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CHAPTER I

THE GENERAL PROBLEM
One need not be a careful student of American history 

to recognize the transition this country has taken from a 
rural, agrarian society to a modern urban, industrial nation. 
This change has had a profound effect on both private and 
public attitudes. This urbanization becomes a matter of 
political concern in determining the change it has had on 
attitudes ultimately reflected, either directly or indirectly, 
in government. It is a legitimate question to ask whether 
a shift in political thinking has corresponded to the socio
economic, technological, and demographic change. Several 
observers of this problem have concluded that we are faced 
with Twentieth century problems, the solutions for which are 
found in rural frames of reference'. In concurrence with 
this point of view, Gordon E. Baker contends that, "the 
shift over the past generation from a rural to an urban 
society has taken place here so rapidly —  almost suddenly—  
that the attitudes have understandably lagged."^

-- In consideration of this political problem the 
focus of attention has been on state government, state legis
latures in particular .’ There has been special concern over

•^Gordon E. Baker, Rural Versus Urban Political 
Power (Garden City: Doubleday & Co., 1955), p. 1.
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rural overrepresentation and urban underrepresentation.
The structure of representation of state legislatures has 
been analyzed in an attempt to show the discrepancy between 
population and representation, concluding that many states

pare plagued with rural overrepresentation. The structural 
analysis has provided a basis for generalization concerning 
legislative policy. For example, Baker suggests that, 
"structural characteristics of government itself are impor
tant elements in the evolution of public policy.

Throughout the literature dealing with urban-rural 
membership in state legislatures, several assumptions have 
been made. It is assumed that urban-rural interests are, 
distinguishable. It is .further assumed that a legislative 
member elected from either an urban ,or a rural district 
would reflect interests common to his constituency. One ; 
therefore would conclude that if a legislature is controlled 
by either urban or rural membership, the respective interests 
will prevail. Thus, it is implied in these arguments that 
a common bond is found among urban members and likewise among

-Q'' ^. For example see: James M. Burns, Jack W. Peltason,
Government by the'People (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall,
I960), pp. 753-758; William H. Young, Ogg and Ray'-s Intro
duction to American Government (Hew York: Appleton-Century-
Crofts, 1 9 5 6), pp. 709-710; Robert Carr, Marver Bernstein, 
Donald Morrison, Joseph McLean, American Democracy in Theory 
and Practice, National, State and Local Government %New York: 
Rinehart and Co., 1959), ?• 809.

3 . ' ' v '' "' - ' '' ,' .. •Baker, loc cit.■pp. 23, 24. .



rural members.
Several of these assumptions are implied ' in the

contention of the Committee on American Legislatures in
stating that, “rural domination /of state legislatures/' is
one of the reasons why the states have not always been able

.5to cope with the greater problems on an urbanized society. 
Involved in this argument is the presupposition that ul
timately conflicts would arise between urban and rural 
membership groups.

This thesis is designed to test some of these 
commonly held notions concerning urban and rural repre
sentation within the context of the Arizona legislature.
Thus it is neither a critique of rural overrepresentation 
nor a study of reapportionment. Obviously the legislative 
process is marked by a due amount of conflict, and certainly 
the process within the Arizona legislature is no exception. 
Hence the question under consideration will be whether or 
not this conflict can be explained in terms of a division

Robert H. Salisbury states there are two assump
tions .that .underlie the urban-rural myth: 1 ) that there is
basic interest conflict between rural and urban groups and 
2 ) that formal representation of numbers of people is de
cisive in securing the interests of a group in the state 
legislature^ _R. -H, Salisbury, "Missouri Politics and State 
Political Systems”, Missouri Political Science Association 
Research Papers, No.. 2 .(University .of Missouri, ..I95S), p. 11.

^American State Legislatures, Report of the Committee 
on American Legislatures of the American Political Science 
Association, ed. Belle Zeller (New York: Thomas Y. Crowell,
1954), p. 30.
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between the urban and rural members.

Use of the Term "Urban"
It is unfortunate that a precise definition of the 

term "urban" has not evolved from the literature on this 
topic. If the U. 5. Census Bureau’s definition of an urban 
place (an incorporated or unincorporated area of at least 
2 ,5 0 0 population) were applied to most states, it would 
be found that in i9 6 0, 70 percent of the United States 
population was found in urban places. If this definition 
were used in Arizona, using the 1950 and i960 census figures, 
one would find that every county with the exception of Apache 
contains at least one urban place.

Despite this problem in definition, it is possible 
to define the term "urban" as it has been used by obser
vers of state government. Most of the studies dealing 
with voting behavior in state legislatures have looked uon 
the urban-rural conflict as a division between largetcities

j ^ . ...and the rest of the s t a t e A s  David Derge points out in 
his analysis of the Illinois and Missouri legislatures,

6. For example see: Thomas A. Flinn, "The Outline
of Ohio. Politics," The Western Political Quarterly. XII, 
(September, i9 6 0), p. 703; David H. Derge, "Metropolitan 
and Outstate Alignments in Illinois and Missouri Legisla
tive Delegations,".American Political Science Review,
LII (December, 1958), p. 1,052; Gordon E. Baker, Rural 
Versus Urban Political Power (Garden City: Doubleday &
Co., 195$),PP. 15-19; Marbury 3. Ogle, "Rural-Urban 
Split in Indiana," (Purdue University), p. 2. (mimeo
graphed)
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The 1 urban-rural' division...has been 

characterized usually as a division between 
the large metropolitan areas and the rest 
of the state. Thus ’urban-rural' conflict 
is perceived as New York City against up
state New York, Philadelphia and Pittsburgh 
against outstate Pennsylvania, Chicago 
against downstate Illinois, St. Louis and 
Kansas City against outstate Missouri, and 
Los Angeles and San Francisco against the 
rest of California.?

William H. Young constructs the problem in terms 
of "rural areas and small towns...against large urban 
communities.This definition is characteristic of the 
ideas expressed by a number of other authors of textbooks 
on state and local government.^ To insure that this re
port is in accord with a substantial number of the rest 
of the studies, a similar definition will be used. Thus 
in terms of Arizona such "urban-rural" conflict would in
volve conflict between the cities of Phoenix and Tucson 
and the rest of the state. This is not to be confused 
with a conflict between the counties of Maricopa and Pima 
opposing the other twelve counties. It would be a gross 
distortion to includd a representative from Wickenburg

Tcavid R. Derge, "Metropolitan and Outstate Align
ments in Illinois and Missouri Legislative Delegations", 
American Political Science Review. LII (December, 1958), 
p. 1 ,0 5 2.

■ 8 : : " .William H. Young, OfZK and Ray s Essentials of 
American Government (New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts,
1959), p. 552. .

^See: Claudius 0. Johnson, American Government
(New York: Thomas & Crowell, 1951), p. 799; Burns and
Peltason, Government by the Peonle (Englewood Cliffs: 
Prentice-Hall, I960T, p. 755.
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or Gila Bend with representatives of the greater Phoenix
area simply because they are all from Maricopa county.
Therefore the term metropolitan that is used throughout
this paper relates to the Census Bureau definition of the

10urbanized areas of Phoenix and Tucson. Hence those 
legislative districts within the urbanized areas will be 
labeled as metropolitan districts. In the case of the 
peripheral districts not completely within an urbanized 
area, they will be considered metropolitan if a majority 
of -the votes cast in the previous general elections come 
from precincts within the defined urbanized area.

Method of Analysis
Like numerous other studies on legislative be- * 1

®An urbanized area is to have at least one center 
city of 5 ,0 0 0 inhabitants plus the following types of con
tiguous areas:

1) Incorporated places with 2 ,5 0 0 inhabitants or more
2) Incorporated places with less than 2,500 inhabi

tants provided each has a closely settled area of 100 
dwelling units or more

5) Enumeration districts in unincorporated territory 
with population density of 1 ,0 0 0 inhabitants or more per 
square mile

4) Other enumeration districts in unincorporated 
territory with lower population density provided that 
they served one of the following purposes:

a) to eliminate enclaves
b) to close indentations in the urbanized area of 
.. .one mile or less across the open end
c) to link outlying enumeration districts of 

qualifying density that were no more than one 
and one-half' miles from the main body of the 
urbanized area

U. S. Bureau of the Census, U. S. Census of Population, 
i960 (Number of Inhabitants). p. vii.
See maps based upon this definition, appendix i-ii.



havior, this study will rely primarily on the analysis 
of roll call voting. The six annual sessions of the 
Arizona legislature from 1955 through i960 will be used. 
Roll Calls will be used to uncover possible group conflicts 
between metropolitan and non-metropolitan blocs. The 
success'of metropolitan members in gaining their legisla
tive objectives would depend upon the cohesion within the 
group. This cohesion will be measured on each roll call. 
The measure of cohesion will be the percentage of the 
majority of a group taking a stand (minus abstentions).
For example, if 50 members of the total metropolitan 
group of 49 were to take a negative or affirmative posi
tion, this would indicate 61.2 percent cohesion within 
that bloc. Likewise if 30 members of the bloc took a 
position and nine did not vote, the base would be reduced 
to 40 thus indicating a 75 percent cohesion. Ordinarily 
the number of abstentions on roll call votes in .thei'Arizona 
legislature is not a sizeable percentage. Obviously a 
conflict would not arise unless cohesive blocs of metro-

7
11

"Legisla ulvir§oli4rn-s^4n* Connecticut ,^U§merican°§oiiuical Science Review. XLVII (1955). p. 1 6 6; DUhCclh riacitae, , 
‘‘Relations Between Roll Call Votes and Constituencies in 
the Massachusetts House of Representatives," American 
Political Science Review, XLV1 (1952), p. 1,046; Julius 
Turner, Party and Constituency (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
University, 1951)> Studies in Historical and Political 
Science Series, LXIX, No. 1.
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politan and non-metropolitan members were opposed.

To supplement the roll call analysis, personal 
interviews are used to gain a better understanding of the 
attitudes of the metropolitan and non-metropolitan members. 
An analysis of committee strength of the two groups has 
been made as well as an examination of the sponsorship of 
bills introduced into the House of Representatives.

Certainly roll call analysis has not been an un
challenged method of inquiry. It has been criticized for 
lumping significant, contested roll calls together with 
insignificant, uncontested roll calls. In an attempt to 
solve this problem, the study has excluded, unanimous roll 
calls. The result of thistha-S been the subtraction of 
approximately 35 percent of the total roll calls in the 
House and 85 percent in the Senate.. Only a limited know
ledge of ..legislative decision making would be gained if 
the unrecorded pressures, customs, and informalities were 
to be ignored. As;".in a number of other states, committee 
reports of the Arizona legislature are not available for 
study. Despite this limitation however, a great deal of 
insight into non-roll call activities can be gained 
through examination of leadership, committee membership, 
and the introduction of bills.

The problem of confusing political party conflicts 
with metropolitan and non-metropolitan opposition has not 
been overlooked. Fortunately, the party division within
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the metropolitan group is even enough to satisfactorily 
control this variable. The party division will insure 
that a cohesive metropolitan group, in opposition to the 
non-metropolitan delegation, necessitates the overriding 
of partisan considerations. Reference will be made to 
any roll call which produces a simultaneous party and 
metropolitan and non-metropolitan conflict.

Structural Hake Up of the Arizona Legislature
The general structure of the Arizona legislature 

is a bicameral system consisting of a Senate and a House 
of Representatives. In the second regular session of the 
Twenty-first legislature (1953), Senate Concurrent Resolu
tion 1 was introduced by Senators Morrow of Mohave, Giss 
of Yuma, Herron of Pinal, Ewing of Pima, and Simer of 
Navajo. This measure proposed to limit the House of 
Representatives to 80 members and increase the Senate, 
membership from 19 to 28 to go into effect starting with 
the Twenty-second legislature (1955)• This passed the

13Senate by a vote of 12-7 and the House by a vote of 54-14. 
Final popular ratification of Senate Concurrent Resolution 
1 was made on September 29, 1953 by a very narrow margin

' 14of approximately 29,936 to 29,604.

■^See Table II, p. 13.
^Journal of the House, 21st. Leg., 1st Reg.

Sesa., 1953, p. 85?T
•^Arizona Daily Star, October 1, 1953, p. 1.

12
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. Since 1955 therefore, the Arizona Senate has con

sisted of 28 members; two members elected at large from 
each of the fourteen counties. In this same year the 
membership of the House of Representatives was established 
at 8 0, apportioned among the counties according to popu
lation, with each county having at least one representa
tive. '. ;

In i960 the state of Arizona had a population of 
1,302,161. This represents a marked increase over the 
I95O census figure of 749,587. .In i960 there were 779,476 
persons living;in the urbanized areas of Phoenix and Tucson. 
This represents 59.9 percent of the state’s total popula
tion. ■■ ’ - ; . '

Since:the establishment of the.Twenty-second 
legislature•the counties of Maricopa and Pima, containing 
the two metropolitan areas, account, for 14 percent of the 
voting strength in the Senate, having four of the 28 seats. 
This means in i960 that almost 60 percent of the popula
tion had a representational strength of 14 percent in the 
Senate. The discrepancy between population and represen
tation in ,the House, of Representatives is slightly reversed. 
The metropolitan areas of Phoenix and Tucson presently 
hold 49 of the 80 seats in the House or 61.2 percent of 
the voting strength. This is not an entirely accurate 
reflection of population, but at least the metropolitan 
members in the House have a majority of the voting strength.
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There have been no changes in the apportionment of seats 
in either chamber since 1955.

Traditionally Arizona has been considered a Demo
cratic state. This classification is used in spite of the 
fact that the.state was carried.by Presidents. Harding, 
Coolidge, Hoover, and Eisenhower. As a matter of fact 
the state has been carried by the winning presidential 
candidate, regardless of party, from 1912 through 1 9 5 6, 
thus reflecting the characteristics of a two-party state 
in regard to national elections. A great deal of support 
can be given to the Democratic classification in regard 
to the election of local officers. The election of 
Republicans to local offices is definitely an unusual 
occurence."*"  ̂since statehood a Republican has occupied 
the governor's chair only four times and these have been 
for rather brief periods. Membership in the legislature 
has reflected a similar Democratic strength. Dean Mann 
points out in a recent study on the committee system in 
Arizona that:

^For the county offices of sheriff, county 
attorney, assessor, recorder, school superintendent, 
treasurer, and board of supervisors: in 1 9 5 6, there
were 126 Democrats elected and eight.Republicans; in 
1958 there were 127 Democrats and seven Republicans 
elected. -

■*"̂ The four periods are: 1929-1931; 1951-1955;
1959 to the present.
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The Republicans have never captured 

either house of the legislature. The 
closest they have come vzas in 1921 when 
they had 9 of 19 seats in the Senate and 
19 of 39 in the House. From 1937 through
1953 there- were.-no Republicans in .the Senate... . .
and for a decade between 1935 and 1945 there 
were no-more than one Republican in the House.

