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PREFACE 

Despite the efforts of the constitutional framers 

to separate the functions of government, the legislative 

process is a continuous fabric in which the legislative and 

executive branches mesh their activities. The preparation 

and initiation of legislation is not within the exclusive 

domain of the legislature. In fact the twentieth century 

executive is the most highly regarded participant in the 

process of lawmaking. Nowadays students of politics assume 

that the governor will strive to become the state's chief 

legislator. 

Since statehood Arizona has had governors who have 

been described as being either effective or ineffective leg

islative leaders. The purpose of this study is to probe the 

various tools of formal and informal influence to determine 

the basis of legislative leadership. Arizona is especially 

suited for such an inquiry because the fundamental structure 

of the governor's office has not changed substantially since 

1912, nor have the formal legislative tools. Hence there is 

an opportunity to employ an historical-comparative method of 

analysis. Although each governor must be viewed in his 

proper historical perspective, it is possible to compare and 

iii 
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correlate the raw data of his legislative role. His position 

viz a viz the legislature has not been altered. 

The historical-comparative method will be supple

mented by quantitative analysis. Lest one be misled, it is 

not my belief that all knowledge about politics can be re

duced to a numerical product. Quantitative method can be 

valuable however, if it is used with prudence and moderation. 

It provides the common denominator essential to comparative 

research. Also it serves as a means of condensing enormous 

quantities of research into manageable and meaningful limits. 

Research in Arizona politics is truly a mixed blessing. 

Because there has been so little done in this area, the re

searcher has the advantage of plowing a virgin terrain of 

inquiry which is both fertile and abundant. On the other 

hand, he must assume the handicap of being without source 

material in charting his exploration. Because of this latter 

limitation, the reader will notice a conspicuous absence of 

secondary sources used in this study and a reliance on per

sonal observations, official records, and interviews. 

Although it would be impossible to list all who have 

contributed to the preparation of this dissertation, I would 

be remiss if I did not mention a few. My interest in this 

subject.was initially pursued while I was a Fellow in State 

Government of the National Center for Education in Politics 

in 1961-1962. For an eight month period I was special 
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legislative assistant to Governor Paul J. Fannin. Thanks 

to the aid and encouragement of Governor Fannin, his admin

istrative assistant, John M. McGowan, and numerous members 

of the legislature, I received the most rewarding political 

experience of my life. 

A special note of appreciation is extended to Pro

fessor Oonrad Joyner of the Department of Government, who 

generously gave of his time and ideas in directing the re

search and writing of this dissertation. Also I am grateful 

for the able assistance of Professors Ourrin "V. Shields and 

David A. Bingham of the Department of Government who read 

the entire manuscript and made suggestions regarding style 

and substance. 

My most imposing debt is to my wife, Delores, who 

has been my most faithful assistant throughout the past five 

years of graduate study. In the preparation of this disser

tation she acted in the capacity of researcher, typist and 

editor. For these reasons, and others too numerous to men

tion, this study is dedicated to her. 
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ABSTRACT 

Students of state government have "become increasingly 

aware of the political role of the governor. While the polit

ical role encompasses all roles assumed by the governor, it 

is especially associated with and dependent upon the gover

nor's legislative role. Traditionally the effectiveness of 

the governor has been measured by careful and casual observers 

in terms of legislative leadership. It is generally agreed 

that the basis for such leadership is similar to our national 

chief executive. This basis includes the formal means of 

legislative influence such as: (1) the executive veto, (2) 

legislative recommendations, (3) the call for special ses

sions, and (4) the executive budget. Informal means include: 

(1) influencing the selection of legislative leadership, (2) 

use of informal conferences, (3) patronage, and (4) direct 

appeal to the electorate. 

This dissertation probes the legislative role of the 

governor in Arizona by analyzing the formal and informal 

tools of influence. The central purpose is to determine the 

nature and basis of legislative leadership. An historical-

comparative method of inquiry is used to compare and correlate 

material on executive-legislative relations. This method is 

supplemented by quantitative analysis which is used to re

duce the volume of data into manageable limits. 

xi 
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The executive veto is an overrated tool of legisla

tive influence in Arizona. It is used less today than it 

was fifteen years ago and it has been overridden by the leg

islature more frequently than in most other states. The 

governor possesses the item veto but the legislature can 

circumvent its use by juggling appropriation items. 

Arizona governors have had greatest success with 

their legislative programs in special as compared to regular 

sessions. This has been especially true when the governor 

restricts his special session call to a minimum number of 

items. But the special session has proved to be a two-edged 

sword. It can enhance the governor's leadership position 

but can not always be relied upon to force the hand of the 

legislature. Heterogeneity of party affiliation between 

the governor and legislature is not a crucial factor in the 

success of the governor's veto or his legislative programs. 

The governor's major source of informal tools of 

legislative influence is found in the various leadership 

roles he assumes. Aside from being chief legislator, he is 

simultaneously administrative leader, party chief, and popu

lar head of the state. A governor may be recognized as an 

effective legislative leader yet this distinction may rest 

upon his abilities as a successful party chief, popular head, 

or administrator. 

Oompared to the chief executive of many states, 

Arizona's governor is a weak legislative leader. The source 
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of his weakness is the lack of administrative and not legis

lative authority. The governor is unable to bargain effec

tively with the legislature because he lacks authority to 

command the allegiance of the executive branch. His most 

serious inadequacy stems from the absence of an executive 

budget system. 

Leadership is not based upon strength or force but 

is a representational role. As legislative leader the gov

ernor's major task is to develop a following in the legisla

ture. If he fails to do so, he still may be a successful 

leader in other capacities but not a legislative leader. In 

Arizona the most successful legislative leaders have been 

those governors taking a soft rather than hard line attitude 

toward the legislature. The effective leaders have relied 

upon techniques of friendly persuasion and compromise, not 

on threats, coercion and hostility. 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Contemporary students of state government assume 

that the modern governor will serve as chief legislator. 

This attitude prevails even in Arizona where the governor

ship has never been considered a major source of authority. 

For example, in their study of Arizona government, Bruce 

Mason and Heinz Hinlc contend that "gubernatorial candidates 

run for office primarily on a legislative program; the aver

age voter looks to the governor first as a chief legislator 

and only secondly as an administrator."1 

The recent emphasis placed on the executive's leg

islative role is not confined to state government. In fact 

Lester Seligman argues that this is a dominant trend for all 

twentieth century executives. 

The search for the values of security and equality 
have led to changes in the character of politics. 
If one were to delineate this newer pattern of a 
politics by leadership, it would include the follow-
ing: (1) the shift in the center of conflict resolu
tion and initiative from parliamentary bodies and 2 
economic institutions to executive leadership; . . . 

1. Bruce B. Mason and Heinz R. Hinlc, Revision of 
the Arizona Constitution. A Commentary (Bureau of Govern-
ment Research, Arizona State University, 1961), Research 
Study 4, p. 29. 

2. Lester G. Seligman, "Political Leadership," 
American Political Science Review. XLIV (December, 1950), 
p. 904. 

1 
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Evolution of the Governor's Legislative Role 

In applying Seligman's thesis to the history of state 

government, it is found that the modern role of the governor 

as chief legislator is a twentieth century development. Of 

course American governors possessed legislative power In 

the nineteenth century, but this was largely in the form of 

the executive veto. In reference to the nineteenth century 

governor, James Bryce maintained, "the merit of a Governor 

is usually tested by the number and the boldness of his 

vetoes. . . . 

In the twentieth century the governor's legislative 

role has become more positive with a broader base of formal 

and informal powers. In 1912 Professor John M. Mathews 

observed: 

The increasing influence of the governor over 
legislation is the comparatively new role which 
he is now beginning to play, and which, in its 
relation to popular control of government, bids 
fair to become one of the most important develop
ments in the history of state government. 

During the turbulent years at the turn of the cen

tury, usually referred to as the Progressive Era, the elec

torate rested their hopes "on the governor. In this period 

the nation witnessed the rise of aggressive and popular 

3. James Bryce,. The American Commonwealth (1st ed.; 
Hew York: Macmillan 15o., 1911), p. 539. 

4. John M. Mathews, "The New Role of the Governor," 
American Political Science Review. XI (May, 1912), p. 222. • 



governors like Charles Evan Hughes and Theodore Roosevelt 

of New York, Robert LaPollette of Wisconsin, Woodrow Wilson 

of New Jersey, and Hiram Johnson of California. At this 

time people had become disenchanted with state legislatures. 

It was argued that their machinery was too cumbersome and 

antiquated to meet the demands of a modern age. In addition, 

the legislature was usually singled out as a stronghold of 

special privilege. In 1912 Professor Mathews contended 

that, "popular distrust of the legislature has arisen and 

steadily grown until it has become one of the most striking 

it 5 political phenomena of the present day. 

As the electorate became disenchanted with the leg

islature, the expectation of a positive legislative role of 

the governor increased. Positive because it was no longer 

based upon the governor's ability to stymie an inept legis

lature with his veto. The "new" executive was judged ac

cording to the type of program he promised to push through 

the legislature. The governor began asking for desired sup

port in the legislature by promising a reform program. The 

positive role was based upon a manipulation of formal powers 

such as the threat of veto and control of special sessions. 

An important informal tool was the governor's role as party 

leader, and as such he could grant party favors, support, 

and endorse right-minded legislators. Popular governors 

5. Ibid.. p. 220. 



were finding that if all else failed, they could appeal 

directly to the electorate in hopes of pressuring the leg

islature into action. 

As the governor's position was strengthened, it was 

soon found tbat the executive machinery was as cumbersome 

and antiquated as that of the legislature. Concern for 

modernizing the executive branch was manifested in the Ad

ministrative Reorganization Movement led by Governor Prank 

0. Lowden of Illinois in 1917. In some states the governor 

became head of personnel and fiscal management. In this 

capacity he could present a comprehensive legislative pro

gram for the entire executive branch. By the late 1920's 

the governor's legislative role became commonplace. In 1926 

Arthur M. Holcombe had no qualms about using the heading, 

"The Governor as Chief Legislator," in his classic text on 

state government. 

Today it is assumed that the governor will strive 

to become chief legislator. Much of the -literature on state 

government stresses the point that the electorate looks to 

the executive rather than the legislative branch for legis

lative guidance. Charles Adrian maintains: 

The governor has, in fact, became so important as 
a policy leader that the legislative's role in 
many, perhaps most, states, has become one of es
sentially negative in character. The legislature 

6. Arthur N. Holcombe, State Government in the 
United States (2d ed.; New York: Macmillan Co., 1926), 
P. 325. 
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vetoes, modifies, or perhaps enlarges upon guber
natorial recommendations, but it is not likely to 
provide real policy leadership.' 

In support of this position it is frequently pointed 

out that the modern governor possesses three sources of 

power: (1) constitutional, e.g., the executive veto, pre

sentation of legislative messages, and the control of special 

sessions; (2) statutory and administrative, e.g., the control 

of appointments, budgeting and personnel management; (3) 

informal, e.g., patronage, public opinion manipulation, and 

legislative conferences. 

Constitutional Confusion 

The increased attention given to gubernatorial par

ticipation in lawmaking has caused some bewilderment. Stu

dents in elementary government courses are often confused 

by the executive's legislative role. To them it violates 

their traditional notions of separation of powers. When they 

reach college, they are taught that the governor should have 

a strong policy-making role. Yet they still remember from 

their elementary school civics texts that under the principle 

of separation of powers all legislative authority is vested 

in the legislature. This does not mean that the governor's 

policy role is an unconstitutional assault on this highly 

7. Charles Adrian, State and Local Governments 
(New York: McGraw Hill Inc."J 1960), pp. 266-267. 
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regarded principle. In most cases the governor is merely 

extending and refining those powers granted under the system 

of checks and balances. But the principle of separation of 

powers and the corresponding system of checks and balances 

appear to be mutually inconsistent. By jumbling the legis

lative powers between the two branches, the system of checks 

and balances is deliberately intended to be an antagonistic 

apparatus. Under this system the executive and legislature 

are like the parties in a domestic marriage who can not get 

along with or without each other. The system of checks and 

balances sow the inherent seeds of executive-legislative 

dissension. 

For every legislative power granted the governor, 

there is at least one corresponding limitation. The gover

nor is thought to be chief legislator, but he can not actually 

legislate. He can veto as many bills as he likes, but first 

the legislature must present them to him. Ultimately the 

legislature can override the veto. In most states, includ

ing Arizona, the governor Is constitutionally obligated to 

present legislative recommendations. Yet no matter how de

sirable his suggestions may be, they may be Ignored forever 

by an unappreciative legislature. The governor may call a 

special session and carefully delineate the subjects to be 

considered, but as Arizona's Governor Hunt found in 1927, 
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the legislators may adjourn as soon as they convene. Even 

in those states where the governor is responsible for pre

paring and executing the budget, only the legislature can 

appropriate the necessary funds. 

The point of presenting this partial list of powers 

and counter checks is to stress that both the executive and 

legislature have a legitimate role in the legislative pro

cess. Despite this fact there exists a sizeable gulf between 

the two. The focus of this study will be on the gulf which 

separates the governor and legislature in Arizona. The in

quiry is Justified by the critical nature of this relation

ship. In order to make government operative, the "no-man's 

land" between the governor and legislature eventually must 

be crossed either by force or favor. Marshall Dimock once 

observed: 

If a people can solve the problem of the right 
relation between the legislative and executive 
branches of their government, they have gone far 
toward the firm establishment of popular rule. 
Tfyis accord, this working relationship, this 
salutary balance—call it any of these—is one 
of the truly great and continuing problems of 
statecraft.° 

8. Governor Hunt's difficulty with the legislature 
in 1927 will be discussed in some detail in Chapter IV. 

9. See: Marshall Dimock1s Introduction to Leslie 
Lipson's, The American Governor from Figurehead to Leader 
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1938), p. ix. 
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Though there have been an infinite number of ap

proaches used by governors to bring about accord with the 

legislature, basic strategy can be grouped under two major 

headings—the hard and soft line. 

Those arguing the hard-line maintain that the gover

nor has always been the natural adversary of the legislature. 

The roots of this conflict are found in colonial experience. 

Executive-legislative dissension became institutionalized 

by incorporating into all state constitutions the principle 

of separation of powers. The advocates of the hard-line 

are not particularly enamored of this constitutional prin

ciple. Their sympathy usually lies with the executive with 

most of them harboring a suppressed desire to replace our 

system with a parliamentary form. Supporters of the hard

line argue that our system insures that the legislature 

will not satisfy the desires of the executive unless it is 

continually prodded and pressured. Hence, the governor 

should chastise and condemn instead of coddle and cajole 

the legislature. If the demands of the governor are not 

met, he should gird his loins for battle, openly declare 

hostility to the legislature, and launch a campaign to 

humble it into submission. Two formal tools especially 

suited for the hard-line are the veto and control of spe

cial sessions. The exponents of the hard-line contend that 
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a governor should be adept at molding public opinion. In 

the Jargon of B. E. SchattSchneider, the governor should 

"socialize" his conflict with the legislature.10 That is 

to say, when the governor finds himself in a disadvantageous 

position with the legislature, he should broaden the conflict 

to Include the electorate. This would be an attempt to mar-

shall the strength of the people behind the cause of the 

executive to restore a favorable balance of power. Hard

line advocates feel that executive-legislative compromise 

is fruitless and often leads to gubernatorial surrender or 

appeasement. 

On the other side, the soft-line exponents have a 

favorable, or at least a neutral, attitude toward the prin

ciple of separation of powers. They argue that the principle 

is here to stay, thus we might as well make the best of it. 

Unlike their counterparts, the soft-line advocates do not 

always side with the executive and are not ready to replace 

our system with parliamentarianism. Soft-line supporters 

feel that both parties in the legislative process should in

fluence the end-product. The executive neither can nor 

should force his will on the legislature. The soft-line 

places a premium on cooperation and discourages open conflict. 

10. See: E. E. Schattschnelder, The Semi-Sovereign 
People (New York: Holt, Einehard & Winston, 1960), ©hapter 
1 "The Contagiousness of Conflict." 



10 

Finally the soft-line advocates assert that executive-legis

lative compromise is not only necessary but desirable. 

The differences that divide the hard and soft line 

advocates are more than strategic. There are differences 

in attitudes and values. Those sympathizing with the hard

line have usually filled the ranks of the Jacksonian tradi

tion—a tradition at least partially based upon the belief 

that democratic objectives are most readily realized through 

executive dominance. Soft-line exponents are closer to the 

Whig tradition based upon the belief that the diversity and 

conflicting nature of society's interests are best recon

ciled in a strong representative legislature; offset, to be 

sure, but not dominated by the executive. 

The description of the hard and soft line is intended 

as a theoretical construct and not as a description of actual 

experience. In studying executive-legislative relations in 

Arizona, we may not find either approach expressed with such 

fullness and precision. It is not my intention to make a 

lasting commitment to either approach. It will be used to 

provide polar reference points necessary for a comparative 

analysis of gubernatorial attitudes toward the legislature. 

The Ooncept of Leadership 

Another concept which will appear frequently through

out this study is leadership. The term will not be used to 
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describe social status positions or personality types. Rather 

it will be used to describe social relationships in which 

certain individuals are able to influence and guide the be

havior of others. After a thorough survey of this topic, 

Ralph M. Stogdill concludes: 

Leadership is not a matter of passive status, or 
of the mere possession of some combination of 
traits. It appears rather to be a working re
lationship among members of a group, in which 
the leader acquires status through active par
ticipation and demonstration of his capacity 
for carrying cooperative tasks through to com
pletion. ' ̂ 

Leadership takes place within a process. It is a relational 

concept and is "dependent upon acceptance within particular 

12 contexts." 

The office of governor is studied most often in 

terms of the various functions performed. The governor 

assumes the roles of an administrator, party chief, cere

monial and popular head, and chief legislator. This is a 

functional breakdown but also describes the major contexts 

within which the governor is expected to exert leadership. 

11. Ralph M. Stogdill, "Personal Factors Associated 
with Leadership: A Survey of the Literature." Journal of 
Psychology. XXV (January, 194-8), p. 66, as cited in Seligman, 
op. cit., p. 912; also see: Chester T. Barnard, Organization 
and Management (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1952), 
Chapter IV, "The Nature of Leadership." 

12. Seligman, ojg>. cit.. p. 912. Professor Seligman 
contends that the relational concept of leadership is uni
versally acknowledged and has been previously elaborated by 
such notable sociologists as Max Weber, Robert Michels, 
Georg Simmel, and 0. H. Cooley. 
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As chief administrator he must operate within the context 

of the executive branch; as party chief the relational con

text is within the governor's political party; as ceremonial 

or popular head the relationship is between the governor and 

the public; and as chief legislator his context for opera

tion is within the structure of the legislature. These 

various roles can not be studied as though they were mutu

ally exclusive. Upon taking office the governor collectively 

assumes these functions. Under any circumstances he is 

never simply an administrator, but is simultaneously recog

nized as head of his party, chief legislator, and so forth. 

This results in a meshing of the various contexts within 

which the governor may assume leadership. In other words, 

we may speak of Governor X as a legislative leader, but this 

distinction may not rest upon Governor X's legislative abil

ity. Instead the distinction may depend upon his skills as 

popular leader, administrator, or party chief. 

The point of this study is to determine whether or 

not Arizona governors have successfully led the legislature 

and if so: Why? Therefore the relational context will be 

the legislative structure. The focus is placed on the gov

ernor's legislative role but this does not mean that his 

other major roles will be ignored. It would be artificial 

and misleading to treat the legislative role as something 

divisible from the other roles. 
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Scope 

During the past half-century, Arizona has had gover

nors who have been reputed to be both effective and ineffec

tive legislative leaders. This study will probe the different 

strategies and powers, both formal and informal, in an attempt 

to determine the basis of gubernatorial success. 

In analyzing the governor's legislative role in 

Arizona, the structural and institutional differences which 

separate the executive and legislature must be kept in mind0 

These are characteristic features common to all states as 

well as our national government. One major difference stems 

from the size and type of constituency represented by each. 

The governor is popularly elected from a statewide consti

tuency. In Arizona the county is the largest constituency 

represented by any member of the legislature. Because of 

the all-encompassing nature of the governor's constituency, 

he must necessarily view problems with wide vision. This 

comes after an accommodation of the diverse and heterogeneous 

interests he represents. A legislator, on the other hand, 

is concerned about his district which is only one piece of 

the governor's constituency. The legislator's vision need 

not be as wide as the governor's because of his smaller and 

more homogeneous constituency. 

The difference of vision or concern is also caused 

by the difference of roles that a governor and legislator 
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are expected to assume. At the minimum the executive is 

expected to be an administrator, party chief, ceremonial 

head, and chief legislator. Sometimes these roles may be 

exercised separately but they must be shouldered collec

tively. This initially enlarges the scope of concern of 

the governor. Granted, a legislator also may assume the 

role of party leader, chief patronage dispensor, and so 

forth, but his area of operation is always smaller than 

that of the governor. He is officially only to assume the 

role of a legislator. 

The governor and legislator each have become accli

mated to a different environment of decision making. Even 

in those states where the executive is institutionally weak, 

internal decisions of the office must revolve around the 

governor. Formally, at least, decisions ultimately must be 

made by a single individual. Such a milieu is foreign to a 

legislator. His experience, even if he be a powerful leader, 

is with collective decisions. This variance of background 

often shapes temperament and attitudes when both branches 

face each other to resolve common problems. 

Despite these differences and numerous others, the 

fact remains that some of Arizona's governors are regarded 

as effective legislative leaders while others are not. In 

the quest for an answer or answers to this question, some 

of the more widely-held notions about legislative-executive 
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relations will be explored. A partial list of some of the 

more commonly used possibilities on the variance of exec

utive -legislative accord include the following: (1) Polit

ical party homogeneity of the governor and the legislature 

insure greater harmony between the two branches, hence aug

menting gubernatorial success with the legislature. (2) 

Governors often like to equate their electoral success as 

popular approval of a particular mandate. Hence, the more 

popular governors have greater leverage with the legislature 

in enacting their programs. (3) Since the governor has a 

short (two year) tenure in office, he must spend most of 

his first term adjusting to the office before he is able 

to really test his hand with the legislature. Thus experi

ence and tenure in office should have some correlation with . 

legislative effectiveness. (4) A crucial difference exists 

among governors because of ability and personality. Some 

are articulate, dynamic, and aggressive, while others are 

Inarticulate and passive. (5) Since state government does 

not operate In a vacuum, a governor's legislative effective

ness may depend upon conditions external to the state. Be

cause of the drama surrounding a national or international 

crisis, a governor's demands may appear urgent. Under less 

troubled times his demands are not pushed by the drama and 

urgency of external forces. 
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Before applying these possibilities and others to 

executive-legislative relations in Arizona, it is necessary 

to examine the political environment within which the exec-

utive-legislatlve relationship operates. The next chapter 

contains a resume of political history affecting the gover

norship. Post World War II party trends will be especially 

highlighted. 



CHAPTER II 

THE POLITICAL SETTING 

Democratic Domination 

Traditionally Arizona has been considered a Demo

cratic state. This notion is still held despite the con

tinuing popularity of Republican notables such as Barry 

Goldwater, John Rhodes, and Paul Fannin. Registration 

figures for 1962 indicated that there were 326,003 (64$) 

Democrats to 173*282 (34$) Republicans, with non-partisan 

and others accounting for the remaining two percent. It 

would be less than sophisticated to assume that such figures 

are indicative of actual election margins. Yet the fact re

mains that even today a majority of Arizonans are not reluc

tant to identify themselves with the Democratic Party—at 

least officially. 

Support for the Democratic classification of the 

state is reinforced when election results for statewide 

offices other than Governor and Attorney-General knd county 

offices are reviewed. In the past Republicans have found 

it difficult to fill their ticket, to say nothing of winning 

elections. In 1962, Republicans allowed two statewide of

fices (Secretary of State and State Mine Inspector) to go 

17 
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uncontested. In most of the other statewide elections they 

presented only token opposition. Even when these offices 

were contested, it is highly unusual for a Republican to be 

elected. For example, there has not been a Republican 

elected to the offices of Secretary of State, Auditor, 

Treasurer, Superintendent of Public Instruction, and Mine 

Inspector since 1920. On the county level there are even 

fewer offices contested with Republican victories being 

exceptional.1 

In an election summary of 1960, William L. Strauss 

contends that "in many respects the political patterns that 

developed early in Arizona resembled the dominant one-party 

Democratic patterns common to the South." The Democrats 

dominated the territorial legislature from 1864 to 1912. 

In the special election of 1910, in which delegates to the 

constitutional convention were selected, 41 Democrats and 

11 Republicans were elected. At the first general election 

of 1911 the Democrats started their control of the new state 

by capturing every statewide elective office."* 

1. For the eight major county offices in 1958 there 
were 127 Democrats and 7 Republicans elected. In 1960 only 
34 percent of the county offices were contested in which 
127 Democrats and 7 Republicans were elected. 

2. William L. Strauss, "The 1960 Election in Arizona," 
Western Political Quarterly. XIV (March, 1961), p. 305. 

3. The position of the Democrats was strengthened by 
the political short-sightedness of the GOP. Ten of the 
eleven Republican delegates refused to sign the Constitution 
which was later ratified by 77 percent of the electorate. 
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It appeared that the Republicans had won the gover

norship in 1916 with the election of Thomas E. Campbell over 

the veteran George W. P. Hunt. But after a year of legal 
4 

wrangling the state Supreme Court declared Hunt the winner. 

Campbell won the governorship in 1918 edging his Democratic 

opponent by 329 votes to give the GOP its first statewide 

office since statehood. 

The nation overwhelmingly elected Warren Harding in 

1920 and endorsed a return to "normalcy." For Arizona this 

meant "abnormalcy" however, for in that year the Republicans 

reversed a trend of over half a century by sweeplRg most 

major offices. They captured six of seven state offices 

including the governorship. In the race for national offices, 

only the seasoned Oarl Hayden was able to weather the storm. 

For the first and last time since statehood the GOP managed 

to break even in the state legislature. 

The incredible tide of Republicanism proved to be a 

flash in the pan. In 1922 the badly shaken Democrats re

couped their losses by recapturing every major office plus 

a comfortable majority in each legislative chamber. The 

only setback suffered by the Democrats between 1922 and 

4. In the 1916 gubernatorial election the official 
tally gave Campbell 27,976—30 votes more than Hunt. The 
election was contested and a Maricopa County Superior Court 
declared Campbell the winner, but this decision was over
turned by the State Supreme Court in December, 1917. Thus 
Campbell acted as de facto governor for one year. 
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1950 was the one-term election of Republican John Phillips 

as governor in 1928. 

During the 1930's the Democrats' position was se

cure enough to permit considerable intra-party dissension 

without Jeopardizing their position. Indicative of the 

bickering was the defeat of two gubernatorial incumbents 

5 in primary elections. During the New Deal period the 

Democrats maintained control of all state offices includ

ing the elective commissions. 

Nineteen forty ushered in the era of Sidney P. 

Osborn, who was destined to reign as governor until his 

death in 194-8. In the Democratic primary of 1940 Osborn 

defeated incumbent Robert J. Jones which was tantamount to 

election. As one newspaper editorial put it, "the Demo

cratic nomination for governor of Arizona amounts to vir

tual election."^ 

Osborn was the most successful vote-getter in 

Arizona's history. His greatest plurality was in_J944 khen 

he received an unprecedented 78 percent of the vote. Under 

Osborn's skillful guidance the Republicans became almost as 

extinct as the celebrated Gila monster. In the primary of 

19^-2 the Republicans could not entice a single brave soul 

5. George Hunt was defeated by B. B. Mouer in the 
primary of 1932. Mouer in turn was defeated by R. 0. 
Stanford in the primary of 1936. 

6. Arizona Daily Star. September 18, 194-0, p. 14. 
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to accept the nomination and were forced to conduct a general 

election write-in campaign. In the election of 194-4, J. W. 

Lee, a four-time loser for the Republicans, withdrew from 

the governor's race two weeks before the general election. 

Hence Osborn became Arizona's first governor to gain office 

unopposed. To add insult to injury the Democrats not only 

captured all state offices, but were successful in shutting 

out completely the Republicans in both houses of the legis

lature. This also had occurred in the election of 1942. 

Registration figures for 1940 indicated what was to 

become abundantly clear in the election results of 1942 and 

1944—that the Democratic Party had reached its zenith. 

Democratic registration was in excess of 87 percent. The 

tide began to ebb slightly during the late 1940's, but even 

in 1950 the Republicans were sporting a registration figure 

of only 18 percent. 

During the Osborn period some political observers 

seriously thought that one-party government was here to stay. 

Yet just as this misconception was being given some currency, 

conditions in the state were rapidly changing which would 

eventually produce a climate conducive for Republicanism. 

Emergence of a Two-Party System 

Li!fce many states of the union, particularly in the 

West, World War II had a profound effect on the politics 
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of Arizona. Not only did. the state witness the more obvious 

changes, such as the creation of large military installations, 

but new industry was established which did not vanish with 

the war's end. For the first time Tucson and Phoenix became 

the sites of manufacturing with the coming of firms like 

Hughes1 Aircraft and Air Research. 

During the war years the state had its first sig

nificant influx of non-tourist residents, which by today's 

standards was nothing more than a prelude to the commonplace. 

During the decade of the 1930's the state's population only 

7 increased from 435,573 to 499,261, approximately 14 percent. 

In the convulsive period of the 1940's the state's population 

was swollen to 749,587 representing a 50 percent increase. 

Most importantly, for ihe first time in history, Arizona now 

had more urban (55.5 percent) than rural dwellers. Phoenix, 

a city of 65,000 in 1940, gained the status of a standard 

metropolitan area by 1950 with a population of 331,770. By 

1950 greater Tucson contained over 125,000 persons. Almost 

two-thirds of the population had been born in other states 

with an 80 percent increase of elderly residents (65 years 

and older). 

All of these demographic changes pointed to renewed 

hope for Republicanism in Arizona. Many of those taking up 

7. Population figures are taken from the U. S. 
Census of Population. I960. I, Part 4, 5. 
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residency during the 194o's were from such states as Califor

nia, Illinois, Michigan, and others with historic Republican 
Q 

tendencies. Voting studies of recent years indicate that 

9 
the tremendous influx of the elderly also aided the GOP. 

Political party development in Arizona since the 

war has been atypical of most non-Southern states. There 

is a consistent observation in American politics that, with 

the exception of the South, Democratic strength is usually 

found in metropolitan areas and Republican strength is non-
10 

metropolitan areas. Since the mid 194o's the party trend 

in the state has been contrary to this observation. Like 

many Southern states, Arizona Republicans find more en

couragement in the expanding metropolitan areas of Phoenix 

8. For the origin of Arizona's population, see 
Arizona Statistical Review. Valley National Bank, Phoenix, 
19th edition, 1963. 

9. See: Angus Campbell, Gerald Gurin, Warren Miller, 
The Voter Decides (Evanston: Row, Peterson Co., 1954), p. 
70; Angus Campbell, Robert L. Kahn, The People Elect a 
President (Ann Arbor: Institute for Social Research, 1952), 
p. 37; Bernard Berelson, Paul Lazarsfeld, William McPhee, 
Voting; A Study of Opinion Formation in a Presidential 
Campaign (New York: Columbia University Press. 1948), pp. 
100-101; Paul Lazrasfeld, Bernard Berelson, Hazel Gaudet, 
The People's Choice; How the Voter Makes Up His Mind in 
a Presidential Campaign (New York: Columbia University 
Press, 1948), pp. 24-25. 

10. The effect of urbanization and industrialization 
on the party basis of the South can be seen in V. 0. Key, 
Jr., Southern Politics (New York: Alfred Knopf, 1949), 
p. 67^ The rural dominance of Republicanism in non-
Southern states is seen in V. 0. Key, Jr., American State 
Politics (New York: Alfred Knopf, 1956), p. 25. 

o 



and Tucson than they do elsewhere in the state. The den

sity of metropolitan Republican strength is exemplified in 

the following table which indicates the ever increasing 

support Republican gubernatorial candidates receive from 

the two metropolitan counties.^ 

TABLE I 

Support of Arizona Republican Gubernatorial Candidates 
Received from Pima and Maricopa Counties. 1946-19&2 

Year Candidate 
f» of Their Vote in Pima 
and Maricopa Counties 

194-6 Brockett 64.1 

1948 Brockett 69.5 

1950 Pyle 69.4 

1952 Pyle 72.4 

1954 Pyle 73.7 

1956 Griffen 77.0 

1958 Fannin 75.7 

1960 Fannin 78.0 

1962 Fannin 76.7 

Another factor accounting for the increased number 

of Republicans in the metropolitan areas is the introduction 

11. The data used in Table I and Table II is pri
marily taken from Bruce B. Mason, Arizona General Election 
Results. 1911-1960 (Bureau of Government Research, Arizona 
State University, 1961). 
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cf new industry. Industrialization is usually associated 

with a laboring force which tends to be strongly Democratic. 

The type of industry locating in Arizona, however, has been 

light manufacturing firms of an electronics, engineering, 

and technical nature. With such firms placing a premium on 

formal training and technical skills, the number of white-

collar jobs is unusually high. Thus Republicanism is aug-
12  

mented by strengthening the middle class. 

The state's Democratic candidates usually receive 

support and endorsement of organized labor, but the inte

gration of party and union political efforts typical of 

states like Michigan, New York or Pennsylvania is not pre

sent in Arizona. The Arizona Democratic party's experience 

with labor has usually been with the less politically active 

unions found in construction, mining, and the building 

13 
trades. Heavy industry, which usually supports organized 

labor in a metropolitan setting, is absent. Most residents 

have had little contact with the unions and as a result 

hold an apprehensive attitude toward them. This is re

flected in the state's right-to-work law incorporated into 

12. For essentially the same argument see, Oonrad 
Joyner, "The 1962 Election in Arizona," Western Political 
Quarterly. XVI (June, 1963), p. 391. 

13. The International Mine, Mill and Smelter Workers' 
Union was once politically active and effective. In recent 
years however, the wide-spread accusations of Communist 
infiltration of its leadership has hindered its acceptance 
and political influence. 
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the Constitution by initiative measure of 1946. In the 

election of that year even the pro-labor Sidney Osborn 

would not unequivocably denounce the right-to-work amend-

14 ment. In subsequent gubernatorial elections Republicans 

have supported the amendment while Democrats have conspic

uously avoided the issue. 

Revitalization of the Republican Party finally came 

in 1950. Radio executive Howard Pyle eked out a narrow 

victory over his Democratic opponent Anna Frohmiller to 

give the GOP its first governorship since 1928. Frohmiller 

was a political veteran, having held the position of State 

Auditor since 1926. Conversely, Pyle was new to the polit

ical scene. Prior to winning the governorship he had not 

held so much as a party precinct position. In early 1950 

Pyle and his close friend, Barry Goldwater, decided to run 

for public office. Their tentative plans were for Goldwater 

to run for governor in 1950, and in the following election 

Pyle was to oppose Ernest MacFarland for his United States 

Senate seat. These plans were changed when the Young Repub

lican League drafted Pyle for governor, at which time Gold-

water was chosen by Pyle as his campaign manager. 

14. Rather than openly opposing the measure, Osborn 
said the right-to-work initiative was an "insult to the 
intelligence of Arizona voters." Menzo E. Hatter, "The 
Major Issues in Arizona's Gubernatorial Campaigns," an 
unpublished Master's thesis (Arizona State University, 
1951), p. 154. 
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The combination of a tireless campaign, an anti-

woman vote, and dissension within the Democratic ranks 

1 5 enabled Pyle to gain the victory. In the election of 

1950 the GOP was able to capture 11 seats in the state 

House of Representatives, their biggest success since 1922. 

This election reflected at least three important political 

facts. First, it was indicative of the demographic and 

economic changes wrought by the war. Second, there was no 

adequate replacement for Sidney Osborn as a symbol of strength 

and Identification for the Democratic Party. Third, the 

1950 election pointed to the importance of hope in building 

a party structure. Pyle's victory gave the Republicans a 

ray of hope upon which they have subsequently realized many 

of their electoral dreams. 

