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ABSTRACT 

The general purpose of this study was to investigate the per

ceptions of all 90 Arizona state legislators of the 30th session per

taining to their working relationships with administrators of state 

human service agencies. The latter were defined as those agencies 

dealing with education, employment, health, rehabilitation, and wel

fare services. 

The specific questions studied were: 

1. What have Arizona legislators thought about the present state 

administrative structure and functions? 

2. How have Arizona legislators perceived human service agency 

administrators1 orientation towards the interests and needs 

of their own agencies versus the interests and needs of the 

public to be served? 

3. To what extent have Arizona legislators perceived the skills 

and knowledge of administrators to be adequate in their deal

ings with one another in the legislative realm? 

U. What have been the perceptions of Arizona legislators concern

ing the frequency and preferred types of interactions with 

agency representatives? 

5. What factors have Arizona legislators perceived to be impor

tant in administrators' preparation and delivery of presenta

tions before legislative committees? 

vii 



viii 

6. How have Arizona legislators felt about lobbying (legislative 

advocacy) by administrators? 

A self-administering questionnaire, designed to gather the 

data for this study, was given to all 90 Arizona lawmakers during a 

special session of the legislature in October, 1971J 77 of the $0 

individuals, or 85.5$> participated in the study. 

Chi-square, and a computerized, traditional analysis of variance 

design (ANOVAR) were the statistical techniques used to test the eleven 

hypotheses and their sub-hypotheses for significance at the .05 level. 

Results of the study showed that: 

1. Arizona legislators did not perceive the present state admin

istrative structure and functions as being effective, and felt 

that a governmental reorganization was necessary. 

2. Arizona legislators, in dealing with the issue of human service 

agency administrators' orientation towards the interests and 

needs of their own agencies versus the interests and needs of 

the public to be served, thought that such agencies were not 

meeting legislators1 expectations for effectively serving the 

public which they were supposed to serve. 

3. Arizona legislators perceived human service agency administra

tors as having the necessary understanding of their organiza

tions, as well as skill and knowledge of legislative processes 

and complexities. However, because of such factors as excessive 

competition to gain legislative favor, unreasonable requests for 

budget increases, and lack of communication with the legislature, 

administrators' overall effectiveness was perceived as impeded. 



4-. Arizona legislators' perceptions on the frequency and pre

ferred types of interactions with agency representatives 

pointed to formal hearings, invitations to visit agencies, 

and drop-in visits by administrators as having "been the most 

productive, in that order. 

5. Arizona legislators felt that factors of importance in admin

istrators' preparation and delivery of presentations before 

legislative committees were: expertise, adequate preparation, 

and conciseness. 

6. Arizona legislators indicated that lobbying by human service 

agency administrators should be engaged in and was a highly 

acceptable practice. 

Recommendations for further research included: conducting a 

similar study on the perceptions of administrators of human service 

agencies; replicating the present study by using an interview approach; 

obtaining comparative data by studying additional states; using a dif

ferent setting for the study than the State Capitol; studying the 

differences in responses between perceptions of House members and 

Senate members; and, analyzing the data comparatively by use of certain 

factors in the legislators' background. 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Introduction to the Problem 

It has been apparent that administrators of human service 

agencies such as education, employment, health, rehabilitation and 

welfare have difficulties in working effectively with their state 

legislators (Mcckler, 1971)- This evaluation has been supported by 

the fact that vocal state legislators have made negative statements 

toward these administrators, all of which tends to lead to adverse in

teractions. A recent speech by a legislative consultant to the Cali

fornia Assembly Committee on Ways and Means represented the attitudes 

of many legislators. Mockler (1971, p- 2) stated: 

Let me list a few generalities of how many legislators describe 
administrators/bureaucrats. They think that such people have 
as their primary purpose self-salvation rather than public ser
vice. Such legislators believe that inertia is the propelling 
force of bureaucrats; they feel that the misdeeds of adminis
trators are often rationalized as the mistakes of consumers of 
public services. 