In spite of the rather poor showing the Republi
cans have made in the overall picture of Arizona politics, 
they have witnessed hopeful gains since 1 9 5 0*

There has been a traditional notion in American
18politics that, with the exception of the South, Demo

cratic strength is usually found in metropolitan areas 
and Republican strength in non-metropolitan areas. In 
recent years the party trend in Arizona has been contrary 
to most other non-Isouthern states. The Republicans ac
tually find more encouragement in the metropolitan areas 
of Phoenix and Tucson than they do elsewhere in.the state. 
The following tables show the Republican metropolitan 
strength and the party division for the past decade.

T 7
Dean E . Mann, "The Legislative Committee...

System in Arizona" (unpublished research paper), n. 3. 
(mimeographed) ....... .

18 ' ' ' , •For illuminating observations of the effect
of urbanization and industrialization on the party basis 
of the South, see V. 0 . Key, Jr., Southern Politics 
(Hew York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1949), p« 674.
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Party Strength in the Arizona Legislature, 1949-1959
TABLE I

House of Representatives
1949 1951 1953 1955 1957 1959

Democratic 52 61 50 61 58 55
Republican 7 11 30 20 22 25

Senate
Democratic 19 19 15 26 25 27
Republican 0 0 4 2 2 1

TABLE II
Party Split of Metropolitan Members

1955-56
1957-58
1959-60

Democrats
32
28 (29*)
26

17
21 (20)
23

‘“•Representative Hathcock changed registration in 1958.

The Presiding Officer
An understanding of the Arizona legislature can 

not be gained through assuming that the national Congress 
provides a prototype. Their differences become most ap
parent in comparing the formal powers of the Speaker of 
the two Houses. Obviously this comparison would be dif
ficult to make in using the presiding officer of the upper
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chamber.

3y and large the powers that contribute to the
importance of the position of Speaker in the Arizona House
of Representatives, are the same powers that were lost by
the national speaker in 1911. This is not to imply that
the Arizona House Speaker necessarily assumes the role of
an Uncle Joe Cannon,^^but nevertheless, his influence is
enormous. An example of this power would be the ability
of the Arizona speaker to hold the chairmanship of the
important Rules Committee, a position he usually assumes.
In the last three sessions the vice-chairman of the Rules
Committee has become the chairman of the important Com-

20mittee on Appropriations. . Barring any unusual action
of the membership, all legislation must pass through the
Rules Committee in order to reach the floor. The absence
of such unusual action is shown in the fact that a bill
has never been discharged from committee since statehood,

21even though rules provide for such action.
Probably the most important power at the disposal

^ I t  is interesting to note than in 1955 Rule 
XXIX provided for the use of Cannon * s Procedure in the 
national House of Representatives to supplement 
Arizona House Rules.

20 'Rules vice-chairman and Appropriations chairman: 
1955-1956 Wine of Pima 
1957-1958 Ellsworth of Maricopa 
1959-1960 Tidwell of Graham

21House Rule VII, sec. 4.



of the speaker is the right to choose the membership of 
all standing committees. This is another power that is 
not found on the national level. This prerogative is 
clearly specified in the House Rules in stating that 
"all committees, except such as the House shall select, 
shall be appointed by the speaker." Not only can the 
speaker's power be effectively used in the initial or
ganization of committees, but it also could be used as 
an effective device in keeping recalcitrant members in 
line. An example of this latter use is evidenced in a 
remark made by a Republican member from Maricopa county. 
After appealing an unfavorable decision of the chair, 
the member was forced to support the speaker's decision.
He explained his action by stating, "I've made my point, 
and now I have no choice. . In order to '.retain my committee
assignments I must vote 'aye' and ask that these remarks

23be inserted in the Journal." The President of the
Arizona Senate possesses identical powers.

The Republicans gained the covdted position of
24presiding officer only once since 1912. With the ex- 

^ House Rule VII, sec. 3.
^ Journal of the House. 24th Leg., 1st Reg.

Sess., 1 9 5 9, p. 5357
^^Even though the Democrats gained control of 

the Senate by a narrow margin in 1921 (10-9), Senator 
H. B. Wilkinson, a Republican from Maricopa county, was 
elected president.

15
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ceptlon of Republican membership In 1921, there has never- 
been sufficient strength to even present token opposition 
to the Democrats. For this reason there have not been any 
real party conflicts for the position.

The Majority-Minority Problem 
During the past six years there have been vigorous 

struggles for the office of presiding officer. - This has 
been much clearer in the House of Representatives than in 
the Senate. With the lack of party competition for the . 
offices, the real conflicts have occured within the 
Democratic party. The crucial division among the Democrats 
usually occurs in the election of the Speaker of the House 
and the President of the Senate. The schism that devel
ops in this election is not mended, however, after the 
presiding officer is officially declared. The division 
will be reflected in committee assignments, procedural 
matters, and voting behavior.

, Casual observers of the legislature loosely des
cribe this split as "liberal"-"conservative" factionalism. 
Due to the shifting of membership within the factions, 
the validity.of the "conservative"-"liberal" definition 
tends to break down. With the existing powers of the 
speaker or president, the importance of a member's posi-. 
tion depends upon being on the winning side when, the •. 
presiding officer is elected. This has resulted in a 
simple power struggle and choice of practical alternatives
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rather than a battle between complex political philosophies. 
This does not mean that the majority-minority alignment 
always results'in a sacrifice of principles, but the 
choice between the chairmanship of the Committee on 
Appropriations as.opposed to a minor position on the 
Planning and Development Committee is a consideration 
that must be made by each member. A "liberal"-"conser- 
vative" division should not be dismissed completely. 
Certainly this split could be of major importance in the 
original selection of the presiding officer. The elemen
tary considerations that must Tee made in organizing the 
legislature, however, tend to destroy cohesive "liberal"- 
"conservative" blocs.

Understanding the majority-minority splits that 
have developed over the past six years is definitely a 
key in comprehending the legislative process in Arizona.
For this reason a careful.review of this protibm must be 
made, especially in the House of Representatives.

Actually the stage is set for the majority-minority 
conflict before the legislature convenes. The jockeying 
for position usually commences after each general elec
tion r in November, and lasts until the legislative session 
begins in January. Thus the developments that take place 
in the pre-session period often provide an indication of 
future leadership, and. organization. ’
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.In 1955 the race for speaker was wide open, since 

the former speaker was not seeking re-election. With 
this absence of established leadership, conflicts within 
the Democrats began to appear. In the Twenty-first leg
islature (1953-1954) Republicans gained four committee 
chairmanships and an equal number on the Rules Committee.
This.Republican concession became a bone of contention 
that eventually developed into, a Democratic rupture.
The leaders in this division were Representatives Charles 
Bloomquist of Cochise county and Harry Ruppelius of 
Maricopa county. Mr. Ruppelius felt that the Democrats, 
had been much too generous with the Republicans in the 
last.session. He felt that party lines should be used 
in organization of the House, thus eliminating Republicans 
from.chairmanships and even to the extent of excluding 
them from the Rules Committee. On the other hand,
Charles Bloomquist. had informed Democratic members that 
if he were elected speaker, he would appoint committee 
chairman and Rules Committee membership on what he termed 
"the basis of ability."2^
. ' . . .A Democratic, caucus in November, voted 41 to 7
(11 not attending); to support Harry: Ruppelius and organ-

26ization of the House along party lines. Thus Ruppelius

^ Arizona Daily Star, November 6 , 1954, Sec. B ., p . 1.
< ?6Arizona Daily Star. November 8 , 1954, p. 1.



was practically assured the speakership two months be
fore the legislature convened. When the official vote 
was taken on the floor of the House, Ruppelius received
48 Democratic votes and Bloomquist received 12; 19 of

27the 20 Republican members supported Bloomquist. Con
sidering the attitude of Ruppelius on committee organi
zation, it is understandable why Bloomquist received 
mo6t of the Republican support. Representative Farr of 
Apache county, the lone Republican supporter of Speaker
Ruppelius, became the only Republican committee vice 

28chairman and member of the Committee on Appropriations.
The changing power alignments and turnover in 

the House is evidenced by the fact that the election of 
Speaker Cook in 1961 marked the first time in the history 
of the House that a speaker has ever been elected three 
times. The establishment of leadership in the Twenty- 
third legislature (I957-I9 5 8) is a classic example of 
House turnover. In I956 Speaker Ruppelius was defeated 
in his bid for re-election, which on the national level 
would be an unusual occurrence in itself. This created 
an absence of established leadership, and once again the 
scramble for the speakership began in early November of 
1956..The first candidate to throw his hat into the

^ Journal of the House, 22d Leg., 1st. Reg. Sess., 
1955, p. 1%:

oc " ' --^Committee on Livestock and Public Lands.
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speaker’s ring was Harry Bagnall, a Democrat from Pinal 
county. Mr. Bagnall had been a leading member of the' 
majority bloc in the Twenty-second legislature. He was 
the chairman of the Judiciary Committee and member of the 
Rules Committee. His opposition came from W. L. "Tay"
Cook, a Democrat from Cochise county. Mr. Cook had been 
a member of the minority bloc in the preceding legislature. 
Representative Bagnall accused Cook of using "strong arm" 
methods in coercing Democratic support by threatening to 
exclude opponents from the majority caucus if tie were 
elected speaker. Lester Iriskeep, legislative reporter 
for the Arizona Daily Star, referred to Bagnall’s accusa
tions as an attempt to "modify the accepted principle 
that those who vote for the winning candidate for Speaker 
of the Arizona House of Representatives become the members 
of the majority bloc and those who vote against him be
come members of the minority.

In spite of the heat that was generated between
the two candidates, Cook was virtually assured the position
two months in advance of the session when he published a
list of supporters. He listed 36 Democratic supporters,

31seven over the required majority of 29. In 1956 a plank

^ Arizona Daily Star, November 22, 1956, Sec. B., p. 1.
..... 30Ibid.

31Arizona Daily Star, November 13, 1956, Sec. B., p. 1.
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was contained in the Democratic state platform binding
legislative members to a majority decision in legislative 

30-caucus., Even if the unit rule were not evoked, Harry 
Bagnall was in an uncompromising position. His only 
hope for victory would, have necessitated Republican sup- - 
.port.. As a spokesman for the party line majority bloc 
of the previous legislature, he sacrificed future Repub
lican support. Realizing the,futility of his opposition, 
* Bagnall eventually endorsed Cook's nomination with Cook 
..becoming the speaker in the Twenty-third legislature by 
-acclamation. In this struggle the Republicans held an 
.advantage over Cook’s..late supporters. It was possible 
for them to remain uncommitted and thoroughly analyze 
■the mobilization.of.support before formally supporting 
one. of the Democratic candidates. If Bagnall had re
versed his party line position,.it would have been pos
sible to have gained the necessary.Republican support to 
win. As the alignments stood, Cook would have had to 
rely on Republican,support if the disaffecting Bagnall 
; forces had not.been brought into the majority Democratic

* ’0 " ^  * ■ ■-- ■ ; - ..... ;

This was the first speaker’s election in the
decade from. 1950 to i960, in which there was no formal 
opposition.- Even under these unique circumstances,

: : 32Ibld. -  ' -'' '' - - - '  .
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an unofficial and loosely organized opposition group 
eventually developed. This cleavage will be studied in 
a later analysis of voting behavior.

After the general election in 1958, the wounds 
within the Democratic ranks were ripped open by a per
sonality conflict between'Speaker Cook and Democratic 
State Chairman Joseph Walton. Cook was criticized by 
Walton for being a former member of the minority (1955- 
1956) which aligned itself with the Republicans. Con
versely, Cook charged Walton of concerning himself with 
legislative party matters, which Cook considered to be 
out of the legitimate sphere of inquiry of a state 
chairman• On November 8 , 1958, Representative Harold 
Cook of Pima county announced his candidacy for the 
Speaker of the House at a meeting of party leaders in 
Phoenix. This announcement percipitated a verbal clash 
between Speaker "Tay" Cook and Joseph Walton. In this 
exchange, both parties made some rather derogatory state

34ments. As a result of the conflict, seven Democratic
35legislators withdrew their support of "Tay" Cook in 

favor of Harold Cook. The disgruntled Democrats accused

•^Arizona Dally Star, November 10, 1958, p . 1.
54Ibid.
■^Klauer of Yuma; Austin, Pugh and Grimes of 

Maricopa; Ellis and Lindner of Yavapai; Elias of Pima.
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Speaker■Cook of "an unfair personal and belligerent

36criticism of State Chairman Joseph Walton. 11 Before
the Twenty-fourth legislature convened, Harold Cook
withdrew from the race in favor of Robert Klauer, a
Democrat from Yuma. When the official vote for the
speakership was taken, ¥. L. "Tay" Cook received 55

37votes and Robert Klauer. received 15; 25 of the 55
votes that Cook received came from Republicans. This 
meant that the speaker had to depend upon Republican 
support to gain his victory, thus creating a coalition 
majority bloc.

With the lack of recorded statements, it is
difficult to determine all the reasons that led to.the
rupture in 1959• Several members of the minority
,later unofficially stated that they felt the Democratic
majority was not carrying out.the policies of the state
party, but hastened to add that personality conflicts

38were also involved. Certainly these members realized
at the time that their lack of confidence in the speaker
would result in what they later called being cast into

39"outer Siberia".

36Arizona Daily Star. November 13, 1958, p. ,6 .
Journal of the House. 24th Leg., 1st. Reg. 