In politics as in poker, nothing succeeds like suc

cess. In the past decade good fortune has come to the GOP. 

As its victories have mounted, it has become easier to re

cruit candidates and party workers. The Party has been 

better financed because its contributors are more assured 

of victory. Since 1950 Republican registration has almost 

doubled. 

15. In the Democratic primary of 1950 Frohmiller 
gained the nomination by defeating five other contenders 
including incumbent Governor Dan Garvey. 
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The Democratic Party today, as in the past, is an 

odd collection of groups and individuals which completely 

span the economic and social spectrum. Its heaviest regis

tration per capita is in the non-metropolitan areas, yet its 

organization is centered in the metropolitan areas. Within 

its ranks are found prominent Arizona families with surnames 

like Douglas, Brophey and Udall, plus first generation fami

lies of Mexican descent. The Democratic Party has always 

been plagued by an abundance of self-acclaimed leaders who 

concurrently speak for the Party. The Party has not been a 

monolithic structure, but rather a conglomeration of sub

groups and camps which have sprung up around particular 

Democratic office holders. Typical of such a sub-group was 

Anna Frohmiller1s campaign force developed while she was 

State Auditor. They worked at cross purposes with the state 

committee in the gubernatorial campaign of 1950. Splits 

within the Democratic state organization still persist. In 

1963 and 1964 Phoenix attorney Robert Allen and Phoenix 

businessman J. Michael Morris both laid claim to the office 

1 6 
of state chairman. 

The Democratic Party has not been able to rid itself 

of this factional infirmity. All it can hope for is that 

it is contagious. As the Republicans increase in strength, 

this Democratic prayer may be answered. An early indication 

16. See: Arizona Daily Star. December 20, 1963, Sec. 
B, p. 1. 



29 

of this can be seen in the 1962 primary row between Repub

licans Evan Mecham and Stephen Shadegg for the U. S. Senate 

nomination. Mecham later fought with Keith Brown for the 

state Party chairmanship. Until recent years this job has 

gone begging. Internal conflict within the Republican ranks 

is indicative of the increased importance of the Party. Top 

Party positions and nominations now are worth fighting for. 

Today Arizona is on the threshold of having a viable 

two-party system. The Democrats still hold a three to two 

registration edge, but this is not crucial in statewide 

elections. The Democrats continue to dominate county and 

local offices while Republicans have had phenomenal success 

in winning major state positions. Because of GOP strength 

in the metropolitan areas and the lingering dominance of 

the Democrats in the non-metropolitan areas, by the end of 

the present decade the Republicans probably will gain a 

majority of the seats in the lower house of the legislature, 

yet the Democrats' control of the Senate will not be seriously 

challenged. At present Arizona's congressional delegation 

is almost evenly split. 

To this point, the discussion of Arizona politics 

has not taken into account national influence. Obviously, 

political parties in Arizona do not operate in a vacuum. 

Indeed V. 0. Key contends that we do not have continuous 

state politics because state elections are overshadowed by 
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national ones with the selection of the presidency influen

cing the selection of state candidates. Key demonstrates 

his point by correlating presidential and gubernatorial 
17 

elections in 19 states over an 18-year period. 

At first glance, Key's argument may appear to be 
18 

born out in Arizona elections. Invariably, presidential 

candidates carrying the state and successful gubernatorial 

candidates have been of the same party. The analysis should 

be carried one step further, however, to include the percent

age of the popular vote received. Thus we can more accu

rately determine who was influencing the election of whom. 

Table II indicates that in a majority of cases, the guber

natorial candidate actually received a greater electoral 

percentage and more popular votes than did the successful 

presidential candidate. Even in the election of 1936, when 

Franklin Roosevelt posted the most impressive victory of any 

twentieth century presidential candidate, R. 0. Stanford, 

Democratic candidate for governor, polled a higher percent

age of the vote cast for his office plus a larger number of 

popular votes than did Roosevelt. In two elections, 1924 

and 1956, Arizona voted for a Republican presidential candi

date and a Democratic governor. 

17. V. 0. Key, Jr., American State Politics (New 
York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1956), p. 25. 

18. In fact Key includes Arizona in his table men
tioned above. 
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Table II does not prove that Arizona remains unaf

fected by the ebb and flow of national politics. Yet it 

does indicate that there must be reasons other than the 

popularity of presidential candidates which cause people 

to select a presidential candidate and governor from the 

same party. The data presented in Table II is not intended 

to disprove Kay's contention on the important influence of 

national elections. It does indicate however, that he 

should not include Arizona in his tabulation. For the 

period that he examined (1932-1950), it was understandable 

why the state chose presidential and gubernatorial candi

dates from the same party. It was a period of Democratic 

dominance in both contests. The findings presented in 

Table II merely reaffirm a point made earlier—that Arizona 

was a one-party Democratic state for the second quarter of 

this century. 

The Oonstitutlonal Period 

The Arizona Constitution was written during the 

peak of the Progressive Era (1910), and its unmistakable 

influence can be seen in various provisions of the document. 

Across the nation the Progressives were reacting against 

American life, as they conceived of it, during the period 

of industrial expansion. They were distressed over the 

lack of social and economic opportunity caused by monopoly 

and special privilege. They argued that such abuses could 



1916 

1920 

1924 

1928 

1932 

1936 

1940 

1944 

1948 

1952 

1956 

1960 

TABLE II 

Presidential and Gubernatorial Candidates Concurrently 
Carrying the State, 1916 - 1960 

Governor Party 
% Cast for Popular 
his Office Vote 

Presidential % Cast for Popular 
Candidate Party his Office Vote 

Hunt 

Campbe11 

Hunt 

Stanford 

Osborn 

Osborn 

Garvey 

Pyle 

D 

R 

D 

Phillips R 

Mouer D 

D 

D 

D 

D 

R 

MacFarland D 

Fannin 

48.0 28,094 Wilson D 

54.1 37,060 Harding R 

50.5 38,372 Coolidge R 

51.7 47,829 Hoover R 

63.2 75,314 Roosevelt D 

70.7 87,778 Roosevelt D 

65.5 97,616 Roosevelt D 

78.1 101,231 Roosevelt D 

59.2 104,008 Truman D 

60.2 156,592 Eisenhower R 

59.5 171,848 Eisenhower R 

59.3 235,502 Nixon R 

57.2 

55.6 

41.3 

57.6 

67.0 

69.8 

63.5 

58.8 

53.8 

58.3 

61.0 

55.5 

33,150 

37,016 

30,516 

52,533 

79,264 

87,722 

95,267 

80,927 

95,251 

152,042 

176,990 

221,241 ro 
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be curbed through the proper use of government. It was 

felt that government had been separated from the people. 

Popular rule could be restored through such measures as 

the initiative, referendum, and recall. 

In Arizona the Progressive movement was supported 

by a coalition of small businessmen, middle class profes

sionals, and the laboring class.This varied base is 

reflected in the delegation of avowed Progressives sent to 

the Constitutional Convention from Gila County. Numbered 

in the group were found a merchant, lawyer, saloon keeper, 

and a mechanic. 

In the mid-West, the heartland of Progressivism, 

resentment was primarily focused on the railroads. The 

devil for Arizona Progressives was the mines, especially 

the Phelps-Dodge Corporation. Phelps-Dodge made an ideal 

target because it was originally an investment firm which 

brought to mind all the evils attached to Wall Street. It 

also typified absentee ownership as well as representing a 

concentration of capital and wealth. 

The Democratic Party became the most effective 

vehicle for Arizona Progressives. This was due in part 

to the availability of an operating organization. It was 

due also to the unpopularity of the Republican Party during 

19. For the most illuminating treatment of the role of 
the middle class in the Progressive movement see: Richard 
Hofstadter, The Age of Reform: From Bryan to F. D. R. (New 
York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1955). 
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this period. Republicans had long "been in control of our 

nation's capital and Arizonans resented the heavy hand of 

Washington in local affairs during the territorial period. 

It was also felt that Republicans in Washington were res

ponsible for thwarting the territory's bid for statehood. 

As a result of such feeling in the special election of 1910, 

designed to select delegates to the Convention, there were 

41 Democrats elected and only 11 Republicans. The vast 

majority of delegates identified themselves as Progressives. 

The Executive Article 

When the executive article was written by the con

stitutional framers of the original states, there was a 

lingering memory of the much resented royal governors. The 

colonists had conceived of the office as a British tool de

signed to frustrate the popularly elected colonial legis

latures. In retaliation against this last vestige of the 

crown, Americans were determined to strip the governor of 

his authority. Professor William Young has concluded that, 

20. In speaking of Arizona Progressives, Judge 
Jacob Weinberger, the last living delegate of the Consti
tutional Convention, equated them with Democrats. Yet he 
did speak of Republican Progressives outside the state, 
especially Hiram Johnson of California. Personal interview 
with Judge Weinberger, San Diego, California, December 23, 
1963. 
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"American governors were conceived in mistrust and born in 

21  a strait jacket." 

Over a century later the executive article was in

corporated into the Arizona Constitution. By this time 

many of the powers denied the early state governors had 

"been restored, yet the framers of the Arizona Constitution 

were still apprehensive about centralizing authority in a 

single office. Like their counterparts in the original 

states, they too resented the governorship as an office of 

external influence. Under territorial experience, the 

governor had been appointed by the President instead of 

being popularly elected like the legislature. Most of the 

territorial governors were Republicans while the legisla

ture was overwhelmingly Democratic. The legislators were 

residents of the territory while the governors were usually 

imported. The resentment of the framers became evident in 

the debate on the five-year gubernatorial residency require

ment. Delegate Webb probably expressed the sentiments of 

most of his colleagues by stating that he was sick and tired 

22 
of living under "carpet-bag governors." 

21. William H. Young, "The Development of the 
Governorship," State Government, XXXI (Summer, 1958), p. 
178. 

22. Complete Verbatim Report: Arizona Constitutional 
Convention. 1910, session of November 15, 1910. Ho author 
or publisher. A full set of volumes are held in the Univer
sity of Arizona library. 



The office of governor presented a paradox in Pro

gressive ideology. On the one hand it was argued that the 

governorship could become the voice of popular will. And 

as such the governor's position ought to be enhanced. On 

the other hand, the Progressives had developed a phobia 

against centralized authority. Adhering to the age-old 

maxim that power corrupts, the Progressives feared that an 

unrestrained executive could fall prey to special interests. 

Progressivism produced some of the strongest state execu

tives in our nation's history, such as Charles Evan Hughes, 

Robert LaPollette, Woodrow Wilson, and Hiram Johnson. The 

great admiration that Arizona Progressives had for these 

men however, did not deter them from constitutionally re

straining the authority of the governor. They were unable 

to overcome their phobia against centralized authority de

spite the positive effects accrued in other states because 

of strong executive leadership. 

In their quest to bring government close to the 

people, the Arizona Progressives decided upon a plural ex

ecutive. This way the governor becomes an executive among 

executives, each accountable directly to the electorate. 

Article V of the Constitution entitled, "Executive Depart

ment," divides the executive functions among six offices: 

the Governor, Attorney-General, Secretary of State, State 

Treasurer, State Auditor, and Superintendent of Public 
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Instruction. Other executive offices not contained in 

Article V include the office of State Mine Inspector and 

the two independently elected commissions—the Corporation 

Commission and the State Tax Commission. These latter two 

commissions are composed of three members elected for six-

year staggered terms. 

In one sense Progresslvism was a revival of Jack-

sonian democracy. This is particularly evident in the 

favorable attachment both movements had to the idea of short 

terms of office. The Progressives argued that the cleavage 

between government and the electorate could be bridged more 

easily with shorter terms. For one reason it would provide 

less chance for political machines to become entrenched. In 

the Convention there was overwhelming support for restricting 

the executive and legislative office to two-year terms. 

Delegate Webb reflected the fear of the Progressives when 

he stated: 

I do not see that a four-year term is any 
better than two. It is usually argued that the 
first year the governor is becoming accustomed 
to his office, and the next year he is using his 
office to build up a machine so that he can be 
reelected, but in the present state he cannot 
build up a machine because he has no assurance 
that his machine will be in working order when 
he comes to the primary. 

Another reason for creating the plural executive 

was to diminish the appointive power of the governor. This 

23. Ibid. 
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desire was based upon the argument that patronage is the 

handmaiden of political machines. The plural arrangement 

was, after all, typical of most of the states in 1910,. and, 

for that matter, it still is today. When the chairman of 

the constitutional committee on the executive was questioned 

on several provisions of the executive article, he.replied, 

"it has been copied almost entirely word for word from at 

24 least two-thirds of the constitutions of the United States." 

The constitutions most heavily relied upon were those of 

2t5 Oregon, California, and Wisconsin. 

Arizona's Constitution was written just prior to the 

movement for state administrative reorganization, which is 

usually pegged as beginning in 1917. In that year Governor 

Frank 0. Lowden, assisted by the highly regarded political 

scientists, John A. Fairlie and William P. Dodd, undertook 

a program to revamp the executive branch of Illinois govern

ment. In an effort to promote economy and efficiency, Lowden 

sought to consolidate boards and commissions into functional 

departments. The goal was to create clearer lines of 

authority and make the governor chief executive in fact as 

well as name. 

Such notions of administrative reform were alien 

to the thinking of Arizona's constitutional framers. As 

24. Ibid. 

25. Interview with Judge Weinberger. 
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a result they presented a document acceptable to the Pro

gressives yet from the view point of a student of admin

istration, it was antiquated before it was even ratified! 

Every gubernatorial message since 1913 has called for some 

type of administrative reforms. These requests plus the 

administrative role of the governor will be taken up in 

later chapters. 

Constitutional qualifications for governor are the 

same as the other five executive offices. Each must be a 

citizen of the United States and a resident five years im

mediately preceding the election. All must be at least 

twenty-five years of age and are subject to impeachment 

and recall. 

If the governor resigns, is removed from office, or 

becomes permanently incapacitated, the next in line of suc

cession is the Secretary of State followed by the Attorney-

General, Auditor, Treasurer, and Superintendent of Public 

Instruction. 

In traditional form Arizona's governor "shall trans

act all executive business with the officers of the govern

ment, civil and military, and may require information in 

writing from the officers in the Executive Department . . . 

He may also require written reports from the other members 

of the executive branch and has the power of granting 

26. Constitution of Arizona. Art. V, sec. 4. 
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reprieves, commutations, and pardons. Through creating over 

100 boards and commissions since statehood, the legislature 

has provided the governor with an opportunity of appointing 

numerous state officials. About half of these however, are 

subject to Senate confirmation. The use of the appointive 

power will be considered subsequently in more detail. Be

fore focusing attention on the legislature, the reader may 

find it necessary to become acquainted with the chronology 

of party complexion of the governorship and legislature. 

27 Table III is designed to serve this purpose. 1 

The Legislature 

Membership and Representation 

Arizona's legislature is a bicameral structure 

consisting of a Senate and a House of Representatives. Un

til the past decade the Oonstitutlon prescribed a nineteen 

member Senate. Bach county received one seat, the five 

most populous counties at the time the Constitution was 

written (Cochise, Gila, Maricopa, Pima and Yavapai) were 

granted an additional seat. The House originally consisted 

of thirty-five seats with each county having a fixed member

ship. House apportionment was changed in 1918 by a 

27. The data used in Table III and subsequent 
tables dealing with legislative membership is taken from 
the Journals of the Arizona House of Representatives and 
Senate. 
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TABLE III 

Party Complexion of the Governorship and Legislature. 
1912 - 1953 

Governor's House Senate 
Year Governor Party Rep. Dem. Rep. Dem 
1912 Hunt D 4 31 1 18 

1915 Hunt D 0 35 1 18 

1917 Hunt* D 4 31 5 14 

1919 Campbell R 9 26 0 19 

1921 Campbell R 19 20 10 9 
1923 Hunt D 6 41 1 18 

1925 Hunt D 6 41 2 17 
1927 Hunt D 9 43 2 17 
1929 Phillips R 17 37 2 17 
1931 Hunt D 10 54 1 18 

1933 Mouer D 4 60 0 19 
1935 Mouer D 0 51 1 18 

1937 Stanford D 1 50 0 19 

1939 J ones D 1 51 0 19 
1941 Osborn D 0 53 0 19 

1943 Osborn D 0 58 0 19 

1945 Osborn D 1 57 0 19 

1947 Osborn D •' 5 53 0 19 

1949 Garvey D 7 51 0 19 
1951 Pyle "R 11 61 0 19 

1953 Pyle R 30 52 4 15 

1955 MacParland D 20 62 2 26 

1957 MacFarland D 22 58 2 26 

1959 Fannin R 25 55 1 27 

1961 Fannin R 28 52 4 24 

1963 Fannin R 32 48 4 24 

w 
Thomas Campbell actually served as de facto 

governor during 1917, however Hunt was eventually 
declared winner of the 1916 election. 

o 
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constitutional initiative measure. It called for reappor

tionment every two years with each county receiving a seat 

for every 1,500 votes cast for governor in the preceding 

general election. In 1932 the apportionment figure was 

raised from 1,500 to 2,500 votes cast for governor in the 

28 
previous election. Hence from the period 1913 to 1955 

the House had an ever increasing number of members. 

Apportionment is presently based upon an amendment 

incorporated into the Constitution in 1953. In that year 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 1 was introduced. The measure 

proposed limiting the House to 80 members and increasing 

the Senate membership from 19 to 28. This measure passed 

the House by a vote of 54-14, and the Senate by a vote of 

12-7. Ratification by the electorate came in a special 

election held September 29, 1953. It carried by a narrow 

margin of 30,157 to 29,713.29 

Since 1955 the Senate has consisted of 28 members: 

two members elected at large from each of the 14 counties. 

Membership in the House is frozen at 80. Seats are 

28. For the most comprehensive treatment of legis
lative apportionment in Arizona see: David A. Bingham, 
"Legislative Apportionment: The Arizona Experience," 
Arizona Review. XI, No. 10 (Tucson: Bureau of Business 
and Public Research, University of Arizona), October, 1962. 

29. The proposition failed to carry Apache, Cochise, 
Gila, Pima, Santa Cruz, and Yavapai counties. State of 
Arizona, Session Laws. 1955, p. 343. 
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apportioned every four years with each county receiving at 

least one seat. The remaining 66 seats are distributed on 

the basis of one member for each 3,500 votes cast in the 

previous gubernatorial election. To insure that the total 

membership remains fixed at 80, multiples of ten are used 

in apportioning the seats. 

By mid-year 1963 it was estimated that 1,580,000 

30 persons were living in Arizona. Of this total the two 

counties (Pima and Maricopa) containing the metropolitan 

centers had a combined population of'1,122,000 representing 

71 percent of the state's population. Since 1955 these two 

counties have accounted for only 14 percent of the voting 

strength in the Senate, having four of 28 seats. Thus, 

approximately 71 percent of the state's population receives 

only 14 percent of the representation strength in the upper 

chamber. In the House of Representatives the discrepancy 

between population and representation of the metropolitan 

counties is non-existent. Since reapportionment in 1962, 

Pima and Maricopa counties accounted for 57 of the 80 seats. 

This means that 71 percent of the state's population living 

in these two counties receive 71 percent of the voting 

strength in the House. 

30. These estimates are taken from Arizona Statistical 
Review. 1963. op. cit.. p. 6. 
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Party Make-up 

Historically the Democratic Party has dominated the 

Arizona legislature. The Republicans have never been in full 

control. In 1921 the GOP captured the Senate by a 10-9 mar

gin, but the Democrats held the House with a 20-19 edge. 

For the decade from 1935 to 1946 there was never more than 

one Republican in the House. In the Senate the GOP was com

pletely shut out from 1937 to 1953. Between 1941 and .1945 

the Democrats controlled 100 percent of the seats in both 

houses. With the revitalization of the Republican Party, 

it is conceivable that party control will shift in the 

present decade—at least in the House of Representatives. 

Table IV indicates Republican gains since 1949. 

As previously pointed out, the basis of Republican 

Party voting strength is found in Phoenix and Tucson. Their 

mounting strength within these metropolitan areas is shown 

in Table V. 

/ 
Factionalism 

Within his own body, the presiding officer in the 

Arizona House and Senate possesses more power than the 

Speaker of the U. S. House of Representatives. In fact 

those powers stripped from the national Speaker in 1911 are 

retained by the Speaker in Arizona. These powers include 
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TABLE IV 

Party Strength, in the Arizona Legislature. 1949 - 1963 

House of Representatives 
1949 1951 1953 1955 1957 1959 1961 1963 

Democratic 51 61 52 

Republican 7 11 30 

Democratic 19 19 15 

Republican 0 0 4 

61 58 55 52 48 

20 22 25 28 32 

Senate 

26 26 27 24 24 

2 2 14 4 

TABLE V 

Party Split of Metropolitan Members 

Democrats Republicans 

1955-56 32 17 

1957-58 28 (29*) 21 (20) 

1959-60 26 23 

1961-62 25 25 

1963-64 25 29 

Representative Hathcock of Maricopa Oounty changed 
his party affiliation between the first and second session 
of the Twenty-third Legislature, thus reducing the Repub
lican membership by one in 1958. 
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the ability to appoint the membership of all committees and. 

to be a member of the Rules Committee. Not only does the 

Speaker in Arizona become a member of Rules, but tradition

ally is its chairman. These powers possessed by the Speaker 

are also held by the President of the Senate. The President 

and Speaker are selected from the regular membership. 

Because of the power vested in the presiding officer, 

the position is highly coveted. The struggle for the office 

has ieen particularly intense in the last several years. 

Combat is much more obvious in the House than it is in the 

Senate. Due to the lack of party competition for the speak

ership, the real conflict has occurred within the Democratic 

Party. If the Republicans maintain discipline within their 

ranks and offer their votes as a bloc, they can gain favor

able committee positions by coalescing with dissident Demo

crats, thus creating factions which are labeled the majority 

and minority. Majority-minority lines are formed by the 

election of the Speaker. Those legislators voting for the 

successful candidate become the majority bloc with the re

maining members automatically becoming the minority bloc. 

The losing Speaker candidate usually becomes the leader of 

the opposition minority faction. Table VI indicates that 

majority-minority alignments transcend party affiliation 

and geographic representation. For example in the minority 

bloc of 1955, party affiliation and metropolitan and 



TABLE VI 

Composition of Majority and Minority Blocs, 1955 - 1963 

Majority Bloc 

Year Total Rep. Dem. 
Metro- Non-Metro-
politan politan Total Rep. 

Minority Bloc 
Metro- Non-Metro 

Dem. politan politan 

1955 

1957 

1959 

1961 

1963 

49 

60 

65 

43 

48 

22 

25 

2 

32 

43 

33 

40 

41 

16 

32 

39 

33 

25 

32 

17 

21 

27 

18 

16 

31 

20 

15 

37 

32 

19 

0 

0 

26 

0 

\ 
12 

20 

15 

11 

32 

17 

10 

11 

25 

22 

14 

10 

4 

12 

10 

-F=-
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non-metropolitan representation were fairly well balanced. 

Also, there is a high degree of cohesion among the Republi

cans as they shift between the blocs. Although Republicans 

occasionally find themselves in the minority, their position 

is maximized by voting as a bloc. It is possible for them 

to sit back and watch the split develop among the Democrats, 

and then auction their votes to the highest bidder. They 

sometimes actually hold the balance of power. As the GOP 

bloc gains strength, it takes only a handful of recalcitrant 

Democrats to form a ruling coalition. In 1963 it only took 

one-third of the Democrats to coalesce with the Republicans 

to form a comfortable majority. 

Often the factional alignments are identified in the 

newspapers and elsewhere as a liberal-conservative conflict. 

No doubt political philosophy has its effect, but the 
31 

ideological explanation is highly overrated. The member

ship within the blocs has been rearranged too often to in

dicate an ideological bipolarization. For example while 

¥. L. "lay" Oook was Speaker, he received Republican support 

twice and was without once. The so-called liberal minority 

members who opposed Oook in the Twenty-fourth Legislature 

31. For concurrence on this point see: Robert E. 
Riggs, "The Legislative Process in Arizona," Arizona Review. 
XI, No. 12 (Tucson: Bureau of Business and Public Research, 
University of Arizona), December, 1962, p. 3. 
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(1959-1961) became his strongest supporters in the Twenty-

fifth Legislature (1961-1962). Thus, factionalism is more 

of a simple power struggle based upon a choice of practical 

alternatives. The prospective Speaker is looking for votes 

and the members are looking for favorable committee positions, 

plus a place on the winning team. Under these circumstances 

the strangest of bed-fellows are made. 

After the schism develops over the election of the 

speakership, the wounds are never satisfactorily healed. 

The factional cleavage becomes the single most important 

factor in committee assignments, procedural matters and 

32 voting behavior. 

Economic Interests 

There was a day in Arizona politics when the major 

interests, their ambitions and spokesmen were easily iden

tified. Charlatans and honest practitioners, in pristine 

rhetoric, damned "the interests," Today, with the shifting 

alignments in the legislature and increasing complexity of 

32. For the importance of the majority-minority aplit 
on committee assignments see: Dean E. Mann, "The Legislative 
Committee System in Arizona," Western Political Quarterly. 
XIV (December, 1961), pp. 931-933. The significance of 
factionalism in voting behavior and the flow of legislation 
can be seen in Roy D. Morey, "Metropolitan and Non-Metro
politan Voting Alignments in the Arizona Legislature," an un
published Master's thesis (University of Arizona, 1 9 6 1 ) ,  
PP. 52-57. 
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the state's economy, it has become increasingly difficult to 

distinguish among Ithe economic forces. 

lears ago in the Arizona legislature, the most in

fluential interests were the mines, railroads, utilities, 

agriculture, and cattle. Often the mines, railroads and 

utilities would team up to promote common political inter

ests. Governors such as George Hunt and Sidney Osborn would 

rail against this great triumvirate, yet they respected their 

political might especially in the legislature. 

Just as the war changed the face of Arizona's polit

ical parties, it had a profound effect on reshaping the 

state's traditional economic alignments. Prom about 1946 

on a new economic force—manufacturing—has been searching 

for its place in the political hierarchy. Manufacturing in

creased its contribution to the state's income from $86,000,000 

in 1946 to $850,000,000 in 1962. In 1956 it finally came of 

age when it surpassed mining, livestock, agriculture, and 

tourism as the leading source of income. 

As industry continues to flex its muscles, the 

historic alliance of the mines, railroads, and utilities 

shows increasing signs of wear. This has primarily come 

as a result of the utilities reconsidering its position in 

modern Arizona. Increased population, which is accompanied 

by industrialization, has been a boon to the utilities. The 

fair return on its investment, set by the Corporation 
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Commission, obviously will be greater in a state containing 

one and one-half million people than a population half that 

size. The utilities are finding more compatible interests 

33 with industry than with their traditional associates. Both 

are on the wave of the future because their ambitions are 

tied to an expanding population. They also find their loca

tion of operation in the metropolitan areas. 

Conversely, the railroads and particularly the mines 

are economically tied to the past. The mines as always do 

not have a local market for their commodity. The railroads 

have gone into the pipe line and trucking business to stay 

alive and compete with the new forms of transport. In the 

long-run both would have been better off had the state's 

population remained static. Modern Arizona for them means 

an ever increasing tax bite to support the costs of urban 

living such as education, health and welfare services, and 

Juvenile delinquency programs. 

As a result of these economic changes, the utilities 

have emerged as the single strongest lobby in the state leg

islature. Veteran political reporter Jim Cooper observed: 

33. Another reason for growing dissension among the 
traditional interests are the low tax assessments on mining 
and railroads, thereby shifting the tax burden to utilities, 
city lots and improvements. See: Rod Hastings, Comparison 
of Assessed Valuations in Arizona. 1913-1957. Phoenix, 
League of Arizona Cities and Towns, 1957, p. 20. 
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The mining lobby—once the strongest single loblby 
and most politically interested enterprise in 
Arizona—no longer has the power it once yielded. 
There was a time in Arizona history when no leg
islation was enacted without the approval of the 
mining lobby, particularly the Phelps-Dodge Cor
poration .... It is true that the power 
utilities today are the strongest lobby in the 
legislature.34 

A legislator once pointed out that everyone in the 

legislature must represent the interest of Arizona Public 

Service Corporation. It is one business which has major 

holdings in 13 of the state's 14 counties. 

Summary 

Although Arizona's Republican Party has made hope

ful gains in recent years, this does not detract from the 

fact that historically the state has been controlled by the 

Democrats. It is possible however, to detect political 

changes which lead toward the emergence of a viable two-

party system. 

The state continues to reel from the impact of 

World War II. Almost overnight Arizonans witnessed the 

rise of two Important metropolitan areas centered around 

the cities of Phoenix and Tucson. Unlike other non-Southern 

states, urbanization has aided the Republicans. This comes 

as a result of the light technical manufacturing which has 

34. Jim Cooper, "The Political History of Arizona," 
unpublished manuscript, p. 93. 
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developed In the metropolitan areas since the war. The labor 

used in these industries has been recruited largely from the 

white collar class which is usually predominantly Republican. 

The ranks of the GOP have been strengthened by the tremen

dous influx of new residents, many of whom have been elderly 

citizens from mid-Western states. Of course the Democrats 

have done their part to enhance Republicanism by engaging 

in intra-party battles. The Democrats have not had adequate 

leadership since the death of Sidney Osborn in 1948. Inter

nal strife since his death has been the rule rather than the 

exception. 

The office of governor in Arizona is found within 

a plural executive system typical of most states. Constitu

tional provisions for the office have a strong Progressive 

flavor. In their quest for keeping government close to the 

people, the Arizona Progressives made all major executive 

offices directly elective. Because of their inordinate fear 

of political machines and bossism, the Constitution restricts 

the governor to a two-year term of office and does not supply 

any sizeable appointive power. Prom the viewpoint of a 

Progressive, the executive office was a model; however, it 

was soon regarded by students of administration as a jumbled 

mess! 

Since statehood only four Republicans have been 

elected to the governorship. Democrats have historically 



54 

controlled the legislature, but with mounting gains in the 

metropolitan areas the GOP may gain control of the House 

within the current decade. 

The Arizona legislature has been wracked by an un

usual type of factionalism. This stems from the election 

of the presiding officer in each house. Due to .the lack 

of party competition for the positions, the real conflict 

occurs within the Democratic Party. Republicans occasion

ally gain positions of power by coalescing with dissident 

Democrats. Majority-minority factional lines are formed by 

the election of the Speaker of the House and the President 

of the Senate. Those legislators voting for the successful 

candidate become the majority bloc with the remaining members 

automatically becoming the minority bloc. This division may 

completely transcend party lines and geographic representa

tion. It is reflected in committee assignments, procedural 

matters, and voting behavior. 

In by-gone days the major lobbies in the Arizona 

legislature were easily identified as cattle, agriculture, 

mining, railroads, and utilities. The great triumvirate of 

the mines, railroads, and utilities, which once dominated 

all economic interests, now shows signs of crumbling. To

day the utilities look upon the growth of the metropolitan 

areas as a blessing because it has expanded their operation. 

For the mines and railroads however, the state's population 
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explosion merely means a bigger tax bite for education and 

social welfare costs. 

Today Arizona's governor gains most of his votes 

from the metropolitan areas of Phoenix and Tucson. He faces 

a legislature largely composed of metropolitan members in 

the House and non-metropolitan members in the Senate. The 

importance of the structure and organization of the legis

lature will be discussed in Chapter VI. 



CHAPTER III 

TEE GOVERNOR AS LEGISLATIVE PARTICIPANT: 
THE EXECUTIVE VETO 

Introduction 

The most widely discussed weapon in the legislative 

arsenal of the governor is the executive veto. The veto is 

not a native American practice, but rather is one passed 

down through the centuries from various contributors in 

Western civilization. The veto accompanied the transport 

of the royal governor to this country, and it became his 

most resented tool of authority. Thus when the constitu

tions of the new states were drafted, only Massachusetts 

and South Carolina conferred the veto power upon the gov

ernor. States soon started changing their negative attitude 

toward their chief executives, however, and by 1815 over half 

the states restored the veto power to the governorship.1 

During the nineteenth century the balance of power, origin

ally so weighted to favor the legislature, began to shift. 

1. The most thorough account of the evolution of 
the governorship is found in Leslie Lipson, The American 
Governor From Figurehead to Leader (Chicago: University 
of Chicago Press, 1938); for the historical development 
of the veto power see: John A. Fairlie, "The Veto Power 
of the State Governor," American Political Science Review. 
XI (August, 1917), pp. 473-493. 

56 
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Hence by the turn of the century virtually all state gover

nors possessed the veto. Today North Carolina is the only 

state withholding this power from the governor. 

The executive veto was originally intended as a 

safeguard against legislative encroachment of the executive. 

The trend in the twentieth century has been to strengthen 

this tool and redesign it to achieve positive purposes. The 

states of Alabama, Massachusetts, New Jersey, and Virginia 

for example, not only allow the governor the veto, but also 

the power of amendment. These amendments are then resubmit-

2 
ted for legislative concurrence. One quarter of the states 

provide the governor a pocket veto. Under the pocket veto, 

a bill fails to become law if the governor neglects to sign 

it before a specified time has elapsed after the adjournment 

of the legislature. 

The legislative vote necessary to override the gov

ernor's veto varies from state to state. Requirements range 

from a simple majority to a two-thirds vote of the entire 

membership of each house. Most states follow the national 

provision for a two-thirds vote of the members present and 

voting in each house. 

By the time Arizona's Constitution was written, it 

was taken for granted that the governor should possess the 

2. In Alabama the legislature rarely fails to concur 
in the amendments made by the governor. See: Hallie Parmer, 
The Legislative Process in Alabama (University: Bureau of 
Public Administration, University of Alabama, 1949), p. 178. 
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veto. The executive article was patterned after those found 

in the constitutions of California, Oregon, and Wisconsin, 

all of which included a veto provision. Arizonans were also 

accustomed to the veto as the territorial governor had been 

allowed this power since 1863-

Arizona has been classified as a state having a 

strong executive veto. This classification is based in 

part on the time leniency granted the governor to consider 

bills, and the requirement of an extra ordinary legislative 

"5 vote to override vetoes. In Arizona every bill passed by 

the legislature must be presented to the governor for his 

acceptance or rejection. If he disapproves the bill, he 

is constitutionally obligated to return it to the house of 

origin accompanied by a veto message stating his objections. 

His veto may be overridden by a two-thirds vote of the mem-

4 bership of each house. During the legislative session the 

governor has five days in which to act on a bill. After 

3. For the entire criteria used in Judging the rela
tive strength of the veto in each state see: Frank W. 
Prescott, "The Executive Veto in American States," Western 
Political Quarterly. Ill (March, 1950), p. 100. 

4. The procedure for overriding a veto in Arizona 
differs from the national practice in two respects. One, on 
the national level all bills returned by the President must 
be reconsidered by the house of origin. In Arizona the 
house of origin may or may not reconsider a vetoed bill. Two, 
in Arizona it is more difficult to override a governor's veto 
because the Constitution requires two-thirds of the elected 
membership. The national Constitution only requires two-
thirds of the members present and voting. 
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adjournment the period is extended to ten days. In either 

case, if the governor does not specifically disapprove the 

bill, it becomes law as though the governor had signed it. 

Thus unlike our national chief executive, the governor of 

Arizona does not possess the pocket veto. 

Upon receiving a bill from the legislature, Arizona 

governors traditionally send it to the attorney-general for 

his opinion on its constitutionality. This is an informal 

practice and is used even when the governor and attorney-

general are of different political parties. 

Occasionally a governor will allow the time limit 

to lapse without signing a bill. Hence it becomes law 

without his signature. This may be a deliberate move to 

indicate the governor's neutrality. In such cases he might 

not object to the bill becoming law, but he might not want 

to give it official endorsement. Or it may just be a case 

of minor negligence. According to the staff assistant of 

a former governor, the time lapsed without a signature on 

one bill simply because the measure had been misplaced. Two 

weeks later, in an obscure corner desk, the bill was located, 

but it was too late. This embarrassed the governor because 

he had previously voiced support for the bill but dared not 

disclose the reason why he failed to sign it into law. 

