a price war in their 

competition for passenger traffic from the east to Arizona. So 

successful was the lure that within three years of the lines' com

pletion 60 new towns had been laid out in Arizona. The railroads 

were not an unmixed blessing for Arizonans. The roads were vital to 

the state's economic well-being, but also represented another outside 

influence in Arizona's economic and political affairs. 

The first American herd of cattle was introduced into Arizona 

in the 1850's, but not until the Indians were contained and the rail

road arrived did cattle ranching flourish. Arizona was open range 

country until 1890. Large spreads were most economical, and here 

again eastern capital was needed to support competitive cattle operations. 

3 
Peplow, op.cit.. p. 362. 
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Barbed wire, windmills, and concrete greatly facilitated cattle 

herding in the 70's, but added, too, to ranching's capital requirements. 

By the middle 1880's Arizona's grazing lands were filled. Before the 

close of the decade a long drouth cycle was underway, accelerating 

the deterioration of the range begun by overgrazing. The United States 

Forest Service attempted to introduce conservation practices, but 

for 15 years met stiff resistance from the ranchers. Grazing rules 

were imposed in 1897. The conflict over range management was settled 

finally, but at the cost of a lasting disdain and distrust for govern

mental interference on the part of Arizona cattlemen. A further conse

quence of overgrazing, and thus the inability of range land to support 

cattle to maturity, was the beginning of feeder lots, in time a major 

factor in Arizona's cattle economy. 

Wherever water flowed Arizonans were engaged in farming. When 

irrigated, the land proved to be some of the most productive in the 

world. Mormons came south from Utah and formed farming settlements 

across northern Arizona and into the eastern valleys. But the con

fluence of the Salt, Gila, and Verde Rivers became the state's 

agricultural center. Long-vanished Indians had left the area a legacy 

of an intricate network of irrigation canals. In 1867 farmers in the 

Salt River valley began to rebuild the canals and to construct earthen 

dams to store water. Torrential rains periodically washed out the dams 

and flooded the canals. The money and engineering skill needed for 

adequate watershed management were beyond the resources of the farmers. 

Once again Arizonans found themselves unable to "go it alone." With the 
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passage of the Newlands Act of 1902, the federal government involved 

itself in reclamation, and Arizona was the first beneficiary. 

Roosevelt Dam was dedicated in 1911. The Salt River Users Association 

had formed eight years before, a single group ready to deal with the 

government on water rights. 

While Arizona chafed under the necessity of outside assistance 

for its economic growth and development, the crowning insult was its 

nearly fifty years of political dependence. The Territorial govern

ment established by the Organic Act of 1863 was led by officials 

appointed by the President. Although these governors were in the main 

competent men, they were political appointees and non-westerners. The 

First Territorial Legislature, a Council of nine and a House of 

eighteen, met in Prescott in 1864. But every law passed by the Terri

torial legislatures had to be approved by Congress, and the United 

States Treasury was in charge of the money they needed. Arizona sent 

a delegate to Congress, but he had no vote. United States tax laws 

favored the railroads and large corporations, and the favored position 

of the railroads and mining companies was translated into control of 

the Arizona Territorial legislature. 

Agitation for statehood began in the 1870's, but ran aground 

on the shoals of the silver issue which divided the country in the 

closing decades of the 19th century. Not only was the silver issue 

the principal obstacle to realization of statehood, but it was critical 

in shaping Arizona's politics for years to come. Silver was vital to 

Arizona's economy in the 1880's, and much depended on the federal 
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government's maintaining the price of silver. However, contradictory 

forces were at work in the east. "The beginning of the nineties found 

Arizona interests hopelessly at variance with eastern demands for high 

4 
tariffs and the gold standard." Republican administrations in 

Washington had favored the eastern position. In response, the 

Democrats had advocated the free coinage of silver. So, in the heat 

of the silver controversy Arizona's political allegiance was forged. 

Regardless of his stand on any other issue, the Arizonan loyal to his 

Territory's interest became a "silver" Democrat. How high feelings 

ran on the silver question was evident in the constitution Arizonans 

proposed in 1891 as a basis for statehood. This constitution authorized 

silver coinage, and was of course rejected out of hand by Congress. 

Subsequent efforts by Arizona to be granted statehood met with 

no success, especially in a Senate not anxious to have its Republican 

majority diluted by two Democrats a state of Arizona would surely 

elect. After the turn of the century the Congress made a compromise 

offer: if the people in each Territory agreed, Arizona and New Mexico 

would be admitted as one state. Arizona was united in its opposition 

to jointure. The railroads and the mines feared the power of a combined 

agricultural interest. Agriculture and labor feared the consequences 

of a non-Anglo majority. In 1906 Arizona's votes defeated jointure. 

4 
Jack L. Cross, Elizabeth H. Shaw and Kathleen Scheifele (eds.). 

Arizona: Its People and Resources. Tucson: The University of Arizona 
Press, 1960. 
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Their common cause against admission with New Mexico encouraged 

Arizona interests to press for separate statehood. The mines and rail

roads felt statehood would attract more capital. Agriculture saw in 

statehood the opportunity to regulate railroads and shift the tax 

burden in their favor. By 1909 labor had joined the movement. 

Before large corporations controlled Arizona's mines,the 

workers could settle their grievances with the owners who worked along

side them. With corporate ownership, communicating through managers to 

absentee owners in the east brought the workers little satisfaction. 

Early attempts at unionizing failed. The unions were fragmented and 

unable to organize concerted action. Even after some locals gained 

strength, threats of strikes meant little, as the companies could better 

afford to shut down than the workers could afford to be without pay. 

The companies had other weapons: the courts willingly issued injunc

tions against work stoppages, and Mexicans, who were excluded from the 

unions, were available to replace striking workers. Labor disputes 

mounted in intensity in the first decade of the new century. Workers 

saw themselves at a political as well as an economic disadvantage, and 

mobilized to better their position under a new state government. 

On June 20, 1910, President Taft signed the Arizona Enabling 

Act, allowing Arizonans to elect delegates to a constitutional con

vention. Forty-one Democrats and eleven Republicans were selected in 

the election held in September, 1910. The delegates met on October 10th, 

and within two months had completed their task. 
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Three major influences generally guide constitution writers: 

the political ideas prevalent at the time, their past experience with 

government, and the dominant social and economic pressures. 

The Arizona Constitution was written at the heighth of the 

Progressive movement in America. Frustrated by the unresponsiveness 

of weak, corrupt state legislatures, the Progressives championed the 

initiative, referendum, and recall as corrective measures. Arizonans, 

weary of long years without any control over their government, viewed 

favorably these Progressive ideas which offered a broad popular check 

on government. The initiative, referendum, and recall was the central 

issue in the election of constitutional convention delegates. The 

Democrats were unanimously in favor; the Republicans were divided. 

In convention, the delegates studied the Oklahoma and Oregon 

Constitutions as models—Oklahoma's because it had been adopted in 

1907 with modified initiative, referendum, and recall provisions; 

Oregon's because it had been amended in 1902 to include these provisions. 

Their experience with Territorial government left the Consti

tution writers with one predominant goal: to establish a government 

over which the people could exercise maximum control. The legislature, 

being closest to the people, was given a pre-eminent position. 

Remembering the long succession of "carpetbagger" governors, the writers 

conceived executive power as little but a necessary evil. Even this 

power was divided into six elective offices. Arizona's plural executive 

embodied the current faith, that the more officials elected the more 

democratic the office. 
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Small businessmen and farmers looked to statehood as an oppor

tunity for redressing the balance between themselves and the powerful 

corporations. They were Democrats, while corporate representatives 

were Republicans. The Democrats' potential power at the Constitutional 

Convention was threatened, though, by labor's announced intention to 

form their own party and elect their own delegates. George W. P. Hunt, 

the Democratic leader of the 25th Territorial Legislature, moved to 

neutralize the threat. He struck a bargain with labor's leaders: if 

labor would join with the Democrats, their certain delegate majority 

would support labor goals at the Convention. And so it was that labor's 

influence on the Arizona Constitution far exceeded their numbers. But 

labor's aims were not inconsistent with those of their Democratic allies. 

Hunt was elected president of the Convention, and he appointed labor 

men or liberal Democrats as chairmen of each of the 21 committees given 

the task of writing the different provisions in the Constitution. Labor 

goals incorporated in the Constitution included workmen's compensation, 

the elective office of Mine Inspector, and limits on child labor and 

the length of the working day. Although they saw the initiative, 

referendum, and recall as the primary means of protecting their inter

ests against the corporations, the small businessmen and farmers were 

happy to support other labor-sponsored restrictions on corporations. 

Irrevocable franchises or privileges, monopolies, and price-fixing were 

forbidden. An elected Corporation Commission was provided, with powers 

of regulation and investigation. 



The new Constitution was ratified four-to-one in February, 1911. 

President Taft refused to accept Arizona's Constitution, however, so 

long as it allowed for the recall of judges. Judicial recall had been 

included at labor's insistence; they believed the threat of recall 

would dampen judges' enthusiasm for anti-strike injunctions. Arizona 

agreed to delete judicial recall in accordance with the President's 

wish. The revised Constitution was ratified December 12, 1911, and 

Arizona joined the Union on February 14, 1912. In their first state 

election that same year, Arizonans elected George Hunt as their fl.rst 

governor, and showed the determination of their newly-won independence 

by re-adopting judicial recall as the first amendment to their 

Constitution. 

Hunt was elected governor seven times, more than any other 

governor in the United States (1912-19, 1923-29, 1931-33). He was a 

strong leader, and was instrumental in setting many of the patterns for 

the new state government. 

Governor Hunt's political power derived from the state's 

Highway Department, the base of his personal machine. The Highway De

partment was managed by the state engineer, appointed by the governor, 

and was the state's largest source of patronage. Hunt's style became 

the standard for Arizona politics.^ 

Except for 1920, when the Republicans captured six of the seven 

top state elective offices, and 1928, when a Republican won the 

Ross R. Rice. "Arizona: Politics in Transition," in Frank H. 
Jonas (ed.) Politics in the American West. Salt Lake City: University of 
Utah Press, 1969, p. 53. 
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governorship, the Democrats enjoyed a virtual monopoly of state and 

county offices. Party loyalties born of the silver issue endured, and 

were reinforced by the ascendancy of the Democrats nationally during 

the 1930's. Between 1930 and 1948 no Republican won a statewide office. 

No Republican sat in the state Senate between 1937 and 1953, and never 

more than one in the Arizona House between 1935 and 1946. A party so 

inclusive as Arizona's Democratic Party is bound to have widely 

divergent opinions among its inherents. As a result, the party is rarely 

able to take a position or to act without dividing its members. In 

these circumstances, campaign organizations, electoral contests, 

political loyalties, and patronage and power tend to center about each 

elective office. Politics is personalized, and the business of govern

ment is carried on through agreements and temporary alliances negotiated 

by the individual elected officials.*' 

Governor Hunt's support of labor continued into his first terms, 

but in the early 1920's he became allied with the mining and railroad 

Interests. Achieving self-government tempered Arizonans1 drive for 

independence from all outside influence. Ranching had become largely 

self-supporting. Mining, along with agriculture, were Arizona's 

economic mainstays. Having come to accept the fact that modern mining 

methods required investments only large corporations could provide, 

Arizonans made their peace with the large copper companies. Mining and 

agricultural interests generally were compatible; the people seemed 

®See Key, Southern Politics. 
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content to prosper as the mines and agriculture prospered; the state 

government willingly accommodated a situation which apparently aroused 

no vocal protest; and, for some forty years, Arizona had a "placid 

political existence."^ 

George Hunt's presence was felt, too, in the issue vriiich has 

been, and is, of critical importance to the west—water. Scarcity, or an 

excess of demand over supply, is the basis of political conflict. 

Throughout Arizona1s history the availability of water determined 

economic development and population growth patterns. However, although 

water was a limiting factor, there was relatively little quarrel among 

the different user groups over the scarce resource. This was so because 

Arizona adopted, and reaffirmed in its Constitution, the doctrine of 

prior appropriation and beneficial use to govern water rights, as 

opposed to the common law doctrine of riparian rights. The Arizona 

Water Code of 1919 declared all surface and flowing water to be public, 

and therefore subject to prior appropriation and beneficial use. He 

who first used the water had a nondefeasible right to that water so long 

as he continued to make reasonable use of it; it could not be diverted 

or diminished by another. With no legal basis for a second claim on 

water in use, those in need of water spent their efforts seeking sources 

not already appropriated. "By the end of the 1920's all available 

^Peplow, op.cit.. p. 33. 



water within the state excepting that in the Colorado River had been 

g 
brought into use." 

The Colorado River was the center of water conflict for 

Arizona. As early as 1915 dissension began between Arizona and 

California over the use of Colorado River water. In 1922 a conference 

was held, first to allot the River's flow between the upper and lower 

basin states, and then to devise a formula for allocating Colorado 

River water among the seven lower basin states. Governor Hunt felt 

strongly that California had received too much under the resulting 

settlement, and successfully led the fight to keep Arizona from ratify 

ing the Santa Fe Compact (although Arizona finally did ratify the Com

pact in 1944). Arizona's battle with California over Colorado River 

water has been a bitter and continuing one. Although there have been 

"settlements," the question is still far from settled, and it has 

occupied much of Arizona's legislative agenda since statehood. 

Second only to water as a source of contention and political 

maneuvering has been land in Arizona. There are over 113,900 square 

miles within the state's boundaries, an area which ranks sixth among 

all the states. Arizona is unique, however, in that only a small 

amount of its land is in private hands. The federal government owns 

44.87., 26.7% is in federal trust (reservation land), the state owns 

13.727., and 14.787. is privately owned. It is in the disposition and 

use of public lands, both state and federal, that competition has been 

o 
John S. Goff, Arizona Constitution. Second Edition. Cave 

Creek, Arizona: Black Mountain Press, 1970, p. 91. 



keenest. It is difficult to imagine a more ideal "bargaining" situa

tion than has existed between land-hungry ranchers and state officials 

with the power to lease valuable land and to negotiate grazing leases. 

This, then, was Arizona before World War II generated the winds 

of change. Physically it was a land of vast resources, difficult and 

expensive to exploit, its soil rich but water-poor. Economically, 

mining and agriculture reigned supreme, and co-existed in relative 

peace. Arizonans retained their independent spirit, a heritage from 

their past, but it was never free of the ambivalence caused by a 

necessary dependence on others for Arizona's well-being. Extolling 

self-reliance, Arizonans denied their need for outsiders by adopting 

an attitude of insularity. Little disrupted the general stability of 

this period. And particularly was this true in Arizona's political life. 

Party loyalties molded in the 1880's persisted. Democrats continued to 

engage in fratricide during primary elections, but the Republicans 

were too weak to derive any benefit from the blood-letting. The public 

demanded little from state government and was not disappointed. State 

officials received favorably requests of the major economic interests, 

and since satisfying one rarely deprived another, an amicable aura of 

accommodation usually characterized proceedings at the state capitol. 

Although Arizona's political system bore evidence of the Progressive 

influence at the Constitutional Convention, Arizona had had only a 

flirtation with progressivism; it chose conservatism as a lifetime 

partner. Individually and collectively Arizonans could be political 

mavericks, but with apparent satisfaction with the status quo the rule, 
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there seemed little reason to change the way things were. Holding 

political office was a profession, Arizona's press had been highly 

partisan from its beginning, and openly took sides on both candidates 

and issues. Since party had no meaning in reckoning accountability, 

the public took its voting cues from the newspaper it read, its 

preference for an individual candidate, or as payment for, or in antici

pation of, patronage. 

The undisturbed pattern of Arizona's life ended with the second 

World War. Greatly increased demand for mineral and agricultural pro

duction was most immediately felt. But the advantages the state offered 

for military installations was to have the greater long-range effect. 

The wartime requirements for copper gave rise to increased testing for 

new bearing sites. The growth in agriculture was even more significant. 

Led by cotton, agriculture surpassed mining during the war years to 

rank first in income production. The flying conditions offered by 

Arizona's clear, sunny skies and dry air brought reactivation and 

expansion of military fields for training bases. The impact of the 

increased military presence was two-fold. Servicemen stationed in 

Arizona during the war returned in great numbers afterwards to make 

it their home. And industries supplying the military set up new plants 

close to the bases. 

Between 1940 and 1950 Arizona's population increase was double 

that of the previous twenty years. In the same time the number employed 

in manufacturing rose 50%, and production more than quadrupled. 



The postwar years saw the second American "settlement" of 

Arizona. Unlike one hundred years before, this time the "natives" 

could not be shunted off to reservations or isolated in barrios. The 

new pioneers found a people eminently satisfied with their way of life 

and uncertain about how to view the changes which had begun to impinge 

on nearly every aspect of that way of life. Anticipating the effects 

of change is no more certain than predicting the course of rivulets 

formed when rain falls on parched desert soil. And when change comes 

with the intensity of the outpouring of a summer cloudburst, disloca

tion can be severe. 

Figures indicate the magnitude of the changes Arizona experi

enced after World War II. But figures alone cannot show the implica

tions of change, the stress and imbalances as well as the benefits. 

Still the effects of and responses to change can only be understood 

within the context of the facts of change. The next chapter, then, is 

concerned with some of the measures of change in Arizona between 1950 

and 1970, and with some of the meaning these changes have had for the 

people of Arizona. 



CHAPTER III 

CHANGE: ITS MEASURE AND MEANING 

The basic change, the change on which all others were predicated, 

was the large growth in Arizona's population after World War II. The 

1950 census recorded 749,587 people in Arizona. Twenty years later, 

the number was 1,772,482, an increase of 136.46%. There were various 

dimensions of this growth which had important economic and political 

implications. 

In the first place, the distribution of different age groups 

in the population changed. A post-war phenomenon contributed to this 

change. Americans generally became more mobile. Young people felt 

less constrained to spend their adult lives where their parents had. 

And for older persons, retirement came to mean a choice of where as 

well as how to spend their time. Although both young and old were 

over-represented among Arizona's newcomers, the former had a greater 

Impact on the state's population profile. The number of people 65 

and over increased, but as a percentage of Arizona's total, did not 

approach the national average. (In 1960, those 65 and over comprised 

6.9% of Arizona's population, compared to 9.2% nationally.)* Arizona 

Unless otherwise noted, the figures cited are from Arizona 
Statistical Review. Valley National Bank, Phoenix, Arizona (published 
annually). 
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participated in the national "baby boom," and by 1970 there were more 

in the group under the age of 5 than in that over 65. Throughout the 

United States the school-age population rose at a rate nearly twice 

2 
that of the general population; in Arizona the 20-year increase in 

the age 5-17 group was 187.85% compared to 136.46% for the total 

population. Viewed in another way, those of school age were 24% of the 

state's population in 1950, and 29.39% in 1970. 

A second dimension of Arizona's population growth was its 

pattern of settlement. The state's two largest cities, Phoenix and 

Tucson, attracted most of the newcomers. In 1950, 20.31% of Arizona's 

people lived in Phoenix and Tucson; by 1970 the percentage had risen 

to 47.64. The cities' population growth rate was 3-1/2 times that of 

the state. By 1970, Phoenix's population had increased 444.85% over 

that of 1950; Tucson's 478.46%. During this same period, although only 

one county (Greenlee) experienced a net loss in population, all but 

three of Arizona's fourteen counties showed a decrease in their pro

portion of the state's population. 

As important as where they settled was where Arizona's new 

population had come from. Nearly 50% of the population increase was 

due to in-migration. In previous years most adopted Arizonans had come 

from Oklahoma and Texas. The post-war influx originated in midwestern 

and eastern states (and California during the 60's). In the early 50's 

2 
James A. Maxwell. Financing State and Local Governments. 

Revised Edition. Washington, D.C.: The Brookings Institution, 1969, 
p. 224. 
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an average of nearly 30,000 settled each year in Arizona. By the end 

of the decade the average had climbed to over 50,000 a year. 

A fourth dimension of Arizona's changing population was related 

to the kind of work there was for the new people. In the fifteen years 

after World War II, Arizona led the nation in ten indices of growth, 

none more impressive than those in manufacturing, both in employment 

and in output. Manufacturing growth centered around the aircraft and 

electronics industries. These plants needed scientists, trained 

technicians, and skilled workers. Related services also required 

skilled workers. Consequently, many of those who came to work in 

Arizona were educated, white-collar, and middle-class. 

In general, it can be said of Arizona's increased population 

that it was younger, concentrated more in the cities, with as much 

middlewestern and eastern background as southwestern, and better 

educated and trained. 

There were demographic implications of the increase and change 

in Arizona's population. Although the number of ethnic and racial 

minorities increased, their proportion of the total decreased. The 

education level rose. By 1970, those over 25 had completed an average 

3 
11.6 years in school. Between 1950 and 1970, personal income in the 

state increased 556.24%, from $978,000,000 to $6,418,000,000 and per 

capita income rose from $1,240 to $3,591--an increase of 189.6% 

3 
The Book of the States. 1970-1971. Chicago, Illinois: The 

Council of State Governments. Published biennially. 



(as compared to a 53% increase in the United States cost-of-living 

index). By Census Bureau standards, Arizona was 55.5% urban in 1950 

and 79.6% urban in 1970. Urbanization in Arizona little resembled 

that in the older, settled, eastern part of the United States, however. 

It has been characterized as an "oasis culture," where "the people 

congregate in the few hospitable oases where living can be made 

4 
tolerable by cooperative effort." Since technology has made possible 

extending the amenities of the "oasis," and there was open land around 

Arizona's cities, these cities developed horizontally. This development 

was encouraged, too, because it took place after the automobile had 

become an integral part of American life. In many ways, Arizona's 

cities resembled clusters of suburbs rather than large central cities. 

The meaning of growth and change for Arizona's economy has gone 

beyond the sharp increase in total and per capita income. Also 

significant has been the change in the areas of income production and 

employment. Agriculture and mining still ranked as Arizona's leading 

income producers in 1950. In that year, manufacturing output was only 

half that of agriculture production, and tourism brought half the income 

to the state that mining did. In the next two decades there were in

creases in all these major sources of Arizona income, but the increases 

were far from even. Agricultural production rose 132.13%, crop pro

duction 48.45% and livestock production 296.27%. The rise in tourism and 

mineral production was comparable, 456.00% and 480.69%, respectively. 

4 
Elazar, op.cit.. p. 134. 
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As Figure 5 shows, however, income from tourism has grown steadily, 

While mineral production has been spasmodic. The most impressive 

growth has come in manufacturing output, a twenty-year increase of 

1,519.72%. Manufacturing income was less than 20% of that produced 

by these four major sources in 1950, by 1970 nearly 50%. Agriculture's 

share fell by nearly two-thirds in that same period, while that of 

mining and tourism has held steady. 

The number employed in manufacturing changed little nationwide, 

but increased 470.25% in Arizona between 1950 and 1970, nearly twice 

the increase in non-agricultural employment, and almost three times 

that of total employment. The number employed in mining increased 

89%, while the number in agriculture changed little. Mining operations 

expanded, while the number of farms and ranches decreased (although the 

acreage per farm and ranch increased). 

Copper continued to account for 90% of Arizona's mineral pro

duction, and Arizona maintained the position it held since 1910 as the 

source of over half the copper mined in the United States. Feeder lot 

capacity more than doubled, and by 1970 cattle were responsible for 

nearly half the cash receipts from farm and ranch marketings. 

Vegetables overtook cotton as the state's leading cash crop. 

Arizona had in the past few of the requisites for industrial 

growth: local markets and local capital, labor supply, or freight rate 

advantages. Before World War II, smelters and lumber mills were the 

only industries of any consequence. The manufacturing which developed 

in Arizona after the war had different requirements than does heavy 

industry. Electronics and aircraft components are high-value, low-weight 
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Figure 5. Major Sources of Arizona Income 
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items which can be transported by air freight. The state's dry air 

is an advantage in the manufacture of these components. The climate 

was beneficial in another respect: it not only helped attract a skilled 

labor force, but contributed to a low rate of absenteeism among the 

employees. Employees in Arizona manufacturing are highly skilled and 

industry in the state has not experienced widespread unionization, Nor 

is the range of socio-economic classes typical of heavy industry repre

sented in Arizona's manufacturing firms. 

In the context of the model proposed in Chapter I (Figure 4), 

all the changes discussed so far affected Arizona's environment. It is 

assumed that environmental change has implications for other elements 

in the model, and in Arizona's case this was so. The rate and magni

tude of change were sufficient to be felt in Arizona's political system. 