As a consequence of such legislator attitudes and the resulting 

communication problems, neither side has profited since the perceptions 

of legislators have been distorted and essential information necessary 

for decision-making has been either incomplete or lacking. 

1 
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The Problem 

With the human service area having become more important today 

because of increasing demands for services (Adrian and Press, 1965)* 

the need will become greater for administrators of state human service 

agencies and their legislators to coordinate and cooperate more closely 

with one another. This will result in the creation of appropriate laws, 

enabling legislation, and funding, which will allow more human services 

to be provided. 

The problem posed was to obtain data directly from the Arizona 

state legislature on how they perceive human service agency administra

tors when it comes to forming and carrying out working relationships 

with them. Accordingly, an attempt was made to answer the following 

questions: 

1. What have Arizona legislators thought about the present state 

administrative structure and functions? 

2. How have Arizona legislators perceived human service agency 

administrators' orientation towards the interests and needs 

of their own agencies versus the interests and needs of the 

public to be served? 

3. To what extent have Arizona legislators perceived the skills 

and knowledge of administrators to be adequate in their deal

ings with one another in the legislative realm? 

1*. What have been the perceptions of Arizona state legislators 

concerning the frequency and preferred types of interactions 

with agency representatives? 



5. What factors have Arizona legislators perceived to "be important 

in administrators' preparation and delivery of presentations 

before legislative committees? 

6. How have Arizona legislators felt about lobbying (legislative 

advocacy) by administrators? 

Importance of the Problem 

Public agencies such as those being considered in this study 

have obtained a significant portion of federal funds for the operation 

of their programs via matching state monies which the state legislature 

appropriates. Inasmuch as the legislature has control of funds 

(Pfiffner and Presthus, 1967)* it would seem that if agencies' top 

administrators (or staff representing them) are indeed viewed nega

tively by state legislators, one outcome would be that basic financial 

support as approved by the legislature might be adversely affected. 

As a result of this study, human service agency administrators should 

be able to benefit from knowing how they have been perceived by state 

legislators in order to evaluate themselves and improve their inter

actions with these lawmakers. Legislators, on the other hand, should 

be able to see how widespread their own beliefs have been held among 

colleagues, and consequently, might themselves become instrumental in 

a desire to improve working relationships with state administrators. 

As a further result of this study, state administrators of human ser

vice agencies should be given the opportunity to correct legislators' 

misconceptions. 
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Hypotheses 

This study was based upon the general- hypothesis that working 

relationships with state administrators of human service agencies as 

perceived by state legislators have not been clearly defined. Hypoth

eses were tested by the ANOVAR computer program, a traditional analysis 

of variance design (Veldman, 1967), and the nonparametric chi-square 

test (Guilford, 1956; Popham, 19&7; Siegel, 1956). The level of sig

nificance acceptable for rejection of the null hypotheses was .05-

For statistical purposes, the following null hypotheses were examined: 

1. There is no significant agreement among state legislators that 

the present state administrative structure and functions are 

perceived as— 

a. being adequately coordinated, and that human service 
agencies cooperate with one another, thereby avoiding 
isolation, duplication and waste; 

b. being adequately organized, obviating the need to re
organize state agencies involved in human services; 

c. being adequately organized so that top agency admin
istrators should serve at the pleasure of the governor, 
rather than at the pleasure of boards appointed by the 
governor. 

Methodology: The data from items 1, 2, and ^ of Section A 

(see Appendix B, Questionnaire) were analyzed for significance via the 

chi-square test. 

2. There is no significant difference between state legislators' 

perceptions of how much time and energy they feel human ser

vice agency administrators actually spend on: 



5 

a. legislative functions 

b. federal matters 

c. public relations 

d. internal administrative matters 

e. research and development 

f. clients 

and how much time and energy legislators feel they should 

spend on such matters. 

Methodology: The data from items 5 and 6 of Section A (see 

Appendix B, Questionnaire) were analyzed for significance via the 

ANOVAR computer program. 