The veto power does not extend to all forms of leg

islation. The governor is constitutionally restricted from 
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vetoing any initiative or referendum measures.^ Though there 

is much attention focused on the veto as a tool of legisla

tive influence, it has not been used in Arizona with great 

frequency. Prom 1912 to 1963 there were over 16,000 bills 

introduced in the regular and special sessions of the legis

lature. Of this number, 4,634 became law. Governors vetoed 

only 182 bills, representing 4 percent of all those presented 

to him. 

As Table I indicates, there have been far more vetoes 

used after, rather than during, the legislative session.^ 

This is primarily because of legislative procrastination—a 

characteristic feature of most legislative bodies. More 

than half the bills passed each year come within the last 

two weeks of the session. Therefore in Arizona the after 

session veto has the same effect as the pocket veto. The 

only difference between them is that the governor must state 

his reasons for disapproval. In any event, the legislature 

has no opportunity to override the veto.^ 

5. This restriction came as a result of an initiative 
proposition approved in the general election of 1914. 

6. The data used in Table I and subsequent tables 
and figures in this chapter is taken from the Journals of the 
Arizona House of Representatives and Senate. 

7. In Hew York the governor is allowed the pocket 
veto, but in recent years has rarely used it because most 
have preferred to specifically state their reasons for dis
approval* See Samuel R. Solomon, "The Governor as Legisla
tor," National Municipal Review, XL (November, 1951), p. 517. 
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TABLE I 

Volume of Legislation and Vetoes During Regular 
and Special Sessions. 1912 - 1963 

Years 

Bills 
Intro
duced 

Bills 
Signed 

Vetoes 
During 
Session 

Vetoes 
After 
Session 

Vetoes 
Over
ridden 

Percent 
Over
ridden 

1912-1920 2,238 662 10 18 3 11 

1921 -1930 2,124 645 !9 24 6 14 

1931-1940 2,673 614 6 24 1 3 

1941-1950 3,035 910 26 24 10 20 

1951-1960 5,159 1,399 13 11 1 4 

1961-1963 1 .702 383 _4 _0 __0 

Total 16,931 4,613 78 104 21 12 

Reasons for Disapproval 

In most states early governors, like early presi

dents before Jackson, used the veto sparingly. Governors 

used the negative to protect themselves from what they 

considered to be an unconstitutional encroachment on their 

authority by the legislature. It was also used to stymie 

what was thought to be unconstitutional legislative acts. 

During the latter part of the nineteenth century the veto 

was used more and more by the states * chief executives for 

policy reasons. 
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TABLE II 

Governors' Reasons for Vetoing Bills, 1941 - 1963 

Governor A B 0 D E F G H I 

Osborn 4 1 4 16 3 4 1 2 3 

Garvey 1 3 0 6 0 1 2 0 1 

Pyle 2 0 1 2 0 4 0 0 0 

MacFarland 2 0 1 7 1 1 0 1 0 

Fannin _1_ _0 __0 -5 __2 _0 _1_ _0 _1_ 

Total 10 4 6 36 6 10 4 3 5 

A. Unconstitutional 
B. Defective drafting 
0. Economically unfair; tax burden 
D. Unsound public policy 
E. Unnecessary 
F. Duplicates or conflicts with existing law 
G. Confusing 
H. Incomplete 
1. Miscellaneous 

* 
The classification scheme for this table is based 

upon that used by Harold M. Dorr, "The Executive Veto in 
Michigan," Michigan History Magazine. XX (1936), p. 104; 
also used by Prescott. op. clt.. p.- 109. 

According to a nationwide study by Prank Prescott in 

1950, the most common reason given by governors for exer

cising the veto was that the legislation was opposed to sound 

public policy. The second most widely used reason was that 

the bill was unnecessary; and the third was for economy or 
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tax burden. These reasons given by governors of other states 

are similar to those given by governors in Arizona. 

Of the nine categories used, approximately 43 per

cent fall under the public policy heading. This corresponds 

exactly to the 43 percent of the bills Prescott found on a 

national basis. 

Occasionally a bill will be struck down because of 

defective construction. This has not occurred frequently 

in Arizona (4 percent), but in some states it is prevalent 

and becomes a major nuisance to the governor. For example, 

Hallie Parmer tells us that in Alabama "so many defective 

bills have been sent to the chief executive's office that 

governors from time to time have protested to the legislature 

9 about the burdens thrown on them by legislative inefficiency." 

A few bills have been vetoed in Arizona, not for 

substantive reasons, but merely because of the procedure 

used in their passage. In 1927 Governor Hunt vetoed a high

way bill because he claimed "every tenet of parliamentary 

procedure was violated in its passage."10 He hastened to 

add that he was fully aware of the fact that the Supreme 

Court had declared that it would not inspect the record on 

8. Prescott, 0£. clt.. p. 109. 

9. Farmer, 0£. cit., p. 181. 

10. Journal of the House. 8th Leg., Reg. Sess., 
1927, P. 817. 
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a bill to ascertain whether or not it had been properly 

enacted into law. Hence this type of scrutiny, Hunt argued, 

was the necessary job of the governor. 

Because a governor is willing to affix his name to a 

bill does not indicate that he always personally approves. 

The governor is not required to state his reasons in approv

ing a bill, but occasionally a statement will be issued to 

voice dissatisfaction even though the bill is officially 

approved. For example, in 1945 the legislature passed an 

act designed to limit the budget-making authority of the 

highway commission. Governor Osborn reluctantly signed the 

bill and then stated that the only reason he didn't veto it 

was because he feared it would be replaced by something 
11 

worse. 

Though the governor does not have the power of amend

ment, he will sometimes sign a bill and then issue a state

ment recommending remedial amendments. In Ihis situation 

the governor is not fully pleased, yet he fears that if the 

bill is vetoed, there is little likelihood that a similar 

measure will make it through the legislative process. This 

practice was started in 1912 when Governor Hunt was presented 

a bill creating the office of Inspector of Weights and Meas

ures. He signed the bill and then issued a statement to 

11. Session Laws. 17th Leg., 1st Spec. Sess., 1945, 
P. 504. 
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the legislature in which he outlined in detail his suggested 

amendments.12 

Constitutionally the governor must state the reasons 

why he has disapproved a bill. It does not specify how de

tailed these reasons should be. Most governors carefully 

select those portions of the bill they find odious. Often 

they present their justifications by citing the Constitution, 

statutes, legislative records, and so forth. At the other 

extreme there will be an occasional veto message which is 

vague and unspecific. An amusing example of this latter 

type is a message of Governor Hunt during the 1927 session. 

He felt a certain bill was objectionable, yet found it dif

ficult to express his objections, thus he stated: 

In considering this bill and its companion bill, 
SB 45, I am reminded of a placard that was placed 
around the neck of a man who was hanged in Arizona 
territory some years ago. The placard read 'this 
man was a very bad man in many respects and damn 
sight worse' in other.1'' 

Use and Success 

In most states veto frequency has increased in pro

portion to the volume of bills passed by the legislature. 

But in Arizona the volume of legislation has steadily 

12. Journal of the House. 1st Leg., Reg. Sess., 
1912, p. 571. 

13. Journal of the Senate. 8th Leg., Reg. Sess., 
1927, p. 539. 
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increased while veto frequency has not. In fact fewer bills 

have been disapproved in the past decade than in earlier 

periods. We can not assume from this that recent governors 

have been necessarily less aggressive and more appreciative 

of the "wisdom" of the legislature. This could be the case, 

but there are numerous other possibilities in explaining the 

disuse of the veto such as: (1) the volume of legislation 

has increased but the bills have been of a less significant 

nature; (2) recent governors have been more successful in 

using the threat of veto and thereby have influenced the 

substance of legislation before reaching the governor's 

desk; (3) since Republicans have held the governorship most 

of the time since 1951, fewer bills have been disapproved 

for fear that the Democratically controlled legislature 

would override the veto; (4) the policy attitudes of recent 

governors have been more in tune with the legislature; (5) 

there has been more congeniality with recent governors be

cause, either out of fear or good sense, they have not tam

pered with those bills considered sacred by the legislature; 

and (6) recent governors have had less of a personal antag

onism toward the legislature. 

Of these various reasons, and of course there could 

be numerous others, the latter two seem most plausible. But 
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before discussing these, first analyze Figure 1 on the fol-

14 
lowing page. 

Notice that George Hunt and Sidney Osborn have more 

vetoes to their credit than all other governors. They also 

had more of their vetoes overridden by the legislature. 

This volume is due in part to their tenure in office, but is 

also due to their attitude toward the legislature and the 

types of bills on which they were willing to risk a veto. 

Despite the fact that Hunt and Osborn were bitter 

enemies, they had a great deal in common. Both, were emo

tionally, if not ideologically, tied to Progressivism. Hunt 

was elected to the Oonstitutional Convention as a Progres

sive from Gila County and was selected as its president. 

Osborn was a Progressive delegate from Maricopa County and 

the convention's youngest member. Both campaigned and were 

elected on the Democratic ticket in 1911, Hunt as Governor 

and Osborn as Secretary of State. 

While these men held the governorship, they both 

fancied themselves as spokesmen for the "common man." To 

promote this image they associated themselves with organ

ized labor and crusaded against special privilege. Hunt 

focused his sights on the mines, and Osborn zeroed in on 

14. This figure is patterned after one used by 
Fred Gant, Jr., "The Chief Executive of Texas: A Study in 
Gubernatorial Leadership," an unpublished- Ph.D. dissertation, 
(University of Texas, 1962), p. 229. 
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FIGURE 1 

Vetoes of Governors of Arizona During 
Regular and Special Sessions, 1912 - 1963 

Governor: 

Hunt (D) 

Campbell (R) 

Phillips (R) 

Mouer (D) 

Stanford (D) 

Jones (D) 
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Garvey (D) 
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Fannin (R) 
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the public utilities. Most importantly, they both conceived 

of the governorship as being the natural adversary of the 

legislature. They claimed the legislature was a breeding-

ground for special interests and therefore should be checked 

by a governor who "represented the interest of all Arizonans." 

Whether or not the charge was accurate, the legislators re

sented being identified as patsies for the big interests. 

Under Hunt and Osborn the legislature was extremely sensi

tive about the aggressive legislative role of the governor. 

They were quick to defend their historic prerogatives from 

what they considered to be executive encroachment. 

Hunt set a vetoing record in the session of 1927. 

Of the 41 bills vetoed during his entire seven terms as 

governor, 18 of these came during the stormy session of 

1927. Eight of these vetoes were successfully overridden. 

Governor Hunt opened the session with a somewhat less than 

subtle blast at the legislature. Unwilling to let his 

audience forget the turbulance of previous sessions, he 

stated: 

I am going to assume that the members of the legis
lature will fulfill their responsibilities in a 
spirit of loyalty to the public good. I trust that 
some of the practices which have prevailed in pre
vious sessions will not again be evident in the 
eighth session /J927?. Such tactics bode no good 
for the state of Arizona.'5 

15. Journal of the House, 8th Leg., Reg. Sess., 
1927, P. 137. 
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At first glance these remarks may appear to be an 

expression of hope, but when one considers that the lead

ership of the legislature had not changed much from previous 

sessions—they were probably intended to be a threat. By 

mid-session, executive-legislative relations had deteriorated 

to a new low. Hunt resorted to his well-worn technique of 

branding the legislature with the stigma of special interest. 

He accused the leadership of being "those who look for guid

ance from the so-called 'representative people' but in 

reality represent the ambitions of a few men of wealth and 

power who seek to direct and control the government of 
16 

Arizona." He further claimed that the legislature as it 

was then made up constituted "a grave menace to popular 

government."^ 

Conflict during the 1927 session was sometimes petty 

and always highly personal. Several bills which were vetoed 

and subsequently overridden were far from crucial issues. 

For example, one concerned county mutual fire insurance com

panies; another related to liens of landlords; and a third 

concerned the transfer of motor vehicle titles. 

After a verbal barrage which lasted most of the 

session, the legislature retaliated against the governor 

16. Journal of the House. 8th Leg., 2d Spec. Sess., 
1927, P. 887. 

17. Ibid. 
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by reducing the appropriation for numerous executive offices. 

The coup de grace for the session came when Hunt took the 

unprecedented step of vetoing the entire general appropria

tion bill. In his veto message he stated: 

There is one principle that appears to me clear 
and well defined as written in this bill, and that 
is, that nearly every ministerial office identified 
with the Executive Department has had its appropria
tion slashed without reference to the needs of the 
department, the work required of it, or the needs 
of the state. . . . the legislature should not 
pass legislation for the departments of the state 
with the idea of venting spleen on certain offi
cers of the state . . . . ° 

One can easily understand why Hunt was distressed, 

but his veto was nothing less than an act of spite. The 

general appropriation bill was needed to finance state oper

ations for a two-year period and obviously the governor 

realized the necessity of the bill. He thought that veto

ing the bill afforded him an opportunity to teach the legis

lature a lesson for slashing his appropriations, but his 

scheme backfired. The legislature easily overrode the veto 

and made Hunt appear silly and irresponsible. 

For seven terms both Hunt and the legislature mutu

ally contributed to the conflict. As a result, the legisla

tive effectiveness of Hunt was diminished and legislative-

executive relations permanently impaired. 

18. Journal of the House. 8th Leg., Reg. Sess., 
1927, P. 887. 
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While Sidney Osborn occupied the governor's chair 

he, like his predecessor, George Hunt, looked upon himself 

as a "modern Saint George slaying the dragon of vicious 
1 9 

legislation with his veto sword." During his seven and 

one half year tenure, Osborn had a total of 36 successful 

and unsuccessful vetoes. Eleven of these vetoes came during 

the heated session of 1947 with the legislature overriding 

five of them. To understand the turbulence of the 194-7 ses

sion, there is need for a personal note on Osborn. During 

this session the Governor Tcnew he was afflicted with an 

incurable fatal disease—amyotrophic laternal sclerosis. 

Osborn had always been a man of strong will and firm moral 

conviction. His illness solidified his determination and 

caused him to be uncompromising with the legislature. Yet 

his conflict with the legislature was not due entirely to 

his inflexibility but was also aggravated by the pettiness 

of the legislature. Anna Frohmiller, whcwas then State 

Auditor, felt that "the governor needled the legislature 

too much. The legislators really liked him /0sborn7, but 

he kept exposing their pettinesses and making them look like 

fools, and so the legislature was bound to end up antag

onistic. 1,20 

19. Solomon, ojd. cit., p. 518. 

20. David P. Brinegar, "Governor Sidney P. Osborn: 
The Record of a Final Dramatic Illness," unpublished collec
tion of notes compiled between September 4, 1947 and May 25, 
1948 (deposited in the University of Arizona Library), p. 29. 
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Depending upon the strength of his commitment, Osborn 

would often make moral issues out of political questions. 

For example, the major reason for his vetoing several bills 

pertaining to horse racing was because he was opposed to this 
2 1  

evil form of squandering money. He would sometimes veto 

bills though he could reasonably anticipate its futility. 

In 1947 Osborn especially irritated the legislature by veto

ing two bills providing reimbursement to the legislators 

for food and lodging. Both measures were overridden by a 

95 percent vote in each house. The Governor knew that his 

veto would not be sustained, but he used it anyway because 

he felt this was a sneaky way of raising legislative salaries 

and thus it became a matter of principle. 

The examples taken from the administrations of Hunt 

and Osborn are used to substantiate a point made earlier— 

the frequency and success in using the veto depends upon the 

attitudes of the governors involved as well as the types of 

bills on which they are willing to risk disapproval. 

The Item Veto 

The item veto was introduced to American government 

by the Southern Confederacy. Georgia in 1865 was the first 

21. This moral tone is especially evident in Governor 
Osborn's veto message of H.B. 137, Journal of the House. 
15th Leg., Reg. Sess., 194-1, p. 279. 



74 

state to adopt this device and it is now used in 40 states 

including Arizona. Originally the item veto was designed 

to prohibit unconstitutional appropriations by the legisla

ture. Today it is listed as a device to enhance the fiscal 

control of the governor. 

The item veto is a highly lauded means of strength

ening the bargaining power of the governor with the legisla

ture. For example, Professor Nelson McGeary contends that 

". . .in those states which give their chief executive the 

right to reject items in appropriation bills, the governors 
22 

have been able to mold legislation to their liking." 

Despite the claims of some political scientists, 

the item veto in Arizona has been a neglected tool of legis-

23 
lative influence. The following table indicates that 

this device has been used only eleven times since statehood. 

It has been completely ignored by four governors in the last 

16 years. 

The only significant out ever made was by Osborn 

in 1943 when he vetoed the entire highway department section 

22. M. Nelson McGeary, "The Governor's Veto in 
Pennsylvania," American Political Science Review. XLI 
(October, 1947), p. 941. 

23. For example see: Glenn R. Negley, "The Executive 
Veto in Illinois," American Political Science Review. XXXIII 
(December, 1939), p. 1,052; Byron R. Abernethy. Some Persist
ing Questions Concerning the Constitutional State Executive 
(Lawrence: Governmental Research Series, No. 23, University 
of Kansas, 1960), pp. 64-65. 
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Item Vetoes Used During Regular and Special Sessions, 
1912 -1963 

Number of 
Year Bill " Items Vetoed Amount 

1912 H.B. 182 1 $ 1,400 

1917 H.B. 178 7 17,800 

1921 S.B. 51 12 30,200 

1922 H.B. 59 23 72.620* 

1923 S.B. 156 9 76,580 

1931 S.B. 152 20 369,500 

1941 H.B. 190 1 57,400 

1943 H.B. 225 19 3,694,964** 

1947 H.B. 
H.B. 
S.B. 

380 
309 
45 

4 
1 
2 

64,050 
20,000*** 
2.??0 

^Underscored items denote special sessions. 

$3,520,964 of this amount was the entire highway-
department appropriation. 

***This item veto was subsequently overridden. 

from the general appropriation bill. This was done merely 

to force the legislature to alter the method of budgeting 

within the department. In a special session the legislature 

made this alteration and an appropriation to the department 

which equaled the one previously vetoed by the governor. 

This latter appropriation was not vetoed. 
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A major reason why the governor has not used the 

Item veto more frequently is because the legislature has 

deliberately constructed appropriation bills in such a way 

so as to stymie its use. Those items which the legislature 

feels have questionable gubernatorial support are rearranged 

or lumped with those items the governor is forced, either 

by conviction or necessity, to approve. As a hypothetical 

example, a governor may be opposed only to a certain small 

appropriation to a department, but to strike the item the 

governor might be forced to eliminate half the operating 

appropriations for the department. One apparent solution 

to this difficulty is for the governor to effect a change 

before the bill reaches his desk by threatening to use the 

veto. In reality, however, this technique is not useful, 

because it merely serves as a warning to the legislature 

as to the items which should be juggled to avoid the item 

veto. 

The frustration of the governor in using the item 

veto was pointed out by Dan Garvey in 1949. In a message 

to the legislature, issued with the signing of the general 

appropriation bill, Governor Garvey stated: 

Under the Constitution the governor is permitted 
to disapprove any particular item of an appropria
tion bill but this bill is prepared In such a manner 
that he is deprived of his constitutional right in 
this respect. 
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I am signing the bill, as stated before, because 
I do not wish to burden the taxpayers of the state 
with the cost of a special session of the legisla
ture but I thoroughly disapprove of the bill and the 
manner in which it is drawn. 4 

The neglect and ineffectiveness of the item veto in Arizona 

may not be uncommon in other states. In his comprehensive 

study of 1950, Prank Prescott concluded that 11. . . the 

partial veto of appropriations has been exercised more 

widely, if not more dramatically, in the nineteen-twenties 

25 
than in the period under review." In an article written 

two years earlier, Prescott described the item veto as "a 

useful, albeit somewhat rusty 'gun behind the door1 to be 

aimed at an occasional predatory prowler. More modern 

weapons are demanded to meet irresponsible mass attacks 

on the public treasury." Perhaps the "modern weapon" 

should be a part of an overall executive budget system 

which is a tppic of consideration in Chapter V. 

The Threat of Veto 

It is virtually impossible to accurately assess 

the effects of the veto threat. The untold number of bills 

24. Journal of the House. 19th Leg., Reg. Sess., 
1949, p. 655. 

25. Prescott, o£. cit., p. 108. 

26. Prank ¥. Prescott, "The Executive Veto in 
Southern States," Journal of Politics. X (November, 1948), 
p. 674.' 
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altered before reaching the governor's office will forever 

remain unknown. The actual threat may never be used yet 

may exist in the minds of the legislators. If the threat 

is openly used, it represents the use of a negative tool 

to accomplish positive results. 

Leslie Lipson argues that the "indirect influence 

of the veto threat is incalculable. Both legislators and 

administrative agencies must come to terms with the governor 
27 

because of the threat which he holds over them." This is 

a plausible argument and no doubt the veto threat has gen

erally had this type of effect. Yet the threat might also 

serve as a means of solidifying opposition to the governor. 

This is reputed to be the case on several threats issued to 
PR 

Congress by President Truman. The possibility of this, 

backfiring effect especially would be present when support 

and opposition of the chief executive within the legislature 

was closely divided. The governor's opposition group in 

the legislature would be more than willing to override a 

veto and thereby embarrass the governor. 

An interesting example of the successful use of the 

veto threat is the experience of Governor Paul Fannin with 

27. Lipson, ££. .cit., p. 210. 

28. William H. Young, Qgg and Ray's Essentials of 
American Government (New York: Appleton-Oentury-Crofts, 
1959), p. 251. 



an omnibus salary bill (H.B. 273) in the regular session 

of 1962. During that session the majority faction in the 

House was-hostile toward the Governor while the leadership 

in the Senate gave him lukewarm support. In the original 

House Bill, the majority faction decided to raise the salary 

of the Governor from $18,500 to $32,000. No doubt the 

Governor deserved such a salary increase, but the real rea

son why the House majority wanted the raise was to embarrass 

the Governor in an election year. Fannin had preached to 

the legislature in his annual message on the virtues of cut

ting the costs of state government. The majority thought 

he could be forced to eat crow by endorsing his own salary 

increase of $13,500. William Stephens, majority leader and 

most vociferous opponent of Fannin, handled the debate on 

the floor of the House in support of raising the Governor's 

salary. With tongue in cheek, he sang the praises of the 

state's over-burdened governor and asked his colleagues if 

even $32,000 was sufficient pay for such a demanding job! 

When members of the minority questioned his intentions, 

Stephens replied—"Don't you think our present hard-working 

Governor is worth $32,000 a year?" John Haugh, Republican 

minority leader, recognized the obvious strategy of the ma

jority bloc and attempted to amend the bill, but his efforts 

were in vain. 
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When Fannin was informed that the unamended bill had 

passed the House, he became furious. After conferring with 

his advisors as to whether he could or should use the item 

veto, he decided to first direct his attention toward the 

Senate. In a most resolute manner, he let it be known to 

Clarence Carpenter, President of the Senate, that if his 

salary appropriation was not reduced, he would "veto the 

whole damn bill." 

The Senate did not want the other state officials 

to think that their salary increases would be sacrificed 

because of a silly squabble with the governor and therefore 

quickly reduced the governor's salary to $22,500. This 

amendment was later accepted by the House. 

Summary 

Arizona has been classified as a strong veto state. 

But we can not conclude from this that the governor has a 

strong legislative role. It has been demonstrated that the 

veto is used less today than it was 15 years ago. Further

more the veto has been overridden by the legislature toore 

in Arizona's short history than in most other states in the 

29 union. ^ In Arizona four percent of the bills presented to 

29. Frank W. Prescott, "The Executive Veto in the 
American States," Western Political Quarterly. Ill (March, 
1950), p. 104; Ooleman B. Ransone, Jr., The Office of-
Governor in the United States (University: University of 
Alabama Press, 1956), pp. 180-182. 
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the governor have been vetoed, with 12 percent of these be

ing overridden. 

The most unsuccessful use of the veto came under 

the administrations of Hunt and Osborn. This is largely-

due to the aggressive and antagonistic feeling these men 

had toward the legislature, plus their willingness to risk 

vetoes on bills which were highly regarded by the legisla

ture. A classic example of this latter tendency was Osborn1s 

disapproval of the legislative subsistence appropriations 

in 1947. 

In an article on the legislative role of the governor 

in New York, Samuel Solomon states that "a popular conception 

regarding the executive veto is that a difference in politi

cal party between the governor and legislature will result 

in a greater use of the veto than when the two are of the 

30 same party." In conclusion he finds that this does not 

hold true for New York. Several years later in a study on 

the Illinois legislature, Gilbert Steiner and Samuel Gove 

contend, "there appears to be no correlation between vetoes . 

and political heterogeneity, nor between . the absence of 

31 vetoes and political homogeneity in the State House." 

30. Solomon, _o£. clt., p. 517. 

31. Gilbert Y. Steiner and Samuel K. Gove, Legisla
tive Politics in Illinois (Urbana: University of Illinois 
Press, 1960), p. 35. 
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These findings for New York and Illinois also hold true for 

Arizona. Only the Republican governors have faced politi

cally hostile legislatures and they have usually used the 

veto with great moderation. Both Hunt and Osborn faced 

several legislatures that were 100 percent controlled by 

the Democrats. 

The item veto has proven to be of little use to 

governors in Arizona. The juggling of items by the legis

lature has provided an effective means of circumventing the 

use of this negative. It rarely has been used since 1912. 

In Arizona the veto has afforded the governor an 

opportunity to participate but not lead in the legislative 

process. The veto alone certainly can not support a posi

tive legislative role for the governor. It has been a nega

tive device most frequently used by harassed governors against 

equally harassed legislatures. 



CHAPTER IV 

THE GOVERNOR AS POLICY INITIATOR: 
RECOMMENDATIONS AND SPECIAL SESSIONS 

The veto power remains a negative tool for Arizona 

governors. It provides them with a means of participating 

in the legislative process but no opportunity to exert posi

tive leadership. The veto is "based on the notion that the 

legislature should initiate policy, and the governor should 

disapprove that which is unconstitutional or undesirable. 

By exercising the veto the executive does not act but rather 

reacts. 

Aside from the veto, the Constitution provides the 

governor with two positive tools to influence legislation— 

the power to recommend, and the power to call special ses

sions of the legislature. These devices have received less 

attention in literature on the governorship than the veto 

but are more important in providing the governor a basis 

for legislative leadership. Whether the governor actually 

uses these leadership tools is not too important. More 

significant is the expectation that he will assume the 

initiative in advancing policy. 

83 
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The Power to Recommend 

The governor of Arizona has an opportunity to develop 

his own legislative program apart from the legislature. The 

most important points of his program are enunciated in his 

annual message to the legislature.1 The Constitution pro

vides that "he shall communicate, by message, and recommend 

2 such matters as he shall deem expedient." 

For one day each year the governor becomes the un

disputed center of legislative attention. More than any 

other single document, the message is a lasting record of 

the ambitions and policies of the governor. The message is 

important because it defines the policy positions of the 

chief executive and is used as sTrallying point for his leg

islative supporters. It provides an opportunity to mold 

public opinion and may also serve as a platform in subse

quent elections. 

Preparing the Program 

In those states where one party is dominant, it is 

possible to anticipate a governor's legislative program be

fore it is delivered. In the South, each^Democratic guber

natorial candidate generally enters the primary election 

1. Until 1951 the state had biennial legislative 
sessions. 

2. Constitution of Arizona. Art. V, sec. 4. 
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with his own platform. After the primary, unless a run-off 

election is necessary, the platform of the victorious guber-

natorial candidate becomes his party's platform. Hence 

the governor presents a program which most of the legisla

tors had supported, at least officially, during the campaign. 

This does not mean that a Southern governor always gets his 

way with the legislature, but it does mean that he starts 

with an advantage over his counterpart in a closely divided 

two-party state. In the latter states, including Arizona, 

gubernatorial candidates share the platform drafting with 

other party leaders. 

In Arizona the formation of party platforms is the 

function of the executive council of the state central com

mittee. The council is composed of congressional, state

wide, and legislative candidates, plus the members of the 

state executive committee. Thus the governor is not sole 

architect of the platform, but must share this power with 

other nominees and party regulars. In actual practice it 

is possible for an energetic gubernatorial candidate to as

sume the leading role especially if he is an incumbent. 

Prom time to time Arizona governors have associated 

their legislative program with their party's platform. 

3. See: Ooleman B. Ransone, Jr., The Office of 
Governor in the United States (University: University of 
Alabama Press, 1956), p. 167; The Office of Governor in 
the South (University: University of Alabama Press, 1951), 
p. 68. 
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Since the Democrats historically have controlled the legis

lature, this practice has been limited almost entirely to 
4 

Democratic governors. When this technique is used, the 

governor will often refer to the program as our program 

and remind the legislators that as members of the executive 

council, they had an opportunity to influence the platform. 

A classic example of this approach is the program presented 

by Governor Ernest MacParland to the legislature in 1955. 

In an appeal to the 81 percent of the legislators who were 

of his party, he observed: 

Those of us who are Democrats were elected on a 
platform of the Democratic Party. It is a con
structive platform which, after discussion of 
paragraph by paragraph and plank by plank, was 
adopted by a vote of our party council. The 
Democratic candidates, including the members of 
the legislature, participated in writing our 
platform. It was discussed in detail during the 
campaign and the people placed their stamp of 
approval on it by electing us. Therefore it 
should be looked upon as a mandate. I recom
mend it as a guide for the adoption of legis
lation. . . .5 

In recent years one incumbent Republican governor— 

Howard Pyle—did not risk alienating his Democratic friends 

in the legislature by associating his program with the Re

publican platform. He did, however, present his program 

4. The Republican gubernatorial exception was Thomas 
Campbell. In his legislative message of 1921 he referred 
to his party's platform, but one must keep in mind that the 
Republicans controlled approximately half the legislative 
seats in that year. 

5. Journal of the House. 22d Leg., 1st Reg. Sess., 
1955, p. 16. 
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as a mandate of the people ratified by his victory in the 

preceding general election. Sporting a 60 percent election 

margin, Pyle opened his address to the legislature in 1953 

by stating, "at the very outset let me say for the record 

that this will only be the final 30 minutes of a message 

that has been four months in its delivery to the legisla

ture and the people of Arizona. 

Sidney Osborn's programs contained many items found 

in the Democratic platform. This compatibility was largely 

due to his dominant role in drafting the party's platforms 

during most of the 1940's. There is little similarity on 

the other hand between the Democratic platforms and the leg

islative programs of George Hunt. Hunt was an aggressive 

and popular governor, but he was not successful in leading 

his party's organization. As a matter of fact, Hunt had 

numerous conflicts with the party regulars while he held 

7 the governorship. 

6. Journal of the House. 21st Leg., 1st Reg. Sess., 
1953, P. 14. 

7. As an indication of Hunt's problems with the 
regular party organization, the following quote is taken 
from Sidney Osborn's Dunbar's Weekly, p. 4, an unofficial 
house organ of the regular Democratic Party. On August 21, 
1926 in reference to Hunt, Osborn stated: 

The people are seeing you as you really are not as 
you pretend to be. You have bamboozled the people 
so long and so well but there is an end to every
thing and the end to your reign of hypocrisy and 
buncombe will occur on September 7, 1926. Goodby 
Governor, may you have a long and happy private 
life. 
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In recent years both parties have drastically changed 

the format of their platforms. Instead of listing specific 

planks, it has become the practice to state vague general 

principles. Nowadays a governor's program is bound to com

plement his party's platform if he merely stays within the 

bounds of patriotism, thrift and honesty! 

For those governors who have not relied upon the 

party platform, it is virtually impossible to locate the 

various sources from which their programs have been taken. 

In some states, governors have utilized the talents of aca

demicians from the faculties of local universities. Most 

prominent examples have been Robert LaPollette's use of the 

faculty of the University of Wisconsin, and Prank Lowden's 

use of the Department of Political Science at the University 

of Illinois. 

Arizona has nothing that would correspond with this 

practice. Academicians have been largely ignored. Occasion

ally one will be appointed to a state position, such as the 

University of Arizona's Neal Houghton's appointment to the 

Power Commission. But they have not been used for anything 

that would resemble a "brains trust." Journalists have had 

more success in gaining advisory positions with governors 

than the university faculty members. Examples of newspaper

men being used for administrative assistants would include 

Mulford Windsor (Yuma Sun) and H. S. McCluske (Arizona Labor 
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Journal) under Hunt, Hal Mitchell (Arizona Republic) under 

Osborn and Garvey, Harvey Mott (Arizona Republic) under Pyle, 

and Jack Lynch (Arizona Republic) under MacFarland. 

The use of members of the legislature in preparing 

gubernatorial programs has varied. As the case study in 

Chapter VII demonstrates, legislators have been influential 

in shaping the programs of Paul Fannin. While Howard Pyle 

was governor, he included a few select Republicans such as 
8 

Robert Wallace and Robert Myer, in preparing his program. 

On the other hand, Sidney Osborn was a very self-reliant 

man and seldom conferred with members of the legislature in 

program planning. His feeling was "if they /the legislators^ 

didn't do him any favors, later he would not be placed in 

9 the compromising position of doing them any favors." 

In tracing the substantive changes which have taken 

place in gubernatorial programs, it is important to view 

them in their historical context. Needs often have been 

dictated by prevailing conditions in the state and nation. 

For example, during Hunt's first two terms, the state needed 

a revision and enlargement of the statutes. Of necessity 

the Governor was more interested in creating new state 

8. Robert Wallace and Robert Myer, both of Phoenix, 
were leading Republican members of the House during Pyle's 
four years in office. 

9. Interview with a former staff aid to Sidney 
Osborn, November 7, 1963. 
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agencies and enacting basic laws than in sophisticated 

schemes and reforms. 

Governors have also been influenced by developments 

in other states. The movement for administrative reorganiza

tion, especially the 1917 reform in Illinois, had considerable 

impact on the programs presented by Governor Campbell in 1919 

and 1921. Indeed Campbell even arranged an appearance of 

Illinois Governor Frank 0. Lowden before the legislature in 

1921. In his address, Lowden urged the legislature to enact 

the various reorganization suggestions made by Campbell.10 

Arizona has not been immune to major national econ

omic fluctuations. The post World War I agricultural de

pression, which swept most of the mid-West, was also felt 

in Arizona. These conditions set the tone for Governor 

Hunt's program of 1923. His message stressed the need for 

tax and mortgage relief and was prefaced by the remark— 

"the tremendous task of financing the War and paying the 

interest on the public debt, added to the ordinary costs of 

government, has become a severe burden to the taxpayers of 

11 this state and natinn." 

As one might expect, the great depression of the 

1930's profoundly shaped the programs of all governors 

10. The Arizona Republican. February 8, 1921, p. 3. 

11. Journal of the Senate. 6th Leg., Reg. Sess., 
1923, P. 5. 
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during that period. In most cases the "biennial messages 

were devoted to informing the legislators of the needed 

legislation to enable the state to participate in federal 

projects. 

In a sense, external national and international 

pressures restrict the governor's power of recommendation. 

Often his pet projects and well laid plans must be sacri

ficed for crisis type legislation demanded by the times. 

Yet as a result of such pressures, the governor's position 

with the legislature might be enhanced if he were to capi

talize on crisis to whip up enthusiasm for his program. An 

interesting example of this technique is found in a message 

of Sidney Osborn delivered to the legislature in April, 

1942. 

The time has come when war-time legislation is essen
tial. Not only is the nation at war, but this state 
is at war—the bloodiest cruelist war in our history. 
We must put the state on a war-time footing. That 
means unity. There must be no differences, no dis
sensions between us. We must get together and stay 
together, and we must do the things that need to be 
done for the common good—or we must die.^2 

While Howard Pyle was governor, he often referred 

to the Korean War in his legislative messages. In an effort 

to impress upon the legislature the need for additional 

traffic'safety legislation, he drew analogies such as, 

12, Journal of the Senate. 15th Leg., 1st Spec. 
Sess., 1942, p. 13. 
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"human life is actually far cheaper on Arizona1s highways 
13 

than in the rice paddies of Korea." 

In addition to the influence of external events, 

gubernatorial programs also reflect internal developments. 