Sees., 1 9 5 9, PP. 15, 14.
•■^Personal interview with minority member, 24th 

Leg., March 1, I96I.
^Journal, loo. cit.. p. 330.
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The splits that have developed over the past six 

years manifest themselves in the makeup of the various 
committees. 'Dean Mann points out that:

The assignment of members of each House to 
committees on the basis of their factional 
alignments apparently is a settled practice.
When a factional shift occurs, resulting in 
a new Democratic or coalition majority, 
those in the minority faction tend to re
ceive discriminatory treatment in committee 
assignments. The seniority rule, as it 
applied to committee assignments in the 
U. S. Congress, has,only limited applicability in Arizona."40

The majority faction is always in control of every 
committee as well as the chairmanship and vice chairman
ship. Even with the unofficial conflict in the Twenty- 
third legislature/ those Democrats who were late supporters 
of Speaker Cook found themselves on less v important com
mittee’s such as Fish and Game, Planning and Development, 
and Public Defense and Veterans Affairs.

Factional conflicts have occasionally been evident 
in matters of procedure. A prime example of this can be 
found in the second regular session of the Twenty-second 
legislature (1 9 5 6). In this session the minority bloc 
requested that the House Rules be changed to permit proxy 
voting in committees. They also asked that the Administra
tion Committee be permitted to hire attachesApparently

AnDean Mann, loc cit., p. 18.- .... _  ' * '
'^The term "attache" refers to a committee staff. 

Arizona Daily Star, January 22, 1956, p. 1.
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the majority, group ignored these requests, thus percipi-
tating a conflict. In an attempt to gain recognition of
their demands, the minority resorted to an obstructionary
use of procedure. This was done by demanding that every
bill be read in its entirety on each of the three readings.
The Arizona. Constitution states that "every bill shall be
read by section on three different days, unless in case
of emergency,two-thirds of either House deem it expedient

42to dispense with this rule." In the interest of time
the legislature usually dispenses with full readings;
however, with the close division in 1956 (4-7-31) the
majority lacked the 53 necessary votes to declare a state
of emergency. The minority voted with consistent co-

43hesion in using this negative tool which finally brought 
partial recognition of their demands. .Due to the smaller 
number, of majority opponents in legislatures thru i9 6 0, 
this method of retaliation was not employed.

minority party in the legislature, but this should not 
be interpreted to mean that Republicans have.always found 
themselves in the minority bloc. Twice within the decade 
from 1950 to i9 6 0. Democratic speakers have had to rely ..

Traditionally the Republican party has been the

42Constitution of Arizona. Art. II, sec. 12.
1st. Reg.



on Republicans for their election (1953 and 1959). For 
this same period the Republicans have found themselves 
in the minority bloc during the Twenty-second legislature 
(1955-1956). Since 1955 there have been no Republicans 
on the Rules Committee; they have.received even more than 
their proportionate share, however, of positions on most 
of the other committees. Each session the Republicans 
choose their own floor leader and meet in- their own 
caucuses. Even though they meet separately from the 
minority bloc, they are still considered a part of it. 
During the Twenty-third and Twenty-fourth legislatures, 
they worked closely with the speaker. Obviously the 
sanctions that are held by the speaker can be used a- 
gainst a Republican as easily as a member of the.speaker’s 
party. Needless to say, political parties are not used 
extensively in the organization of the House, nor do 
they play an important part in its legislative process. 
Even when parties were an issue in 1955 concerning com
mittee assignments, the sole Republican in support of 
the winning speaker received far more important posts 
than the Democratic minority members.

It is virtually impossible to analyze the major
ity-minority division in the Senate with the same degree 
of accuracy that is possible in the House. This does not 
mean that there has been an undue amount ,bf congeniality 
in the upper house, but most of its difficulties are

26
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handled in an unrecorded manner.

'When the Senate convened in 1955 the office of 
president was vacant since the former president, Hubert 
Merryweattier, did not seek re-election in 1954. Contrary 
to previous pre-session caucuses, ^ a ’conflict did not 
arise among the Democratic members. ‘ The president was 
officially elected without any opposition. One plausible 
explanation for this lack of conflict has been advanced 
by Jim Cooper, legislative reporter for the Tucson Daily 
Citizen. He contends'that a meeting consisting of 
Senators Giss,. Prochnow and Carpenter, took place in 
Tucson prior to the establishment of the Twenty-second 
legislature. 'These members were the leading contenders 
for the office vacated by Merryweather. An agreement was 
made to dispense the more important positions among the 
three, with the presidency going to Carpenter, the position 
majority leader taken by Giss, and Prochnow gaining the 
chairmanship of the Committee on AppropriationsThese 
members have held the positions since 1 9 5 5.

In 1957 there was no recorded opposition in the

^ I n  1951 reference was made to a division of 
10-9, Arizona Dally Star. January 8 , 1951, p. 1. The 
"division- was unofficially recorded as 1 2 -7 for 1 9 5 3,
Ibid, January 12, 1953, p. 1.

^ Tucson Daily Citizen. April 19, i9 6 0,, p. 14.
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election of'the president; however, a small Democratic
minority put up token opposition before the legislative 

46session began.
The election of Clarence Carpenter in 1959 was 

also accomplished by a'unanimous vote. A Democratic 
senator from Graham county, however, felt'that there 
was some discrimination in committee appointments. He 
remarked - on the floor of the Senate,

Frankly, until after the committee 
appointments, I did not know who was in 
the majority bloc. At the time of the ' ■
appointments I found out that eight 

; members of the Senate, including myself, 
had been obviously discriminated against 
on■the appointments... We are not in- ’* 
vited to the Iron Curtain majority 

. caucuses."47
The majority-minority problem of the Arizona 

legislature casts ..considerable doubt on traditional 
notions concerning political parties. With the fac- - 
tional groups containing members from both parties, 
the party function of presenting alternatives is, con
siderably weakened. Thus if the importance of the majority- 
minority alignments is.increased party lines are destroyed.

Just as the party basis in Arizona resembles that 
of many states below the Mason-Dixon line, there is also -

^ Arizona Daily Star, January 13, 1957, pv 1.
^Journal of the House, 24th Leg., 2d Reg. Hess., 

I9 6 0, pp. 32-33.



a likeness in political.factionalism. The factional , 
problem in Arizona is probably more acute, however, 
than the.well publicized factionalism that exists in 
many southern .states. In. the South', * factions usually 
develop within the dominant Democratic party. ,In vying 
for public office, candidates often identify themselves 
with a particular faction, thus including the electorate 
in the splitting process. V. 0. Key contends that as 
far as state government is concerned "factions of the 
Democratic party play the role assigned elsewhere to 
political parties.

Generally speaking, recent elections in Arizona 
have been conducted as contests between the two parties. 
This has caused most voters to think in terms of party 
organization and control of the legislature, when in 
fact party lines are often disregarded by the legisla
tors. The result of limiting party conflict to elections 
has been the confinement of the factional problem to the 
legislature without involving the electorate. The chances 
of uncontrolled action on the part of the legislators is 
thus greatly enhanced.

These unorthodox alignments in the Arizona legis
lature have contained both metropolitan and non-metro
politan members. If the factional bloc allegiance is of

0. Key, Jr., Southern Politics (New York: 
Alfred A. Knopf,. 1949), P. 296.
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prime importance, constituency allegiance is lessened, 
thus eliminating metropolitan and non-metropolitan align 
ments. The next chapter will attempt to determine if 
metropolitan and non-metropolitan alignments exist 
the Arizona legislature at the roll call stage.

in



; CHAPTER II ' .

METROPOLITAN AND NON-METROPOLITAN VOTING BEHAVIOR

The Application of Roll Call Analysis

.One of the. traditional arguments concerning the 
influence of metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas on 
legislative voting behavior is that members representing 
these two types of areas will form cohesive blocs in 
opposition to each other. In the following chapter, the 
voting behavior of the Arizona legislature will be ana
lyzed to determine if a sufficient number of roll call 
conflicts indicate metropolitan and non-metropolitan 
voting trends.

The short-comings of roll call analysis have 
previously been mentioned and they need not be reiterated 
at this point. In defense of this method, however, it 
should be recognized that the recorded roll calls repre
sent an end-product of the legislative process, regardless 
of the formal or informal steps that may have preceded.
In agreement with the positive value of roll call analysis, 
Thomas FIinn contends that:

It is an imperfect method since roll calls 
cannot be weighed according to importance with
out introducing possibly - subjective factors, ’
and there is no doubt that some conflicts may 
be kept off the floor of a legislative body

31
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- by,compromises devised in committee or 
caucus. But if a large number of roll 
calls are examined, it is reasonable to 
assume that significant patterns of be- 

: . havior will leave a clear trace on what 
is, after all, the public record on 

. which our representatives must stand.
Fortunately, final passage of legislation in the 

Arizona legislature is recorded in a roll call vote. The 
Constitution of Arizona provides that, "the vote on the 
final passage of any bill or joint resolution shall be 
taken by ayes and nays on roll call."2

From 1955 through i960 there were 2,370 roll 
call votes in the Arizona legislature. Of this total 
figure, 945 of the. roll, calls in both houses were non- 
unanimous. By having a mandatory roll call recording 
system, every roll call vote is recorded, regardless 
of the significance of the measure being voted upon.
Most of the less important legislation, such as the 
resolutions passed each session expressing regret over 
the death of former members, is passed by unanimous 
vote. Since this analysis is designed to uncover metro
politan and non-metropolitan conflicts on all non-unani
mous roll calls, it would obviously be inconclusive to 
prove either the existence or non-existence of the

^Thomas A. FIinn, "The Outline of Ohio Politics," 
Ttie lie stern Political Quarterly, XII (September, I9 6 0), 
p. 7l5.; .

^Constitution of Arizona, Art. VI, sec. 12.
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metropolitan and non-metropolitan conflict;baaed partially 
upon unanimous roll calls. Invariably, one would find 
that there would be a very small number of conflicts pro
portionate to the total number of roll calls.

The result of excluding unanimous roll calls has 
been the subtraction of approximately.34.9 percent of the 
total roll calls in the House and 83.3 percent in the 
Senate. Subtraction of unanimous roll calls for each 
session can be•seen in Table I.

TABLE I
Unanimous and Non-unanimous Roll Calls in the Arizona

Legislature, 1955 - I960

House Senate
Unan. Non-unan. Total Unan. Non-unan. Total

1955 73... 131 204 161 29 190
1956 74 171 245 184 43 2271957 55 90 145 149 19 1681958 45 99 144 171 21 192
1959 87 126- 213 192 51 243I960 J lL 122 .. 197 I69 _32 204
Total 401 747 1,148 1,026 . 198: . 1,224

In order for a conflict to exist, at least 51 
percent of the metropolitan bloc would have to oppose at 
least 15 percent of the non-metropolitan bloc. The success 
of either the metropolitan or non-metropolitan bloc in 
gaining their legislative objectives would depend upon



the cohesion within each group. The measure of cohesion 
will be the percentage of the majority of a group taking 
a stand (minus abstentions).

Due to the small number of metropolitan members 
in the Senate, it is difficult to apply roll call analysis 
accurately. A person with only a limited knowledge of 
statistics should recognize that four out of 28 members 
in the Senate would not produce a conclusive test of metro
politan voting. If one metropolitan senator were to take 
a position opposing a majority of the membership with the 
other three metropolitan members abstaining, a metropolitan 
stand would be established by a single member. Regardless 
of the possible inaccuracy involved in examining the 
Senate, the roll calls have been analyzed and will be used 
for comparative purposes. Certainly any general conclusions 
concerning the existence or non-existence of a metropoli
tan and non-metropolitan conflict could not be based upon 
Senate data.

Conflict in the House
Since 1955> there have been 49 metropolitan and 

31 non-metropolitan members in the House. This division 
provides for 61.2 percent majority of metropolitan mem
bers. The party make-up of the metropolitan and non
metropolitan groups can be seen in Table II.

During the six year period under consideration, 
there were 747 non-unanimous roll calls in the House,

34
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TABLE II

Party Composition of the Arizona House of Representatives,
1955 - I960

Metropolitan Non-metropolitan
Democrat Republican Democrat Republican

1955 32 17 28 3
1956 32 17 28 3 ■
1957 28 21 29 2
1958 29 20 29 2
1959 26 23 29 2i960 26 • 23 29. 2

representing 6 5 .1 percent of all roll calls. The voting 
pattern of each contested roll call was examined to deter
mine if a conflict existed between the metropolitan and 
non-metropolitan blocs. Cohesion was measured on each 
roll call and categorized as follows: 50-69^, 70-79%,

and 80-100$.'
The metropolitan and non-metropolitan classifi

cation is only one of many ways to view the House in terms 
of group alignments. Other groupings could be made accord 
ing to party affiliation or majority-minority bloc member
ship. It is apparent that there would be an overlapping 
of membership of these three groups in the lower chamber. 
Each roll call was analyzed in terms of these other two 
alignments to insure that a metropolitan conflict was not 
confused with a party or factional conflict. There was 
no roll call on which there was a simultaneous party and



metropolitan and non-metropolitan conflict. Those bills 
causing an overlapping of metropolitan and non-metropoli
tan and majority-minority conflicts will later be .noted.

Out of the 74? contested roll calls in the House 
for the Twenty-second, Twenty-third and Twenty-fourth 
legislatures, only 16 produced a conflict between metro
politan and non-metropolitan bloc with cohesion of 51 

percent or over. This number of conflicts represents 
2.1 percent of all non-unanimous roll calls. Within the 
six year period, not a single roll call pitted more than 
70 percent of the metropolitan members against 70 percent 
of the non-metropolitan members. Only six roll calls 
resulted in a conflict between these groups with a co
hesion of 60 percent or more in each. Only one roll call 
resulted in a cohesion of 80 percent or more within one 
of the groups, but the significance of the cohesion 
within the non-metropolitan group (83 percent) was dimin
ished by the low cohesion of 52 percent of the metropolitan 
group in opposition. In 1955 the four roll calls that 
produced metropolitan and non-metropolitan conflicts repre
sented three percent of the contested roll calls for that 
session. Cohesion within each group ranged from 52 to 
69 percent on these four conflict roll calls.