3. There is no significant agreement among state legislators' 

perceptions of human service agency administrators' orienta

tion towards the idea that— 

a. human service agency administrators are primarily 
interested in doing a good public service job; 

b. human service agency administrators are too self-
protective about their agency; 

c. agency policy is formulated with due consideration 
of feedback from the direct-services "firing-line;" 

d. administrators concentrate too much on their obliga
tions to their superiors rather than on agency clients; 

e. administrators fail to view their agencies' interests 
from the "big picture" perspective (i.e., general 
public interest); 

f. administrators tend to keep their legislative objec
tives (for example, policy, programs, funds) consis
tent with sound public policy. 

Methodology: The data from items 1 through 6 of Section B (see 
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Appendix B, Questionnaire) were analyzed for significance via the chi-

square test. 

4. There is no significant agreement among state legislators' 

perceptions that— 

a. agency representatives generally demonstrate an ade
quate understanding of their organizations in order 
to be legislatively effective; 

b. generally, agency representatives understand legis
lative processes and complexities; 

c. excessive competition exists among the various human 
service agencies to gain legislative favor; 

d. human service agencies generally present reasonable 
requests for budget increases; 

e. agency administrators maintain adequate communica
tion with the legislators. 

Methodology: The data from items 1 through 5 of Section C 

(see Appendix B, Questionnaire) were analyzed for significance via the 

chi-square test. 

5. There is no significant difference between state legislators' 

perceptions of where they feel they actually get their most 

reliable information concerning human service problems and 

from where they feel the most reliable information should come, 

as related to— 

a. top agency administrators 

b. agency staff 

c. agency statements/memos 

d. constituents 

e. legislative staff 

f. newspapers 
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Methodology: The data from items k and 5 of Section D (see 

Appendix B, Questionnaire) were analyzed for significance via the ANOVAR 

computer program. 

6, There is no significant difference between state legislators' 

perceptions of the most common types of contact between legis

lators and administrators, and the most productive types of 

contact in making an agency's case for services, as related to— 

a. official agency reports 

b. invitations to visit agencies 

c. drop-in visits by administrators 

d. formal hearings 

e. meetings in the hall 

f. newsletters 

g- telephone 

h. luncheons 

Methodology: Items 7 and 8 of Section D (see Appendix B, 

Questionnaire) were analyzed for significance via the ANOVAR computer 

program. 

7. There is no significant difference between state legislators' 

perceptions of frequency of contacts with agency representa

tives, as related to— 

a. state directors or equivalent 

b. agencies' legislative liaison persons 

c. subordinate line personnel 

d. staff personnel 



Methodology: Items 12 and 13 of Section D (see Appendix B, 

Questionnaire) were analyzed for significance via the ANOVAR computer 

program. 

8. There is no significant agreement among state legislators re

garding factors they perceive to be important in administra

tors' preparation and delivery of presentations before 

legislative committees, as related to— 

a. personality 

b. confidence and poise in presentations 

c. conciseness 

d. expertise 

e. previous acquaintance with legislator 

f. advance written information to committee 

g. advance verbal information to committee 

h. adequate preparation 

i. supportive statistical case 

j. written position summary 

Methodology: Item 1 of Section E (see Appendix B, Question

naire) was analyzed for significance via the chi-square test. 

9. There is no significant agreement among state legislators that 

lobbying of legislators by human service agency administrators 

is an acceptable practice in order to promote their programs. 

Methodology: Item 1 of Section F (see Appendix B, Question

naire) was analyzed for significance via the chi-square test. 

10. There is no significant difference between state legislators' 

perceptions of what the primary purposes of agency 
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representatives actually are when approached by such represen

tatives, and what the primary purposes should be when legis

lators are approached by them, as related to~ 

a. concensus building 

b. information seeking 

c. information giving 

d. self-interest activities 

Methodology: Items 2 and 3 of Section F (see Appendix B, 

Questionnaire) were analyzed for significance via the ANOVAR computer 

program. 