For example, as Arizona has become more urbanized, it is 

possible to detect a more distinct metropolitan flavor in 

governors' messages. The stated most pressing problem of 

recent years is the mounting property tax burden on metro

politan homeowners. All governors since Pyle have referred 

to this problem. The property tax burden is partially due 

to revenue demands which are obviously more intense in the 

metropolitan areas than elsewhere in the state. But this 

burden is also due to the fact that property valuations for 

tax purposes are highest in Pima and Maricopa counties. 

Property valuation depends upon the annual assessment made 

in each county by the assessor. Throughout the state there 

has never been uniformity in tax assessment practices. As 

a result there is wide disparity in property valuations from 

county to county. This variance would not cause a problem 

of imbalance if taxes were raised and revenues expanded 

within each county. This however, is not the case. Aside 

from property taxes collected within each county, Arizona 

has a statewide property tax. Recent governors have felt 

13. Journal of the House. 21st Leg., 1st Reg. Sess., 
1953, p. 23. 
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that homeowning taxpayers in .Pima and Maricopa counties 

shoulder an inequitable share of this latter tax burden be

cause of the increased property values in these counties. 

Governors have usually suggested a program for statewide 

revaluation. While such a program would not necessarily 

lower the taxes of those living in Maricopa and Pima coun

ties, the assessed valuations would at least be more in line 

with the outlying counties. Thus the burden of the state 

property tax would be more equitably distributed. 

The largest item for Arizona taxpayers is the school 

district property tax. This tax is higher in Phoenix and 

Tucson than in other areas of the state. In an effort to 

ease this tax burden, Governors Pyle and Fannin have urged 

a revised method of apportioning state school aid. They 

have argued that state aid should be distributed in accord

ance with the tax burden and need in each district instead 

of granting equal amounts to all districts based upon the 

current average daily attendance scheme. The result of such 

a revision would be a boon for metropolitan school districts. 

Other more obvious metropolitan items stressed by 

recent governors have been recommendations for the abatement 

of air polution, and the establishment of an intermediate 

juvenile institution in either Phoenix or Tucson. 

Governors strive to make each program distinctively 

their own, but it is difficult for them to present something 
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completely original They may present an occasional novel 

suggestion for the solution of a prevailing problem, but 

most incorporate into their program items used by a prede

cessor. For example, in 1963, when Paul Fannin called for 

the creation of a state centralized purchasing department, 

a few uninformed critics branded the suggestion as a new 

conspiracy designed to destroy local business. Fannin was 

aware that his request was not original. No doubt he was 

reminded that Howard Pyle had made the same suggestion ten 

years earlier. Perhaps he did not realize however, that 

the same item had been included in no less than seven mes

sages dating back to 1912. Hence previous programs present 

a major source of ideas for current programs. Many items 

have been slightly modified or updated, but have remained 

substantively the same as they passed from one governor to 

another. The following table is a compilation of the ten 

most frequently recurring recommendations since statehood. 

It includes suggestions from regular, budget, and supple-

. , 14 mental messages. 

Table I indicates that the most well-worn recommen-

dations are those under the general category of administra

tive reorganization. It seems that despite a variance of 

14. The data used in Table I and subsequent tables 
in this chapter is taken from the J ournals of the Arizona 
House of Representatives and Senate. 



TABLE I 

Most Frequently Recurring Recommendations'* Made in 
Governor s Messages, Regular Sessions, 1912 - 19&3 

A B C D E F G H I J  

Hunt 1 2 

Campbell 12 2 1 

Phillips 

Mouer 1 1 

Stanford 1 11 1 

J one s 111 

Osborn 2 112 1 

Garvey 1 1 1 

Pyle 3 1 2 

MacFarland 2 4 1 1 

Fannin 3 2 2 11 3 2 

A. Create Centralized Purchasing Department 
B. Create Executive Budget 
C. Appoint State Superintendent of Public Instruction 
D. General Reorganization of the Executive 
E. Create Department of Agriculture 
F. Create Department of Finance 
G. Create Department of Labor 
H. Statewide Reassessment 
I. Four-Year Term for Governor and Legislators 
J. Transfer of Federal Lands Memorial 
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political faith or temperament, most governors have agreed 

on the need for some type of executive reorganization. Most 

requests have been in the direction of administrative con

solidation with the desired goal of establishing clearer 

lines of authority between the governor and department heads. 

In short, governors have agreed that their administrative 

role should be augmented. 

The scope of other recommendations not listed in 

Table I range from the narrowest to the most general. At 

one extreme was an item in the 1917 message of Governor 

Campbell requesting $15*379.18 for a private claim against 

the state, at the other was Governor Garvey's 194-9 request 

for authority to reorganize the executive branch by guber-

1 5 natorial decree. 

A majority of governors have requested the legisla

ture to memorialize Congress either to act or refrain from 

acting on some particular proposal. For example, the most 

frequent request has been to memorialize Congress to trans

fer federal owned lands to the state. Often the memorial 

requests have been used by governors merely as a soapbox 

to speak on national issues. On the other hand, such re

quests may be carefully planned, not just by the governor, 

but also by someone in the state's congressional delegation. 

15. Journal of the Senate. 3rd Leg., Reg. Sess., 
1917* p. 89; Journal of the House. 19th Leg., Reg. Sess., 
1940, p. 23. 
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For instance, in 1962 Governor Fannin requested a memorial 

urging Congress and the national Department of Agriculture 

to allot acreage to the state for growing sugar beets. 

Prior to the time Fannin delivered his program, John Rhodes, 

Congressman from District 1, wrote Fannin and encouraged him 

to -include the memorial request in his annual message. He 

Informed the Governor that an important sugar allotment bill 

was going to be under consideration by Congress. The mem

orial might impress the House Agriculture Committee by in

dicating the state's unified interest in receiving an acreage 

allotment. The legislature responded to the request and per

haps the memorial was partially responsible for a 25,000 

acre allotment subsequently made by Secretary of Agriculture, 

Orville Freeman. 

Presentation and Reaction 

The Constitution obligates the governor to communi

cate with the legislature by message, but it does not spec

ify that this must be done in person. Governors historically 

have delivered all major messages to the legislature in per

son. The only exception was Sidney Osborn during the six 

special sessions of 194-7 and 1948.1̂  Personal delivery may 

appear to be inconsequential, yet on the national level 

Woodrow Wilson thought it important enough to break a 

16. Osborn was unable to appear before the legisla
ture in person because of his fatal illness. 
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century-long tradition by personally delivering his State of 

the Union Address to Congress in 1913. David Brinegar, re

porting for the now defunct Arizona Times, felt that Osborn's 

absence may have cost him part of his program. He wrote, 

"the Governor was not able to wrest from the legislature an 

enlarged social security fund in the first special session; 

his message was excellent, but lacked one thing that might 

1 7 have put it over—personal delivery." ' 

In recent years press reaction to the governor's 

program has been as predictable as a fair weather report in 

Southern Arizona. The Arizona Dally Star reacts favorably 

to those programs presented by Democrats and unfavorably 

to those presented by Republicans. The Arizona Republic 

reacts in Just the opposite manner. These two major papers 

are evidently convinced that gubernatorial programs should 

be interpreted within a partisan context regardless of the 

intent of the governor. 

Reaction of the legislature to the governor's an

nual program is also predictable. Statements to the press 

will usually be couched in partisan terms. The governor is 

praised by his friends and damned by his enemies depending 

17. David P. Brinegar, "Governor Sidney P. Osbom: 
The Record of a Pinal Dramatic Illness," unpublished collec
tion of notes compiled between September 4, 1947 and May 25, 
1948 (deposited in the University of Arizona Library), 
chapter 3, p. 13. 
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upon party affiliation. As Chapter One pointed out, the 

party label may not be decisive in organizing the legisla

ture, but it is a factor in the type of public statements 

made by the legislators. Since Paul Fannin has been Gover

nor, those Democrats who have coalesced with Republicans in 

the House have been conspicuously noncommital in their reac

tion to the Governor. The Democrats in the opposition House 

bloc have been his most severe critics. . Though Fannin 

usually has been on friendly terms with the Democrats in 

the Senate, each year he can expect adverse criticism from 

them when he presents his program. Republican floor leader 

Marshall Humphrey described Fannin's 1964 program as "short 

and to the point," while Harold Giss, Senate majority leader, 

said he "found nothing new in the governor's call for legis-
18 

lative action." Actually Giss has a cordial relationship 

with Fannin, but it would appear that at least once a year 

tradition demands that he make partisan comments about a 

governor not of his political faith. 

The actual delivery of the message is more important 

for public opinion purposes than in directly influencing the 

legislators. If the governor is especially glib and delivers 

his message in a dramatic fashion, the public reading the 

press accounts and viewing the films of the speech on 

18. The Arizona Republic (Phoenix), January 14, 
1964, p. 1. 



100 

television are more apt to be Impressed than the legislature. 

The picture on opening day is not one of a hushed chamber of 

attentive legislators sitting on the edge of their seats 

with their eyes fixed on the governor. The legislators are 

usually courteous but rather blase about the whole affair. 

This does not necessarily mean that they are uninterested 

or unimpressed. It does mean that they want to wait and 

see what public reaction to the program is going to be be

fore making any firm commitments. As one former member of 

the House and Senate observed: 

The real value of the legislative message is not 
in influencing the legislators directly, but in 
testing public opinion on a great array of issues. 
When the message is delivered, the governor is 
the first to wet his finger to determine which 
way public attitudes are blowing and with what 
strength. After the governor has done this, the 
legislators may sit back momentarily and view 
this spectacle.'9 

Implementing the Program 

A governor's program might be highly desirable and 

presented in a persuasive manner, but if it is not followed 

with specific legislation, his efforts are in vain. Under 

the constitutional principle of separation of powers, the 

governor's legislative role is frustrated and frustrating. 

He has authority to suggest legislation, but is not permitted 

19. Interview with former state Senator, David A. 
Wine, October 16, 1963. 
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to introduce it. Hence the governor must depend upon his 

friends in the legislature to implement his program. 

Some Arizona governors have prepared their own leg

islation and then have enticed various legislators to give 

it sponsorship. This is an emulation of most of our recent 

national presidents. This practice would no doubt shatter 

a college sophomorenotion of separation of powers, but is 

after all merely an implementation of the idea of the execu

tive as public policy innovator. Under this concept the role 

of the legislature is not only to initiate policy but also 

to ratify policy proposals of the governor. 

Several governors have indicated that they have pre

pared bills which they hoped the legislature would find ac

ceptable. This type of notification was prevalent during 

the depression. During those years there were so many fed

eral programs being enacted, it was difficult for the governor 

to stay abreast of the changes to say nothing of the part-time 

legislators. The typical pattern was for federal authorities 

to inform the governor what was needed to enable the state 

to participate in federal programs. The governor then would 

relay his information to the legislature which would usually 

comply with the enabling legislation. 

One depression governor who supervised his own leg

islative preparation was B. B. Mouer. For example, in 1933 

he called the legislators into special session, but before 
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they arrived he had the needed legislation prepared and ready 

for introduction. 

I am submitting to you a privilege sales luxury tax 
which has been carefully drawn with an idea of elim
inating pyramiding of taxes and spreading the burden 
equitably. ... I am also submitting to you a pro
posed equitable tax upon intangible personal property 
.... In addition I am submitting to you certain 
amendments to the income tax measure enacted by you 
during the regular session.20 

Governor Mouer later told the special session of 

1936 that the requirements for the state's participation 

in the national Social Security Act were so technical that 

he had to call in a representative of the Social Security 

Board to draw up the necessary state legislation. He con

tended that, "after many hours of study and research a bill 

has been prepared, which meets the requirements of the 

Social Security Act, and I submit it to you and recommend 

21 its passage." 

Another governor who had his own legislation pre

pared was Howard Pyle. For example, when the legislators 

met in 1953, they were told, "you will have, almost at once, 

the bills embracing the objectives sought in the creation 

20. Journal of the House. 11-th Leg., 1st Spec. 
Sess., 1933, p. 13. 

21. Journal of the House. 12th Leg., 1st Spec. 
Sess., 1936, pp. 16-17. 
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of the department of finance, department of law, and of 
22 

health and welfare." 

In contrast to Mouer and Pyle there have been gover

nors who felt that their role did not encompass the prepara

tion of legislation. One such governor was Ernest MacFarland 

His attitude was that he had plenty of friends in the legis

lature. After his message they knew what he wanted and it 

then was up to them to fill in with the necessary legislation 

Those governors who have believed in executive pre

paration have relied on a variety of people for assistance. 

Sidney Osborn used his regular office staff to prepare leg

islation. During Governor Hunt's early years in office, he 

relied upon his secretary, Mulford Windsor. After Windsor 

became head of the Department of Library and Archives, Demo

cratic governors after Hunt utilized his bill drafting tal

ents. As the case study in Chapter Seven indicates, Paul 

Fannin has relied upon members of the legislature, depart

ment heads, and personal friends to draft his desired legis

lation. 

Legislative Success 

In recent years, a favorite sport of political 

columnists has been to calculate the governor's batting 

22. Journal of the House, 21st Leg., 1st Reg. 
Sess., 1953, p. 17. 

23. Interview with former Governor Ernest W. 
MacParland, November 6, 1963. 
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average with the legislature. This is done by comparing the 

number of requests presented to the number of requests enacted 

into law. This calculation may be misleading because the 

relative significance of each item is not weighed. It does 

provide however, an aggregate index of gubernatorial success. 

Table II measures the influence of gubernatorial 

recommendations upon the legislature. Regular, budget and 

supplemental messages presented to the regular sessions have 

24 been used for the analysis. Specific items of each mes

sage were matched with bills introduced during the corres

ponding session. This tabulation does not purport to be 

highly scientific since much descretion was used in inter

preting the messages and matching the items with specific 

bills. The Table does present an approximation of the ex

tent the legislature was willing to carry out the wishes of 

the governor. 

Arizona governors have had an overall legislative 

success of 22 percent. This is considerably lower than the 

56 percent Hallie Parmer found in her study on Alabama. 

Two other studies which can be used for comparative pur

poses are those by Harvey Walker for the years 1931 and 

24. A tabulation of special sessions will be made 
later in this chapter. 

25. Hallie Farmer, The Legislative Process in 
Alabama (University: Bureau of Public Administration, 
University of Alabama, 1949), p. 172. 
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TABLE II 

Legislative Action on Specific Recommendations Made in 
Governor1 s Messages. Regular Sessions. 1912""- 1963 

Governor 
Recommen
dations 

Number 
Covered 

Percent 
Covered 

Number 
Enacted 

Percent 
Enacted 

Hunt 206 99 48 36 17 

Campbell 56 34 61 19 34 

Phillips 5 3 60 2 40 

Mouer 46 . 23 50 13 28 

Stanford 32 21 66 11 34 

Jones 20 12 60 7 35 

Osborn 52 29 56 5 10 

Garvey 18 8 44 4 22 

Pyle 60 47 78 22 * 37 

MacFarland 46 35 76 9 20 

Fannin 112 89 79 24 21 
Total 653 152 23 

1932. In a cross section of nine states, Walker found an 

overall 56 percent gubernatorial success in the first study 

and 35 percent in the second.2̂  

26. Harvey Walker, "The Results of Governors1 Mes
sages in 1931»" American Political Science Review, XXVI 
(February, 1932), p. 84; "Governors, Messages and the 
Legislative Product in 1932," American Political Science 
Review. XXVI (December, 1932), p. 1,074. 
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Table II shows that a governor's vote-getting ability-

is not a natural key to legislative success. Sidney Osborn 

and George Hunt were two of the state's most popular gover

nors, yet they rank as the two most unsuccessful governors 

with the legislature. 

The Table also shows that a difference in party 

affiliation between the governor and the legislature is 

not a deciding factor in gubernatorial success. Of those 

governors serving more than one term, the first and second 

most successful governors (Pyle and Campbell) were Repub

licans working with Democratically controlled legislatures. 

The two laBSt successful governors (Hunt and Osborn) were 

Democrats working with legislatures which were overwhelmingly 

Democratic. 

Table II shows that external crises do not neces

sarily force the governor and the legislature into greater 

harmony. Since statehood the two national crises of greatest 

magnitude have benn the great depression and World War II. 

During the darkest days of the depression, B. B. Mouer was 

governor. Sidney Osborn was the state's chief executive 

throughout the war. Legislative success for both men was 

somewhat less than other governors who served during less 

troubled times. 

The largest single body of rejected requests of all 

governors fall under the category of executive reorganization. 
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Most governors have been determined to enhance the adminis

trative authority of the governor. Most legislators have 

been equally determined to thwart any positive effort in 

this direction. 

The Special Session 

All state constitutions provide for special sessions 

of the legislature. Approximately 70 percent of the gover

nors have exclusive control over special sessions. In the 

remaining states the governor shares this authority with the 

legislature. In either case the governor of most states may 

27 
specify the items for legislative consideration. A few 

states such as Texas and Florida, allow the governor to sup

plement his list of items after his proclamation has been 

issued. 

In Arizona, "the governor may call a special session, 

whenever in his Judgment it is advisable. In calling a 

special session, the governor shall specify the subjects to 

be considered, and at such special sessions no laws shall 

be enacted except such as relate to the subjects mentioned 
O A 

in his call." Arizona's governor does not have the power 

27. For a compilation of this type of data see: 
The Book of the States. 1962-1963 (Chicago: Council of 
State Government, 19&2;, pp. 42-43. 

28. Constitution of Arizona. Art. II, sec. 3. 
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to supplement his special session call after the legislature 

has convened, and the "Attorney-General will construe the 

29 subject matter to be considered as narrowly as possible." ^ 

Arizona's governor shares the authority to call 

special sessions with the legislature. Since the adoption 

of a constitutional amendment in 194-8, a special session 

must be called by the governor if two-thirds of the legis

lature petition him to do so. When the legislature initi

ates the call, the governor can not limit the items to be 

considered. The legislature has yet to use this preroga

tive. 

The ability to call special sessions can be a sig

nificant legislative tool in the hands of the governor. 

Some of the more important arguments in support of this 

contention are the following. (1) In a special session 

the governor determines the scope of legislative activity. 

Since the legislature can enact laws only within designated 

subject matter areas, the governor has complete control over 

the agenda. (2) Through controlling the subject matter the 

governor can give maximum focus of public attention to the 

areas of his choice. During a regular session, the public 

tends to lose interest in the legislature because it is 

29. Heinz R. Hink and Bruce B. Mason, 0 onstltutlonal 
Government in Arizona (Temper Bureau of Government Research, 
Arizona State University, 1963), p. 39. 
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often baffled and confused by the volume and conflicting 
V 

nature of legislation. In a special session it is more 

difficult for the legislature to escape public scrutiny by 

becoming immersed in the entanglements of the process. (3) 

Under the circumstances of a special session, the governor 

has control over the lives of the legislators. When he 

issues a call, they must respond even if it means leaving 

their homes and Jobs. legislators usually want to end 

the interruption of the session as quickly as possible. 

They know that the surest means of doing so is to satisfy 

the governor. (4) The governor has unlimited use of the 

special session. Thus the device becomes a useful threat. 

If the governor is not satisfied, he can inform the legis

lators that he will call them back again and again until 

his demands have been met. 

Lest one be misled into thinking that the special 

session is always a one>-way ticket to gubernatorial suc

cess, the following limitations should be noted. (1) In 

calling a special session the governor places his prestige 

squarely on the block. The legislature must accept or re

ject his requests. Inactivity is tantamount to a rebuff 

by the legislature. (2) The governor may call as many ses

sions as he likes, however they do cost the taxpayers money. 

The press, which is often "penny wise and pound foolish," 

delights in placing the burden of expense on the governor. 
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Hence the cost may act as a deterrent in calling frequent 

sessions. (3) If sessions are called too often, an intense 

antagonism among the legislators may develop against the 

governor. If hostile feelings exist, the session may degen

erate into a petty duel with each branch determined to break 

the other. Even before this happens the legislature may 

embarrass the governor by adjourning as soon as the session 

meets. (4) If the governor is unsuccessful in one session, 

he is left in a quandary. If his reasons were important 

enough to call the first session, should he not continue 

to call the legislators back until his demands have been 

met? Yet if he does so, he may only compound his difficul

ties with the legislature and eventually run the risk of 

appearing unreasonable. 

Thus we find that the special session sword has two 

finely honed edges. It may be dramatically and success

fully used to strengthen the governor's position, but it 

must be employed with prudence and intelligence. It can be 

a boomerange and is always a worthy test of the governor's 

political acumen. 

Frequency of Special Sessions 

Every governor except Phillips has called at least 

one special session. From 1912 to 1950 regular sessions 

were held biennially. There were proportionately more 
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special sessions called while the state was on biennial ses

sions than there have bean since 1950. Figure 1 shows the 

frequency of special sessions since 1912. 

Reasons for Palling Sessions 

Special sessions were originally intended to be 

used for emergencies. Sessions were used most often for 

this purpose during the depression years. As new federal 

projects were developed, the state was obligated to act 

within a certain time period in order to take advantage bf 

such programs. For example, B. B. Mouer called a special 

session in 1934 to request legislation to enable the Board 

of Regents, irrigation districts, counties, cities and 

school districts to receive federal grants. In 1936 the 

legislature was requested to pass the necessary enabling 

legislation and to appropriate matching funds so the state 

could Immediately participate in the federal Social Security 

Act. 

Special sessions have been used most often to fill 

the interval between regular sessions. The state Kas not 

yet one year old when Governor Hunt called the legislature 

into its first special session. Hunt informed the legisla

ture that he had not called the sessions because of any pend

ing emergency, but simply because he felt there was too much 

unfinished business left over from the regular session. In 



112 

FIGURE 1 

Frequency of Special Sessions. Arizona 
Legislature. 1912 - 1963 

Governor: 

Hunt (D) 

Campbell (R) 

Phillips (R) 

Mouer (D) 

Stanford (D) 

Jones (D) 

Osborn (D) 

Garvey (D) 

Pyle (R) 

MacFarland (D) 

Fannin (R) 

Year 

n 912 
1913 
1915 
1 9 1 8  
1927 
1928 
1931 

/1920 
1.1922 

'1933 
1934 
1936 

11937 
11938 

1940 

f1942 
1944 
1945 
1947 
1948 

•Sir. 1948 
1950 

1951 
<1952 
1953 

(1955 
[1958 

(1961 
11963 

Number of Special Sessions 

1 2 3 4 

•""Garvey succeeded Osborn in May, 1948. 
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reference to the limitations of the regular session, Hunt 

expressed the sentiments of most governors who succeeded him. 

It is evident now that when the 60 day limit was 
fixed, human capacity Was overestimated, and the 
time required for proper and faithful execution 
of the constitutional mandate was underestimated. 
It is now my plain duty to correct this error of 
Judgment, and enable you to complete the work so 
confidently and courageously undertaken and so 
earnestly carried forward. 

Special sessions have been frequently called by the 

governor as a deliberate attempt to force the hand of the 

legislature. The obvious strategy is to call a session in 

hopes that optimum public scrutiny will help to secure the 

enactment of desired legislation. In most cases the item 

or items selected by the governor are those which the leg

islature rejected in the preceding regular session. An 

example of a successful use of this technique is Governor 

Fannin's special session of 1961. In his address to the 

regular session of that year, Fannin asked for a revision 

of the narcotics code and an amended procedure of issuing 

state liquor licenses. Despite continual insistence by the 

Governor and pressure groups such as the Liquor and Narcotics 

Education Committee, the regular session ended without tak

ing the recommended action. Three and a half months later 

it came as no surprise to the legislators when Fannin called 

30. Journal of the Senate. 1st Leg., 1st Spec. 
Sess., 1912, p. 19. 
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a special session devoted to liquor and narcotics control. 

Within a period of two weeks the legislature satisfied the 

Governor's demands. Of course Fannin did not gain this 

victory singlehandedly. The Governor knew full well that 

he had chosen an issue on which he could win. He had the 

unqualified support of the press and most civic clubs 

throughout the state. He also thought that the liquor 

lobby was not going to be invincible because the i960 cen

sus figures had been released and there would have to be a 

revision of the county quota system anyway." 1̂ Fannin and 

his political strategist, John McGowan, called the session 

with the first canon of politics firmly in mind—do not enter 

a skirmish unnecessarily unless you know that you have at 

least a 50-50 chance of emerging as the victor. 

The use of the special session as a device for mar

shaling public pressure has not always proved successful. 

A case at point are the four turbulent special sessions of 

Governor Hunt in 1927. As has been previously pointed out, 

there was little love lost between Hunt and the legislature. 

Hunt started his duel with the legislature by calling them 

31. Liquor licenses are allocated to each county 
partially on the basis of population. With the issuance of 
the national census figures, licensing was in a state of 
flux in 1961 because the quotas for each county were being 
altered. One reason why the liquor lobby did not buck the 
Governor was because those holding licenses or attempting 
to purchase licenses were not sure of what the n&w quotas 
would hold in store for them. 
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into special session seven days before the regular session 

was due to start. The legislature was incensed because they 

felt Hunt's move was prompted by a desire for publicity and 

not because of any threatening emergency. Their first move 

was to request an opinion by the Attorney-General on the 

constitutionality of the Governor's call. The opinion was 

in favor of the Governor and the session was finally launched 

with a strongly worded address by Hunt. The session ended 

five days later without the enactment of a single request. 

The regular session commenced two days after the 

first session, with another strongly worded address by the 

Governor. After numerous volleys of verbal brickbats, in

sults and epithets between the two branches, the legislature 

decided to take a recess in the middle of the regular session. 

This upset the Governor and prompted him to call a special 

session while the legislators were taking their recess. The 

legislators were obligated to respond to the call. They met 

just long enough to appropriate funds sufficient to cover the 

expense of the session and to pass formally a resolution con

demning Hunt. The opening paragraph of the resolution read: 

That the legality or validity of the Governor's 
proclamation calling a special session of the leg
islature at this time, is a matter of no immediate 
concern to this body. That grave doubt exists as 
to the legal right or power of the Governor to 
convene the legislature in special session while 
it still is in regular session . . . . 2̂ 

32. Journal of the House. 8th Leg., 2d Spec. Sess., 
1927, p. 896. 
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This second special session was the shortest in the 

state's history. It lasted only seven and a half hours. 

The regular session reconvened two weeks after the abortive 

second session, and finally adjourned in April. By this 

time, Hunt's difficulties with the legislature had become 

an irritant to his personal pride. He was bound and deter

mined not to capitulate to the legislature. During the 

summer he called two more special sessions. The Governor 

called the last of these sessions in August and the legis

lature immediately recessed until mid-October with adjourn

ment not coming until November. During the turmoil of the 

four sessions, the legislature enacted only six of twenty-

three recommendations and most of these were supplemental 

appropriations for various state institutions. 

Sidney Osborn was another governor who believed in 

using the special session as a device for pressuring the 

legislature into action. His most renowned use of the device 

was his sequence of six special sessions during 1947 and 

1948. During his last two years in office, Osborn had a 

hard-nosed attitude toward the legislature. This may have 

33 been "due to his personality, and his incurable illness." 

Osborn informed David Brinegar that his strategy with the 

33. Interview with David F. Brinegar, October 10, 
1963. 
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legislature was very simple—"I will call them into special 
34 

session again and again until my demands have been met." 

Osborn lacked satisfaction with the regular session 

in 1947 and called his first special session June 9. In 

this session the Governor requested an appropriation of 

#14,000,000 for social security and welfare. The legisla

ture partially met the"request and recessed June 18, at 

which time Osborn immediately issued his second special 

session proclamation. After a second session, Osborn 

allowed the legislature a breathing spell. He called them 

back January 5, 1948, and held them continuously until 

March 25. During this period the Governor had a stack of 

special session proclamations on reserve. As soon as he 

learned the legislature was ready to adjourn, he filled in 

the subject matter categories and the date. Immediately 

upon adjournment, the legislators would receive a new proc

lamation calling them back into session the following day. 

Two months after the sixth and last session, Osborn died. 

How successful was Osborn in using the special ses

sion to pressure the legislature? He was more successful 

than his predecessor, Hunt. But he was not as successful 

as some of his more outspoken admirers would lead one to 

believe. Of the 36 recommendations Osborn proposed, 18 were 

enacted which gave him an even 50 percent batting average. 

34. Ibid. 
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Of course the decision can not be rested solely on a quanti

tative calculation. Quality remains more important than 

quantity. On a qualitative basis Osborn's most significant 

victory during the special sessions was the creation of the 

Arizona Interstate Stream Commission. This has become a 

permanent agency and has successfully handled the burden of 

litigation in the state's water suit with California. She 

success which probably pleased the Governor the most was 

the enactment of a groundwater code. After ignoring this 

latter request in two previous sessions, the legislature 

finally enacted the code in the sixth special session. But 

this latter victory was not of indefinite duration. The 

1947 code was virtually inoperative until Howard Pyle called 

35 
a special session to straighten it out in 1951. 

These examples are designed to show the two-edged 

nature of the special session. It is not something that 

the governor can ultimately fall back on if all else fails 

because it does not always produce results. 

Threat of Special Session 

The threat of a special session, like the threat of 

the veto, is virtually impossible to measure. It may never 

be actually used though it exists in the minds of the 

35. For a discussion of Osborn's short-lived success 
with the underground water code see: "One Man's Opinion," 
by Jim Cooper, Tucson Dally Citizen, October 24, 1962. 
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legislators. To use this technique effectively, the governor 

need not be overt; he may be more successful if he assumes a 

determined posture on certain issues and then keeps the leg

islature guessing as to how far he will go to realize his 

goals. If the governor wields the special session threat 

too freely and too often, eventually he may be stuck with a 

session he does not want. As shall be pointed out later, 

legislators have bean known to bait the governor into calling 

a special session. 

An example of a subtle use of the special session 

threat came during the regular session of 1963. In that 

session the legislature passed a bill creating the division 

of appraisal and assessment under the State Tax Commission. 

One factor which encouraged the passage of the bill was the 

feeling among the legislators that the governor might call 

a special session if nothing was done inihis area. The 

Senate was never happy with the bill, but eventually decided 

that they could amend more freely an appraisal bill in a 

regular session than in a possible special session. Fannin 

had requested action on property assessment practices in at 

least four of his previous programs. In 1963 he indicated 

his desires to the legislature by labeling the reappraisal 

bill as "the most important single piece of legislation in-

"56 troduced in this session."^ 

36. Arizona Dally Star. March 16, 1963, p. 1 
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In Arizona legislators are paid a yearly salary of 

,800 for a regular 60-day session. In addition they are 

paid $20 a day for 20 days for each special session. The 

Constitution does not prohibit the legislature from exceed

ing session time limits, but it does indirectly control the 

length of sessions by stopping the pay of the legislators. 

In recent years the regular session invariably ex

ceeds 60 days. This means that legislators must remain a 

few weeks without pay to tidy up unfinished business. The 

governor could aid the financially distressed legislators 

by calling a special session to tie up the loose ends. In 

this way the legislature could remain an extra 20 days 

(which they often do anyway) and receive an allowance of 

$20 per day. 

In 1962 the House majority bloc leadership tried to 

bait the governor into calling a special session on property 

reassessment. Though the governor wanted something passed 

in this area, he refused to accept the challenge because he 

felt the leadership was more interested in receiving a special 

session allowance than in passing the desired legislation. 

The legislators knew that the session would exceed the 60-day 

limit obligating them to remain in any event. Fannin also 

felt that he could get a more desirable bill out of the 

succeeding legislature. 

Fannin's experience indicates a new twist to the 

old special session threat—the threat not to call a special 
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session. In using this device the governor may inform the 

legislature that he will not financially bail them out by 

calling a special session to cover business which should have 

been completed during the regular session. 

Success of the Special Session 

It would be naive to assume that the sum total of a 

governor's legislative effectiveness could be measured in 

quantitative terms. Obviously the promotion of one signifi

cant proposal would be worth more than any number of insig

nificant items. The data presented on page 105 was used 

to indicate the relative success of each governor and not 

their lasting contributions. Table III shows the relative: 

success of each governor in having their programs enacted 

in special sessions. Table IV, (which is the same as Table 

II on page 105) is included to facilitate a comparison of 

governor's legislative success between regular and special 

sessions. 

The normal expectation is that since the governor 

has greater control over special sessions, his success 

should be higher in special rather than regular sessions. 

This commonly held notion is supported by the data presented. 

Table III shows a cumulative success of 45 percent for 

special sessions while Table IV indicates an overall 23 per

cent enactment. Hence governors have done almost twice as 
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Legislative Action on S-pecific Recommendations Made in 
Governor 's Messages i. Special Sessions , 1912 - 1?63 

Recommen Number Percent Number Percent 
Governor dations Covered Covered Enacted Enacted 

Hunt 245 166 68 93 38 
Campbell 11 8 73 7 64 
Phillips 0 0 0 0 0 
Mouer 38 31 82 22 58 
Stanford 33 28 85 18 55 
Jones 11 11 100 5 45 
Osborn 90 79 88 48 53 
Garvey 33 29 88 18 55 
Pyle 9 8 ' 89 3 33 
MacParland 10 10 100 2 20 
Pannin 4 4 1 00 4 100 

Total 484 220 ~T5 

TABLE IV 

Legislative Action on Specific Recommendations Made in 
Governo'Frs Messages, Regular Sessions, 1912 - 1963 

Recommen Number Percent Number Percent 
Governor dations Covered Covered Enacted Enacted 

Hunt 206 99 48 36 17 
Campbell 56 34 61 19 34 
Phillips 5 3 60 2 40 
Mouer 46 .23 50 13 28 
Stanford 32 21 ' 66 11 34 
Jones 20 12 60 7 35 
Osborn 52 29 56 5 10 
Garvey 18 8 44 4 22 
Pyle 60 47 78 22 37 
MacParland 46 35 76 9 20 
Pannin 112 89 79 24 21 

Total 653 152 23 
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well with, special rather than regular sessions. Every gov-
4 

ernor individually has had a better batting average during 

special sessions. Conclusions drawn earlier from Table II 

also hold true for special sessions. It does not appear 

that party homogeneity between the governor and legislature 

is a crucial factor in the governor's success with the. leg

islature. Nor does it appear that external crises such as 

wars and depressions necessarily insure greater success for 

the chief executive's program. 

Governor Osborn once stated, "when you put every-
37 

thing into a call, nothing gets passed." Though Osborn 

did not always put this maxim into practice, it is inter

esting to test it as a hypothesis. The following table 

categorizes special sessions by the number of items in the 

governor's call. If Osborn's claim.is accurate, there should 

be a greater number of enactments in those sessions where 

the governor limited his call to a minimum number of items. 

The data in Table V generally supports Osborn's 

hypothesis. The highest percentage of enactments (82 and 

70) were in those sessions where the governor kept his call 

to three items or less. The only exception appears to be 

in the 4-5 category. This can be partially explained by 

the fact that two of the four sessions included were those 

37. Brinegar, £2. cit.. p. 47. 



TABLE V 

124 

Special Sessions Qategorlzed by the Number of Requests 
Included In the Governor's Call, 1912 - 1963 

Number of 
Recommenda
tions 

Number of 
Special 
Sessions 

Percentage of 
Recommenda
tions Covered 

Percentage of 
Recommenda
tions Passed 

1 11 100 82 

2 - 3  11 93 70 

4 - 5  4 78 17 

6 - 8  2 64 43 

9 - 1 2  8 88 57 

i vj1
 

4 79 48 

16 and over 8 75 40 

called by Hunt in 1927 and 1928 in which the legislature 

refused to enact any of his recommendations. 

Table V also supports the contention that maximum 

public focus is a crucial factor in special session success. 

The legislature is working under more intense public scrutiny 

when the governor can highlight a minimum of issues. Under 

these conditions it is more difficult for the legislators to 

sink into their institutional maze. 

Summary 

Though it is difficult to trace all sources contribu

ting to gubernatorial programs, several have been based upon 
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party platforms. This has been.especially true of Democratic 

incumbents. 