Perhaps of most consequence was the development of a two-party system 

in the state. Arizona's new residents had come from Republican-dominant 

areas of the country. Well represented among those residents were older 

people and those with higher education and socio-economic status, who 

tend to vote Republican. 

The Democrats, who had a virtual monopoly of the registered 

vote before the war, could still claim 80.6% of the registration in 

1950, compared to 18.07<> Republican. Eisenhower's popularity in 1952 

helped narrow the gap between party registration, and that difference 

continued to lessen every year. In 1960, 65.9% of the registered 

voters were Democrats, 32.07, were Republicans; by 1970, the ratio was 

54.27. to 42.6%. Total registration increased between every biennial 
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election except from 1946-1966, but from 1964 through 1970 the number 

of registered Democrats declined nearly 9%. Between 1950 and 1970 

total registration grew 121.22%. For the Democrats the increase was 

48.96%, for the Republicans 425.14%. 

TCiis growth in Republican strength was not alone due to the 

influx of new citizens with Republican loyalties. It was also neces

sary that they be mobilized and offered candidates to attract their 

vote. To do this there must be an organized party.^ Spurred by the 

success of their effort to elect Howard Pyle governor in 1950, Barry 

Goldwater and Pyle began to build such an organization for the 

Republicans. Pyle's interests led him away from a sustained involvement 

in party organization, but Goldwater continued to direct party activi

ties throughout the state long after he became a United States Senator. 

Most of the potential Republican vote was concentrated in the urban 

areas, particularly Maricopa County. It was here that intensive 

voter registration drives were launched. The Republicans began their 

efforts to win elections by peeking good candidates for the major state 

offices. That they succeeded is attested by the Democrats' ability 

to hold the governorship only six years between 1950 and 1970. In 1950, 

the Republicans held but one top-level state office; in 1970, the same 

was true of the Democrats. 

For a history of the growth of Arizona's Republican Party in 
the 1950's, see John C. Rau,"The Growth and Development of the Republican 
Party in Arizona since 1950." Unpublished Master's Thesis, Department 
of Government, University of Arizona, 1966. 
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Victories for growing political parties come with more diffi

culty in lesser offices. Republicans held only an average of 87<> of 

the county offices in the 1950's, and by 1970, only one county was 

safely Republican and one other competitive. Republican strength was 

reflected in the state House of Representatives, however, because 

periodic reapportionment of the House was mandatory. With the exception 

of the Eisenhower year of 1952, when the Republicans won an unusual 

30 seats, Republicans increased their share of House seats at every 

election—11 in 1951 to 35 in 1965. In 1967 and 1969, the party had 

a majority in both houses of the legislature. 

Although inter-party competition increased between 1950 and 

1970, the level of voter participation did not change appreciably. 

Arizona has rarely had much over 60% of its potential voters registered 

to vote. With the inclusion of the 18-20-year-old group in the potential 

6 
voting number, registration in 1970 fell to 56.91%. 

Two reasons have been offered in explanation for Arizona's 

low registration. One is that 20% of America's Indian population 

resides in Arizona. Arizona did not extend the franchise to Indians 

until 1948, but even so, few Indians do register and vote. The second 

is that registration rolls cannot keep current with the potential vote 

when so much of the latter continues to be new in-migration. The second 

reason is supported by the fact that Maricopa County, with the greatest 

Registration figures are taken from Arizona Legislative 
Review and Bill Turnbow's Arizona Almanac, published biennially by 
Bill Turnbow and by Mrs. Bill Turnbow. 
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number of newcomers, had 59.9% of its potential voters registered in 

1970, only slightly above the state average. 

Apportionment, a third factor of major consideration in a 

state's political system, was only indirectly involved in the changes 

in other areas of Arizona life. What effects malapportionment and 

reapportionment did have on Arizona politics will be examined more 

closely in later chapters on the Arizona legislature. 

Postponed until then, also, will be a consideration of the 

effects of another change in Arizona's political system. Those who 

moved to Arizona brought with them their own political experiences 

and attitudes, often far different from those of native Arizonans. 

In some respects the newcomers' expectations of state government 

reinforced those that were prevalent; in other respects the government 

was asked to turn in new directions. 

The latter 1960's saw the beginnings of structural changes in 

the state government, and thus the political system. The governor was 

given control of budgeting in 1966. After refusing to do so three 

times previously, the people voted in 1968 to extend the terms of 

state executive officers to four years, and to abolish one of those 

executive offices. 

Significant changes in a state's environment are certain to 

affect its policy system as well as its political system. However, the 

relationship between environment and the two systems is not the same. 

The analytical difference made between the political and the policy 

systems was that elements in the former are more stable over time. 
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This does not mean that changes in the political system cannot be 

sudden or far-reaching. But generally the impress of change is less 

immediately felt in the political system. Analytically, the political' 

system is a parameter of the policy system. Action in the policy system 

is circumscribed and guided by rules, attitudes, and conditions 

prevalent in the political system. The environment is related to the 

policy system in that the policy system, within the limits set by the 

political system, responds to the political requirements and demands 

arising from the environment. When there are great changes in the 

environment, political requirements and demands are likely also to 

change. At first these changed requirements and demands are directed 

at a policy system accustomed to acting on a different demand pattern. 

In time environmental changes, as well as any accompanying changes 

in the political system, will be influential in bringing about changes 

in the policy system itself. 

Alterations in the political requirements and demands which 

grew out of the environmental changes in Arizona after World War II, 

the response to these by Arizona's policy system, and the changes which 

occurred in that policy system will be examined from the perspective 

of the above theoretical assumptions. 

A state's pattern of expenditure will be affected by the rate 

and magnitude of population growth, and by the age and geographical 

distribution of the new population. A rapid increase in population 

brings with it a greater than normal requirement for capital expenditures 

Government costs tend to be higher for young and older age groups, as 
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well as for urban areas.^ As Arizona's post-war expansion continued, 

the financial needs occasioned by this expansion were felt more urgent

ly in the state capitol. 

Education and highways are usually the areas with the greatest 

call for extensive capital outlay as a result of population growth. 

Until the population stabilizes,these areas will receive a larger 

share of a state's budget than they would normally. As Figure 6 

shows, this pattern held true in Arizona between 1950 and 1970. The 

national increase in school age population was compounded in Arizona, 

and the more-than-expected growth in the under-18 group helped account 

for the increasing differential between highway and education expendi

ture, as shown in Figure 6. The graph also illustrates the not 

unusual course of health and welfare spending during periods of 

augmented need for capital expenditures. 

Response to the needs of a growing state was reflected in an 

above-normal rise in total state expenditure. Previous studies have 

shown that state expenditure generally rises with the level of personal 

income. That this parallel was borne out in Arizona can be seen in 

Figure 7. However, on the average, expenditures rise 6% with every 

g 
10% increase in income. In Arizona, between 1950 and 1970, personal 

^Fiscal Outlook for State and Local Government to 1975. 
New York: Tax Foundation, Inc., 1966, p. 21. 

g 
Maxwell, op.cit.. p. 37. 
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income rose 556.24%, while state expenditures rose 815.157., or about 

480% more than the average. The asymmetry of demand is reflected in 

the distribution of expenditures among the various service areas. 

Between the budget years 1950-1951 and 1969-1970, expenditures for welfare 

9 
increased 272.82%, while that for education increased 1,197.657.. The 

percentage of the state budget spent for health and highways changed 

little over that time. However, welfare's percentage declined from 

28.99% to 13.20%, and education's percentage rose from 33.19% to 

53.72%. 

In addition to extraordinary needs for capital expenditures 

due to a rapid increase in population, and special needs for educational 

expenditures due to the great increase in school age population, 

Arizona was faced with the requirements arising from the concentration 

of its new people in urban communities. Arizona's policy system de

veloped principally around mining and agricultural interests, and was 

not oriented to responding to the growing requirements of the state's 

cities. When in time these requirements took the form of political 

demands, conflicts developed between these demands and those of other 

interests in the state. Much of Arizona's political history from 1950 

to 1970 centered around these conflicts. 

When change is as sweeping as that which occurred in Arizona, 

it is almost certain that it will be uneven in its course and in its 

effects. Responding to this change is difficult at best for state 

o 
Based on data from Annual Report of the State Auditor. State of 

Arizona, 1951 and 1952, and Arizona Legislative Review. 



government, but when change threatens the balance of power and in

fluence within a state, the situation becomes politically parlous 

for the government. Manufacturing became the leading income 

producer in Arizona, but manufacturing interests intruded little in 

the political arena. Arizona had been anxious for industry to come, 

and the state's tax system reflected this desire to attract and keep 

manufacturing plants. All in all, manufacturing found little it needed 

to ask of state government. The state's banks and utilities did become 

more assertive of their interests in the state legislature, however. 

Arizona allowed branch banking, and its banks were able to finance 

much of the state's expansion. With the growth of cities and their 

industries, the utilities came to see their interests more allied with 

the cities and industry. Thus, although industry did not challenge 

directly the political position of agriculture and mining, other 

interests whose prosperity had grown to depend upon industry did push 

for state action not always consonant with the preferences of mining 

and agricultural interests. Since Arizona industry was not conducive 

to a highly unionized labor force, labor did not become a cogent 

political force. 

More salient than intra-business conflict in state politics 

was that which developed between economic and city interests, particular

ly in the areas of taxation and water usage. 

A state's policy system is usually more resistant to change 

than other sectors. In the beginning of a period of change, then, 

it is a policy system little altered from the past which confronts the 



new political requirements and demands. For a time the policy system 

is the center of a struggle between the old power holders and the new 

power seekers. At the start of this struggle in Arizona the power 

holders had held their position for so long that it was almost second 

nature for state officials to view issues from the perspective of the 

power holders' interests. The power seekers were not organized 

initially, and individual legislators were the principal representatives 

of their interests and goals. Thus it was that the struggle between 

the two groups was not a conflict between organized interests, with 

the legislature acting as referee. Rather the conflict was played out 

between the legislators, with different governors playing various roles 

in the developing struggle. 

In time, the policy system itself underwent change. New inter

ests did organize and adopt strategies for pressing their demands. 

The legislature, as well as other elements of state government were 

altered. The implications of change for a state's policy system are 

important, of course, inasmuch as it is assumed that change will affect 

public policy. 

To understand the changes which took place in Arizona's policy 

system, it is helpful to examine the nature of that policy system 

before it was touched by change. Since the state legislature tradi

tionally has occupied a central position in Arizona's policy system, 

the focus here will be on the course of change as it affected that 

body. 



CHAPTER IV 

THE ARIZONA LEGISLATURE AT MID-CENTURY 

On Monday, January 8, 1951, the 20th Arizona Legislature began 

its 1st Regular Session. Previous legislatures had held one regular 

session each hiennium, but in a special election held in September, 

1950, the people had approved an amendment to the Arizona Constitution 

providing for annual legislative sessions. The impetus for change had 

grown out of the experience of the 18th Legislature. In 1947, a strong-

minded governor, aware that he was suffering from a fatal illness, 

prodded the legislature to approve what he considered vital legisla

tion, and to approve it at once. The legislature responded to calls 

for seven special sessions, and sat 200 days in all. Much was accom

plished, but the cost in terms of tension, frayed nerves, bone-

weariness—to say nothing of dollars--prompted the 19th Legislature to 

pass a referendum establishing annual sessions. The purpose of the 

change was to cut the length of regular sessions and to reduce the 

number of special sessions. 

Adopting annual regular sessions was one of several changes 

made in the legislature since statehood. Yet in most basic respects 

the legislature which convened in 1951 was much like the 1st Legislature 

Which met in 1913. 

57 



58 

The legislature established under the Arizona Constitution 

was in the American tradition. There were two houses, a Senate and 

a House of Representatives. The counties were the basic unit for 

determining representation. The Senate had nineteen members, two to 

be elected in each of the five most populous counties and one in each 

of the remaining nine counties. The House had 35 members, to be 

apportioned among the counties on the basis of the voting population 

in each county. Voting population was used as the apportionment basis 

since there were so many Indians and aliens in Arizona, and the 

Constitution writers took the position that those who did not pay 

taxes were not entitled to representation. 

Composition of the Senate remained unchanged in 1951, but 

initiative measures twice had amended the constitutional provisions 

relating to the House. An amendment passed in 1918 stipulated that 

each county could elect one representative for each 1,500 votes, or 

major fraction thereof, cast for governor in the preceeding election. 

No county could have fewer representatives than it had in 1912. Each 

county was to determine the number of representatives to which it was 

entitled, and the board of supervisors of each county were to reappor

tion every two years, following the election for governor. Within a 

dozen years following this changed basis for electing members of the 

House, the number of representatives had nearly doubled. An amendment 

passed in 1932 allowed one representative for every 2,500 votes for 

governor, and eliminated the provision that a county could not lose 

any members. By 1951, there were 72 representatives in the Arizona 

House. 
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Legislators were required to be United States citizens, at 

least 25 years old, an Arizona resident for three years, and a one-

year resident of the county from which they were elected. 

Originally legislators were paid $7 a day, plus 20c mileage, 

one way. In 1928, contrary to the Constitution, the representatives 

raised their pay to $15 a day. Four years later the people agreed to 

pay them $8 a day, with pay limited to 60 days during regular legis

lative sessions, and to 20 days for each special session. The public 

refused to grant a further pay raise in 1946, so the following year 

the legislators gave themselves a $10-a-day expense allowance ($5 for 

those living in Phoenix). 

Staff, or "attaches," for both houses was limited to 14 in the 

Senate and two-thirds the membership of the House, and each attache 

was to be paid no more than $5 a day. 

Bill-passing procedure in the Arizona legislature was, and 

is, similar to that in other legislative bodies. Bills are Introduced 

by giving a number of copies to the chief clerk of the chamber. (The 

number of copies required varies from year to year, and is specified 

in the chamber rules.) Bills are given a number and scheduled for the 

1st reading. The Constitution stipulates that bills are to be read 

by sections on three different days, but that the first two readings 

can be by title and number only, if two-thirds of the membership agrees. 

After the second reading, bills are assigned to committees and are 

printed and distributed to the representatives. Bills reported out of 

committee are given one of four recommendations: do pass, do pass with 



amendments, return for consideration to the house without recommenda

tion, or do not pass. Bills reported out of committee go to the Rules 

Committee for scheduling. Those bills placed on the active calendar 

are debated in order by the Committee of the Whole. Action by the 

Committee of the Whole includes recommendations to pass, to pass as 

amended, to recommit to committee for further study, to postpone 

indefinitely, to not pass, to retain on the calendar, or to retain the 

bill's place on the calendar. If the bill is reported out of the 

Committee of the Whole, the bill is engrossed and scheduled for the 

third reading. No debate is allowed on the third reading and, in 

accordance with the Constitution, a majority of the membership must 

vote "aye" on the roll call vote for the bill to pass. When a bill 

passes both houses, it is sent to the governor. If the governor does 

not act within five days when the legislature is in session, or within 

ten days when it is not, the bill becomes law without his signature. 

Bills which become law do not go into effect until 90 days 

following the close of the regular legislative session, unless the 

bill has included the emergency clause. Emergency legislation becomes 

effective with the governor's signature. To have the emergency clause 

included requires a two-thirds vote of the representatives. Almost 

all bills are introduced with the emergency clause, and if they receive 

less than a two-thirds vote, the clause is struck. The purpose of the 

90-day waiting period is to allow for the filing of petitions in case 

any group wants the law referred to the people. If such petitions are 

filed, the law does not become effective until, or unless, the people 

approve it. Appropriation bills are exempt from referral. 
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In addition to bills, the legislature passes memorials and 

resolutions. Memorials may be by one house, or joint, and are peti

tions for action. Simple resolutions are expressions of opinion or 

will. Joint resolutions are used to correct clerical errors in laws, 

and for limited purposes have the effect of law. Concurrent resolutions 

are used to ratify amendments to the United States Constitution, to 

submit amendments to the Arizona Constitution to the people, to 

refer to the people measures enacted by the state legislature, and to 

authorize legislative investigations where no appropriation is necessary. 

A two-thirds vote by both houses is needed to override the 

governor's veto, a three-fourths vote if the bill carried the emergency 

clause. The Arizona Constitution specifies that, "Every act shall 

embrace but one subject and matters properly connected therewith."* 

Even though the Arizona legislature was like other state legis

latures in its constitution, its bill-passing procedure, and in several 

other respects, in most areas there was an Arizona "variation." These 

"variations" gave the state's policy system a distinctive character, 

and they had their effects on public policy as well. 

Since legislative pay was limited to 60 days for regular 

sessions, the leadership attempted to complete work within that time 

whenever possible. The Constitution gave the governor the power to 

call special sessions of the legislature, specifying only that the 

subjects to be dealt with in the special session be stated in the call, 

*Arizona,Constitution. Art. IV, Sec. 13. 



and that no laws could be enacted during the session which were unre

lated to these subjects. Special sessions were usually called to take 

care of items arising on an emergency basis, to deal with important 

issues which, because of their complexity or potential for political 

conflict, could tie up regular session business, or to try to force the 

legislature to act on bills the governor wanted passed. Since the 

legislature received no pay after the 20th day of any special session, 

sessions were adjourned on or before the 20th day. But it was not 

unusual for more than one special session to be called to consider 

the same issue. 

Regular legislative sessions generally held to a similar 

timetable year after year (or every other year before 1951). The House 

and Senate convened on the second Monday of January, and in joint 

session heard the governor deliver his annual message to them. Meeting 

separately, each house received a dozen or so bills, caucused, and 

adjourned on Wednesday for the annual Arizona Flying Farmers event. 

The second week was spent on the second reading of bills and the assign

ing of these bills to committees. The committees began their discussion 

of bills on the third week. It was usually the end of the fourth week, 

and frequently the fifth week, before Committee of the Whole meetings 

were possible. During this time the Senate and House met each morning 

for routine receiving and advancement of bills, heard a few speeches, 

and adjourned for the day. The entire proceeding normally took less 

than an hour. 
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The rules of both houses allowed no bill introduction after the 

50th day without the consent of three-fifths of the membership (or 

after the 14th day of a special session). The concluding days of the 

session, then, were crucial for the fate of important or controversial 

legislation. Some who sought early adjournment in order to kill 

legislation struggled with others who needed more time to get certain 

bills passed. This was also the bill-trading period, when deals were 

struck within and between houses. 

The Arizona Constitution allows each house to write its own 

rules and to establish its own committees and procedures. Most law

making bodies are structured by rules and procedures. But the rules 

and procedures are only the framework of the legislative process. 

Legislatures vary in their degree of institutionalization, but even in 

those which are highly institutionalized, the leadership has enough 

discretion for law-making to be an extremely political business. In 

most state legislatures, leaders are granted broad discretionary powers. 

The Speaker of the Arizona House and the President of the Arizona 

Senate preside and have the power of recognition, appoint all committee 

members, chairmen, and vice-chairmen, and have total discretion over 

assigning bills to committees. The formal powers of the legislative 

leaders were matched by their informal powers. The latter derived 

from the basis on which each house was organized. 

The Republicans were without representation in the Senate, and 

held a mere handful of seats in the House, so party organization would 

have been meaningless. Organization, therefore, was on a factional basis. 



These factions were not ideological, programmatic, or interest-oriented. 

They were alliances made for the purpose of wielding power. The Speaker 

and President were both chosen by the members of their respective 

houses. Men with ambitions to hold either of these positions usually 

began their efforts to build a majority behind their candidacies 

months before a new legislature was to convene. In exchange for support 

legislators were offered preferred committee assignments as well as 

positions as committee chairmen and vice-chairmen. Offers were made 

firm during the party caucuses following the general election, although 

jockeying for key spots often continued up until the opening of the 

legislative session when competition for the leadership posts was 

intense. A legislator had much to gain by being in the majority bloc. 

He could look forward to having a seat on an important committee, or 

to wielding the power of a committee chairman. Few bills introduced 

by members of the minority bloc passed the legislature, and if a 

legislator was interested in having certain bills become law, his best 

chance lay in these bills being included in the majority program. 

In fact, if a legislator was committed to representing his constituents 

effectively, he could do so only as a member of the majority bloc. 

Having factions, or blocs, the basis of the leader's majority 

placed some constraints on his style of leadership. Keeping the 

majority together was the leader's primary goal throughout the session. 

He could not advocate any issue which would divide his group, and thus 

risk dissolving it. He could not ask too much of the members of his 

bloc. Votes on substantive issues were far less important to the 
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leader than holding his majority. His own power, in the last analysis, 

was the power of his majority. 

In each session there were three classes of bills. Minority 

bills usually died in committee. Majority bills were those members 

of the majority bloc wanted passed. And leadership bills were those 

the most influential members of the majority bloc considered "must" 

legislation. The able legislative leader must not only control his 

majority, but he must also control the flow of legislation. He needs 

to be skillful in using rules and procedures to achieve this control, 

if the legislature is to pass legislation he favors and kill legislation 

he does not want. Leadership strategy in the Arizona legislature was 

to hold the majority bills until the leadership bills had been passed. 

Then the leader devoted his attention to majority bills, since, as a 

former House member explained, "it is best to maintain discipline by 

[passing their bills]...because the Speaker needs the support of the 

2 
membership as much as the members need a benevolent Speaker." If the 

leader opposed a particular majority bill he had only to arrange with 

the leader of the other house to have the bill held there. 

Two important tools used by the Arizona legislative leadership, 

to keep control of the majority bloc and of legislation, were the 

caucus and the committee system. A bill's fate was rarely decided on 

the floor of the House or Senate. A characterization of the Pennsylvania 

2 
Enos Schaffer, quoted in Roy D. Morey, Politics and Legislation: 

The Office of Governor in Arizona. Tucson: The University of Arizona 
Press, 1965, p. 91. 
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House could apply as well to Arizona: "What takes place on the floor 

is a postscript....By then everything has been decided and we know 

3 
what the vote will be." To avoid divisive splits in the majority, 

which is always a danger in open floor debate, bills were not brought 

to the floor unless it had been determined in majority caucus that 

there was a good chance of their passing. Any disagreements over 

legislation were settled in caucus so that the majority bloc could 

present a united front on the floor. The caucus also served as an 

information and trading center, and reinforced the majority's sense of 

itself as a cohesive group. 

The caucus was important to the leaders not only as a control 

device over their majorities, but also as a control over legislation. 

The Speaker and the President used the caucus and two committees to 

order the final stages of a bill's passage through the legislature. 

If bills the leader wanted passed did not have sufficient support in 

caucus, the bills would be sent back to the committee in each house 

designated as the "holding committee." Here they would remain until 

enough backing could be developed and they could again be brought up 

in caucus. Some bills were also kept in the "holding committees" 

until the leaders felt there was enough support for them to warrant 

bringing them up in caucus. Each leader chaired the Rules Committee 

in his respective house. The Rules Committee scheduled bills for the 

Active Calendar of the Committee of the Whole House. Caucus votes were 

3 
Wall Street Journal. July 28, 1971. 
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binding on the floor, but the leader's sense of the feelings toward 

various bills when they came up in caucus helped him schedule bills 

to best suit his own purposes. 

Leadership control over legislation before it reached the 

4 
caucus was exercised through the committee system. The structure of 

the committee system was in large part determined by the political needs 

of the legislative leaders. Committee assignments on desirable com

mittees were the currency used by hopeful leadership candidates in 

their bid for support. By this reasoning there had to be undesirable 

committees to accommodate members of the minority. It was also 

necessary that there be enough committees so that the candidates for 

Speaker and President had sufficient chairmanships to offer potential 

supporters. What made a committee important or of no consequence was 

the nature of the bills assigned to it. And because of the large 

number of committees both houses of the legislature employed the practice 

of "multilateral reference," a practice begun in the House in the early 

30's and in the Senate in 1949. The committees had no defined juris

dictions. The Speaker and President had total discretion over bill 

assignment. All bills, except appropriation bills, were assigned to 

several committees. In this way a bill could be killed or resurrected 

as leadership goals or conditions changed during the course of the 

session. Most bills, and certainly the important ones, went to about 

4 
See Dean Mann, "The Legislative Committee System in Arizona," 

Arizona Review, pp. 1-10, August, 1962, for a description of the 
committee system in the Arizona legislature during the 1950's. 



four House and three Senate committees which were controlled by lead

ing members of the majority bloc. Those on minor committees had little 

to do, and the bills they did consider were not among those influential 

legislators wanted passed. All committee chairmen had nearly complete 

power over committee activity. Only the chairman could call meetings 

or place a bill on the committee agenda. Committees held public hear

ings, but these were mainly for show. The important decisions were 

made behind closed doors, particularly decisions on appropriations. 

