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PREFACE

This thesis presents a chronological review and focus on city 

government's role and experience in attempting to favorably affect 

the economy of Tucson, Arizona during the years 1963 to 1973. Hope

fully, through this thesis, students and practitioners of public 

administration may gain a better understanding of the complexities and 

interplay involved when individuals, organizations, and local govern

ments participate in programs and actions designed to better lives and 

livelihoods.

Gratitude is extended to Dr. David E. Shirley of The Univer

sity of Arizona Department of Public Administration for guidance of 

this thesis effort. Additionally, the author is deeply indebted to 

those in the community who aided in the necessary research by making 

files available and granting frank and open interviews. Particular 

appreciation is expressed to former City Manager Roger O'Hara and 

Tucson Gas and Electric Vice-President Joseph B. Wilcox whose coopera

tion contributed greatly to a review of the community's economic 

development efforts over the past decade.

Without the understanding and patience of my wife, Brenda, 
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ABSTRACT

From 1963 to 1973, city government in Tucson, Arizona attempted 
to favorably affect the community's economy. Tucson's involvement was 

not unique since historically local governments in the United States 

have functioned similarly; however, Tucson's search for an appropriate 

role was not without conflict. In particular, a considerable amount 

of community pressure was required before the Mayor, Council, and 

administrators began to actively participate. The community's felt 

need for governmental action to restore health to a lagging economy 

was manifest in an election where one party successfully campaigned 

on a platform demanding economic growth.

As an instrument of growth, city government gave controversial 

birth to a development authority which continues to have a threatened 

existence since the community exhibits a lack of consensus as to the 

organization's role and status. Overall lack of community consensus 

concerning economic development was highlighted in 1970 when the com

munity divided into split camps over land rezoning for a Motorola 

plant.

In the past decade, Tucson city government has played a varied 

role in response to changing times and conditions, generating suffi

cient case study background to permit the student and practitioner of 

public administration to better understand economic development as a 

government action.

vii



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Operational activities of police and fire departments are 

accepted and understood as responsibilities of state, county, and 

municipal government, as are health, social services and other tra

ditional functions. But students of public administration are often 

not sufficiently aware of local government’s growing involvement in 

economic development activities. Nevertheless, for a city to viably 

exist it must satisfy the basic requirements of its population —  

providing places to work and habitation for those who work. If a 

community does not satisfy these two criteria to a reasonable degree 

it must begin to depend upon entities beyond its boundariesj thus the 

process of decay develops and spreads because of the incompleteness 

of the whole,

Many rural communities have experienced such decline and 

decay due to changing technologies and a resulting loss in employment 

opportunities, while larger cities have declined in vitality and 

strength as many of their inhabitants follow industry to the suburbs. 

As a result, communities tend to seek a healthy economy, a diverse 

and solid tax base, and low unemployment. In the quest to achieve 

such balance, many communities have created specialized agencies and 

programs dedicated to economic development. Economic development as

1
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a term is not universally definable. To some it equates with the com

mercial, business, and industrial segments of a community, while some 

government officials may have a more limited, view —  looking only at 

revenue generation. For others, the term may be even more narrowly 

defined, simply having reference to a pay check or personal income* 

However, economic development in this thesis is understood to mean an 

attempt by government action to provide for a broader range of employ

ment choice, expanded employment opportunity, establishment of a more 

stable and diverse municipal tax base, while preserving amenities 

associated with a community's life style.

The purpose of this thesis is to inform the student of public 

administration about local government's active and directed efforts 

to favorably (as interpreted by government) affect the economy of a 

community or region. The role of local government in economic 

development will be historically reviewed, focusing on the City of 

Tucson, Arizona and its economic/industrial development efforts from 

the early 1960's to 1973• No attempt has been made to measure the 

effectiveness of government's role nor to justify its involvement in 

economic affairs. This thesis reports one city's response to felt 

needs and public pressures. There is need to learn from the "real 

world" and a historical recapitulation of Tucson's economic develop

ment effort should serve the student of public administration in this 

sense. More important is the thought that once the student becomes 

the practitioner, awareness is not enough. The once-student must



then come to grips with reality, and it is to this end that this 

thesis may serve a function.

In 1970 the Tucson community experienced divisive controversy 

concerning the proposed location of a Motorola semiconductor manu

facturing facility. Therefore, this topic will be specifically

highlighted and treated in case study form, presenting relevant data
(

in chronological sequence in an effort to more adequately review and 

understand local government's role in economic development.

The research method and technique used in this thesis develop 

ment consisted of selected readings in the subject area, a survey of 

official documents and correspondence, together with personal inter

views of individuals who have played an active role in certain 

aspects of local industrial development programs or efforts (a 

specialized facet of economic development in the City of Tucson).

Hopefully, this thesis will permit one to better understand 

why and how local governments become involved in actions intended 

to affect the economy of a community or region. In viewing local 

government's role as economic developer or active participant in 

programs intended to better lives and livelihoods, it is important 

to start with an historical overview of community involvement 

beginning with the post Revolutionary War period and extending to 

contemporary America. This is the approach taken in this study.

To bring the subject into more manageable perspective, it 

is necessary to look in depth at a single community, noting why a
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local government became a direct participant, how it approached its 

role, the ramification of some of its action or inaction, while noting 

the functional as well as political interplay of people and organiza

tions .

The public's changing attitude toward economic development in 

Tucson will be shown together with City government's response in the 

period from 1963 to 1973. Within a decade, the community's economy 

cycled through critical concern (individual and collective), to benign 

acceptance of government's programs, culminating in indifference verging 

on rejection of economic development efforts in general. At present, 

Tucson's public appears to consider the community's economy healthy 

on the whole, and some in the body politic associate economic develop

ment with undesirable growth. This thesis submission attempts to 

reflect objectively actions and events of the past decade in Tucson.

When one is a participant, a member of the cast with a 

supporting role to play, it is most difficult to have a spectator's 

view. However, since the author is no longer involved in economic 

development activities as such, the reporting in this thesis may be 

acceptably objective, permitting a retrospective view of Tucson's 

involvement in a somewhat unique form of public administration.

Although this research effort focuses on economic develop

ment, various factors which potentially impinge on other actions of 

local government are present, and should be easily recognized by the 

reader. The ability of pressure groups to achieve their objective was
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demonstrably obvious, and conditions affecting a sufficient number of 

the body politic provided the base support for a change in the way 

this community traditionally did things. Combined with the political 

process, this caused a change in elected officials, and created new 

community goals with resulting bureaucratic actions which, in a 

different time period, would have been unacceptable to the public.

The power of the press to help generate action and reaction is 

highlighted. Yet, in the end, a fickle public ignored the press and 

rallied around a zoning conflict, forming coalitions which provided a 

base from which many in the body politic now challenge previously 

established community goals.

It is suggested that there is some validity to the statement 

that in the final analysis many aspects of public administration are 

political. That is to say, from Tucson’s past experience, an elected 

body (or its appointed authority) will respond to public pressures, 

changing times and conditions —  in the practical sense, leaving the 

public administrator little choice but to follow.

Perhaps Tucson's experience is of case study benefit to student 

and practitioner of public administration alike, and the author, 

fitting both categories, has been rewarded. This research and report

ing effort has been a benefit rather than a task, permitting the 

author to perceive things as others have seen them, and to appreciate 

the need for a broader view of the sphere in which the public 

administrator must function.



CHAPTER 2

LOCAL GOVERNMENT'S ROLE 
IN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Local governments in the United States can and do have eco

nomic influence over those who reside and/or conduct business within 

that government's geographical boundaries. The so-called free enter

prise system is today affected in degree (both positively and 

negatively) by local government through such long-recognized regu

lating instruments as business licensing and inspection, zoning, 

codes, ordinances, and taxation. And in directed efforts, some local 

governments have granted subsidies to businesses as growth inducement 

in anticipation of economic enhancement of the community or area. 

Needless to say, government's role has never been static. It has 

evolved, modified, increased and decreased in response to changing 

times and conditions.

Developing Role

Co-authoring The American Economy, Betty G. and Leo Fishman 

summarized this ever-changing role of government. Beginning with the 

Colonial period, local governments regulated commerce but also 

extended direct grants to aid in the birth of new endeavors and ex

pansion of existing businesses. As the Fishmans observed, "The 

colonists questioned the right of the British to impose controls

6
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that suppressed the new and weak colonial manufacturers. But they did 

not do so on the grounds that governmental interference was undesirable 

in principle"(Fishman and Fishman 1962: 300). In fact, after the 

nation’s founding, product inspection was required for certain arti

cles; patent monopolies were given in support of supplying critical 

goods; government set certain service fees; and the state of Pennsyl

vania established a public loan bank in an effort to counterbalance 

high interest rates charged by private institutions (Fishman and 

Fishman 1962). Such actions were requirements of the day reflecting 

attempts at both economic regulation and economic expansion.

Although not directed specifically toward local involvement, 

Alexander Hamilton accepted a limited role for government in the 

economy. In The Federalist Papers (Rossiter 1961: 209) Hamilton 

recognized encouragement to agriculture and manufacturing as necessary 

expenses of government. Charles A. Beard, in An Economic Interpre

tation of the Constitution of the United States, identified James 

Madison as one of those concerned with the government’s role in an 

economy, and Beard, contended (1966: V~>) that in The Federalist Papers, 

Madison ”. . .  lays down, in no uncertain language, the principle that 

the first and elemental concern of every government is economic.” Not 

all of their contemporaries shared this view —  some delegates to the 

framing of the Constitution had been influenced by the writings of 

Adam Smith and other apostles of pure laissez-faire economics —  a 

philosophy which required the isolation of government from business 

(Fishman and Fishman 1962: 301).



The Effect of Laissez-Faire Philosophy

Granted that Adam Smith, James Mill, David Ricardo, Charles 

Darwin, Herbert Spencer, et al., were influential in promoting the 

doctrine of laissez-faire, nevertheless, American local governments 

in the early 1800's were actively promoting economic development to

create growth and bring about economic diversity. It was not until
/

the late 1800's that the laissez-faire philosophy began to have an 

impact on government. At that point, not only did resistance to the 

control and regulation of business begin to build, but any degree of 

government involvement in the commercial sector was generally viewed 

with concern by both business and the public (Fishman and Fishman 

1962: 303-301:).

The Effect of Keynesian Philosophy

Although John Maynard Keynes (Berle 1963: lt-9) primarily 

developed his economic concepts on national and international terms, 

it is suggested that local governments are in turn affected and in

fluenced by actions or programs of superior levels of government. 

Thus Keynes' challenge to the supporters of laissez-faire affected, 

in lagging fashion, local government's relationship to its localized 

economy. This observation is not support for consideration of 

Keynes as the prime mover for the involvement of local government in 

the economy. Keynes simply made a significant contribution to a 

change in the direction and mood of the political/economic system.



9
A Negative Role for Government

To philosophically discuss political/economic theories per

taining to government's role is perhaps unnecessary. The fact is 

that government has entered into economic areas and interests, un

restricted by Leber's axiom that "The state should do for man, that 

which, though desirable, he can not, will not or should not do alone" 

(Leber 1881: 173)• Government has indeed broadly exercised its power 

and influence to affect the economic life of a community, and the 

role of local government has not always been a constructive one —  

at times its actions have resulted in violence.

Thomas R. Brooks, in Toil and Trouble (196U: 190-191), spoke 

of misguided involvement of local government in the South Chicago 

Memorial Day Massacre of 1937• Partisan involvement by the civil 

authorities and the questionable use of police powers placed local 

government in an inappropriate role as it attempted to help (by its 

action) one faction to achieve an economic goal in a dispute between 

management and labor. However, government's role in the local economy 

has, for the most part, outgrown the partisan approach of that period 

in history. It now recognizes a larger responsibility to the whole, 

to private and public interests alike.

New Direction to Local Government Involvement

In The American Economy, the Fishmans (1962: 298) support the 

proposition that the ghost of laissez-faire principles continue to 

have some influence over what government may or may not do in terms 

of an economic role. However, the authors suggest that the national
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government’s departure from laissez-faire influence began with the 

election of Franklin D. Roosevelt, and that "The severity and length 

of the depression led to adoption of other policies which broke 

sharply with the past" (Fishman and Fishman 1962: 306). As national 

policy changed, local government too has modified its economic atti

tude, accepting a more direct role where its citizenry and/or special 

interest groups applied pressure.

Contemporary Role

As the socio-economic system has enlarged in the United States 

through developing urbanization and the departure from in-the-home 

livelihoods, cities have become more aware through revenue loss and 

people have felt more acutely through personal suffering the effects 

of man-made and natural economic adversities such as business slumps, 

plant closures, fires, and floods. Thus, local government’s role in 

economic affairs has become a more participative one. However, any 

local effort to affect the economy is provincial in concept and pur

pose. The end result is intended to benefit local interests alone, 

or benefit a region if the scope of the effort is indeed that broad.

In the grand scheme of things, a healthy economy in one locale may have 

favorable effect on those areas or communities around it.

Industrial Development: A Specialized Role

After World War II, industrial development organizations began 

to grow, and by 1956 there were reportedly 15,000 to 20,000 such 

groups (100,000 individuals engaged in this field of endeavor), a 25
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per cent increase over the previous year (Arizona Daily Star, May 31, 

1966: 5). Ranging from private corporations to governmental depart

ments, adherents have attempted to bring job and dollar producing 

activities to their respective locales. In 1962, the American Indus

trial Development Council defined industrial development as a specific 

element in overall economic development, further noting that:

Industrial development mobilizes the mental attitudes, and 
the physical and financial resources of a community for the 
attraction, reception, and cultivation of new and expanded 
industries to bring about the balance of residential, 
commercial, and industrial activities desired for a steady . 
community growth (Bank of America Area Development Service 
1962: 22).

The City Role in Industrial Development

In 1965, Ruth Mace authored an article entitled "Industrial 

Development: What is City Hall's Role?" The author responded to 

the question thus:

Industrial development, an almost universal goal in mid- 
Twentieth Century urban America poses many problems for 
municipal officials, both elected and appointed. What is 
their role in guiding such efforts? What should it be?
How influential is city government? How influential can 
it be? What impact may city governments anticipate from 
industrialization of various kinds? (Mace 1965: 32).

Prior to publishing the article, the author and several associates at

the University of North Carolina Institute of Government attempted to

define city hall's role. In an assessment of their answers, the

author concluded that:

The official in a city seriously seeking new industry may 
reasonably infer that his responsibility in relation to his 
community's economic development goes beyond fostering 
routine good housekeeping . . . called for it seems, is a 
positive leadership position with respect to the elements
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that make a city a good place to live . . . community 
appearance . . . quality and quantity of . . . social, 
cultural, educational and recreational facilities (Mace 
1965: 33).

Harold W. Williams, in his article "What Every City Govern

ment Should Know About Economic Development," indicated a more direct 

role for city governments:

. . .  city governments must take the leadership in economic 
development and must see to it that there is a broadly 
organized economic program that touches all aspects of the 
problem and includes all city community groups (Williams 
1966: 12).

Metropolitan Industrial Development

One view of metropolitan involvement in overall economic 

development has been covered in depth in Mel Scott’s book San Fran

cisco Bay Area: A Metropolis in Perspective. The participation of

cities and residents in directing and effecting their own development 

through formal and informal action of a citizenry and its government 

is historically presented. The author cites examples of local 

determination designed to affect the economic base of a community or 

area. Many communities in the San Francisco Bay area competed in 

various ways to secure the location of industrial firms and other 

commercial activities in the hope of expanding the tax base, creating 

new jobs, and generally bettering the economic life of the community 

(Scott 1959: 285). Much of the contemporary industrial development 

effort by government and associated special interest groups in the 

Bay area were aimed at planning and determining community goals, 

particularly in the post World War II period. Although not merely an



economic effort, a general plan adopted by the City of Oakland in 1959
13

suggested " . . .  public improvements and changes in the physical 

organization of the city that would enable it to achieve importance 

industrially, commercially, and culturally . . ." (Scott 1959: 29b). 

This development of community goals was not a unique California 

experience, it is merely an example of community effort having impact 

on a local economy through governmental action.

Role Acceptance

Although the role of city government in the local economy is 

not easily accepted or understood by the public, political scientists 

and others see communities as socio-economic clusters in which eco

nomic interdependence and the sharing of services and facilities are 

necessary to meet a common need. This is not to say that those who 

live in a community have consensus —  a conmunity is considered to be 

incapable of developing such commonality of opinion (Adrian 1965: 

315-318). Luther Gulick described the community as ". . . a split- 

level creature, with personal, human relations at one level and broad 

impersonal community consciousness at the other" (Gulick 1959: 176).

The degree and direction of government's entry into the eco

nomic life of today's community has perhaps come about from the very 

complexity of modern life, its institutions and systems. The 

individual is incapable of affecting any significant change in his 

economic environment, and more often than not his collective efforts 

are ineffective without the sanction and power of government. As a 

result, government has moved or (more appropriately in some cases)
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been moved to interject legal alternatives as well as fiscal powers 

into actions designed to achieve some economic change in the common 

interest.