External crises have played an obvious role in shap

ing the substance of legislative programs. An appreciation 

of historic national developments can be gained by sampling 

the contents of governors' messages. The impact of national 

and international events both strengthens and restricts the 

hand of the governor. Such crises generate an atmosphere of 

drama and urgency, but they also dictate policy needs beyond 

the control of the governor and even the state. Hence under 

troubled times, governors may have to sacrifice their pet 

projects. 

Numerous requests contained in recent programs have 

been merely a reiteration of items recommended by previous 

governors. Recent executives usually have modified their 

requests to meet prevailing needs; but previous programs 

still present a major source of ideas for current programs. 

The actual presentation of a program is more impor

tant in probing public attitudes than in directly influen

cing the legislature. A few legislators will make :their 

expected partisan remarks after each annual message, but 

most reserve final judgment pending the reaction of their 

constituents. 

The disposition of the governor toward preparing 

specific legislation to implement his program has varied. 
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Some have participated in the preparation of legislation 

and have done everything short of introducing it. Others, 

like Ernest MacFarland, have felt that all bills should be 

prepared by friends in the legislature. 

In Arizona, the special session is a mixed blessing 

for the governor. If it is used with skill and prudence, 

it can enhance his legislative position. On the other hand, 

the governor's prestige and effectiveness can be diminished 

if the special session degenerates into a game of Indian 

wrestling with the legislature. 

Special sessions have been used most frequently as: 

(1) a session to fill the interim between regular sessions; 

(2) a session to enact needed legislation because of an 

existing or threatening crisis; (3) as a gubernatorial de

vice to marshal public opinion in hopes of forcing legisla

tive action. 

Though it is difficult to assess the influence of a 

special session threat, no doubt it has been used success

fully. Since legislators usually remain after the 60-day 

regular session limit, Arizona governors also may possess 

the novel threat of not calling special sessions. 

The tabular data presented for regular and special 

sessions indicates that a difference of party affiliation 

between the executive and legislature is not a determining 

factor in the success of gubernatorial programs. The tables 
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also indicate that external crises, such as wars and depres

sions, do not insure greater executive-legislative coopera

tion. 

Based upon the evidence presented in Table III, it 

appears that governors are most successful with special ses

sions when the legislature is presented a minimum number of 

requests. 



CHAPTER V 

THE GOVERNOR AS CHIEF EXECUTIVE: 
THE LEGISLATIVE IMPACT OP ADMINISTRATION 

Arizona governors have voiced dissatisfaction over 

their lack of administrative authority since statehood. 

Recently Paul Fannin expressed the sentiments of his pre

decessors: 

The governor's role as an administrator in Arizona 
is sometimes difficult for the average citizen to 
assess and tends to be misunderstood. He is gen
erally known as the chief executive officer of the 
state although he does not have the authority by 
statute to perform the functions presumed by that 
title. The statutes provide that he 'shall super
vise the official conduct of all executive and 
ministerial officers.' The extent to which this 
is possible, however, depends far more on the per
suasive power of the person in office, and the 
willingness of various executive and ministerial 
officers to be supervised, than upon a proper 
delegation of procedural authority.1 

The Constitution obligates the governor to "transact 

all executive business," but in practice this is an impos

sibility for several reasons. First, the governor is faced 

with an unmanageable administrative structure. Second, even 

if the executive branch were manageable, the governor lacks 

sufficient authority to become an effective administrator. 

1. Paul Fannin, "The Governor's Office: View of the 
Incumbent," contained in The Office of Governor in Arizona 
(Bureau of Government Research, Arizona State University, 
1964), Public Affairs Series No. 7, p. 5. 

128 
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Arizona's awkward executive structure is enough to 

defy the most adept administrator under the best of circum

stances. Unaffected by the "short ballot" movement which 

emerged at the turn of the century, the constitutional fram-

ers dispersed executive authority among eight separately 

elective offices. But at this point the governor's admin

istrative woes had only begun. Since statehood the legis

lature has bestowed upon the executive branch over ninety 

independent agencies, exclusive of the elective offices. 

Just the sheer number of agencies would make administration 

by the governor difficult, but his problems are further com

pounded by the "crazy quilt" fashion in which the agencies 

have been created. The legislature has increased the volume 

of administrative units without giving much thought to the 

interrelationship among agencies, to say nothing of the re

lationship between the agencies and a central executive 

office. Hence the original plural executive system is only 

one among many hurdles in the governor's path toward effec

tive administration. 

Aside from the influence of personality, political 

parties and customs, there are three major sources of admin

istrative authority upon which most executives rely: (1) 

the power of appointment and removal; (2) the supervisory 
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function; and (3) the power of fiscal management or budget

ing.2 

This chapter examines administrative authority in 

Arizona using this functional breakdown. The purpose of 

this inquiry is not to discern the governor's administrative 

role, but rather to study the impact of administration on 

executive-legislative relations. 

The Power of Appointment and Removal 

Limitations on Appointments and Removals 

It might be assumed that because of the inordinately 

large number of administrative units, the governor has vast 

appointive power. Actually the governor's appointive power 

would be more meaningful if he only appointed a dozen heads 

of consolidated departments. • In any event, the large number 

of agencies does not increase gubernatorial control for 

several reasons. The governor's appointive power does not 

extend to eight of the largest and most important agencies 
3 headed by independently elected officials. The heads of 

another eight agencies are not appointive but rather ex-officio 

2. These three major sources are listed in Daniel R. 
Grant and H. 0. Nixon, State and Local Government in America 
(Boston: Allyn and Bacon Inc., 1963), p. 226. 

3. For a list of administrative agencies, see Fannin, 
op. clt., p. 6. 
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administrators who hold other positions in state government. 

In several administrative units, including the Health and 

Welfare Departments, the administrators are appointed by a 

board or commission rather than by .the governor. 

In addition to the numerous positions beyond the 

reach of the governor, his appointive power is further re

stricted because hi? appointments to a majority (60) of 

agencies are for terms of office longer than his own. This 

means that an incoming governor is saddled with many appoint

ees from a previous administration. It also means that if 

the governor makes an unwise appointment, he may have to re

main in office as long as four terms to rectify his mistake. 

The governor's appointments to 40 agencies must receive 

senatorial approval. Such approval is not required for ap

pointments to 27 agencies, but most of these are less sig

nificant positions. Table I indicates the success governors 

have had in receiving senatorial confirmation of their ap-

4 pointments. 

As Table I indicates the only governor who had es

pecially bad luck with his appointments was Campbell. This 

is explained by the fact that all four of his rejections 

came during the 1917 session while serving as de facto gover

nor. Based upon the number of rejections for Pyle and Fannin, 

4. The data for Table I is taken from the Journals 
of the Arizona House of Representatives and Senate. 
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TABLE I 

Senate Action on Gubernatorial Appointments 
in Arizona, 1912 - 1963 

Number Number Number Percent 
Governor Submitted Confirmed. Rejected Rejected 

Hunt 137 133 4 9 

Campbell 6 2 4 67 

Phillips 6 5 1 17 

Mouer 47 47 0 0 

Stanford 16 16 0 0 

Jones 32 32 0 0 

Osborn 153 147 6 4 

Garvey 74 69 5 7 

Pyle 78 76 2 3 

MacParland 172 169 3 2 

Fannin 220 214 6 3 

it does not appear that Republicans have had any more diffi

culty with the Democratically controlled Senate than their 

Democratic colleagues. 

If the governor's appointive power is limited, then 

his removal power by comparison is virtually non-existent. 

Donald R. Van Petten recounts: 

When Governor Osborn tested the power of the gover
nor to demand the resignation of a member of a 
board whose set term of office had not expired, the 
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court ruled that such procedure was legal only if 
accusations of malfeasance in office could be made 
to stick in court. So a governor is generally 
powerless to get rid of non-cooperative members 
of his administration.^ 

One device which may be used to circumvent the re

strictions on the removal power would be for the governor 

to demand that prospective appointees sign undated letters 

of resignation before accepting an appointment. The governor 

could keep these letters on reserve and use them as the need 

might arise. Sidney Osborn is reputed to have engaged J.n 

this practice. He used the device but not to the extent 

that many have thought. When questioned pn this matter by 

newspaperman David Brinegar, Osborn replied, "as to the 

resignations, in a handful of cases I did do that . . . 

where I was in doubt. But I did not do it as a general 

rule . . . . 

Actually what worried Osborn more than his own ap

pointees were those he was stuck with from previous admin

istrations. In fact his concern was so great that in his 

inaugural address of 1941 he called for the immediate 

5. Donald R.. Van Petten, The Constitution and 
Government of Arizona (Phoenix: Sun Country Oo., 1956), 
P. 115. 

6. David P. Brinegar, "Governor Sidney P. Osborn: 
The Record of a Pinal Dramatic Illness," unpublished collec
tion of notes compiled from September 4, 1947 and May 25, 
1948 (deposited in the University of Arizona Library), 
Chapter 4, p. 17. 
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7 resignation of all appointees in the executive branch. 

After finding that few of the carry-over appointees were 

willing to comply with his edict, he tested his removal 

power in the courts and received a negative opinion. One 

source close to Osborn said that the Governor really did 

not expect many appointees to comply with his demand nor 

did he expect to be upheld in the courts. He issued his 

edict to indicate that he was determined to have allegiance 

among the appointees. 

The Ability to Bargain 

Because of the restraints placed on the appointive 

and removal powers of Arizona's governor, he is deprived of 

an important tool in bargaining with the legislature. In 

many states, gubernatorial appointments are most useful when 

they are offered as plums to the legislature. In return 

for this favor the legislators pledge their support for the 

governor's program. For example, in a study of Southern 

governors, Robert Highsaw found: 

7. Arizona Daily Star, January 7» 1941, p. 1. 
Osborn stated in part: 

I shall expect the resignation of all heads of 
departments and all members of boards and com
missions to be upon my desk by closing time to
morrow .... The tremendous responsibility of 
the office makes it imperative that the great 
departments of the state be directed by men and 
women of the governor's own choosing. 
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It Is fairly standard practice now for executive 
leaders to make a careful tabulation of legisla
tive votes on gubernatorial programs and to tell 
dissenting legislators, if attitudes and votes 
are not changed, they will get no more ;]obs for 
constituents, no more state aid for rural roads, 
no more of the favors that are the lifeblood of 
state legislators.8 

What Highsaw speaks of is tantamount to the relin

quishing of gubernatorial appointive power to the legisla

ture. This practice might be condemned because it obscures 

the appointive process, however it does place the governor 

in a strong negotiating position with the legislature. In 

Arizona the governor lacks this advantage because: (1) 

numerous important positions in the executive branch are 

removed from his appointive authority; (2) senatorial con

firmation is required of most important appointees; and (3) 

due to the lack of executive removal power and the overlap

ping of terms of office, the governor tends to lose control 

of his appointments once they are made. As a later section 

of this chapter indicates, the governor's position is fur

ther weakened because of inadequate budget control. 

The combined effect of these limitations on the 

governor's administrative power means that he is removed 

8. Robert B. Highsaw, "The Southern Governor--Ohallenge 
to the Strong Executive Theme," Public Administration Review. 
XIX (Winter, 1959), p. 9; for concurrence on this point also 
see: Daniel R. Grant, "The Role of the Governor of Arkansas 
in Administration," an unpublished Ph.D. dissertation 
(Northwestern University, 1948), p. 158. 
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from a bargaining position and is replaced by some of the 

more important agency heads of the executive branch. The 

legislature controls the funds needed by the agencies and 

the agency heads hold the Jobs and favors desired by the 

legislators. Hence each year the agency heads and the leg

islature negotiate while the governor sits on the sidelines 

and views the spectacle with frustration and dismay. Obvi

ously neither the legislative nor executive participants 

are anxious to include the governor in their closed circuit 

negotiation. The legislators feel that as long as they con

trol appropriations and can bargain with each agency head 

independently, the balance of power resides with the leg

islature. This might not be true if they faced a chief who 

commanded the forces of the entire executive. The agency 

heads favor the existing arrangement because it enhances 

their position with the legislature.• If the governor's 

position were strengthened, they would become subordinates 

instead of rulers of their autonomous agencies. 

This problem of agencies short-circuiting the execu

tive in their dealings with the legislature exists in our 

national government, only to a lesser extent. The most 

widely discussed executive agency which remains aloof from 

the President and bargains directly with Congress is the 
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Army Corps of Engineers. In Arizona there are numerous 

agencies and even sub-agencies, which remain aloof from 

the governor by gaining favor with the legislature. Under 

certain limited conditions the heads of these "protected" 

agencies are accorded more deference by the legislature 

than is shown toward the governor. An incoming governor 

soon learns that there are certain administrators who can 

not be crossed without incurring the wrath of the legisla

ture. 

One sub-agency in Arizona which has this protected 

status is the Highway Patrol. The head of this sub-agency 

is removed from the direct control of the governor because 

he is appointed by the Highway Commission. The Highway 

Patrol is the "darling" of the legislature, especially the 

Senate. Positions on the Patrol are highly prestigeous and 

are the choicest of plums for a legislator. Consequently, 

the head of the Patrol is treated with the utmost respect 

by the legislators ard governor alike. As one seasoned 

legislator stated the case, "on problems that involve motor 

9. For the definitive work on the Army Corps of 
Engineers see: Arthur Maass, Muddy Waters: The Army Engi
neers and the National Rivers (Cambridge: Harvard University 
Press, 1951). For a discussion on the direct ties between 
Congress and executive agencies also see: Julius Duscha, 
"Arms and the Big Money Men: Congressmen, Contractors, 
and the defense' Pork Barrel," Harper's Magazine. XXVIII 
(March, 1964), pp. 39-47. 
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vehicles and highways, Greg Hathaway ̂ head of the Patrol7 

swings more weight with the legislature than the governor." 

The truth of this statement is partly reflected in a move 

by the 1964 legislature to repeal the motor vehicle inspec

tion law. The repeal was passed despite an obvious veto 

threat by the governor. The legislative vote was due in 

part to popular discontent, but it also was because of the 

Highway Patrol's opposition to the method of inspection. 

The Patrol wanted to be solely responsible for inspection 

instead of delegating this function to private garages and 

service stations. Mr. Hathaway and the Highway Patrol had 

no qualms about bucking the Governor. Ultimately Fannin 

vetoed the repeal. He admitted the problems of private in

spection, but argued that "the State Highway Patrol neither 

has the time to make the inspection nor the 'x-ray eyes' to 

detect mechanical defects on passing vehicles." So as not 

to appear too harsh with the Patrol, Fannin added, "I think 

we have the finest Highway Patrol in the country but there 
10 

are not enough patrolmen to spare for work such as this." 

Occasionally the governor will also come into con

flict with members of the independently elected agencies. 

Wha;t may start out as an intra-executive difference of 

opinion may spread to the legislature and result in embar

rassment for the governor. Sidney Osborn was embarrassed 

10. Arizona Dally Star. Febuary 21, 1964, p. 2. 
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by such an occurence in the regular session of 194-3. In 

that session the legislature passed an act (previously 

vetoed in 194-1 ) which revised the method of taxing banlcs. 

The bill purported to tax the banks on net incomes instead 

of capital stock. When the measure was presented to Osborn, 

he vetoed it. He argued that the net income tax was prob

ably most equitable but that banks should not be singled 

out above other kinds of property for special tax relief. 

On the day he issued his veto message, Osborn had relevant 

tax figures which he claimed were supplied by the State Tax 

Commission. These figures indicated that the state would 

lose over $300,000 in revenue if the new banking bill were 
11 

to become law. When the bill was passed earlier by the 

House, its sponsors claimed that the measure would reduce 

state revenue by only $51,000. Hence either the Governor 

or the bill's sponsors would have to lose face. 3). 0. O'Neil, 

member of the State Tax Commission, decided this issue when 

he sent a letter to the House disclaiming all responsibility 

for the tax figures supplied the Governor. 

I disclaim any responsibility for the figures 
furnished the governor's office. I did not 
know of the request; was not consulted in the 
matter of compiling the figures and knew noth
ing whatever of them until I read of them in 
the Arizona Republic. There exists absolutely 

11. Arizona Daily Star, February 19, 1943, p. 1. 

\ 
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no basis for these figures; they are wrong in 
their entirety, and not a single figure even 
closely approaches correctness.12 

Shortly after receiving the letter, the legislature 

easily overrode the Governor's veto. 0'Neil's letter was 

not only a blow to Osborn's pride, but it also challenged 

his competence in dealing with the banking tax problem. If 

the figures used by the Governor did not "even closely ap

proach correctness," then he should have recognized this 

fact and not used them. 

Regardless of the accuracy of the figures, the point 

is, that in Arizona independently elected members of the 

executive can have profound effects on the governor's re

lations with the legislature. In the Osborn episode, the 

legislature pitted two members of the executive against 

each other. As a result the Governor was left in an em

barrassing position with no assurance that it would not 

happen again in the future. In a strong executive state 

like New York, where most of the key officials are execu

tive appointees, the governor is sometimes left on a limb 

but at least he has sufficient .authority to prevent future 

blunders. It can be assumed that if a New York governor 

were supplied erroneous tax figures by his Finance Department 

head, something would be done to prevent future mistakes! 

12. Journal of the House. 16th Leg., 1st Reg. Sess., 
1943, p. 391. 
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In Arizona the State Tax Commission is independently elected 

and is not responsible to the governor. 

The Supervisory Function 

Of course much of the governor's supervisory role 

depends upon his appointive and removal powers, but there 

are additional devices which may be relied upon. For ex

ample, an indispensable supervisory device is the executive's 

requirement of information from the various agencies. The 

Constitution provides that the governor "may require infor

mation in writing from the officers in the Executive Depart

ment upon any subject relating to the duties of their 

13 respective offices." What this means in practice is that 

the various departments compile annual reports which are 

officially written for the governor's benefit. But as one 

might suspect, the governor has neither time nor background 

to carefully study these reports. 

The governor's inadequacy of time introduced another 

important factor in supervising—the size of the governor's 

staff. At present, the staff in the governor's office num

bers less than ten, with only two holding administrative 

positions. This staff is as large as the governor's staff 

in many states of comparable size, but in Arizona it is in

adequate. This is because there are no auxiliary agencies 

13. Arizona Constitution. Art. V, sec. 4. 
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to shoulder the immediate problems of the governor. In 

Oregon, for example, the governor's staff is small yet the 

governor's supervisory position is not weakened because he 

can rely on the heads of auxiliary agencies to handle jobs 

which otherwise would have to be handled by staff assist

ants. Those agencies especially close to Oregon's governor 

include the Department of Finance and Administration and 

the Tax Commission, both of which are headed by guberna

torial appointees. 

The Use of Committees 

In the absence of auxiliary agencies to shoulder 

gubernatorial problems, recent Arizona governors have relied 

on citizen committees. During his first five years in office, 

Governor Fannin created twenty-three of these committees. 

Some were for a limited duration such as the Committee on 

Liquor and Narcotics, and others were of continuing dura

tion such as the Arizona-Mexico West Coast Trade Commission. 

Sometimes the citizen committees were helpful in providing 

recommendations which were later incorporated into the 

Governor's legislative program. In 1962, for example, the 

Governor's important request for the creation of the office 

of State Water Engineer was the refinement of a suggestion 

first presented by the Governor's Committee on Water He-

sources. 

! 
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Governor Fannin found that citizen committees were 

invaluable; however, they do overlap and duplicate the work 

which could be handled more easily by an existing state 

agency. In 1962, in order to insure gubernatorial direc

tion and allegiance, Fannin found it easier to contrive a 

special committee to compile property tax data than to rely 

on the State Tax Commission. But Fannin does not see citi

zen committees as a panacea to erase the administrative ills 

of the executive. 

Citizen committees help to overcome organizational 
inadequacies in our state government, but their use 
is not without difficulties. In addition to the 
problem of professional staff assistance they often 
perform advisory functions that properly belong in 
the domain of established agencies. • Duplication 
of effort, overlapping of functions, and problems 
of coordination both official and unofficial make 
an already unwieldy.executive structure even more 
cumbersome . . . . 

In addition to citizen committees, Governor Fannin 

created inter-agency committees to study and make recommen

dations on problems which affect more than one of the 

existing executive agencies. One such ad hoc committee, 

the Traffic Safety Coordinating Council, is composed of 

representatives from twenty-five separate agencies. In re

cent years this committee has been the major source of 

traffic safety recommendations used by the Governor in his 

legislative program. 

14. Fannin, oja. clt.. p. 9. 
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An additional device used in some states to enhance 

the supervisory position of the executive is the use of 

investigations. Arizona governors have attempted to in

vestigate an occasional appointive agency, but this has not 

proved fruitful without the added assistance of public and 

legislative scrutiny. The governor is powerless to inves

tigate the independently elected agencies. In fact, in his 

1964 supplemental message, Fannin requested a legislative 

investigation of the Corporation Commission. This request 

is indicative of the lack of supervisory authority granted 

to Arizona governors. In a strong executive state like New 

York the governor would be embarrassed if the legislature 

even threatened to investigate an executive agency. In 

Arizona the governor must go out of his way to solicit leg

islative aid J 

Legislative Involvement of Executive Agencies 

Each year the agencies in the executive branch of 

our state and national governments prove to be a major source 

1 5 
of legislative ideas and recommendations. Although this 

15. For an excellent discussion of the role of state 
agencies in the legislative process see: Elisabeth McK. 
Scott, "State Executive Departments Play a Growing Part in 
Lawmaking," National Municipal Review. XXXII (November, 
1943), pp. 529-534; see also: Elisabeth McK. Scott and Belle 
Zeller, "State Agencies and Lawmaking," Public Administration 
Review. II (Summer, 1942), pp. 205-220; 0. Douglas Weeks, 
"Recent Developments in the State Legislative Process," State 
Government. XVI (July, 1943), p. 164. 
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has long been recognized as a political fact of life, it 

creates a challenge to the executive's supervisory role. 

The executive must coordinate and scrutinize the numerous 

recommendations flowing to the legislature to insure that 

they do not conflict with his own legislative program. In 

recognition of this problem on the national level, the 

Bureau of the Budget performs the function of screening 

all legislative requests originating in the executive branch. 

The Bureau is a legislative clearinghouse for the President. 

The President can not keep surveillance on the legislative 

activities of all his subordinates but at least he has a 

system of clearing major recommendations before they reach 

the Congress. 

In states like New York or Pennsylvania where the 

governor is granted greater administrative authority, he is 

better able to screen and coordinate the legislative efforts 

of executive agencies. In New York recommendations are 

cleared by a member of the governor's staff. Those requests 

dealing with finance and revenue are channeled through the 
1 

budget office. In California the Governor's Council, 

composed of all major department heads, serves as a legis-

17 lative clearinghouse for the governor. 

16. Scott and Zeller, ajo. cit.. p. 217. 

17. For a discussion of the various functions of the 
Governor's Council see: Richard B. Harvey, "The Political 
Approach of Governor Earl Warren of California," unpublished 
manuscript (xerox copy), p. 142. 
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In Arizona the executive agencies are a source of 

legislative recommendations, but the governor lacks a means 

of examining or checking their flow to the legislature. 

Even if agency heads voluntarily cleared their legislative 

requests with the governor's office, his staff would be in

adequate to handle the job. As Chapter Seven shows, one 

partial solution to the problem is for the governor to re

quest major agencies to submit their legislative recommenda

tions to him prior to the time his program is prepared. In 

1962 this technique not only yielded several requests later 

included in the Governor's program, but also informed the 

Governor what the agencies were preparing to request in the 

coming session of the legislature. Of course this was done 

on a voluntary basis and the Governor had no way of knowing 

whether or not the agencies were submitting complete lists 

of their legislative recommendations. Under this arrange

ment if an administrator knew the governor would oppose a 

particular request, he could merely delete it from the list 

sent to the governor's office. 

An Administrative "Problem Ohild" 

The governor's limited ability to channel the leg

islative requests of executive agencies is demonstrated by 

the experience of Paul Fannin with the atomic energy bill 

of 1962. The Governor was interested in creating a State 
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Atomic Energy Commission to control and promote the uses of 

atomic energy as a means of stimulating industrial develop

ment. In 1960 the Governor created a committee of citizens 

and agency representatives to study and make recommendations 

on this problemc In 1962 this committee recommended the 

creation of a separate state commission on atomic energy 

and presented a bill to Senator Morrow of Mohave to intro

duce. After several weeks of delay in the Senate, the 

Governor asked Morrow what was detaining the bill's passage, 

and was informed that it was being actively opposed by 

state Health Commissioner Lloyd M. Farner. After scant in

vestigation, Fannin found that not only was Farner opposing 

the bill, but was encouraging several members of the House 

to draw up a bill which would' conflict with the Senate bill. 

Farner's major complaint with the committee sponsored 

Senate bill was that it proposed the creation of a new state 

commission and he felt that regulation of the uses of atomic 

energy rightfully fell in the domain of the Health Depart

ment. The Governor was provoked by Mr. Farner's activities, 

but knew that Farner would have to be delicately handled 

because he was an appointee of the Health Board. It was 

fortunate for Fannin that a majority of his appointees con

trolled the Health Board. The Governor telephoned each 

member of the Board and told them of his disapproval of 

Farner's actions. The Governor's power of persuasion was 
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successful and the Board immediately told Farner to refrain 

from obstructing the passage of the Governor's atomic energy 

bill. Was this a victory for the Governor? Not entirely. 

Farner ceased to torpedo the Governor's bill, but he did 

little to encourage its passage. In fact the bill probably 

would have passed the House if Farner had given it vigorous 

support. 

Paul Fannin's episode with the atomic energy bill 

demonstrates the numerous limitations on the governor's 

supervisory function which probably could have been handled 

by an existing state agency. After the bill was introduced, 

the legislators were perplexed because they were told that 

the bill was sponsored by the Governor's Atomic Energy 

Committee, yet one member of that committee—the Health 

Commissioner—-was opposing its passage. The Governor could 

not deal directly with the commissioner because he was not 

a gubernatorial appointee. In the end the Governor forced 

the commissioner to cease his opposition but could not force 

him to actively support the bill. 

Budgeting 

Students of state government long have been aware 

of wide variations in the political institutions and prac

tices of the several states. Despite this awareness some 

writers, for the purpose of generalizing, have tended to 
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minimize the differences and accentuate the similarities. 

The search for uniformities is often based on a comparison 

of state statutes and constitutions. While the general 

outlines and legal framework of the states appear to "be 

similar, there is often times a great discrepancy between 

the legal aspects of government and the actual political 

practice. 

In recent years increased attention has been paid 

to state budgetary systems. Such systems are usually grouped 

under board categories based on responsibility for prepara

tion. Typical categories include: the executive system; 

the legislative system; the board system; and sometimes a 

18 
joint-committee system. Introductory texts on state 

government usually classify the state of Arizona as an exec-

19 utive budget state. Unfortunately, the writers who list 

Arizona as such do not indicate the basis upon which their 

determination is made. 

The purpose of this discussion is to determine 

whether the annual budget presented to the legislature by 

the governor is in theory as well as in practice an execu

tive budget. This inquiry includes a resume of statutory 

18. Jewell 0. Phillips, State and Local Government 
-in America (New York: American Book Co., 1954), p. 262. 

19. Ibid; Austin P. MacDonald, American State 
government and Administration (New York: Thomas Y. Orowell 
Co., 1961), p. 416. 
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budget provisions as well as actual budgetary practices. 

It also includes an analysis of recent attempts at budg

etary reform. Attention is focused on the role of the 

governor in Arizona's budget process. 

The Process as Prescribed by Law 

Preparation and Presentation The process begins 

on or before July 1 of every year when the state auditor 

transmits prescribed budget estimate forms to the heads of 

20 the various budget units. No later than September 1, 

following the receipt of such forms, the head of each budget 

unit is required to submit to the state auditor estimates 

of receipt and expenditure requirements for the budget unit 

for the next fiscal year. These estimates are usually pre

pared by the budget unit head himself, using the forms 

prescribed by the state auditor. The budget unit head may 

submit, along with the regular estimate forms, any "explana

tory data as may be required /by the state auditor/, together 

with such additional information as the head of the budget 

21 
unit desires to submit." 

After receiving the estimate forms as well as any 

additional material submitted by the budget unit heads, 

20. Budget units as defined by law include boards, 
commissions, departments, institutions, and agencies. 

21. Revised Statutes of Arizona. 35, 113. 
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FIGURE 1 

Arizona Budget Calendar 

Budget estimate forms issued by 
State Auditor to all agency heads 

Budget estimate forms must be com
pleted and returned to State Auditor 

State Auditor supervises the com
pilation of budget requests and 
printing of the budget report 

State Auditor sends budget report 
to office of Governor 

Submission of the budget report 
from the Governor to the Legis
lature 

July 

September 

September - December 

December 

J anuary 

*Data used in this figure is primarily taken from 
the Report of the Special Legislative Committee on State 
Operations, prepared by Griffenhagen and Associates. 
Supplement to the Journal of the Senate, 19th Leg,, 1st 
Spec, Sess., 1950, 

the state auditor proceeds to prepare a budget report which 

is later transmitted to the governor. The state auditor 

has statutory authority to investigate the requests and 

recommend changes in the report transmitted to the governor. 

Ordinarily the budget report reaches the governor's 

office in late November or early December. The governor is 

required to submit the report to the legislature no later 

than five days after the regular session of the legislature 
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convenes. Prior to submitting the budget report to the leg

islature the governor is required to examine the estimates 

of receipts and expenditures included in the budget report. 

He may request the state auditor to make further investiga

tions of statements and estimates. The governor may also 

"direct such changes or revisions in appropriations requested 

22 as he deems advisable." 

Legislative Action The appropriations committees 

of the House of Representatives and Senate hold hearings 

(often jointly) affording an opportunity for budget unit 

heads to present their justifications for budget requests. 

The budget unit head as well as the state, auditor may be 

called upon by the legislature to furnish additional infor

mation on the proposed budget. In recent years the appro

priations committees for both houses have started their 

hearings in December, about two weeks before the opening 

of the session. 

Ordinarily the general appropriations bill is intro

duced in the House and presented to the membership toward 

the end of the legislative session. But the general appro

priations bill is not the only bill which authorizes expen

ditures requested by the budget units. The Arizona 

22. Ibid.. p. 116. 
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Constitution states that "the general appropriations bill 

shall embrace nothing but appropriations for the different 

departments of state, for state institutions, for public 

schools, and for interest on the public debt. All other 

appropriations shall be made by separate bills, each embra

cing but one subject."2̂  All expenditures authorized by 

any appropriations bill are classified as follows: current 

expenditures, fixed charges, capital outlay, and redemption 

24 of debt. 

Budgetary Control Most of the control over expen

ditures made by the various budget units is exercised by 

the state auditor. The state auditor keeps allotment and 

appropriation accounts of all budget units. Aside from 

capital outlays and fixed charges, allotments are made by 

the state auditor upon request by the various budget unit 

heads. Normally allotments are made quarterly by object 

of expenditure. The allotment can not exceed one-fourth 

of the annual appropriation. But in cases of emergency, 

the governor may authorize the incurring of expenses not to 
pr 

exceed an aggregate sum of $25,000. 

23. Constitution of Arizona. Art. IV, part 4, sec. 20. 

24. Report of the Special Legislative Committee on 
State Operations, prepared by Griffenhagen and Associates. 
Supplement to the Journal of the Senate. 19th Leg., 1st 
Spec. Sess., 1950, p. 224. 

25. Ibid., p. 225. 
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Aside from the preauditing and alloting control of 

the state auditor, Arizona's budgetary system provides for 

a means of postauditlng. Since 194-9 the state has had an 

office of Post Auditor. His duties include auditing the 

accounts of all budget units and reporting directly to the 

legislature the manner in which appropriations were spent 

for the past fiscal year. 

The Budget Process in Practice 

The likelihood of a discrepancy between theory and 

practice in state government was pointed out above. A 

cognizance of this discrepancy is necessary to gain an 

accurate picture of the budget process in Arizona. 

In the absence of a central budget office, the 

budget process is started in motion by the state auditor's 

issuance of estimate forms in July to the various budget 

unit heads. The state auditor may legally require budget 

unit heads to submit additional material substantiating 

their requests; however, in actuality very few explanatory 
*2f\ 

statements are ever submitted. 

The governor is entitled to participate in all budget 

hearings called by the state auditor. In actual practice, 

however, budget hearings are substituted by informal dis

cussions and consultations between the auditor and the 

26. Ibid., p. 223 
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various agency heads. Even if hearings were regularly 

scheduled, it is doubtful if the governor would have enough 

time or be sufficiently prepared to participate. The 

strongest tools of budgetary influence possessed by the 

governor is his authority to hold hearings and alter or 

revise the appropriations requested in the budget report. 

In actual practice this step in the process has been com-

27 pletely omitted. The governor merely transmits to the 

legislature the budget report in the exact form as it was 

presented to him by the state auditor. According to the 

Griffenhagen and Associates1 report on state operations: 

It has never been the custom for the governor 
to review the budget estimates in consultation with 
department heads prior to the submission of the 
budget report to the legislature. This in effect 
means that the governor delegates to department 
heads his authority and duty to review the budget 
estimates and to recommend appropriations to the 
legislature. 

The Experience of Governor Fannin In 1961 the 

budget process was launched as usual when the state auditor 

issued estimate forms to the various budget unit heads with 

the request that they be returned by September 1. The state 

auditor held no formal budget hearings which the Governor 

was invited to attend; however, there were the usual infor

mal meetings between the state auditor's office and depart

ment and agency heads. 

27. Ibid., p. 224 

28. Ibid., p. 234 
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While the budget was being prepared, several legis

lators were also active. In September, House Speaker Cook 

made "a personal survey of the construction and land needs 
29 

of all state institutions." !E3ie Speaker later presented 

a report and colored motion pictures of his tour to the 

House Appropriations Committee. 

Following the recent practice, the House and Senate 

Appropriations Qommittees held budget hearings in Phoenix 

about two weeks before the regular session opened. Since 

these hearings were early, the Governor was requested to 

supply the membership of these committees with advance 

copies of the budget report. These early meetings and the 

use of advance copies of the budget report indicate the 

truly insignificant nature of the governor's formal presen

tation of the budget to the legislature. It may be said 

facetiously, but nevertheless with some accuracy, that prob

ably the greatest degree of gubernatorial participation in 

preparing the budget was Fannin's appearance before the ap

propriations committees to Justify budget requests for his 

office.30 

29. Arizona Dally Star. September 28, 1961, Sec. B, 
p. 1 . 

30. A rather humorous indication of the indgnificant 
and clouded role of the governor in budget preparation is 
found in a comment made to the author by Governor Fannin in 
1961. After appearing before the House Appropriations Com
mittee, the Governor quoted Vice Chairman Walker as saying, 
"Now let me see Governor, what department are you supposed 
to represent?" 
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In 1962 Fannin delivered three messages to the leg

islature which included a reference to budgetary reform. 

In his annual message, he recommended a constitutional amend

ment providing for a State Department of Finance which would 

include a central budget office. 

Several weeks after delivery of the "State of the 

State" message, the Governor delivered a supplemental mes

sage in which he strongly emphasized the point that it was 

not a budget message. He stated that the budget was not 

of his making but rather "was prepared independently by 

"51 93 separate state agencies."-^ The supplemental message 

indicated that Fannin felt that the central budget office 

was the most important component of the Department of Finance 

requested in the annual message. In the second message 

Fannin was willing to compromise on his original demand. 

He stated: "While I strongly recommend the establishment 

of a Department of Finance, I recommend at the very least 

that you /the legislature/ immediately provide for a budget 

director . . . ." 2̂ 

The Twenty-fifth Legislature, like preceding legis

latures, was unsympathetic to demands for budgetary reform. 

Thus in his closing remarks to the legislature, Fannin once 

31. Journal of the House. 25th Leg., 2d Reg. Sess., 
1962, p. 131. 

32. Ibid., p. 132. 
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again referred to budgeting. Smarting under the strain of 

a rather unsuccessful and frustrating session with the leg

islature, Fannin stressed the importance of efficiency by 

charging that the need for a central budget office "is 

so obvious I have heard many citizens express astonishment 

that it has been neglected so long, and in your continued 

disregard for responsible action you have added to the 

Arizona taxpayers' burden for another year countless dol

lars that could have been saved."-^ 

Recent Efforts at Budgetary Reform 

Although the question of budgetary reform has been 

an issue throughout much of the state's history, some of 

the more substantial proposals have been made within the 

-34 past decade. The popularity of administrative reform 

that caught the attention of many states in the post World 

War II era also had its effect on Arizona. In 194-9 a spe

cial legislative committee on state operations was created. 