The legislative leader needed skill to manage his majority and 

to insure the smooth flow of legislation. Additionally, his skills 

were tested by inter-chamber manuevering. The President usually 

accommodated the Speaker by holding in the Senate bills which had 

passed the House, but which the Speaker did not want to become law. 

This accommodation was reciprocal. Success in getting the other 

house to pass bills of particular importance to one house was not 

always so easily accomplished. 

The general appropriation bill by custom originated in the 

House. The House usually refused to move the appropriation bill until 

the Senate took action on certain House bills. Both houses played 

the game, however. The leadership selected one or several key bills 

each session which they knew the other house particularly wanted. 

These bills were held for bargaining purposes. When there was dis

agreement between the leaders in both houses or when there was a dead

lock over important bills, the negotiation over key bills could create 

havoc in the closing days of the legislative session. Because final 



action on most legislation was taken during the last few weeks of the 

session, time alone was the deciding factor in the successful passage 

of many bills. If an impasse in inter-house bill trading developed 

in these last weeks even legislation important to the majority could 

be threatened. 

Different tactics were employed to force the other house into 

action. Those used by the House during the 3rd Special Session in 1955 

are illustrative. The session had been called to pass a sales tax 

exemption on manufactured goods sold to the federal government, an 

exemption insisted on by the Sperry Rand Corporation as a condition 

of their opening a plant in Phoenix. Also included in the call was a 

use tax measure to make up the revenue lost by the sales tax exemption. 

SB1, the exemption bill, was stalled in conference, as the Senate 

appeared uninterested in pushing the use tax bill which the House 

insisted must accompany any exemption. With the session deadline three 

days away the House rewrote SB1, held it in committee, and sent its 

use tax bill to the Senate to force a compromise. The Senate 

capitulated. The Senate had its own use tax bill which it then passed, 

and the House agreed to accept the original SB1 in exchange. 

Relations between the executive and the legislature were often 

as significant for public policy as those between the two houses of the 

legislature. The framers of the Arizona Constitution created a weak 

office of governor, and fragmented the power of the Executive Department. 

Ihe legislature was meant to be the strongest branch of state government, 

and Arizona legislatures had always accepted this role without question. 
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The governor not only shared the executive office with other 

elected officials, but had no effective control over the executive 

agencies. The agencies were creatures of the legislature, new ones 

being formed in response to new demands. The development of this 

"headless branch of government" was encouraged, too, by the patronage 

politics in Arizona. After being brought into existence by the legis

lature, the agencies looked to the legislature for continued support. 

Following the budget system set up in 1919, each agency prepared an 

annual report, setting forth its past expenditures and estimating its 

needs for the coming fiscal year. These reports were sent to the 

State Auditor, who passed them on to the governor with an additional 

covering report of his own. Guided by these reports, the governor sent 

his budget message to the legislature, in effect a proposed appropria

tion bill which considered estimated revenues and expenditures. The 

appropriation bill passed by the legislature, however, was one prepared 

by the legislators, with the help of agency personnel and representa

tives of the major economic interests. 

Ignoring the governor's budgetary recommendations was indicative 

of the legislature's attitude toward the importance of his office. "As 

a general rule, the legislature regards the governor as a foolish 

nincompoop who was written into the Constitution by mistake."̂  Political 

party affiliation in a state overwhelmingly Democratic made little 

difference in legislative-gubernatorial relations. In general, these 

P̂olitical columnist Jim Cooper,quoted in Arizona Legislative 
Review. November 18, 1964. 
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relations were dependent upon the governor's attitude: whether he chose 

6 
to combat or to cooperate with the legislature. 

But no matter how well the governor and the legislature got 

along, the legislature resented any attempt by the governor to 

dictate its actions. Whenever the governor insisted on a measure 

which ran counter to the desires of the legislature, the legislature 

turned a deaf ear. If the governor threatened to veto a measure the 

legislature planned to pass, that measure quietly died. When the 

legislature felt that the governor had overused any of his limited 

prerogatives it found some way to retaliate. After the marathon 

sessions of 1947, the legislature proposed a Constitutional amendment, 

which the people agreed to, giving the legislature the right to call 

a special session. No legislature has availed itself of this power 

to call a special session, but the message to the governor was clear: 

you are to have no advantage over us if we can help it! 

The greatest influence by far on legislative activity was that 

of the state's major economic interests. "The copper mines, the rail

roads, and the big ranch owners who had failed to control the constitu

tional convention quickly established a dominance, which they rarely 

yielded, over the legislature."̂  Arizona's tax laws were written by 

Ŝee Morey, op.cit. 

Ĵames Cooper, "Arizona: The State Primeval," in James Reichley, 
States in Crisis. Chapel Hill: The University of North Carolina Press, 
1964, p. 243. 
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these interests, and the general guideline they laid down for the 

legislature was to keep the tax system as it was and to hold down 

state expenditures. Many legislators wore "copper collars," and their 

interests paralleled those of the large economic groups. The economic 

interests were not sanguine enough, however, to rely on the legislators' 

loyalties alone. 

When Folsom Moore died in 1969, it was written of him: 

Possibly better than any other individual in 
Arizona's mid-decades--the late 1920s, the 
1930s, 1940s and through the 1950s—Jack Moore 
intimately understood the forces which shaped 
the political and economic history of those 
years. 

For much of that time he was the publisher 
of The Bisbee Daily Review and, in effect, was 
the spokesman for important areas of the copper ^ 
industry in governmental and legislative affairs. 

Moore was a publisher, but he also worked for Phelps Dodge until he 

retired in 1955. He occupied a suite in the Adams Hotel in Phoenix 

whenever the legislature was in session. All bills introduced into 

the legislature were read by Moore, and without his approval none had 

any chance of passage. No matter what its content every bill had to 

pass two tests: it could not violate the taxation-expenditure guideline, 

and it could not be inimical to the interests of the major economic 

groups. Appropriations Committee meetings were held in the Adams Hotel, 

8Ibid., p. 229. 

q 
Arizona Legislative Review. February 5, 1969. 
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and, again, Moore's word was decisive in determining the overall level 

of spending as well as the distribution of appropriations.̂  

The Arizona policy system, as represented by the legislature, 

had not yet, at mid-century, felt the effects of the changes which were 

making their impression in so many other areas of state activity. 

Instead, the legislature still reflected Arizona's pre-war environment 

and political system. Legislators worked within the framework of the 

formal structure and powers established by Constitution and statute. 

They accepted the view that theirs was the position of pre-eminence in 

state government. They accommodated to the personalized, patronage 

politics of a one-party state. They were comfortable in a partnership 

with the state's major economic interests. The changes taking place 

outside the halls of the legislature were only beginning to disturb 

the tranquility within. At first there were new political demands; 

at last there was a new legislature. 

There are various aspects of change which are important for an 

understanding of policy system and public policy change. Change can 

occur either gradually or suddenly. It can have differential effects, 

either short-term or long-term. And there are two ways of measuring 

change. In some cases change can be expressed in quantitative terms, 

in others only descriptively. 

Moore's influence in the legislature is part of Arizona's 
political lore. The role he played, as recorded here, was verified by 
an individual trtio on many occasions in the 1940's and 1950's proposed 
bills for introduction in the state legislature. 
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The Arizona experience between 1950 and 1970 is suggestive of 

the nature of legislative change. Like all institutions legislatures 

are highly resistant to change. Resistance is reinforced when positions 

of power and advantage are threatened by change. The dynamics of 

legislative change encompasses both gradual and sudden change over a 

period of time. Outside forces demanding change intensify, while 

gradual changes taking place within the legislature make themselves 

increasingly felt. The growing impetus for change is met by increasing 

resistance, and pressure builds, as in a balloon, until it suddenly 

bursts. Pressure in a balloon is released when its force finally ex

ceeds the tensile strength of the balloon's material. In the case of 

legislative change, pressure seems to need a "trigger event" to be 

released. For Arizona's legislature the trigger event was the reappor

tionment decreed by the United States Supreme Court. Following re

apportionment numerous changes in the legislature were put into effect. 

The important question of concern in this study is what 

consequences these changes had for public policy. But before that 

question can be considered, it is first necessary to examine the nature 

of the changes which did take place in the Arizona legislature. 



CHAPTER V 

THE FORCES FOR CHANGE OVERTAKE THE LEGISLATURE 

The structure of power within the Arizona Legislature managed 

to resist the pressures for change until 1966, when reapportionment 

A 
finally delivered the coup de grace. Some changes which developed 

gradually between 1950 and 1966, both outside and within the legislature, 

had to be reckoned with, however. 

There were new political demands, arising from the extensive 

environmental changes taking place in the state. The difficulties the 

legislature faced responding to these demands will be explored in 

greater detail in Chapter VI. 

Also as a result of environmental changes, groups with new 

interests developed, and these interests were not always compatible 

with those of the major economic groups. Finding themselves no match 

for the politically entrenched economic groups, the new interest groups 

organized, and worked out different methods for becoming politically 

effective. The efforts of Arizona's cities and towns exemplified this 

trend. 

The cities (any municipality with a population of 3,000 or over 

was classified as a city) and towns in the state (there were 63 in 

1967) had first organized in 1937 as the Arizona Municipal League. 

With the rapid growth in population after World War II, the cities, 

75 



particularly Phoenix and Tucson where the growth was concentrated, 

faced demands for services which they were hard-pressed to supply. 

Their own tax resources were limited, and they looked to the state 

government for financial help. The state legislature, unaccustomed to 

having many urban demands on its agenda, and still bound to the re

striction on state expenditures imposed by the major economic interests, 

was slow to respond to the cities' needs. Members of the Arizona 

Municipal League, meeting in the spring of 1954, felt they must do 

more to overcome legislative inaction on city problems. They determined 

to strengthen their organization and to increase their lobbying efforts. 

In 1957 they re-formed as the Arizona League of Cities and Towns, and 

in September of that year hired John J. DeBolske as the League's 

executive director. DeBolske proved to be one of the most effective 

lobbyists in the state. Working with city and town officials he also 

helped develop the League into a group increasingly able to work 

aggressively and successfully for its goals. Each municipality had one 

vote in the League, and together with the director, they drafted an 

annual legislative program. When the legislature continued to be un

responsive the League turned to the initiative. In 1960 the people 

approved an initiative measure which increased the cities' and towns' 

share of the sales tax from 10% to 25%. This increase cost the state 

about $4 million the following year. 

Even though the League was not able to force the legislature 

to act on problems the cities considered urgent, it did work out a 

method of insuring a degree of legislative success. Much legislation 



sought by cities and towns is local in nature, that is, it affects only 

one or a few municipalities. A town may require enabling legislation 

or the lifting of a restriction, so that it can resolve a problem 

particularly its own. No other town in Arizona may have need for that 

particular piece of legislation. Other towns will not oppose the 

legislation, but neither will they have any reason to actively support 

it. The League became the vehicle through which town officials 

marshaled the necessary support for local legislation. DeBolske assumed 

the responsibility for knowing what legislation was important to the 

various cities and towns. And officials worked with him to determine 

what trading arrangements could be mad for a bill they wanted passed. 

Officials of a town seeking a particular bill, then, would call an 

official in another town and say they had heard that he wanted bill X. 

They offered to have their legislators support bill X if he in turn 

would have his legislators support their bill. In this way support 

for legislation important to cities and towns was built outside the 

legislature. After the state legislature became more receptive to 

urban problems, the relationships developed between municipal officials 

through this method of negotiating support proved useful for backing 

issues of even broader concern. 

The press, always a political force in Arizona, added its voice 

to others demanding change from the legislature. Since the largest 

and most influential newspapers were located in Phoenix and Tucson, 

attention to city problems was the most persistent request the press 

made of the legislature. 
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While the clamor for change grew outside the legislature, 

changes within the legislature were making themselves felt. When 

it became clear that under the 1932 formula for electing members of the 

Arizona House 103 representatives would be elected in 1954, a move was 

begun to limit the House membership. Governor Pyle also wanted the 

number of senators increased to 28, in the hope that the increase would 

dilute the power of the mining interests. These interests were par

ticularly strong in the counties which had two senators in the 19-

member Senate. The mining interests opposed the Senate change, but a 

referendum amending the Constitution passed at a special election in 

1953. The Senate was to have 28 members, two from each county, and 

House membership was limited to 80. Each county was guaranteed one 

representative, and the remaining 66 were to be apportioned among the 

counties on the basis of one representative for every 3,500 votes for 

governor in the preceeding election. Reapportionment of the House was 

required every four years. 

Whatever its effect on the representation of the mining 

interests, a 28-member Senate served to lessen the representation of 

the state's two urban counties. For twelve years Maricopa and Pima 

Counties, which eventually contained over 70% of Arizona's population, 

had only 147o of the Senate seats. On the other hand, the House was 

one of the most fairly apportioned in the nation, and its membership 

reflected the increasingly urban population (see Table 1). The 

presence of more urban representatives did not create any noticeable 
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Table 1 

Urban-Rural Representation in the 
Arizona Legislature 

Legislature: 20 th 21st 22nd 23rd 24th 25 th 26 th 27th 28 th 29th 

Senate 
Urban 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 21 21 
Rural 15 15 24 24 24 24 24 24 9 9 

House 
Urban 45 52 53 53 53 53 57 57 42 42 
Rural 27 28 27 27 27 27 23 23 18 18 

urban-rural conflict in the House, however. On only a few bills before 

1967 was there a vote divided on urban-rural lines. 

There was another growing change in the makeup of the 

House which did have repercussions in that chamber. There were eleven 

Republican House members in the 20th Legislature, over 50% more than 

had been elected in over a decade. There had been so few Republican 

representatives in the legislature that their party affiliation had 

not been considered in majority-minority bloc formations. Their votes 

were solicited as were those of Democratic legislators. They were 

rewarded or punished according to their bloc membership. Then in 1952, 

Elsenhower's popularity and the first major organizing effort of 

Arizona's Republican Party combined to swell the Republican ranks in 

the legislature to 4 in the Senate and 30 in the House. Arizona 

Democrats were alarmed, particularly the state party organization. For 

the first time in many years partisanship became a factor in legislative 
m • 

politics. The Democrats made a concerted effort in the 1954 election 

to regain their lost seats. State party officials exacted a pledge 



from Democratic legislators that in the 22nd Legislature Republicans 

were to be considered the opposition, and none was to be allowed a 

committee chairmanship or a seat on the Rules Committee. 

In their attempt to keep Republicans out of power in the 

legislature, Democratic leaders did not anticipate the problems they 

would have because of the schism in their own party. Enough liberal 

Democrats from Maricopa and Pima Counties were recruited to success

fully challenge the Republican upstarts in 1954, so that the House in 

1955 could be organized along party lines, with liberal Democrats in 

the leadership posts. But conservative Democrats were never so comfort

able with their liberal colleagues as they were with the Republicans. 

And nothing so incensed state Democratic Party officials as to have 

Democratic House members allied with the Republicans whether it was 

in the majority or in the minority bloc. Thus it was for twelve 

years: no matter how blocs were formed in the House some Democrats were 

unhappy, the conservatives when they organized with the liberals, or 

the liberals when the conservatives organized with the Republicans. 

Only the Republicans had a chance for happiness. In coalition with the 

conservative Democrats they occasionally enjoyed majority status in 

the House, a position \rfiich would have been impossible for them if 

organization on the basis of party had been the rule. 

This problem did not exist for the Senate. There were never 

more than four Republicans in the Senate before 1967, and the only 

indication of partisanship was that even Republicans in the majority 

bloc (with one exception in 1963-1964) were not given a committee 
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chairmanship. Conservative Democrats were always in firm control, and 

the Senate was not troubled by the internecine battles which raged 

between House Democrats. 

With each legislature the number of Republicans in the House 

increased (Table 2), and so did the bitterness between the Democrats. 

Table 2 

Democrat-Republican Representation in the 
Arizona Legislature 

Legislature: 20th 21st 22nd 23rd 24th 25 th 26 th 27 th 28 th 29 th 

Senate 
Democrat 19 15 26 26 27 24 24 26 14 13 
Republican 0 4 2 2 1 4 4 2 16 17 

House 
Democrat 61 50 60 57* 55 52 49 45 26 26 

(58) 
Republican 11 30 20 23* 25 28 31 35 34 34 

(22) 

A Republican representative changed party affiliation after the 1st 
Session. 

Early in the 1956 regular session, the House minority protested certain 

practices of the majority, and demanded that daytime caucusing be 

stopped since it was too time-consuming, and that proxie vote control 

of certain committee deliberations be outlawed. Until these demands 

were met the minority refused to allow suspension of the rules. The 

majority did not accede for over a month, and during this period of 

"Operation Slowdown" House proceedings were virtually frozen. State 

Democratic officials pressured the twelve minority Democrats to go along 

with the Speaker, and publicly threatened to read them out of the party. 
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The conservative Democrats responded by defeating eight of the liberal 

House members in the primary election the following September. Three 

years later the conservatives had built their strength to a point where 

a House member was moved to refer to his minority bloc of 15 as "the 

group of liberal democrats (sic) known as Siberians."* 

In the continuing House battle changing sides was not done with

out retribution being exacted, as Tay Cook was to discover. Cook was 

the first man to serve as Speaker during three legislatures, from 1957 

through 1962. In the 23rd Legislature the Republicans were not given 

power organizationally, but they voted rather consistently with the 

leadership. In 1959 Cook based his majority on a coalition with the 

Republicans. In 1960 Cook began making overtures to the minority 

Democrats, letting it be known that he wanted to lead an all-Democratic 

majority in the 25th Legislature. When the Republicans discovered 

Cook's ploy, they agreed that if Cook were to have a majority it would 

have to be Democratic since they intended to have no part of it. 

Cook led a Democratic majority in 1961 and 1962, but it was 

a slim one (43-37). The minority was large enough to cause trouble, 

and it did, refusing to help out the majority on votes when some of the 

majority defected. The Speaker treated his former allies harshly. 

He gave the majority three-fourths of all the committee seats, except 

for the Planning and Development Committee. He put thirteen of the 

*Pat Vipperman, in Journal of the House, 24th Legislature, 1st 
Regular Session, 1959, p. 330. 
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minority on this committee and made a strong anti-conservative chairman. 

During the 2nd Session committee changes were made so that minority 

representation was even less than before. Cook was a conservative, 

and his alliance with the liberals was uneasy. During the final two 

weeks of the 1962 session, he lost control of his bloc and the session 

ended in turmoil. 

Cook ran unsuccessfully for the state Senate in 1962, but when 

he regained his House seat in 1964, he attempted once again to form an 

all-Democratic majority. The 35 Republicans agreed to support Cook's 

announced rival for the Speakership. Accepting the hopelessness of 

his chances, Cook bowed out of the Speaker's race, and spent his re

maining years in the House as a member of the minority. 

The House Republicans had bargaining power only so long as 

they remained a united group. At times there were one or two who 

defected, but in the main the Republicans were aware that in unity 

there was strength. Even \Aien they were in the majority bloc the 

Republicans elected their own floor leader and caucused regularly. The 

habit of working together was to stand the Republicans in good stead 

when they won control of the legislature in 1966. 

On April 27, 1964, Gary Peter Klahr filed suit to have Arizona's 

legislature redistricted. The court postponed action until the United 

States Supreme Court could rule in the Reynolds v. Sims case. The 

Baker v. Carr decision had mandated "one man—one vote," but it was not 

yet clear whether this criterion was to apply to both houses of a state 

legislature. The Reynolds v. Sims decision settled this question, and 
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on February 2, 1966, a three-man Federal District Court ruled that the 

Arizona House and Senate must both be reapportioned. The legislature 

was unable to agree on a plan for redistricting and reapportionment, 

so the decision on the plan to be used was made by the Federal District 

Court panel. The state was divided into eight legislative districts. 

All counties but Maricopa and Pima comprised six of the districts, and 

apportionment in these six districts was based on population. Maricopa 

and Pima Counties were subdivided into 15 and 6 districts, respectively, 

and apportionment in these two counties was on the basis of voter 

registration. In the 1966 general election one senator and two repre

sentatives were to be elected from each of the 30 districts. 

There had been some expectation that Republicans might capture 

the reapportioned Senate, but they had not been expected to win control 

of the House. They did so, however, and also won the governor's office. 

The victorious Republicans invited the Democrats to join them in a 

coalition. Two Democratic senators accepted. 

The 28th Legislature was unlike any other in Arizona's history. 

It was described by the press as "reform-minded" and "adrenalin-charged." 

A political columnist for the Arizona Republic offered this analysis: 

Better men answered the challenge, the minority 
party long champing at the bit gained control, 
determined leaders were elected, and the troops 
responded above and beyond the call of duty. 

Much of the elan of the 28th Legislature can be ascribed to what the new 

majority saw as a rare opportunity. The old pattern had been broken. 

2 
Bernie Wynn, quoted in Arizona Legislative Review. March 22,1967. 



New voices could be heard. New interests could be attended to. New 

demands could be met. They were all now represented in the new 

legislature, and the legislators were anxious to demonstrate how well 

they could respond. They were not beholden as was the old legislature. 

They could now set about resolving the many problems change had brought 

the state. 

The 28th Legislature had more Republicans (Table 2), and more 

urban members (Table 1), and was younger than its predecessors (Table 3). 

Table 3 

Comparison of Age Distribution in the Arizona Legislature 
before and after Reapportionment 

Senate House 
Legislature: 26 th 28 th 26th 28th 

Median Age 59% 53% 47 45 
70 and Over 32% 107. 3.87. 1.77. 
Under 50 10.77. 46.77. 57.57. 56.77. 
Under 40 7.17. 26.77. 27.57. 23.37. 

Part of the increased legislative activity could be attributed 

to the determination of a newly empowered group of legislators to prove 

themselves. But the reapportioned legislatures initiated changes which 

were indicative of a resolve to continue dealing actively with the 

state's problems, and to do so in a more professional manner. The goal 

was expressed in an assessment made of the 28th Legislature by the 

Senate majority leader. "1 believe this legislature created a new 

image,--a 'do something' legislature. Not only did we streamline the 
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functioning of the legislative process, but started the long delayed 

3 
effort of streamlining our entire state government." 

A legislative body which is committed to action must insure 

that action is possible. It must be attractive to men willing to get 

things done; it must provide the tools for the job; and, it must 

establish procedures which will add to its efficiency. The legislatures 

after reapportionment took many of these steps. 

There had been a change in legislative pay in 1958. Under the 

terms of the Constitutional amendment passed that year each legislator 

was to receive $20 a day, with an $1,800 maximum set for the regular 

session and the same maximum for special sessions, or an annual maximum 

of $3,600. Legislators residing outside Maricopa County were to 

receive $12 per diem, plus mileage, and those from Maricopa County $4 per 

diem. The 28th Legislature passed and referred to the people a new 

pay raise, which was approved in 1968. Under the new provisions 

legislators were to receive a salary of $6,000 a year, $20 per diem 

($10 for those from Maricopa County), 10c per mile for unlimited round 

trips home during regular sessions and for any between-session trips 

made on legislative business, $20 a day for between-session work done 

outside their home county and $30 a day outside the state. In 1970 the 

public approved another Constitutional amendment which established a 

salary commission to recommend future legislative salary increases. 

3 
Chet Goldberg, quoted in Arizona Legislative Review. June 5, 

1968. 
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The recommendations were then to be approved by the people. In 1970, 

Arizona ranked 16th in the nation in the amount paid its legislators, 

4 
and was one of 19 states where pay was on a salary basis. 

With their pay now on a yearly basis, the legislators expressed 

a willingness to work year-round. The work they felt needed to be done 

would necessitate this. The House leadership predicted that, "the 

volume of the state's problems, particularly as they relate to urban 

needs, are heading the legislature toward year-round sessions."̂  

The 28th and 29th Legislatures did spend more days in session 

than the average for the eight preceeding legislatures; but, attending 

legislative sessions was only part of the job the legislators set for 

themselves. In 1967 legislative leaders studied Colorado's interim 

committee system, and decided to adopt the practice in Arizona. 

Thirteen interim committees were set up that year to study different 

issues. Each committee was to research the issue assigned to it, 

conduct hearings, and have legislation drafted for consideration in 

the regular session. Being on interim committees educated the legis

lators in different issue areas, and made them informed supporters of 

the bills they had prepared. Interim committees were also useful for 

the leadership in preparing session agendas. 