The only measure of major importance in the 1955 
session that created a metropolitan and non-metropolitan 
clash was House Bill 59. This bill was designed to
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TABLE III

Cohesion on Metropolitan and Uon-metropolitan Roll Calls
■ in the House of Representatives. 1955 - i960

-;Y - , ; Metropolitan Non-■metropolitan
50-69# ■ 70-79# 80-100# 50-69# 70-79# 80-100#

1955 ■ - 4 O' 0 4 0 0
1956 3 1 0 4 0 0
1957 0 0 0 0 0 0
1958 1 0 . 0 1 0 0
1959 4 1 0 4 1 0
I960 1 1 _0 - 1 _0 _1
Total 13 3 " 0 14 ' 1 1

establish a state department of labor and create an office 
of commissioner of labor and an occupational health and
safety board. The act was originally introduced by the
metropolitan controlled Committee on Labor and was endorsed
by all but one member of the committee.^ Leading the fight
in favor of the bill was Labor Committee chairman, William
liood of phoenix. Opposition forces were mobilized by

4Charles Bloomquist of Cochise county. The introduction 
of this legislation stirred.a number of interest groups 
to action. Probably the most vigorous opposition came from

^House Bill 59 was endorsed by committee mem
bers: Wood, McCoy, Hutcheson, Alfaro, Carroll, Austin,Franklin, Harkness and O'Reilly.

^Arizona Dally Star. February 15, 1955, Sec. 3.,
p. 1.
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■ ' 5the Arizona Cotton Grower^ Association. In spite of

the pressures from this group as well as several retail 
merchants * associations, the leadership pushed for the 
bill’s adoption. Speaker Ruppelius stated that he 
Dianned "to hold ud most other legislation until it had
gotten the department of labor bill through the House

1 •• ' ^and over to the Senate." The measure was finally passed
■ ; *7 J ' " - •by a vote of 42 to 36 with 30 of the 42 affirmative votes

coming from majority metropolitan members. In opposition 
to this bill were 18 metropolitan Republicans and 18 non
metropolitan Democrats.

It is interesting to note that all of the conflict 
roll calls in the 1955 session were in terms of metro
politan support and non-metropolitan opposition. The 
metropolitan offensive position is due largely to metro
politan leadership and strength in the majority faction. 
House Bill 4 created a cohesion of 66 percent in the 
metropolitan bloc.and $4 percent in the non-metropolitan 
bloc. This bill was introduced by metropolitan members 
Austin and Harkness of Maricopa county. It was intended 
to establish maximum interest rates on small loans.

The third bill causing a metropolitan and non-

JIbid.
Arizona Daily Star, February 12, 1955, p. 1.
^Journal of the House. 22d Leg., 1st. Reg. Sess., 

1955, P. 310.
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metropolitan conflict was House Bill 217. This-act 
provided for standards and inspection in the sale of 
petroleum products. It was introduced by three non
metropolitan members from Pinal county. On final pas
sage , 63 percent of the metropolitan members voted in 
favor of the bill with 32 percent of the non-metropolitan 
members voting in opposition.

The last bill before the first regular session 
of the Twenty-second legislature that can be viewed in 
terms of a metropolitan and non-metropolitan conflict 
was House Bill 239. This bill, introduced by a metro
politan member from Maricopa county, authorized the 
establishment of unified school districts by combining 
common and high school districts with like boundaries. 
Apparently, the non-metropolitan members were unwilling 
to change the existing school district arrangement since 
they voted with a cohesion of 52 percent in opposition 
to the bill. The metropolitan bloc voted with 69 percent 
cohesion.

There were the same number of roll calls (4) 
that created metropolitan and non-metropolitan conflicts 
in 1956 as there were in 1955. The labor department bill 
that caused so much friction in the 1955 session, passed 
in 1956 without creating a metropolitan and non-metro
politan conflict.

Probably the most controversial bill in the 1956
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session that was characterized by a division between the 
metropolitan and non-metropolitan blocs was House Bill;
240. This act provided for revaluation and reassessment 
of property through creating a separate division of ap
praisal within the State Tax Commission. It was intro
duced by three metropolitan and two non-metropolitan 
membersv Before the third reading on this bill, beveral 
amendments had been attached to it. The major amendment 
provided for all.property to be assessed for taxation at 
.50 percent of its real value. A number of legislators 
opposed the act because they felt it would jeopardize 
property tax exemptions for widows and veterans. Others 
were concerned with the jurisdiction of the proposed 
division of: appraisal. Representative Lee Dover remarked 
on the floor of the House that the proposed division would 
have "no authority over the mines, railroads and utilities 
for the revaluation of p r o p e r t y . T h e  metropolitan group 
voted in favor of this bill with 56 percent cohesion, even 
though they found themselves on the losing side.

One bill introduced in the. 1956 session that 
directly interested the metropolitan members was House Bill 
380. This act was designed to increase the membership 
of county boards of supervisors in counties over 100,000 
population. The boards were to be increased from three

QJournal of the House. 22d Leg;.. 2d Reg. Bess., 
1956, p. 424.
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to five members. The only counties that would have been 
immediately affected by the bill would have been Maricopa 
and Pima, the counties containing metropolitan areas.
The metropolitan bloc favored the act with a cohesion of 
60 percent, but nevertheless the bill failed to pass.
The opposing non-metropolitan group voted with a cohesion 
of 6 ? percent.

The third roll call of the 1956 session creating 
a metropolitan and non-metropolitan clash was caused by 
House Bill 7 . This act was. intended to increase the 
membership of the livestock sanitary board and was intro
duced by five metropolitan and, one non-metropolitan mem
bers. The House failed to adopt this measure over the 
opposition of 69 percent of the metropolitan members.
The non-metropolitan group voted for the bill’s defeat . . 
with 56 percent cohesion. , .

: The fourth piece of legislation in the 1956 

session that produced a division which can be analyzed 
in terms of a metropolitan and non-metropolitan split,, 
was House. Concurrent Resolution 13;- This act proposed 
a constitutional amendment to prohibit a gubernatorial 
veto or. a. legislative amendment on any initiative or 
referendum measure passed by a majority of the qualified 
voters of the state. . The resolution was sponsored by 
eight metropolitan and one non-metropolitan members....
The interest of the metropolitan sponsors was quite clear.
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The'counties.of Pima and Maricopa contain over one-half 
of the state1 s qualified voters, and this act would ■ 
protect a metropolitan controlled decision made by the 
electorate. The measure finally passed the House with.
69 percent of the metropolitan members voting in support 
and 56 percent of the non-metropolitan members voting 
in opposition.

There was no metropolitan and non-betropolitan 
conflict over roll calls.in the.1957 session. Only one 
roll call, in the I958 session pitted the metropolitan 
members against the non-metropolitan members with measur
able intensity. This conflict was precipitated by 
House Bill 272 which was introduced by the metropolitan 
controlled Committee on Appropriations. * This bill was . 
designed to create a state central purchasing department. 
The 1958 session was not,however,considering an original 
proposal in House Bill 272. A central purchasing depart
ment had been part of former Governor Pyle1s reorganiza
tion program, and had been considered by both houses in 
several sessions prior to 1958. Even though past members 
of the House were probably used to debating the merits 
of such a bill, it engendered a great deal of contro
versy in'the 1958 session. In projecting the controversies 
of the act, Representative Brayton of Gila county con
tended that the bill was "designed to crush the small



business man. Representative Hostetter of Pima county 
countered this charge by asserting that the bill would 
provide, "an opportunity to save a large sum of money 
for the s t a t e O n  final reading, the bill was defeated 
with 56 percent of the metropolitan members opposing 61 
percent of.the non-metropolitan members who favored the 
bill. v , v - . ' .

.In 1959 the number of conflict roll calls was 
increased. There were five metropolitan and nbn-metropol 
itan conflicts as compared to one in .1958. Not only was 
there a numerical increase, but the conflicts were more 
pronounced. The .most significant conflicts were created 
by the introduction of twin acts by Representative Berry 
of Greenlee county. House Bill 221 and House Concurrent 
Resolution 12 were introduced simultaneously. These acts 
provided for the assessment and taxation of mobile homes 
in the same manner as other unsecured personal property. 
This legislation would.have changed existing law which 
provides for tax exemptions on mobile homes, providing 
they are licensed for.highway travel. . Taxation under 
the proposed measures would have been considerably more 
than.the licensing fee paid by mobile home owners. It 
is evident that this legislation would have had the

^Journal of the House, 23d Leg., 2d Reg. Bess., 
1958, p. 391• • '' "

10Ibid, .
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greatest impact on the' two counties containing metro
politan areas. In 1956 there were 38,253^"5obile homes 
registered in the state. Of this total there were 
19,491 registered in Maricopa county and 7,465 registered 
in Pima county. This indicates that in 1956, 70.4 per
cent of all mobile homes registered in the state were 
located in the two counties containing metropolitan - 
centers. Logically the pressures of opposition came from 
areas of the state with the largest concentrations of 
mobile homes,- namely Phoenix and Tucson. In 1958 -there • 
were 236 mobile homes in Greenlee county representing 
.06 percent of the state's total. It is therefore 
understandable why Representative Berry was able to 
introduce this type of legislation without a clear threat 
of reprisal by his constituencies. The pressure of mobile 
home owners is reflected in the voting behavior of the 
legislators. These measures failed to pass the House; 
the 75 and 68 percent cohesion within the metropolitan 
bloc was enough to offset the 68 and 79 percent cohesion - 
within this non-metropolitan bloc. The degree of co
hesion in' these two roll calls was greater than in any 
of the other metropolitan and non-metropolitan conflicts 
that occured in the House from 1955 through i9 6 0.- 11

11All mobile home registration figures are taken 
from the Arizona County Base Book, Bureau of Business and 
Public Research, University of Arizona, Tucson, 1958.



- Another controversial bill up for consideration
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in 1959 was House Bill 159. This act was offered to 
settle a long standing dispute between Arizona munici
palities and the railroads over the cost of installing 
warning devices at railroad crossings. The League of 
Arizona Cities and Towns felt that the railroads should 
incur the expense of improving their own property. The 
Arizona Railroad Association on the other hand, felt that 
the municipalities should provide signals where city 
streets crossed railroad tracks. House Bill 159 provided 
a compromise between these two demands. It required that 
the expense of installing railroad warning devices be 
shared equally between the railroad companies and the 
city and county. The two municipalities involved most 
deeply were the cities of Phoenix and Tucson. .This is 
understandable when one considers the large number of 
railroad crossings within these cities that required 
warning devices. The mayors of the cities personally 
aided the League in opposition to this compromise measure. 
In spite of their protests, the bill was passed by the 
House with only 52 percent of the metropolitan members 
voting against it. There was 68 percent cohesion within 
the non-metropolitan bloc voting for its adoption. The 
metropolitan cohesion was considerably decreased by the 
loss of 15 Republicans who supported the non-metropolitan
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position. According to one Republican legislator, the
15 Republicans swaped their vote on this bill with an
understanding that the non-metropolitan members would
support several education bills that were being pushed

12by Republican House leadership.
Senate Joint Memorial 2 created another, metro

politan and non-metropolitan conflict of lesser intensity 
than the conflicts that have previously been mentioned.
This petition requested Congress to determine the rights 
of the San Carlos Apache Indian tribe in a "mineral strip" 
which was formerly a part of their reservation. This 
act reached the House with one dissenting vote by a 
metropolitan member of the Senate. It was defeated in 
the House, in spite of an affirmative vote of 69 percent 
of the metropolitan members. The opposing non-metropoli
tan bloc had a cohesion of 70 percent on this roll call.

Analyzing the voting behavior of Arizona - legis
lators is not without its lighter side. This behavior : 
becomes most amusing when the lawmakers vigorously de
bate issues that appear to be of little if any consequence. 
One such issue arose in the 1959 session concerning the 
adoption of an official state song. After lengthy dis
cussion, the. state song bill was defeated with 69 percent

IPPersonal interview with Republican member of 
the 24th Leg., November 2, i9 6 0.



of the metropolitan members opposing the measure. This 
stand was opposed by .70 percent of.the non-metropolitan 
members. Needless to say, it is rather difficult to 
conceive of this bill as a' burning' metropolitan and non- 
metropolitan issue.

In the i960 session the number of metropolitan 
and non-metropolitan conflicts dropped to two, a decrease 
of three conflicts from the previous 1959 session. One 
bill that eventually created a conflict was introduced 
by the metropolitan controlled Committee on Livestock 
and Public Land. It would have limited the amount of 
land an individual, corporation, or association could 
purchase in any one sale. Possibly the metropolitan, 
members were considering the sale of public land for 
the ever expanding cities of Phoenix and Tucson when 
they voted against this bill with 76 percent cohesion. 
This bill was supported by 64 percent of the non-metro
politan members. The other contested roll call in i960  

involved a bill to clarify penalties for hitchhiking.
Of the 16 conflicts in the six sessions, the 

metropolitan members found themselves on the winning side 
62 percent of the time. . This meant that the non-metro- 
polltan group was on the losing side on 10 roll calls 
and the prevailing side on six, thus indicating 42 per
cent success. . ;:

47



48
TABLE IV

Concurrent Cohesion in the Metropolitan and Non-Metropolitan 
Blocs on House Conflict Roll.Calls, 1955 - i960

Metropolitan Bloc 
50-69% 70-79% 80-100# TotalNon-metro 50-69% 11 2 0 13politan bloc 70-79% 2 0 0 2

Total 14 2 0 16
80-100% 1 0 0 1

Conflict in the Senate
The metropolitan underrepresentation in the

Arizona Senate was the reason Gordon E. Baker categorized
Arizona as a state "where distortions from democratic

13theory can be considered substantial." Certainly it 
can not be denied that metropolitan members of the Senate 
find themselves in a definite minority with only 14 per
cent of the voting strength. Due to this existing in
balance attention must be paid to the upper chamber, 
even though any findings cannot be used to draw general 
conclusions because of the small number in the group.

In analyzing the contested roll calls in the 
Senate for the six legislative sessions from 1955 through
I960, one would find only three metropolitan and non-

14metropolitan conflicts. This would indicate that of

13̂Gordon E . Baker, Rural Versus Urban Political 
Power (Garden City: Doubleday & Co., 1955), pp. 15-l6.