Leonard E. Goodall in The American Metropolis made a key point 

when he stated that income is affected by the general economy but is 

especially acute in a city where a single industry is dominant, with 

its ups and downs economically affecting the individual as well as 

the aggregate community through the multiplier effect (Goodall 1968:

9). However, public apathy conditioned by the state of the economy 

tends to determine how often the public and/or the private sector are 

willing to support community programs or government action in an 

effort to enhance the economy. First, an economic slump must be of 

sufficient impact to affect a significant number of people for any 

concentrated effort on the part of government to be legitimatized 

and accepted by the public. And even when action is desired and 

acceptable, the citizenry is not certain of government’s total role. 

Sane see government’s purpose simply as the provider of police and 

fire protection, streets, water, sewers, parks, and would restrict 

government in various ways to keep the cost of government down. 

Another group (self-conscious minorities) sees government’s role as 

an arbitrator to insure everyone a slice of the pie. Others see 

government, in part, as an arm of the Chamber of Commerce attracting 

more business and industry to the area —  an economic role in action 

(Adrian 1965: 315-316). Within this confine, government's economic

role has evolved, modified, increased and decreased in response to 

changing times and conditions and public attitudes.



Incentive for Action

Local governments are painfully aware of today’s urban crisis, 

and local officials, partly out of recognition of the magnitude of 

the problem and partly through prodding and assistance from the 

federal government, have accepted the responsibility for revitalizing 

communities and their economies.

Although American communities have historically.attempted to 

affect the local economies, major efforts in the aggregate have 

occurred since the riots in the summer of 196?J and the Report of the 

National Advisory Commission on Civil Disorders suggests federal in

volvement in aiding local government to ameliorate problems. Economic 

factors were among causes of the 196? riots. Unemployment and under

employment were cited in the Report as prevalent reasons (Kerner 1968: 

2$1-2S7). In a solution recommendation, the Commission established 

a basic strategy calling for high priorities in the creation of new 

jobs for the private and public sectors (1968: hl£). In defining 

broad goals and objectives, the Commission called for "Continued 

emphasis on national economic growth and job creation . . . "  (1968: 

Ulli-UlS).
The private sector is aware of urban problems, and in a 1968 

article entitled "Business and the Urban Crisis," McGraw-Hill Publi

cations directed the attention of industrial leaders to the problems 

of cities (1968: C—l)• The article highlighted the deterioration of 

the central or core city, and associated the flight of industry, 

middle and upper-income families to the suburbs with a resultant
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further decline in the core city’s economy. At the risk of over

simplification, Joseph H. Allen, McGraw-Hill president, identified 

the three most critical urban problems as jobs, housing, and educa

tion. He suggested that business alone has one key to breaking the 

. . vicious slum cycle of unemployment, poverty, poor housing, 

poor education, and low productivity" (1969: C-U). To Allen, that 

key is jobs (1968: C-U). Be that as it may, neither the federal 

government nor local entities share this faith, and massive federal 

grant-in-aid programs have been directed to local government in an 

attempt at problem solving through government action.

Today’s cities are not involved in economic development for 

the same long-range goals as in the past —  some cities are concerned 

with survival in the immediate sense. Philip Hammer, writing in the 

June 1971 issue of Public Management, proposed that there is deteri

oration not only in local government by ability, but also in the 

private economic sector. Hammer's article stated that local govern

ment is now playing ". . . a much larger —  and strategically a new 

—  role in economic development" (Hammer 1971: U). In Hammer's 

opinion, local government's role will further enlarge under the 

President's revenue sharing plan, and " . . .  the local economic 

leverages are now assuming an importance equal to those at the 

national level" (1971: U). In an effort to differentiate between 

national and local government impact on the local economy, Hammer 

stated that fiscal and monetary devices together with the application 

of national standards and incentives is the federal approach, while
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local government is involved in the ”. . .  nitty-gritty factors 

affecting the locational and operational decisions of the entrepre

neur and investor at the local level" (Hammer 1971: 5).

Blueprint for Action
Hammer identified ways in which local government has attempted 

to halt a declining economy or to otherwise revive a socio-economic 

entity (1971: $):

1. Setting development targets utilizing both private and public 

resourcesj

2. Maximizing the leverage of public expenditures upon private 

investmentj

3. Establishing a public position in economic development;

U. Exploring new innovative approaches to use of private and

public land;

Participating directly in redevelopment programs to produce 

new private investments and enterprises;

6 . Developing interjurisdictional cooperation to cut govern

mental costs and provide better services;

7. Putting vacant or surplus lands into new economic uses;

8. Finding ways to enhance the community’s more important eco

nomic assets;

9. Creating conditions to enhance industrial operations in 

central city locations;

10, Establishing a total approach to economic development and 

giving it high priority in the allocation of resources.



Where these techniques or actions have been spoiled, they have not been

solely a local effort. Federal encouragement and fiscal aid have been

a part of the total picture. Typically, the U.S. Department of Commerce

booklet "How to Improve Your Community by Attracting New Industry1'

identified the participating role of the federal government (1970: 2):

The Economic Development Administration of the U.S. Depart
ment of Commerce was established under the Public Works and 
Economic Development Act of 1965 to help provide the con
ditions under which private enterprise can grow and create 
jobs in economically lagging areas of the nation.

The publication was directed toward those communities who needed and 

wanted to improve their local economy, and many have attempted to do 

so with varying degrees of success. However, there is the ever

present problem of a community recognizing its needs and determining 

what action it should take. Perhaps this is the most difficult first 

step toward achieving a revitalized community.

18



CHAPTER 3

THE CITY OF TUCSON'S ROLE 
IN ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

Historically, Tucson, Arizona has %rown in a rather stair-step 

fashion, experiencing economic problems along the way. However, there 

was a significant way the community, its leaders, and government 

viewed and took action in response to an economic leveling-off period 

beginning in 1963.

Tucson's growth began to stagnate in 1963, and in specific 

areas there was actual deterioration. Overall business income was 

down, wages and salaries were going down, and the rate of population 

growth (a traditional community measure of Tucson's economic health) 

began to lag (Citizen's Committee on Community Goals 1966: 70). 

Manufacturing, although never significant in the community's economy, 

dropped 12 percent from 1956 to 1965 in terms of percentage of employ

ment. But 1963 was a plummeting point in this regard, and the 

percentage of agriculture employment also decreased significantly 

(1966: 7-71).

Problem Analysis

Perhaps the crux of the community's economic problems at that 

point in time is exemplified in a retrospective comment from the 

Tucson Community Goals Report (Citizen's Committee on Community Goals

19
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1966: 70): "As the experience of the last three years demonstrate, a 

regional economy can not grow ty merely * taking in its own washing.*

It must increase its relationship with other adjoining economies and 

with the national economy." And also reporting retrospectively in 

May 1969, Development Research Associates’ publication,"Economic Base 

Analysis of the Tucson Metropolitan Area," attributed the community’s 

economic woes in the 1962-6$ period to a sharp reduction in construc

tion work (principally missile bases), sustained reductions in manu

facturing (aero-space and missile work), and a moderate setback in 

the tourism industry (1969: 62).

Newspaper articles in the 1963-6U period are also indicators 

of Tucson's problems and form a basis for understanding the subsequent 

actions of community groups, business and political leaders. The 

following problems were highlighted in the Arizona Daily Star:

January 8, 1963: The Mayor States a Need for More Employment.

March 8, 1963: Park and Shop Ticket Sales Show Downward Trend.

June 2$, 1963: Bell Aerosystems Announces Layoff of 100.

August 8, 1963: Hughes Aircraft Announces Layoff of 1000.

August 9, 1963: Mayor Calls Emergency Conference to Discuss 
Economic Problems.

August 22, 1963: Pima County Lags Behind State in Number of
Retail Sales.

November 21, 1963: Bank Debits Drop for Fourth Week in a Row.

December 11, 1963: Community Must Tackle Joblessness.

January 2h, I96I4: Tucson Employment Declines at End of 1963
While State Employment Rises.
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February 19# 196b: Tucson Non-Farm Bnployment Down.

February 27, 196b: 1100 Take City of Tucson Test for Five
Job Openings as Laborers.

May 27# 196b: Davis Monthan Lays Off 150 Workers.

In this time period the newspapers were reporting community happenings 

and also crystalizing public reaction to economic problems both 

individually and collectively. And pressure on the part of the 

citizenry began to have its impact on government.

City Government Reacts

The growing concern by City government for Tucson's economic

plight was highlighted in an August 6, 196b letter from Mayor Lew

Davis to Mr. Newsom Holesapple, Chamber of Commerce President. In

his letter. Mayor Davis stated (196b).

The subject of jobs is becoming more and more important 
each day. We hear more from the people of Tucson about job 
opportunities and paychecks than we do about Tucson's 
future water supply, civil rights, or any other matter.
This is a serious situation that calls for immediate action 
. . .  there is again pressure on the Mayor and Council to 
withdraw its financial support from the Chamber and to use 
the funds to establish its own industrial development board 
in order to create jobs and to cut down on unemployment in 
the City of Tucson.

Although the Southwestern Record was not a "daily," a column

by Tom Bahti on August 6, 196b may have reflected grass roots opinion

concerning the community's industrial development efforts:

The Tucson City Council has appropriated another wad of 
money for the Chamber of Commerce to bolster its operation.
It would make about as much sense to give the same money 
to local churches and ask them to 'Pray for Industry'
(Bahti, August 6, 196b: 19).
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Mayor Calls Public Meeting

With prodding from the comunity, Mayor Davis called for a 

public meeting to be held on September 11, 196h at the Pioneer Hotel 

for the purpose of finding ways to restore health to a frail and 

declining economy. With an existing unemployment rate of over six 

per cent, a focus of the meeting was the search for immediate employ

ment opportunities and a long-range program for industrial develop

ment. In his opening remarks to representatives from a broad spectrum 

of the community, the Mayor made note of the recently appointed 

Industrial Development Director for the Chamber of Commerce (a re

placement for the previous Director) stating that, "He /the Director/ 

must have assurance that he has the support of us all if he is to be 

successful" (City of Tucson 1961*: 1). In terras of industrial develop

ment the Mayor then stated that, " . . .  the City administration is most 

anxious to furnish the leadership required but it would take coopera

tive effort on the part of every citizen and the active support of the 

community leaders" (City of Tucson 1961*: 2). To those in attendance 

at the meeting, the Mayor’s remark must have sounded somewhat contra

dictory after his earlier plea for support of the Chamber's new 

Industrial Development Director.

As the meeting progressed that day, contradictory attitudes 

were expressed concerning the state of the community's economy —  

ranging from gloom and doom to bubbly optimism. About midway through 

the meeting. City Councilman Kirk Storch said that he:

. . .  found it hard to believe that Tucson's economy was as
good as the speakers before him had said. . . . Tucson did
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not meet the definition of a healthy economy . . . members 
of the Council were aware that Tucson's economic community 
was far from what one would consider healthy and they were 
here today to propose ways of injecting new vitality into 
the economically ill community (City of Tucson,
196U: 21).

Councilman Storch was no doubt provoked after hearing the 

President of the Chamber of Commerce cite a report from the State 
Employment Service which reported that . the total employment
level for the last quarter of this year /196U7 was expected to exceed 
the level of last year and should approach the peak level of 1962 when 
the Titan Missile program was in full swing” (City of Tucson, September 
11, 19Ski 12). Although Councilman Storch could not have known with 
certainty, his challenge to the rosy optimists was later to prove 
valid; total employment in Pima County continued to drop sharply 

(Citizen's Committee on Community Goals, May 1966 :3$).
One of the more practical observations made at the September 

11, 196U meeting was that of City Manager Mark E. Keane who said,
11. . .we must face up to our problems, set our goals and then take 
the best means available to solve these problems” (City of Tucson, 
196U: 1 ). Some participants, including various governmental 

officials, saw a bond program to physically rejuvenate parts of 

the City as a necessary element in economic improvement, and 

supported the use of federal funds for an urban renewal program.

The Fleagle Reports
The September 11, 196U meeting produced many by-products, 

including a soon-to-become controversial document entitled "Industrial 

Promotion and Development." Authored by R. K. Fleagle, an
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administrative intern on City staff, the publication became an issue 

beyond its contents; and within its reference point it became known 

as "The Fleagle Report." One sentence in his September 21, 1961* docu

ment may help explain why the report became controversial and generated 

community conflict. In reporting on the September 11 meeting, Fleagle 

stated, "It was also evident at the Mayor’s public meeting that a con

structive and comprehensive program for industrial development was 

conspicuously lacking" (Fleagle 196!*a: 1).

This may have been particularly galling to the Chamber of 

Commerce who had, over the years, been given the responsibility and 

funding for carrying out this phase of economic development for the 

community. Fleagle * s observation was reinforcement for the Mayor's 

August 6, 1961* letter to the Chamber of Commerce indicating that the 

City might withdraw financial support from the Chamber and establish 

its own industrial development organization (Davis 1961*).

It should be noted that Fleagle's writings in the area of in

dustrial development were not unknown to Mayor Davis nor to City 

Manager Mark Keane prior to the September 11 meeting. Each had been 
made aware of a manuscript for an article.entitled "A Novel Industrial 
Financing Technique" which Fleagle was co-authoring for the Arizona 
Review, a publication of the University of Arizona's Bureau of Busi
ness and Public Research (Fleagle and Henderson 1961*a). In an August 
27, 1961* memo from John M. Urie, Assistant City Manager and Director 

of Administration, to City Manager Mark Keane, Urie reported:

Mayor Davis is aware of the subject of the attached report
and has expressed a desire to have this information
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presented at a public meeting scheduled for September 11,
196U at the Pioneer Hotel. This office is prepared with 
sufficient background information to make the presentation 
and answer any pertinent questions (Urie 196b)•

However, the minutes of the September 11 meeting do not mention the 

Fleagle material, nor do they indicate that Fleagle spoke at the 

meeting —  Urie's offer was apparently declined.

On October 16, 196b, Fleagle presented a sequel to his first 

industrial development report for the City. Unlike his general report 

of September 21, the second, "A Program of Action for Industrial 

Development in Tucson” (Fleagle 196bb), was primarily a "how to do it" 

document, prefaced with a statement that further projected the City’s 

role in economic development. Fleagle supported direct City involve

ment:

. . .  based upon the philosophy that the state and local 
governments have a right, duty, and responsibility to create 
an environment conducive to the development of industry, 
increased employment, and a lessening of the tax burden 
upon community residents . . .  at the present time, an 
economic decline for the Tucson area . . . make it impera
tive that the Mayor and Council initiate aggressive measures 
for the economic well-being of the community (Fleagle 196bb: 
2 ).

Fleagle's reports are important to an overall understanding 

of events which both preceded and followed his documentary efforts, 

and it seems apparent that they had an impact on the City’s governing 

body. His October 16, 196b report reflected the tenor of the day.

The report noted that "A review of campaign literature and speeches 

make it evident that the responsibility for an industrial development 

program is readily assumed by the candidates for public office" 

(Fleagle 196bb: b). Fleagle further observed that "When job



opportunities are lacking in the local community, the Mayor and 

Council bear the brunt of the petitions and protests” (Fleagle 196Ub: 

ii-S).
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Basically, the apparent purpose of the October report was to 

present a seven point program for industrial development through the 

establishment of a Tucson industrial development board —  an organi

zation to be controlled by City government. Although his suggested 

program would not be so controversial later, there were numerous 

points which were unacceptable to Tucson’s community leaders in 196U, 

The suggestionsthat City government become more directly involved in 

industrial development and that public land be marketed in competition 

with private property were two of the prime targets for opposition 

(Fleagle 196Ub:3)• And confirming political opposition to Fleagle's 

suggestion of a City industrial development board, the Mayor and 

Council passed Resolution Number $97h on November 2, 196U which ex

pressed the governing body's intention to cooperate (at that time) 

in the formation of private industrial development corporations 

(City of Tucson 1961*).

Impact of the Fleagle Reports

The writings of R. K. Fleagle generated sufficient public 

comment that the City's governing body debated at their December 1$, 

196U meeting whether there should be a public airing of the Fleagle 

reports. During the debate, Councilman Ton Rallis said the hearing 

would further the ambitions of certain people (without naming them);
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however, voting in a rather partisan manner, the Council committed 

itself to a January U, 1965 public hearing (Arizona Daily Star,

December 15, 196b: Bl).

It should be noted that City Manager Mark Keane did not support 

such public airing of the reports. He felt that alternatives in the 

area of industrial development should be discussed, that to do other

wise implied endorsement of the ideas expressed in the Fleagle docu

ments. The City Manager further suggested that the responsibility for 

industrial development should not be exclusively that of the City or 

of the Chamber of Commerce (Arizona Daily Star, December 19# 196b:

Bl).

Nevertheless, a public hearing on the Fleagle reports was held 

on January 5, 1965 (the Council's original date was changed), and 

among those in attendance speaking before the governing body was 

Dr. Paul Kelso from The University of Arizona. He first complimented 

the City of Tucson and its Division of Budget and Research (under 

Assistant City Manager John Urie) for the study and report, but Kelso 

questioned why they became known as the Fleagle Reports. He observed 

that . . it isn't good practice for a research intern to become so 

prominently identified with a controversial study” (Kelso 1965).