4 
The Book of the States, 1970-1971. Chicago, Illinois: The 

Council of State Governments. Published biennially. 

Ŝtatement by John Haugh, Speaker, and Burton Barr, House 
majority leader, 29th Legislature, as reported in Arizona Legislative 
Review. November 19, 1969. 
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To carry out interim committee work the legislators needed 

staff aid. A Legislative Council had been established in 1953, but the 

Council staff had been responsible only for bill drafting and revision. 

In 1967 a research division was added. The Council itself was composed 

of six members of each house, appointed by the Speaker and the President 

for a two-year period. After the research division was created, the 

Council suggested areas to be researched, and from the information 

given them by the research staff decided what issues should be chosen 

for interim committee study. The 28th and 29th Legislatures added 

other staff assistance. Each house had attorneys to advise the 

leadership, and a dozen research assistants were hired for the regular 

session periods. 

The increase in legislative aids was reflected in the appropria

tions made for the legislature (Table 4). Appropriations for the 

legislature itself vary since the amount depends upon the pay scale in 

effect and the time spent in session. The expansion of legislative 

aids is apparent in the amounts budgeted for the Legislative Council and 

special committee work. 

Students of state legislatures have long maintained that these 

bodies need "to develop more adequate structures, procedures and staff 

services if they [are] to solve the complex problems facing the States."' 

The 28th and 29th Legislatures took steps in each of these areas. 

T̂he Book of the States. 1970-1971. op.cit., p. 51. 
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Table 4 

Appropriations for the Legislature* 

Legislature 

Legislative 
Bureau(20th) 
Legislative 
Council 

Special 
Committees 

Total 

20th $1,297,818 $ 169,685 $ 10,000 $1,477,503 

21st 700,000 210,000 15,000 925,000 

22nd 950,000 360,000 - 1,310,000 

23rd 525,000 240,000 - 765,000 

24th 1,550,000 160,000 - 1,710,000 

25 th 1,925,000 240,000 - 2,165,000 

26th 1,700,000 300,000 - 2,000,000 

27th 2,100,000 300,000 - 2,400,000 

28th 1,700,000 555,000 80,000 2,335,000 

29th 4,000,000 1,529,640 188,683 5,718,323 

Data from Arizona, Session Laws, 1951-1970. 

A Department of Finance had been created in 1966, and the governor was 

given the responsibility and some staff to prepare an executive budget. 

At the same time the legislature created a Joint Legislative Budget 

Committee. The committee had its own budget analyst, who was to carry 

on a continuous budget review and analysis for the legislature. 

After the office of State Auditor was abolished in 1968, the legislature 

added to the Joint Budget Committee staff the position of Auditor 

General. His responsibility was to conduct post audits. 
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The major structural change in the legislature itself was the 

reduction in the number of committees. When the legislature changed 

to organization on a party basis committee size and number was no 

longer dependent upon the needs of organizational politics. Committees 

were established for purposes of efficiency, and the number of committees 

typical of past legislatures was cut by one-third. The number on 

each committee was also reduced, so that each legislator would be able 

to devote his time and attention to fewer issue areas. 

Although bills were assigned to fewer committees, the practice 

of multilateral reference was retained. Multilateral reference was no 

longer used to bury bills as in the past, however. Committees had 

little staff assistance, and few legislators remained in the legislature 

long enough to develop expertise. By having several committees consider 

bills, then, more representatives were able to become familiar with 

the bills. Multilateral reference served as an educational device 

in the reapportioned legislatures. 

Legislative rules and procedures were changed, too, to aid in 

the efficient operation of the legislature. The last day for bill 

introduction was advanced to the 36th day of the regular session, and 

for the House, the 10th day of special sessions. 

Budget requests were made before joint meetings of the houses, 

instead of before each Appropriations Committee as in the past. The 

Senate and House set up a joint Fiscal Review Committee to research 

projected future revenues and expenditures. 
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The House adopted a Consent Calendar in 1970 to expedite the 

passing of non-controversial legislation. Also in the House, the 

Speaker met with all committee chairmen at the end of each week during 

the regular sessions to set the committee hearings agenda for the 

following week. The Senate organized subcommittees in the Appropria

tions and Education Committees to more efficiently consider the complex 

issues which came before these committees. 

When party became the basis of organizing the legislature, 

relations between the majority and minority changed. There is more 

continuity to party affiliation than to a commitment to a bloc formed 

for purposes of power during a single legislature. The leadership can 

ask more in the name of party loyalty than it can of bloc members 

who are aware that the leader needs them as much as they need him. 

With party organization, division in each house is no longer a biennial 

"sudden death" affair, but can be expected to be stable over a period 

of time, no matter which party is in the majority. Consequently, 

legislators in both parties tend to look to the long term in their 

relationships with each other. 

In the reapportioned legislatures the minority received more 

consideration than it had in the past. Democrats were given propor

tionate committee representation, except for the Appropriations and 

Rules Committees. Four Democrats were on the 15-man House Appropria

tions Committee and two Democrats were on the 12-man Senate Appropri

ations Committee. There were no minority members on the Rules Committees. 

Minority Democrats in the 28th Legislature had one committee 
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chairmanship in the House and two vice-chairmanships in the Senate. 

I£ the leadership found merit in a minority-sponsored bill it was 

supported. Before 1966 a minority bill got nowhere. If it was a good 

bill the majority rewrote it and introduced it themselves. 

The old acrimony between majority and minority no longer pre

vailed. One minority legislator remarked on the House floor about the 

bi-partisanship and "the cooperative spirit I witnessed in the 28th 

Legislature."̂  As the House minority leader characterized relations in 

the reapportioned legislatures, "On the whole they have treated us 

pretty well and we've helped them a time or two when they have been 

in a bind." The general working together of the Republicans and 
i 

Democrats was credited to the majority's being "wise enough to keep 

Democrats informed of what they are doing and unafraid to give minority 

g 
members a helping hand on some of their bills." 

Majority procedures in each house remained essentially the 

same, although there were a few important differences. Caucusing 

continued in both houses. The House Rules Committee was required to 

designate each bill placed on the calendar as either "majority" or 

"sponsored." A bill needed 31 caucus votes to be labeled a majority 

bill. A sponsored bill required only 18 caucus votes. The sponsor of 

Ârthur Coppinger, in Journal of the House, 28th Legislature, 
1st Special Session, 1967, p. 18. 

g 
Jack Brown, Tucson Daily Citizen, February 16, 1971. 



a sponsored bill was responsible for getting additional support wherever 

he could. In the 28th Legislature the majority program In the Senate 

was similarly run from caucus, but in the 29th Legislature the caucus 

was operated in conjunction with the Rules Committee. All of the 

Republican majority sat on Rules, and no bill could be brought to the 

Senate floor without a two-thirds vote of the Rules Committee. Meetings 

of the Rules Committee were considered to be executive sessions, so 

amending bills in Rules was not permissible. If, during a bill's 

consideration in Rules, the bill's supporters found that an amendment 

was necessary to garner the required two-thirds vote, they would move 

to adjourn Rules, then to convene caucus. In caucus, if the contem

plated amendment received a majority of the vote, the chairman of the 

substantive committee handling the bill agreed to modify the bill 

before bringing it to the floor. The caucus was then adjourned and 

Rules reconvened. A vote was again taken on the bill, with the under

standing that this vote was for an amended bill. 

No longer was the majority program just a collection of the 

bills wanted by the most influential members of the majority bloc. 

The program after 1966 was planned jointly by the leadership of both 

houses and the governor. Priority bills were chosen on the basis of 

public interest and the party advantage their sponsorship would bring. 

There were two other criteria for selecting the dozen or so priority 

bills each session: they must deal with problems that needed attention 

and there must be a good chance that a majority could be built to 

support them. In neither house did the majority introduce a bill 
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knowing it would die in the other house, as had been common previously. 

As the Republicans grew strong enough to successfully challenge 

the Democrats for statewide offices, patronage politics in the old 

style became a thing of the past at the state level. Reorganizing the 

executive to make it more efficient and responsible was given serious 

attention by the reapportioned legislatures. A statewide merit system 

was established in 1968, and efforts were begun to consolidate various 

agencies into new departments. 

A new dimension was added to legislative-gubernatorial relation

ships by the changed role of political party after 1966. Beginning 

with the 28th Legislature party was the foundation for the cooperation 

between legislature and governor in developing a legislative program 

and in getting it passed. Future governors and legislative majorities 

may not always be of the same party, but so long as parties are com

petitive in Arizona, the party will continue to be an important factor 

in the relations between the governor and the legislature. 

In the past party had not been a requisite for governors to 

work closely with legislators either in developing legislation or in 

passing it. But the way in which party did contribute to the relation

ship between the governor and the legislature was illustrated in the 

fight over appropriations which occurred in the Senate in 1969. The 

Republican legislators and the governor had agreed on maintaining a 

stable tax rate for the state and providing the state universities 

with reasonable operating and capital budgets. A division arose over 

the general appropriation bill in the Senate majority caucus in 1969. 



Eight senators were pressing for an amendment to the bill which would 

decrease the universities' operating budgets. Eight others stood firm 

for the bill as it had come from the House. The President was per

suaded by those favoring the lower appropriation to break the tie and 

vote with them. Those in favor of a higher amount walked out of the 

caucus and returned to the Senate floor, where floor debate had been 

recessed for the caucus. It had been planned that as soon as the Senate 

reconvened, the majority leader was to ask for a motion to pass the 

amended appropriation bill. Before the majority leader could rise a 

senator who opposed the amendment asked for recognition. The President 

granted it, expecting him to introduce someone in the gallery (the 

House had heard about the fight and had come over to the Senate gallery 

to see what would happen). On his way back to the Senate floor, and 

before the nine majority senators who favored the amendment had come 

out of caucus, the senator who sought recognition had secured minority 

backing for a postponement of the vote if the initiative for post

ponement were taken by the majority. The senator took this initiative 

by moving that the Senate be adjourned. Making the motion to adjourn 

is the prerogative of the majority leader, and shockwaves went through 

the majority at this breach of procedure. The majority leader rose and 

announced that he would not tolerate this attempt to reorganize the 

Senate. He wanted to make his resignation part of the motion to adjourn, 

and he asked that a roll call vote on the motion be recorded in the 

Senate Journal as evidence of the heresy. Hie Democrats voted with 
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three Republicans to pass the motion to adjourn, precluding any further 

action that day. 

This confrontation occurred on the Thursday before Easter, and 

Republican leaders worked over the long weekend trying to bring the 

dissident groups together. On Monday morning the governor invited the 

Republican senators to a breakfast, also attended by the party's state 

chairman and two of Arizona's Republican delegation in Congress. The 

governor went to each senator, asking him to comment on the action of 

the previous Thursday. Having heard from both sides, the governor 

stated that in his opinion the motion was reprehensible, but that in 

view of the agreement that they had all made, the harm that would 

result from cutting university appropriations justified the action 

taken to avert the cut. The other party leaders backed the governor's 

position, and the Republican senators agreed to pass the appropriation 

bill without amendment. 

Intercession by the governor and party leaders usually succeeded 

with the Republican-controlled legislature, primarily because it was 

not done too often. But that it was effective at all attests to the 

influence the bond of party can exert in legislative-gubernatorial 

relations. 

Relations with interest groups were even more radically 

changed in the 28th and 29th Legislatures. Reapportionment had broken 

the hold of the major economic interests, particularly in the Senate. 

After 1966, the legislators conceived their responsibility to be to 

represent a broader range of interests. Their increased research 



facilities allowed the legislators to be more independent of the inter

est groups. In the early 1950's, and before, few representatives knew 

how to write bills, and they depended on others, including interest 

groups, to do this for them. Having added a research division to the 

Legislative Council, the legislators no longer needed to rely solely on 

information offered by lobbyists. This information was considered as 

just one input among others, no matter how influential the group 

represented by the lobbyist. The Legislative Council staff was also 

requested to contact the Council of State Governments, and other states 

about their experience in an area where legislation was being considered. 

The leadership engaged in extensive consultation over contemplated 

legislation: with lawyers in Phoenix and Tucson willing to advise them, 

with those knowledgeable in the field, and with all those whose inter

ests might be involved. Before final passage, copies of bills which 

would affect various economic groups were sent to these groups. The 

legislature changed the bills to meet objections they felt were 

legitimate. As a former Speaker explained, "These people are part of 

9 
the state and shouldn't be penalized unnecessarily." 

The legislators may have felt, and rightly so, that their 

information resources allowed them a certain independence from interest 

group dictation. However, there was another reason for the decline in 

the influence of some pressure groups in the 28th and 29th Legislatures. 

Q 
John Haugh, Interview, September 30, 1970. 
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The legislature had been Democratic for many years, and no one had any 

idea that it would ever be anything else. As a result lobbyists openly 

Identified with the Democratic powers in the legislature. When the 

Republicans gained control they were not too receptive to lobbyists 

who had had such close ties to the old leadership. One close to the 

situation noted that, "Even Jack DeBolske was careless about this."*® 

The changes which have taken place in Arizona since World War 

II, as well as the increasing complexity of American life, have added 

to the public problems which confront the state legislature. The legis

lature in recent years has shown a willingness to deal with many of 

these problems. The people's expectations of government are determined 

in part by their own needs, and in part by the past performance of 

government. There seems to be no apparent reason to believe that the 

number of public problems will decrease. And the state legislature 

has geared itself for an activist role in coping with these problems. 

Therefore, greater expectations of state government doubtless will 

continue to be a factor in Arizona's political system. 

What, then, of the affects on public policy of these changes 

in the pattern of legislative activity? It is assumed that policy 

system change will affect public policy. To test this assumption it 

is necessary to determine first what differences there were in public 

policy after the changes took place in the policy system, and then 

*®A Tucson official who asked that he not be identified. 



What evidence there is that policy system change was in any way re

sponsible for these differences. One approach to this problem is to 

compare in quantitative terms public policy outcomes before and after 

changes took place in the legislature. This type of analysis could be 

used to compare policy in various service areas, such as health, welfare, 

education, highways, or correction. Or the focus could be on different 

aspects of these policies, including expenditure levels, services pro

vided, and rules concerning eligibility and coverage. Another approach, 

the one selected for this study, would be to use measures of overall 

policy differences for comparison. 

An important distinction must be made in selecting these 

measures. Some changes in public policy apparently occur independently 

of the policy system, at least over the longer term. One such policy 

change is in total expenditure, where the expenditure level generally 

conforms to that of personal income (Figure 3). When measures of policy 

varied from legislature to legislature, however, the presumption 

appears warranted that differences in the legislature were influential. 

Two measures will be used to indicate differences in public policy 

during the period of change in Arizona's legislature. One is the 

number of bills passed by the legislature, and the other is the pro

portion of legislation passed in various areas of legislative respon

sibility. 

Although a high legislative output is often equated with a 

"good" legislature, there is really no basis for this judgment. 

Quantity, of course, is not quality, and evaluations of legislatures 
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on the basis of their product ought better to be concerned with matters 

of who was affected by the legislation passed, and in idiat way. 

However, there is some evidence to support the hypothesis that a large 

number of bills passed is indicative of a legislature which is actively 

Involved in coping with public problems. Grumm found a high correlation 

between the number of bills passed by a legislature and the other 

indicators which he designated as an index of "professionalism."̂  

A reasonable explanation for this correlation, and for the clustering 

of the indicators in the index of professionalism, seems to be that 

when a determination to resolve public problems prevails in a legis

lature, that legislature will provide itself with the necessary tools 

to do the job (more money, higher salaries, increased staff and research) 

and the result will be a greater policy output. 

The reapportioned Arizona legislatures did increase what 

Grumm calls their professionalism, as has been indicated. And the 

number of bills passed by the 28th and 29th Legislatures was higher 

than the number passed by previous legislatures, as is shown in Table 5. 

State governments have a number of responsibilities, and these 

responsibilities form the policy-making requirements of the state 

legislatures. These areas of responsibility, and of legislative action, 

include providing services, regulating the private sector, determining 

regulations governing state government and political subdivisions, 

cooperating with other governments, and raising and spending the money 

needed to carry out these responsibilities. 

**Grumm, op.cit. 
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Table 5 

Number of Laws Passed by the Arizona Legislatures 

Legislature: 20th 21st 22nd 23rd 24th 25 th 26 th 27th 28 th 29 th 

Total Number 
of Laws 
Passed 307 297 308 203 283 280 265 245 376 371 

State legislatures vary in the amount of legislation devoted 

to each of the areas just listed because constitutional and statutory 

requirements are not the same in all states. In states where government 

is highly centralized, that is, where political subdivisions have little 

autonomy, the legislature will necessarily spend more time on local 

bills. In South Carolina, for example, the state legislature is re

sponsible for the budgets, tax rates, and appropriations of 45 of the 

state'8 46 counties. Two days of each legislative week therefore are 

12 
devoted to county, rather than state legislation. Arizona's counties 

have more independence in administering their responsibilities, and 

cities are granted "home rule." Thus these political subdivisions, 

as well as school and special districts, do not require the amount of 

legislation necessary in states like South Carolina. 

12 
Ralph Gisenberg, "The Logroll South Carolina Style," in 

Richard T. Frost (ed.), Cases in State and Local Government. Englewood 
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1961. 
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The Arizona Constitution specifies that: 

The general appropriation bill shall embrace nothing 
but appropriations for the different departments of 
the State, for State institutions, for public schools, 
and for interest on the public debt. All other 
appropriations shall be made by separate bills, each 
embracing but one subject.^ 

Because of this provision, emergencies or unexpected budgetary demands 

are met by supplemental appropriations, each one of which must be the 

subject of a separate bill. When a claim is made against the state, 

and either existing statutes do not authorize its payment or authorized 

funds are gone, each claim is set forth in a "relief" bill. Because 

the state debt is limited to $350,000 a certain number of capital 

expenditure bills come before the legislature each session. As a 

consequence of these requirements, "money" bills comprise a good share 

of the legislation passed each year. 

In order to compare patterns of legislative policy-making in 

the different areas of governmental responsibility, it is necessary to 

adopt a system of classification. In the one to be used here, legis

lation is divided into eight categories: 

1. Services--includes bills which deal with education, welfare, 

health, child care, courts, corrections, and workmen's compensation, 

employment security, and retirement programs. 

2. Political Subdivisions—includes bills relating to counties, 

cities and towns, school districts, and special districts. 

13 
Arizona, Constitution. Art. IV, Sec. 20. 
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3. Regulation—includes bills pertaining to the civil and 

criminal codes, and regulations as they apply to elections, air, water, 

state lands, civil rights, recreation, employment, motor vehicles, 

professional and occupational licensing, economic interests, and the 

general public. 

4. Intergovernmental—includes bills authorizing interstate 

cooperation, participation in federal grants-in-aid programs, and the 

adoption of uniform state laws. 

5. Housekeeping--includes bills more of a technical than a 

substantive nature, bills which correct or clarify a statute, authorize 

a special election, extend a program deadline, or specify a fund source 

or fee distribution. 

6. State Government--includes bills which deal with regulating, 

reorganizing, and enlarging the activities of state government. 

7. Taxation. 

8. Appropriations. 

Table 6 shows the total number of bills passed by each legis

lature between 1951 and 1970 in each of the eight categories, as well as 

the percentage in each category of the total number of bills passed. 

When all ten legislatures are considered, and when the 28th 

and 29th Legislatures are compared with their predecessors, certain 

patterns in the various categories become apparent. Of the total 

number of bills passed, the percentages of those falling in the cate

gories of Services, Regulation, and State Government remained fairly 

constant over the twenty-year period. The number of bills passed by 



Table 6 

Distribution of Legislation Passed in Various Categories by Arizona Legislatures 

Legislature Services 
Taxa
tion 

Regu
lation 

Political 
Subdivi
sions 

State 
Govern
ment 

House
keep
ing 

Inter
govern
mental 

Appropria
tions 

(Number and Percentage of Bills) 

20th 37 
11.42% 

14 
4.32% 

61 
18.83% 

31 
9.57% 

65 
20.06% 

15 
4.63% 

6 
1.85% 

95 
29.32% 

21st 40 
13.07% 

12 
3.92% 

75 
24.51% 

33 
10.79% 

43 
14.05% 

22 
7.19% 

5 
1.63% 

76 
24.84% 

22nd 34 
10.80% 

13 
4.13% 

64 
20.32% 

40 
12.70% 

50 
15.87% 

16 
5.08% 

1 
.30% 

97 
30.80% 

23rd 23 
10.70% 

0 
0 

48 
22.33% 

32 
14.88% 

31 
14.42% 

11 
5.12% 

1 
.46% 

69 
32.09% 

24 th 27 
9.44% 

10 
3.50% 

74 
25.87% 

35 
12.23% 

41 
14.34% 

11 
3.85% 

4 
1.40% 

84 
29.37% 

25 th 34 
11.64% 

11 
3.77% 

69 
23.63% 

31 
10.62% 

43 
14.73% 

6 
2.05% 

5 
1.71% 

93 
31.85% 

26 th 36 , 
13.28% 

14 
5.17% 

56 
20.66% 

34 
12.55% 

39 
14.39% 

13 
4.80% 

3 
1.11% 

76 
28.04% 

27 th 34 
13.18% 

20 
7.75% 

59 
22.87% 

22 
8.53% 

40 
15.50% 

8 
3.10% 

2 
.78% 

73 
28.29% 

28 th 52 
13.33% 

42 
10.77% 

80 
20.52% 

30 
7.69% 

80 
20.51% 

19 
4.87% 

3 
.77% 

84 
21.54% 

29 th 51 
13.46% 

23 
6.07% 

91 
24.01% 

42 
11.08% 

63 
16.62% 

26 
6.86% 

6 
1.58% 

77 
20.32% 
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the 28th and 29th Legislatures was markedly higher in these areas, 

however: 40% more than the average in Services, 25% more than the average 

in Regulations, and, in the 28th Legislature, 60% more than the average 

in State Government. Conversely, the number of bills in the Appropria

tions category remained fairly constant throughout the period, while the 

percentage of the total in the 28th and 29th Legislatures fell 30% 

below the average in the previous legislatures. Some observations will 

be made about patterns of legislation in other categories before dis

cussing the implications of the relationship between the number and 

percentage of bills in the above four categories. 

There is considerable variation throughout the twenty years in 

both the number and percentage of bills classified as Housekeeping and 

Intergovernmental. Change in the number and percentage of bills deal

ing with Taxation was a reflection of the major changes in rates and 

regulations which occupied the 27th, 28th, and 29th Legislatures. 

It is to be expected that variation in this category would depend upon 

the periodic necessity of adjusting the tax system to changing require

ments. The legislation which is included in the three categories, 

Intergovernmental, Housekeeping, and Taxation, is a small proportion of 

the total (at most about 15%). Thus variation in the number and per

centage of bills in these three categories does not significantly distort 

the pattern of relationships among the other categories. 

The number and percentage of bills dealing with Political Sub

divisions remained fairly constant throughout the twenty years, the 
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only noticeable change after 1966 being an increase in permissive 

legislation passed for the benefit of counties, cities, and towns. 

The patterns of legislation exhibited in the categories of 

Appropriations, Regulation, Services, and State Government appear to 

have implications for the future distribution of the number and pro

portion of bills among the different categories. The 28th and 29th 

Legislatures included all claims against the state in one omnibus 

"relief" bill, whereas there were as many as 19 "relief" bills in 

previous legislatures. They also consolidated all capital outlays for 

the universities in one bill. Nevertheless, the Constitution is specific 

about how appropriations are to be legislated, and the number of 

appropriation bills should continue to remain relatively steady. If 

legislatures also continue to pass more bills each session, the per

centage falling into the Appropriations category should decline 

accordingly. This being the case, the number and percentage in other 

categories should increase. 

The percentage change in Services, Regulation, and State 

Government was not marked, but the number of bills passed in these 

categories was much higher in the 28th and 29th Legislatures than in 

the past. The increase in the number of bills in the category of State 

Government can be attributed to the attention given government re

organization by the legislatures after 1966. A similar effort to 

reorganize state government in the 20th Legislature is reflected in 

the above-average number of State Government bills for that legislature. 
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Within each category different areas were given various 

emphasis by the ten legislatures. There can be no certainty about what 

areas future legislatures will give legislative emphasis. But so long 

as Arizona legislatures continue in their determination to deal actively 

with public problems, the total number of bills passed by each legis

lature can be expected to increase. As indicated by the patterns of 

past legislative activity, the number of bills in certain categories 

will remain fairly constant, while their percentage of the total 

legislation passed will decline. This projection is applicable to 

Appropriations, and the share of legislation included in this category 

is large enough to have consequences for other categories. If the past 

is any indication, the number and percentage of bills in certain other 

categories will fluctuate from session to session. But, as noted 

previously, in the categories where this is true, Intergovernmental, 

Housekeeping, and Taxation, the amount of legislation passed is a 

small percentage of the total, and the effects of fluctuation in these 

categories would be minor, particularly over the long term. The number 

and percentage of bills in Political Subdivisions has remained stable. 