14The method of determining cohesion within the 
Senate metropolitan and non-metropolitan blocs will be the 
same as the method used in the House discussed on p. 34.



49
the .198 total contested roll calls,- 1 .6 percent were' - 
characterised by a metropolitan and non-metropolitan 
conflict. All three of the.se, roll calls qccured during 
the 1959 session. Each, of-the roll calls has a case, of 
the metropolitan bloc taking a. negative .stand with .the 
lone Republican, Hiram S. Corbett of Pima county, voting 
with the non-metropolitan)members. V.;. . •.

One of the bills that created a metropolitan and 
non-metropolitan conflict concerned' an increase .in the 
sales and use tax for educational purposes. .Another 
contested bill proposed a transfer of.the powers arid V - . 
duties of the post auditor to the legislative council.
The third conflict producing measure was designed to 
abolish the.Arizona School Board Association. With the 
exception of the bill;dealing;with an increase in the 
sales and use tax, these bills do not appear to present 
clear metropolitan and non-metropolitan issues.

Of the sixteen bills that produced a conflict . 
between metropolitan and non-metropolitan.members in 
the House, - only one became law. The. remaining bills • . 
either failed to pass the House or were held.in commit
tee in.the Senate. The three bills creating a metropolitan 
and non-metropolitan conflict in -the Senate were held in 
committee in the House. Thus only one bill can be used • •
to compare the voting behavior of metropolitan and non- - 
metropolitan members in the House and Senate. House Bill
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159 providing for the allocation of payment for rail
road warning devices was passed by the House in 1959•
A majority of the metropolitan members opposed this 
measure. In the Senate only one metropolitan member 
voted in opposition to the bill with the other three 
members voting in favor of it. Hence the division be
tween metropolitan and non-metropolitan members in the ; 
House was not duplicated in the Senate.

One would.certainly be naive in assuming that 
all conflicts in the Arizona Senate would, appear on the 
floor in the form of recorded roll call votes. If there 
were substantial.difference between the metropolitan and 
non-metropolitan members, however, it could be justifiably 
assumed that there would be at least more than three roll 
calls in six years that would produce a conflict between 
these two groups. .

This chapter indicates that metropolitan and 
non-metropolitan conflicts are virtually non-existent at 
the roll call stage in the Arizona legislature. Certainly 
the 2.1 percent of conflicts in the House, and the 1.6 
percent of conflicts in the Senate is not indicative of- 
any widespread difference between the two groups. The 
significance of the conflict roll calls in the House is 
considerably lessened by the fact that not a single con
flict roll call produced cohesion as high as 80 percent
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within each group at. the same time.

The lack of conflict in the Senate is quite 
significant when one considers that only four metro
politan members were needed to produce a cohesion of 
100 percent. Through Senate apportionment, it might 
normally be assumed that much of the legislation intro
duced in the upper chamber would have a non-metropolitan 
flavor. A note of skepticism about this assumption is 
warranted however, when it is shown that the "oppressed" 
metropolitan senators presented common resistance on only 
three of I98 roll calls.

_ Thus far, the lack of metropolitan and non
metropolitan conflict has only been established-at the 
roll call stage. The logical question to ask is whether 
the roll call stage is a valid legislative juncture to 
use in the measurement of conflict. Obviously one would 
find an absence of conflict if either group were frustrated 
in bringing their legislation to the floor. The next 
chapter will attempt to answer the question of roll call 
validity through examining the committee make-up and 
sponsorship of bills. In making this analysis, compari
sons of the majority-minority blocs with the metropolitan 
and non-metropolitan blocs will be. made to determine the 
relative, importance of these two groups.



- . : CHAPTER III

EXPLAINING THE LACK OF METROPOLITAN AND NON-METROPOLITAN
CONFLICT

This chapter, is designed to meet a two-fold pur
pose. First, the Arizona legislative process must be 
examined' at levels below the roll call stage. This will 
be done to determine if metropolitan and non-metropolitan 
conflict is smothered before issues are brought to a 
final vote. Secondly, a comparison of the importance of 
the factional alignments and the metropolitan and non
metropolitan alignments will be made to determine the 
relative importance of each. Through overlapping member
ship in these alignments, the increased significance of 
one would decrease the importance of the other. Thus, 
an explanation for the lack of metropolitan and non-metro 
politan conflict in roll call voting could be due to a 
primacy of factional group allegiance. .

Committee Control in the House 
The committee system of any legislative body is 

of crucial importance and certainly the system within, the 
Arizona legislature is no exception. Since committees 
usually present the most difficult hurdle to be cleared 
by legislation, membership in these "sub-legislatures", 
becomes a matter of prime concern. Obviously the power 
of the ruling group would be virtually lost through
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improper control"of committees.

In a search for an explanation.of the lack of 
metropolitan and non-metropolitan conflicts, the makeup 
of House committees will be analyzed. . If either of 
these.groups were discriminated against in the assign- : 
ment of committee positions, the metropolitan and non- 
metrbpolitan conflict could be settled or squelched . 
by stacked committeesThus the constituency and 
factional alignments will be examined to discover the 
relative importance of each in committee selection.

The number of standing committees in the Arizona 
legislature .has fluctuated during the period from 1955  

through i9 6 0. In 1955 there were 19 committees in the 
House and 28 in the Senate. In 1957 the number of com
mittees in the House was increased to 20 with the Senate 
decreasing its number to 21. Since 1959 both Houses 
have stabilized the number of committees at 21. The 
committees in the Arizona legislature occupy an.undefined 
and rather nebulous position. Presumably "the number, 
title and functions of these committees are determined 
entirely by the rules of the Senate and.the House of Repre
sentatives."1

In each chamber, the presiding officer has the 
power of assigning bills to committee. Contrary to con-

1Dean E.flann, "The Legislative Committee System 
in Arizona." (unpublished research paper), p. 7. (mimdographed)
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greasional. practice, the presiding,officer in the Arizona 
legislature assigns most bills to several committees con
currently . Because of this unusual practice, the decision 
of one.committee on a. piece of legislation is shaped to 
a considerable extent by the actions of other committees 
handling the same bill. , Thus "a committee that is com-, 
posed of members who are opposed to a bill that may be 
favored by a-, majority- of the legislature can prevent the 
majority from acting on it, or the committee can use the 
bill for bargaining purposes with other committees or the 
leadership.I'2 In commenting: on the assigning power of 
.the speaker, Dean Mann concludes .that, "the presiding 
officer of each chamber apparently has complete discretion 
in referring bills to committees.

Undoubtedly the most important figure involved 
in the appointment of members to committees is the Speaker 
of the House. He controls the appointment and:removal of 
the membership on all standing committees. It.has pre
viously bee pointed out.that this power has proved to be 
an effective bargaining advantage for would-be speakers.

In 1955 the House elected its first and only metro 
politan speaker.for the decade 1950 to i9 6 0. For the 
first regular session of the Twenty-second legislature

.®Ibid,;p. 13. .
5Ibid, p. 7.



(1955)» Speaker Ruppelius appointed a majority of metro
politan members to'every committee except three. The 
three exceptions were the committees on Appropriations, 
Fish and Game, and:Livestock and Public Land. The com
mittees on Fish and Game and Livestock and Public Land - 
were probably no great loss to the metropolitan members. . 
The highest number of metropolitan members were found 
on the Public Institutions committee. The highest per
centage of non-metropolitan members was on the Fish and 
Game committee. ... ,

In 1956 the membership on a few committees was 
altered slightly with the metropolitan bloc losing con
trol of the Committee on Agriculture and Irrigation.
This group increased its strength, however, on the Rules 
Committee from 55 to 65 percent. For the two sessions 
(1955-1956) the metropolitan group had control of 80 
percent of all committees. If the committee were to re
flect the proportionate membership ofthe House, the•49 
member majority bloc should represent 61 percent of the 
membership on each committee. Using this standard during 
the Twenty-second legislature, the metropolitan bloc was 
underrepresented on five committees and overrepresented 
on ten. ... '

. Discrimination according to metropolitan and non
metropolitan lines was not nearly as evident as factional 
discrimination. With the minority faction of 31, repre-
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senting 39 percent of the total membership, each of the 
_ 15 c ommittees, the or e tically, should have c ontained 39. 
percent minority members .- There were only, three com
mittees that.represented the proportionate strength of - 
the minority. On the two most important committees, Rules 
and Appropriations, the minority bloc did not gain a single 
position. " Factional committee strength was not substan
tially altered, in the 1956 session.

With the importance of seniority and party affilia 
tion in our national congress, one can accurately predict, 
after the November election, what the committee member
ship for the following session would be. The merits of 
-these criteria that are used by the national solons may 
-be debatable; nevertheless, it must be conceded that it 
provides for a systematic and orderly transfer of com- . 
mittee positions. This method of committee appointment 
has certainly not been inherited by the Arizona legis
lature as the I957 session so clearly demonstrates.

In 1.957. the House speaker was defeated for re- 
election, and :W. L. Cook assumed the duties of the office. 
Even though a majority of the members of the Twenty- 
second legislature were reelected, and the Democrats 
retained control, the chairmanship of every standing com
mittee changed hand. This total exchange was due largely 
to shifting factional alignments. The factional lines
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Metropolitan Bloc and I<Iajority Bloc Strength on Committees 
in the Twenty-second Legislature‘(1955-1956)

•TABLE I ' "

Committee Metropolitan Ma .1 orl ty
61/3 of whole* 6lfo of whole

Administration 60.0^ 8 6 .7/0 (8 0.0 :
Agriculture & Irrigation 53.3 (46.6) 66.7Appropriations 40.0 100.0Banking • ■ - ■ ....... - •.66:6 y | • - ■
County & Municipal Affairs 73.3 ..73i4Education - • - 73.3 (60.0) - 6 0 .0 (6 6.7 )Fish & Game.. ..... . ..... - 2 6 .6 ■ ...-....5^.4 ..Public Health 80.0 60.0
Highways and Bridges 53.3 ' 93.3 (86.7)Judiciary..... - 60.0 (53.3) 8 6 . 7.Labor 6 0 .0 7 3 .4Livestock & Public Lands 40.0 6 6 .7 (6 0 .0 )Planning & Development 73.3 6 6 .7Public Defense & Veterans

Affairs 66.6 6 6 .7 ' ’Public Institutions 86.6' 8 6 .7Rules 54.5 (61.5) 1 0 0 .0
Suffrage & Elections 73.3 6 6 .7  (73.4)Ways & Means 66.6 73.4
Welfare 73.3. 73.4 (80.0)

Metropolitan and majority groups constituted 61 percent
of the entire House membership.

-“-“•Figure in parenthesis indicates membership change in
second session.

overshadowed the party and seniority standing of the mem
bers. The legislature also witnessed a slight change in 
the number of committees. The former County and Municipal 
Affairs Committee was divided into the committees on 
County Affairs and Municipalities.

- Under the non-metropolitan leadership of Speaker 
Cook, the metropolitan bloc had majority representation

•SH5-
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on all but three committees. Two .of these committees 
(Fish and Game and Appropriations) were out of metropol
itan control in the previous legislature. The third 
committee under non-metropolitan control in 1957 was 
the Committee on Administration. In 1953 there was a

TABLE II
Metropolitan Bloc and Majority Bloc Strength on Committees 

in the Twenty-third Legislature (1957-1958)

Committee • Metropolitan Majority •
61/a of whole* ** 75/9 of whole

Administration 46.65? 93.35?(80.0)'Agriculture & Irrigation - 
Appropriations 53.326.6 86.7100.0
Banking 
County Affairs

66.6
53.3

(6 0 .0 ) 80.0
86.7

(66.7)
Education 66.6 80.0
Fish & Game 46.6 (40.0) 60.0
Public Health '
Highways & Bridges Ju'didiafyc ■ . :

60.0
60.0
60.0

80.0
86.7
86.7Labor 80.0 (73.3) 73.4 (66.6)

Livestock '■& Public Lands 53.3 86.7Planning & Development 
Public Defense & Veterans

60.0 53.4
Affairs 66.6 .(60.0) 73.4 (66.7)Public Institutions 86.6 86.7Rules 61.5 100.0

Suffrage & Elections 
Ways & Means 73.3 66.6 ' 66.7 

93.3Welfare 73.3 73.4 (66.7)Municipalities 66.6 (60.0) 73.4 (80.0)
* Percentage that metropolitan and majority constituted 

of the entire House membership.
**Figure in parenthesis indicates membership change in 

second session.
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nominal rearrangement of metropolitan and non-metropolitan 
members, but the control remained the same.

In the Twenty-third legislature the majority fac
tion tightly controlled all committees. The largest con
centrations of minority strength were found on the insig
nificant Fish and Game, Planning and Development, and 
Public Defense and Veterans Affairs committees.

Assuming once again that each committee should 
proportionately reflect the total membership, the metro
politan bloc therefore, should control roughly 61. percent 
of the membership of each committee. If this apportion
ment were accurately used, the minority bloc would have 
20 percent representation. On 14 committees the"metro
politan bloc either received its share or was overrepre
sented. The minority bloc received its proportionate 
share on. ten committees; however, they were completely 
shut put of the committees on Rules, and Appropriations.

With the establishment of the Twenty-fourth 
legislature (1959) the House added the State Government 
Committee bringing.the committee total to 21. During 
this legislature the metropolitan group found themselves 
in control of 12 committees in 1959 and 13 in i9 6 0. In 
comparison between the Twenty-third and Twenty-fourth 
legislatures, the metropolitan group lost control of the 
committees on Education, Highways and Bridges, Agriculture



and Irrigation, Judiciary, and Rules. They gained control 
of the Administration and Fish and Game committees.