Kelso concluded his speech to the Mayor and Council by supporting a 

more active role for the City of Tucson in industrial development, 

”. . .  not on the basis of any a priori theory of government but on 

the basis of the local situation. . . . The City of Tucson, in my 

opinion, has a legitimate interest in industrial development and pro

motion” (Kelso 1965).
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The public hearing was not the end of public comment# The 

editorial for the Southwestern Record of January 7, 196^ faulted the 

Fleagle Report (his second report) in that it proposed Mayor and 

Council control over the community’s industrial development program, 

and limited the Chamber of Commerce to promotion and advertising.
The editorial further suggested that Fleagle may have forgotten that 

not all good industrial sites were within the city limits, and there

fore the County should have some responsibility or say-so.

In perspective, it should be noted that R. K. Fleagle (for
merly a research assistant in The University of Arizona Bureau of 
Business and Public Research) had co-authored with William L. Hender
son, Assistant Director of the Bureau, the September 196U Arizona 
Review article entitled "A Novel Industrial Financing Technique" 
(Fleagle and Henderson 1961ia). Following this, Fleagle authored an 
article in the November 1961* Arizona Review, "Patterns of Success in 
Luring Industry" (Fleagle 196)40), and again co-authored with Henderson 
a December 1961* Arizona Review article entitled "Blueprint for In
dustrial Development" (Fleagle and Henderson 19614b). In view of this, 
it is suggested that Fleagle•s reports for the City of Tucson were 
simply products of the day, not prepared solely as an assignment of 
his City employment but extracted from research material gathered for 
subsequent Arizona Review articles.

In a January 7, 1965 memo from City Manager Mark Keane to 

Assistant City Manager John Urie, Keane observed that on the previous 

day he had discussed with Phoenix people exactly what that City had 

done in the area of industrial development. He advised Urie, "As you
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know already, the city government of Phoenix, as such, has done 

nothing aimed directly at economic development" (Keane 196$). Keane 

stated that this was confirmed by Charlie Esser, Assistant City 

Manager for Phoenix, and by Jack DeBolske, Director of the Arizona 

Municipal League. Further, they recommended that the best persons 

to talk to about economic development in Phoenix were individuals in 

the Arizona Public Service Company and the Phoenix Chamber of Com

merce (Keane 1965).
It is interesting to speculate that Fleagle was not closely 

associated with the City Manager but was a controversial protege of 

Assistant City Manager John Urie. It should be noted that Fleagle*s 

name was never mentioned in the January 7 memo. In the memo, Keane 

advised that "One thing your study man could very profitably do also, 

would be to talk to key men in some of the Phoenix industries who 

were involved in the decision to go there" (Keane 196$). Keane con

cluded by saying, "I would like to have some of the above type infor

mation on at least a preliminary basis before proceeding further with 

the Mayor and Council to discuss what action, if any, the City should 

take at this time relative to economic development" (Keane 196$).

Uncertainty of City Response

Despite its earlier action in supporting private industrial 

development efforts through Resolution Number $97b, Tucson’s governing 

body continued to concern itself with industrial development, sched

uling executive session meetings every two months with the Industrial
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Development Department of the Chamber of Commerce. And at the same 

time, members of City staff were reviewing a new overall concept of 

financing industry under provisions of the Internal Revenue Service 

ruling number 63-20. In a January l£, 1965 memo to John Urie, Fleagle 

laid out a step-by-step procedure directed toward the financing of 

industry by the City of Tucson (Fleagle 1965a).

This memo was followed by a request to the City Attorney from 

Urie for an advisory opinion as to the legality of the City issuing 

revenue or general obligation bonds for the purpose of encouraging 

industrial development. The legal opinion was required for review by 

the Mayor and Council prior to a February 5, 1965 meeting with the 

Chamber of Commerce (Urie 1965a). Although details of the legal 

opinion and the subsequent meeting are not documented, it would 

appear that the governing body took little if any further action at 

that point to closely involve the City in an industrial development 

program. Instead, they continued to rely (at least on the surface) 

on the Chamber of Commerce functioning in that area, despite pleas 

from such groups as the Action Committee for Industry who requested 

that the City ". . . accept responsibility for the economic well-being 

of our City and further that an industrial development board be 

established with direct responsibility for the industrial expansion 

in the community . . ." (Action Committee for Industry 1965).

Community Response

Caught up in the community effort to enhance industrial 

development, and probably influenced by Mayor and Council Resolution
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Number $91h of November 2, 196b, a group of local businessmen incor

porated under the name of Tucson Industrial Development Enterprises 

(TIDE) on March 12, 196$. The specific purpose of the organization 

was:

. . .  to further the economic development of the City of 
Tucson and its environs with the authority to promote and 
assist the growth and development of business concerns 
now located in or to be located in areas covered by its 
/TIDE7 operation . . .  as measured by increased employment 
payroll, business volume, and corresponding factors . . .
(March 12, 196$).

Mayor and Council Resolution $97U had made note that research 

conducted by the City, the Chamber, and other interested groups 

developed much information concerning the organization of private 

industrial development corporations which had been successfully used 

by the City of Prescott, and by Maricopa County (City of Tucson 196b). 

Significantly, TIDE was a reflection of the attitude of the Chamber 

of Commerce whose prominent members were incorporators of this new 

non-profit corporation (TIDE). However, it should be noted that TIDE 

was a financing group for industry, not specifically directed toward 

the recruiting aspect of industrial development. In this sense, it 

was an adjunct of the Chamber’s activities in this latter area.

Perhaps in response to the incorporation of TIDE by indi

viduals closely associated with the Chamber of Commerce and because 

of political considerations, Fleagle made this observation in a March 

2$, 196$ memo to Assistant City Manager John Urie:

It appears at this time that the Mayor and Council have no 
desire to take an active interest in industrial develop
ment, nor is the need for Council action at present as



obvious as it was in the past. The Chamber of Commerce has 
adopted many of the recommendations that were put forth in 
my report. . . .

Fleagle also made reference in his memo to a previous sugges

tion that the City should develop its own industrial park, but con

cluded that "This appears to conflict with the objectives of private 

individuals and would therefore be unrealistic at the present" (Fleagle 

1965b). Under considerable pressure for proposing what was to become 

a controversial approach to industrial development, Fleagle left City 

employment on April 23, 1965. He was not to know that approximately 

one year later the City would apply for technical assistance under 

Section 301 of Public Law 89-136 for the purpose of securing a feasi

bility study concerning development of an industrial park on City- 

owned property.

Community Goals Committee Established

The Mayor and Council continued to react to overall community 

problems in response to community pressures and the governing body’s 

own understanding of the need for action. Although not singularly 

directed toward Tucson’s economic problems, the Mayor and Council 

created the Community Goals Committee on March 22, 1965 to ". . . 

determine the aspirations and potentials of the Tucson community and 

to define the steps that should be taken to fulfill these aspirations" 

(Citizen’s Committee on Community Goals 1966: 70). The Goals Com

mittee was to concern itself with the human needs of the community, 

the physical environment, the local government, and the economy. The 

culmination of the Committee’s efforts for a year resulted in

32
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submission of a report on April 11, 1966 and the subsequent publica

tion of the Tucson Community Goals Report in May 1966. Elements of 

the Report were to have impact on City government in later years.

Attempt to Define City's Role

Although the Goals Committee was given responsibility to work 

toward resolution of the community’s economic problems (among others), 

the community continued in a multifaceted way to effect an economic 

change. On March 27, 1965, the Arizona Development Institute pre

sented a workshop at The University of Arizona through the Bureau of 

Business and Public Research. The purpose of the meeting was . . 

to get back to the grass roots revolving around how to utilize our 

resources more fully and effectively through industrial development" 

(Arizona Development Institute 1965: 1-2).

The conference was of particular importance to City government 

and was attended by Councilmen Corbett, Rallis, Southard, and Storch, 

together with members of the administrative staff: City Manager Mark

Keane, Assistant City Managers Urie and Lung, the Principle Planner, 

the Assistant City Attorney, the Director of Budget and Research, the 

Budget Officer, and an administrative intern, R. K. Fleagle. The 

gathering of these City officials at the workshop perhaps indicated 

the degree of concern and interest on the part of City government in 

searching for an appropriate role for local government in economic 

development.

One view of government’s role in economic development was 

expressed by William J. Biehl on April 27# 1965 while speaking before
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the Tucson Rotary Club. He stated that government's role was " . . .  

to provide the right kind of climate in which industry and the economy 

can best grow" (Tucson Daily Citizen, April 28, 196£: 9). Biehl, 

Chairman and Chief Executive Officer of George Fry and Associates, 

then indicated his conviction that industrial development should be 

the responsibility of the Chamber of Conmerce. Although one might 

only partially fault Biehl1s definition of government's role, his 

objectivity could have been questioned. Biehl was then employed under 

contract by the Chamber and was to deliver a final report to that 

group on June 23# 1965 concerning industrial development for Tucson 

(George Fry and Associates 1965). It should be noted that in attempt

ing to implement the Fry Report, the Chamber was to be aided by some 

$31,500 in City funds out of a total Chamber budget of $53,000 dedi

cated for industrial development (Arizona Daily Star, May 27, 1966: Bl).

City Considers a More Direct Role

William Biehl's recommendation notwithstanding, certain 

councilman proceeded to more directly involve City government in 

industrial development, and on February 18, 1966, the Tucson Daily 

Citizen reported the response of some of the community leaders to a 

speech by C. Chandler Cole. Presenting proposals for attracting in

dustry to the community with City government as the focal point, Cole 

(identified as the choice of the Council Democrats for a municipal 

position as an industrial expert) received critical comment from many 

in his audience, and doubt was openly expressed as to his ability to 

produce (Tucson Daily Citizen, February 18, 1966: 20).
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Although there was critical public response to Cole's pro

posals for industrial development, there was equally critical comment 

on the part of City staff. Prior to the public speech. Assistant 

City Manager John Urie took issue with Cole's proposals in a memo to 

City Manager Mark Keane, Urie observed:

There is so much lacking in the proposal that it is diffi
cult to know where to begin any specific comments . . . the 
proposal by Chandler Cole for the creation of a 'Tucson 
Economic Authority* is a very superficial approach to 
either industrial or economic development. It outlines a 
somewhat naive, one-man approach to a promotional effort, 
and completely ignores many of the most important factors 
required for a comprehensive industrial development program 
. . . .  There isn't much point in commenting further on 
Mr. Cole's proposal. It is sophomoric in its approach. A 
far superior analysis of the requirements for an industrial 
development effort were contained in the Arizona Review for 
December 196U. The article to which I refer is . . . 
entitled 'Blueprint for Industrial Development' (Urie 1965b).

At the February 21, 1966 City Council meeting. Cole declined 

to be considered for the position, explaining that he felt he had 

become the subject of political controversy and hence could not accept 

the job. But at the same meeting, members of the Action Committee for 

Industry urged the City to establish an industrial development agency 

and accept responsibility for its operation (Tucson Daily Citizen,

February 22, 1966: 1-2).

Given the pressures exerted and time for ideas to reach 

fruition, a more active role for City government became apparent, and 

an already multidimensional effort began to spread further to affect 

change in Tucson's economic conditions by the translation of proposals

into action
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Economic Development Committee Established

Under Resolution Number 6U92, the Mayor and Council estab

lished the Committee on Economic Development on April 11, 1966. The 

general purpose of the Committee was ". . .to serve as a focal point 

of citizen participation in economic development of the community” 

(City of Tucson, April 11, 1966). But the Committee also had a spe

cific purpose —  the preparation of an overall economic development 

program to be submitted to the Economic Development Administration, 

Department of Commerce, for assistance under Title 1 of the Public 

Works and Economic Development Act of 196$ (City of Tucson, April U ,  

1966).

The Committee membership of 30 was a cross-section of the com

munity: banking, labor unions, educational institutions, minority

representation, local government, land developers, transportation 

industry, news media, legal profession, retail trades, and repre

sentatives from certain ad hoc industrial promotion committees (City 

of Tucson, April 11, 1966).

Out of the overall Committee, a steering committee was formed 

with the announced task of guiding the City’s Community Development 

Department in the preparation of individual project applications, and 

research for a comprehensive economic development plan. The steering 

committee produced a provisional report in May of 1966 which the mem

bers said was consistent with recommendations of the Tucson Community 

Goals Committee and their Report of May 1966.
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In their provisional report to the Mayor and Council, the 

steering committee recommended (as necessary to the economic develop

ment of the community) certain physical projects, and provided justi

fication for them in an application for funding under a Title 1 grant. 

Included were the design of a proposed community-convention center, 

an industrial park feasibility study, several paving and sewer pro
jects in industrial sections of. the community, and recreational facili

ties. All of the projects were justified in terms of their economic 

benefit to the community by making "the area more desirable to industry, 

by enhancing the attraction to tourists, thus providing more employment 

opportunities for the citizenry (Committee on Economic Development

1966: 19-35).
The Committee on Economic Development apparently anticipated 

a long life as an advisory and action committee of the governing body 

as indicated in their Report of May 1966. The report stated that the 

Committee was to have:

. . .  a large and continuing contact with the public . . • 
seek to interest and enlist the largest possible segment 
of the community in a program for economic development, 
and to integrate popular response into the overall evalu
ation (1966: 37).

There seems to have been a misunderstanding. The statement in

ferred that the Committee had an ongoing responsibility, yet Section Six 
of Resolution 6L92 which created the Committee stated that ". . . upon 

completion of its study and submission of its report and plans, the work 

of said Committee shall be completed” (City of Tucson Resolution No. 6b92, 

1966: 2). The Committee's anticipation and statement notwithstanding,
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after presenting its report the organization ceased to exist in con

formity with the Mayor and Council Resolution. But while it existed, 

the Economic Development Committee met a major criteria in the Tucson 

Community Goals Report which recommended that "A mechanism must be 

established by the City Council to bring together into concerted 

action all the segmented groups which are concerned with economic 

development" (Citizen's Committee on Community Goals 1966: 12).

Pressure for More City Involvement

Tucson's governing body had, to this point, avoided direct 

involvement in terms of creating a City industrial development organi

zation as a staff function —  the responsibility remained with the 

Chamber of Commerce and its Industrial Development Department. Never

theless, elements in the community were determined that City govern

ment should assume a more active and direct position. This attitude 

was highlighted when a petition with 10,707 signatures requesting 

that the City establish its own industrial development department was 

presented to the Mayor and Council on May 2, 1966 by the Tucson Wants 

Industry Committee (Arizona Daily Star. May 3> 1966: 1).

The petition received mixed support from the politically 

divided governing body. The Committee's chairman, Richard J. Kennedy 

(later to become a City Councilman) appeared in support of the peti

tion —  a document which expressed a lack of confidence ". . .in the 

existing system which used public tax monies for obtaining business 

and industry for the community, and fails to do an adequate job"
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(Arizona Daily Star, Kay 3* 1966: l). The Arizona Daily Star in its 

coverage of the May 2 Council meeting concluded that this was a refer

ence to the Chamber of Commerce industrial development efforts which 

were supported in part by City funds.

In crescendo fashion, the community in general began to speak 

out concerning the economy. Samuel Pereyra, the Mexican Consul in 

Tucson, commented on the lack of an industrial base for the community 

noting that only in recent months . . have groups such as the 

Chamber of Commerce made a constructive effort to attract industry" 

(Arizona Daily Star. May h, 1966: Bl).

On May 10, 1966, in response to the petition from the Tucson 

Wants Industry Committee, Councilman James Corbett said he would 

soon offer a resolution establishing a City department of industrial 

development (Arizona Daily Star, May 21, 1966: Bl). However, Corbett's 

announcement elicited a conflicting response from the rest of the 

governing body. And an independent and short-lived community news

paper, the Tucson American, began to capitalize on the controversy, 

including the running of opinion polls to determine citizen attitudes. 

It also printed letters to the editor. The following are typical 

comments:

We don't need a handful of little tin gods who want a resort 
town for three months of the year.
We're tired of all these high-handed attitudes 1 The people 
who live here are more important than the tourists. . . .
The Chamber of Commerce is a big farce.
It's high time someone did something about Tucson's in
dustry. . . . Many friends and relatives leave Tucson 
because they couldn't find work and make a living for their 
families•
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It's time the City Council finds out again what we the 
voters think.
We hope the three newly elected Councilmen who talked so 
long and loud . . .  about bringing more industry to Tucson 
. . . will get a move on to keep their promises (Tucson 
American. May 18, 1966).

City Considers Industrial Authority

Despite such urgings for action, on May 20, 1966, Vice-Mayor 

Kirk Storch indicated a delay in Corbett's previously announced in

tention to present a resolution establishing a City industrial develop

ment department. Storch was quoted as saying that ". . .no action 

would be taken until after a meeting next week with three industry- 

minded citizen committees" (Arizona Daily Star, May 21, 1966: Bl). 