But the rise in urban problems may result in an increase in the amount 

of legislation passed in this category. Political Subdivisions can be 

included, together with Services, Regulation, and State Government, in 

that group of categories where increased legislation, both in terms 

of number and percentage, can be expected. 

Before 1966 the percentage of bills in the Appropriations 

category was about 30% of all bills passed. This percentage fell to 
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nearly 207. in the 29th Legislature. What this change meant was that 

whereas before 55-60% of the bills were passed in the categories of 

Services, Regulation, Political Subdivisions, and State Government, 

by 1970 this proportion had increased to 65-70%. If the trend con

tinues, legislative discretion will increase, and more legislation 

will be passed in the four categories which can benefit from expanded 

legislative discretion. 

Many changes in public policy which parallel changes in the 

policy system can be measured in quantitative terms. But these measures 

do not indicate any reasons for the particular policy changes which 

accompany policy system change. When the composition of a legislature 

is changed, as was the case in Arizona after reapportionment, the new 

legislators may represent new interests or have different ideas about 

what issues should be given priority attention. Also, some policy 

changes can result because policy responses may be made which were 

politically impossible before the legislature itself was changed. 

When changes in the environment give rise to new political demands, 

a legislature unaltered by these changes, one still dominated by the 

old power holders, will usually resist responding to these new demands 

in any way that would be inimical to the interests of the power holders. 

The effects on public policy, then, of new political demands 

created by changes in a state's environment depend upon whether or not 

the responding legislature has changed. Some understanding of how 

different conditions in the legislature can affect public policy may be 
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gained by following the course of a political demand through Arizona's 

legislature before and after reapportionment. 

Changes which took place in Arizona after World War II resulted 

in financial strain in many school districts throughout the state, and 

brought about gross inequities in tax burdens. Attempts to gain relief 

through legislative action met with different responses before and 

after 1966. A brief history of the school aid-property tax struggle 

in the Arizona legislature during the 1950's and 1960's help make clear 

the nature of these responses, why they were made, and their meaning 

for public policy. 



CHAPTER VI 

PUBLIC EDUCATION'S PURSUIT OF ARIZONA'S TAX DOLLAR 

In 1951 the Special Legislative Committee on State Operations 

hired Griffenhagen & Associates, a consultant firm, to survey Arizona's 

school system. The growth of the state's school age population had 

begun to put a severe strain on Arizona's tax system and its capability 

for providing educational facilities for the ever-increasing number of 

public school pupils. The legislature was aware of the school problem, 

but the Griffenhagen Report helped it to know the dimensions of the 

problem. 

Average daily attendance in elementary and high schools had 

Increased 47.9% between 1942-1943 and 1950-1951 in Arizona.'" The 

growth in the urban areas was even more pronounced: 73.8% in Maricopa 

County, 72.2% in Pima County. Of the 161,328 pupils in the public 

schools in 1950-1951, over 5,000 were on double sessions and, at a 

minimum, over 25,000 were using substandard facilities. The outlook 

for the immediate future was that even more students would be going on 

double sessions and using poor facilities. At the end of the 1950 

The data on this and the next pages are from Griffenhagen & 
Associates, A Study of the Public School System in Arizona. Mimeo, 
In Three Volumes, June 29, 1952. 
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fiscal year the bonded indebtedness of all Arizona school districts was 

$24,275,925. The State Superintendent of Public Instruction estimated 

that $44,188,396 was needed for capital outlay if the schools were to 

meet the present demand. Even if the voters approved the necessary 

bonds, $15,018,194 of the required capital outlay could not be provided, 

since it would exceed some districts' legal limits on bonded indebted

ness. 

Arizona's schools relied primarily on ad valorem or property 

taxes for their financial support. In 1950-1951, 58.7% of this support 

came from taxes levied by the school districts. And it was painfully 

true of too many that "the kids were in one district and the property 

was in another." Fifty-three districts with 25,122 pupils had a bond

ing capacity of less than $100 per pupil. One hundred forty-six 

districts with 94,164 pupils (or 58.3% of the total) had a bonding 

capacity of less than $500 per pupil. With current costs for elementary 

schools at $735 per pupil (high schools were even higher) school 

districts serving 797. of the state's students did not have the money 

to build new schools. 

Statewide the assessed valuation per pupil was $5,979 but 

there was a l-to-9 spread in the amount of assessed valuation per pupil 

among the state's 14 counties. The spread among school districts was 

even greater: the highest valuation was over 375 times that of the 

lowest. 

The range in assessed valuation per pupil was not the only 

inequality in public education. Costs per pupil varied throughout 
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the state. Transportation costs, for example, were much higher In 

rural areas. In 1949-1950 elementary costs per pupil ranged from 

$159.39 to $237.66, high school costs per pupil from $293.00 to 

$422.12. 

The public school situation described in the Griffenhagen 

Report reflected the dislocations which usually accompany great 

changes in a society. What may have been at one time adequate to the 

needs, and politically satisfactory, under altered conditions can be 

found wanting in both respects. Public education, and the tax system 

developed to raise revenue to support education and other governmental 

services, had their beginnings in an Arizona far different from the 

one of 1950. 

When Arizona achieved statehood an important question facing 

the new government was how much of the education bill the state should 

pay. The Enabling Act of 1910 had specified that interest on the money 

from the sale and rental of eight million acres of land the federal 

government had given Arizona for schools (four sections of land for 

every township) was to be placed in a permanent fund for the benefit 

of the public schools. In 1951 there was somewhat over $3.5 million 

in the Permanent School Fund, and the income from the Fund was 

$107,500. 

Even in 1912 the Fund was an insufficient source of school 

revenue; tax support was also needed. The principal tax relied on 

by the new state, at all levels of government, was the ad valorem, 
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or property, tax. The question of how the taxing responsibility was 

to be distributed among the different taxing agencies was settled 

by the state legislature. The state was to pay $25 for each pupil in 

average daily attendance; the county was authorized to pay $40; and the 

school districts were to levy taxes at a rate sufficient to cover what

ever additional educational costs were necessary for all the pupils 

within their district boundaries. 

In 1940 the state raised its ADA. payments to $65 for elementary 

pupils and $95 for high school pupils. County aid was eliminated. 

In 1947 elementary ADA payments by the state were increased to $95, 

and the counties were again authorized to pay $20 per pupil. 

The increased school aid in 1947 afforded only temporary relief 

from the burgeoning demands being placed on the public schools. 

Additional support by the state was no answer either to the inequities 

in finances available for education among the state's school districts. 

The wide range in tax resources and expenditures on schools highlighted 

in the Griffenhagen Report was a consequence of constitutional and 

statutory provisions, as well as the nature of Arizona's tax system. 

The types of taxes adopted by a state is generally a function 

of what tax is enjoying widespread popularity at the time a state 

2 
faces a major tax decision. Adopting and retaining different forms 

of taxes is also dependent upon their various advantages and dis

advantages. Political scientists are wont to judge taxes on the basis 

2 Penniman, op.ctt.. p. 320ff. 
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o£ how regressive or progressive they are, that is, whether their. 

burden falls most heavily on those least or best able to pay. The 

politicians facing a choice of what tax to levy have different 

criteria. 

They look for a tax which costs the least to administer and one 

which will provide stable revenue over time. The privilege sales tax 

best meets these criteria. It is collected by the retailers and brings 

in the steadiest amounts of revenue through periods of economic 

fluctuations. Although the sales tax is considered regressive, those 

in government can argue that this tax is best able to insure continuity 

of government services on which the needy depend. 

Governments rarely depend upon one tax alone, however. There 

is no certain method for determining precisely who does in fact carry 

3 
the burden of any tax. Various taxes are levied, then, to insure 

that everyone is reached. And each tax has its own advantage. The 

property tax is directed at a fixed asset, and is seen by the public 

as an "inpersonal" tax; that is, it is levied on property, not 

people. Motor fuel and other user taxes are considered fair by the 

people, since those who pay are those who benefit from the facilities 

provided by the revenue from the particular tax. 

Although the most costly to collect, income taxes are favored 

by governments since this tax revenue varies with personal income, 

3 See Maxwell, op.cit., for a more complete discussion of the 
effects of different taxes from the point of view of the government 
and the public. 
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and income taxes allow the government to participate in the benefits 

of economic prosperity. 

During the first twenty years of statehood, Arizona relied 

almost entirely on the property tax. The state had an inheritance tax 

and a tax on railroad gross earnings, but the revenue from these taxes 

provided a minor share of total revenue. In 1921 the state adopted 

a lc gasoline tax, but this tax and motor vehicle license revenues 

were earmarked funds. Earmarking was made mandatory by the Hayden-

Cartwright Act of 1934 if a state was to remain eligible for federal 

money. 

Arizona shared the national depression experience: revenues 

from the property tax fell sharply as property owners became increas

ingly unable to pay this tax. Consequently, the states sought other 

sources of tax revenue. In 1933 Arizona adopted a privilege sales, 

income, and luxury tax. Two years later, dog and horse racing was 

legalized in the state and a pari-mutuel tax was added. 

The property tax continued to provide the lion's share of 

revenue for the state's political subdivisions. And the property tax 

continued as well to be important on the state level. As late as 

1967-1968, the proportion of state revenue provided by the property 

tax assumed a role of "making up the difference" between anticipated 

revenues and expenditure. Each year expenditure levels were estimated 

on the basis of budget requests of all state government agencies. 

Estimates were also made of all revenues which the state could antici

pate, with the exception of the state property tax. The State Tax 
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Commission then set the property tax rate for the year so that the 

revenue from property tax collections would cover the difference between 

anticipated revenue from all other sources and anticipated expenditures. 

There was a limit, however, to the "difference" the state proper

ty tax could make up. Copper companies had at times contributed as 

much as 80% of the state's tax revenues, and they and the railroads 

were concerned that their tax burdens remain steady enough not to 

disrupt their future financial planning. At the insistence of the 

mines and the railroads statutory limits were placed on the annual 

operating budgets and bonded indebtedness of all political subdivisions. 

Debt on the state level was not a problem. Governor Hunt had boasted, 

reflecting Arizonan's desire for independence, "We will keep our state 

4 
debt-free and not be the tools of Wall Street." And so they did; 

the Arizona Constitution limits state indebtedness to $350,000. 

The mines and the railroads accepted a responsibility for tax 

support of the public schools. But they wanted the major part of this 

support to be given at the district level. Nearly $100 million of 

assessed valuation was outside any school district in Arizona. Only 

the state property tax reached this property, which consisted largely 

of mining and railroad holdings. The mines and railroads, not unex

pectedly, successfully pressed to keep down state property tax rates. 

Agricultural interests were congenial to a limited state property tax 

also. School costs were not intolerable in rural areas but fanners and 

4 
Quoted in Arizona Legislative Review, August 11, 1965. 



and ranchers did not want any more than did the mines or railroads, 

to assist in the support of poorer school districts through high state 

property taxes. 

State property tax rates for many years were held in the 

neighborhood of $1 per $100 assessed valuation. From the following 

table of rates between 1950 and 1970, another characteristic of the 

tax rate is evident. State legislatures were in the habit of including 

major appropriation bills in the first year of the biennium so they 

could boast of lower tax rates in an election year. The public may 

not have been so aware of their windfall as the legislators believed. 

No legislators were punished at the polls the three election years 

the property tax rate was raised instead of lowered (see Table 7). 

Table 7 

State Property Tax Rates 

1951 $ .95 
1952 .90 
1953 1.00 
1954 .80 
1955 1.25 

1956 $1.00 
1957 1.35 
1958 1.53 
1959 1.70 
1960 1.32 

1961 $1.44 
1962 1.80 
1963 1.55 
1964 1.35 
1965 1.77 

1966 $1.66 
1967 1.70 
1968 2.16 
1969 2.20 
1970 1.65 

There were other Constitutional and statutory requirements which 

helped bring about the conditions which began to plague public education 

in Arizona after World War II. School districts were authorized to levy 

a tax of 10$ per $100 of assessed valuation, with voter approval, the 

proceeeds to be used for site purchases and new buildings. 
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Bonding for capital expenditure was also allowed, but Article 

IX, Section 8, of the Arizona Constitution specified that bonding was 

to be limited to 4% of a district's assessed valuation, or, with voter 

approval, up to 10%. This limitation applied to each school district, 

so that if an elementary and high school district were coterminous, 

taxpayers in the districts could be liable for bonds in the amount of 

20% of assessed valuation. Griffenhagen & Associates found that tying 

capital expenditure to assessed valuation had resulted in grave 

inequities between the state's school districts. Particularly dis

advantaged were the rapidly growing urban areas. In 1950 Maricopa 

County had 45.5% of the pupils in the state, but only 32.9% of the 

assessed valuation. Greenlee County, a sparsely populated county, on 

the other hand, had 2.3% of the pupils in the state, and 11.4% of the 

assessed valuation. 

The state was unable to correct the imbalances which prevailed 

among the counties and school districts due to the differential in 

taxing resources. Article II, Section 8, of the Arizona Constitution 

stated: 

The income derived from the investment of the 
permanent State school fund, and from the rental 
derived from school lands, with such other funds 
as may be provided by law shall be apportioned 
annually to the various counties of the state in 
proportion to the number of pupils of school age 
residing therein. (Emphasis added.) 

Thus the effects of increases in state ADA payments were diluted 

inasmuch as the increases went to "rich" and "poor" districts alike. 

Another dilution on the impact of larger state ADA support was due to 
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the requirement that 757. of all state ADA payments must be spent for 

school administrators' and teachers' salaries. An initiative containing 

this requirement was successfully sponsored by the Arizona Education 

Association in 1940. And because of this requirement, legislators were 

wary of subsequent requests for ADA increases, wondering how objective 

was the support of educators for the requests. 

School districts were restricted in meeting capital needs, 

but there was no statutory limit on the taxes districts could levy for 

current operating expenses. State and county ADA payments were meant 

for current needs. In 1950-1951, the state contributed $95 per pupil 

with attendance averaged over the entire school year, and counties 

added $20 to this amount, but on the basis of the six months of 

highest attendance during the school year. The school districts did 

not receive the full amount, however. Deducted from the state appro

priation were the expenses of the State Department of Education, costs 

of textbooks provided by the state, vocational education aid, vocation

al rehabilitation expenses, and the state's contribution to teachers' 

retirement. In 1950-1951, the effect of these deductions was to lower 

the $95 per pupil payment to $90.51. Even with the addition of 

Permanent School Fund money the payment was only $93.83. Counties were 

required to deduct a specified amount from their $20 per pupil payments 

for a special county reserve fund. 

With school districts responsible for nearly 60% of the financ

ing of public schools, property owners in districts of low valuation 

compared to the number of school children were particularly burdened by 
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school district property taxes. By 1950, most of these overtaxed 

districts were in the urban areas of Arizona. 

The particular nature of the state's tax system was not solely 

responsible for imbalances in the burden of school support. Also 

contributing to these inequalities was the nature of the property tax, 

the tax from which most school revenues derived. "[l]he most serious 

fault of the property tax is Inaccurate assessment."̂  Arizonans in 

1950 could agree that inaccurate assessment was a serious fault, 

although not the only serious fault of the property tax. This fault 

was compounded by varying rates applied to the different classes of 

property among the state's fourteen counties. Assessment responsi

bility in Arizona was divided. The State Tax Commission assessed all 

property that crossed county lines, such as producing mines, airlines, 

express and private car companies, railroads, and telephone and tele

graph companies. County assessors assessed all other property within 

their respective counties. Assessment of 36% of the state's taxable 

property was done by one group, 64% by another, and each was responsible 

to no one but those whose property they assessed. 

The percentage of actual cash value at which property was 

assessed ranged from 147. to 29% among the counties. Counties varied 

in the money and staff allowed their assessors for keeping valuations 

current. And county assessors differed in their diligence and fairness. 

Assessments rarely reflected the increase in residential property values 

M̂axwell, op.cit.. p. 6. 
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brought about by the accelerated demand of a growing populace. In 

1955 the Maricopa County Taxpayers' Association selected eighteen 

properties at random from the assessor's roles. They found a 17.-101% 

variation in assessed valuation over actual cash value, based on 

recorded current sales.̂  

In addition to inaccurate assessment and a lack of uniformity 

in ratios of assessed valuations to real values of property among the 

counties, there was great variation between the counties in total 

values of property. Because of this latter situation, there was a wide 

range in county tax rates and an even greater spread in school district 

tax rates within each county. In 1950-1951, for example, tax rates 

ranged from 0 to $6.17 in Gila County and from 46c to $7.24 in Maricopa 

County. 

The federal government gave little aid to public schools. In 

the main, there was impacted area contributions, and $23 was given the 

state for each reservation Indian attending a state public school. 

The uneven effects of state aid to the schools through ADA 

payments has been discussed. But even these payments were constantly 

falling behind the need. Table 8 illustrates the problem of maintaining 

an adequate level of state aid to schools year after year. 

From 1951-1952, the state's share declined steadily until an 

increase in ADA payments brought up the proportion in 1955-1956. 

Ârizona Legislative Review. March 29, 1955. 
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Table 8 

The State's Share of Total Expenditures for Public Schools* 

School Year % State Aid School Year % State Aid 

1951-52 31.3 1960-61 35.4 

1952-53 29.8 1961-62 35.8 

1953-54 28.1 1962-63 34.5 

1954-55 27.3 1963-64 34.2 

1955-56 32.8 1964-65 34.2 

1956-57 30.6 1965-66 39.0 

1957-58 28.2 1966-67 36.7 

1958-59 27.4 1967-68 33.9 

1959-60 38.1 

Based on data from Arizona Legislative Review. January 1, 1969. 

Again the state percentage declined until the passage of the education 

excise tax brought state support up to the national average In 1959-19607 

HIthin five years a change In the state's contribution was again needed. 

Financing public education In Arizona was a "two-front" war. 

Not only was the number of pupils constantly Increasing, but so were 

the costs per pupil. Between 1950 and 1965, the ADA population in the 

state went from 130,646 to 346,414 or an increase of 165%. At the same 

time, the average annual per pupil cost rose from $268.34 to $632.19--

an increase of nearly 135%. 

F̂iscal Outlook for State and Local Government to 1975. New York: 
Tax Foundation, Inc., 1966, p. 32. 
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The complex dislocations experienced in public school support, 

which resulted from Arizona's post-war growth, became a top priority 

problem for the state's policy system. Because the problem first came 

before a policy system little altered by the tumultuous changes in the 

state, a resolution was particularly difficult politically. During 

nearly every legislative session between 1951 and 1967, the press 

reiterated, "School finance remains as No. 1 problem in the Arizona 

8 
legislature." 

The State Tax Commission had the statutory authority to enforce 

uniform assessment procedures throughout the state and to police 

assessors' assessment practices. However, the state legislature did 

not trust the Tax Commission to do the job without showing political 

favoritism, and continually refused to appropriate funds for an over

haul of property assessment. 

No school district tax equalization was possible without first 

amending the Constitution to do away with the necessity of apportioning 

all state aid on a per capita student basis. Yet the public, it was 

believed, would be unwilling to pass such an amendment until there was 

a statewide reappraisal and revaluation of all property. Such a re

valuation would take several years and several million dollars, a 

politically difficult undertaking. Counties and cities throughout the 

state added pressure on the legislature for their own relief. High 

school district taxes had in many cases soaked up the property tax 

Q 

Arizona Legislative Review. December 28, 1954. 
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potential, and other governmental units had no tax resources for all 

the services they were being called upon to provide. 

The Arizona legislatures of the 1950's were still oriented 

toward the interests of the mines, agriculture, and the utilities. 

In the Senate sympathies were especially strong. Demands being voiced 

by newer interests in the state were not yet salient to the legislators. 

In considering resolutions to the problem of school finance, therefore, 

the legislators limited their options to those which would least dis

turb the favored position of the state's major economic interests. 

The 20th Legislature initiated the Griffenhagen study, and held 

hearings on the results of the study during the 1952 session. The 

Senate was reluctant to consider a controversial issue in an election 

year, so no action was taken. Governor Pyle was determined that the 

first step in resolving the school problem should be to equalize the 

financial burden of school support. The 21st Legislature agreed to 

have a referendum placed on the ballot to amend the Constitution and 

change the distribution formula for state school aid. The mining 

companies let it be known that they were strongly opposed to supporting 

education in any district other than the ones in which their properties 

were located. Consequently, legislators made no move to support the 

referendum measure. But school equalization had been one of the two 

primary objectives of Governor Pyle's second term. The governor 

campaigned vigorously for the measure in 1954, openly criticizing the 

mines for their self-interested stand on the issue. Pyle and the 

referendum were defeated. 
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When a new governor and legislature met in 1955, the problem 

of school aid was redefined. The goal now was to lower school district 

taxes by providing additional state money. Educators were pressing 

for a raise in state ADA contributions, from $95 to $150, and in county 

contributions, from $20 to $30. A bill incorporating increases in 

these amounts was introduced in the Senate, and one for lesser amounts 

was introduced in the House. The question which must always be faced 

when governments consider additional expenditures is how the money 

to meet these expenditures will be raised. On the basis of 1953-1954 

average daily attendance the House bill would cost the state nearly 

$22 million. The governor opposed any increase in the state property 

tax, maintaining that such an increase would discourage the new 

industry needed to broaden the state's tax base. The governor was 

also adamant in his opposition to an increase in the sales tax, a 

solution favored by the legislature, particularly the Senate. 

Governor MacFarland was a friend of Arizona labor, and felt their 

support had been instrumental in his election victory. Labor was 

against raising the sales tax rate, and MacFarland remained loyal to 

labor's position throughout his four years in office. 

The change in state ADA contributions which became law raised 

the state amount to $127 and the county share to $30.50. Attempts to 

amend the bill by requiring limitations on school district budgets 

failed. The bill was called only a temporary expedient, but it was 

still going to cost money. The 22nd Legislature confronted the 

problem of finance in its 2nd Session. 



Labor proposed an increase in the income tax rate; the legis

lature was opposed. In the face of the impasse between the governor 

and the legislature over ways to raise additional revenue, the 

governor could only ask the state agencies to hold the line on spending. 

The legislature did create a Special School Finance Committee, which 

was to meet after the regular session to re-study the Griffenhagen 

Report and discuss ways to achieve school aid equalization. n,[w]ho 

will get hurt tax-wise1... is the political rock which in recent years 

9 
has wrecked efforts in this direction." The Special Committee made 

no headway against the "rock" either. 

The 1st Session of the 23rd Legislature was a repeat of the 

standoff between legislature and governor over a sales tax increase. 

The governor announced publicly that he would veto any such increase, 

so the House, in their frustration, created another committee to study 

the sales tax structure and search for new revenue sources. During the 

hearings held by the committee, the director of the State Income Tax 

Division suggested that repealing the federal income tax deduction on 

the state income tax would bring in over $8.5 million in additional 

revenue. The deduction idea was lambasted by other witnesses as 

inimical to industrial development. But coupling the deduction with 

a sales tax increase formed the compromise on which the conmittee 

settled. 

9 
Arizona Legislative Review. June 14, 1955. 
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Enthusiasm for this compromise or any other was missing in 

1958. Governor MacFarland this year proposed an increase in luxury 

taxes, but the legislature refused to consider anything other than a 

raise in the sales tax. Educators asked that ADA be put on a current 

basis, a move which would cost the state several million dollars. But 

there was still no agreement among state officeholders about how to 

pay for the previous raise in ADA funds. The governor called a special 

session to force a decision on the tax question, but legislative 

leaders took no action whatsoever. 

The Arizona Education Association and the Maricopa County Tax

payers' Association tried to place an initiative on the ballot for 

school equalization. The two groups could not agree on the substance 

of the proposed initiative, so the effort failed. But the 1958 elec

tion gave promise of some movement toward progress on school financing. 