This committee in turn hired Griffenhagen and Associates, 

33. Ibid., p. 641. 

34. Robert E. Riggs points out that as early as 1916 
the platforms of both major political parties contained a 
budget proposal designed to strengthen gubernatorial authority. 
See: Robert E. Riggs, The Movement for Administrative Reorgan
ization in Arizona (Tucson: Bureau of Business and Public 
Research, University of Arizona, 1961), Special Studies No. 
17, p. 20. 
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a firm of public administration consultants, to investigate 

administrative needs of the state. A report of this firm's 

findings was published in 1950 which included assessments 

of the present structure as well as recommendations for 

alterations. 

Pursuant to the Griffenhagen Report, a number of 

administrative reorganization bills were introduced in the 

legislature. Among these bills were several proposals de

signed to reform the state's budgetary system. Acting on 

a referendum passed by the electorate in 1952, a state fis-
35 

cal reorganization bill was introduced in 1953. This 

bill (House Bill 28) was designed to create a Department of 

Finance. Within this department there was a provision for 

a central budgeting office to be supervised by a director 

of the budget. This director was to be appointed by a board 

of finance and to work in close cooperation with the gover

nor in the preparation of the annual budget. The budget 

office was to be "vested with budgetary authority formerly 

"36 granted to the state auditor." 

After prolonged debate this act was finally passed 

and enthusiastically signed into law by Governor Howard Pyle. 

35. For a coverage of the legislature's activities 
on this bill, see Riggs, 0£. clt., p. 50. 

36. State of Arizona, Session Laws (1955), c. 89, 
p. 180. 



160 

However the jubilation of the reformers over the passage of 

this act was short-lived. Almost immediately after the act 

went into effect a test case questioning the constitution

ality of it was brought before the Arizona Supreme Court. 

The court held that the legislature had made an unconstitu

tional transferral of authority from the office of state 

auditor to the newly created Department of Finance, thus 

37 declaring the entire act unconstitutional. 

The court's decision on the Department of Finance 

had a moderating effect on the advocates of budgetary reform 

within the legislature. In 1954- a more modest proposal 

(House Bill 28) designed to create a separate office of 

budget director was introduced in the House of Representa

tives. This bill was approved in different form in both 

houses; however, it eventually died because the House re

fused to concur in the rather sweeping amendments made by 

38 the Senate. 

When Ernest MacFarland assumed the governor's chair 

in 1955, he followed the traditional pattern of urging the 

legislature to create a central budget office. The Twenty-

second Legislature did not create a central budget office 

but a compromise solution was finally effected. Instead 

of creating the office, the legislature approved a $15,000 

37. Hudson v. Kelly. 76 Ariz. 255. 

38. Riggs, 0£. cit., p. 59. 
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increase in appropriations to the governor's office and spec

ified that the additional money would be used for hiring a 

budget director.39 in July, 1955, B. P. Lynch, a former 

administrative assistant to MacFarland, was appointed budget 

director. Two months later Don Lockwood, former insurance 

salesmany was appointed as assistant to Lynch. In his annual 

message to the legislature in 1956, MacParland declared that 

it was largely due to his newly appointed budget assistants 

that "recommendations for budget limitations were made for 

40 
the first time by an Arizona governor." 

In 1956 the legislature once again appropriated 

#15,000 to the governor's office for the salary of a budget 

director. This informal means of meeting the governor's 

request for a budget director came to an abrupt halt in 

1957. MacParland was reelected in 1956 and the Democratic 

Party easily maintained control of the legislature but 

there was a complete reorganization of leadership within 

the House of Representatives. The new Speaker, W. L. Oook, 

was not as friendly toward the Governor and his proposals 

as his predecessor, Harry Ruppelius, had been. This shift 

in House leadership probably accounted for the discontinuance 

39. State of Arizona, Session Laws (1955), c. 139, 
P. 255. 

40. Journal of the House, 22d Leg., 2d Reg. Sess., 
1956, p. 58. 
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41 
of the increased appropriation. The appropriation for a 

budget director has not been renewed in subsequent years. 

In the past decade there has been at least a score 

of bills introduced in the legislature designed to create 

some type of budget office under the direct or indirect con

trol of the governor. In 1963 and 1964 the House satisfied 

Governor Fannin's request by passing a bill designed to 

create a budget office, but it remained buried in Senate 

committees when the session ended. 

A Non-Executive Budget? 

It was previously pointed out that the "executive 

budget" classification of budget systems largely depends 

upon the manner in which the budget is prepared before sub

mission to the legislature. Obviously preparation is a 

function assumed by the chief executive (in this case the 

governor) or an official subject to his control. It is on 

this basis that Arizona's system must be assessed. 

Probably the 'most complete and certainly the most 

comprehensive treatment of the office of governor is Coleman 

B. Ransone's The Office of Governor in the United States. 

In this volume Ransone argues that the executive budget on 

the state level serves three major purposes. These purposes 

41. Interview with Representative Jphn Haugh of 
Pima County, November 17, 1962. 
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include: the governor's expression of policy to the legis

lature; a means of legislative review of state policy; and 
42 

a means of internal policy control over administration. 

Ransone further contends that in order to classify a budget 

as an "executive budget," it must meet certain qualifications. 

In the first place, the concept of the budget 
as a major expression of gubernatorial policy and 
as an important method of administrative, control 
generally demands that the governor be able to 
control the official who prepares the budget. In 
the second place, it is necessary for the budget 
officer to have an adequate staff of trained budget 
analysts who can prepare a budget which is an ac
curate expression of the governor's proposed pro
gram .... Thirdly, there must be an adequate 
period of time between the time the governor takes 
office and the time when the budget must be pre
sented to the legislature so that.,the budget docu
ment can be thoroughly reviewed. ̂  

In applying Ransone's criteria to Arizona, one would 

have to conclude that it would be difficult to classify the 

state as an executive budget by any stretch of the imagina

tion. Not only does the state lack a central budget office, 

but with the exception of two years (1955 and 1956), the 

governor has not had a regularly employed analyst to work 

on the budget. Even when the governor was provided with 

this type of assistance, qualifications for the appointment 

were not specified. Had rigid requirements been set, it is 

highly unlikely that the state could have attracted one 

skilled and experienced budget analyst for a salary of 

43. Ibid., p. 287 
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$15,000 to say nothing of splitting this sum between two 

persons. 

In regard to Ransone's point about participation 

of newly elected governors, the statutes do provide that 

"The governor-elect shall be entitled to participate in 

all budget hearings.In actuality this provision is 

meaningless since hearings are rarely called, plus the fact 

that the budget report would be virtually completed by the 

time of the general election. The lack of executive par

ticipation in budget preparation in Arizona is especially 

pronounced as compared with states having a strong executive 

45 budget system. 

Arizona's budget is certainly not an expression of 

the governor1s policies. If it reflects any type of policy, 

it is the combined expression of policies for every budget 

unit. The use of a coherent and coordinated policy to di

rect budget requests is obviously lacking in Arizona. This 

of course not only presents problems from the executive's 

point of view, but from the legislator's point of view as 

well. 

44. Revised Statutes of Arizona. 35, 117. 

45. For example see: Gladys M. Kammeres, "The Gover
nor as Chief Administrator in Kentucky," Journal of Politics. 
XVI (May, 1954), pp. 237-256; Frederick 0. Mosher, "The Execu-
tive Budget, Empire State Style," Public Administration Review. 
XII (Spring, 1952), pp. 73-84; Glendon A. Schubert and Donald 
F. Maclntyre, "Preparing the Michigan State Budget," Public 
Administration Review. XIII (Autumn, 1933), pp. 237-246. 
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There has "been one very important aspect of budget

ing which as yet has not been mentioned—the use of revenue 

estimates in preparing and executing the budget. Apparently 

the use of revenue estimates is an almost totally neglected 

aspect of budgeting in Arizona. Obviously the legislature 

must rely on some type of estimates, but the statutes do not 

provide a formal means of drawing revenue estimates for the 

purpose of integrating such estimates into the budget process. 

The revenue estimates used by uhe state auditor and the leg

islature are drawn up by the State Tax Commission and the 

Post Auditor. 

In reviewing Arizona's budget system, it can be con

cluded that it is questionable whether the state has an 

executive budget system in theory, and there is no doubt 

that it does not in practice. To change substantially exist

ing budget practice, in light of the state Supreme Court's 

1953 decision, any measure short of constitutional revision 

would probably fail to bring about a true executive budget 

system in Arizona. 

Summary 

Historically Arizona governors have bemoaned their 

lack of administrative authority, and with good reason; The 

appointive potf'er of the governor is highly restricted and 
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his removal power is virtually non-existent. To compound 

these administrative woes his supervisory function is super

ficial and he lacks control of the budget process. Although 

the lack of this authority immediately weakens the governor's 

role as chief executive, it also depreciates his role as 

chief legislator. 

In any state, executive agencies have a penetrating 

impact on the legislative process. The question is: Does 

the governor possess sufficient authority to channel and 

control executive efforts to meet his own legislative res

ponsibilities? In Arizona the governor lacks this authority. 

As a result, he is deprived the positive advantage of em

ploying the talents of the executive branch. Instead he is 

forced to utilize the abilities of special committees which 

often overlap existing agencies. Because of inadequate con

trol of executive agencies,~the legislative activities of 

independently elected officials and sometimes appointees, 

conflict with his legislative influence. 

It is unfortunate that the governor must rely ul

timately on a negative weapon—the veto—to safeguard his 

program against conflicting ideas and requests submitted 

by the executive agencies. This merely creates hostility 

among the administrators and causes them to shortcircuit 

the governor's office in their dealings with the legislature. 
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It does not encourage them to support the governor's program 

unless each receives some special favor. If the governor 

were granted greater control of appointments, supervision, 

and fiscal management, he could command the entire executive 

force in bargaining with the legislature as well as present 

a comprehensive program which would encompass most of the 

needs of state government. 



CHAPTER VI 

THE GOVERNOR AS LEGISLATIVE BARGAINER: 
THE INFORMAL TOOLS 

The governor's legislative role can not be treated 

as though it were divisible from his other major roles. 

In the preceding chapter it was pointed out that the gover

nor's administrative authority, or more accurately lack of 

authority, has profound effects on his relations with the 

legislature. This chapter examines informal roles and tech

niques used to implement the governor's legislative authority. 

His roles as popular head and party chief, for example, are 

reviewed to determine their usefulness in creating a favor

able climate for executive leadership. But before talcing 

up these roles and others it is necessary to analyze the 

legislative milieu in which the governor operates. 

The Legislative Environment 

In some states observers speak of governors facing 

a hostile or friendly legislature depending upon the party 

affiliation of the governor and the party make-up of the 

168 
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legislature.1 In Arizona observers refer to the governor as 

facing hostile and friendly legislatures, but party affilia

tion is not the dominant factor in making this determination. 

The Arizona legislature usually is organized along factional 

rather than party lines. 

Organization of the legislature depends upon the 

selection of the Speaker of the House and the President of 

the Senate because of the immense authority vested in the 

presiding officer of each house. Due to the lack of party 

competition for the positions, the real conflict occurs 

within the Democratic Party which invariably ruptures in

ternal cohesion. In recent years the Republicans have gained 

positions of importance by offering their bloc of votes to 

the highest bidder among the warring Democrats. As a re

sult of coalescing with dissident Democrats, the Republicans 

have helped organize the House in five of the seven legisla

tures from 1951 through 1964. Majority-minority lines are 

formed with the election of the presiding officer. As 

Chapter One pointed out, this factional division transcends 

party lines and geographic representation. 

Once the legislature is organized, the presiding 

officer maintains control of his troops by a skillful use 

1. For a discussion of the division of partisan con
trol of the governorship and legislature see: V. 0. Key, Jr., 
American State Politics.(New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 1956), 
Chapter 3; Ooleman B. Ransone, Jr., The Office of Governor in 
the United States (University: University of Alabama Press, 
1956), pp. 188-193. 
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of the "utilitarian" principle, i.e., people seek pleasure 

and avoid pain. For instance, the Speaker of the House 

appoints all standing committees and can inflict pain on 

a recalcitrant member by stripping him of all his committee 
2 

appointments. On the other hand, the Speaker can control 

the fate of most bills introduced and can therefore provide 

pleasure by allowing the pet bills of the majority bloc mem

bers to pass the House. 

According to one former majority leader, Enos Schaffer, 

it is best to maintain discipline by providing pleasure be

cause the Speaker needs the support of the membership as 

3 much as the members need a benevolent Speaker. Hence the 

leadership, composed of the Speaker and usually members of 

the Rules Committee, prepare a list of the pet bills desired 

by the membership and a separate list of the pet bills of the 

leadership. The leadership must control the flow of the mem

bership's bills. If they were to allow all majority bills 

to pass at the first of the session, the leadership would 

lose support of their own bills and possible control of the 

bloc. Toward the end of the session, after the leadership's 

2. For an example of the impact of the presiding 
officer's ability to "inflict pain," see: Roy D. Morey, 
"Metropolitan and Non-Metropolitan Voting Alignments in 
the Arizona Legislature," an unpublished Master's thesis 
(University of Arizona, 1961), p. 15. 

3. Interview with former Pima Oounty legislator, 
Enos Schaffer, House majority leader 1955-1956, December 5, 
1963. 
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bills have passed, it is then safe to break the log Jam of 

membership bills. As Mr. Schaffer put it, "after the lead

ership has had its cream, you let the rank and file have 
4 

their cream." This manipulation by the leadership is one 

reason for much of the flood of legislation during the last 

5 
two weeks of each session. 

Of course the leadership may be opposed to the pas

sage of bills desired by members of their own rank and file. 

To avoid internal dissension and possible collapse of the 

bloc, the leadership will allow the bill to pass the House 

with the assurance of the Senate leadership that the bill will 

be killed in the Senate. This favor of course is reciprocal. 

What does the Internal legislative combat and bar

gaining mean for the governor? It means that he must be 

constantly informed of the prevailing conditions in the leg

islature. He must be selective in choosing the legislators 

to handle his program. For example, in 1962, although Fannin 

was not on friendly terms with the House majority bloc, he 

enticed the Committee on Agriculture and Irrigation to 

4. Ibid. 

5. Other reasons for the late session flood are: 
(1) those bills held by each house for bargaining purposes 
are not released until late; (2) appropriation bills aire 
usually held until the end of the session; (3) some bills 
are unusually complicated and are not ready for early ses
sion debate; and (4) some bills are deliberately held by the 
leadership in each house in hopes they will be smothered in 
the late session flood. 
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sponsor his important bill creating the office of State 

Water Engineer. He did so because he knew that the bill had 

little chance unless it received majority endorsement. He 

had the bill introduced in the House because he felt that 

it was the biggest hurdle and should be crossed first. The 

Governor knew before the bill was introduced that the Senate 

leadership favored it. But he did not want the Senate to 

indicate a strong interest before the bill cleared the House 

for fear it would be used by the House leadership as a lever 

to pry one of their pet bills out of the Senate. Considerable 

legislation, which is not opposed by either house, is lost 

each year when it is used at the end of the session as a 

sacrificial lamb in the bartering process between the two 

houses. 

It may appear that most governors are frustrated 

because of policy disagreements with the leadership in each 

house. Actually the governor has more trouble in adapting 

his requests to the internal complex of group interaction 

than in satisfying the policy interests of the leadership. 

Often the legislative leadership has a greater procedural 

rather than substantive interest in the legislation they 

control and manipulate.^ 

6. For example, former Republican leader John Haugh 
said that House Speaker W. L. "Tay" Cook was usually more 
concerned with methods of keeping his majority bloc to
gether than in the substance of legislation. Interview 
October 16, 1963. 
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It may also appear that the tight and sometimes 

oppressive control of the membership by the legislative 

leaders would be disruptive to the passage of a governor's 

program. Actually without strong guidance and control, the 

legislature would be unwieldy and unproductive. In reference 

to the Senate, Howard Pyle remarked, "from the viewpoint of 

a governor, I would rather have an enemy as president who 

could control his group than a friend who lacked discipline 
7 

over his followers." Without strong leadership within the 

legislature, it is difficult for the governor to plan strat

egy and anticipate the behavior of the members. Consequently 

in studying the governor's legislative leadership, one can 

not ignore leadership within the legislature. 

Altering the Legislative Environment 

Not all of Arizona's governors have been content to 

settle for the established environment of the legislature. 

Some have even attempted to alter its formal structure and 

make-up. In 1913 after a bout with the Senate, Governor 

George Hunt launched an unsuccessful campaign to abolish 

the upper chamber. He argued that the extra house was un

necessary and confusing, "as it is we have practically three 

legislative bodies, the Senate, the House of Representatives, 

7. Interview with former Governor Howard Pyle, 
November 8, 1963. 
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and the people, who initiate laws and then have them re-
8 

ferred." 

In 1953 Governor Howard Pyle led a successful drive 

to reapportion the legislature by creating a twenty-eight 

member Senate and an eighty member House. Pyle felt the 

change should be made "because the House was becoming too 

large and unwieldy and the Senate was too tightly controlled 

by the mining interests under the old system. 

Aside from these attempts at formal alterations, 

Arizona governors have tried to change the legislative en

vironment by influencing the selection of legislative lead

ership. George Hunt started the tradition of executive 

intervention in 1912 with the selection of Samuel Bradner 

as the state's first Speaker of the House. In a "post

mortem" account of the Democrats' legislative caucus, the 

Arizona Republican reported, "the Hunt administration forces 

are in the saddle, having applied the third degree yester

day. Quietly the administration forces went to work and in 

a couple of hours, it was all over. 'The Governor is for 

Brandner1 was the password."10 A spokesman for the opponent 

of the administration's candidate conceded, "they licked us 

8. Arizona Dally Star. February 28, 1913, p. 4. 

9. Pyle, 0£. cit. 

10. Arizona Republican (Phoenix), March 18, 1912, 
PP. 1» 4. 
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all right, but we got a run for our money and Just keep an 

eye on the appointments. Hunt put it over, but if he thirties 

he is going to run this legislature in the guise of a dicta-
11 

tor, he is mistaken." Lest one be misled into thinking 

that hand picking the leadership always insures legislative 

success for the governor, it should be noted that in the 

1912 session only 22 percent of Hunt's program was enacted 

into law. 

Obviously executive involvement in leadership selec

tion can be hazardous because the governor can jeopardize 

future relations by supporting a losing candidate. Some

times a governor is caught in a leadership squabble by cir

cumstances beyond his control. A case at point is Paul 

Fannin's dilemma in the speakership race of 1961. For the 

two years prior to 1961 Speaker ¥. L. "Tay" Cook headed a 

bipartisan coalition which was on friendly terms with the 

Governor. Fannin wanted these harmonious relations to con

tinue and therefore he held several meetings during December, 

1960, to convince Speaker Oook of the advantages of perpetua

ting the coalition. Just as the Governor was making progress 

in the negotiations, several Republican legislators began 

feuding with Oook. Despite efforts by Fannin to resolve 

the partisan conflict, the old coalition ruptured before 

January, 1961. When it appeared that a majority of the 

11. Ibid. 
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Republican legislators would not go along with. Cook, Fannin 

reversed his strategy and started encouraging the GOP leg

islators to back T. 0. Rhodes, a Democrat from Maricopa 

County. The Governor's persuasive powers were especially 

focused on Representatives McOlellan and Roland. But his 

efforts were in vain as these two Republicans supported Cook 

and insured his victory over Rhodes. 

In reference to the renegade Republicans, John Haugh, 

Republican minority leader, later remarked to the victorious 

Speaker Cook: 

I agree with Mr. Ellsworth that a couple of Repub
licans are helping to hold your party together and 
I trust that this charity on their part will evoke 
some similar reciprocity. As I said a few days ago, 
I hope that this speakership race is not fought for 
two years.12 

Representative Haugh's faint plea for peace was subsequently 

ignored by both sides and for the next two years the Repub

lican dominated minority battled with the Cook forces. The 

majority bloc identified the Governor with the Republican 

legislators and the war between the factions disintegrated 

Fannin's relations with the House leadership. 

The fear of becoming embroiled in the kind of prob-
\ 

lems faced by Fannin in 1961 has caused some governors to 

shun the process of leadership selection. Sidney Osborn and 

Ernest MacFarland had a laissez faire attitude toward the 

12. Journal of the House. 25th Leg., 1st Reg. Sess., 
1961, p. 31. 
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internal problems of the legislature. Through non-involve

ment they tried to escape the risk of alienation caused by 

endorsing a losing candidate. 

Dispensing Favors 

Patronage . 

In comparison with most states, the patronage at the 

disposal of Arizona's governor is practically non-existent. 

This is true despite the fact that Arizona does not have a 

statewide merit system. But several large agencies such as 

the Highway Department and Employment Security Commission 

each have their own merit programs. Gubernatorial patronage 

is limited because some of the agencies having the largest 

payrolls such as the Corporation and Tax Commissions and the 

State Auditor's Office, are controlled by independently 

elected officials. Even in those agencies haaded by guber

natorial appointees, jobs are controlled by administrators 

chosen by the governing board or commission. 

The major source of patronage for Arizona's governor 

is his appointive power over some seventy boards and commis

sions. A majority of these appointments must receive sena

torial confirmation. Most of these positions do not carry 

a regular salary but some are important because of their 

prestige value. The most highly regarded gubernatorial 
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appointment is to the Board of Regents which only pays per 

diem for travel, food, and lodging. 

Usually the governor's patronage has not been suf

ficient to induce action on his legislative program. But it 

has been used as a tool in bargaining for senatorial confirma

tion. After the November election in 1950, Howard Pyle was 

approached by several members of the Senate and was asked 

to reappoint John Duncan as Superintendent of Liquor Licenses 

1 "5 and Control. Before assuming office Pyle called a meeting 

of all Senators interested in the reappointment of Duncan. 

At this meeting Pyle told the Senators that he was neutral 

on the position, .but if it pleased them, he would make the 

reappointment if they would in turn confirm eight other ap

pointments he had in mind. A majority of the Senators agreed 

to Pyle's offer and in the 1951 session, Duncan was reappointed 

and the Governor scored 100 percent acceptance of his other 

appointments. 

In 1953 Pyle did not use his appointive power to 

bargain for senatorial confirmation, but rather to protect 

14 a gubernatorial prerogative. By tradition governors have 

not submitted Board of Regents appointments to the Senate 

for confirmation. In 1953 several members of the Senate 

Objected to this practice and threatened to ask for an 

13. Pyle, 0£. clt. 

14. Ibid. 



179 

Attorney-General's opinion an the matter. Pyle feared that 

the Attorney-General would rule in favor of Senate confirma

tion and therefore was willing to bargain. The Governor 

knew that the Senate leadership strongly favored the reap

pointment of William R. Mathews, editor and publisher of 

the Arizona Daily Star, to the Board of Regents. Thus Pyle 

informed the leadership that Mathews would be reappointed 

if the Senate did not press for confirmation of Regents ap

pointments. The Senate agreed and Mathews was given the 

reappointment. 

Insurance Contracts 

Another form of limited patronage possessed by 

Arizona's governor is control over part of the state's in

surance contracts. In 1963 the governor's office was granted 

a $50,000 appropriation to cover premium payments for insur

ance on the capitol buildings, the state prison, Fort Grant 

Industrial School, and several other state facilities. A 

1963 report by A. L. Means, Post Auditor, showed that most 

of the insurance contracts were given to current or past 

members of the legislature who are engaged in the insurance 

business.1̂  The largest single contract ($18,005) was given 

to the agency of Clarence Carpenter, President of the Senate. 

Other contracts given to members of the Twenty-sixth 

15. Arizona Republic, November 7, 1963, pp. 1, 9. 
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Legislature (1963-64) included the agency of Alvin Wessler, 

Pima County Republican ($10,058), and an agency partially 

owned by William S. Porter, Maricopa County Republican 

($2,961). Contracts to agencies owned or partially owned 

by members of the Twenty-fifth Legislature (1961-62) included 

premium payments of $17,500 to Robert Prochnow, Democrat of 

Coconino County and former chairman of the Senate Appropria

tions Committee; and payments of $15,400 to an agency par

tially owned by Joe Haldiman, Jr., former Democratic Senator 

from Maricopa County. According to the governor's office, 

"this business is apportioned among agents who ask for it 

on a population basis of 50 percent to Maricopa County agents, 

25 percent to Pima County and 25 percent for the rest of the 

state,"1̂  

When one considers that insurance is one of the 

largest categories of employmant for members of the legis

lature, the governor's insurance patronage might be an 

important factor in creating a friendly legislative atmos

phere . 

The Role of Industrial Promoter 

In recent years, especially since the end of World 

War II, America's governors have assumed a new role, that 

16. Ibid. 
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of industrial promoter. Today states are in keen competi

tion with each other over the location of new industry. 

Most governors are expected to lead their state's industrial 

promotion campaigns.^ 

Industrial promotion has become a large expenditure 

in Arizona. For the fiscal year 1964-65, the Industrial 

Board request exceeded $600,000. Industrial development 

is the prime responsibility of the fourteen member Develop

ment Board and the Governor's Office. The governor has a 

full-time staff assistant and a stenographer in charge of 

industrial promotion and planning. 

Arizona's most active industrial promoter has been 

Paul Fannin. He has stressed this role as a major campaign 

issue and has appealed to the voters to return to the gov-

18 ernorship a responsible businessman. He has stressed the 

need for increasing prosperity and employment. Governor 

Fannin feels that his role as industrial promoter has en

hanced his position with the legislature—especially the 

Senate. The Senate is more appreciative of Fannin because 

of his policy of encouraging industrial expansion in the 

17. For a discussion of the role of industrial pro
moter see: Luther H. Hodges, Businessman in the Statehouse; 
Six Tears as Governor of North Carolina (Chapel Hill; Univer
sity of North Carolina Press, 1962) Chapters 3, 10, 11. 

18. Fannin is an admirer of Luther Hodges and followed 
his gubernatorial career with great interest. 
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outlying counties. The Governor has been instrumental in 

enticing new industry into the state, such as the location 

of the Uni-Dynamics plant at Avondale. As a result of these 

successes, legislators have become more interested in court

ing the Governor's favor. They hope that their county will 

receive part of the industrial windfall. Hence what may 

appear to be a non-related role has an Important impact on 

gubernatorial-legislative relations. 

The "Governor's Lobby" 

The"governor1s lobby" includes all those who actively 

persuade and inform the legislature on the governor's poli

cies and programs. Of course an energetic governor might 

do his own lobbying. Professor Henry Jones Ford tells us 

that while Woodrow Wilson was governor of New Jersey, "he 

took an active part in shaping measures and in conducting 

legislation; he attended party caucuses, and on one occasion 

at least he served as a member of a committee appointed by 

1Q the caucus to prepare a bill." ^ 

To some extent all of Arizona's governors have done 

their own lobbying. But most of this work is usually handled 

by a member of the governor's staff or administrators in 

various executive agencies. As the preface of this study 

19. Henry Jones Ford, "The Record of the Administrator," 
The Atlantic Monthly. 117 (May, 1916), p. 579. 
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indicates, during the 1962 legislative session, the author 

served as a legislative assistant to Governor Paul Fannin. 

Acting in this capacity, my typical duties included: (1) 

keeping the Governor informed on the progress of various 

items in his program; this involved keeping a daily log and 

attending periodic meetings with the Governor and Republican 

legislators; (2) filling in as legislative messenger and 

intelligence observer for the Governor and his staff; (3) 

asking various executive agency heads to contact members 

of the legislature in support of administration bills; (4) 

meeting with legislators, administrators, and staff members 

of the legislative council to actually prepare legislation 

desired by the Governor; and (5) persuading members of the 

opposition on the merits of the administration*s bills and 

informing supporters of the Governor's attitude toward bills 

not included in his program. 

Often the governor finds that lobbying of key ad

ministrators is more convincing with the legislature than 

lobbying done by his own staff. For example, in the 1962 

session Governor Fannin asked Justin Herman, State Highway 

Director, to contact personally members of the House and 

Senate Highways and Bridges Committees to urge support of 

his traffic safety legislation. He also asked the head of 

the state Industrial Commission to lobby for his proposal 

creating a state job classification division. 
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The governor's administrative authority determines 

the type of lobby he can use. In the national government 

and those states which grant their governor ample authority, 

the executive controls most of the agency heads and there

fore can rely upon them to shoulder part of his legislative 

burdens. Because of the large numer of independent agencies, 

overlapping terms of office, and the removal of administrators 

from executive appointment, Arizona's governor is handicapped 

in using executive administrator as his lobbyists. The 

governor loses the benefit of utilizing executive personnel 

to share his task of legislative persuasion. 

As a result of inadequate administrative authority, 

Arizona's governor must depend upon private groups to share 

his lobbying duties. Governor MacFarland used the Arizona 

Education Association to promote his education bills during 
20 

the 1955 session. During the 1962 session Fannin received 

assistance from the Maricopa County Traffic Safety Council . 

to successfully promote his motor vehicle inspection bill. 

In the same session the Arizona Farm Bureau Federation was 

unsuccessful in promoting the Governor's request for the es

tablishment of a State Department of Agriculture. In a few 

cases Fannin combined the lobbying efforts of a private group 

and a public agency. The Central Arizona Project Association 

20. Interview with former Governor Ernest MacFarland, 
November 6, 1963• 
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teamed up with the Interstate Stream Commission to success

fully push for the Governor's "bill creating the office of 

State Water Engineer, 

Conferences and Consultation 

The conference provides another source of executive 

influence in the legislature. The governor is not permitted 

to engage in floor debate on his bills, but he can call the 

legislators into conference to express his desires. On the 

national level the conference has become a permanent legis

lative tool of the President. Franklin Roosevelt made fa

mous the Monday morning conference, and Elsenhower held the 

widely publicized Tuesday luncheons. In larger states 
21 

governors have made full use of the conference. While 

Chester Bowles was Governor of Connecticut, he relates, 

"every morning that the legislature convened I saw its Demo

cratic leaders and discussed with them their legislative 

22 strategy for the day." 

In Arizona the legislative conference has been used 

but it never has become a structured, traditional practice. 

Possibly one reason for this is because of the absence of a 

21. For example see: Richard B. Harvey, "The Politi 
cal Approach of Governor Earl Warren of California," an un
published manuscript (xerox copy), Chapter 5. 

22. Chester A. Bowles, "A Governor's Job as Seen by 
a Governor," New York Times Magazine (July 24, 1949), p. 8. 



186 

governor's mansion. Aside from his executive office, the 

governor has had no place within easy access of the State 

House to meet and entertain legislators. The lack of such 

a facility has forced governors to meet informally with 

legislators in various locations. During the early admin

istrations of Governor Hunt, "many a night you could see him 

in one of the booths at the old Ford Hotel, engulfed in cigar 

smoke and surrounded "by legislators, joking, conversing, and 

23 planning strategy." Since 1959 Republican leader John 

Haugh has held regularly scheduled Tuesday luncheons during 

the legislative session. These luncheons were originally 

intended to be strategy sessions for the legislative leader

ship, but they were soon converted into weekly conferences 

with Governor Fannin. 

Of course conferences are not always intended to be 

meetings only between legislators and the governor. Some

times a governor will call a conference to bring together 

legislators and representatives of private interest groups. 

In 1959 before the Governor's education bill came up for 

final passage in the House, Fannin called a meeting of key 

legislators and representatives of the mines, utilities, 

railroads, and agriculture to discuss the one cent sales 

tax increase for educational support. The favorable reaction 

23. Interview with early Arizona resident, Douglas 
E. Morey, December 26, 1963. 
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by a majority of the interest representatives was an impor

tant step in convincing the legislators of the solid backing 

24 of the measure. 

The legislative conference is not a one-way street. 

Governors use it to seek as well as to give advice. A 

humorous case to illustrate the governor's use of the con

ference to seek advice was related by the latfe Speaker of 
25 

the House, Harry Ruppelius. At the end of the regular 

session in 1956, Governor MacFarland called the House lead

ership to his office and asked them if they would support 

a special session devoted to increasing the gasoline tax. 

Scarcely before the Governor had finished stating his point, 

one legislator replied, "Governor, I think it is the craziest 
26 

damn idea that I have ever heard ofJ" The remark was a 

bit flippant but it concisely expressed the sentiments of 

other legislators and the Governor was quickly dissuaded 

from calling the special session. 

The Role as Party Ohief 

The governor's role as party leader was previously 

mentioned as a factor in developing gubernatorial programs. 

24. Interview with Governor Paul Fannin, November 
9, 1963. 

25. Interview with former Speaker of the House, 
Harry Ruppelius, November 7, 1963. 

26. Ibid. 



188 

It is discussed here as a tool of legislative influence. 

Traditionally the governor is the titular leader of his 

party within the state. This fact remains despite the ex

istence of dominant personalities other than the governor. 

In recent years it has been assumed by many that Senator 

Barry Goldwater, not Paul Fannin, is the leader of the 

Arizona Republican Party. Actually both share leadership 

positions. Goldwater is primarily interested in internal 

party policy and the relations between the state and national 

organizations. Fannin is leader in the external policy of 

the party, i.e., programs and platforms, and is recognized 

by the legislators as party spokesman on state problems. 

The governor as party leader is not the picture of 

a driver cracking the whip over the backs of the legisla

tors—threatening them with purges, withdrawal of campaign 

funds, and loss of party patronage. The governor of Arizona 

usually does not have sufficient control over the physical 

assets of his party to assume a hard-line attitude even if 

he cared to. The governor*s use of the party role as a nega

tive tool is simply not effective. For instance, some argue 

that the governor can pry his program out of the legislature 

by threatening to withhold endorsement of recalcitrant legis

lators in the next campaign. This is a flimsy threat because 

even the most popular governors can not afford deliberately 

to go out of their way to make enemies—even with recalcitrant 
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legislators. Most governors are at least artificially cor

dial to legislators of their party regardless of prior leg

islative support. 

Of most importance is the governor's image as party 

leader in the minds of the legislators. Most often the leg

islators will accommodate the governor by following the 

party line out of "love" and not fear. They are reluctant 

to fall out of grace with the governor because of the possi

bility of impairing their relations with party regulars back 

home and because they do not want to lose the governor's 

affection and admiration. As is true with the governmental 

process generally, the party role is highly personal and in

volves direct relations between the governor and each indi

vidual legislator. Legislators like to be considered by 

the governor as "one of the gang" and, if they buck their 

leader too often, they may lose the friendship and camaraderie 

of their own colleagues as well as the governor. Of course 

all governors expect the individual legislators to leave the 

party fold occasionally and if their dissenting vote is not 

crucial, the deviation is not resanted. In the 1962session 

Republican Senator Sam Steiger refused to support the Gover

nor's water engineer bill. Just before the bill came up for 

a final vote, Steiger's party conscience was a bit uneasy so 

he called the Governor and said, "if you really needed my 

vote, it might be different", but your bill is going to pass 
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by a landslide so I am going to vote against it." Steiger's 

prediction was accurate and his dissenting vote caused no 

gubernatorial antipathy. 