Storch identified the committees as the Chamber of Commerce, the 

Action Committee for Industry, and the Tucson Wants Industry Committee, 

and told reporters that the Council had delayed action on Corbett's 

resolution because of a possible political fight that might develop 

(Arizona Daily Star, May 21, 1966: Bl). When questioned about his 

proposed organization, Corbett indicated that it ". . . would probably 

be a semi-autonomous authority similar to the Housing Authority and 

would be directly responsible to the Mayor and Council. The authority 

would have a paid director and an unpaid advisory board" (Arizona 

Daily Star, May 21, 1966: Bl).

Seven days later, in a meeting closed to the public and press, 

Councilmen Corbett, Morales, Storch, Murphy, and (Republican) Southard 

met with two of the three committees which Storch had earlier 

identified as those necessary for input to the decision (Arizona Daily
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Star, May 27, 1966: Bl), At the meeting, a plan was presented to 
establish a development organization under City sponsorship and funded 

from money previously allocated to the Chamber of Commerce, One is 
again reminded of Mayor Davis1 letter of some two years before which 
had alerted the Chamber to the 11. . . pressure on the Mayor and Coun
cil to withdraw its financial support from the Chamber and to use the 
funds to establish its own industrial development board" (Davis 196ha). 

It should be noted that the Chamber was not present at the May 26 
meeting and their comment about the meeting was, "We just don't know 
what the Council plan is" (Arizona Daily Star, May 27, 1966: Bl), On 

the following day, members of the Chamber's Board of Directors met 
with the Councilmen, and the Chamber President commented afterwards, 

"The Chamber is open-minded about the plan" (Arizona Daily Star, May 
28, 1966: Bl). One might well question the validity of the term "open- 
minded" and could be reasonably sure that the Chamber was not overjoyed 
since they had lost a traditional role.

Development Authority for Tucson's Economy 

On June 6, 1966, the Mayor and Council adopted Resolution Num
ber 6jjh7 establishing the Development Authority for Tucson's Economy 
(DATE). The newly created body was to act as an interim planning 
authority in the area of economic development. The Resolution an
nounced that the Mayor and Council were ". . . desirous of promoting 
said economic and industrial development, and are desirous of taking 
necessary steps to unify the efforts of various groups concerned with 
the economic development , . .'* (City of Tucson, June 6, 1966: 1),

Thus, the creation of DATE was consistent with the Tucson Community



Goals Report of May 1966 which stipulated that "« . . economic develop

ment is not the responsibility of any single individual, agency or 

organization. . . . Certainly the City cannot do the job alone, but 

it must accept the responsibility for direction and unification of the 

many interested parties'* (Citizens Committee on Community Goals 1966: 
86).

Initial DATE Meeting

The first meeting of DATE was held June 13, 1966 with Council
man James Murphy stating, " . . .  the members of DATE will operate inde

pendently of the Mayor and Council . . . .  will have complete freedom 
to select its own officers and staff. The Mayor and Council will 
assist only when requested" (DATE, June 13, 1966). At this meeting, 

organizational and budget details were discussed, and Assistant City 
Manager Vincent Lung disclosed that DATE would be given $71:, 000 for 
its first year of operation out of $200,000 originally earmarked for 

the Chamber of Commerce in the City's 1966-6? budget. And recognizing 
that tourism was also a factor in the community's economy, the remain

ing $126,000 was allocated to the Chamber for advertising Tucson and 

tourism promotion (DATE, June 13, 1966).

DATE Hires Executive Director
An initial step for the DATE organization was the search for 

a paid, full-time director. Fry Consultants (by this time a familiar 

local name in industrial development) met with the DATE membership 

on July 21, 1966 to discuss the firm's involvement in seeking DATE'S 

Executive Director (consistent with Resolution 6£U7, DATE 1966).
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And on January 1, 1967, Mr. J. Karl Meyer was appointed as the organi
zation’s first Director. Although City Manager Mark Keane had been 
actively involved in various efforts to effect favorable change in the 
community* s economy, he did not work with the DATE organization and its 
new director, for Keane had accepted a federal appointment and left the 
City of Tucson on August 8, 1966. Roger O’Mara, then Deputy City 
Manager, was appointed as acting City Manager, later to become Tucson's 
City Manager.

Conflict Between DATE and City

Having been created by Mayor and Council action, DATE then 
established its articles of incorporation on January 27, 1967. With 
its incorporation, the DATE executive board established by-laws which 
some members of the City Council thought were in direct conflict with 

the City Resolution which created the organization. Specifically, 

(Councilman Murphy’s conments at DATE'S first meeting notwithstanding) 
the Mayor and Council had reserved to themselves the power to appoint 
DATE members, with the membership being directly responsible to the 
governing body. The DATE by-laws did not abide by these requirements.

Council spokesmen indicated their concern in this regard. 
Councilman Storch remarked, "If they don't bring those by-laws before 
the Council there *s going to be trouble" (Tucson American, Februaryv 
If), 1967: 1). Councilman Morales said, "As long as there is tax 
payers' money involved, they are not, as far as I'm concerned, going 

to be a completely autonomous group" (Tucson American, February lf>, 
1967: 1). The basic conflict seemed to be: (a) the number of

DATE board members, (b) the method of appointment, and (c)
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terras of office. As a result of the conflict, the City’s governing 

body rescinded Resolution Number 65U7 on March 20, 196? and then 

enacted a compromise Resolution (68h9) which agreed with DATE’S by

laws on the number of board members and their terms of office, but 

retained the City’s right of final approval of the membership.

DATE’S First Year
The activities of DATE during its first year were primarily 

those of organizing and developing a method of accomplishing its 

goals. The group also changed its name, dropping Economy from its 

title and substituting Expansion —  reflecting a growth attitude on 

the part of the membership. A reversal of this attitude would come 

later when time, conditions, and environmentalists caused the organi

zation to return the term Economy to its title by January 1972.

The calendar year 1967 was not a particularly rewarding 

period for DATE. The Tucson Daily Citizen reported in a New Year's 

day article: "The Development Authority for Tucson’s Expansion closes

its first year of existence with a new name and some solid —  if 

unspectacular work accomplished. But the Authority . . . failed to 

land any new industries" (Tucson Daily Citizen, January 1, 1968, 

p. 29)• Although 1967 may have been unspectacular, there had been 

growing pains and these were to continue on into 1968, starting with 

the question of who in the community would serve on the Board of 

Directors and help DATE chart its course and reach its goals.



DATE'S Second Year

On January 30, 1968, the DATE board of directors submitted a 

list of 21 names to the Mayor and Council from which nine were to be 

selected as board members for those whose terms had expired. Former 

Councilman James Corbett, having been elected Mayor under the slogan 

of "Let's Get Tucson Moving Again," stormily stated on February 23,

1968 that certain of the submitted names were unacceptable to a 

majority on the Council. He indicated the "undesirables" would be 

screened out. The Arizona Daily Star for February 2h, 1968 reported, 

"The Mayor said yesterday that 'we have repeatedly asked those ele

ments that oppose and delay progress in our community to stand aside 

and to obstruct no longer, or preferably to join with us in moving 

this City forward'" (Arizona Daily Star, February 2h, 1968: l).

Not all elements in the community were sitting on their hands. 

Tucson Industrial Development Enterprises (TIDE) had offered its fi

nancial services as an aid to DATE (Tucson Daily Citizen, January 10, 

1967: 2). Although DATE was charged with the responsibility to coordi

nate the activities of local groups involved in economic or industrial 

development, the overture was first rejected by J. Karl Meyer. His 

response to the offer of assistance was that TIDE was a profit-making 

organization and that ". . . a non-profit corporation would have more 

latitude on more community oriented plant location projects" (DATE, 

March 16, 196?: 2). But in a reversal of attitudes on January 10,

1968, the DATE director said, " . . .  DATE would be most receptive
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to the idea . . . .  DATE needs a financial organization to help 

finance prospective industries” (DATE 1968).

TIDA Forms as Aid to DATE

Although DATE could not and did not reject TIDE (the private 

sector's financial organization) as an aid in realizing industrial 

development goals, the organization knew that State legislators were 

considering a bill permitting municipalities to authorize the incor

poration of an authority for the purpose of issuing municipal 

industrial revenue bonds. However, there was concern for the appro

priateness of the proposed legislation. In response to an inquiry 

by Senator Douglas S. Holsclaw, George F. Learning of The University 

of Arizona Bureau of Business and Public Research concluded that 

”. . . I am not at all convinced that the powers that would be granted 

by the bill to municipalities to acquire, own, lease or sell what 

would otherwise be private businesses would in fact help local eco

nomic development" (Learning 1968: 2). Nevertheless, the bill became 
law.

Undoubtedly it was not a surprise to DATE when two of the 

original DATE board members (Jack J. Sarver and Edward B. Berger), 

and Jack P. Hoag petitioned the Mayor and Council on July 17, 1968 

requesting that " . . .  the City Council . . . adopt a resolution 

authorizing said individuals to act as incorporators and to create a 

corporation . . .  known as 'The Industrial Development Authority of 

the City of Tucson Incorporated'" (Sarver, Berger and Hoag 1968),
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Under Articles 9-1151-1189 of the Arizona Revised Statutes, 

City Manager Roger O'Mara recommended to the Mayor and Council, on 

July 2, 1968, the adoption of Resolution Number 7350 granting per

mission for incorporation of the Tucson Industrial Development 

Authority (TIDA). In his communique, 0*Mara noted that the Mayor and 

members of the Council had encouraged and supported the legislation, 

and reminded them that " . . .  the Authority will be empowered to 

issue municipal industrial revenue bonds . . .  an invaluable adjunct 

to DATE in its efforts to expedite Tucson's industrial growth" (O'Mara 

1968). Subsequent to the adoption of the Resolution, TIDA became a 

reality on August 27# 1968.

TIDA Ineffective as DATE Adjunct

The Authority (TIDA) never really functioned, for in early 

March of 1968 the U.S. Treasury Department announced that the tax 

exempt status of state and local government bonds issued for the 

purpose of encouraging industrial development was under scrutiny; 

and in late March the Internal Revenue Service proposed regulations 

that severely restricted the advantages of such bonds. As one in

dustrial development publication expressed it, " . . .  the brakes have 

been applied to the booming traffic in industrial bond financing that 

had reached a level of better than one billion yearly (Industrial 

Development 1968, No. U: 28). On December 1, 1970 the Mayor and 

Council dissolved TIDA under Resolution Number 8007, citing in the 

Resolution the restrictiveness of the federal ruling, the fact that
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the Authority was never funded, and had taken no action since Sep

tember 3, 1968 (City of Tucson, 1970a).

City1s Changing Attitude Toward DATE

The inability of the Authority to function was a disappoint

ment to DATE, but the DATE operating budget for fiscal year 1968-69 

was at least rewarding (compared to previous years). It totaled 

$179,615 —  a City contribution to the child of its creation (it 

receives no other funding). But within one year the organization 

was to experience a change in attitude on the part of the politically 

divided Mayor and Council. In fiscal year 1970-71, DATE’S requested 

budget for $120,000 was reduced by the City to $100,000 and the DATE 

board was advised that their 1971-72 budget would be further reduced 

to only $80,000 and that it was the intention of the Mayor and Council 

to phase out funding for DATE (O’Mara 1971).

It is more than coincidental that J. Karl Meyer resigned as 

DATE’S executive director on August 1, 1971, one month after the 

Mayor and Council appropriated the reduced DATE budget. The organi

zation began a nationwide search for a new director, and R. David 

Richmond was appointed to the position. Richmond had a different 

Mayor and Council to work with, and after the DATE board met in budget 

session with the governing body, the phasing-out threat was forgotten 

and an operating budget of $120,000 was then granted to the organiza

tion for fiscal 1972-73 (City of Tucson 1972: 56). Since DATE is 

dependent upon City government for its funding, its future and
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finances will continue to be affected by elected officials as they 

change in response to citizenry, conditions and times.

City Economic Development Office 

Although the formation and life of DATE has been somewhat 

stormy, their*s was not an exclusive experience —  City government 

too had its problems in staffing the Economic Development Office. 

Almost simultaneously with the formation of DATE in 1966, the Mayor 

and Council began fulfilling this commitment to an organizational 

concept. From inception it was anticipated that the City would em

ploy a staff person to coordinate DATE’S activities where City govern

ment was involved —  an effort to avoid possible red-tape obstruction 

when a firm was considering Tucson for a plant location. This was to 

be the City’s part of a team approach to enhance the community’s 

economic development effort by speeding the City’s response to ques

tions concerning zoning, taxes, utilities, licensing, etc. It should 

be noted that the City Economic Development office would not be solely 

dedicated to the specialized area of industrial development, but 

rather to the overall coordination of economic efforts.

A proposed ordinance establishing the position of City Eco

nomic Development Officer under the civil service system was presented 

to the Mayor and Council on October 2b, 1966 and promptly generated a 

battle along partisan lines. By a three to two vote the position as 

a civil service category was defeated. Vice-Mayor Kirk Storch ex

plained, "This job was b o m  and bred by the Mayor and Council. I
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think the Mayor and Council ought to protect themselves in the appoint

ment" (Tucson Daily Citizen, October 2f>, 1966: 13). Thus, in the eyes 

of the Council majority, the person filling the position should be 

their selection and appointment, not the City Manager's.

The question of who would be responsible for hiring and firing 

the proposed employee continued to be a legal and political one, and 

at the Council meeting on November lU, 1966 there was a heated ex

change between Mayor Davis and Councilman Corbett, together with a 

Republican charge that the Democrats had already "picked out their 

boy" (Tucson Daily Citizen, November 1*>, 1966: U).

Robert N. Folks

Faced with Charter restrictions, a compromise resulted —  the 

position of Economic Development Officer was placed under civil ser

vice, but Robert N. Folks was appointed March 21, 196? on an interim 

basis pending the outcome of a competitive civil service examination. 

Folks, who was pleasing to the Council majority, took the examination 

and placed too low to be permanently appointed; and after a series of 

protests and threatened legal action by Folks, the examination was 

again given with Folks still placing too low to be further considered. 

He was terminated from his provisional appointment on September 29, 

196? (Miner 1972).

During his brief tenure Folks made an unsuccessful effort to 

interest the City Manager and the governing body in developing City 

property at 1-19 and Valencia Road into an industrial park. In a 

July 18, 1967 memo. Folks cited the Economic Development Committee



Report of May 1966 which had proposed City involvement in such a 

venture. Understandably, Folks accomplished little during his short 

term of office.

Robert C« Jones

After a vacancy of some three months, Robert C. Jones was 

appointed Economic Development Officer for the City of Tucson on 

December 19, 1967. Jones had placed first among the applicants in 
the civil service examination process in which Folks had placed fourth. 

Each of the two individuals undoubtedly approached their assignment 

differently because of different times and conditions. Jones concen

trated his efforts in coordinating City input into an industrial park 

study conducted by Quinton Engineers for DATE, and securing passage 

of State legislation which enabled municipalities to authorize the 

creation of industrial development authorities (and his later work 

with TIDA). Having made considerable impact in his role, Jones died 

unexpectedly in November 1968.

Donald W. Richards

The position of Economic Development Officer remained unfilled 

until March 1969 when Donald W, Richards was appointed to the vacant 

position by City Manager Roger O'Mara after a new civil service 

examination.

The original role of the Economic Development Officer was to 

primarily serve as liaison to DATE; but over time the role has ex

panded, essentially providing the same coordination of City services



to others in the community who are engaged in industrial or economic 

development, i.e., Tucson Gas and Electric, and various banks, the 

Chamber of Commerce, and individual companies (new and existing) who 

require expedited municipal services* This role expansion has not 

been in conflict with instructions from the Mayor and Council who 

made it amply clear (in 1969) that the City position should in no way 

function competitively with DATE and others engaged in the "recruit

ment" of industry. The role of the Economic Development Officer as 

an agent of the City has simply meant being responsive to the needs 

of those in the community who represent economic development potential.

The position of Economic Development Officer is currently 

vacant. Richards left the office to become Assistant Director of the 

newly-formed Department of Operations, It will be interesting to see 

if the position will be filled —  it will be a measure of the City’s 

on-going involvement and commitment to economic development.
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THE MOTOROLA STORY

With premature banner headlines, the Tucson Daily Citizen for 

July 30, 1969 heralded "Motorola Considering Major Tucson Plant1* 

(Tucson Daily Citizen, July 30, 1969: 1). The following morning the 

Arizona Daily Star said, "Motorola is poised for entry into the Tucson 

area with a plant that Mayor James Corbett, Jr. says will eventually 

employ 7,000 persons" (Arizona Daily Star, July 31, 1969: 1). These 

pronouncements introduced a considerably involved story which was to 

rank high as one of the more controversial topics of community con

versation and action in the period ahead. The Motorola announcement 

was of particular significance in view of concentrated community and 

governmental action to bring industry to Tucson in the years between 

196U and 1969.

The prospect of Motorola coming to the community was not a 

minor news story since the company was and is the State’s largest 

single employer, providing civilian-oriented jobs for some 17,000 

people in the Phoenix metropolitan area. However, Motorola’s response 

to the July 30 announcement was a statement that "Tucson is only one 

of four cities being considered for the plant. . (Tucson Daily 

Citizen, July 30, 1969: 1).