The newly elected governor favored an increase in the sales 

tax, and he and the new legislature agreed that raising the sales tax 

rate would be their first order of business. The governor wanted some 

form of equalization also, to give relief to taxpayers in poorer 

school districts. The legislature was of one mind about raising the 

sales tax, but the House and the Senate were soon in disagreement 

about the disposition of the additional funds. At the urging of the 

utilities the Senate pressed for the money to be placed in the general 

fund to be distributed in the same manner as the current sales tax 

revenues. The House was firm in its determination to ease the burden of 
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property taxpayers and give more money to the schools. The House wanted 

the entire increase to be earmarked for the schools, part for more ADA 

and part for a school equalization fund. The press strongly supported 

the House position, but that position was somewhat weakened for a time 

by a lack of agreement among leaders as to what criteria were to be 

used in defining a "needy" school district. 

In true political fashion the House and Senate split their 

differences and the School Finance Act of 1959 passed on March 24, 1959. 

The sales tax was raised 50%; ADA per pupil was raised to $180, the 

state to contribute $170 and the county $10; the counties were also 

to set aside $20 per pupil in an equalization fund, these funds to be 

distributed to the poorer school districts within the county according 

to a formula set out in the bill; ADA was put on a current basis; and, 

annual increases in school district budgets were limited to 6% of the 

average cost per student. The balance of the money to be realized from 

the sales tax increase was to go into the general fund. 

In 1961 the legislature separated the expenses of the State 

Department of Education from ADA funds, which added some $2 million 

annually to school aid. But by the following year pressure was build

ing for action in a direction other than simple monetary aid for the 

schools. The tax equalization fund established in 1959 had whetted the 

appetite of the taxpayers for a more thoroughgoing equalization. 

The Arizona Republic and The Arizona Daily Star became their spokesmen, 

and mounted a vigorous campaign for legislative action. The Arizona 

Homeowners Association and the Arizona Farm Bureau Federation threatened 
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initiative action. The legislature was afraid that a constitutional 

change which would allow true equalization would not pass unless the 

public were assured that first there would be a statewide revaluation 

of all property. Unable to commit themselves to such an undertaking, 

the legislature instead created a committee to study the situation. 

Other forces were at work, though, which would goad the legis

lature into action. On November 7, 1962, the Southern Pacific Railroad 

filed a tax suit in the Arizona Supreme Court against nine Arizona 

counties. The Southern Pacific claim was that these counties owed 

the company $3.6 million in overpayment of taxes because company 

properties were assessed at 76% of their real value while other classes 

of property were assessed at 20%. In January of the following year, 

the Supreme Court ruled in favor of the Southern Pacific. The Court 

declared that it was unconstitutional for state taxing authorities to 

assess any class of property at a higher percentage of real value than 

other properties without a legislative statute authorizing an assess

ment formula. 

To avoid taxing and fiscal chaos the 26th Legislature moved 

swiftly to legalize variations in assessment percentages. There were 

problems in determining what percentages should be set. If a new 

formula were to be established before a statewide revaluation was made, 

there would undoubtedly be numerous taxpayers' suits challenging the 

new formula. The legislature decided to freeze percentages at their 

current level, making them legal. At the same time, there was now 

no way out of the legislature's biting the bullet of statewide revalua

tion. 
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HB271 was passed, creating a Division of Appraisal and 

Assessment Standards in the State Tax Commission (but with final say 

over the Tax Commission), appointing a director, and appropriating 

$1.5 million for the Division. 

In the 1964 election the voters approved a Constitutional 

amendment granting the legislature the authority to distribute school 

aid on whatever basis it wished. 

The 27th Legislature reached agreement on bills establishing 

a school equalization fund and increasing the tobacco tax to raise 

revenue for the fund. But late in the 1st Session the governor pre

sented a tax program on which he asked immediate legislative action. 

If it were not forthcoming, the governor warned, he would veto the 

bills on the school equalization fund and tobacco tax increase. The 

governor's tax program included a doubling of the sales tax on mines, 

utilities, gas and oil production, and food sold in restaurants, a 

5c increase in the tax on cigarettes and tobacco, a doubling of the 

tax on liquor, increases in the income tax rate, and a new allocation 

formula for sales tax revenues. Without any information on the effects 

on different groups the tax program would have, the legislature was 

reluctant to act. After three special sessions, some agreement was 

reached on tax changes. Major policy changes were delayed, though, 

until revaluation could be completed. 

In compliance with the United States Supreme Court decision in 

Reynolds v. Sims, the Arizona legislature was reapportioned, and Re

publicans won a majority in both houses in the 1966 election. Republican 
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legislative leaders met with the newly elected Republican governor and 

made plans for what they wanted to accomplish when completed revalua

tion figures were available at the end of April, 1967. 

During the regular session a law was passed restructuring 

property tax administration. A department was created separate from 

the Tax Commission, and a Board of Appeals was set up. Also created 

was a committee to study the reappraisal figures as soon as they were 

forthcoming. This committee consisted of the House Ways and Means 

Committee and two professors on loan from Arizona State University to 

assist in research. In addition, a 47-member Citizens Advisory Com

mittee on Assessment Procedures was created to advise the Ways and 

Means Committee. On the Advisory Committee were representatives of 

various businesses and classes of property. These representatives 

provided information on the probable effects on their businesses of 

different assessment rates. 

When data on the nearly one million parcels of revalued 

property became available the committee set about developing property 

classification alternatives to yield various assessment ratios, and 

studied the impact each would have in three important areas. First, 

they wanted to know how the relative property tax burden would shift 

among the different property classes in each of the state's taxing 

districts. Second, they wanted to determine how different the tax 

redistribution among property classes would be when one taxing district 

was compared with another. Third, they wanted to find out how such 

related questions as bonded indebtedness limitations, equalization aid 
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for school districts, and tax rates would be affected by various classi

fications. 

For months the committee and their researchers made series 

after series of computer runs showing the various effects of different 

tax shifts. At the same time a joint House and Senate Education Study 

Committee was busy developing an education "foundation plan," i.e., 

what amount of ADA funds per pupil the state should be committed to. 

As the legislators continued their work, sometimes both day 

and night, realization grew around the state that major tax and school 

financing revision was a serious possibility. It became known that 

the Senate minority had expressed a willingness to go along with total 

reform. As the time grew near for the 1st Special Session to consider 

the committees' findings, pressure on the governor and the legislature 

began to build. "Don't do anything now," or, "Let's take this reform 

one step at a time," became familiar entreaties. Other voices were 

heard, critical of some of the specific details of the contemplated 

revisions. The Arizona Education Association and the Arizona League 

for the Public Schools ran half-page advertisements in the state's 

four largest newspapers asking that no school district budget limits 

be included in the new legislation. (They were.) The Phoenix press 

editorially advised the legislature not to tax "our" industry. Farmers 

complained that their land should be assessed on the basis of what it 

was now producing rather than on a speculation basis. 
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After seven months of grueling labor, 29 days 
of which to date have been spent in two Special 
Sessions, a computer-stuffed Arizona legislature 
...at long last appeared to be moving, and 
swiftly so, into the final stages of its "solu
tion" to the issues of property tax reassessment 
and of increased state general fund taxes for the 
purposes of insuring school district taxpayer 
relief.10 

After a third special session, which ended just before the start 

of the 2nd Regular Session, the "solution" was completed. Income, 

excise, luxury, and state property taxes were raised to finance in

creased state aid to schools. Constitutional amendments were proposed 

to limit widows' property tax exemptions, to phase out veterans' 

property tax exemptions, and to do away with the tax on personal 

property. This ambitious program was the realization of three 

previously agreed-upon legislative goals: to equalize state property 

taxes between counties, to increase school aid, and to ease the home

owners' tax burden. In reaching these goals, the legislators had 

announced that their aim was to be fair to all, oppressive to none, 

and to raise enough money to accomplish their purposes. 

There was bound to be disagreement that the first two aims had 

been successfully met. Under the formula established by the legislature, 

mines and railroads were to be assessed at 60% of their real value, 

utilities at 40%, businesses at 25%, and homes and agricultural land 

at 18%. In May of 1968, the Southern Pacific and Santa Fe Railroads 

and the Pacific Fruit Express Company brought suit challenging the 

Ârizona Legislative Review. December 6, 1967. 
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fairness of the assessment ratios. They were not successful in their 

challenge. The general public appeared satisfied with the legislature's 

efforts, however. The Constitutional amendments which were part of the 

tax-school aid program all passed at the 1968 election. 

School district taxpayers enjoyed relief the year after the 

program went into effect. State aid to schools in 1968-1969 was 

$153 million, compared to $84.7 million in 1967-1968. The state's 

share of school aid rose from 33.9% in 1967-1968 to 54.2% in 1968-1969, 

and the school districts' share declined at the same time from 57.6% 

to 38.3%. 

During the 2nd Regular Session, the 28th Legislature held a 

tight rein on state government spending; they did not want the effects 

of school district tax relief diluted by further state taxes. In order 

to assess the effects of the new tax bill the legislature held 1968 

state spending at 1967 levels. (This move explains the plateau in 

Total State Expenditures seen in Figures 6 and 7.) 

In terms of what previous legislatures had been able to 

accomplish the redistribution of financial support for Arizona's 

public schools achieved by the 28th Legislature appeared to be a 

satisfactory resolution of the problem. The legislators had made it 

clear to the public that they intended to keep a watchful eye on school 

taxes at the local level, and that they would see to it that these 

taxes never again became too burdensome. But a challenge to the practice 

of financing public schools through district property taxes was gather

ing momentum throughout the country. In April, 1969, the United States 
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Supreme Court, by not overturning a lower court decision, had ruled 

that it was not unconstitutional for a state to give more school aid 

to rich districts. Nor was it a state responsibility to see that as 

much money was spent on the schools in poor districts as was spent in 

wealthier districts. However, similar cases, based on equal protection 

of the laws, were pending in four states. And within two years, state 

courts had ruled that education financed by school district property 

taxes was a denial of equal protection. On June 1, 1972, Superior 

Court Judge Charles Hardy ruled in Phoenix that Arizona's property tax 

system is unconstitutional, "because it favors wealthy school districts 

and discriminates against the poor."11 Judge Hardy delayed implementing 

the decision until the close of the 1974 regular legislative session 

in order to give the state legislature an opportunity to develop an 

alternative method of financing Arizona's public schools, one which 

will meet the constitutional requirement of equality of resources for 

each district. Solving this problem will not be easy, but at least 

there will not be the political Gordian knot facing the legislature 

that so plagued previous efforts to resolve the school finance issue. 

What conclusions can be drawn from this more than seventeen-

year struggle in the Arizona legislature to rectify inequitable 

property tax payments and provide support for the public schools? 

Any conclusions based on a single case must necessarily be qualified 

and tentative. But it does seem reasonable to say that the length 

T̂ucson Daily Citizen. June 2, 1972. 



136 

and difficulties of the struggle were in large part due to a policy 

system, which was little altered by changes in the state's environment, 

having to cope with political requirements and demands arising from 

these environmental changes. 

Many of the characteristics of the Arizona legislature before 

reapportionment were significant for the kinds of response made to the 

demands for property tax relief and increased school aid. The longtime 

power holders in the state, the mines, the railroads, and agriculture— 

and the utilities, as they began to speak for themselves rather than 

just as an ally of the other interests—were the dominant voice in 

the legislature. The requirement of these interests that state spending 

be held down and that the tax system, particularly the state property 

tax rate, be unchanged was a major stumbling block to property tax 

relief. When any measure threatened the equilibrium, as the proposed 

school aid equalization plan did in 1954, the voice of the power hold

ers was strong—and effective. 

Effects of the difference in representation in the House and 

the Senate were also apparent. The regularly reapportioned House was 

increasingly sympathetic toward demands for a solution to the school 

aid-property tax problem. The great majority of senators, however, 

came from areas in the state less affected by the changes in post-war 

Arizona, and the Senate remained a bastion of strength for the power 

holders. That this was the case was evident in the inter-chamber 

disputes over revenues each time a tax raise for the benefit of the 

schools was proposed. The Senate, speaking for the power holders, 
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insisted that the revenues go into the general fund to be dispersed 

as in the past. Although compromises were agreed upon, the demands 

which had grown out of change were answered with only "half a loaf." 

There were times when the traditional attitude of the legis

lature toward its proper relationship with the governor affected the 

course of the struggle over taxes and school aid. Whenever the governor 

refused to accept proposals of the legislature or insisted on his own 

proposals, the legislature resented what they considered unwarranted 

interference by the governor. The result was often long periods 

during which no action whatsoever was taken. When Governor MacFarland 

refused to agree to the legislature's desire for a sales tax increase 

the legislature, in turn, declined to consider any alternative the 

governor suggested. When Governor Goddard threatened to veto legis

lative school equalization and tax bills unless the legislature acted 

on his tax program, the legislature let their own bills die, and only 

after 99 days spent in special session did they take any action on the 

governor's program. Whenever the legislature and the governor locked 

horns over policy prerogatives relief for the schools and the taxpayers 

was delayed further. 

An additional characteristic of this confrontation between 

changed political demands and an unchanged policy system was the nature 

of the policy system's response. Locked in the pattern of traditional 

accommodation to the old power holders, the Arizona legislature was 

unable to resolve the school-tax problem in a way that the power holders 

believed would be detrimental to their interests. After the abortive 
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attempt at school equalization in the early 1950's, which so roused 

the opposition of the state's major economic interests, the legislature 

attempted little more than palliatives, measures legislators and governor 

alike admitted were only temporary expedients. Not until sufficient 

changes had taken place in the policy system itself, represented in the 

newly apportioned 28th Legislature, were the needed, sweeping revisions 

politically possible. 

Again, on the basis of only one case, conclusions about the 

implications for public policy of an unchanged policy system coping 

with political demands from a changed environment will be limited. 

Nevertheless, some judgments on the basis of the prolonged property 

tax-school aid struggle in the Arizona legislature seem warranted. 

If the political demands growing out of changes in the environment 

call for resolutions which will upset the prevailing power positions 

accepted by the policy makers, those resolutions will be delayed 

either until circumstances make further delay impossible or until the 

policy system is changed to the extent that resolution is feasible 

politically. A combination of both these factors, the Arizona 

Supreme Court decision in the Southern Pacific case and a reapportioned 

legislature, made possible a resolution of the school-tax issue. 

Secondly, when a meaningful resolution is strongly opposed by the 

power holders, any public policy which is authorized, and is in response 

to the problem at issue, is apt to be a stop-gap measure, a time-buying, 

band-aid type of resolution. Increasing ADA payments alone was this 

type resolution to the school-tax problem. 
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The history of the school aid-property tax problem supports 

the proposition that the policy system does influence public policy, 

and illustrates some of the forms this influence can take. From this 

history, there is evidence that conditions in the legislature in part 

determine the kind of demands to which a legislature can make a policy 

response, and also the form of policy response made to demands which 

generate conflict beyond settlement under the conditions prevailing 

in the legislature. 



CHAPTER VII 

THE LEGISLATURES BEFORE REAPPORTIONMENT 

In reviewing the dramatic changes which took place in Arizona 

after World War II, some of the dimensions of change become apparent. 

Change was not even in the various areas of Arizona life. And this 

unevenness caused severe dislocations, particularly in the environment 

and in the policy system. Some of the changes were gradual, others 

abrupt. Comparisons of the environment, the political system, and the 

policy system in 1950 with those in 1970 reveal the nature and extent 

of the long-term changes which had occurred in each of these areas. 

The concern in the present study is with the relationships 

between these three areas, particularly as they affect public policy. 

The primary focus is on the state legislature, as an important element 

of the policy system. It is assumed that various factors in the legis

lature are significant for public policy, and that identifying some 

of these factors might be facilitated during a period of change. 
- 4 

Differences between the Arizona legislatures of the early 1950's and 

those after reapportionment paralleled differences in public policy. 

There is some evidence to support the position that changes in the 

legislature were influential in bringing about public policy change. 

In the attempt to discover the factors in the legislature which 

are consequential for public policy, it may be that some important 

140 
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factors will not be evident in a comparison between conditions at the 

beginning and end of a twenty-year period. Short-term changes, those 

which occurred from one legislature to the next, may be suggestive 

as well. Reapportionment precipitated the major long-term changes 

in the Arizona legislature. The legislatures which met before 1966, 

therefore, were enough alike to make possible comparisons between them. 

To test the possible effects of short-term changes on public 

policy, various measures of the legislature were correlated with the 

same policy measures used in the long-term comparison. The number of 

bills passed proved to be a useful measure, but the distribution of 

legislation among the eight categories did not. When the number of 

bills passed markedly increased after reapportionment, the effects of 

this increase on the distribution of legislation gave the distribution 

meaning as a measure. Before reapportionment the pattern of legislation 

passed in each category was quite consistent, unusual only in two legis

latures when attention given one or two major issues skewed the dis

tribution. The number of bills passed, then, was the only measure of 

public policy against which various indicators of the legislature were 

tested. 

Six measures of the legislature were selected to be tested 

against the public policy measure. The degree of conflict could reason

ably be expected to affect the amount of work done by a legislature. 

One way to indicate the degree of conflict in the legislature is by the 

percentage of unanimous roll call votes. It is true that in Arizona 

roll call votes were only taken on bills the majority allowed to come 
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to the floor. As such these votes would provide a limited indication 

of conflict. However, the practice of keeping all but majority-

sanctioned bills from the floor was common to every legislature, and 

roll call votes are valid, therefore, for comparative purposes. 

In many legislative sessions, particularly in the House, a few, 

or even one, voted "no" on vote after vote. Unanimous roll call votes 

alone would be a biased measure of conflict under these conditions. 

To correct this bias an additional measure was chosen, the percentage 

of votes where 15% or more of the membership voted against a bill on 

roll call. The proportion of unanimous and disputed votes is indicative 

of conflict within a particular house, since there was a significant 

correlation between the degree of unanimity and disagreement in each 

house vote on all bills. The correlation between unanimous roll call 

votes on bills of both houses was .667 for the House aid .786 for the 

Senate. The correlation between disputed roll call votes on bills of 

both houses was .810 for the House and .905 for the Senate. (The 

correlations given throughout this chapter are rank order correlations, 

and are expressed in terms of Spearman's correlation coefficient. 

A Spearman's correlation coefficient of .643 is significant at the .05 

level, and one of .833 is significant at the .01 level.) The incidence 

of a few representatives in the House regularly voting against a series 

of bills is shown by the fact that there was a nearly perfect inverse 

correlation between unanimous and disputed votes in the Senate (.905), 

but the correlation was not significant in the House (.595). 
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The percentage of the bills received from the one house which 

were approved by the other house was taken as a measure of inter-house 

relationships. The measure used combined the percentage of Senate 

bills passed by the House and the percentage of House bills passed 

by the Senate. 

Three other measures were tested against the number of bills 

passed. One was the length of time a legislature worked, or the total 

number of session days. A second was the experience represented in a 

legislature, or the total number of terms all representatives had 

served. A third was turnover, or the percentage of freshmen in the 

legislature. 

The correlations between these measures and the total number 

of bills passed by the legislatures are shown in Table 9. 

Table 9 

Correlations Between Legislative Factors and 
Total Number of Bills Passed 

7. of 7. of Number 7. of Other 
Unanimous Disputed Experience Turnover Session House Bills 
RCV RCV Days Passed 

House .476 .000 -.667* .714* 
.214 .786* 

Senate .095 .190 -.563 .238 

Significant correlations. 

As shown in the table, there was no significant correlation between the 

percentage of unanimous or disputed roll call votes and the number of 

bills passed by a legislature. Further tests of possible relationships 
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between the degree of conflict, as indicated by these two measures, 

and the number and percentage of bills approved by each house, both its 

own and those of the other house, showed only one significant relation

ship. There was a high inverse correlation between unanimous voting 

in the House and the number of Senate bills passed by the House. In 

the total context of the tests made the meaning of this correlation is 

unclear. 

The length of time each legislature was in session was not 

significant for the number of bills passed, and even less so when only 

regular session time was considered. 

When the 28th and 29th Legislatures were included in the com

parison between the number of bills passed and experience and turnover 

the correlation dropped below the significant level. The correlation 

for experience became -.236 in the House and -.345 in the Senate. The 

correlation for turnover became .370 in the House and .479 in the 

Senate. Possible explanations of the influence on legislative output 

of legislative experience and of the percentage of freshmen repre

sentatives, particularly in the House, will be considered later when a 

more detailed study is made of the characteristics of the legislatures 

between 1951 and 1967. 

When the number of bills introduced and passed by each legis

lature is compared with the number of bills introduced and passed by 

each house, an interesting pattern is revealed. The number of bills 

Introduced in each legislature directly paralleled the number intro

duced in the Senate. A similar parallel held between the total number 
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of bills which became law and the number of House bills which became 

law during that particular legislature. In Table 10, it can be seen 

that this pattern continued in the reapportioned legislatures. The 

action taken on House bills by both the House and the Senate obviously 

determines what number of House bills become law. But the House acts 

first on its own bills. The number of House bills passed by the House 

correlates significantly (.786) with the number of House bills which 

became law. The House, then, apparently sets the pace for the number 

of bills passed by Arizona legislatures. 

The relationship between the House and the Senate, as measured 

by the percentage of bills each house passed of those received from 

the other house, also influenced legislation. The correlation between 

the number of laws passed and the measure of inter-house relationships 

was significant (.786), and remained significant (.734) when ten 

legislatures were considered. 

Some understanding of why certain of the characteristics and 

activities of the legislatures were related to the number of bills 

passed may be possible through a closer study of the Arizona legislatures 

between 1951 and 1967. This study is made from the perspective of a 

non-quantifiable factor—leadership—which also seems to have been impor

tant forwhat these legislatures accomplished. Two facets of leadership 

are significant for a legislature. It makes a difference if leadership 

is effective. And if it is effective, its goals are influential in 

shaping the course of the legislature. 
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Table 10 

Comparisons of the Number of Bills Introduced and Passed by 
the Legislature and by Each House 

Total Number Number Total Number Number 
Number Intro Intro Number Senate House 

Legislature Bills duced duced Laws Bills Bills 
Intro Senate House Passed into into 
duced Law Law 

20th 891 253 638 307 109 198 

21st 929 263 666 297 102 195 

22nd 1073 408* 665 308 149* 159 

23rd 1122 479 643 203 118 85 

24th 1142 534 608 283 170 113 

25 th 1138 546. 592 280 182 98 

26 th 1227 557 670 265 159 106 

27th 1374 628 746 245 135 110 

28th 1278 584 694 376 168 208 

29th 1279 541 738 371 114 257 

The number of bills introduced and passed into law rose proportionately 
When the Senate membership was increased from 19 to 28. 

NOTE: Total number of bills introduced and the number introduced in the 
Senate: for eight legislatures, the correlation was .833; for ten 
it was .903. 

Total number of laws passed and the number of House bills which 
became law: for eight legislatures, the correlation was .976; 
for ten it was .903. 



To be effective leadership must accommodate itself to the 

body being led. Most of the differences between a Senate and a House 

of Representatives are attributable to their difference in size. 

In the 20th and 21st Legislatures, the Arizona House had four times 

the membership of the Senate. In the next six legislatures the number 

of representatives was nearly three times that of the senators. 

House members know that if they are to get anything done there must 

be a division of labor and a firm control over the chamber's proceed

ings by the leadership. Senators, on the other hand, expect to be 

involved to some extent with all legislation which reaches the Senate. 

And Senate leadership must be highly sensitive to personality and inter

personal relationships. As one state senator characterized the 

difference, "They run the House like an army. Over here everybody's 

a colonel."* 

If legislative leaders are effective their conception of the 

proper business of the legislature is critical for what the legislature 

does. And in Arizona, where the legislature has been the dominant 

voice in policy-making, what the legislature does may be especially 

significant for public policy. 

To say that a legislature can be characterized by the outlook 

and aims of its effective leadership is not to imply that this leader

ship is dictatorial. Even when majority blocs are formed on a basis 

R̂emark by a senator in the 28th and 29th Legislatures. 
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of power, as they were In Arizona before reapportionment, legislators 

did not long follow a leadership tdiose purpose and direction were too 

out of step with their own. When the legislature is organized by 

factions an important means of holding his majority together is for the 

leader to see that legislation favored by (he members of his bloc is 

passed. Yet, as has been pointed out, the leader can exercise a veto 

over any of this legislation he does not favor by seeing that it is 

held in the other house. Most generally, the tenor of legislative 

activity, whether it is aggressive or restrained in its approach to 

policy-making, is much dependent on the attitude of the leadership. 

Arizona legislatures between 1951 and 1967 knew both types of leader

ship attitudes. 