The strength of the factional blocs was similar 
to previous sessions. Once again, the majority bloc 
gained tight control of every committee with minority 
members being completely excluded from the Rules and
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■' TABLE III
Metropolitan Bloc and Ma.1 ority Bloc Strength on Committees 

in the Twenty-fourth Legislature (1959-1960)

Committee Metropolitan . Majority
61/a of wholew 81^ of whole

Administration 
Agriculture & Irrigation 
Appropriations 
Banking .
County Affairs■
Education
Fish & Game
Public Health
Highways & Bridges
Judiciary
Labor
Livestock & Public Lands 
Planning & Development 
Public Defense & Veterans 

Affairs
Public Institutions 
Rules
Suffrage & Elections 
Ways & Means 
'Welfare
Municipalities 
State Government

6 0 .0^ 86.7/̂46.6 8 0 .0
33.3 1 0 0 .0
73.3 93.3
66^6 1 0 0 .0
2 6 .6 93.3 (1 0 0.0 )*-'
46.6 (53.3) 73.4 (66.7)
6 0 .0 (53.3) 86.740.0 1 0 0 .0
46.6 93.3
8 0 .0 93.3
53.3 93.3 (86.7)
8 0 .0 (8 6.6 ) .53.4
93.3 6 0 .0
6 6 .6 (73.3) 66.7
2 6 .6 1 0 0 .0
73.3 (6 6 .6 ) 8 0 .0
73.3 1 0 0 .0
8 6 .6 8 0 .0
6 6 .6 (73.3) 8 0 .0 (73.4)
46.6 93.3

^Percentage that metropolitan and majority constituted 
.of the entire House membership.
■^■Figure in parenthesis indicates membership change in 

second session. ’ -
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•Appropriations committees. The largest-number of minor
ity members '.was- found on the less • important committees. 
It is evident by the i960 session that the committees on 
Public Defense and Veterans Affairs, Pish and Game, and 
Planning and Development are virtually reserved for 
minority members. .

.: The proportionate share of committee positions 
for the metropolitan bloc should have been 61 percent.
The.metropolitan bloc received its share or more than its 
share of committee seats on 12 committees. With 15 mem- ' r 
bers out of a total of 8 0, the minority should have been 
entitled to roughly 19 percent of the membership on each 
committee. The minority bloc received its share or over 
of positions on eight committees; however, they were 
represented by less than 10 percent on six other .com
mittees. In addition to the Rules and Appropriations 
committees, minority members were.excluded from the com
mittees on Highways and Bridges, County Affairs, and Ways . 
and Means. .

. In light of the data that has been presented, 
there is no,clear indication of discrimination against 
either the metropolitan or non-metropolitan blocs in the 
distribution of committee positions. It is equally evi
dent, however, that factional lines are quite significant 
in committee selection. It is far from coincidental that 
minority members were excluded from the two most important
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committees in the House for all six sessions.
. The committees do not reflect a complete dominance
of either the metropolitan.or non-metropolitan groups.
This fact is significant since it would be difficult to 
question-the roll call analysis based upon a "packed" 
committee, argument . If the committees were dominated by 
metropolitan or non-metropolitan, members, one could con
tend that conflict was.settled or eliminated before the 
final roll;call vote was taken,.however this was not the 
case. These findings will be,supported- through an analysis 
of the success;of metropolitan or non-metropolitan members 
in sponsoring legislation.

[Sponsorship;of Legislation 
, In the.Arizona legislature,;the:fate of each,bill 

is definitely held in the hands of the committees. Bills 
that.pass' the-committee stage are vitually assured of 
passage once they reach the floor..[For example, in the 
1955 session,,of the 73 house bills.that reached the floor, 
only two failed to pass. In 1956, of the 9 6[individually 
sponsored house bills that cleared committee, only four . 
failed to pass the House. Considering the importance of 
committee rejection,.sponsorship will be examined in terms 
of metropolitan and non-metropolitan, and majority-minority 
alignments. This will be done in an attempt to determine 
if members are frustrated in having their bills passed be
cause of group affiliations.



Logically, the sponsorship of bills would fall 
into one of the following categories: 1 ) metropolitan-
majority 2 ) metropolitan-minority 3 ) non-metropolitan- 
majority 4) non-metropolitan-minority 5 ) metropolitan 
and non-metropolitan-majority 6 ) metropolitan and non- 
metropolitan-minority 7 ) metropolitan-majority and non- 
metropolitan-minority 8 ) metropolitan-minority and non
metropolitan-majority.^ .

In order to be concise, only the general metro
politan and non-metropolitan, majority-minority and mixed 
classifications will be.used. Since committee sponsored 
legislation is listed only according to the committee 
title, it Is impossible to accurately determine metro
politan and non-metropolitan, and factional support. For 
this reason, only the bills^ introduced-by the membership 
will be included in the analysis.

Of the 182.bills introduced by metropolitan mem
bers in 1955, 52 reached the floor. The non-metropolitan 
members introduced fewer bills; however they had propor
tionately greater success with their bills in committees. 
This latter group introduced.37 bills with floor action 
taken on 15 of them.

^See appendix, p. 9 7.
^The term "bill" will be used to refer to all 

types of personally sponsored legislation.
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There was a total of 219 bills introduced by mem

bers of the two factions. .Majority members sponsored ISO 
bills with 65 eventually reaching the floor. Only two 
bills of the remaining 39 introduced by minority members 
cleared committees. There were 18 bills introduced by 
various combinations of members within the previously 
mentioned groups. Approximately one-third (6) of these 
bills received floor action.

In 1956 metropolitan members sponsored 194 bills. 
Of this total, 51 eventually reached the floor. There 
were 61 bills introduced by non-metropolitan members 
with 30 clearing committee. There were 180 bills spon
sored by majority members and 65 successfully passed com
mittees. Minority bills had less success with committee 
passage with three out of a total of 27 introduced. Twenty 
five bilb were sponsored by other combinations with 15 

reaching the floor.
There were fewer bills handled in the 1957 session 

than previous sessions. The metropolitan bloc introduced 
146 bills with 28 eventually reaching the floor. Of the 
64 bills sponsored by non-metropolitan members, 19 success 
fully passed through the committee system. The majority 
faction sponsored I59 bills. Of this total, 36 received 
floor action. Of the 51 bills introduced by minority 
members, only eight were endorsed by the committees. 
Fourteen bills were sponsored by the various combinations
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of membership, but . all v;ere held in - committee.

The success of both:metropolitan and non-metro
politan legislation was reduced in 1958. In this session, 
21 metropolitan sponsored bills reached the floor out of 
a total of 178. The.non-metropolitan;bloc introduced 70 

bills with 15 brought out of committee. Out of a total 
of 186 bills introduced by majority members, 33 received 
floor action. : The minority bloc members sponsored 62 
bills with three finally reaching the floor. In the 
mixed classification, three .bills passed committee out 
of a total o f .31 introduced.

The metropolitan members of the 1959 session 
sponsored 123 bills with 33 receiving committee 'endorse
ment. Of 51 bills introduced by non-metropolitan members, 
13 eventually reached the floor. The majority faction 
sponsored 137 bills with 46 passing committee. Proposed 
minority legislation was completely eliminated in this 
session. None of the 37 bills introduced ever reached 
the floor. Of the 57 bills with mixed sponsorship, 12 
reached floor action.

In the i960 session, the metropolitan members 
sponsored 105 bills; 15 of these reached the floor.
There were 50 bills introduced by non-metropolitan mem
bers with 16 being passed by committee. Of the 132 bills 
sponsored by majority bloc members, 29 received floor
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action. Only one of 23 minority sponsored bills passed 
committee.. .There were 48 bills with mixed sponsorship, 
with 11 bills reaching the floor.

In summarizing the data compiled for all six 
sessions, one finds that approximately 22 percent of all 
bills introduced by metropolitan members were passed 
through the committee system.. Of the 928 introduced,
200 reached the floor. The non-metropolitan legislation 
had a higher percentage of success; however, there were 
fewer bills introduced, thus enhancing the chances for a 
higher percentage. The non-metropolitan group sponsored 
333 bills with 108 successfully reaching the floor, thus 
accounting for 32 percent. There is a substantial dis
crepancy between successful legislation that was spon
sored by the factional blocs. The majority faction 
sponsored 1 ,0 2 2 bills with 28 percent of these (2 8 7) re
ceiving floor action. On the other hand, seven percent 
of the minority legislation was released by committee.
This latter group introduced 239 bills and only 17 ever 
■reached the floor. Of 237 bills sponsored by the various 
combinations of members, 67 or 28 percent cleared committee.

House Majority-Minority Roll Call Analysis
Through application of roll call analysis in the 

previous chapter, the relative absence of conflict be
tween the metropolitan and non-metropolitan members has 
been established. This conclusion does not imply that
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conflict does not occur on the floor, of the House of 
Representatives. A naive observer with only scanty know
ledge of the Arizona legislature would recognize the exist
ence of conflict. Thus it becomes a matter of interpre
tation of conflict, not its existence or non-existence.
In the following section, roll call divisions will be 
interpreted in terras of the majority-minority alignments. 
This data will be compared with data compiled in the pre
vious chapter. This will be done in an attempt to deter
mine the relative importance of these two types of align
ments in explaining conflict.

The same analysis used to uncover metropolitan and 
non-metropolitan conflicts will be used to expose divisions 
between the. majority and minority factions. The same 
method of cohesion measurement will be used. Thus, if 
28 members (minus two abstentions) of a total group of 31 

were taking a stand, 97 percent cohesion would be repre
sented within the group. ,

It has been previously, indicated that factionalism 
can be found in both houses of the legislature; however, 
it is much less obvious in the Senate. There was never 
any formal opposition to the election of President Carpenter 
from I955 through i960,and thus it was very difficult to 
ascertain the membership of the two factions. Membership 
in the informal factions has been in a state of constant
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flux and has never been clearly defined. It is because 
of this hidden nature of Senate factionalism that a roll 
call analysis of factions must be confined to the House.

The factional division in the House in 1955-1956 
was 49 to 31. The split was based upon the division of 
membership on the election of the Speaker of the House.
The majority bloc headed by Speaker Ruppelius was made up 
of 48 Democrats and one Republican. This,group contained 
30 metropolitan and 19 non-metropolitan members. The 
minority bloc, led by Charles Bloomquist, contained 12 
Democrats and 19 Republicans. Within this smaller fac
tion there were 19 metropolitan and 12 non-metropolitan 
members. All of the metropolitan members in the latter 
group were Republicans.

, In 1955 there were 32 out of 204 non-unanimous 
roll calls that created a majority-minority conflict, 
thus representing 16 percent of the total contested roll 
calls. In this same session, there were only four metro
politan and non-metropolitan conflicts constituting two 
percent of the 204 non-unanimous roll calls. Hence the 
percentage of majority-minority conflicts was eight times 
as great as the metropolitan and non-metropolitan conflicts 
for the 1955 session.

Not only were there more factional conflicts, but 
the cohesion within the factions was consistently higher 
than in the metropolitan and non-metropolitan groups. On
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1? of the 32 roll calls that produced a majority-minority 
conflict, cohesion reached 100 percent Vithin either of 
these'blocs. The highest cohesion reached by either the 
metropolitan or non-metropolitan group was 69 percent.

Due to the overlapping of membership in the'two 
types of blocs, cohesion within the majority-minority 
groups was established at the expense of the metropolitan 
and non-metropolitan groups. It is clearly evident that 
the 1955 session would attest to the fact that members 
were more willing to follow factional rather than con
stituency lines. On the four roll calls that caused "' 
metropolitan and non-metropolitan conflicts, only a ' 
total of- 20 members of the minority were willing to cross 
factional lines to join their metropolitan colleagues of 
the majority. Only four members of the majority non-metro
politan group joined with the minority non-metropolitan 
members to form a common front. :

In the 1955 session cohesion within the majority 
faction was generally higher than it was in the minority. 
This difference will also occur in subsequent sessions. 
There are two possible explanations for this cohesion dis
crepancy. Considering the sanctions possessed by the :- 
Speaker,-members who wished to protect themselves would 
find it wiser to vote with rather than against him. 
Secondly, the minority members realize the futility of



their role and this tends to destroy cohesion. Inter
views and personal observation indicate that minority 
members have traditionally had a defeatist attitude but 
continue to assert their right of protest. This is not 
to imply that the goal of the minority bloc has been 
mere obstruction; however, the feeling of majority op
pression, either real or supposed, has been clearly present.

.....In the I956 session of the House there were more
roll calls that produced a factional Conflict than in 
the 1955 session. In 1956 there were 33 roll calls on 
which at least 51 percent .'of the majority and minority 
membership were in opposition. Out of the 171 contested 
roll calls, 19 percent involved a factional clash. For 
this session there were four metropolitan and non-metro
politan conflicts accounting for two percent of all non- 
unanimous roll calls. Hence there were over nine times 
as many factional conflicts as metropolitan and non-metro
politan conflicts.

During this legislative period there were 11 
factional conflict roll calls which resulted in 100 per
cent cohesion within either the majority or minority 
blocs. The highest cohesion in either the metropolitan 
or non-metropolitan bloc for the same session was 69 

percent. In.the 1956 session there were over twice as 
many conflicts between the factions as there were in 1 9 5 5> 
with an increase of only 40 non-unanimous roll calls in

70



71

Cohesion on Majority-Minority Roll Calls in 
the House of Representatives. 1955-1956

TABLE IV

Majority Minority
51-69/0 70-79/=.60-100% 51-69% 70-79% 60-100%

1955 1 1 14 12 1 3
1956 o H VJ ro 19 5 6

the latter session. There..was probably a higher degree
of animosity between the two groups in 1956 than in most 
other sessions. In this session the minority resorted to 
procedural tools of obstruction in an attempt to frus
trate the majority.^

As a result of the overlapping membership between 
the constituency and factional groups, the 1955-1956 
roll calls producing a metropolitan and non-metropolitan 
clash also created a majority-minority clash, without 
introducing subjective factors of selection, these roll 
calls must be included in both categories. In subse
quent legislative sessions the metropolitan and non-metro 
politan division has been more evenly divided. . Since 
simultaneous metropolitan and non-metropolitan and fac
tional conflicts did not reappear, the dual categorizing

^See page 25-



of roll calls was done only in the. 1955 and 1956 sessions. 
The data in Table Vindicates that in terms of cohesion, 
these roll calls were more significant as factional 
cleavages than metropolitan and non-metropolitan conflicts.
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TABLE V
Comparison of Cohesion within Metropolitan and ITon-Metrooolitan 

and Majority-Minority Blocs, 1955-1956

Percentage of . Percentage of
Cohesion Cohesion

Bill No. Metro
politan

Non-metro
politan

Metro
politan

Non-metrO'
politan

1955H.B. 4 66 55 88 100H.B. 59 63 60 90 100H.B. 217 63 52 88 90H.B. 239 69 52 93 89
1956
H.B. 7 69 56 84 80H.B. 240 56 65 53 60H.B. 380 60 67 . 67 77h .c .:R. 13 69 56 " - 89 86

. With the establishment of the Twenty-third legis
lature in 1 9 5 7, the leadership and factional alignments , 
were altered. Since Speaker Cook was elected by unanimous 
vote, a formal factional split was not recorded. As the 
first regular session progressed, however, an informal
minority bloc began to emerge. The spokesman for the 
group was Representative Bagnall, who at one time opposed
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Cook for the speakership. This minority ,bloc consisted 
of those members who supported Bagnall for the speaker- 
ship before he withdrew from the race. There were ten 
metropolitan and ten non-metropolitan Democrats making
up this group. .In Speaker Cook's majority bloc there
were 21 metropolitan and two non-metropolitan Republicans
and 28 metropolitan and 21 non-metropolitan Democrats.