In and of itself, the announcement of Motorola’s potential 

arrival was exciting to many in the community who accepted and
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supported the concept of diversification of the community* s economic 

base through the growth of manufacturing. To others the announcement 

was a decidedly unfavorable turn of events. As in any community, 

consensus is difficult if not Impossible,

Community attitudes notwithstanding, the Motorola story is 

chronologically interesting, and it is doubtful if anyone in Tucson 

is totally aware of all events, decisions, and actions which culmi

nated in Motorola's decision to discontinue plans for a Tucson plant 

—  a decision which was to create bitterness, disappointment, cleavage 

in the community, and raise questions concerning the effectiveness of 

the community's industrial development effort. That portion of the 

Motorola story in which City government was directly involved or had 

knowledge of the involvement of others is documented in an effort to 

clarify many of the events, and hopefully to provide knowledge to those 

denied access to certain aspects of the story.

Motorola Considers Tucson

Although the City of Tucson had a role in responding to 

Motorola's quest for an appropriate plant location, it must be con

ceded that the recruitment effort was not by the City. Indeed, in 

retrospect, it seems that Motorola itself was the initiator in looking 

to Tucson as a possible site for a new semiconductor plant.

In a September 20, 1966 letter to Tucson Gas and Electric 

(TGE), Mr. 0. H, Mackley of Motorola's Semiconductor Division in 

Phoenix announced that the company anticipated building a production 

plant outside the Phoenix area, and requested data concerning TGE's



ability to provide power. Client files in the possession of Joseph B. 

Wilcox, TOE Vice-President, contain an affirmative letter to Mackley 

indicating the power company’s overall ability to supply service to 

Motorola. Then an October 26, 1966 letter from Mackley indicated 

interest in securing specific locational data based on site selection 

criteria (a requirement list almost identical to that presented to 

the City nearly three years later, TGE,' September 1969% The above corre

spondence is not totally indicative of efforts made to aid Motorola, 

and the following excerpts from TGE’s client file provide an informa

tive review (Wilcox, September, 1972):
September 21, 1966: Initial Motorola contact.

October 27# 1966: Plant site specifications received from
Motorola’s A. F. Smead.

November 1£>, 1966: Joe Wilcox meets Motorola’s Dr. Lester
Hogan (Vice-President), and 0. H. Mackley.

November 21, 1966: Study of TGE power capability supplied
to Motorola.

December 15, 1966: Seven different site studies delivered
to Motorola.

January 10, 1967: Eight site studies provided to Motorola.

February 1, 196?: Aerial maps of sites delivered to Motorola.

February 20, 1967: 0. H. Mackley announces Motorola plant
plans are deferred.

It should be noted that the February 20 letter from Motorola was the 

last working contact with the company and marked the beginning of a 

10 month waiting period with no outward assurance that Tucson would 

ever again hear from the firm. However, the following sequence of 

events indicates a renewed interest in the community, and TGE’s



involvement with Motorola in this time period is reflected in TGE 

client files:

December 15, 1968: Motorola again requests TGE power analysis
for a specific site.

February 1, 1969: TGE meets with Motorola’s A. F. Smead.

February 16, 1969: TGE provides power analysis for site at
Valencia Road and 1-19 (City land).

May 7, 1969: Valencia Road site tentatively selected by
Motorola.

July 30, 1969: Site negotiations underway.

October 27, 1969: Motorola "located" —  7,$00 employees —
land size 70 acres.

This cited data from TGE files is primarily presented because it sets 

the stage for discussing the City’s role in the Motorola story. It 

seems reasonable to assume that TGE was the original contact point in 

Motorola’s quest for a Tucson plant site, although this in no way 

implies that others in the community did not have information or 

knowledge of Motorola’s inquiries; but those involved from TGE were 

professionally aware of the pitfalls of sharing a confidence of this 

nature with even close friends and working associates —  the loss of 

potential firms because of prematurely revealed plans is always a 

threat.
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Motorola Contacts City Government 

On June 10, 1969, Mr. A. F. Smead, Director of Facilities 

Engineering for Motorola’s Semiconductor Products Division, called 

upon Tucson’s City Manager and indicated that his firm was interested 

in the possibility of purchasing a specific parcel of City-owned



property for a plant facility. Smead said that he would like to meet 

again the following day with the City Manager and certain of his 

staff to discuss the possibility. It should be noted that the property 

had been tentatively chosen by Motorola a month earlier without City 

knowledge —  as indicated in TGE's client log.

City Manager Roger 0*Mara, Vice-Mayor Conrad Joyner, the 

Economic Development Officer, and the Property Management Officer 

met with Smead on June 11, 1969. At the meeting, Smead announced that 

Tucson was one of four cities under consideration for a semiconductor 

plant of (initially) sane 100,000 square feet. The competing cities 

were: San Diego, Salt Lake City, and Denver. He indicated that

Motorola was specifically interested in City property at Valencia 

Road and 1-19 (City of Tucson, 1970a).

An Attempt to Involve DATE

The attitude of City staff and the Vice-Mayor was one of 

elation. It appeared that the opportunity to significantly enhance 

the community's industrial/manufacturing base was about to be realized. 

However, there was also apprehension in dealing with the Motorola 

representative since the governing body had clearly indicated in the

past that the role of City staff was to be one of liaison to DATE and
/

that DATE would be responsible for direct contacts with industrial 

firms. With this restriction in mind, the City Manager made several 

attempts to interest Motorola's Smead in working with DATE. When a 

negative response was first received, the Manager explained DATE'S 

function. Smead*s attitude was still one of disinterest. During the
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afternoon of June 11, 1969, the Manager made two more attempts to 

involve DATE, and Smead's response to the third attempt was to again 

inform the Manager that Motorola was not interested in working 

through DATE since their services were not needed by Motorola at that 

time. With this comment, the question of DATE’S involvement became 

a moot point (O’Mara 1972).

It is only fair to speculate that Motorola's reluctance to 

work through DATE was solely because of Motorola's own in-depth 

knowledge of Arizona, its laws, physical features, tax structure, and 

the Tucson community itself —  knowledge and information not normally 

possessed by out-of-state companies. Too, it must be remembered that 

Motorola had been working for some time with Tucson Gas and Electric 

area development specialists —  people possessing the same expertise 

and information as DATE. However, on June 13# 1969, the City Manager 

did inform J. Karl Meyer (DATE) of the contact with Motorola and the 

status at that point.

Motorola Requests City Property

, Motorola forwarded a communication to the City on July 7,

1969 marked "confidential —  not for publication." The correspondence

was signed by A. F. Smead with copies to Mr. Stephen Levy, Motorola

Vice-President and Manager of the Semiconductor Division, and to

Mr. John Welty, Vice-President and Director of Operations and Services.

In the document, the Mayor and Council were advised that:

Tucson is one of four cities we have been evaluating . . . .  
our survey of the other three cities has been completed, 
and all three have been judged to meet our standards . . . .
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our initial investment will exceed $10,000,000. . . . Our 
intent is to develop a facility in approximately 100,000 
square feet increments for a maximum of £00,000 square feet 
. . . .  over a period of several years, total employment 
should approach 7,000 to 7,£00 . . . approximately 70# 
female and 30# male with about 80# of the 30# being pro
fessional and technical employees. . . .  Construction 
must be started no later than June 1, 1970. The first 
phase must be operational by the year end 1970 (Smead 1969)•

The basic purpose of the Motorola communique was to list re

quirements in connection with the sale and use of the City-property 

at Valencia Road and 1-19: the quantity of water, sewer capabilities,

traffic access, appropriateness of zoning, price of land, etc. The 

City’s favorable response, signed by the Mayor and each of the 

Councilmen, was hand delivered to Motorola in Phoenix on July 21, 1969 

with the stipulation by the City that "formal, public action on the 

request will be taken whenever desired by you /Motorola7M (City of 

Tucson, July.21, 1969). The latter comment was necessary since any 
final and legal commitment on the part of the City (selling of land <

etc.) would have to be taken in public session in conformity with the 

City Charter and Codes.

Motorola1s Plans Prematurely Announced 

On July 29# 1969, Smead called the City Manager and asked 

O ’Mara to provide a list of City officials and staff members who 

should be invited the following week to a public announcement which 

would detail the company’s plans for Tucson (O’Mara 1972). However, 

the Tucson Daily Citizen for July 30, 1969 carried a premature an

nouncement in headlines proclaiming "Motorola Considering Major Tucson 

Plant." An accompanying article quoted Walter J. Schuch, public
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relations man for Motorola's Semiconductor Division, as saying, "It 

is not definite.” But the news article stated that "Well-informed 

and highly-placed sources said . . , that Motorola has reached a firm 

decision to locate in Tucson"(Tucson Daily Citizen,July 30,1969: l).
On the following morning, the Arizona Daily Star carried 

equally large headlines, and further identified the company's intended 

location as being City property on Valencia Road. The story quoted 

the Mayor as saying that the property would be sold for $2,000 an 

acre. The news story indicated that the company had already taken 

two significant steps: (1) Motorola had taken an option to lease

some 1U,000 square feet in a building at 1828 South Alvemon Way to 

train employees who were to move into the new plantj (2) an option to 

buy had been signed with the City of Tucson for 118 acres of land 

(it should be noted that the option would not be signed until October 

21). The story further noted that these were the steps Motorola nor

mally took in developing a new facility, and that "These were the 

steps outlined last week to the Star by Walter Schuch, public rela

tions director for Motorola (Arizona Daily Star, July 31, 1969: l).

One can only speculate why the Arizona Daily Star contacted 

Motorola a week before the story surfaced in the local newspapers —  

perhaps the Star had learned of the pending action and was sitting 

on the news, but then released its prepared material when the Citizen 

broke the story the evening before. It would have been very difficult 

to keep such a newsworthy story under wraps, and opportunities for 

the newspapers to have gained the information were several.
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DATE Taken to Task

A front page editorial accompanying the Motorola story in the 

Star for July 31 took J. Karl Meyer of DATE to task for DATE'S taking 

credit for locating Motorola in Tucson. The editorial concluded by 

saying, "The Star does not believe that DATE has always deserved the 

credit it has claimed; DATE is not the vital factor in the community 

it says it is and should be abandoned." DATE'S news release had said, 

"We are hopeful that our aggressive efforts and the excellent coopera

tion given Motorola by City officials and local business executives 

will convince the company to think as we do —  that Tucson is a wonder

ful place to locate clean industry" (Arizona Daily Star, July 31, 1969:1) .
The DATE release to which the Star editorial referred was, in 

fact, an innuendo of DATE'S role —  not stating that DATE had brought 

the Semiconductor Division to Tucson, but citing a July 8, 1968 con

tact with Motorola's Communications Division (a totally separate 

operation based in Chicago), a meeting with the Company's director 

of corporate planning, and other chance meetings with Motorola 

officials by various members of the DATE board.

Motorola Plans Move Forward

After the story broke. City officials expressed their regrets 

to Motorola's Smead about the premature news release. He confirmed 

that as a result of the story, other cities were calling corporate 

officials trying to entice the Company to consider their locale, and 

an unidentified caller from Tucson indicated to Motorola that he had 

a much better parcel of property than that of the City. Nevertheless,



Motorola proceeded with its plans, and on August 12, 1969 the City of 

Tucson Planning and Zoning Commission voted to recommend "park indus

trial" rezoning for the City property, pending submission of an 

acceptable development proposal. On October 21, 1969, the Mayor and 

Council formally considered and approved Ordinance Number 3350 in 

public session, granting Motorola an 18 month option to purchase the 

City land.

Mayor Corbett Lashes Newspaper

The governing body expressed delight in having Motorola in 

Tucson, and complimented staff for their efforts in aiding the Company. 

However, Mayor Corbett added that " . . .  although roses were being 

passed out, this was also a time to give an -onion to the Daily Citizen 

for its untimely jeopardization of anything that might have happened 

in July" (City of Tucson, October 21, 1969) • But in a front page 

rebuttal on October 22, 1969, the Tucson Daily Citizen replied, "The 

Mayor should prepare for a whiff of his own onion. For it was none 

other than Mayor James N. Corbett, Jr. in a loose-lipped burst of 

bar-room braggadocio, who provided the tip that led to the Citizen 

story last July” (Tucson Daily Citizen, October 22, 1969: 1).

Problems Arise

In the following weeks. City staff had considerable contact 

with Motorola representatives, primarily Smead and his assistant,

Mr. F. J. Taylor. These contacts were in connection with the opening 

of the pilot plant and training facility on South Alvernon Way. And 

on January 9# 1970, a business license was issued by the City to
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Motorola. At this point, the Motorola story looked as if it would 

have a smooth and happy ending.

City Property Rejected as Motorola Site

On February 18, 1970, Smead called the City's Economic Develop

ment Officer and indicated there were problems concerning the City 

property at Valencia and 1-19. Smead stated that he wanted to spend 

three days looking for a new site. On February 23, 2h, and 2$, the 

City Manager and Economic Development Officer reviewed with Smead many 

large acreages (including other City property), limited in general by 

Broadway on the south, the foothills on the east. River Road on the 

north, and the foothills on the west (City of Tucson 1970a). Motorola's 

site criteria had originally stipulated that any site must be close 

enough to City limits to permit annexation and provision of municipal 

services (City of Tucson 1970a). It was somewhat disconcerting to look 

at sites well beyond the City limits with little chance for annexation.

When asked what was wrong with the Valencia Road site, Smead 

gave no definite answer, stating only that the company's plans had 

changed. He implied that the land configuration presented problems. 

Without indicating that there was a relationship, he also disclosed 

that a corporate official from Chicago had visited Tucson in February 

to view the City property (City of Tucson 1970a).

Human Relations Commission 
Irritates Motorola

On February 20, 1970, Mr. Rufus Coulter, Motorola's Director 

of Personnel for Arizona, came to the City Manager's office and
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heatedly indicated his dissatisfaction with the Tucson Commission on 

Human Relations. He had just come from a stormy meeting with the 

Commission's Executive Director and others ( City of Tucson,

1970a).
The impact of Coulter's dissatisfaction was apparent in a

March 2, 1970 letter from corporate Motorola Vice-President K. M.

Piper to Mayor Corbett (with copies to Congressman Udall, Senators

Fannin and Goldwater, and a blind copy to TGE). The substance of

Piper's letter was an indignant complaint to the reception given

Coulter by representatives of the Commission on Human Relations at

the February 20 meeting. Piper stated:

Because of the Tucson people who have complained about not 
being hired /at the Tucson pilot plant/, I recently asked 
my assistant, Mr. Rufus Coulter . . .  to call upon the 
Tucson Commission on Human Relations and explain our 
affirmative action program . . .  to inform them as to 
what Motorola has done to hire minority groups in Arizona 
and throughout the country . . . .  to outline precisely 
what we were doing in our hiring program in Tucson, and. 
to answer any questions of the Commission (Piper 1970a )•

Apparently the meeting was a complete disaster (in Motorola's 

view), with Coulter reporting that Mr. James Bass, Executive Director 

of the Commission had said, "perhaps a year down the road we might 

be able to get along, after the Commission had watched our /Motorola's/ 

operation" (Piper 1970a). Coulter also reported personal slurs, citing 

Bass as having said, "You are old, antiquated and crude. Your think

ing is 19th Century. . ." (Piper 1970a).

Piper said of Coulter's visit to the Commission on Human
Relations:
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It was a gracious voluntary good-will mission to work out 
fair approaches in advance of a problem we anticipated in 
Tucson and to ask the help of the Commission. The unfor
givable and abusive harassment of a good-will ambassador 
. . .  defeated the accomplishment we sought . . . .  The 
irresponsible treatment accorded a top executive of Motor
ola by men in a Commission in Tucson does not shake my 
faith in Tucson as a place to locate facilities . . . .
I have spent considerable time in Tucson . . . partici
pating with other top executives of our company in our 
determination to put in a pilot test plant on which we 
could base our decisions for the future in Tucson (Piper 
1970a).

Piper also indicated he had spent two weeks in Tucson during

February making explorations concerning the proposed plant location

and he concluded his letter to the Mayor by observing:

While the first reaction to this incident is one of shock 
that such a thing could happen in 1970, certainly mature 
second thought seems to say that Motorola can operate 
beyond the reach of this harassment. . . (Piper 1970a).

Mayor Corbett was away from the City at the time Piper's let

ter arrived, and City Manager Roger O'Mara responded in a letter of 

March 11, 1970, extending the City's regrets and assuring Piper that 

his letter would be discussed with the Mayor upon his return. The 

City Manager indicated that he hoped the incident ". . . will not in 

any way interfere with Motorola's intentions regarding a plant site 

in Tucson" (O'Mara 1970a).