The long running battle between the legislature and the 

governor in 1947 over the chief executive's program moved the legislature 

to reassert its initiative in formulating public policy. The 19th 

Legislature created a Special Legislative Committee on State Operations, 

composed of three leaders from each house. The committee acted on an 

interim basis, studying problems and drafting legislative programs. 

Some of these programs were ambitious ones, and the committee sought 

professional help in developing them. In addition to its survey of 

Arizona's public school system, Griffenhagen & Associates conducted 

a study of the state's tax structure and administration and made recom

mendations for reorganizing the state government. 

The Special Legislative Committee on State Operations was in 

effect a forerunner of the Legislative Council of 1970. The leadership 
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of both the House and the Senate was serious about attacking najor 

state problems. Through the committee these leaders obtained pro

fessional advice, held public hearings, and drafted legislation. This 

resulting legislation was then given priority attention in the regular 

legislative sessions. The Special Committee had seventeen bills 

introduced in the 20th Legislature, sixteen of which were passed. 

Over a third of these bills dealt with reorganizing state government, 

and were highly controversial. The governor strongly supported the 

program advanced by the Special Committee. But this program, as well 

as some of the proposals offered by the governor, generated opposition 

that eventually prevailed. 

It was suggested previously that when legislative leadership 

is effective its aims are important, since there is then more likelihood 

that these aims will be realized. The situation in the 20th and 21st 

Legislatures suggests that there is another relationship between the 

goals and effectiveness of leadership. Leadership may be able, but 

if its goals involve major change or threaten to split its majorities, 

leadership effectiveness may not be equal to its goals. 

Not until reapportionment were policy changes of similar propor

tion given serious consideration in the Arizona legislature. Shifts in 

the balance of interests and the alteration in the composition of the 

legislature helped make possible the success of major policy change 

after 1966. But in the early 1950's opposition to change was still 

too powerful. 
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There was strong leadership in the 20th and 21st Legislatures. 

Tvo different Presidents led the Senate, but leadership strength then, 

and in several previous legislatures, resided in the majority leader. 

Not exaggerated was the appraisal of William Kimball as "probably . . . 

the first or second most powerful man in the state administratively or 

legislatively. He was perhaps the most adroit parliamentarian ever 

2 
seen in the legislature." The House leaders were also able. But 

before the end of the 1952 session the Senate had split into three or 

four factions, the House into two or three. The House rebelled against 

the Speaker, and the weakening of Senate leadership control was 

indicated when the minority introduced a bill to abolish the Special 

Legislative Committee on State Operations: "the powerful Senate-House 

interim committee, composed of majority members and said to be the 

'tail that wags the dog' as far as deciding which legislation shall 

„3 pass." 

Opponents of government reorganization filed petitions to have 

legislation effecting reorganization referred to the people and initiated 

court action challenging the constitutionality of the legislation. Ihe 

leadership retreated, and this legislation was repealed in 1952. 

Additional opposition to some of the proposals of the legislative 

leadership came from the state's major economic interests. By the time 

2 
Jim Cooper, Tucson Daily Citizen. May 16, 1962. 

3 
Tucson Daily Citizen. February 16, 1952. 
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the 21st Legislature adjourned the momentum generated by the legis

lative leadership for ambitious policy programs was dissipated. 

When measures of various characteristics of the legislature 

were tested against the number of bills passed, a significant correla

tion was found between the number of bills passed and the turnover in 

the House, and a significant inverse correlation was found with legis

lative experience in the House. Turnover was highest and experience 

least during the 20th, 21st, and 22nd Legislatures. More bills were 

passed by each of these legislatures than by any of the other five in 

this period. The Republican sweep in 1952, and the return to "normalcy" 

two years later contributed to the high turnover and low experience 

ratios. The leadership was activist in its approach to legislation 

in the 20th and 21st Legislatures, as it was in the House in the 22nd. 

The total number of bills passed has been shown to parallel the number 

of bills passed by the House. It may be, therefore, that leadership 

goals were consequential for the level of legislation passed, and 

turnover and experience were incidental. 

The Constitutional amendment approved in 1953, which increased 

the Senate from 19 to 28 members, was a watershed for that body. 

Enlargement meant a change in the balance of interests represented. 

As critical, however, was the change in Senate leadership. This leader

ship acconmodated and took advantage of certain characteristics of the 

Senate which were not shared by the House. 

The Senate, unlike the House, was not subject to reapportion

ment before 1966. Turnover was more pronounced in the urban districts 
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of the state, and the urban counties had only 14% of the Senate seats. 

For these two reasons there was less turnover in the Senate than in the 

House, the Senate average being 28.4% compared to the House average 

of 37.9%. The continuity of Senate membership is further shown by 

the fact that fifteen senators, or over half the total after 1954, 

served five or more terms of the eight in the period under consideration. 

On the other hand, twenty-two, or somewhat over one quarter the member

ship, served a similar length of time in the House. Forty-seven, or 

4 
nearly 60% of the House members, did serve four or more terms. 

But even if there had been the same continuity of service in 

the House that there was in the Senate, the consequences would not have 

been the same. The shifting composition of majority and minority 

blocs in the House meant that a representative who did retain his 

seat for sometime would know what it meant to belong to both the 

4 
majority and the minority. The organization of new majority blocs 

each term depended a great deal on committee assignments. And even those 

representatives who were in two or three consecutive majority blocs 

rarely retained the same committee seats. The two women who were in the 

House seven and eight of the eight legislatures in this time were the 

only exception to the general rule. Surprisingly, their long tenure 

was not confined to the traditional "women's committees," health and 

welfare, education, and the like. In the Senate committee assignments 

See the Appendix for tables showing the legislative membership 
from 1951 through 1970. Also indicated in these tables is majority-
minority bloc membership. 
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on the whole were not much changed from term to term. One senator, for 

example, in the eight terms he served held a seat on one committee 

for all of those terms, and seats on three committees for seven terms. 

A cartoon characterizing the Arizona Senate appeared in the 

Arizona Legislative Review of January 25, 1967, and was entitled, 

"Evolution?" The three figures in the cartoon bore the following 

captions: 

PRE-DAWN MAN PRE-REAPPORTIONMENT MAN 1967 ARCHETYPE 

agricola mineralis ruralis majoris urbanis Maricopa 
carnivora federalis majoris 

1912-1954 1955-1966 

Evolution, if it were applied to leadership control, probably 

reached its zenith in the Senate in the period between 1955 and 1966. 

Hubert Merryweather, President of the Senate in the 21st Legislature, 

decided in 1954 not to run again for a Senate seat. William Kimball 

entered the governor's race that same year and lost in the Democratic 

primary. After the 1954 general election, Merryweather and Kimball 

met in Tucson with three newly re-elected senators, Robert Prochnow, 

Clarence Carpenter, and Harold Giss. The three had demonstrated leader

ship abilities, and the outgoing leaders arranged the meeting in order 

to organize the Senate which was to meet in 1955. Both Prochnow and 

Giss wanted to be President, but it was decided that Carpenter's ex

perience as chairman of the Senate's "holding committee" would be an 

advantage the President should have. It was decided that Prochnow was 

to be chairman of the Appropriations Committee and Giss was to be 

majority leader. Carpenter and Giss remained President and majority 
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leader until the Senate was reapportioned. Prochnow led Appropriations 

until he left the Senate in 1962. 

Carpenter was a master at maintaining accord among the senators. 

"Invariably after Senate majority-minority warfare over some issue 

Carpenter, through his leadership, has been able to bring the group 

back into a rare atmosphere of personal harmony."^ Giss, on the other 

hand, was a master of legislation. He acquired expertise in the tech

nicalities of bill drafting. He familiarized himself with past legis

lation in various areas and was careful to assess the potential effects 

of proposed legislation. Customarily a bill's sponsor explained the 

bill to the Committee of the Whole. Giss explained all bills in the 

Senate. Even after he became minority leader in the 28th and 29th 

Legislatures, Giss remained influential. Majority legislators respected 

his knowledge and ability, and recognized the value of his experience. 

"I go to Giss to get things through. We play straight with each other... 

I love to watch that guy. He is so sharp it's unbelievable."^ 

The triumvirate that ruled the Senate did so with an iron hand. 

The only rebellion which became public during their reign reflected the 

tight control they maintained. Early in the 2nd Session of the 25th 

Legislature a dispute broke out in the Appropriations Committee. One of 

the dissidents explained his reasons for challenging the leadership. 

^Arizona Legislative Review. June 10, 1958. 

^Comments about Harold Giss made by Republican legislators who 
were in the 28th and 29th Legislatures. 
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I am against all unnecessary spending of the 
taxpayers' money. I am against a select few 
of the Senators dictating to me or my friends 
how we shall vote....Some of us members had the 
audacity to ask a few questions and that was 
very embarrassing to a few members—those who 
control this Senate.^ 

Some members of the Appropriations Committee, all of whom were conserva

tive about expenditures, had objected to automatically approving budget 

requests from the state agencies. Leadership response was swift and 

harsh. The dissidents were indicted through the media as obstruc

tionists. They were stripped of their power and seats on major 

committees. The President explained his move when he ainounced the 

revision of committee memberships. 

For some time a small group within the Senate 
has been trying to discredit the operations of 
the majority of the Senate....[E]verytime a 
solution was effected, conditions instead of 
improving became worse because of increased 
and unreasonable demands from this small group 
....[c]ertain persons are being very personal, 
jealous and envious and are permitting these 
considerations to move them rather than the 
public interest. 

Those who were punished held a small number of committee seats 

as long as they remained in the Senate, and even these few assignments 

were changed each term. There was little the dissidents could do to 

fight back. A senator who was part of the rebellion, but escaped 

^Raymond Johnson, in Journal of the Senate. 2nd Session, 25th 
Legislature, 1962, pp. 140-141. 

g 
Clarence Carpenter, in Journal of the Senate. 2nd Session, 25th 

Legislature, 1962, pp. 115-116. 
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retribution because of the intercession of Prochnow on his behalf, 

explained the reason behind their action and their inability to do more. 

The challenge was not directed at Carpenter. "But...his presidency will 

mean the continuation of an iron-clad, well controlled, and almost 

one-man rule." Alternative leadership would not succeed, though, 

because it would have to depend upon senators "who have never been 

leaders in sharing the workload of the Senate, and regardless of who 

might be president, would not be too cooperative in handling the ever-

9 
growing burden of work that must be done." 

In the following term, Giss spread the work around among more 

of the senators, and no further revolt threatened. 

The extent of leadership control in the Senate is suggested 

by their committee assignment practices. There had been 23 committees 

in the Senate in the 20th and 21st Legislatures. Each minority bloc 

member had at least one chairmanship; one had two. Seven minority 

senators in 1951-1952, and four in 1953-1954, had a vice-chairmanship 

also. In 1951-1952 minority senators held all the seats on two commit

tees and a majority of the seats on eight others. In 1953-1954, the 

number was one and seven, respectively. In the 22nd Legislature, the 

number of committees was increased to 28, the new Senate membership. 

But the two Republicans were not given chairmanships, and members of 

the minority were treated in like fashion in all succeeding legislatures. 

9 
Morris Richards, quoted in Arizona Legislative Review. 

December 19, 1962. 
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Minority senators were in the majority in seven committees in the 22nd 

Legislature. In the five legislatures which followed they were never 

in the majority in more than one committee. In the 26th Legislature, 

the first after the 1962 rebellion, the minority was in the minority 

in all committees. 

This relegation of the minority to impotence in the Senate 

appears somewhat severe in view of the fact that after the 22nd Legis

lature the leadership always had a comfortable two-thirds majority. 

And even the revolt in 1962 was never a serious threat. The leadership 

was not solely concerned with its ability to control its own house, 

however. The more unified the Senate appeared to be the stronger was 

its voice outside the Senate chambers. In many instances legislative 

leaders are concerned only with getting someone else's program passed. 

Their interest and talent is procedural, not substantive. In the 

Arizona legislature the leadership took it to be their prerogative to 

take responsibility for the substance as well as the successful 

passage of a legislative program. The Senate leadership wanted all 

to know what they could and could not expect from the Senate. With the 

backing of an overwhelming majority, the pronouncements of the Senate 

leadership were respected in many quarters. 

Because the Senate leadership was so effective the goals of 

the leadership were important for their possible effect on public 

policy. Between 1955 and 1966 the Senate leadership was conservative, 

although not necessarily in the same sense that previous Senates had 

been. Throughout this period the Senate grew less fiscally conservative. 
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In the 1960's the usual roles became reversed, and the Senate fought 

to increase appropriations over House objections. The Senate was con

servative in that it offered resistance to change in the status quo. 

But the hold of the state's major economic interests over Senate action 

was not so absolute as in the past. The Senate's conservatism was 

most pronounced in the leadership's view that a legislature need pass 

only a certain amount of legislation each term. Their attitude was not 

that of the leadership in the reapportioned legislatures, which was that 

the legislature should adjust its workload to the public problems. The 

Senate leaders before 1967 agreed that the regularly appointed session 

time period and a given amount of legislation should be adequate for 

dealing with all problems of importance. 

The conservatism of the Senate leadership as it pertained to 

legislative activity certainly had an effect on the number of bills 

passed by the legislatures when this leadership was in control. Evidence 

of the influence of the attitude of the Senate leadership is found in 

the number of bills passed by the Senate between 1955 and 1966. As 

shown in Table 11 the pattern was not firmly established until the 24th 

Legislature, but in that legislature, and in the three that followed, 

the number of Senate and House bills approved by the Senate was re

markably consistent. 

The leadership in the House between 1955 and 1966 did not have 

the continuity of that in the Senate. Tay Cook was Speaker for three 

terms, but his majority was never quite the same in any legislature. 

The first time Cook held the position the vote for Speaker was secret, 
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Table 11 

Bills Passed by the Senate Between 1955 and 1966 

Legislature: 22nd 23rd 24th 25 th 26 th 27 th 

House Bills Passed 161 86 114 101 108 114 

Senate Bills Passed 228 248 312 312 312 309 

and for some time the House leadership was uncertain who was for them 

and who was opposed. The leaders of the majority bloc were those 

conservative Democrats who had fought successfully to defeat liberal 

Democrats who had been in the majority during the 22nd Legislature. 

These leaders felt that the number of Republicans and conservative 

Democrats in the House would assure Cook's victory. They were confident 

enough that they divided committee chairmanships and other important 

posts among only 25 of the members. They also wanted to be sure these 

positions were in the hands of trustworthy conservative Democrats. 

Cook was a strong leader, and no dissension marred the House proceedings. 

The Speaker was an outspoken foe of increased state expenditures, a 

position with which the Senate at that time agreed. Relations with the 

governor were strained because of the disagreement over increasing the 

sales tax. The harmony between the aims of the House and Senate leader

ship, and their shared antagonism toward the governor, helped the 23rd 

Legislature achieve the distinction of passing two-thirds the number of 

bills passed by the 22nd, and the least number of any legislature 

between 1951 and 1970. 
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Cook was elected Speaker again in 1959, but this time leading 

a coalition majority. His firm and open backing allowed Cook to move 

more positively in the 24th Legislature. But the Speaker's bid to 

organize the 25th Legislature on a party basis caused great resentment 

among his former allies. And the divergent aims among the all-

Democratic majority made leadership in the House extremely difficult in 

1961 and 1962. The majority eventually fell apart, and a coalition 

majority prevailed in the House during the 26th and 27th Legislatures. 

With the exception of the 25th Legislature, leadership in the 

House was generally effective. Since the House leadership needed to 

adjust its own goals in order to maintain its majority, and the major

ities changed from term to term, conclusions about the aims of the House 

leadership are necessarily less certain. In terms of the number of bills 

passed, however, the pattern of the three coalition majorities suggests 

that the aims of the coalition leadership conformed quite closely to 

those of the Senate leadership in this period. 

The question posed earlier was whether a comparison of the 

variations in different legislatures, during a period when the legis

lature as an institution did not undergo any major change, would reveal 

any factors which are significant for public policy. The number of 

bills passed is admittedly a limited indicator of public policy. But 

even by this measure, tests of correlation showed that inter-house 

relations were related to the level of legislative output. Significant 

correlations between the number of bills passed and experience and 

turnover in the House may have been spurious due to the concentration 
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of low experience and high turnover in a period when other factors were 

influential in increasing the amount of legislation approved. Why the 

number of bills passed by the House was determinitive for the total 

number passed is uncertain. But this pattern held true throughout 

the ten Arizona legislatures in the period under study. 

A further factor in the legislature which influenced the policy 

made by the legislature was the leadership. In a brief review of eight 

Arizona legislatures the effects of leadership can only be suggested. 

The concept of leadership is as broad as that of public policy. When 

it is operationalized, indicators of leadership, as of public policy, 

will be most useful if they are limited to one aspect of the concept, 

and the effects to be studied are narrowly defined. The significance 

of leadership for public policy can hardly be denied, however. 

Therefore, if more is to be understood about the nature and extent 

of the influences on public policy, some indicators of leadership 

need to be developed. 



CHAPTER VIII 

CHANGE, THE LEGISLATURE, AND POLICY ANALYSIS 

Recent studies comparing public policy in the American 

states have adopted a similar approach. The aim has been to identify 

the factors which influence policy and to measure the impact of the 

various factors. The studies have used aggregate data, since quanti

fiable measures are necessary for the statistical tests used to show 

relationships between the different influences and the policy affected. 

Criticisms of these studies have been directed at the conceptualiza

tion of relationships and the validity of the measures. 

One reason many studies have concluded that political factors 

do not significantly influence policy is that in these studies all 

political factors have been lumped together in a category called the 

political system, and then measures of one or a few of these factors 

have been considered representative indicators of the entire political 

system. The problem with such a practice is that it masks important 

distinctions between political factors and their differential effects 

on public policy. It does not necessarily follow that because there is 

a negligible relationship between a few political factors and certain 

policies that similar conclusions can be made about all political 

factors. 

Two corrective measures are needed if the analysis of the 

possible influences of political factors on public policy is to be 

162 
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more productive. First, distinctions need to be made between politi

cal factors. It does not seem reasonable to assume that all political 

factors would be related to policy in the same manner. The usefulness 

of different classifications of political factors would be demonstrated 

if it can be shown that there are distinctions in the relationships 

between public policy and the political factors in each category. 

One classification of political factors was proposed in the model in 

Chapter I (Figure 4). Their stability over time was the basis for 

grouping political factors in either the political system or the policy 

system. 

A second refinement is needed in policy analysis. Only a few 

political factors have been employed for testing political influences 

on public policy. It is to be expected that the effect of any one 

factor would be a limited one. Political factors other than those 

heretofore given primary emphasis--inter-party competition, participa

tion, and malapportionment—need to be considered, and measures for them 

developed. A search for additional political factors, and explora

tory testing of their influence on public policy, was a major purpose 

of the present study. 

It was thought that political effects on policy might be more 

readily discernible under conditions of change. Additionally, it was 

thought that the search might be facilitated by a study that focused 

on a single state. Arizona was selected because of the pervasive 

changes that state experienced after World War II. The search for polit

ical factors of possible significance for public policy was centered in 

the state legislature. 



164 

An assumption of the model in Figure 4 was that factors in the 

environment could influence the policy system directly, or indirectly 

through its effects on the political system. Factors in the political 

system were assumed to affect the policy system. So, while the policy 

system influenced public policy directly, the particular influences 

the policy system exerted were in part dependent on the political re

quirements and demands arising from the environment, and on the guide

lines provided in the political system. Although measurement of the 

impact of these various influences was limited in the present study, 

a survey of the conditions in the political system and the policy system 

altered by the changes which took place in Arizona strongly suggested 

that there are relationships between the environment, the political 

system, and the policy system which are consequential for public policy. 

A state's environment is a function of its geography and of 

its history. Arizona is a rugged land with limited water but rich in 

mineral resources. Where there is water the fertile land makes 

agriculture attractive. Mining, farming, and ranching were the major 

enterprises in Arizona throughout most of its history. The need for 

outside capital to develop the state's resources and to provide the 

transportation needed to carry its products to market areas made Ari

zona dependent on eastern corporations and the federal government. 

Arizona knew political dependency, too, during its nearly fifty years 

as a territory. Its people valued independence and chafed under the 

necessity of relying on others. When they achieved statehood Arizonans 

adopted an insular attitude, living their own life in their own way 

as much as they were able. 
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The state's political system reflected many influences of this 

environment. In the 1880's the importance of silver to Arizona placed 

the territory in opposition to eastern interests on the silver question. 

Since the supporters of a gold standard were Republicans Arizona became 

Democratic. The Democratic majority was such that Republican success 

at the polls was rare and restricted to a few offices. A personalized, 

patronage politics was the norm. The state Constitution provided 

for a plural executive. The fragmented executive power assured a 

legislature supreme in state government. 

Arizona's policy system, in turn, reflected this environment 

and political system. Party politics did not intrude in state govern

ment. The legislature honored the patronage commitments of the governor 

and the state agencies. The voices of the state's major economic 

interests were dominant in the legislature. There was little conflict 

between the interests of the major economic groups or between these 

interests and those of the legislators. The people were seemingly 

content to have things go on as they did, and, figuratively, the waters 

about the state capitol were relatively untroubled. 

When change came to Arizona no area escaped its effects, 

although for some they were delayed. The first change, and the source 

of many others, was the rapid increase in the state's population. 

The new people settled for the most part in Arizona's two largest 

cities. The war had provided the impetus for industry to locate in 

the state. Before many years had passed, manufacturing production 

outstripped that of Arizona's traditional giants, agriculture and 



166 

mining. The kind of Industry which found advantages In Arizona attract

ed workers who were well-educated and technically skilled. Most of the 

newcomers were from eastern and mldwestern states. 

One effect of the surge in in-migration became increasingly 

evident in Arizona's political system. Many of the new arrivals were 

Republicans, and inter-party competition became a new factor in the 

political system. Eventually two-party politics influenced Arizona's 

policy system. This particular chain of relationships is a familiar 

and fairly apparent one. More elusive are the influences on the policy 

system of a change in the composition of a state's population, with 

concomitant changes in the balance of interests and political require

ments and demands. 

Arizona's experience suggests that the policy system, in this 

case represented by the state legislature, will resist change. 

Institutions are slow to change. And power holders are loathe to 

relinquish any of their advantages. For many years Arizona's legis

latures paid little heed to the new interests in the state demanding 

attention to their problems. Response to new political needs was 

equivocal and never inimical to the interests of the still dominant 

power holders. A sudden change in the legislature itself was necessary 

before it was able to be truly reflective of Arizona's altered environ

ment and political system. This sudden change in the legislature came 

about because of a United States Supreme Court mandate to reapportion 

the legislature. The mandate was fortuitous, but there is reason to 

believe reapportionment would have come even without federal 
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intervention. Some of the state's new interests, whose demands were 

being neglected, were becoming increasingly impatient with the legis

lature. The cities had begun to use the initiative with some success. 

It seems probable that the cities eventually would have turned to the 

initiative to reapportion the legislature, since reapportionment was 

the cities' only hope for long-range answers to their problems. 

Change in the legislature was evident first in the change in 

the legislators. They were younger; a majority of them were Republican 

and from urban districts. The second evidence of change was in legis

lative activity. The new legislators were determined to respond to the 

long-neglected interests they represented. They took steps to provide 

themselves with the tools to deal with public problems knowledgeably 

and efficiently. 

By comparing two measures of public policy before and after the 

legislature was changed by reapportionment, it was found that legislative 

change was accompanied by policy change, at least as indicated by the 

two measures used. With the changed legislature the number of bills 

passed increased. And as the number of bills increased, so did legis

lative discretion in several areas. Each state legislature is given 

the responsibility for making policy decisions of many different kinds. 

How much legislation is needed in certain categories is determined by 

constitutional and statutory provisions. How much legislation is 

distributed among the remaining categories is dependent upon the total 

amount of legislation passed. In Arizona, the number of appropriation 

bills has remained fairly constant over time. As the legislature 
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increased its legislative output more of this legislation dealt with 

services, political subdivisions, state government, and regulation. 

Several important implications can be drawn from this study of 

Arizona's environment, political system, and policy system during a 

period of change. Change is not even in its impact or in its effects. 

Transformation was felt first in Arizona's environment, then in its 

political system, and finally in its policy system. When changes in 

public policy paralleled environmental change, as the rise in state 

expenditures did as it conformed to the rise in total personal income, 

then a direct relationship between the environment and public policy 

is implied. When environmental changes gave rise to political require

ments and demands that were not directly followed by relevant policy 

responses the implication is that influences other than environmental 

factors were decisive. And when policy responses which were relevant 

to the altered political demands corresponded to change in the policy 

system, the implication is that the policy system does affect public 

policy. Transformations in Arizona's political system, such as the 

development of inter-party competition and the altered public expecta

tions of state government, were related to environmental change. But, 

again, these political system changes did not immediately make them

selves felt in public policy change. Only when the policy system was 

altered were the effects of political system changes important for 

policy. 