/ - - : ■Since there were no metropolitan and non-metro—
polltan conflicts in this session, no comparison can be 
metde with the majority-minority conflicts. In 1957 there 
were six factional conflicts out of 90 contested roll 
calls, thus accounting for seven percent of all conflicts. 
The highest cohesion in either of the blocs on the con
flict votes was 91 percent. -

In the I958 session there were 12 majority-minority 
conflicts out of 99 non-unanimous roll calls, representing 
12 percent of all contested roll calls. In this session 
there was-only one roll call that produced a metropolitan 
and non-metropolitan conflict. The highest cohesion within 
either the majority or minority bloc was over 80 percent. 
The number of conflicts increased in the second regular 
sessions of both the'Twenty-second and Twenty-third legis
latures. Possibly this indicates that the "honeymoon" 
period came■to a close after the first sessions ended.

In 1959 W . L. Cook retained control of the speaker-
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ship, but the factional alignments were reshaped. The 
minority was made up of 11 metropolitan and four non-•

■ TABLE VI
Cohesion on Majority-Minority Roll Calls in 
• the House of Representatives. 1957-1958

Majority Minority
50-69% 70-79% 80-100% 50-69% 70-79% 80-100%

1957 1 1 4 4 1 1
1958 CO-3-O 6 4 2

metropolitan Democrats who cast their votes in favor of 
Representative Klauer for the office of speaker. Each 
of the seven returning members of the Twenty-third legis
lature (1957-1 9 5 8) became members of the new minority bloc. 
In the,majority bloc there were 25 metropolitan and-two 
non-metropolitan Republicans and 15 metropolitan and 27 
non-metropolitan Democrats.

In the 1959 session there were 126 contested roll 
calls. Of this total, 11 (9 percent) produced a majority- 
minority clash. There were five metropolitan and non
metropolitan conflicts accounting for three percent of all 
non-unanimous roll calls. The highest degree of.cohesion 
for the factional blocs among these votes was 100 percent. 
This percentage of cohesion was considerably higher than 
the 79 percent cohesion recorded in metropolitan and non
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metropolitan conflicts.

The number of majority-minority conflicts decreased 
slightly ih the i960 session; there were eight factional 
conflicts accounting for- six percent of 130 .contested roll 
calls for the session. In i960 there were two metropolitan 
and non-metropolitan conflicts accounting for two percent 
of all contested roll calls. The highest degree of co
hesion within^either of the majority or minority blocs 
was 100 percent while the highest degree within either 
the metropolitan or non-metropolitan blocs was 76 percent.

. ; ' . : TABLE VII

.... . Cohesion on Majority-Minority Roll Calls in
the House of Representatives, 1959-1960

Majority Minority
50-6976 70-7976 80-10072 50-69/6 70-797% 80-100%

1959 4 o'; r;'" ;;;;7; ; ... o 4 7
i960 2 .... 1 .... 5 .....  5 0 .... 3

In comparing conflicts between the metropolitan 
and non-metropolitan and majority-minority alignments, 
the significance of factionalism has been demonstrated.
There were 86 majority-minority conflicts accounting for 
12 percent of all contested roll calls for the six sessions. 
In comparison with these figures, there were 16 metropoli
tan and non-metropolitan conflicts representing two



percent of. all non-unanlmous roll calls. Mot only were 
there more factional conflicts, but the cohesion within . 
the factions was Invariably higher than cohesion within 
the metropolitan and non-metropolitan blocs. It Is In
teresting to note that In the eight cases where roll 
calls produced a simultaneous metropolitan and non-metro
politan conflict (Table V) with the exception of one roll 
call, the highest degree of cohesion was always within 
the factional blocs.
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TABLE VIII
Concurrent Cohesion in the Majoritv and Minority Blocs 

on House Conflict Roll Calls, 1955-1960

Majority Bloc 
50-69$ 70-79$ 80-100$ 'Total

Minority
Bloc 50-69$ 3 5 37 4570-79 i 1 14 lb

8u-±oo 5 3 iY 25Total 9 9 bti tib

This chapter has demonstrated the significants of
the factional cleavage that exists In the Arizona legis
lature. Through overlapping membership, allegiance to 
the factional groups tended to destroy metropolitan and 
non-metropolitan identification.by the membership. To a 
great extent, the importance of factionalism explains 
the lack of conflict between two cohesive metropolitan 
and non-metropolitan blocs.
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In the most obvious stage of the legislative 

process (final roll call voting) most of the conflict that 
has existed on the floor of the House of Representatives 
has been in terms of a factional clash. This general 
finding has.been exemplified and supported in the more 
subtle stages, such as committee membership and appoint
ment and committee rejection of legislation. Since caucus 
records are not kept, this crucial keypoint in the Arizona 
legislature can not be studied. It is reasonable to as
sume , however, that caucus support and rejection would 
manifest itself on the floor or through committee rejection. 
At the roll call stage, factional conflict was usually 
in terms of fruitless minority opposition against a 
successful majority. Conversely, committee conflict seemed 
to be marked by successful majority bloc rejection of much 
legislation proposed by the minority bloc. Certainly 
these generalizations could not be made about the small . 
degree of metropolitan and nonymetropolitan conflict.



CHAPTER IV

CONCLUSIONS

For the ambitious student of American state 
government, who is searching for universal generaliza
tions and causal explanations, there is probably an oc
casional feeling of frustration with the American federal 
system. In a system such as ours, which creates separate 
and distinct governments, the opportunity for sweeping 
generalizations is considerably l e s s e n e d I n  spite of 
this handicap, however, a few general observations about 
state politics have received wide currency among political 
scientists. -Robert H. Salisbury points out that one of 
these "myths holds that there is a basic division between 
those who live on farms and in small towns, on the one 
hand, and those who live in metropolitan areas on the other, 
and that the interests of one group are in significant 
^sic/ degree incompatible with the interests of the other.
It has been assumed that this conflict of interests would 
be eventually reflected in political decision-making, es
pecially in state legislatures. For example, Alfred 
De Grazia contends that "every American state with any

^Robert H.Salisbury, "Missouri Politics and 
State Political Systems," Missouri Political Science 
Association Research Papers, No. 2 (University of 
Missouri, 1956), pp. 10-11.
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considerable urban population has undergone protracted

2conflicts between rural and urban blocs...."
The data presented in this thesis indicates that 

these commonly held notions about the metropolitan and 
non-metropolitan conflicts lack validity when applied to 
the Arizona legislature. Not only is there a general 
lack of conflict between these two groups, but these 
divisions play no great part in the organization, committee 
system, or procedures of the legislature. Through roll 
call analysis it has been established that metropolitan 
legislators seldom align themselves with high cohesion 
against non-metropolitan members. At no time in the period 
from 1955 through i960 did a conflict arise which pro
duced cohesion as high as SO percent Within each group on 
the same roll call.

In searching for an explanation of this lack of 
conflict, it was found that membership on the standing com
mittees was not deliberately stacked against either the 
metropolitan or non-metropolitan blocs. It was further 
discovered that neither metropolitan nor non-metropolitan 
group sponsorship was an.indication of success or failure 
of bills eventually reaching the floor. Thus, one can 
reasonably assume that if conflict between the two groups 2

2Alfed De G-razia, "General Theory of Apportion
ment, 11 Law and Contemporary Problems, Vol. XVII (December,
1952), p. 2517
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existed, the roll call stage provided a good opportunity 
to demonstrate.this conflict. The failure to find dis
crimination against either the metropolitan or non-metro
politan groups lends support to the contention that roll 
call analysis.is a valid tool for uncovering group conflict 
in the Arizona-legislature.

Unfortunately it has been very difficult.to examine 
the Senate metropolitan and non-metropolitan problem in the 
same manner that was used in the .House. Personal observa
tions and interviews with its members have led the writer 
to conclude, however, that the lack of metropolitan and non- 
metropolitan conflict found in the House would also be 
characteristic of the upper chamber as well. Even though 
small numbers prohibited an accurate roll call analysis 
in the Senate, it was found that there were even fewer 
conflicts than in the House. This is significant when 
one considers that only four metropolitan members were 
needed to produce a cohesion•of 100 percent. Senator J. 
Morris Richards made several comments in regard to the 
lack of cohesion within the.Senate metropolitan bloc in 
the Twenty-fourth legislature.. He stated that:

Senators Frank Murphy and Hilliard Brook 
worked at cross purposes through both sessions 
of the Twenty-fourth legislature, in Maricopa 
county, and Senator Hiram Corbett and Senator

..... Dave Wine have done much the same thing in Pima
county. The practical effect of this is that 
instead of using their four senators for the, 
benefit of the counties of large population
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against, whatever threat they have felt might 
exist in outlaying counties, they sacrificed 
the - effectiveness of all four votes by having 
two of them cancel out the other two, and the 
state Senate has actually been operated with
out the effect of votes from the two large counties.5

These'illuminating statements by Senator Richards are 
equally applicable to the Twenty-second and Twenty- 
third legislatures as well as the Twenty-fourth. As
suming that there were distinguishable metropolitan and 
non-metropolitan issues before the membership, the metro
politan interest was not enough to create any significant 
conflict between the metropolitan members and their 
non-metropolitan colleagues.

In the House of Representatives, instead of a 
metropolitan and non-metropolitan conflict, a strong and 
clearly evident factional division exists. This majority- 
minority cleavage was reflected on more roll calls than 
the metropolitan and non-metropolitan split. In almost 
every instance of roll call conflict between the factions, 
the cohesion within the groups was much higher than cohesion 
within the metropolitan and non-metropolitan groups. The 
factional alignments transcended both party affiliation 
and metropolitan and non-metropolitan membership. Thus 
the significance of factions tended to override not only

"Z 4
^Tucson Daily Citizen. January 9, 1961, p. 14.



party voting but metropolitan and non-metropolitan voting 
as well. This resulted in most of the legislative conflict 
being channeled into majority and minority struggles.

The importance of the majority and minority groups 
was also demonstrated in the organization of,.the.-House.- and 
the selection of committee members. There was clear dis
crimination by the ruling majority bloc against the minor
ity bloc in the apportionment ,of committee positions..: The 
discrimination did not extend, however, to metropolitan ; 
and non-metropolitan members. Without exception, the - 
minority members were completely excluded from the two 
most important committees (Rules and ..Appropriations). They 
received their just share of positions on only the less 
important committees such as Fish and Game, Public Be- - 
fense and Veterans Affairs, and Planning and Development.

The majority-minority alignment was of:great ; 
■importance in the eventual success or.failure of legisla
tion passing through the committee system;. Dean Mann 
points out that: . /. ... . .

The majority caucus usually controls the 
fate of legislation that has been referred 
to these committees through its control over 
committee assignments and decisions on policy 
questions. The majority bloc controls every, 
committee of each house through this mechanism, 
and a recalcitrant minority may face the wrath 
of the majority and of its most important figure, 
the presiding officer, for failing to ‘get 
along’.4

82 ;

^Dean E. Mann, "The Legislative Committee System 
in Arizona" (unpublished research paper), p. 14. (mimeographed)
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In working through, the factional alignments, 

metropolitan members have demonstrated their willingness 
ten. work with non-metropolitan members and vice versa.
The success of metropolitan or non-metropolitan legisla
tion depends upon its acceptability by the majority bloc. 
Don Hummel, Mayor of Tucson, points out that the majority 
bloc must always be reckoned with in seeking legislative 
aid for the metropolitan areas. Often times this means 
soliciting support from majority non-metropolitan members
and creating hostilities with minority metropolitan mera- 

5bersv
Much of the traditional argument surrounding the 

alleged metropolitan and non-metropolitan conflict has 
been based upon observations of formal legislative struc
tures. For example, if one were to compare the membership 
of the Arizona legislature to the population distribution 
of the state, it would have to be concluded that metro
politan underrepresentation and non-metropolitan over
representation is inherent in the method of selecting leg
islators. It might be speculated that this method of 
election would create and encourage conflict between the 
metropolitan and non-metropolitan members, however, this 
would have to be tested. This thesis has tested the pos
sibility of conflict and has found that it does not in

5Personal interview with Don Hummel, Mayor of 
Tucson, March 27» 1961.
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fact exist. In doing so the formal structure of the 
legislature circumscribed an area of study, but was not 
used as a basis on which,to support explanations and 
conclusions. Robert Salisbury suggests that "there are 
few analyses of the degree to which rural-urban conflict 
is real and effective rather than merely formal;

Also implicit within the traditional argument 
of metropolitan and non-metropolitan conflict, one finds 
tacit assumptions concerning the importance of external, 
pressures. The significance of external pressures need 
not be challenged, however, any reliance upon these 
pressures as a means of explaining legislative conduct 
must be recognized. It is not suggested that in deter
mining cause of behavior in the. Arizona legislature one. 
should dismiss external pressures; however, one would 
have .an unreal picture if the internal group pressures 
of factionalism were to be ignored. It has been the 
internal and essentially non-formal pressures that have 
contributed to the relatively minor role that has been 
assumed by the metropolitan and non-metropolitan blocs 
in the Arizona legislature.

In recent years a number of studies have analyzed 
the "real and effective" nature of the metropolitan and 
non-metropolitan blocs in state legislatures. The methods

^Salisbury, loc cit, p. 11.
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and definitions used and the conclusions drawn from 
these studies are similar to the observations that have 
been made in this thesis.