On March 26, Vice-Mayor Conrad Joyner also wrote an extremely 

conciliatory letter to Piper in follow-up to the City Manager's 

correspondence. Joyner too indicated his hope that any difference 

of views between Motorola representatives and the Human Relations 

Commission would not affect future relations /between the Company and 

the community/. Joyner also said, ", . . 1  think it fair to say that
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Mr. Bass did not concur as to the fact situation in some details. I 

am sure you will agree that in difficult situations, such as this, 

there are always differing versions as to who initially became un

pleasant" (Joyner 1970a).
In a continuing exchange of letters, Piper wrote a response 

to Joyner on April 16, 1970, with some platitudes, remarking "Cer

tainly we are impressed with your fine City and its wonderful people 

. . . .  we will indeed comply with the law as in all other places 

. . .  as long as our pilot plant is in Tucson" (Piper 1970b). But 

the Motorola official declined to further meet with the City or the 

Humans Relations Commission to discuss the ill-fated February 20 

meeting. And Piper’s comment ". . .as long as our pilot plant is in 

Tucson" was significant since the plant did not long remain in Tucson.

Not to be dissuaded from trying to reassure and encourage 

Motorola to continue its interest in the community, Joyner again wrote 

Piper advising him of Tucson’s Model Cities effort and offering a 

subsidized employee training program to the firm (Joyner 1970b). At 

this point, a return communication from Piper on April 28, 1970 was 

in the format of a form letter stating, "I am turning your letter 

over to members of the staff in Arizona so that they may have infor

mation as to what you plan in the future" (Piper 1970c).

Motorola Considers Northwest Plant Site 

In the interim period, City staff continued to work with 

Motorola to find a suitable and acceptable site in the Tucson area 

(after Smead announced that the City property was rejected). As the
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search continued, it became apparent that a large parcel of property- 

north of the City at the corner of Mona lisa and Orange Grove Roads 

was of interest to Motorola, and the City studied the area in terms 

of providing water to the site.

Rather than see the plant located beyond the City limits and 

in an area that would be most difficult to annex (an original Motorola 

site requirement), the City prepared a proposal for another City-owned 

site west of the Santa Cruz River apd north of the Police Academy on 

Silverbell Road. The proposal was presented to Motorola in Phoenix 

on April 10, 1970, and City staff cautioned Motorola that rezoning 

at the Mona Lisa and Orange Grove Roads property would be a formidable 

task in contrast to the City properties.

Motorola Chooses Nanini Property

The decision to acquire property at Mona Lisa and Orange Grove 

Roads became firm. At this point. City government could only offer 

moral support for the proposal since the project was beyond City 

limits. The public became aware of the decision through the Arizona 

Daily Star headlines of June 26, 1970 which announced that Motorola 

had decided to purchase a 196 acre site at Mona lisa and Orange Grove 

Roads from Mr. Sam Nanini, developer of Tucson National Estates and 

the Casas Adobes Shopping Center. Nanini pronounced at a formal 

gathering at Tucson National Country Club on June 2$, 1970 that "This 

is the biggest thing that could ever happen to Tucson, Pima County, 

and Southern Arizona . . . .  my work is done, the agreement is com

pleted and signed, pending proper zoning" (Arizona Daily Star, June
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26, 1970: l). Perhaps Nanini's remark about zoning was to be the 

understatement of the year. As time passed it was to become a divisive 

topic with the community.
In explaining the proposed land sale, Nanini stated that ", . . 

top Motorola officers first approached him with the purchase proposal 

while they were vacationing last winter at Tucson National Golf Club" 

(Arizona Daily Star, June 26, 1970). One should remember that Piper 

had indicated that he and others were in Tucson during the month of 

February and reviewed proposed plant locations. However, at the Nanini 

announcement in Tucson on June 25th, there were only three Motorola 

officials introduced: A. F. Smead, Director of Facilities Engineering;

Walter J. Schuch, Director of Public Relations for Motorola's Semi

conductor Division; and David W. Hickey, Director of Long-Range 

Planning for the Semiconductor Division. This list was hardly indica

tive of top echelon concern for the announcement.

Plant Construction Date Vague

When questioned about the beginning date for plant construction, 

Hickey responded that he could not speculate "until there is an upturn 

in the economy . . . .  you tell me when the economy will improve, and 

I will tell you when the plant will be built" (Arizona Daily Star,

June 26, 1970). It should be noted that the Motorola option on land 

at Valencia Road and 1-19 had a condition of sale imposed by the City 

—  the property was to revert to the City if Motorola did not begin 

construction within a given time period.
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Nanini Announces Employment Figure
When announcing the potential land sale to Motorola, Nanini 

was also quoted as saying that the plant would have 2£>,000 workers 

when it reached full capacity. This employment figure was to later 

have adverse significance, and was totally different from the docu

mented information furnished the Mayor and Council by Motorola at the 

time City property was being considered. The Nanini figure may have 

represented Motorola’s total employment in the State. There were some 

17,000 to 18,000 employees in the Phoenix area, and a projected 7,000 

to 7,200 in Tucson (the figure given to the City), thus arriving at 

Nanini’s 2£>,000.

DATE Applauds Nanini as Ambassador

DATE Director J. Karl Meyer congratulated Nanini as one of 

DATE'S ambassadors for his role in helping Motorola to find a plant 

site. Meyer explained that "Our ambassador program has been designed 

to enlist the business community in assisting DATE in the attraction 

of right industry" (Arizona Daily Star, June 27, 1970: lii).

Rezoning Request Stirs Controversy 

Right industry or not, John Krmpotich, Vice-Chairman of the 

Pima County Planning and Zoning Commission, indicated that any attempt 

at rezoning the Nanini property would meet strong opposition. He com

mented, "We turned down an industrial zoning request in that area not 

long ago . . . .  Motorola has been laying off people in Phoenix,

This does not indicate a dire need for a site in Tucson" (Arizona 

Daily Star. June 27, 1970: Bl).
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Undoubtedly, such comment by a public figure helped generate 

the negative reaction which was to arise from some in the community 

and those living in adjacent foothill areas. And projections by John 

Tsaguris, County Planning and Zoning Department Director, provided a 

negative impact based on the Nanini employment figure of 2f>,000 

workers. Tsaguris forecast a resulting 1*0 percent population increase, 

the need for 21 elementary schools, four junior high schools, one or 

two high schools, and the general expansion of public and semi-public 

services (Arizona Daily Star, June 27, 1970i Bl).
In follow-up to Nanini*s Motorola announcement, Thomas Nordale, 

son-in-law to Nanini and agent for the land sale, filed a rezoning 

application with the County Planning and Zoning Commission for the 

Mona Lisa and Orange Grove Road property. And without mentioning the 

rezoning request per se, the Tucson Daily Citizen for June 29, 1970 

editorialized:

Very little has been heard from Motorola since it was re
vealed last July that the company planned to locate a plant 
here . . .  on 100 acres of city land on the southwest side.
It is apparent now that Motorola is continuing to keep its 
eye on Tucson, and this has to be the brightest part of 
the picture (Tucson Daily Citizen 1970: h).

The Arizona Daily Star editorial of June 30, 1970 highlighted Nanini*s

effort by citing the community’s gain in general, urging the zoning

officials to cooperate with Motorola, but questioning the employment

figure of 25,000 (Arizona Daily Star, June 30, 1970: Bl).

Employment Figure Causes Stir

Despite official pronouncement by Motorola executives that the 

25,000 figure was incorrect (they said 5,000 was more likely), the
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figure continued to be a focal point in the developing controversy

surrounding the rezoning request. Letters to the editor indicated

the concern of some people, and the Arizona Daily Star for July 2, 6

and 7, 1970 printed typical outcries:

There is a projected employment problem . . . .  that means 
that 25,000 cars would pass in and out of that area; not 
to mention the supply trucks. . . . Let's keep the corner 
of Orange Grove and Mona Lisa . . .  a place where this and 
future generations can live in the beauty of the unspoiled 
desert*

Your lengthy editorial about the proposed Motorola plant 
. . .  was pure propaganda. . . . Tucson wants the Motor
ola plant, but how utterly dishonest for this industrial 
concern to be encouraged to build in a residential area 
. . . .  I shudder to think of the traffic volume . . . 
just one of the problems that would have to be faced.

Why must Tucson grow . . . .  certainly management will be 
imported from Motorola’s various plants around the country 
. . . .  our water supply, ample but not adequate, will be 
called upon to support this whole new city. Our roads 
will be overburdened by the pounding of 25,000 more vehicles.

Some editorials continued to support the rezoning request,

even to the point of becoming markedly partisan:

It is time that Tucsonians became concerned about the 
attitudes and actions of a few people who are propa
gandizing, under the name of environment, against the 
desirable growth of Tucson. . . .  A storm apparently is 
brewing over Motorola’s plan to locate a large plant in 
the northwest part of the metropolitan area. . . . Pro
gress —  damned by some emotionalists —  has brought 
Tucson out of the days of the shallow well and the privy 
and the pig in the streets, out of the era of dust clouds 
everywhere, into what it is today (Arizona Daily Star,
July 7, 1970: Bl6).

However, letters to the editor continued to be chiefly negative —  

citing unfavorable changes to the environment, the mushrooming of 

population, rises in taxes —  generally urging the Planning and Zoning
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Commission to deny the rezoning request. And this deluge continued 

in the Arizona Daily Star until the editor announced, “The letters 

column is not a place for a concentrated campaign against an indi

vidual or an industry. Until something new is brought up, no more 

Motorola letters will be used" (Editor, Arizona Daily Star, July 9, 

1970: B3).

Rezoning Battle Lines Form

It is fair to say the community was segmented in its opinions 

over the plant's location; typically, the Casas Adobes Community Club 

attempted endorsement of the Nanini rezoning, and this resulted in a 

division in the organization (Tucson Daily Citizen. July 10, 1970: 36). 

And various other groups began to take sides. The Tucson Free Press 

(an underground type publication) reported in its July 15-22, 1970 

issue that an organization called Save the Old Pueblo (STOP) had 

adopted a position of "let Tucson keep its gentle way of life."

Though the majority of letters to the editors in the two daily 

newspapers were in opposition to rezoning for the Motorola facility 

on Nanini's property, a few expressed support. One letter posed the 

question, "Is it moral for people to buy land, then expect no change 

to occur?" (Tucson Daily Citizen, July 20, 1970: 22). Another suppor

tive letter stated, "What about the future of our youth who are being 

educated, in our schools. • . . Motorola will be the nucleus of a 

large technical center, drawing other desirable industries into Tucson. 

Who needs Motorola? We do" (Arizona Daily Star. August 7, 1970: 8).



During the letter writing campaign, and despite the forming 

of various opposition and support groups, DATE continued to back the 

Motorola venture. Its President, James S. Douglas was reported as 

saying, "The economics of Motorola's involvement in Tucson would be 

enormous, including a broadened tax base, a record of steady employ

ment, and a serious discharge of civic responsibility" (Tucson Daily 

Citizen, August 6, 1970: 8).
The leading anti-rezoning group was formed under the name of 

Zoning Alert and reportedly organized by F. R. Schauss, formerly 

President of the Casas Adobes Community Club. It should be noted that 

Schauss temporarily left the Casas Adobes organization after disagree

ment with other members who supported the rezoning request (Tucson 

Daily Citizen, August Hi, 1970: U9). With opposition growing in an 

organized way, the Arizona Daily Star again editorialized in support 

of the Motorola plant:

Word has come that Motorola officials are a little stunned 
by the stir caused by between 600 and 1,000 people who are 
against rezoning the parcel. Motorola's present attitude 
is that it does not think it wishes to come to Tucson un
less it knows that it is welcome . . . .  it would be most 
heartening to see community leaders step forward and join 
in a statement that Motorola is what Tucson long has been 
seeking and wants (August 16, 1970: DIO).

Undoubtedly in response to the challenge, DATE and the Chamber 

of Commerce affirmed support of the plant, and the Chamber's board of 

directors passed a resolution stating that "Every effort should be 

made to induce Motorola to locate in Tucson including the rezoning of 

the proposed plant site northwest of Tucson in the Casas Adobes area" 

(Arizona Daily Star, August 19, 1970: Bl).
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Preparing for the August 25, 1970 County Planning and Zoning 

preliminary hearing on the Nanini rezoning request, groups and indi

viduals made their feelings known to the Commission. Support for 

rezoning included DATE, the Association of Listing Brokers, the 

Southern Arizona Home Builders Association, the executive committee 

of the Southern Arizona Bank, Chamber of Commerce, and the Casas 

Adobes Community Club, together with 79 per cent of the property owners 

residing within 300 feet of the proposed site boundaries (a legal con

sideration in rezoning). Equally active, opposition groups such as 

the Catalina Foothills Estates Association, STOP, Suffolk Hills 

Association, and various individuals made their impact upon the Com

mission. Seventy-five per cent of all letters received by the Commis

sion opposed the rezoning while only 25 per cent favored it (Arizona 

Daily Starf August 21, 1970: 10).

Preliminary Zoning Hearing

Proponents and opponents were denied a direct voice at the 

preliminary hearing on August 25, 1970. Commission Chairman James A. 

Wares said the purpose of the hearing was to permit the planning and 

zoning staff and a spokesman for Nanini (the property owner) to make 

presentations —  not the public at large (Tucson Daily Citizen,

August 23, 1970: 7).
On the morning of the hearing, Roy P. Drachman, a nationally 

recognized industrial and commercial developer, and member of a 

pioneer Tucson family, made a strong plea for the rezoning, and pre

sented statistical data directly attributable to Motorola concerning
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plans for the proposed facility* In a letter to the editor (the only 

one in the Arizona Daily Star of August 1970), Drachman cited the 

proposed construction of a 50,000 to 60,000 square foot facility on 
196 acres, where no more than U,000 to 5,000 people would ever be em

ployed; and this employment would be spread over a three shift opera

tion. However, it should be noted that this, too, differed from data 

presented to the City of Tucson by Motorola relative to the Valencia 

Road and 1-19 property. On the City site, a plant of 500,000 square.- • 

feet was to be ultimately constructed on 118 acres, employing a maxi

mum of 7,000 to 7,500 people. Drachman concluded his letter by sug

gesting, ” . . . let's quit wasting money on efforts to bring industry 

to Tucson. If Motorola cannot qualify, if it is not good enough for 

Tucson, no company isl" (Arizona Daily Star. August 25, 1970; B18).

At the August 25th hearing, Nanini was granted the right to 

an October 13, 1970 special public hearing on his rezoning request.

But perhaps as a warm-up to its final decision on the (Motorola) re

zoning, the Planning and Zoning Commission (at the August 25th meeting) 

voted five to one to deny the Westward Look Guest Ranch its request 

to rezone 105 acres for a golf course and 2U0 unit condominium. The 

Commission determined that the rezoning would constitute a change in 

the "thermal belt" plan (which also encompassed Nanini's property).

And Zoning Alert spokesman F. R. Schauss noted, "If the Board of Super

visors approves today's decision /the Planning and Zoning Commission's 

vote against Westward Look/ our position against the Motorola rezoning 

would be substantially improved (Tucson Daily Citizen. August 26. 1970:27).
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Final Zoning Hearing

While letters to the editors continued to reflect general 

opposition to rezoning of Nanini’s property, there was a smattering 

of support. And a petition with 1,?6U signatures favoring rezoning 

was filed with the County Planning and Zoning Department in opposition 

to a petition filed by Zoning Alert with 1,5U6 signatures —  the 

battle of bulk (Arizona Daily Star. October 2, 1970: Bl).

In an attempt to develop rezoning support prior to the October 

13 final hearing, the Chamber of Commerce and DATE held a public 

meeting on October 2, 1970 to detail Motorola's proposed operation. 

Interestingly, no Motorola people spoke at the meeting, and William 

Malsh, an attorney representing Nanini, made the presentation and 

outlined the need for the northwest site, describing the physical 

aspects of the proposed development and citing general tax benefits 

which would accrue to the community. And perhaps as a response to 

those who felt that the rezoning request was of more benefit to Nanini 

than to Motorola, Malsh was reported to have said that ". . .he wanted 

to make it clear that Motorola approached Nanini on the project, not 

the other way around" (Arizona Daily Star, October 3, 1970: 19).

In a continuing effort to make a forceful presentation at the 

October 13 hearing, a petition with more than 30,000 signatures favor

ing the rezoning was filed with the Planning and Zoning Commission by 

the Casas Adobes Country Club Estates Association (Arizona Daily Star. 

October 9# 1970: Bl), However, the hearing resulted in an unfavorable 

decision (four to two), closely paralleling the Westward Look rezoning
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vote of August 2£, 1970, verifying Schauss* prediction that Nanini's 

request would be defeated.

Reflections by Zoning Commissioners

After the hearing, County Planning and Zoning Commissioner 

John Harlow suggested that the petitioners (Nanini officially —  

Motorola unofficially) should " . . .  seek guidance and possibly come 

up with a different approach" (Arizona Daily Star, October 16, 1970: 

7). Harlow reportedly told the petitioners during the hearing that 

". . . 1  think you have a good case, but you haven’t presented it" 

(Star: 7). In the aftermath of the hearing, Harlow further observed 

that " . . .  the petitioners had made . . .  no attempt to integrate 

the rezoning request with the area plans" (Star: 7). It should be 

known that the City of Tucson had offered the services of a staff 

planner to help Motorola prepare a presentation for the northwest 

property rezoning application, and Motorola's A. F. Smead first 

accepted then declined the offer. The City anticipated that consider

able expertise and data would be required for a successful rezoning 

effort (City of Tucson, 1970a).