11. There is no significant agreement among state legislators' 

perceptions as to the most effective methods of lobbying 

(legislative advocacy) used by representatives of agency pro-

grams, as related to--

a. newspaper editorials 

b. offering expertise and staff 

c. summoning influential citizens 

d. developing solid legislative proposals 

e. using the press 

f. support from other non-governmental groups 

6* using agency's legislative liaison person 

h. brief written presentations 

i. cultivating staff of legislators 

understanding legislative processes 

k. developing acquaintances with legislators 

1. constituent support: mail 
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m. constituent support: phone 

n. constituent support: demonstrations 
» 

Methodology: Item 5 of Section F (see Appendix B, Question

naire) was analyzed for significance via the chi-square test. 

Assumptions 

This research is based upon the following four assumptions: 

1. That an accurate assessment of the perceptions of Arizona's 

legislators regarding working relationships with human service agency 

administrators can be obtained with the questionnaire used. 

2. That the respondents will answer the questions according to 

their beliefs. 

3. That there is a relationship between Arizona legislators* per

ceptions and consequent interactions with Arizona human service agency 

administrators. 

That,, although not every Arizona legislator included in this 

research will have had actual person-to-person working contact with 

Arizona human service agency administrators, they do have perceptions 

about these working processes. 

Limitations 

1. The scope of this study is limited to Arizona's 90 legislators. 

Consequently, further research in other states is needed before broader 

generalizations of the findings and conclusions are attempted. 

2. Arizona legislators' perceptions studied included those illus

trated in the questionnaire which have by no means been intended to be 

exhaustive on the topic under consideration. 
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3. The scope of this research is limited to human service agen

cies as defined and does not include other state service agencies in 

Arizona. 

Procedures 

Subjects for this research included all of Arizona's 90 legis

lators. Although not every one of them has had actual working contact 

with human service agency administrators, they have had some perceptions 

about these working proceses due to close interactions which take place 

among legislators in committees, caucuses, and other meetings. 

A survey format (Kerlinger, 19^7; Oppenheim, 1966; Parten, 

1950J Van Dalen, 1966) best suited for this particular study consisted 

primarily of check-off items and rating scales, with opportunity pro

vided for additional expression in open-ended questions (see Appendix B, 

Questionnaire). 

An initial form of the survey was pilot-tested on eight legis

lators in face-to-face interviews in order to eliminate major errors 

or omissions. Resulting from this, a minor revision of the survey form 

was then administered to the entire legislature. The survey was in

tended for self-administration, however, in order to insure as large a 

return as possible, two interviewers used a face-to-face approach 

wherever possible. 

Interviews were carried out by the author and one assistant, 

both of whom had been thoroughly acquainted with the questionnaire. 

The interviewers' presence served two purposes, (l) to motivate the 
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legislator to participate in the survey, and (2) to answer any ques

tions which may have arisen. 

Judging from personal experiences (the author served as legis

lative assistant in California and Arizona for three years), state 

legislators generally have resisted research efforts on their opinions. 

This may have "been due to a variety of reasons such as a lack of time 

on their part, impatience, and a variety of personality variables. 

Consequently, it was strongly suspected that a mailed survey form 

would have met with almost a total lack of cooperation or general in

difference, necessitating a face-to-face approach. Often for the same 

reasons open-ended questionnaires have met with similar resistance. 

The latter have the additional problem of being difficult to tabulate 

without the use of a tape recorder for verbatim responses. Audio 

taping was considered and dispelled because it was felt that few legis

lators would have responded as openly to some of the sensitive nature 

of the material studied. 

Definition of Terms 

Administrators: Human service agency administrators repre

senting such agencies as: Education, Employment, Health, Rehabilita

tion and Welfare. For purposes of this study, administrators are upper 

echelon personnel (e.g., directors and deputy directors) responsible 

for the formulation and execution of agency policy. 

Agency representatives; Persons designated by an agency to 

function in a liaison capacity with the legislature. 
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Assertiveness: A human service agency's pursuit of legislative 

objectives in an enterprising or forceful way. 

Human service agencies; Those state agencies dealing with 

clients receiving education, employment, health, rehabilitation and 

welfare services. 

Legislators: Arizona's state legislators. 

Perceptions: Subjective attitudes, opinions, and viewpoints 

of legislators as developed by direct interactions with administrators, 

by the exchange of views with other legislators, by public news media, 

or by written or verbal communication from administrators. 