If the state legislature does affect public policy, the next 

question is, what factors in the legislature are influential? Tests 
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correlating various measures of Arizona legislatures between 1951 and 

1966, showed that the number of bills passed by the House and inter-

house relations, as indicated by the percentage of bills of one house 

passed by the other house, were related to the total number of bills 

passed by the legislature. The study of these eight legislatures also 

suggested that leadership, its effectiveness and its purposes, was also 

significant for the amount of legislation passed. 

A comparison of the leadership in the Arizona legislatures 

before reapportionment, and a comparison of the legislatures before and 

after 1966, seem to indicate a difference in the legislatures which 

includes, but goes beyond leadership. The 20th, 21st, 28th, and 29th 

Legislatures were distinguished by their attitude toward the task at 

hand. The leadership viewed solving public problems to be the primary 

purpose of the legislature. To accomplish this purpose the leadership 

was willing to spend money for reliable information to guide them and 

to spend the time necessary to find solutions to the problems. In 

contrast, the leadership of the 23rd through the 27th Legislatures, and 

of the Senate in the 22nd Legislature, fit legislative output to what 

It considered adequate time and resources. It even appeared that a 

decision was made on the number of bills which would be processed each 

term no matter what the press of public problems. 

The 28th and 29th Legislatures achieved a fair degree of 

success in letting public problems determine their activity. They 

added a research division to the Legislative Council, increased their 

own staff, put legislative pay on a salary basis, initiated interim 
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committees, made procedural changes to increase their efficiency, and 

accepted the necessity of working the year round. The 20th and 21st 

Legislatures were not so successful. The leadership did use a special 

joint committee to study important public problems, and it was willing 

to pay for expert advice. These steps drew criticism. But the leader

ship met insurmountable resistance when it tried to pass legislation 

needed to meet state problems, but not wanted by the state's power 

holders. Opposition from both within and without overwhelmed the 

initiative of the legislative leadership in the early 1950's. When 

the leadership of the 28th and 29th Legislatures displayed a comparable 

initiative they were supported by a majority of the legislators and 

a public anxious for legislative action. 

The experience of the leadership of legislatures at the 

beginning and the end of the twenty-year period may indicate that if 

leadership is to realize its aims these aims must have support within 

the legislature, and must not arouse the opposition of powerful inter

ests outside the legislature. 

There is an implication for policy analysis in the differences 

between the two types of legislatures which have characterized Arizona 

legislatures, and might be distinguished as active and conservative 

in their approach to policy-making. The two types of legislatures were 

not differentiated by one factor alone, but by a number of factors. In 

some studies of comparative state policy indexes composed of several 

related factors have been developed, and found useful for indicating 

influences on policy outcomes. Indexes of types of legislatures might 

also prove helpful. 
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Conclusions based on one study, especially one done of a single 

state, are necessarily limited. The influences of a policy system on 

public policy cannot be fully understood until factors other than those 

pertaining to the legislature are discerned. And the validity and 

reliability of the legislative factors which affected policy in Arizona 

need to be tested by comparative studies of other states. 

In two important respects, however, the present study has shown 

that criticism of previous comparative state policy analysis was 

justified. Criticism has been levelled at limiting the selection of 

factors to those which could be indicated by aggregate data. The 

importance that leadership was found to have for legislative activity 

suggests that the search must go beyond aggregate data if the influences 

on public policy are to be fully understood. Complex concepts such as 

leadership are not quantifiable, but there is no reason why indicators 

of many of the facets of such concepts could not be developed and used 

in analysis. 

Other criticism has been directed at confining analysis to a 

given point in time. Longitudinal analysis is necessary, it has been 

maintained, in order to distinguish between those conditions which are 

only temporary and those which are stable in a state. Another advantage 

of longitudinal analysis was demonstrated by the present study. Only 

over a period of time do the effects of change become apparent. And 

change was seen to have important effects on the relationships between 

the different factors that influence public policy as well as on the 

way these factors affected policy. 
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The effects of change were shown to depend upon certain of Its 

characteristics. Change can come gradually or suddenly. And It does 

not affect all areas of a state at the same time. Change came at 

different times to Arizona's environment, political system, and policy 

system. The effects alterations in one area had on eventual altera

tions in the others was suggestive of the nature of the relationships 

between these three areas. Indications of the influence of various 

factors on public policy also became apparent because change came to 

different areas at different times. 

This study of change in Arizona has pointed out the importance 

for public policy of how and when change occurs. Since change can 

only be observed through longitudinal studies, more of these studies 

need to be incorporated into comparative state policy analysis. 

Studies of change will help to clarify the dynamics of the effects 

of various factors on public policy, a prerequisite it would seem for 

a more complete understanding of policy outcomes. We not only need 

to know what factors influence public policy, but also how they do so. 



APPENDIX 

MEMBERS OF THE ARIZONA LEGISLATURE, 1951-1970 

SENATE 

Yavapai Mohave Cochise 

Franks* 

* 

Orine* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Steiger-R 

Tenney*-R 
v 
* 

Head 

1 
Fox 

I 
Vyne* 

I * 
Palmer 

v 
* 

C.Bollinger* 

I 
Cook* 

C.Bollinger* 
T.Bollinger* 

Cook* 

* 

Morrow* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Pintek 

i 
Paul* 

i * 
Dove 

I 
Kitchel 

v 
* 
V 

v 
* 

Cowan* 

I * 
Spikes 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Di strict 1--Yavapai and Mohave Di strict 2 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Elliott McNulty 

R - Republican 
* - In the majority 
v - Voted with the minority 

173 



SENATE—Continued 

174 

Graham Santa Cruz 

1951 

1952 

1953 

1954 

1955 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 

1960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

Mattice* 
(President) 

1 * 
Smith 

* 

* 

Mattice* 

* 

Sm: th 

McBride 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Richardson* 

* 

Mickelson* 

* 

* 

Merryweather* 

| * 

(President) * 

I 
Smith 

Bennett* 

I * 
Smith* 

* 

* 

* 

Brown* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Michelena* 

Hathaway* 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

District 2—Cochise, Grahm, and Santa Cri z 

R - Republican 
* - In the majority 
v - Voted with the minority 
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SENATE--Continued 

Navajo 

Simer 

Richards* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Huso* 

Bourdon-R* 

* 

* 

* 

Blansett* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Apache 

Miller 

1 
Whiting-R 

I 
Lockhart 

Colter* 

* 

v 
* 

Hall* 
v 
* 

Greer 

Anderson-R 

Pulsipher* 

Greenlee 

Stanton* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Gale* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

McLaughlin* 

Simms* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

District 3--Na/ajo, Apache, and G ceenlee 

* 

* 

Crosby 

R - Republican 
* - In the majority 
v - Voted with the minority 



SENATE—Continued 

176 

Coconino Gila Pinal 

Dryden* 

* 

Prochnow* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Knoles 

Udine* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Carpenter* 

* 

* 

* 

(President)* 

* 

.(President)* 

* 

(President)* 

* 

(President)* 

* 

(President)* 

(President)* 

* 

Sullivan Herron 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Goff* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

v 
* 

V 

Thode 

Arnold* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Dis trict 4- -Coconi «> District 5 --G .la ami Pinal 

* 

* 

Carpenter 

Gregovich 

Hardt 

R - Republican 
* - In the majority 
v - Voted with the minority 
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SENATE--Continued 

Yuma 

|Giss* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Thompson* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Ac 

Wine 

* 

Ahee* 

* 

* 

* 

Pima 

Kimball* 

* 

* 

* 

Collins 

icerman 

Collins 

Ewing-R* 

Corbett-R* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Kennedy 

Di stric t 6—Yuma 
7-A 

District 
7-B 

7—Pima 
7-C 7-D 

Castillo Gibbings Garfield-R* 

i 
Lena 

Holsclaw-R* 

* 

* 

* 

R - Republican 
* - In the majority 
v - Voted with the minority 
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SENATE—Continued 

1951 

1952 

1953 

1954 

1955 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 

1960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

Pima 

Stone 

Miller-R 

Hart 

Thalheimer 
I 

Murphy* 

* 

* 

* 

Mecham-R 

I  
Singer-R* 

I  *  
Rhodes* 

Peck* 

Maricopa 

Hunt 

I  
Pyper-R 

I  
Haldiman* 

* 

* 

* 

Brooke 

I  
Haldiman* 

I  *  
Brooke* 

I  *  
Conlan-R* 

v 
* 

District 7—flima 
7E 7F 

District 8--
8A 

Mar Lcopa 
8C 8B 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

Beaham-R* 

Cardella-R* 

* 

* 

Jacquin-R* 

* 

* 

* 

Humphrey-R* 
(President) 

I  
Holley-R* 

* 

* 

* 

Porter-R* 

* 

(President)* 

* 1  
R - Republican 
* - In the majority 
v - Voted with the minority 
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179 

Maricopa 

1951 

1952 

1953 

1954 

1955 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 

1960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 
District 

8D 
8—Maricopa 

8E 8F 8G 8H 81 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

Kr et-R* 

* 

* 

* 

Burgess-R* 

* 

* 

0'Connor-R* 

Ong 

Farren-R* 

i * 

Camj >bell Lewis-R* 

* 

* 

Baldwin-R* 

Goldberg-R* 

1 
White-R* 

1 * 
R - Republican 
* - In the majority 
v - Voted with the minority 
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SENATE--Continued 

Maricopa 

1951 

1952 

1953 

1954 

1955 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 

1960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 
District 8 

8J 
--Maricopa 

8K 8L 8M 8N 80 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

Wil cox-R* 

* 

* 

* 

Goe tze-R* 

* 

* 

* 

Johi ison-R* 

* 

* 

* 

Crowley 

i 
Jones-R* 

1 * 

Sti imp Hal; icy-R* 

* 

* 

* 

R - Republican 
* - In the majority 
v - Voted with the minority 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

1951 

1952 

1953 

1954 

1955 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 

1960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

Yavapai 

Martin-R* 

* 

* 

* 

[Allen* 

* 

Rowland-R* 

* 

Tenney-R* 

* 

Lyman-R* 

* 

Rush 

Ellis 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Gardner-R* 

* 

Fox* 

i *  
Edwards-R 

McCoy* 
Lindner* 

* 

* 

Ogden* 

I  *  
Sullivan 

J 

Bisjak 

Mohave 

Morrow* 

* 

* 

* 

Rutherford* 

I  
Glancy* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Smith 

i 
Dif trict 1--Ya /apai and Mohave 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

* 

* 

Everett-R* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

R - Republican 
* - In the majority (majority determined by the vote for Speaker, 

except in 20th, 21st, and 23rd Legislatures, when majority determined 
by committee assignments) 
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182 

Cochise Santa Cruz 

1951 

1952 

1953 

1954 

1955 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 

1960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

Co 

(S 

(S 

(S 

J  

ok* 

* 

* 

* 

peaker)* 

* 

peaker)* 

* 

peaker)* 

rke* 

L *  ok 

B1 

El 

oomquist* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

liott 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Morris* 

1  * 
Anderson 

Lewis 

i • 

Gilbert* 

* 

* 

* 

(Speaker)* 

{ * 

Pa 

vi 

1  
Da 

ul* 

* 

wis 

Lton* 

* 

* 

* 

' 

Allen* 

i "  

1  

Brc 

Baj 
Hal 

i 
AI: 

< 

>wn* 

* 

* 

.ley* 
:haway* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

' 

en-R* 

* 

1951 

1952 

1953 

1954 

1955 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 

1960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

Co 

(S 

(S 

(S 

J  

ok* 

* 

* 

* 

peaker)* 

* 

peaker)* 

* 

peaker)* 

rke* 

L *  ok 

B1 

El 

oomquist* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

liott 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Morris* 

1  * 
Anderson 

Lewis 

i • 

Gilbert* 

* 

* 

* 

(Speaker)* 

{ * 

Allen* 

i "  

1  

Brc 

Baj 
Hal 

i 
AI: 

< 

>wn* 

* 

* 

.ley* 
:haway* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

' 

en-R* 

* 

Di strict 2— Co chise, Gral tarn, and Sani :a Cruz 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

Fe 

i 

nn 

Hawes 

1  
Pacheco 

1  
R - Republican 
* - In the majority 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Continued 

1951 

1952 

1953 

1954 

1955 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 

1960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

Graham 

McBride* 

1  * 
Tidwell 

Lines 

* 

* 

* 

Hoope s* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Navajo 

Kutch* 

i * 
W. Larson-R 

A. Larson-R 

* 

* 

Crosby* 

* 

* 

* 

Stone* 

i * 
Dover 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Simer 

* 

* 

Greenlee 

Sinmis* 

* 

* 

* 

Biles 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Berry 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Apache 

Pulsipher* 

J  *  
Farr-R 

* 

* 

Shreeve 

* 

* 

* 

sipher* Pu 

Brown* 

* 

* 

* 

District 2 Dis trict 3--Navajo, Ap ache, ai d Green ee 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

Sawyer House 

Shumway 

_L_ 

i  

Simer 
Biles 

Tanner 

R - Republican 
* - In the majority 
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184 

Coconino Gila 

1951 

1952 

1953 

1954 

1955 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 

1960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

Sutt 

Scuc 

lerland-R 

der* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Evj 

I 
Sti 

J 
Mat 

1 
Knc 

Sec 

Hu: 

ins 

.lley-R 

:son* 

* 

>les* 

* 

* 

* 

:hrist* 

* 

* 

?fer* 

Roser ibaum* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Horne* 

* 

* 

* 

Brayton* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Horne* 

I * 

Langham* 
(Speaker) 

I * 
Ellsworth 

* 

* 

Burnham* 

* 

Ellsworth* 

1 * 

1951 

1952 

1953 

1954 

1955 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 

1960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

Sutt 

Scuc 

lerland-R 

der* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Evj 

I 
Sti 

J 
Mat 

1 
Knc 

Sec 

Hu: 

ins 

.lley-R 

:son* 

* 

>les* 

* 

* 

* 

:hrist* 

* 

* 

?fer* 

Roser ibaum* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Horne* 

* 

* 

* 

Brayton* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Horne* 

I * 

District 4—C >coi lino Disti ict 5-Gila and F inal 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

McCc >nnell-R* 

* 

* 

* 

Hardt 

1 
Davids 

1 

R - Republican 
* - In the majority 
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Mi .es* 

* 

Smith* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Pinal 

Bartlett* 

* 

* 

* 

Ba'gnall* 

Moody* 

* 

* 

* 

ix* 

* 

Fe 

Thode 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Getzwiller* 

* 

Smith 

(Speaker)* 

i  * 
Klauer* 

* 

* 

Johnson 

Yuma 

Hodge* 

Carr* 

1  *  
Smith* 

I  *  
Miller 

* 

* 

Miniken* 

* 

* 

* 

Ba 

Johnson* 

* 

* 

* 

ibbitt* 

* 

Lindsey* 

I  *  
Botzum* 

* 

* 

* 

Slane 

District Di! trict 6- -Yuiia 

R - Republican 
* - In the majority 
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1951 

1952 

1953 

1954 

1955 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 

1960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

Pima 

Co 

Wine 

Seaberg* 

* 

Walker* 

* 

* 

* 

Schaffer 

* 

* 

Corbett 

1  
Ellas 

* 

* 

Carrillo 

Frick 

Woods 

Hutcheson 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Riley 

Lindsay 

Kennedy* 

i  * 
Carson* 

I  *  
Kennedy 

J 
Carson* 

I  *  
Pearce 

Robles* 

* 

Alfaro* 

I  4  
Robles* 

\ * 
E. Carrillo* 

\ 
Ybarra* 

* 

Ackerman* 

I  1  
Cook 

* 

* 

Lena 

7A 7A 
istrict 
7B 

•-Pima 
7B 7C 7C 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

Maynard Fricks 

Cajero Dewberry 

!_ 

R - Republican 
* - In the majority 
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187 

Pima 

Ewing-R 

Haugh-R 

* 

* 

Hostetter-
R* 
* 

Varn-R 

* 

* 

Willis-R 

Hawkins-
R* 

Beaham-

I i 

Martin 

Jasper-

I "  
Carroll* 

* 

* 

* 

Martin* 

* 

* 

Watkins 

Brown-R 

Webster-
R* 

Alexander-
R* 
* 

Burton-R 

Bode11-R 

Traficanti-
R 

Chambers-
R* 

* 
Buehl-R* 

7D 7D 
District 
7E 7E 'F 

Bailey-
R* 
* 

Haugh-R* 
(Speaker) 

* 

Goodwin-
R* 
* 

Williaras-
R* 
* 

Stone-R* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

R - Republican 
* - In the majority 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Continued 

Pima 

1951 

1952 

1953 

1954 

1955 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 

1960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

Hardwicke* 

1 * 
tfcInnes-R 

1 
Fridena* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

DeConcini 

1 
Fridena* 1 * 

For 

J 
bes 

sclaw-R 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

i * 

Wessler-R 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Jacquin-R* 

I * 

M. Burton 

1 
Richey-R 

1 
Minor* 

J * 
M. Burton* 

1 * 
Minor* 

I * 
Jordan* 

I * 
Herbert 

1 
Justin 

J 

1951 

1952 

1953 

1954 

1955 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 

1960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

Hardwicke* 

1 * 
tfcInnes-R 

1 
Fridena* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

DeConcini 

1 
Fridena* 1 * 

For 

J 
bes 

sclaw-R 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

i * 

Wessler-R 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Jacquin-R* 

I * 

M. Burton 

1 
Richey-R 

1 
Minor* 

J * 
M. Burton* 

1 * 
Minor* 

I * 
Jordan* 

I * 
Herbert 

1 
Justin 

J 

Bow 

1 

ling 

t 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

R - Republican 
* - In the majority 
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189 

Anderson* 

* 

* 

* 

Carreon* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Sherrill-R* 

* 

* 

* 

Maricopa 

Myers-R* 

* 

* 

* 

Hughes* 

1  * 
Myers-R* 

I  •  
G. Peck* 

1  *  
Hoiley-R* 

* 

* 

Ruppelius 

(Speaker)* 

I  *  
Eliot-R 

* 

* 

* 

Turley-R* 

Barkley* 

* 

Hirsch-R 

i  
O'Reilly* 

I  *  
Barkley* 

* 

* 

* 

(Speaker)* 

J * 
Ellsworth-R* 

* 

Wallace-R* 

* 

* 

* 

Kennedy* 

I  *  
Wallace-R 

I  
Burson-R* 

* 

* 

Flake-R* 

* 
District 

8A I A 
8--Maricopa 
(B £B !IC 

Bloom-R* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Sossaman-R* 

* 

(Speaker)* 

* 

* 

* 

Cooper-R* 

I * 

* 

* 

* 

* 

R 
* 

Republican 
In the majority 



HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Continued 

190 

1951 

1952 

1953 

1954 

1955 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 

1960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

Joy-R 

Schellenberg-R 

* 

* 

Pritzlaff-R* 

* 

* 

Connolly 

Austin* 

* 

Maricopa 

Armstrong* 

* 

* 

Campbell-R 

* 

* 

Attaway-R* 

i  *  
Kelley-R* 

Riggs* 

1  *  
Shelley-R* 

* 

* 

Lindsey 

I  
Adams- R 
(White) 

Humphrey-R* 

* 

* 

* 

Adams-R* 
(White) 

Franklin 

* 

* 

Johnson 

Go dberg-R* 

* r 
Koch-R 

I  
Henry 

Go .dberg-R* 

Di 
iC 

strict 8 
(D 83 8E 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

* 

* 

* 

Kay-R* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Roeder-R* 

* 

* 

* 

R - Republican 
* - In the majority 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES—Continued 

1951 

1952 

1953 

1954 

1955 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 

1960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

Vipperman 

Ellsworth 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Maricopa 

Burch 

Brewer-R 

Petrie* 

I  *  
Brewer-R 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Kuntz-R 

MiJtchell* 

* 

Higgins-R* 

* 

* 

* 

Smith* 

1 * 

Kartus 

* 

* 

Gooch 

I  
Kartus 

Gî ay* 

Thompson* 

Ackerman 

J 
Kleindienst-R* 

[ 

Harkness* 

* 

* 

* 

M. Hays* 

* 

* 

* 

Young 

Di 
87 8F 

strict 8 
8G JG 8H 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

Jennings 

Jones-R* 

* 

* 

* 

Abril Stuckey-R* 

* 

* 

* 

R - Republican 
* - In the majority 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES--Continued 

1951 

1952 

1953 

1954 

1955 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 

1960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

Marion-R 

DeWitt-R 

Roc 

Maricopa 

* 

* 

* 

* 

cwell-R* 

* 

Estes 

I  
Ridgeway 

i  
Pugh* 

* 

* 

Barr-R* 

Adams 

Steward* 

i  *  
Adams* 

I  *  
R. Peck-R* 

* 

Daniels* 

1  *  
Benson 

I  
Raftery* 

I  *  
Stephens 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Frantz 

Burgess-R 

Hunt* 

* 

Burgess-R 

. 1  *  
Bowman* 

I  *  
Burgess-R 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Wood 

Bramkamp* 

* 

* 

* 

Eubank-R 

* 

* 

mson-R* 

* 

Jo 

Distric t 8 
81 81 M 8J 8J 8K 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Akers-R* 

* 

* 

* 

Barrow-R* 

* 

* 

* 

Pale-R* 

* 

* 

* 

R - Republican 
* - In the majority 
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES--Continued 

Craig* 

* 

Warner* 

* 

Gardner 

Crane* 

* 

Jenks-R* 

* 

* 

* 

Maricopa 

Byrnes 

J. Stump 

Forquer-R 

I  
Toscano* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Bandouveris-R* 

1 * 

Wilkinson 

{ 
Lee 

* 

* 

Earl 

* 

* 

lcox-R W 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Dwyer* 

* 

Grii .mes* 

* 

Hutto* 

* 

West* 

JL* 
I  
Abe1s* 

1  *  
Dent* 

* 

* 

* 

Ryan* 

I IK 
Dis : 

8L 
rict 8 
8L 8M 8M 

* 

Faron-R* 

Schoenburg-R* 

Farley-R* 

J * 
Stewart-R* 

I  *  

Shaughne s sy-R* Rickard 

I  
Andrews-R* 

* 1  

Stinson-R* 

* 

* 

* 

R - Republican 
* - In the majority 
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Hunt-R 

I  
Tschudy-R 

I  
Andersen-R 

Reese-R* 

* 

* 

* 

Welker 

McRae* 

* 

Jennings-R 

Kret-R 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Maricopa 

Van Dyke-R 

Rogers* 

Oatman 

I  
Van Dyke-R 

* 

* 

Kluender-R* 

* 

Sims 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Holmes* 

* 

Calderon 

Cummard* 

* 

* 

* 

Lowry-R 

Wooc 

* 

* 

-R 

Oldham-R* 

* 

* 

* 

Wilson 

P. Hays-I 

8N 8N 
Dii trict 8 
8d 80 

Pena Coppinger 

Lewis-R* 

* 

Koory-R* 

* 

* 

* 

R - Republican 
* - In the majority 
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Maricopa 

1951 

1952 

1953 

1954 

1955 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 

1960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

Webster-R 

1  
Haberl-R 

i  
Retzloff* 

* 

* 

* 

McClellan-R* 

* 

* 

* 

Campbell 

Freestone* 

* 

Allen-R 

Porter-R 

CC 

I  

Hathcock-R 

Hathcock 

Porter-R* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Rhodes* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

* 

Kane 

t 
Lentz-R 

B. Stump 

* 

* 

Hays-R 

Phillips-R 

Kamp* 

I *  
King* 

* 

* 

* 

Valenzuela 

_i 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

R - Republican 
* - In the majority 
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Maricopa 

1951 

1952 

1953 

1954 

1955 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 

1960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

1951 

1952 

1953 

1954 

1955 

1956 

1957 

1958 

1959 

1960 

1961 

1962 

1963 

1964 

1965 

1966 

Soet ze-R* 

* 

* 

> * 

Vanlandingham 

Plummer 

I 

Brc >wn 

r 

1967 

1968 

1969 

1970 

R - Republican 
* - In the majority 
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