Barry Mitchell, now an assistant vice-president with the 

First National Bank of Arizona in Phoenix, gave his views concerning 

the case. A former Tucson resident, Mitchell had been a member of 

the Commission at the time of the Nanini rezoning petition, and he 

has provided certain retrospective comment concerning the hearing 

(Mitchell 1972). He was Chairman of the task force for the early 

study of projects which were to come before the Commission at
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prescribed dates, and he became officially aware of the (Motorola) re

zoning request through this task force. Mitchell felt that one of the 

peculiar things about the rezoning was that "Motorola was the tremen

dous thunderhead in the background —  it just never rained" (Mitchell 

1972). Nanini’s attorney, William Malsh, made the presentation at the 

all-day hearing on October 13, not Motorola, Mitchell observed that 

Walter Schuch, Public Relations Director for the Motorola Semiconductor 

Division, was present but had a secondary role. After the hearing, 

Schuch indicated that " . . .  the company’s views were given in the 

petitioner’s testimony" (Arizona Daily Star, October 16, 1970: 7). As 

Mitchell recalls details of the hearing, only Walter Schuch was in 

attendance for Motorola —  no corporate officials of stature were 

there.

Comprehensive development plans were not introduced at the 

hearing, and data presented were mostly verbal. In contrast with 

other rezoning cases which Mitchell had heard and voted upon as a 

Commissioner, Motorola’s Schuch dealt in generalities; there was a 

lack of salesmanship on the part of Motorola. Yet, Mitchell felt 

that the Commission's decision was not irrevocable and they (Motorola) 

could feel free to get another hearing with favorable decision at a 

later date, if a proper presentation were made. In Mitchell's ooinion, 

neither the Commission nor the staff considered the hearing as a 

Motorola rezoning request, but simply Nanini's. In regard to the 

overall hearing and its results, Mitchell posed the question, "How 

many other real good companies did we scare away from the Tucson area 

as a result of this? It is a haunting thought to me" (Mitchell 1972).
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Motorola Withdraws from Tucson

Motorola’s response to the rezoning denial can appropriately 

begin with Schuch’s remark on October 16, 1970 (three days after the 

hearing), 11. . . the whole matter is under advisement and review. We 

are not firm on where we go from here” (Arizona Daily Star. October 16, 

1970: 7). But significantly, two days later on October 18, Motorola’s 
manager of the small pilot plant on South Alvernon Way announced a 
layoff of about 10 employees —  attributable (in his words) to the 
automobile industry strike. And in the Tucson Daily Citizen on 
October 27, 1970, a Motorola decision to abandon Tucson was revealed. 

Corporation President William Weisz was quoted as saying, "We don’t 
intend to participate where the people don’t want us." When asked if 

the decision was irrevocable, his response was, "I believe that’s cor
rect." A further question was posed; would the company reconsider if 

the Board of Supervisors overruled the Planning and Zoning Commission, 
or if the City found another site? Weisz’s response was definite,

"We still will not come to Tucson for this plant" (Tucson Daily 

Citizen. October 27, 1970: 1).

Needless to say, there was anguish and gnashing of teeth on 
the part of some in the community, together with attempts to point 

blame, while others cheered the decision as a victory to their par

tisan view. Closing of the Tucson pilot plant was Motorola’s con

cluding response in December of 1970 when 130 employees were terminated 

from their jobs. Motorola spokesmen confirmed that the company's 

experience in operating the pilot plant had been favorable, and that 

the labor force had been satisfactory, but "The recent decision not
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to expand the Semiconductor Division’s production into the Tucson area 

compelled us to re-evaluate the pilot operation . . .  we concluded 

that the ultimate purpose of the facility would not be attained and 

it was necessary to relinquish it” (Arizona Daily Star. November 13, 

1970: 1).

Economics as Possible Factor

Since Motorola's departure from Tucson, there are those in the 

coiranunity who have attempted to assess reasons for the company's 

decision. Assessments have taken the form of finger-pointing at indi

viduals, community self-incrimination and reproach, others attribute 

the decision strictly to economics, while some speculate it was an 

accumulation of reasons, but primarily economics. It is doubtful 

that total and unequivocable reasons for Motorola's decision will 

ever be known. Current and retired corporate officials are unwilling 

to discuss the question for publication, and individuals close to the 

scene can only piece information together and speculate. The sugges

tion that Motorola's decision was an accumulation of factors, but 

primarily economics, is worthy of exploration.

Perhaps the beginning point in considering economics as a 

prime factor in the Motorola departure decision can be taken from a 

review of TGE's experience with the company in 1966-67. The TGE 

client log revealed the following:

September 1966 to February 1967: TGE works closely with 
Motorola to find a suitable site for a proposed semi
conductor plant.

February 1967: Motorola informs TGE that it is deferring
any further plans for a Tucson plant.
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Motorola*s February 196? deferral announcement to TGE is a 

significant point in understanding the 1970 Motorola decision if one 

can accept the suggestion that economics primarily governed the 196? 

decision and that the 1970 departure decision was history repeating 

itself.

Dr. C. Lester Hogan, Vice-President and Manager of Motorola's 

Semiconductor Division (until August 1968) reported that he had used 

a computer that " . . .  spotted a semiconductor slump in 1967, months 

ahead of the decline . . . .  laid off 1,5^0 workers in autumn, 1966, 

and cut production so that Motorola was the semiconductor company 

least hurt" (Business Week. January 1971: 8l). It seems reasonable 

to assume that Motorola did not proceed with plans for a Tucson plant 

because of a pending economic slumpj hence the letter in February 196? 

informing TGE that Motorola was no longer interested in pursuing site 

location studies in Tucson.

Twenty-two months later (December 1968) Motorola again con

tacted TGE pertaining to plant site locations and power delivery 

capabilities in Tucson —  a revival of interest by the Semiconductor 

Division under a new Vice-President and Manager, Stephen L. Levy.

The renewed search for a suitable Tucson plant location and Motorola's 

second change of plans are highlighted in the following sequence of 

events:

February 1969: TGE meets with Motorola concerning power
capabilities on City-owned property at 
Valencia Road and 1-19.

May 1969: Valencia Road site is tentatively selected by
Motorola.
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June 1969: Motorola contacts the City to discuss possible 

acquisition of the Valencia Road property.

July 1969: Site negotiations underway with City officials.

October 1969: Mayor and Council grant Motorola property
purchase option.

February 18, 1970: Motorola indicates problems in using City
property, and says other sites must be 
looked at.

February 20, 1969: Motorola representative experiences con
flict in meeting with City Human Relations 
Commission staff.

March 2, 1970: Motorola corporate official indicates dis
pleasure with treatment of comoany representa
tive by Human Relations Commission.

June 26, 1970: Motorola's northwest site choice announced,
but company official says plant construction 
must await upturn in economy.

June 27, 1970: Planning and Zoning official notes that Motor
ola has been laying off its Phoenix area 
employees —  that this does not indicate need 
for Tucson site.

August 25, 1970: Preliminary zoning hearing on proposed north
west site —  special public hearing granted.

October 13, 1970: Planning and Zoning Commission denies
rezoning request for northwest site for 
Motorola plant.

October 18, 1970: Motorola begins layoff of employees at
Tucson pilot plant on Alvernon Way.

October 27# 1970: Motorola President says all off —  company
no longer interested in Tucson plant.

It is significant to note that the entire semiconductor in

dustry went into an economic tailspin beginning in March of 1970 after 

experiencing a brisk sales climb in 1969, and reached its lowest ebb 

in October 1970 (the same month Motorola announced its decision to
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abandon its Tucson plans). Perhaps it is also fair to note that 

shortly after the economic decline began in March of 1969, everything 

seemed to go wrong in terms of Motorola's experience in Tucson: some

thing was wrong with the City property, the Human Relations Commission 

upset a Motorola representative, the northwest property rezoning be

came controversial, and finally, the rezoning request was denied after 

a weak presentation of company plans for the site.

Doctor C. Lester Hogan (who left Motorola in 1968 to go with 

Fairchild Camera and Instruments Corporation —  a semiconductor com

petitor) reflected on the 1970 economic decline:

We have never seen a year like it in our lives. In the 
first quarter orders booked by all semiconductor makers 
were averaging $llU-million a month. Then, in April, 
orders booked fell to only $89-million (Business Week. 1971: 81).

And, assuming the Motorola computer was still acurately forecasting 

business conditions as it had for Hogan in 1966, it probably revealed 

in late 1969 that 1970 was to be a disastrous year, with industry 

orders dropping to a low of 75 million dollars a month by October 

1970 (1971: 80). Supporting a contention that Motorola's departure 
from the community was economically inspired, one can speculate that 

Motorola anticipated and designed the departure from Tucson in re

sponse to a projected economic slump in semiconductor sales. The 

departure was aided and made convenient in part by adverse local events 

which gave the appearance that the company's decision was the commu

nity's fault. Admission that market conditions precluded continuation 

of its Tucson plans may have represented a risk, in terms of stock

holder reaction and associated fiscal considerations, that Motorola
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was understandably unwilling to assume. The Motorola 196? pull-back 

from Tucson was easily accomplished since only TOE knew of their plans 

—  unlike 1970 when Motorola’s plans were a community topic.

One can further speculate that Motorola declined to exercise 

its option on the City-owned property primarily because of economics. 

If Motorola had exercised its option, it was committed to start plant 

construction no later than June 1, 1970, with the first phase 

(100,000 square feet) operational by the end of 1970. This was a 

condition of property sale which Motorola may not have been willing 

to meet in view of the semiconductor business slump, hence its looking 

at other properties which represented less immediate expenditure. It 

should be remembered that on June 25, 1970, Motorola’s Director of 

Long Range Planning answered news media questions about plant con

struction on the Nanini property by saying he could not speculate on 

a date "until there is an up-tum in the economy . . . .  you tell me 

when the economy will improve, and I will tell you when the plant 

will be built"(Arizona Daily Star. June 26, 1970).

It would be even more interesting to speculate about what 

Motorola’s action would have been if the Nanini rezoning request had 

been approved, but with conditions. Often planning and zoning 

approvals are conditional in that they stipulate that development must 

begin or end by certain prescribed dates. Perhaps the Nanini property 

would also have been rejected if such zoning approval conditions had 

been imposed, just as City property had been rejected.
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The Motorola question remains a ready topic of conversation 

for certain Tucsonians, particularly among those in the community who 

have been involved in industrial development. Observations by Richard 

Ireland, former administrative assistant to TGE's Vice-President 

Joseph Wilcox are typical. Ireland felt that although it was unan

ticipated, Motorola was not averse to using the Human Relations Com

mission incident and the rezoning controversy as a way out of an 

economic problem. The small pilot plant was, in Ireland’s view, 

forced upon Motorola because of public disclosure of its plans for a 

Tucson plant, but it was not a loss since it gave the company a good 

feel for the local labor market (Ireland 1972).

Ireland further observed that the Nanini property was not (in 

Ireland's judgment) a good choice for an industrial plant since it 

would have required considerable site preparation because of the 

irregular terrain. And interestingly, unlike other previous site 

considerations by Motorola, TGE was not requested to provide power 

delivery information for that particular location —  perhaps an indi

cation that the site was not that important to Motorola in the long 

run (Ireland 1972). When asked about the possibility of Motorola 

again considering Tucson, it was Ireland's opinion that the Company 

would probably not further consider this community because of past 

adverse publicity; but if they required fast action involving short- 

range objectives, they might return since Tucson's possibilities are 

known and the cast of characters (within the community and the Company) 

has somewhat changed in this intervening time period.
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Continuing in the speculation vein, one might consider the 

potential of Motorola again looking at Tucson as a plant site. Twenty- 

two months after the company deferred its 1967 plans for a facility, 

it again explored the potential.(after an economic upturn in the in

dustry) only to withdraw again in October of 1970 coinciding with 

another economic slump. Some 2h months after Motorola^ last decision 

not to build a Tucson plant, the Arizona Republic for September 3,

1972 disclosed:

Motorola’s semiconductor products division has embarked on 
a major expansion program including new construction and 
leasing which will add more than 13U,000 square feet of . 
office, warehouse and shop space . . . .  the program stems 
from an increased demand for support of its worldwide 
operations, a result of improvements in the economy this 
year and forecasts for the next several years (1972: D-16),

One might wonder if this will result in a reoccurrence of 

Motorola's interest in Tucson. If economics was truly the prime 

factor in Motorola's 1970 departure, then perhaps one can expect 

history to repeat; hopefully this time to a successful conclusion 

for those who favor industrial development in Tucson.



CHAPTER 5

IMPLEMENTATION OF TUCSON'S 
ROLE IN DEVELOPMENT

Local governments, particularly municipal entities, have 

attempted to attract new industries and business ventures through 

such physical inducements as fhll-service industrial parks, port 

facilities, public transportation systems, airport improvements, com

munity beautification and revitalization programs, and operational 

attractions including improved and expanded educational institutions. 

The tourism economy, too, has received attention with convention cen

ters and other attractions being constructed and supported by local 

governments. And in all of this, government departments or agencies 

have been established to specialize in the competitive business of 

attracting new industries, businesses, conventions, and tourists to a 

respective community or region. In many ways, Tucson, Arizona is 

typical of other communities; it too has directly and indirectly par

ticipated in providing such inducements.

In discussing local government's role in industrial develop

ment, there is admittedly a cross-fertilization into facets of overall 

economic development, but this thesis effort has not directed itself 

toward such a broad scope on the part of the City of Tucson; instead, 

the specialized area of industrial development has been the major 

focus.
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The City of Tucson has not made a deliberate attempt to review 

its role in economic development, although the Mayor and Council (and 

staff) have from time to time reviewed programs, actions, and organi

zations isolatedly, either questioning the merits and performance, or 

attempting to evaluate the general impact of the City’s actions. 

Nevertheless, the City has cooperatively responded.to requests of 

others in the community who have been involved or interested in the 

same goals —  the betterment of the community’s economic climate 

through industrial development. Although not all of the City’s ac

tions are detailed in this thesis effort, certain accomplishments and 

programs will be additionally highlighted and discussed.

City Builds Economic Data Base 

One of the more critical problems facing a community plagued 

with an economic crisis is a lack of information about itself —  hard 

revealing statistical data and attitudinal studies. Although most 

communities are reported upon by federal, state, and private sector 

groups, seldom is the data sufficiently structured or distributed to 

be of total value to decision-makers in economic considerations. In 

the critical period beginning in 1963# the City of Tucson recognized 

this deficiency and undertook, as a part of its overall community 

development program, the documentation of the metropolitan area’s 

economic base.
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Economic Base Analysis Report

In July of 1967, the consulting firm of Development Research 

Associates was retained by the City to undertake a metropolitan eco

nomic analysis. The paramount objective was 11. . .to provide tangible 

measures of economic growth for the Tucson metropolitan area between 

now fJS&TJ and 1985." Further, the report was to make available 

". . . useful insights to members of the City Council and other 

interested citizens, assisting them in making needed decisions . . . "  

(Development Research Associates 1969: 1). The resulting Economic 

Base Analysis of the Tucson Metropolitan Area treated questions of 

population characteristics, employment, county land use demand, and 

economic growth implementation in a comprehensive fashion.
For those who want a better understanding and measurement of 

the community, the report has met a need. It has been made available 

to many diversified interests, typically to market analysis groups 

and others having an economic interest in the community. The report 

has been a significant and vital contribution by City government to 

the community —  a partial fulfillment of the City’s role in enhancing 

the economic climate.

Responsiveness In Seeking Industry
In 1968, at the apex of the City’s preoccupation with indus

trial development, the Mayor and Council were keenly aware of the felt 

need to be competitive with other communities in a quest for new 

industries. As a result, the governing body enacted Ordinance Number 

31U6 on July 8, 1968 which granted certain exemptions from the City’s
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business transaction privilege tax —  an effort to avoid City taxing 

of machinery or equipment used directly for the manufacturing, pro

cessing, fabricating, or otherwise producing a product.

On September 16, 1968, in an effort to bring industrial water 

use rates into line with other communities in the southwest, the 

governing body enacted Ordinance Number 316? which provided for the 

establishment of industrial rates applicable both inside and outside 

the corporate city limits. However, it must be acknowledged that there 

was a beneficial by-product potentially accruing to the City's water 

utility. An attractive rate would deter large industrial users from 

digging their own wells, thus areawide control of pumpage and water 

table balance was available to the City's water utility. Nevertheless, 

preferential water rates were a concession to the community's indus

trial development effort.

Industrial Park Study

In early 1968, DATE (as the City's agent) began the effort to 

develop a study to answer the following questions concerning a pos

sible City industrial park:

1. Should Tucson develop an industrial park or parks?

2. If so, what should be the nature of the parks?

3. Could the park or parks be justified economically?

U. Where should the park or parks be located?

5, What should the park or parks look like?