Historically the GOP has been a minority in the 

state. Typical of most minority parties there has been 

higher cohesion within the ranks Of the Republicans than 

the Democrats. Cohesiveness is visible in the manner in 

which the Republicans operate as a bloc in the legislature 

and the support Republican legislators give to a governor 

of their political faith. There are a few who will deviate 

from the party line on any one issue. But usually the 

Republican legislators are so elated that their party has 

captured the state's highest office that they give their 

governor a vote of confidence.2''' The reluctance of GOP 

legislators to buck Governor Pannin is reflected in the 

1964 squabble over repeal of the motor vehicle inspection 

law. Despite vigorous opposition by Pannin, twelve 

27. In the Arizona legislature, once a bill reaches 
the floor it is usually passed. See: Dean E. Mann,. "The 
Legislative Committee System in Arizona," Western Political 
Quarterly. XIV (December, 1961), pp. 938-939. Due to a lack 
of partisan conflict on final votes, it is fruitless to use 
roll call analysis to prove that Republicans give their 
governors better support than the Democrats. But this, point 
is demonstrated in veto analysis. Prom 1941 to 1964 a 
majority of Democrats voted to override a Democratic gover
nor's veto on eight occasions. During this period a majority 
of Republicans never voted to override the veto of a Republi
can governor. 
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Republicans joined forty-three Democrats in passing the re

peal. After the bill passed the Senate by an overwhelming 

vote it was sent to the Governor. Fannin quickly vetoed the 

repeal measure and returned it to the House. At this point 

vote for repeal would have been interpreted as a slap at 

the Governor. When the motion was made to override the veto, 

all thirty-two Republicans voted to sustain it. In explana

tion of the GOP's change of heart, Republican legislator 

Edward Chambers of Pima County stated, "it has become a 

political issue now, so I will have to vote no on any motion 
28 

to override the veto." 

The Role as Popular Leader 

For most people, the governor is their most mean

ingful identification with state government. If someone is 

distressed over the deterioration of a new stretch of high

way or has been overcharged on their state income tax, chancg 

are the first person to hear these complaints will be the 

governor. Regardless of the actual authority vested in the 

office, which in Arizona is not very sizeable, in the public' 

mind the governor is viewed as a powerful political figure. 

Part of this expectation rests on the governor's ceremonial 

function. The governor [Signifies state officiality whether 

28. Arizona Daily Star. February 21, 1964, p. 2. 



192 

he signs a proclamation, opens a new power plant, or greets 

a visiting dignitary. The governor is an official servant 

of all the people because his constituency encompasses the 

entire state. 

The governor's role as popular or ceremonial leader 

is not separable from his role as chief legislator. As 

previously pointed out, the governor meshes his various 

roles to enhance his position with the legislature. In the 

quest for creating a more favorable legislative environment, 

the governor may rely on his role as popular leader by broad

ening his relations with the legislature to include the en

tire electorate. The object is for the governor to marshal 

the strength of the people behind his program in hopes of 

creating a favorable balance of power with the legislature. 

During the early days of statehood, the governor was 

apt to carry his message to the people by stumping the state. 

This method J.s still used, but today the message is carried 

further and faster by the mass media of communication. Al

though all Arizona governors have had access to the press 

medium, there is no tradition of gubernatorial press confer

ences. For the first few months after assuming office, Howard 

£yle attempted biweekly press conferences but he soon discon

tinued the practice. In 1955 Ernest MacFarland had a similar 

experience. According to veteran reporter, Lester Inskeep, 

"there just wasn't enough news to make the conferences 
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worthwhile. Most of the news was made between conferences 

29 
and most reporters want press releases on a daily basis." 

In Arizona gubernatorial press relations have been on an 

intimate and informal basis. The normal practice is for 

the reporters of the major papers to drop by the executive 

office daily and chat with the governor or a member of his 

staff. Because of the small scale brand of politics in 

Arizona, this neighborly practice is feasible whereas in a 

state like New York or California it would be highly ir

regular. 

Two governors notably successful in receiving maxi

mum press coverage were George Hunt and Sidney Osborn. Hunt 

was not especially gifted in issuing news releases nor par

ticularly skilled in news interviews, but he was a colorful 

figure and a master of the overstatement. His escapades 

and statements usually made "good copy" for the press. Osborn 

on the other hand, was not as flamboyant as Hunt but was a 

skillful newsman. He was a professional pressman during most 

of the 1920's and 1930's as editor of Dunbar's Weekly news

paper. Osborn capitalized on his prior trdning and was able 

to present to the reporters the kind of material they desired. 

Osborn was adept at getting along with the press and constantly 

reminded the reporters that he still had printers' ink in his 

29. Interview with Lester Inskeep, political reporter 
for the Arizona Dally Star. December 6, 1963. 



194 

veins. In addition to his newspaper skill Osborn was a 

competent speaker and delivered most of his addresses ex

temporaneously. 

Howard Pyle never scored with the reporters as well 

as Osborn but he more than compensated for this weakness 

with his vocal talents. Pyle had twenty years of experience 

in radio and was former manager of Phoenix station KTAR. 

Being the son of a minister, he was steeped in an orator

ical environment and was probably the most gifted public 

speaker ever to hold the governorship. Pyle utilized his 

forensic talents by holding regularly scheduled radio broad

casts while he was in office. Even Pyle's opponents in the 

legislature were not unaffected by his voice. As one admit

ted, "I don't think his broadcasts had much substance but he 

was such a good speaker I knew he was having some impact and 

therefore I followed them with interest. 

Despite the fact that Paul Fannin is not an outstand

ing public speaker and does not possess prior newspaper 

training, generally his press coverage has been good. Part 

of this success is due to his calm and sincere image and 

part is due to the efforts of his administrative assistant, 

John McGowan. Reporter Jim Oooper, who covered the capitol 

30. Schaffer, op. cit. 
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for ten years, called McGowan "the "best pressman I have ever 

31 
worked with." 

The ability to use the mass media to mold public at

titudes is crucial to the governor's popular role. Without 

a use of public opinion polls it is difficult to measure 

fully a governor's success as popular leader. A rough index 

however, is the governor's vote-getting ability and success 

in retaining his office. The governor ranking highest in 

both these categories is Sidney Osborn. No doubt part of 

his popularity was due to his press and oratorical skills. 

The question remains: How can a governor use his 

popular leader skills to enhance his position with the leg

islature? As Chapters Three and Four demonstrate, the gov

ernor's vote popularity does not insure harmonious relations 

or success with legislative programs. The records of Hunt 

and Osborn are testimony to this fact. On certain isolated 

measures, the governor's popular appeal has been a determin

ing factor in the passage of legislation. This appears to 

be the case in Pyle's appeal for reapportionment in 1951 and 

Fannin's popular plea for liquor license control before the 

special session of 1961. But the governor's legislative 

negotiations are not conducted before the public eye and are 

carried out on a highly personal basis. He can not always 

31. Interview with Jim Cooper, political reporter 
for the Tucson Daily Citizen. October 14, 1963. 
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bail himself out of legislative difficulties by carrying his 

problems to the people. In fact this technique may only 

aggravate his legislative difficulties. This observation 

merely confirms the age-old suspicion that potent political 

issues are usually popular in origin and are rarely manufac

tured by officeholders. In 1962 Fannin's proposal for motor 

vehicle inspection was strictly a matter to be settled be

tween himself and the legislature. If the legislature had 

balked at his request, he could have stumped the state, but 

probably there would have been little public reaction one 

way or another. 

In Arizona it is also difficult for the governor to 

force the legislature into action by making a public appeal 

because of a time shortage. The best time to use the tech

nique is while the legislature is in session but during a 

sixty day period each year the governor does not have suffi

cient time to stimulate grass roots pressure. 

Summary 

The legislative role can be frustrating for the 

governor because he is expected to assume leadership in a 

branch of government of which he is not a member. The in

ternal conditions of the legislature often determine the 

fate of the governor's program. But the governor must in

fluence these internal conditions and guide his program ' 
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from a position outside the formal bounds of the legislature. 

The governor views the legislative leadership as a mixed 

blessing. In order to have his program passed, the gover

nor must constantly placate the legislative leaders. But 

without strong legislative leadership it is difficult for 

the governor to plan strategy and anticipate the behavior 

of the legislators. 

Some governors have attempted to alter the legisla

tive environment by suggesting changes in the formal struc

ture or make-up of the legislature. Others have tried to 

create a favorable environment by influencing the selection 

of legislative leadership. But executive involvement can 

be hazardous because the governor can suffer alienation' by 

supporting losing candidates. 

In some states the use of patronage may be an im

portant tool of legislative influence but this is not so in 

Arizona. Gubernatorial control of patronage in Arizona is 

limited. It is used as a tool in bargaining for Senate 

confirmations instead of gubernatorial programs. 

One form of limited patronage possessed by the gov

ernor is his control of insurance contracts. In 1963 the 

executive office was given a $50,000 appropriation for in

surance with most of the premium payments going to current 

and past members of the legislature. Considering the large 

number of legislators involved in the insurance business, 
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the governor's insurance patronage might he an important 

factor in creating a friendly legislative atmosphere. 

A relatively new role assumed by the governor is 

that of industrial promoter. Because of this role, the gov

ernor has made new friends in the legislature—especially 

the Senate. A legislator will court the governor's favor 

in hopes that he will influence the location of new industry 

in his constituency. 

Because of inadequate administrative authority, it 

is difficult for Arizona's governor to rely on the other 

members of the executive to lobby for the administrations's 

program. Because of this handicap, governors have used the 

lobbying efforts of private groups. 

Legislative conferences have been used by most gov

ernors but on an informal and unstructured basis. Possibly 

the absence of a governor's mansion has hindered the use of 

conferences in Arizona. The conference is not a one-way 

practice—it is used by governors seeking as well as giving 

advice. 

Traditionally the governor is the titular leader of 

his political party. This party role can be useful in leg

islative relations but it is most effectively used as a 

positive rather than negative tool. Most often legislators 

will respect the governor's party platform out of friendship 

and affection, and not because of any negative sanctions 
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possessed by the governor. Quite naturally, as a minority 

party, the partisan label has been more meaningful for the 

Republicans than their opponents. 

The governorship is probably the most meaningful 

identification people have with state government. The gov

ernor is expected to be a popular leader, but this role can 

not always be used to force the legislature into action. 

The governor's relationship with the legislature is on a 

highly personal basis which is often disrupted when the gov

ernor shifts the negotiations to a public arena. 



CHAPTER VII 

EXECUTIVE-LEGISLATIVE RELATIONS IN ACTION: 
A CASE STUDY 

This chapter analyzes the development and execution 

of Governor Fannin's 1962 legislative program.^ The author 

was a special assistant to the Governor during this period. 

To this point the -more important roles and techniques used 

by the governor in dealing with the legislature have been 

covered. This case provides an opportunity to run the en

tire legislative gamut with the governor, starting with the 

genesis of the program and ending with a post-session "recap 

of the program's success. This is neither a defense nor 

critique of the program, nor is it a substantive evaluation. 

Since the program, before and after presentation to the leg

islature, is essentially a decision-making process, the in

fluence and role assumed by the governor's personal friends, 

staff aids and legislators is a necessary focus of investiga 

tion. Those making significant contributions are identified 

however, in the Interest of remaining concise, their back

grounds will not be extensively examined. The design of 

1. The first part of this case study originally 
appeared as "Developing a Legislative Program in Arizona," a 
paper presented by the author to the 1962 annual meeting of 
the American Political Science Association, Washington, D. 0 

200 
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the case is patterned after the sequence of events that 

surrounded the program's development and implementation. 

Before dealing with the 1962 program it would "be well first 

to review briefly the Governor's experience in the previous 

session. 

The 1961 Experience in Legislative Relations 

Governor Fannin would be the first to admit that his 

batting average with the first regular session of the Twenty-

fifth Legislature left a great deal to be desired. At least 

two explanations for his poor score can be advanced. First, 

the Speaker did not have to depend upon the support of the 

GOP in organizing the House. There were only two Republicans 

in the majority bloc of forty-three. Thus, natural partisan 

friction was allowed to develop without fear of splitting 

the bloc. Second, there was a lack of coordination between 

the Governor and the supporting minority bloc. 

In 1961 the Governor outlined seventeen recommenda

tions for legislation. Only twelve of these were covered 

by specific legislation. This indicated a failure of the 

supporters to implement the program. Only two of the Gover

nor's suggestions were passed into law and these were passed 

2 only because of the efforts of the majority bloc. 

2. These recommendations were: the establishment 
of a new tuberculosis sanitorium, and the creation of a 
special committee to study the state's welfare problems. 
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The Governor's position as a legislative leader was 

badly shaken in the regular session. It was partially re

stored in the special session starting July 17, 1961. The 

Governor used his constitutional prerogative in calling the 

legislature into extraordinary session. The call was lim

ited to legislation dealing with the regulation of the is

suance and transfer of liquor licenses and control of the 

use and possession of narcotics. The legislature accepted 

the Governor's recommendations and passed satisfactory leg

islation in both of these areas. With this combination of 

success and failure, the Governor looked forward to the 1962 

session with reserved optimism. 

Gathering Ideas 

The first deliberate move to launch the 1962 pro

gram was a meeting called by the Governor in early October. 

At this meeting I was assigned the task of coordinating the 

program. This entailed gathering, sorting, and categorizing 

suggestions from legislators, interest groups, and state 

agencies. These duties were later extended to include re

search, the organization of meetings and writing some of the 

message. 

Arthur Lee and John McGowan played an active role 

in developing the program. Lee was the Governor's executive 

secretary; his duties included supervision of office personnel, 
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speeches, and personal appearances. McGowan was the admin

istrative assistant and political strategist in charge of 

appointments, liaison with state agencies, press relations, 

and legal matters. 

The strategy of the 1962 program, outlined by John 

McGowan, was to recognize every conceivable significant 

problem. If the legislators accepted the program, it would 

be to the Governor's credit. If they failed to pass the 

program, they would have to answer to their constituents. 

This strategy was used in 1960 and proved to be effective 

in the legislative session and campaign of that year. 

In reviewing the unimpressive results of the 1961 

program, Fannin noted that a serious attempt would have to 

be made to coordinate the efforts of the office with his 

legislative supporters. The Governor felt that involvement 

of the legislators would not only create more enthusiasm 

for the program, but also their suggestions on matters of 

substance and strategy would be most helpful. Fannin said 

he would make it clear to the legislators^ as well as other 

program contributors, that recommendations were to be vol

untary and without commitment on their acceptance or rejec

tion. 

Fannin's suggestion for closer legislative coopera

tion was carried into action with an informal meeting the 

next week. Fannin called the meeting to express his desire 
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for coordination and to ask for suggestions from the legis

lators. Aside from staff members, the Governor invited five 

legislators from Maricopa County and one from Pima County. 

The Governor chose members who were active supporters and 

easily available. The Republican minority leader was out of 

town and unable to attend. 

The greatest contributor to this first organization 

meeting was Representative Arthur Schellenberg of Maricopa 

County. He suggested the theme of the message should be 

Arizona's contribution to our nation's strength. This 

would provide an opportunity of tying together recommenda

tions calling for a sound base of revenue and the stream

lining of state government. Topics established at this 

meeting provided an organizational framework later modified 

and used in the message. The categories were as follows: 

education, welfare, civil defense, traffic safety, tax re

valuation, state reorganization, and water. 

Almost the entire month of November was spent in 

compiling legislative suggestions from private interest 

groups. Some groups, such as the Tucson and Phoenix Cham

bers of Commerce, the Arizona School Board Association, the 

Arizona Farm Bureau, the League of Arizona Cities and Towns, 

and the AFL-CIO, presented comprehensive programs. Other 

smaller based groups, such as the Arizona Homeowners Associa

tion, the Maricopa County Taxpayers Association, and the 
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Alcohol-Narcotics Education Association presented proposals 

dealing with their specific areas of interest. 

Interest groups served a useful function even though 

the Governor's Office did not directly consult with them. 

Their suggestions indicated the intensity of concern over 

various state problems. Through unsolicited recommendations, 

the Governor was able to sample opinions, yet remain free to 

select and reject. Their suggestions generally fell into 

the seven established categories. 

The state boards and commissions were asked to sub

mit legislative suggestions on a voluntary basis. Nine of 

the thirty commissions responded. Most agencies submitted 

unrelated and largely unusable suggestions which dealt with 

either specific technical statutory amendments or salary 

and personnel increases. One usable suggestion, later in

cluded in the general compilation, was that of creating a 

state department of agriculture, submitted by the Commission 

on Agriculture and Horticulture. 

The two categories receiving most attention from 

interest groups and legislators were tax revaluation and 

state reorganization. Their concern over these topics cor

responded with the attention given by the press, radio and 

television media. Undoubtedly the most vocal group pressing 

for tax revaluation was the Arizona Homeowners Association. 

It was difficult to determine whether the group was 
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stimulating the concern of the press or vice versa. In any 

event the publicity of this topic far exceeded all others. 

This was reflected in press coverage, and in the volume of 

correspondence received by the Governor*s office. 

The only issue that slightly rivaled the attention 

given tax revaluation was state reform. Concern for this 

latter issue was stimulated by the Model Constitutional Con 

vention of mid-November sponsored by the Arizona Junior 

Chamber of Commerce. This was a mock convention intended 

to generate public support for state reorganization. The 

major constitutional amendments recommended by the Conven

tion were included in the list of legislative suggestions 

compiled in the Governor's office. 

After a list of recommendations was made, the Gover< 

nor once again called in the legislators. Although the 

legislators1 suggestions merely reinforced the Governor's 

opinion that the topics of tax revaluation and state reform 

were of greatest interest, they presented alternative ap

proaches to these problems. 

The problem of revaluation was so complex that 

Fannin felt a special session would be required to give 

it adequate treatment. But a special Session would have 

to be crowded into a busy election year, thus enhancing the 
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3 possibility of staging a fruitless, partisan fiasco. Yet 

revaluation created a dilemma because the issue was much, 

too hot to leave unmentioned until the 1963 legislature. 

The Governor knew that the question of revaluation would 

have to be covered even though the prospects for action 

were very remote. The Governor asked House members Wessler 

and Brewer to draw up a revaluation bill. 

The other topic discussed at the meeting was state 

reorganization. Since the administration of Howard Pyle 

(1951-1954-), there has been a partial identification of 

administrative reform with the Republican Party. The Gov

ernor and most of the legislators agreed that this was a 

positive identification and should receive attention in the 

message. However, there was no agreement on specific recom

mendations. 

For the remaining two weeks of November, activity 

shifted from the Governor's office to the legislators. 

Attention was focused on the pre-session minority caucus 

scheduled for November 25th in Chandler, Arizona. Prior to 

this caucus, John Haugh, Republican minority leader, met 

with the Governor for a briefing on the progress of the 

program. Haugh informed Fannin that prior to the general 

3. No doubt Fannin had in mind the frustrating ex
perience of Governor MacFarland with his special session in 
the election year of 1958. 
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caucus (to Include the eleven minority Democrats), a sepa

rate meeting of the Republican lawmakers would be held. 

They both agreed that someone from the Governor's office 

should attend the pre-caucus meeting and present a progress 

report of the program. When the Governor's assistant, John 

McGowan, was informed of these plans, he voiced an emphatic 

protest. Within a matter of minutes he convinced Fannin 

that sending an office emissary to the caucus was unwise for 

at least two reasons. First, in the interest of controlling 

information, it was inadvisable to discuss even tentative 

plans with such a large gathering. Second, any interference 

by the office in the meeting preceding the caucus could ir

ritate the minority Democrats and possibly drive them into 

the majority. The minority Democrats were not officially 

committed to support the Governor, but unofficially they 

were cooperative and friendly. 

Pursuant to McGowan's suggestion, an office represen

tative was not sent, to the Chandler meeting, but the Governor 

was fully informed of what "transpired. Haugh sent Fannin a 

list of those legislators interested in drawing up bills for 

the program. The names vrere grouped according to the topic 

in which the legislators were most interested. This list 

provided an outline for organizing a series of important 

meetings which preceded the actual writing of the message. 



209 

The Process of Elimination 

During December, meetings were scheduled to cover 

each major topic. The Governor felt that as long as these 

remained small and were not publicized, there would be lit

tle danger of antagonizing the minority Democrats. Legis

lators were invited to the meetings on the basis of their 

expressed interest or their committee assignments. This 

insured that eventually every minority Republican House 

4 
member would attend at least one meeting. By the time 

the meetings were scheduled the Governor had made up his 

mind on the major categories to be covered in the message. 

At this point, however, most of the specific recommendations 

were not fully determined. 

The first meeting was held to discuss educational 

problems. Fannin informed the legislators that he would 

repeat his 1961 recommendations for lay representation on 

the State Board of Education, and changing the post of State 

Superintendent of Public Instruction from sin elective to an 

appointive office. Arthur Schellenberg, vrhom the Governor 

considered to be his closest advisor on education, told the 

group that he had prepared legislation to implement these 

recommendations. 

4. As the four Republican members of the Senate did 
not attend the Chandler meeting, they were excluded from 
this process of selection. However the Senate Republicans 
did not express a desire to assist on the program. 
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Schellenberg called the Governor's attention to the 

need for a new approach to technical and vocational train

ing in the secondary schools. He suggested a specific re

quest for a study committee to explore a program to meet 

the needs of technical and semi-engineering training. 

The group was concerned with the possibility of the 

majority bloc pushing legislation which would provide an 

across-the-board increase in average daily attendance aid. 

To counteract this move, the Governor said that the request 

should be for a school equalization fund with allocations 

on the basis of need for each school district. A constitu
te 

tional amendment would be needed to equalize state aid. 

He felt that he should mention the need for the amendment, 

but added this would be a fruitless solution until there was 

more uniformity in property tax assessments through the 

state. This position was an early indication of Fannin's 

desire to combine the crucial problems of education and tax 

revaluation. 

The topic of welfare placed the Governor in a slight 

quandary. He did not want to recommend a great deal of spe

cific legislation yet he did want to indicate a sincere 

interest. Thus he decided to devote most of the welfare 

5. The provision states: "Such other funds as may 
be provided by law shall be apportioned annually to various 
counties of the state in proportion to the number of pupils 
of school age residing therein." Constitution of Arizona, 
Art. XII, sec. 8. 
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section to a concise statement of his philosophy toward 

public assistance, to be followed by not more than one 

specific recommendation. 

Subsequent to this meeting, the Governor met with 

Robert Bohannan, former Welfare Commissioner under the Pyle 

administration. Fannin accepted Bohannan*s recommendation 

of requiring welfare recipients to file quarterly reports 

as a partial basis for showing a continuation of need. 

The nationally publicized protest of the construc

tion of Titan missile bases in Tucson and the state's out

spoken civil defense director caused a temporary wave of 

concern over civil defense. The Governor felt that the focus 

of attention should be shifted from the state to the national 

government. He argued civil defense should be viewed as an 

extension of national defense. Fannin decided to withhold 

recommendations until a comprehensive federal civil defense 

program was established. It was felt that the public should 

be aware of the national government's responsibility if par

tisan charges of inactivity were later made against the 

Governor. 

There was little need for calling a meeting on traf

fic safety as the Governor had already decided to choose 

two or three of the recommendations of his Traffic Safety 

Coordinating Council. He indicated that this section would 
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be highlighted by a recommendation establishing periodic 

motor vehicle inspections. 

In a meeting on tax revaluation the legislators 

showed the Governor a rough draft of a bill to be introduced 

as a minority bloc measure. This bill was a compromise of 

two bills introduced in the previous session and proposals 

of the Maricopa Oounty Taxpayers Association and the County 

Assessors Association. It called for an appropriation of 

$1,200,000 to employ a professional appraisal firm to assess 

all taxable property in the state at 100 percent of market 

value. The Governor encouraged the legislators to proceed 

with their plans, but said he would not commit himself to a 

specific approach to revaluation. The legislators wanted 

Fannin to make a specific request but they were unsuccessful 

in securing any definite commitments from him. 

John McGowan, a shrewd political strategist, was 

always the first to recognize the fact that in politics, 

sins of commission are often more damaging than sins of 

omission. He was usually the last to be convinced of new 

proposals, especially those dealing with taxation. McGowan 

realized that the Governor would have to face the problem 

of tax revaluation, but he felt his position should be lim

ited. One legislator's suggestion was to include widow and 

veteran tax exemptions into an all-inclusive recommendation. 

McGowan's reaction was that exemptions were much too 
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explosive and should not be tied to the problems of tax re

valuation. He felt that the veterans could be handled, but 

with every female from eight to eighty a potential widow, 

the latter group should not be disturbed. The question of 

exemptions was not raised again. 

As a rule, legislators in Arizona have been reluc

tant to strengthen the power of the chief executive. Con

trary to this attitude, the minority legislators were willing 

to support the Governor's desire to increase his authority 

over fiscal matters. 

In his two previous legislative programs Fannin had 

recommended gubernatorial budgetary control and the estab

lishment of centralized purchasing. As a matter of consis

tency and conviction, he resolved to call for these measures 

again. After reviewing past proposals which stopped short 

of constitutional change, the Governor decided to propose a 

complete consolidation of fiscal responsibilities. This 

could be accomplished by establishing a department of finance 

which would necessitate a constitutional amendment to abol

ish the offices of state auditor and treasurer.^ 

The Governor also said he favored the establishment 

of a unified personnel program for all state employees. In 

an elaboration of this idea, Representative Van Dyke struck 

6. Supra, p. 160. 



214 

a responsive chord by suggesting the creation of a job classi-

7 fication division within the Employment Security Commission. 

The last pre-session meeting was held to determine 

the Governor's policy on water. The precedent of excluding 

non-legislators was broken as Roger Ernst, a former State 

Land Commissioner and Assistant Secretary of the Interior 

under Fred Seaton, was asked to participate. His technical 

knowledge of water and familiarity with Interior Department 

policies proved to be invaluable. 

The urgency for proper administration of the state1s 

water resources was brought into sharp focus by the pending 

suit between Arizona and California over the allocation of 

some 2,800,000 acre-feet of water per year from the Colorado 
g 

River. Roger Ernst pointed out that if the United States 

Supreme Court were to award the additional water to Arizona, 

the state would be in the embarrassing position of not hav

ing a single state agency which could advise the Secretary 
9 

of Interior in allocating the water. Under existing 

7. On the suggestion of the regional director of the 
Department of Labor, the bill eventually introduced into the 
House placed the Commission in an advisory position rather 
than creating a n6w division. 

8. See: Dean E. Mann, The Politics of Water in 
Arizona (Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 1963), pp. 
89-96. 

9. Until 1962 there were at least four departments 
involved with various phases of water resources: State Land 
Department, Interstate Stream Commission, the Power Authority, 
and the Game and Fish Department. 
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arrangements, individual, irrigation districts, corporations, 

and political subdivisions were independently able to bar

gain for allocations. 

The Governor stated that his position must be one of 

clearly protecting the greatest interest of the entire state. 

This could only be accomplished by extending authority to a 

public agency to advise the Secretary of Interior in the 

distribution of the state's most valuable commodity. After 

prolonged discussion, the Governor decided to recommend an 

administrative arrangement similar to that used in New Mexico. 

This provided for an extension of the authority of the Inter

state Stream Oommission to be headed by a state water engi-^ 

neer. Representative Humphrey of Maricopa County suggested 

that the Interstate Stream Oommission be abolished and re

placed by a Department of Water Resources. Although the Gov

ernor felt this would produce favorable results, he rejected 

the proposal because he felt the Senate would not abolish 

the commission. Because of the urgency of the matter Fannin 

felt a half loaf would be better than none. 

Molding the Message 

The meetings with the legislators provided a firm 

foundation for building the message. Their suggestions not 

only provided a framework of organization, but also were a 

source of most of the specific recommendations eventually 

incorporated into the message. 
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Arthur Lee and I coordinated the writing and research 

that would be used in the final product. The first step was 

the compilation of thrity-two specific recommendations 

grouped under eight categories. These thirty-two points 

were based upon suggestions made in the legislative meetings 

and recommendations made by Fannin in previous messages. 

The compilation was used in delegating the writing 

assignments to persons selected by the Governor who were 

familiar with the specific areas to be covered. The persons 

were asked to submit notes on the assigned topics which were 

later slightly altered or in some cases completely rewritten 

as each topic was incorporated into the text of the message. 

The following is a list of writing assignments given to per

sons outside the Governor's office: Roger Ernst and Carl 

Anderson, members of the Governor's special water committee, 

were selected to write proposals dealing with water resources; 

Royal Marks, Legal Counsel for five Indian tribes, prepared 

notes on Indian affairs; Bernard Mergan, director of the 

Arizona Development Board (a state agency), worked on the 

natural resources recommendations; William Davis, executive 

secretary of the Arizona Farm Bureau, composed the Department 

of Agriculture request; Boyd Gibbons, Governor Fannin's spe

cial assistant on industrial development, drew up the memorial 

recommendation requesting Congress to establish a sugar beet 

quota for the state; Ewald Stein, executive secretary of the 
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Traffic Safety Coordinating Council, prepared the highway-

safety section; and Donald Jerome, a member of the Oil and 

Gas Conservation Commission, prepared the proposals on oil 

and gas. Arthur Lee drew up the remaining sections of the 

message and integrated them with the materials received from 

those outside the office who were given specific writing 

assignments. 

During the week preceding the presentation date, the 

Governor held three evening meetings to refine the message. 

Aside from his staff members, Fannin invited Richard Klein-

deinst, past Republican State Chairman; Representative 

Schellenberg; and a newspaper publisher who was a personal 

friend of the Governor who doubled as an informal political 

advisor. 

In the first meeting, the newspaper publisher pre

sented a lengthy list of possible recommendations. His 

intention was to cover every conceivable item to make sure 

that nothing of significance had been overlooked. After a 

careful review of this list, the Governor decided to select 

two recommendations which were not included in his own draft. 

One was an item on air polution and the other was a request 

for the establishment of courses in the public schools com

paring capitalism with socialism and communism. During 

these meetings the content, style and usage were carefully 

scrutinized. Aside from including the two additional 
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recommendations, there was only one other substantial change 

made in the entire draft and that concerned the controver

sial section of tax revaluation. 

In the first draft, the recommendation on tax re

valuation called for statewide reappraisal by a professional 

firm which roughly corresponded to the proposed bill of the 

minority bloc. But the Governor was never entirely satis

fied with this request and at the suggestion of Schellenberg 

and Kleindeinst, the problem was placed under the education 

section. Thus the item was mentioned but not in the form of 

requesting one specific method of revaluation. 

The End Product 

A legislative message is the product of an involved 

decision-making process. To understand Governor Fannin's 

1962 message, it is necessary to determine the source and 

trace the development of the various proposals that were 

eventually expressed as his program. 

Some of the proposals originated with single indi

viduals and were incorporated into the program virtually 

unaltered. This is not to imply that these proposals were 

necessarily original ideas. They were original in the sense 

that the Governor was willing to use them for the first time. 

Examples of this type of single source proposals were the 

recommendations of Arthur Schellenberg and Robert Bohannan. 



219 

Schellenberg suggested the creation of a technical-vocational 

study committee; Bohannan recommended the welfare quarterly 

reporting system. Several proposals were taken from the 

Governor's previous legislative message, i.e., the recommen

dations calling for lay representation oh the State Board of 

Education, and the conversion of the office of Superintendent 

of Public Instruction from an elective to an appointive post. 

The Governor had decided to include these items long before 

the developmental stages of the 1962 program. These proposals 

lacked the appeal of originality but the Governor included 

them for the sake of consistency. 

There were also a number of recommendations about 

which the Governor had preconceived notions yet was not com

mitted to one specific approach. For example, it was evident 

In the early stages of developing the program that the Gover

nor would call for a unified system of state personnel. 

Fannin was happy to accept Representative Derek Van Dyke's 

proposal that a job classification division be established 

within the Employment Security Commission. In his previous 

message, Fannin had recommended the establishment of a nat

ural resources council. Despite legislative inactivity on 

this proposal, the Governor felt that this need still existed. 

He was looking for an implementation of this idea without 

creating another state agency. Arthur Lee and the Director 

of the Arizona Development Board suggested extension tff the 
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Board's authority as a solution. The Department of Agricul

ture request was a modification of an earlier proposal. This 

was generally supported by the farming interests but had been 

met with sustained opposition from the cattle interests. For 

fear of antagonizing the cattle interests and the Speaker of 

the House (a cattleman), the Livestock Sanitary Board was 

excluded from the consolidated department proposal. 

Despite the fact that most of the executive agency 

recommendations submitted to the office were unusable, a few 

agency heads drew the Governor's attention to their problems 

through reports and personal conversations. Hence for some 

proposals, the Governor had to rely on the judgment of per

sons working in agencies only remotely connected with the 

Governor's office. For example, after reading the state 

examiner's annual report, the Governor was convinced that a 

uniform accounting system should be used in all public 

schools. After discussing the matter further with the state 

examiner, the Governor requested Lee to draw up a specific 

recommendation. A similar situation occurred with respect 

to Indian affairs. Upon reviewing the report of the State 

Commission on Indian Affairs and discussing the commission's 

problems with its executive secretary, the Governor decided 

to specifically request a larger appropriation for this 
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agency. This was done to indicate the Governor's interest 

in Indian affairs.10 

Two requests included in the program were from 

sources outside the state. One of these, placed in the 

Civil Defense section, concerned the enactment of minimum 

standards for the sale, construction and installation of 

fallout shelters. This proposal was sent to Fannin from 

New York Governor Nelson Rockefeller who was chairman of 

the civil defense committee of the national Governor's Con

ference. The other, included in the miscellaneous section 

of the program, concerned simplification of absentee voting 

procedures for families of servicemen in the Armed Forces 

overseas. This recommendation came from the third annual 

report of the Federal Voting Assistance Program. 

Without getting involved in the perplexing question 

as to whether public officials create or respond to public 

opinion, it is safe to say the source of concern over tax 

revaluation is found within the whole context of the public 

affairs of recent years. This is an issue which gained mo

mentum over a period of years. The Governor had always tied 

the revaluation issue to school district taxation because he 

felt that it was at this level that homeowning taxpayers 

10. This was a token appeal to the state's 80,000 
Indians. The Indians are politically apathetic and unorgan
ized yet they possess vast potential. This group is a 
slumbering giant in Arizona politics. 



222 

suffer inequitable burdens. To ease the tax rate at the 

state level would lessen the burdens of all classifications 

of property including the mines, railroads and utilities. 

Thus the homeowners specifically would not receive any 

substantial relief. The gradual build up of the tax prob

lem was paralleled by a growing concern on the part of the 

Governor. This can be most graphically demonstrated in a 

comparison of statements made in Fannin's legislative mes

sages for 1960, 1961, and 1962. 

In 1960 the problem was referred to by stating: 
Over the years, the major endeavor in this state 
has been toward achieving equal financial support 
for the basic education of each youngster regard
less of geographic location or economic status of 
his school district. 

In 1961 the Governor proposed: 
That this legislature enact a directive ±0  the 
State Tax Commission, accompanied by an adequate 
appropriation, so that the Commission may fulfill 
its obligation for establishment of uniformity of 
assessment procedures throughout the state. 

In 1962 he strengthened his recommendation of 
the previous year by stating: The enactment of 
legislation which will enable and compel the tax 
assessing authorities in the state to value all 
property for tax purposes on a uniform basis ac
cording to equitable formulas protective of home
owners and thereafter to maintain statewide 
uniformity in assessment procedures and practices. 

In light of the mounting public pressure it is under

standable why this issue required the most delicate balancing 

of alternatives in forming the 1962 proposals. The Governor 

wanted to be forceful and direct, yet he did not want to be 
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saddled with an unwieldy program which would transfer public 

attention from the established taxing agency to his office.^ 

In addition, if the majority bloc were to take his specific 

proposals and mold them into an unworkable arrangement, he 

would be placed into a position of vetoing a bill, which on 

the surface might appear to be based on his own recommenda

tions. Because of these imponderables, the Governor chose 

once again to tie the problem to educational support and 

recommend the use of the existing tax agency. This alterna

tive would not have been available had he committed himself 

to the minority plan for contracting a professional appraisal 

firm. 

The preparation of a workable legislative program is 

particularly taxing on the mediating abilities of a gover

nor. He must be willing to consider an overwhelming number 

of ideas and suggestions, yet in order to control his poli

cies he must remain free to choose only those proposals 

which he favors. Unless the process of gathering and elim

inating suggestions is properly supervised, the Governor 

could easily find himself in a position of either accepting 

11. Under existing law the State Tax Commission is 
responsible for seeing that assessments are equitable and 
uniform. The County Assessors argue that the commission 
provides no direction and as a result assessments are not 
based upon tax formulas that are uniform throughout the 
state. 



224 

proposals which were unsatisfactory or offending those making 

the proposals. 