In studying metropolitan and non-metropolitan 
legislators in Ohio, Thomas Flinn states that "urban- 
rural factionalism is unimportant in the Ohio General 
A s s e m b l y . H e  further suggests that a "comparison of 
this conclusion with those from similar studies leads to 
the further conclusion that urban-rural factionalism is 
not characteristic of legislative conflict in American 
state legislatures, but further studies are needed to

Qconfirm this." Rhoten Smith found a similar situation 
existing in the Kansas state legislature. He concludes 
that "significant differences between rural legislators, 
legislators from mixed districts, and urban-metropolitan 
legislators (considered together) occurred on a relatively 
few roll calls.

Probably the most well known of the recent metro
politan and non-metropolitan studies was made by David 
Derge on the Illinois and Missouri legislatures. He found 
that:

1. Non-metropolitan legislators seldom vote 
together with high cohesion against metropolitan 
legislators.

^Thomas A Flinn, "The Outline of Ohio Politics," 
The Western Political Science Quarterly. XII, (Sentember,
I9S0 ), p. 721.

8Ibid.
^Rhoten A. Smith, "Rural-Urban Factionalism in 

Kansas,11 (unpublished research paper), p. 9. (mimeographed)
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2. Metropolitan legislators usually do not 

vote together with high cohesion.
3. Metropolitan legislators are usually on 

the prevailing side when they do vote together 
with high cohesion.10

These observations made by David Derge coincide exactly 
with the conclusions on the Arizona state legislature.

Even though this thesis has minimized the importance 
of a metropolitan and non-metropolitan conflict in the 
Arizona legislature, the problem of urbanization need 
not be overlooked or disregarded. Further it is not 
suggested that the effect of metropolitan and non-metro
politan interests are unimportant at other levels of 
government. It is entirely possible that the spokesman 
for the metropolitan areas are by-passing Phoenix in 
hopes that policymakers in Washington will lend a sympa
thetic ear to their unappreciated problems. Certainly 
this has been the general trend in recent years. It is 
quite possible that the battleground for metropolitan and 
non-metropolitan dissension has shifted from the state 
to the national capitol. - *

David R. Derge, "Metropolitan and Outstate 
Alignments in Illinois and Missouri Legislative Delegations,11 
American Political Science Review, LII, (December, 1958),
p. 1,065.
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Membership Classification in the Senate
Twenty-second Legislature (1955-1956)

Name Constituency
Type

Name Constituency
Type

Arnold (D) N-M Prochnow (D) .. "N-M""
Bourdon.(R) N-M Richardson (D) N-M
Brown (D) N-M Siraer (D) N-M
Collins (D) M Simms (D) N-M
Cook (D). . N-M Smith, C. (D) N-M
Corbett (R) M Smith, J. (D) N-M
Dove (D) N-M Spikes (D) N-M
Giss (D) N-M Stanton (D) N-M
Goff (D) N-M Sullivan (D) N-M
Greer (D) N-M ^Thalheimer(D) M
Haldiman (D) M Thompson(D) (D) .N-MHart (D) M Udine (D) N-M
Lockhart (D) N-M Vyne (D) N-M
Morrow (D) N-M Carpenter (D) N-M
Orme (D) N-M
M = metropolitan ^-Replaced Hart in 1956“
N-M = non-metropolitan

Membership Classification in the Senate
Twenty-third Legislature (1957-1958)

Name Constituency Name Constituency
Type Type

Ackerman (D) M Morrow (D) N-M
Arnold (D) N-M Murphy (D) M
Bourdon(R) N-M Orme(D) N-M
Brown (D) N-M Palmer (D) N-M
Cook (D) N-M Prochnow(D) N-M
Corbett (R) M Richards (D) N-M
Gale (D) N-M Richardson (D) N-M
Giss .(D) N-M Simms (D) N-M
Goff (D) N-M Smith (D) N-M
Greer (D) N-M Spikes (D) N-M
Haldiman (D) M Sullivan (D) N-M
Kitchel (D) N-M Thompson (D) N-M
Lockhart (D) N-M Udine (D) N-M
Mattice (D) N-M Carpenter (D) N-M

M = metropolitanN-M = non-metropolitan
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Membership Classification in the Senate
Twenty-fourth Legislature (1959-1960)

Name Constituency Name 
Type

Constituency
Type

Arnold (D) N-M Murphy (D) M
Blansett (D) N-M Orme (B) N-M
Bollinger.(D) N-M Palmer (D) N-M
Brooke (D) . M Prochnow (D) N-M
Brown (D). N-M Richards (D) N-M
Corbett(H) M Simms(D) N-M
Gale(D) N-M Smith, C. (D) N-M
Giss (D) N-M Smith, J. D N-M
Goff (D) N-M Spikes (D) N-M
Greer (D) N-M Sullivan (D) N-M
Kitchel (D) N-M Thompson (D) N-M
Lockhart (D) N-M Udine (D) N-M
MiekeIson (D) N-M Wine (D) M
Morrow (D) N-M Carpenter (D) N-M
M = metropolitan 
N-M = non-metropolitan
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Membership Classification in the House of Representatives
Twenty-second Legislature (1955-1956)

Name Constit
uency ' 
Type

Fac
tion

Name Constit-
:uency 
Type

Fac
tion

Abels, (D) M ... maj. .Lentz (R)— min.Ackerman (D) M maj; Lines (D ) 'N-M min.Alfaro (D) M maj. Lowrey (R) M min.Andersen, C. (R) M min. ^Lewis (D) ■ N-M maj.Anderson, E. (D) N-M min. ^Lindner (D) ; N-M maj.Austin (D); M maj. McCoy (D) ■ N-M maj.Babbitt (D) N-M maj. McRae (D) M maj.Basnail (D) , N-M maj. . Marion (R) M min.Bailey (D) •N-M maji Martin (R) N-M min.Berry (D) N-M min. Matson (D) N-M ' maj.Biles (D) N-M min. Minor (D) M ; maj.Bloomquist • (D) N-M min. Mitchell (D) M . maj.Bray ton’ (D) ■ N-M maj. Myers (R) M •min.Brown (R) ■ M min. O'Reilly (D) M - maj.Burton (R) M min. Petrie (D) • M maj.Campbell (R) M min. Phillips;(D) . M min.Carr (D) N-M maj. Porter (D). M min.Carreon (D) ■M maj; Pugh (D ) : M maj.Carroll (D) M maji Raftery (D) . M maj.Cook (D) N-M mini Retzloff (D) M maj.Dalton (D) •N-M maj. Rhodes (D) N-M • min.Dover (D) N-M maj. Rogers (D) M maj.' Ellis (D) •N-M maj. Rosenbaum (D) N-M • min.Ellsworth, E. (D) N-M min. Rutherford (D)N-M maj.Ellsworth, L. (D) N-M maj. Schaffer (D) M maj.Farr (R) N-M ma j -. Schellen^erg (R) M min.Franklin (D) M ma j -. Scudder (D) N-M maj.Fridena (D) M maji Sims (D) M maj.Grimes (D) M maj-. Smith (D) N-M ma j.Harkness (D) M maj-. Steward (D) M ■maj.■‘■Hathaway (D) M maj-. Stumn (D) M . ma j.Haugh (R) M min. Thode (D) • N-M min.Holsclaw (R) M min. Tidwell (D) N-M min.Hostetter (R) M min. Warner (D) N-M min.Hunt (D) M ma j. Wessler (R) M • min.Hutcheson (D) M maj-. White (R) •M 'min.Kartus (D) : M maj. Willis (R) M min.Kennedy, J.'(D) • ■ M maj. Wilson (D) M maj.Kennedy, N. (D) : M maj-. Wine (D) N-M maj.Klauer (D) N-M maj. Wood (D) • M maj.Larson (R) 
Lee (D)

■ • N-M
■ - M min.maj. Ru&pelius (D) 

(Speaker)
M maj.

M = m e t r o p o l i t a n ^ R e p l a c e d  Bailey in 1956 
N-M = non-metropolitan ^Replaced Anderson in 1956

^Replaced McCoy in 1956
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Membership Classification in the House of Representatives 

......... Twenty-third'Legislature (1957-1958)

Name Constit
uency - 
Type

Fac
tion

Name Constit
uency - 
Type :

Fac
tion

Adams(D) . M - maj. Hostetter(R) M --- ..maj..
Andersen (R) M maj.. Hughes (D) M maj.
Austin (D) M min. Hutcheson (D) M' maj.‘
Bagnall (D) N-M min. Jennings(R) M maj V
Barkley (D) M maj. Johnson (D) M min.'
Berry (D) N-M maj. Kamp (D) M maj.'
Biles (D) • N-M maj. Klauer(D) N-M min.'
Bloomquist (D) N-M maj.. Knoles (D) N-M maj.
Bodell (R) M maj. Larson (R) N-M maj.'
Bramkamp (D ) N-M maj. Lentz (R) m .: maj .'
Brayton (D) N-M min. Lewis (D) N-M- min.’
Brewer (R) M maj. Lindner (D) N-M min.'
Brown (R) M maj.. Lind say (D) N-M maj.
Burgess (R) M maj.. Line s (D) N-M maj.'
Burton (D) M maj. Lowrey (R) M\ maj.
Campbell (R) M maj., Martin (R) N-M maj.'
Carreon (D) M maj. Mitchell (D) M-. min.*
Carroll (D) M maj.. Pugh (D) • M min.
Carson (D) M maj. Retzloff(D) M ma j.
Cook (D) . M maj. Rhodes (D) N-M maj.
Corbett (D) M maj.. Robles (D) M maj.
Dalton (D) N-M maj. Rogers (D) M maj.'
Dent (D) M maj. Rosenbaum (D) N-M ma j.'
DeWitt (R) M maj.. Sc hellenhe rg(R )M ma jV
Dover (D) N-M maj. Scudder (D) N-M maj."'
Earl (D) M , maj. Seaberg (D) N-M' maj.*
Eliot (R) M maj. Shreeve (P) N-M min .*
Ellis'(d ) N-M min. Sims (D) ; M .. : maj.'
Ellsworth, E.(d ) N-M maj. Smith (D) N-M maj.
Ellsworth, L.(D) N-M min. Smith '(D). N-M maj.
Forquer (R) M • maj. Stephens (D) M min.
Fridena (p) M maj. Thode.: (D) N-M maj.
Gardner (D) M min. Tidwell (D) N-M maj.
Glancy (D) N-M min., Wallace k(R) M ... maj.
Gooch (p) M min. Messier (R) M ma j.'
Grimes (D) M min. White (R) , M maj.'
Harkness (p) M min. Willis (R) M . maj.
Hathaway fp) . N-M min., Wilson (D) M min.
Hathcock (R) M maj. Dook (D) N-M maj.
Haugh (R) M maj. (Speaker) *
Hoisclaw (R) M maj..
M = metropolitanN-M = non-metropolitan
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Membership Classification in the House of Representatives 
Twenty-fourth Legislature (1959-1960)

Name Constit- Fac- Name Constit- Fac-
uency tion uency tion
Type Type

Allen (D) N-M maj. Hutcheson (D) M maj.Austin (D) M min. Jennings (R) M maj. ;Barkley (D) M maj. Kafctus (D) M min. iBerry (D) N-M ma j. Kennedy (D) M min. ;Biles (D) N-M maj. King (D) K maj.'!Bloomquist(D) N-M maj. Klauer (D) N-M min.Bodell (R) M maj. Knoles (D) N-M maj.Botzum (D) N-M maj. Larson (R) N-M maj.Bowman (D) M maj. Lindner (D) N-M min. :Bramkamp (D) N-M maj. Lines (D) N-M maj.Brayton (D) N-M maj. Lowrey (R) M maj.Brewer (R) M maj. McClellan(R) M maj.Burnham (D) N-M maj. Martin (D) M ma j. ;Bur son (R) M maj. Miller (D) N-M min.Campbell (R) M maj. Minor(D) M maj. :Carreon (D) M maj. Moody (D) N-M maj. !Carrillo (D) M maj. Myers (R) M maj. ,Cook (D) K min. Oatman (D) M min. !Dalton (D) N-M maj. Peck (R) M maj. !Dent (D) M maj. Porter (R) M maj.DeWitt (R) M maj. Pugh (D) M - min. :Dover(D) N-M maj. Reese (R) M maj. ’Earl (D) M maj. Rhodes(D) N-M maj.Elias (D) M - min. Rosenbaum(D) N-M ■; maj.Eliot (R) M maj. Schellenberg(R)M' ■■- maj. !Ellis (D) N-M rain. Scudder (D) N-M maj.Fridena (D) M maj. Shreeve (D) N-M ma j.Gardner (D) M min. Sims (D) M maj.Gilbert N-M maj. Smith (D) N-M ■ maj.Glancy N-M maj. Stephens(D) M maj.Goldberg(R) •M maj. Stump (D) M min. !Grimes M min. Thode (D) N-M maj. 'Hathaway N-M maj. Tidwell(D) N-M maj.Haugh (R) M maj. Toscano (D) M maj. :Hawkins (R) M . maj. Vipperman (D) M min.Hays, M., M maj. Walker (D) N-M maj.Hays, P. (R) M maj. Webster(R) M maj.Higgins (R) M maj. Wessler (R) M maj.Holsclaw(R) M maj. Cook (D) N-M maj.Hostetter (R) M maj. (Speaker)
Humphrey (R) M maj.
Mbmetropolitan .
N-M=non-metropolitan



•'Pynes of Sponsorship and Floor Action Taken on Bills

Introduced in the House of Representatives from 1955 through i960
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1955Held 98 32 16 6 0 0 7 5Action 50 1 •14 1 0 0 1 5
1956
Held 122 21 28 3 10 0 0 0
Action ':48 3 30 0 12 0 3 0
1957Held 96 22 24 21 9 4 0 1
Action 25 3 14 5 * 0 0 0 0
1958Held 130 27 21 34 17 5 2 4Action 20 1 13 2 2 0 1 0
1959Held 56 34 35 3 3 0 41 1Action 33 0 13 0 0 0 12 1
I960
Held 69 21 33 1 1 4 32 0Action 14 1 16 0 0 1 10 0