6. How should development of the parks be controlled?
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7. What kind of management structure should be established 
to create and continue the administration of the park or 
parks? (Quinton Engineers Ltd., January 1969).

In January 1969# Quinton Engineers completed their report in 

answer to these questions. It should be noted that both DATE and 

Quinton Engineers were aided in the report effort by the City’s Eco

nomic Development Officer who provided much coordination and assist

ance in providing data from various City offices and departments. 

Although the City and DATE have not progressed toward the creation of 

a City-owned industrial park complex, the publication has provided 

guidance and documentation for those working in the area of industrial 

development. This effort reflected a fiscal and physical output of 

City government —  furthering its role in industrial development.

Making City Property Available 

The speculative pricing of industrially zoned property has 

often been a deterrent to industry locating in a specific area. Seme 

communities have arranged for appropriate lands to be made available 

to incoming industries at inducement or at least fair market value.

The City of Tucson has used the "land bank" concept in much the same 

manner.

Until 1969# some UO acres of City property immediately west 

of the Rodeo Field on South Sixth Avenue (adjacent to the Nogales 

railroad tracks) was leased to the Chamber of Commerce for one dollar 

a year; however# the Chamber made no use of the property.

In May 1969, because of a scarcity in industrial land within 

City limits and rising land prices# DATE approached the City on behalf
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of the Kimberly-Clark Corporation to explore the possibility of pur

chasing 10 acres of the property under lease to the Chamber. Kimberly- 

Clark was seeking a Tucson site for a subsidiary firm (Avent Mills), 

and was working through DATE to find suitable land. The industrial 

potential of the IjO acres became apparent, and the Chamber released 

the City from the terms of the lease in order to aid in the community's 

industrial development effort. As a result, Avent Mills now operates 

a small plant on 10 acres at h01 E. Irvington Road. This was the 

result of the City's cooperation with DATE in selling vacant City 

property for industrial uses.

Subsequently, another portion of the ItO acres was sold to 

Irvington Associates of New Jersey (a nationwide leasing firm) for 

construction of a warehouse and service center for Montgomery Ward 

and Company. This too was a DATE arranged sale, and the balance of 

the property was optioned to another DATE client in anticipation of 

the construction of a 100,000 square foot facility in order to further 

enhance Tucson's industrial development program. The criteria for 

sale of City property has been the generation of additional employ

ment, diversification of the tax base, and placing vacant City property 

into productive use while maintaining environmental compatibility 

(O'Mara, May 18, 1970b).

These sales of City property led to the realization that other 

City land with no specified use had potential as a tool in DATE'S 

efforts to attract industry to Tucson. On August 2lt, 1970, the City 

Economic Development Officer proposed a study of City property to
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identify those parcels with industrial development potential, which

might lead to an overall land use policy for those properties. The

study request included the observation and caution that:

In lieu of using close-in property for industrial develop
ment, industry will often locate in the suburbs or, in the 
case of Tucson, on less expensive desert land beyond the 
City limits. This creates leap-frog development in its 
most apparent form. When industry flows to the suburbs, 
so do people leaving the core city with a declining tax 
base and mounting problems— a possible cause and effect of 
industry relocation patterns (City of Tucson, August 2h,
1970b).

The City Manager subsequently requested and was granted Mayor 

and Council approval for such a study, and in March 1972 the City 

Planning Division produced a report entitled City-Owned Property: 

Industrial Development Potential. The document has been distributed 

locally to those involved in industrial development programs, and to 

outside films showing interest in locating within the corporate limits. 

Thus, the report serves as an index to the City's "land bank" for 

industrial development. The report is significant since many of the 

studied properties have lain vacant since the early 1900*s with no 
identified planned use.

City Liaison Efforts

The City Economic Development Office primarily functions as 

liaison to DATE while also aiding others engaged in various economic 

and industrial development activitiesj and as a part of this responsi

bility, the Office has provided information concerning taxes, planning 

and zoning, city codes and ordinances, and utility services to those
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firms and individuals making locational or expansion decisions in 

Tucson.

Services have been extended in the last three years to such 

firms as Motorola, Control Data, Lear Jet, Kimberly-Clark, Pharmaseal, 

Erie Technical Products, and others. In an effort to be responsive 

to industry’s needs and enhance the efforts of DATE and others to 

favorably affect the community’s economy, the City has provided infor

mation and expedited its services.

City’s Role Defined

If one were to attempt to define in simple terms the City’s 

role in ec on omic/Indus trial development (for in the minds of many the 

term is synonymous), it might be fair to say that responsiveness is 

the key word. In Tucson’s case responsiveness is manifest in providing 

funding and support for DATE and its endeavors, in making City-owned 

property available at fair market value, in providing essential infor

mation and publications concerning the coimiunity, and in tailoring 

applicable codes and ordinances to avoid unnecessary restrictiveness• 

Tucson’s governing body has shown a spirit of cooperativeness and 

interest in the area of industrial development and the economy as a 

whole, and has exhibited an overall and paramount awareness of the 

impact of government’s decisions on the economy.



CHAPTER 6

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND 
POLITICAL CONSIDERATIONS

There are certain elements of Tucson’s economic development 

activities that can be viewed with an appreciation of the political 

aspects involved. Although previous chapters touch on the political, 

the following material will be more explicit in this regard. This 

chapter will highlight, in vignette fashion, some of the more interest

ing and pertinent political considerations.

Challenge to Tradition

Over the years, the Tucson Chamber of Commerce has been iden

tified (perhaps correctly) as a center of coimunity power; nevertheless, 

a combination of factors and interplay focusing on common goals 

succeeded in taking the Chamber out of the industrial development 

business. It should be obvious from the historical reporting in this 

thesis that the decision and action were primarily political, supported 

by a growing public demand that "some one do something," and the 

feeling that the Chamber was not accomplishing its purpose in this 

regard. This turnabout may well have been a significant milestone in 

the community’s history since it represented a successful (at that 

point in time) challenge by political newcomers to what was assumed to 

be (if not identifiable as) a power structure. From this successful
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challenge came City government’s direct involvement in economic/Indus- 

trial development activities.

DATE and Partisan Politics

The challenge to DATE in fiscal year 1971-72 may be viewed as 

a political surprise since Mayor Corbett did not rise to DATE'S defense 

when the governing body considered a budget reduction and eventual 

phase-out. This might seem a strange action from Corbett since it can 

be said that he fathered the organization while a City Councilman.

One may never know why there was a contradiction in Corbett's attitude, 

but speculation could take several directions:

1. There was a changing public attitude away from economic growth 

and programs to other felt needs.

2. The DATE Board of Directors had significantly changed member

ship, perhaps reflecting some political enemies to Corbett and his 

power faction.

Out of these possibilities, if DATE had been phased out and 

the local economy had coincidentally declined, Corbett and Democrat 

Richard Kennedy would have had a political issue that would have 

pointed critically at the Republican majority. Mayor James Corbett 

was politically astute and could recall that the slogan "Let's Get 

Tucson Moving Again" had been a successful battle cry in two previous 

elections. Also,he may have anticipated a two-edged sword potential. 

If the Republican majority did not phase out DATE, then the potential 

existed that continued economic growth, encouraged by DATE, would meet
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resentment by the community who seemed to be exhibiting growing concern 

for the ecology and a different life style —  perhaps Corbett remem

bered the "save the desert" campaign against Motorola. Regardless of 

possible strategy, only Kennedy survived the election.

DATE'S current change in the type of economic growth it seeks, 

together with its low-profile approach, is but a sub rosa reflection 

of the politician’s awareness of a change in public attitude. DATE 

continues on with a new profile and under a different City governing 

body.
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City’s Internal Conflicts

The controversy that arose over formation of the City’s Economic 

Development Office in 1966 was totally political. The basic conflict 

concerned the question of the person or persons to whom the Economic 

Development Officer would owe allegiance. If under civil service, the 

City Manager would direct the individual’s efforts. If appointed by 

the political body, he would be responsive to the Council majority.

It must be assumed that the political consideration for allegiance 

was pure and without stigma, simply a determination on the part of the 

Council majority that their economic development platform be 

strengthened enough by favorable industrial development (in cooperation 

with DATE) to aid in the coming election.

Nevertheless, a strong-willed City Manager, backed by the City 

Charter, was successful in placing the position under the civil service 

system and within the administrative fold of government. It should be
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specifically noted that this conflict occurred while some in the 

coiranunity were discussing the merits of changing the City Charter from 

a Mayor-Council-Manager form to that of a strong Mayor form.

Political Overtones to Motorolafs Quest 

The Motorola story too had political overtones in varying 

degrees. One will recall that in Mayor Corbett's absence, Vice-Mayor 

Conrad Joyner (Republican) met with Motorola officials to discuss their 

Tucson plans. Potentially, at some point in time, Joyner's involvement 

could have been translated into political advantage by taking credit 

for helping bring 7#000 new jobs to the community. Also, if one can 

accept the newspaper's version of the leak that produced the premature 

news release concerning Motorola, Mayor Corbett may have attempted to 

gain a political advantage by letting the story out. It is not every

day that a plant with such job potential appears on the scene.

Industry is not unaware of the propensity for political bodies 

or individual politicians to use such information for campaign advan

tage. Hence industry's reluctance to deal directly with government in 

industrial plant decisions. This too explains why DATE is physically 

structured outside City government and attempts to convey the aura of 

a private group in the business setting.

Although there is no indication that the County Board of 

Supervisors would have overruled the Commission's denial of rezoning 

for Nanini (Motorola), it is interesting to consider the political 

dilemma of the elected Supervisors if Nanini had been encouraged by
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Motorola to take the case to the Board as the law permits. As this 

thesis indicates, Motorola declined to take further action; thus the 

Board of Supervisors was spared a decision with political ramifica

tions in view of strongly divided opinions on the rezoning question. 

Since individual and collective opposition had emanated chiefly from 

the extremely vocal, the Supervisors would probably have had consid

erable concern for the submerged public opinion. And there was no easy 

way to ascertain how the community in general felt.

Another consideration in the Motorola story did not surface.

The northern foothill area has over the years fought City annexation 

attempts in that direction. One might therefore ponder the beneath- 

the-surface concern of the foothill residents that the Motorola plant 

with its potentially huge assessed value might be sufficient to carry 

annexation across the Pantano Wash into the foothill sanctuaries.

This thesis reported that one of Motorola’s site criteria was that the 

facility be inside City limits or easily annexed. Annexation is cause 

for concern on the part of some; potential tax increases, changes in 

zoning, more structured and comprehensive do-and-don’t laws, a 

different political body to deal with, and the encroachment of urban

ization are all threats to the existing life style.

Political Reality for the Administrator

The purpose of this chapter has been to vividly remind the 

student and practitioner of public administration about the reality of 

the political scene. It must be obvious that the public administrator
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is not functioning in a vacuum, and that in the final analysis many

aspects are political. This does not imply sinister maneuverihgs —  it 
simply points to realities associated with a socio-political-economic 

system in which the field of politics is a focal point in organized 

society. Economic development programs and people are not immune to 

political considerations and effects, and must accommodate to such 

reality.



CHAPTER 7

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND 
THE PUBLIC ADMINISTRATOR

It has been assumed that governmental action can, in degree, 

affect a local economy and enhance growth. But it is equally pos

sible that action or inaction can be purposely arranged to discourage 

growth or at least steer a course away from identifying economic 

development with symbolic growth. Today, many in a community associ

ate economic development with growth for growth's sake, considering 

this a sin to be avoided. However, some communities have hedged in 

this regard by referring to "controlled growth" as an acceptable con

trasting alternative. Perhaps, as long as government is charged by 

its populace with supporting goals which anticipate the betterment of 

lives and livelihoods then some aspect of economic development will 

probably remain a responsibility of and be accommodated within local 

government. Without belaboring the point, the public administrator 

must be cognizant of considerations of the day —  of the public and 

its changing concerns and political response.

Lest one forget that things change, it should be recalled that 

the Tucson community from 1963 through 1967 demanded in a crescendo 

fashion that local government take direct action to resolve economic 

problems to the betterment of lives and livelihoods. In fact, the 

1967 turnover in elected officials by those who ran on the sloganized
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platform of "Let*s Get Tucson Moving Again" epitomized public concern. 

However, just three years later the community appeared to care less 

about economic development when a proposal to rezone property for an 

announced Motorola plant with a potential for some 7,000 employees 

met with concentrated opposition. There was little public outcry or 

support for the proposed facility even when it seemed apparent that 

a denial of the zoning would result in loss of the plant for Tucson. 

Perhaps an indication of this change in community attitude and concern 

for economic development was highlighted in the morning newspaper by 

the simultaneous announcement of Motorola's consideration of Tucson 

for a plant location and the editorial blast stating that DATE was 

not a vital factor in the community and should be abandoned.

The public administrator needs to be aware that conditions and 

issues change, sometimes imperceptibly. To further illustrate the 

point, one should recall the Mayor and Council's 1971 announced inten

tion to phase out funding for DATE. It should be noted that in this 

interim period employment opportunities had increased and the com

munity's economy on the whole rose to higher levels.

Although DATE is still being fully funded by City government 

under a new governing body, it has changed its appearance and tone, 

assuming a low-key profile, and is recruiting for less controversial 

economic benefits such as corporate headquarters in contrast to its 

old targets of manufacturing facilities. This too is a reflection 

of change in the public's felt needs and areas of acceptance.



In any programmed attempt to affect a community's economy, it 

is necessary that it be politically acceptable. Any program directed 

toward economic development would be shortsighted and probably short

lived if it did not have approval of the governing body. And the 

public administrator, be he city manager, department head, or economic 

development specialist, would no doubt be equally shortlived (jobwise) 

without political support for such a program or project. It is also 

fair to suggest that the governing body must in turn have support or 

at least benign acceptance from the body politic for a program which 

spends public funds to affect the economy.

Regardless of the degree of local government's involvement or 

the direction the program takes, the public administrator should 

understand that there is almost always a political desire (or in some 

cases a necessity) to measure program success. The desire to show 

program success is understandable since the public is oriented to 

expect tangible results from expenditure of the tax dollar. Too, the 

public administrator and the governing body must balance cost and 

need of an economic development program to that of other governmental 

services since generally there are insufficient resources (revenues) 

to accomplish all proposed programs. In this competition for scarce 

resources, measurement of program performance assumes significance.

Measurement of economic development activities is a difficult 

task, particularly when attempting to measure success or failure in 

recruiting new manufacturing plants or industrial facilities. Various 

factors impinge on the decision to locate in one community or another.
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and go far beyond the selling ability of a governmental department 

or agency. Further, even when government attempts to provide services 

or inducements to make a community or region more competitively 

attractive, it would be very difficult to attribute construction of a 

new factory solely or even significantly to government's efforts 

since:

1« Corporate officials may be unwilling to discuss why a com

munity was or was not chosen.

2. Selection factors cover a wide variety of community consider

ations —  not just government and its program efforts.

3. At times personal quirks of corporate officials determine the 

company's decision to locate in a particular city.

U. Some firms quietly make evaluation inquiries concerning a 

community and no one is even aware.

Thus, with such variables a total and accurate measurement of indus

trial recruitment effort is most difficult if not impossible.

Admittedly, studies have been made to determine why a company 

chose or rejected a specific community, but this is a limited approach 

since it only measures those firms willing to take part in such a 

study, and even then answers may not correspond to actualities.

Based on the Tucson experience it might be suggested that city 

government's role in industrial development is simply to be responsive 

to the needs of industry. To express it in a more realistic way, 

actions, programs, and projects should be designed to basically "give 

chance a chance" since locational decisions of industry are made with
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less than a total analytical approach and indeed border on chance.

This is particularly true when competing cities possess equal major 

advantages to a locating firm.

When considering chance as a factor in locational decisions, 

one might recall former City Manager Mark Keane’s 1965 comment to 

staff that it should investigate why Phoenix as a community was suc

cessful in experiencing industrial growth although there had been no 

city or city-sponsored development organization or program expendi

tures. There is no documentation of staff response to Keane’s sug

gestion, if indeed staff did follow through. Perhaps Keane, as a 

public administrator, simply responded to staff suggestion and to the 

wishes of the governing body by developing programs which directly 

involved the City in economic development activities. Possibly this 

was an appropriate response since government at that point in time 

was charged by a significant portion of its populace with supporting 

goals which anticipated the betterment of lives and livelihoods by 

attempting to meet and resolve economic problems.

Although the presentation of Tucson’s economic development 

history in the years from 1963 to 1973 is- not all-encompassing, it is 

sufficient in detail to permit one to become better acquainted with 

an operational activity which is rather unique among government’s 

functions. This thesis effort has reported on political considera

tions and ramifications, pressure politics of both public and private 

groupsj it has highlighted self-serving interests, and shown community 

infighting as a result of the changing of traditional roles; it has
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also provided insight into sane of the sensitivities involved in in

dustrial plant location decisions* If through this historical review 

of Tucson's economic development activities the student of public 

administration has become more aware of the real world, then this 

thesis has accomplished its purpose.
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