In recognition of this potential difficulty, party 

officials and interest group representatives were not di

rectly involved in developing the program. The problem of 

maintaining a free hand in selecting recommendations was 

solved by allowing the interest groups and party officials 

to submit voluntarily their proposals instead of having the 

Governor solicit and bargain for support of his program. 

Those seeking to influence policy were expected to take 

the initiative and were given no guarantees. 

Through devoting time and effort to careful plan

ning, a legislative message eclectically evolved which con

tained policies that could be enthusiastically supported by 

both the Governor and those loyal to him in the legislature. 

Presentation and Reaction 

When the Governor decided to include twenty-nine 

points in his message, the document was destined to be long 

and comprehensive rather than short and pungent. The mimeo

graphed copy for distribution to the press and legislators 

covered twenty-one legal size pages and contained over 8,000 

words. The length of the message resulted from Fannin*s 

strategy to cover every significant state problem. If the 

legislators accepted the program, it would be to his credit 
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and if they ignored his suggestions, he could claim legisla

tive inactivity. In reference to the message, political 

columnist Jim Oooper remarked, "If Fannin shoots at all 18 

holes on the golf course and the Democrats don't caddy him 
12 

properly—then who is to blame? Why, the Democrats." 

On January 8, the Governor delivered the message in 

person before a Joint session. His address lasted nearly 

an hour. The legislators were courteous to him but, as usual 

for such an occasion, rather blase. 

The reaction of legislative leaders to the message 

followed a typical pattern. The leaders were unsure of pub

lic reaction to the Governor's proposals and consequently 

were non-commital. But they did resent the Governor's mo

nopoly of the legislative spotlight and usually concluded 

their statements to the press by saying that the legislature 

was quite capable of discerning public problems without any 

assistance from the executive. Speaker Oook simply said the 

1 3 message was "too long." Senate President Olarence Carpenter 

seized the opportunity to praise his own body by s.aying that 

the message "seemed to have some good points although the 

Senate had been working on them for some time." The normal 

12. Tucson Daily Citizen, January 9, 1962, p. 1. 

13. All quotes on the legislative reaction to the 
message are taken from the Arizona Daily Star. January 9, 
1962, p. 1. 
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type of legislative Jealousy described above is especially 

reflected in the comments of Senate majority leader Harold 

Giss who remarked, "Fannin knew that the legislature was 

about to act on these things. Someone on the Governor's 

staff did an unusual job of researching the efforts of the 

legislature for the past years. The Governor took advantage 

of a ready-made situation." At the end of the session, after 

the legislature had ignored most of his requests, Fannin 

could have made Senator Giss swallow those remarks, but the 

Governor fully realized that most of the comments made on 

his message should be overlooked. They were made strictly 

for public consumption and were not intended to be personally 

offensive. 

Actually the Governor was more interested in the 

reaction of the press than that of the legislative leaders. 

But press reaction also ran true to form. Most of the papers 

in the outlying counties cautiously praised the message. The 

Republican-oriented Arizona Republic felt the program was a 

bold plan for progress while the Democratically sympathetic 

Arizona Daily Star referred to it in an editorial as "empire 

building." 

Delegating the Work Load 

The governor's role as policy initiator merely be

gins with the presentation of his program to the legislature. 
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After delivering his message a governor must assume the task 

of supervising the preparation of bills which cover the 

specific items he has requested. In 1961 Governor Fannin 

did not have ample assistance in carrying out this supervi

sory function and consequently less than half of his requests 

for that year were covered by legislation. In 1962 he was 

determined to make an improvement. Of course the Governor 

realized that he and his staff had neither the time nor com

petence to prepare all the needed legislation. His job was 

to distribute the work load so as not to overburden anyone 

and so that those lending assistance would be working within 

their areas of specialization. 

One group of legislative technicians used by the 

Governor were members of executive agencies. For example, 

Fannin asked a member of the Oil and Gas Conservation Com

mission to prepare bills covering oil and gas requests. Two 

weeks after the session convened, the Governor was notified 

that the bills were ready for introduction. The Governor 

also asked the director of the Development Board to prepare 

a bill creating a division of natural resources. 

The Governor also used the bill drafting services 

of special committees and private interest groups. Several 

members of the Traffic Safety Coordinating Council were 

asked to prepare a motor vehicle inspection measure. The 

special committee on atomic energy was requested to 
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cooperate with Senator Robert Morrow in preparing the Atomic 

Energy Commission bill. Several officers of the Central 

Arizona Project Association were delegated the task of pre

paring the Governor's water legislation. Fannin solicited 

the aid of the Arizona Farm Bureau Federation in writing 

the Department of Agriculture bill. 

Naturally the Governor relied on his friends in the 

legislature to prepare much of his legislation. Representa

tive Arthur Schellenberg was assigned the job of writing all 

bills covering education requests. House member Elizabeth 

Burgess was asked to draft and introduce all bills dealing 

with suffrage, and Representative Robert ¥illcox volunteered 

to prepare all legislation on air polution. 

Occasionally the Governor coordinated the efforts 

of several groups and individuals. For example, on the 

Department of Finance bill Fannin combined the bill draft

ing skills of several legislators with the research of his 

Secretary, Arthur Lee, and Professor Paul Kelso of the 

Department of Government at the University of Arizona. He 

arranged a conference composed of a legislator, the head 

of his special sugar beet committee, and a staff member of 

his Legislative Council to draw up a memorial requesting 

Congress to grant the state a sugar allotment. 

The Governor's effort to devise a jo13 classification 

bill presented an interesting problem because it produced a 
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conflict between Fannin and the national Department of Labor. 

This was precipitated by the department's objection to alter

ing the structure of the Employment Security Commission by 

creating the proposed job classification division. This 

national department has an important stake in the Employ

ment Security Commission because of the multiplicity of fed

eral grant-in-aid projects channeled through this agency. 

National departments are always wary of altering state agen

cies because they fear that the administration of federal 

programs will be disrupted. In the case under discussion, 

the Department of Labor's representative opposed the Governor's 

request because he felt that the Employment Security Commis

sion was not equipped to assume the added responsibility; he 

also feared that the Commission would become embroiled in 

controversy by placing itself above other state agencies in 

selecting state personnel. Hence a bill was needed which 

would be acceptable to the Governor, the legislature, the 

Employment Security Commission, and the national Department 

of Labor. The representatives of these four interests met 

in a series of meetings. After an agreement that the commis

sion should offer employment services to the other state 

agencies on a voluntary basis, Representative Brewer finally 

pieced together an acceptable bill. 
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Directing the Lobby 

By late January Fannin had to follow his bills on 

two fronts, those still in preparation and those already 

introduced. While he was supervising the preparation of 

his bills, he simultaneously assumed the role of chief lob

byest. He did not actually go into the legislative halls 

and party caucuses although he frequently conversed with 

legislators in his office and by telephone. His job as 

lobbyest consisted of directing and coordinating the efforts 

of others. 

The task of lobbying forces a governor to be alert 

and resourceful. He can not merely select a group of per

sons to persuade the legislature on all of his bills. A 

governor must view each of his proposals as being separate 

and distinct. Each measure has its own special series of 

hurdles to overcome. Bach hurdle represents a key figure 

in the legislative process—committee chairman, a floor 

leader, the presiding officer; an influential spokesman for 

a private interest group, and so forth. The myriad of var

iables in the legislative web causes the governor to use a 

separate and flexible strategy to fit the anticipated pat

tern of progress for each of his bills. 

The strategy of lobbying is to choose a person best 

suited to influence a key legislator or legislators in the 
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process. Sometimes the most qualified person is the gover

nor himself; other times it may be a member of an executive 

agency, another member of the legislature, or a private 

citizen. 

On one occasion Fannin asked Greg Hathaway, director 

of the Highway Patrol, to do some lobbying. Mr. Hathaway 

was not requested to lobby for traffic safety proposals as 

one might expect but rather was asked to persuade the House 

Appropriations Oommittee to appropriate funds to the state's 

Semi-Gentennial Commission. He was especially suited for 

this task because his brother, Robert Hathaway, happened to 

be chairman of the committee. Another time one of the Gover

nor's traffic safety bills was buried in the House Highways 

and Bridges Oommittee. The unmovable object seemed to be 

Harold Scudder of Coconino County, the committee's chairman. 

Unfortunately neither Fannin nor his friends in the House 

were especially influential with Scudder. But the Governor 

eventually found a suitable access route to Scudder outside 

the legislature. Fannin phoned his friend Piatt Cline of 

Flagstaff, editor and publisher of the Arizona Daily Sun, 

the most influential newspaper in Harold Scudder's county. 

Piatt Cline telephoned Scudder and within the week the Gover

nor's bill was released from the Highways and Bridges Commit

tee. 
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Another example of this need for finding the person 

best qualified to persuade a legislator is found in Fannin's 

experience with the motor vehicle inspection bill. Because 

of the skillful lobbying efforts of several members of the 

Highway Department, the inspection measure easily passed the 

House. But when it reached the Senate, it lost all forward 

motion. Fannin found that the source of obstruction was 

majority leader Harold Giss. The Governor tried his per

suasive powers with Giss but his efforts were in vain. Since 

Giss was the major power in the :Senate, Fannin thought it 

was fruitless to ask his colleagues to influence him. Sena

tor Giss was one of the state's representatives on the Council 

of State Governments and Fannin knew that the Senator had a 

high regard for the head of the Council's Western office, 

Elton McQuery. The Governor also knew that McQuery and the 

Council strongly favored motor vehicle inspection. McQuery 

was contacted and he sent a letter and supporting material 

on inspection. This was forwarded to Giss and within a period 

of three days the Governor's bill cleared all committees and 

14-passed the Senate. 

14. The bill passed on the last day of the session 
and just two days before it had been considered dead. See: 
Arizona Dally Star, March 22, 1962, p. 1. 
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Late Session Scramble 

As the end of each, session draws to a close the 

legislative tempo quickens and the odds increase that a 

measure will be swamped in the last minute flood of legis

lation. Some bills are neglected because the legislators 

are all making a last ditch attempt to .salvage their own 

pet bills. Others are sacrificed when they are used as 

pawns in the last minute flurry of bartering between the 

two houses. All factors considered, the last week of the 

session is a poor time for the governor to push his pro

gram. 

The epitome of frustration for a governor or leg

islator is to watch one of his bills progress through both 

houses only to be lost in the last week of the session. 

Such was the fate of Fannin's atomic energy bill. The 

measure had cleared the Senate by a comfortable margin in 

late January. It was sent to the House and was assigned 

to five committees. When the legislature went into its 

last week of deliberations there was only one committee 

(Welfare) blocking the bill's path to the House floor and 

probable passage. Thomas Fridena, Chairman of the Welfare 

Committee, said that he was not opposed to the bill but re 

fused to put it on the committee agenda during the last 

week because of a back-log of important bills which had to 
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be cleared. After Governor Fannin had nursed the bill along 

for almost three months;~it finally died for want of consent 

by one legislator out of 108. 

Another bill lost in late session maneuvering was 

the proposed intermediate juvenile institution measure. This 

bill had solid majority bloc support in the House, however 

it remained buried in the Senate for the last month of the 

session. In the bargaining process between the two chambers 

the House threatened to withhold appropriations to Port Grant 

Industrial School and the State Prison if the Senate did not 

release the intermediate juvenile institution bill. The 

Senate leadership strongly favored the appropriations to 

these latter two institutions but they refused to release 

the bill desired by the House. The session ended without a 

resolution to this conflict. 

Post Mortem 

On March 22 the second session of the Twenty-fifth 

Legislature adjourned, seventy-four days after it had con

vened. When the legislators gathered in the House Chamber 

for the parting remarks of Governor Fannin, their nerves 

were frayed raw and their tempers were short. During the 

last week the House was in a continual state of turmoil which 

was marked by Speaker Oook's loss of control over the majority 
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bloc. The Senate leadership had its internal problems but 

more importantly, had a bitter feud with the House over the 

general appropriation bill. In fact the rift was so sharp 

the legislature almost adjourned without making capital out-

15 
lay appropriations to any of the state institutions. 

On the last day of the session the Governor was dis

appointed rather than angry with the legislature. Before 

the session had started he held no false hopes about his 

program. He knew most of it would not pass. But at the 

session's end, he was deeply disappointed because many of 

the items in his program were completely ignored. As Table 

I indicates, over half of his bills were never cleared by 

a single committee. Despite these feelings Fannin controlled 

his temper and did not use the final message as an opportun

ity to vent his spleen. He simply stated: 

The question is: Have you responded satisfactorily 
to the dictates of the people for needed legislation? 
This is a matter for the people to decide. Surely, 
it would have been too much to have expected all 
our problems to be settled with advantageous legis
lation, but when you turned down or neglected re
quests made to you in ray message you were, "I believe, ^ 
disregarding the wishes of a majority of our citizens. 

15. In the following year (1963) the rift between 
the houses on the general appriiprlations bill was not recon
ciled and the legislature adjourned without making capital 
outlay appropriations to any of the state institutions. This 
matter was finally settled in a special session called by 
Governor Fannin in the summer of 1963. 

16. Journal of the House. 25th Leg., 2d Reg. Sess., 
1962, p. 639. 
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Legislative Action on the 1962 Program 
of Governor Paul Fannin 

Bill Cover- Held in Held in Signed 
ing the Original Opposite Into 
Request House House Law 

Department of Finance H.B. 317 X 
Job Classification H.B. 285 X 
Water Engineer H.B. 207 X 
Extend Authority of 
Stream Commission H.B. 11 X 
Natural Resources Board S.B. 233 X 
Oil & Gas Conservation H.B. 139 X 
Semi-Centennial Appro. S.B. 144 X 
Department of Agriculture 
Sugar Quota Memorial h.j.: m. 3 X 
Federal Lands Transfer S.J.: m. 4 X 
Atomic Energy Commission S.B. 1 02 X 
Courses on Communism S.B. 217 X 
Tax Revaluation H.B. 25 X 
Lay Representation on 
Board of Education h.c.: R. 10 X 
Vocational Education 
Survey H.B. 100 X 
Junior College Aid H.B. 54 X 
Uniform Accounting for 
Schools H.B. 234 X 
Quarterly Welfare Report
ing H.B. 4 X 
Intermediate Juvenile 
Institutions H.B. 108 X 
Indian Commission Appro. S.B. 124 X 
Fall Out Shelter Standards H.B. 310 X 
Establish a Home Guard H.B. 55 X 
Vehicle Inspection H.B. 74 X 
Interstate Traffic 
Compacts S.B. 21 X 
Driver License Penalties H.B. 5 X 
Absentee Name Publication H.B. 282 X 
New Residents Voting for 
President H.B. 57 X 
Voting for Servicemen H.B. 218 X 
Air Pollution H.B. 7 X 

Total 28 " 15 5 
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One can understand why the Governor was disappointed 

"but at least he could be encouraged by the fact that his 

program was much more successful in 1962 than in the pre

vious year on at least two counts. First, bills were pre

pared for all but one of his 29 points in 1962, while in 

the previous year less than 50 percent of his items were 

covered. Second, in 1962 the legislature enacted eight of 

his . items for a total of 28 percent. In 1961 they only 

passed two of his recommended 27 points or 7 percent. Table 

I indicates the Governor's success with his 1962 program. 

It is not surprising to note that all successful 

House bills covering gubernatorial recommendations were 

sponsored, at least in part, by members of the majority bloc 

The administration bill with the most far reaching effects 

was on motor vehicle inspection. But the bill considered 

by the Governor as the session's most significant achieve

ment was the creation of the office of water engineer, and 

the extension of authority of the Interstate Stream Commis

sion .to bargain with the Secretary of Interior on the alloca 

tion of Colorado River Water. 



CHAPTER VIII 

THE GOVERNOR AS CHIEF LEGISLATOR 

Although popular expectations of the governorship 

may vary, there are commonly held notions about the type of 

roles the governor is expected to assume. The most widely 

discussed role is that of legislative leader. The purpose 

of this study has been to determine whether Arizona governors 

have successfully filled their legislative role and if so— 

why. In making this analysis, the governor's other roles 

have been examined within the context of executive-legisla

tive relations. The governor's legislative role in Arizona 

and elsewhere, is based upon two major sources of power: 

(1) constitutional, e.g., the executive veto, legislative 

messages and control of special sessions; and (2) extra-

constitutional, e.g., chief administrator, popular leader 

and party chief. 

The first part of this chapter will be a summary 

evaluation of the major formal and informal powers having 

an impact on the governor's legislative role. This is neces

sary before proceeding to the second major section in which 

I examine the governor's leadership roles in general and 

that of chief legislator in particular. After dealing with 

238 
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these two points I shall offer a few projections concerning 

the future of the governor's legislative role. 

Evaluation of Oonstltutional Powers 

In much of the literature on the office of governor, 

the most highly regarded constitutional legislative preroga

tive is the veto. In Arizona, and I suspect in other states 

as well, the veto is a much overrated tool of executive in

fluence. It affords the governor an opportunity to partici

pate, but certainly not lead, in the legislative process. 

Occasionally the threat of veto can be used for positive pur

poses, however, the veto remains essentially a negative tool 

which can not support positive leadership. Arizona is classi 

fied as a strong veto state, but there is little assurance 

that its governor will have a strong legislative role. 

In Arizona the veto is used less today than it was 

fifteen years ago. Despite the strong rating given the state 

the veto has been overridden by the legislature more in 

Arizona's short history than in most other states. Arizona 

governors have vetoed four percent of the bills passed by 

the legislature with twelve percent of these being success

fully overridden. 

Governors Hunt and Osborn were the most unsuccessful 

in using the veto. In part, their poor veto records were 

due to their antagonistic and uncompromising attitude toward 
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the legislature. In addition, neither was hesitant to dis

approve those bills highly favored by the legislature even 

when it was obvious their vetoes would not stick. This 

latter point is illustrated by Hunt's veto of the general 

appropriation bill in 1927, and Osborn's disapproval of the 

legislature's subsistence appropriation in 1947. 

Another overrated tool of influence is the item 

veto. This device has proved to be of little value to 

Arizona governors. The juggling of appropriation items 

by the legislature provides an effective means of circum

venting the use of the negative. It has been used less than 

a dozen times since statehood. 

According to the folklore of state government, the 

veto will be used more frequently when the governor and leg

islature are of opposite parties than during periods of party 

homogeneity. There is also the common assumption that the 

veto is most apt to be overridden when the governor faces a 

legislature controlled by the opposition party. Neither of 

these hypotheses hold true for Arizona. Only Republicans 

have faced politically hostile legislatures and they have 

ordinarily used the veto with moderation. Democratic Gover

nors Hunt and Osborn faced legislatures which were in some 

cases 100 percent Democratically controlled. Yet these two 

governors used the veto with greater frequency and had more 

of them overridden than all others. 
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In addition to the veto, the Constitution grants 

authority for the governor to present recommendations to 

the legislature. These are presented annually in the form 

of the governor's program. National and international 

events have had an obvious impact on shaping program con

tents. Recommendations of previous governors present an

other major source. Numerous requests found in recent 

messages are merely items taken from previous messages and 

retooled to meet current needs. 

The actual presentation of the program is most im

portant in probing public attitudes and not in wooing the 

legislature. Legislators will usually reserve judgment 

pending the reaction of their constituents. 

The disposition of governors toward preparing their 

own legislation has varied. Some governors, like Paul Fannin, 

have instigated the preparation of legislation and have done 

everything short of introducing it. Others like Ernest 

MacFarland, have taken a laissez falre attitude toward bill 

preparation. Governors have had an over-all 61 percent of 

their recommendations covered by specific legislation. 

Another constitutional power granted the governor is 

the control of special sessions. This power has proven to 

be a two-edged sword. When used with skill and discretion, 

the executive's position has been strengthened. But it has 

also boomeranged, causing a loss of gubernatorial prestige 
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and effectiveness. Contrary to another bit of political 

folklore, the special session can not be used by the gover

nor again and again to bludgeon the legislature into submis

sion. The experience of Hunt in 1927 and Osborn in 1947 are 

testimony to this fact. 

In either regular or special sessions, a difference 

of party affiliation between the executive and legislature 

is not a determining factor in the success of gubernatorial 

programs. In fact, Republican governors facing Democratically 

dominated legislatures have had more success than their Demo

cratic colleagues. Moreover, a governors popularity at the 

polls or his length of tenure does not appear to be a crucial 

factor in his program's success. In addition, the existence 

of external crises such as wars and depressions does not in

sure greater harmony with the legislature. 

There is a normal expectation that, since the gover

nor has control over the agenda of special sessions, his 

success will be higher in special than in regular sessions. 

This expectation does hold true for Arizona. Governors have 

had twice the success with special as compared to regular 

sessions. Every governor individually has had a better bat

ting average with his program in special sessions. A gover

nor is particularly successful when he limits his call to a 

minimum number of requests. 



243 

Evaluation of Extra-Oonstitutional Powers 

It is virtually impossible for Arizona's governor 

to enhance his position with the legislature by exploiting 

his administrative role. He lacks authority and is faced 

with an unmanageable executive structure. His appointive 

power is highly restricted and his removal power non-exist

ent. He lacks control of the budget and his supervisory 

function is superficial at best. In short, the governor 

is a model of the institutionally weak executive. 

Because of the dearth of administrative authority, 

the governor's losses as legislative leader are twofold. 

First, he can not command the entire executive force in bar

gaining with the legislature and thereby loses a most impor

tant source of bargaining power. Second, the direct 

negotiations carried on between the heads of executive 

agencies and the legislature often cause conflict with the 

governor's program. 

Another informal role which may provide legislative 

strength is the governor's position as party chief. Despite 

the existence of other dominant personalities, traditionally 

the governor is leader of the state party. This role is 

most effective in lining-up legislative support when it is 

used as a positive rather than negative tool. Legislators 

of the governor's party will support his program out of 



244 

friendship and affection and not out of fear of any negative 

sanctions he may possess. As is true with minority parties 

in most states, the partisan label in Arizona produces 

greater cohesion among the Republican legislators than 

Democrats. 

An additional role available to the governor is his 

position as popular leader. This role augments the prestige 

value of the office, but the governor can not always bail 

himself out of difficulties with the legislature simply by 

carrying his case to the people. In fact, by shifting his 

negotiations with the legislature to a public arena, he may 

only succeed in antagonizing the legislators. The governor 

may recognize popular issues long before the legislature, 

but as legislative leader he will not be successful unless 

he can convince the legislators that his proposals have pop

ular support. It is possible for a governor to sense public 

attitudes but be unable to translate them into support for 

his legislative program. Sidney Osborn was the most pop

ular of all governors yet he could not convert his popular 

leadership into legislative leadership. 

Gubernatorial Impotency 

Compared to the chief executive of many states, 

Arizona's governor is a weak legislative leader. His major 

source of weakness is not a lack of legislative power; 

rather it stems from inadequate administrative authority. 
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It would be an oversimplification to b'lame all his adminis

trative woes on the state's plural executive system. Even 

in those states where the governor is a strong legislative 

leader (New York, Illinois and California), he must face a 

plural structure. In Arizona the governor's hand is weak

ened because he can not act as spokesman for the executive 

branch in his dealings with the legislature. In the absence 

of executive reorganization, the governor's position could 

be strengthened if he were given greater appointive and 

supervisory authority. Aside from these inadequacies, the 

single most important deterrent to gubernatorial leadership 

is the absence of an executive budget system. The budget 

is the life blood of government and when the executive, lacks 

control of it, the balance of power is weighted in favor of 

the legislature. 

To further compound his difficulties, Arizona's 

governor must function in a tradition devoid of successful 

legislative leadership. The state has had aggressive and 

colorful governors yet it still lacks a strong executive 

tradition. Instead there has been an historic pattern of 

executive-legislative animosity. This pattern was started 

by the state's first governor, George Hunt, who served inter

mittently for fourteen years. During Hunt's reign the gover

norship gained an image of legislative hostility which has 

been difficult to erase by subsequent incumbents. Because 
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of the Hunt legacy, the governor and legislature have "been 

mutually "gun-shy" of each other ar.d executive-legislative 

relations have been shrouded in an atmosphere of tension 

and mistrust. 

Another hindrance to gubernatorial leadership in 

Arizona is the unsophisticated nature of political attitudes 

and practices. Provincialism is found in Arizona politics 

all the way from campaign issues to the antiquated practices 

in state government. Much of this is attributable to the 

fact that until recently Arizona has not been faced with 

the perplexing problems of mid-twentieth century America. 

In 1964, while state government in New York was grappling 

with problems of urbanization, unemployment, civil rights, 

and social welfare, the Arizona legislature spent two weeks 

debating the sale of seven ounce beer cansi In New York 

the governor is called on the carpet to defend his budget, 

while Arizona's governor is still echoing the request of 

half a century for an executive budget system. Unlike the 

New York legislature, the Arizona solons can afford to debate 

seven ounce beer cans because they do not have a metropolitan 

complex like New York City to fret over, or one hundred in

stitutions of higher learning to finance.^ The people's 

1. While it is true that a majority of Arizonans 
live in the metropolitan areas of Phoenix and Tucson, these 
urban centers are comparatively new and have not developed 
the infirmities common to our nation's major cities. 
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representatives in New York have long recognized that in 

meeting modern problems, executive leadership is not a frill 

but a vital necessity. For the past half century the people 

of Arizona have demanded little from state government and 

therefore have yet to thirst for gubernatorial leadership 

in general, and legislative leadership in particular. 

Leadership Roles 

In preceding chapters the term "leadership" has 

been used to describe social relationships in which oertain 

individuals influence and direct the behavior of others. 

In this study leadership has not been used to depict psy

chological traits or social status positions, although this 

is a legitimate area for investigation. Rather leadership 

has been used as a two-way (leader-led) concept found within 

a particular social context. In this sense, the leadership 

roles most commonly assumed by the governor include those 

of chief administrator, popular head, party chief, intellec

tual leader, and chief legislator. 

The role of chief administrator is within the con

text of the executive branch. This type of leadership de

pends upon the governor's ability to influence the behavior 

of other members of the executive. Because of the lack of 

administrative authority granted the governor in Arizona, 

this role is of minor consequence. 
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As popular leader, the leadership relation is "between 

the governor and the people. Prom the viewpoint of the gov

ernor, this role might be his most important because it 

determines his tenure in office. Success as popular leader 

can be measured by the strength at the ballot box. The most 

successful popular leader in the state's history was Sidney 

Osborn. His vote getting ability was par excellence and, 

had he not died, he might have been reelected as long as he 

cared to hold the office. One governor less successful as 

popular leader was Thomas Campbell. His victory margins 

were thin and he was eventually defeated in office. Yet 

Campbell was more.successful than Osborn with the legisla

ture. Hence we can not assume that voter popularity is a 

natural key to legislative success. 

The context for the governor's role as party chief 

is within his political party. This role is measured by 

the governor's ability to strengthen the structure and image 

of the party. The ability of Arizona governors to fill this 

role has varied. Howard Pyle was a mediocre party leader. 

He provided the Republicans with voter identification but 

he did little to strengthen the party's internal structure. 

Sidney Osborn was a strong party leader. His death in 1948 

meant a substantial loss to the Democratic Party. George 

Hunt, on the other hand, was an ineffective party leader. 

He was unequipped to mediate among the various factions 

within the Democratic Party. 
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Intellectual leadership is measured by the influence 

one has on his successors. The intellectual leader is one 

often described as a "man before his time;" one who has 

vision and foresight. His leadership does not rest on the 

immediate influence of his contemporaries but in the linger

ing impact on those who follow. Although the contents of 

gubernatorial programs have not been especially original, 

there have been some governors who have spotlighted areas 

of public policy thus providing a stimulus for their suc

cessors. This was true of Campbell's concern over adminis

trative reorganization; Osborn's work in water conservation; 

and Pyle's interest in tax reassessment and revaluation. 

As chief legislator, the governor's leadership con

text is within the legislature. This role depends upon his 

ability to influence legislative behavior. Leadership can 

be evaluated by his use of the special session and the veto, 

plus his success with legislative programs. On this basis 

the most successful legislative leaders were Howard Pyle, 

Thomas Campbell, and B. B. Mouer; the least successful were 

Sidney Osborn and George Hunt. Before taking up this last 

role in more detail, it is important to note that all of the 

previously mentioned leadership roles are interdependent. 

Obviously, success in one role does not guarantee success 

in another. Some governors have been relatively successful 

with the legislature while others have not. The question 

remains: Why? 
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The Nature of Legislative Leadership 

Leadership does not rest on force or coercion. It 

is a representational role. In his survey of the literature 

on political leadership, Lester Seligman found that "emphasis 

has been placed on the hypothesis that leadership is a func

tion of acceptance by followers. A leader is not a leader 

2 
unless he is accepted by followers . . . ." In assuming 

the role of legislative leader, the governor's major task 

is to develop a following in the legislature. If he fails 

to do so, he still may be a successful administrative, pop

ular, party or intellectual leader, but not a legislative 

leader. He must establish a workable relationship that will 

span the chasm between the executive and legislature. He 

must strive for cooperation and singleness of purpose be

tween the branches. 

In Arizona the successful legislative leaders have 

been the peacemakers and not the warriors. They have been 

the governors using the time-tested techniques of friendly 

persuasion and not the tools of hostility. This fact be

comes clear in a comparison of the legislative careers of 

George Hunt and Sidney Osborn with that of Howard Pyle. 

Hunt and Osborn were the state's two most vocal ex

ponents of the hard-line approach to legislative leadership. 

2. Lester G. Seligman, "Political Leadership," 
American Political Science Review. XLIV (December, 1950), 
p. 913. 
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They viewed the legislature as an adversary and would fre

quently declare hostility toward it through press releases, 

veto messages and public speeches. They were the most fre

quent users of the veto and special session. Both were 

3 strong-willed, uncompromising, and righteously independent. 

These two were the most colorful, and in many respects the 

most interesting of Arizona governors, but they were unsuc

cessful legislative leaders. Osborn's failure was even more 

sizeable than Hunt's because of his inability to capitalize 

on his tremendous popular appeal. He faced two legislatures 

completely controlled by the Democrats and yet he could not 

transform his party role into legislative leadership. 

Howard Pyle, on the other hand, was a Republican 

facing a Democratically controlled legislature. During his 

first term of office, his relations with the legislature 

4 were more harmonious than any other governor. In 1951 the 

legislature passed over half of his program, and "when the 

session adjourned, the legislators had Pyle on the rostrum 

3. John Gunther described Osborn as being "an in
dividualist almost to the point of idiosyncrasy." See: 
Inside U. 3. A. (Hew York: Harper & Bros., 194-7), p. 897. 

4. At first glance, one might argue that Pyle would 
naturally get along with a traditionally conservative leg
islature. However, Pyle's programs based upon tax revalua
tion, the elimination of sales tax on food and drugs, the 
executive budget, water codes, and administrative reorganiza
tion neutralize such an argument. 

o 
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and they practically hugged and kissed in public."-* Of 

course Pyle had certain advantages in working with the leg

islature. His burden was lightened by excellent leadership 

in both houses. Moreover, most Democrats did not think that 

Pyle was a threat because they viewed his 1950 election as 

a political accident. By his second term the honeymoon had 

worn off and his legislative relations weakened. Despite 

these advantages Pyle claims that his initial success pri

marily was due to a friendly and cooperative attitude with 

all legislators regardless of party label. Instead of 

always calling the legislators to his office, he would often 

call on the leadership in their own chambers. 

The most Illuminating point in Pyle's career is 

found in a comparison of his first and second terms. The 

longer he held office the more difficult it was for him to 

have his programs passed. During his second term, he be

came more short tempered with the legislature and gradually 

shifted from a soft to hard line attitude. This shift only 

aggrevated his difficulties and made the solons more stub

born than ever. Pyle admits the error of his ways and in 

a candid explanation of his shift in attitude he stated: 

5. Neil Clark, "The Amateur Governor of Arizona," 
The Saturday Evening Post. COXXIII (June 11, 1951), p. 167. 

6. Interview with former Governor Howard Pyle, 
November 8, 1963. 
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The aura of the governorship thickens one's blood 
and by the time I had finished my second term, I 
had chips on both shoulders. I even fell out with 
some of oldest and dearest friends like Bob 
Wallace ̂ ouse Republican floor leader/. I became 
more reluctant to compromise on those things I 
felt strongly about and I alienated forces on 
both sides. By the '54 campaign I felt like a 
completely isolated man.7 

This comparison between Hunt, Osborn and Pyle re

flects a pattern of behavior found in the legislative 

careers of other Arizona governors. It confirms the old 

adage that "one can get more flies with honey than with 

vinegar." It also reaffirms the point made earlier that 

a governor can not lead unless the legislators are willing 

to be led. More than a half century ago, Charles Horton 

Cooley stressed this need for acceptance by stating, "all 

leadership takes place through the communication of ideas 

to the minds of others, and unless the ideas are so pre

sented as to be congenial to those other minds, they will 
g 

be evidently rejected." The communication process in 

executive-legislative relations is not strengthened, but 

destroyed by a governor who falsely assumes that he can 

force his leadership over the legislature by the use of 

threats, coercion and hostility. 

7. Ibid. 

8. Charles H. Cooley, Human Nature and the Social 
Order (New York: Harper & BrosTJ 1902), p. 294, as cited 
in Seligman, 0£. clt.. p. 914; also see Chester T. Barnard, 
Organization and Management (Cambridge: Harvard University 
Press, 1952), Chapter IV, "The Nature of Leadership." 
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My point is not that a successful legislative leader 

is necessarily a spineless, unprincipled stooge. On the 

contrary, I am merely saying that what is required is a 

good politician, someone with a moderate temperament who 

is willing to negotiate and manipulate. In short, a leader 

who believes in what James MacGregor Burns unsympathetically 
Q 

refers to as "the art of the possible."^ A governor is not 

a traitor to the executive tradition simply because he is 

willing to compromise with the legislature. Granted, the 

modern governor has a legitimate role in policy initiation 

but this should not be mistaken for a natural monopoly. 

Both branches can, and indeed should, lay rightful claim 

to this function. 

The Next Decade 

At present the governor's role as legislative 

leader is comparatively weak yet there are factors at work 

which will no doubt provide him with more strength. One 

such factor is the emergence of a viable two-party system 

in the state which could eventually lead to the demise of 

coalitions within the legislature. The existence of coali

tions has deprived the governors of both parties from fully 

utilizing their role as party chief in legislative affairs. 

9. James MacGregor Burns, The Deadlock of Democracy 
(Englewood Oliffs: Prentice Hall, 1963), Ohap. VII. 
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When the Republicans finally gain sufficient strength in 

the House to select their own Speaker, the pattern of bi

partisan coalition could be discontinued. Then the governor 

could work in concert with the legislature as a party effort 

without the current fear of alienating coalition members. 

What is more, this legislative effort could be presented to 

the people as a party package. Bipartisan coalitions have 

only succeeded in obscurring the people's view of the legis

lature. Arizona voters think in terms of party organization 

and control of the legislature. The party role may be the 

governor's most important device in establishing rapport 

between his office and the legislature. As President 

Kennedy once said, "legislative leadership is not possible 

without party leadership0 Parties remain the surest 

vehicle for harnessing and directing political energy. 

I have previously noted that the backward nature of 

Arizona politics has been a deterrent to executive leader

ship. While this is still true today, it will eventually 

change as the urban areas begin to select leaders who ar

ticulate their demands. One must never forget that the 

"baby state" got a late start. In fact, Arizona did not 

arrive in the twentieth century until World War II. It was 

not until then that the state was called upon to reckon 

10. Ibid., p. 339. 
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with the fundamental problems of a modern urbanized society. 

Since the war the metropolitan areas have mushroomed, and 

their growth has been accompanied by greater demands on 

government. The metropolitan areas harbor the public prob

lems of the future. The urban centers have pressing prob

lems in education, crime and delinquency, unemployment, civil 

rights, and social welfare. 

Undoubtedly Arizona will follow the pattern of those 

states which have already passed through this urban transi

tion. Urban problems will become more numerous and acute. 

The need for executive leadership will become more widely 

recognized. Some day hence, whether the governor asks for 

the job or not, he will emerge as the leader of the urban 

masses. If the governor uses this newly-acquired role with 

skill and prudence, he can substantially enhance his posi

tion as chief legislator. 
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