State agency structure: A phrase used synonymously with 

"bureaucracy" without the negative connotation of the latter. 

Working relationships; Interactions between legislators and 

administrators as related to various face-to-face relationships such 

as presentations before committees and caucuses, lobbying activities 

for program support, as well as written communications. 

Summary 

Chapter I has described the nature of the study, established 

the need for the study, presented the hypotheses to be tested, set 

forth the assumptions and limitations under which the study was con

ducted, explained the procedures followed, and defined the terms used. 



CHAPTER II 

RELATED LITERATURE 

Introduction 

Specific research dealing with the topic of this dissertation 

was not found, but an attempt was made "by this author to subdivide 

the literature according to seven major subsections. Section one has 

addressed itself to an overview. Section two has dealt with a brief 

discussion of perception, while sections three and four have treated 

some information pertaining to legislators and administrators. Sec

tion five has described the importance of budgets and budgeting re

quests. Section six has presented factors involved in lobbying, and 

the final section has reviewed information regarding legislative 

committee hearings, or presentations before legislative committees. 

Overview 

In order to gain some idea as to a variety of factors likely 

to contribute to state legislators' perceptions of state agency ad

ministrators, the following section has delved into some fundamental 

issues as discussed by several authors. 

Government today has performed a large number of complex func

tions which has required almost all of the skills known to modern 

society (Adrian, 1967)• According to Herzberg and Unruh (1970), 

lU 
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" . . .  today ,  s t a t e  l e g i s l a t u r e s  a r e  t h e  'e m e r g i n g  n a t i o n s '  o f  A m e r 

ican politics (p. 2)." 

State governments now are overwhelmed by the demands put upon 
them by the needs of their citizens. The complexities of our 
society, the crises of our cities, and the rising costs of gov
ernment have overtaxed the fiscal resources of the states while 
public requests for the state to spend more on education, to 
build more roads, to modernize institutional facilities, and to 
enlarge welfare programs have increased (Herzberg and Unruh, 
1970, p. 2). 

Dye (1966) has expanded on these concepts and has placed them 

into a set of complex political interrelationships by stating that: 

Government agencies in the states—legislatures, executive of
fices, and courts—serve as arenas for political activity, but 
politics involves much more than the operations of government 
agencies. Every individual, group, or organization which makes 
a demand upon government becomes involved in the political sys
tem by so doing . . . The political system includes the whole 
network of relationships among individuals, groups, organizations, 
and government institutions which functions to transform demands 
into public policy outcomes (p. U6). 

It has been the realization that governmental administrative 

structures, functions, and procedures have consequences for politics 

which has led to attempts at merging the realms of politics and ad

ministration in general (Keefe and Ogul, 1965). The literature indi

cates that administration has been well accepted as being a part of 

the political process (Adrian, 1967* Adrian and Press, 1965), where 

the term administration has meant the process of government involved 

in the application of general policies to specific cases (Adrian, 1967; 

Gross, 1953; Keefe and Ogul, 1965; Maddox and Fuquay, 1966; Millett, 

1959)* It has taken administrative agencies to translate broad pur

pose, as established by the legislature, into everyday action* Ac

cordingly, the basic function of the state legislature is the 
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determination of public policy, and in our system of government, all 

state administrative authority rests upon statutory enactment passed 

by our state legislatures (Maddox and Fuquay, 1966; Millett, 1959)• 

Legislative powers have been intended to provide the necessary author

ity to translate public will into public action. Thus, the function 

of state legislatures can be regarded from two viewpoints: (l) a legal 

one, involving the enactment of statutory law, and (2) a political one, 

involving the formulation of public policy, a task they share with many 

groups (Dye, 1971; Keefe and Ogul, 1965; Millett, 1959)* 

One of the most important of these groups have been, of course, 

state agency administrators and a number of authors have admitted to 

the importance of departmental influence on legislation (Witte, 19^2; 

Sharkansky, 1970). They admit that in all states a considerable num

ber of bills introduced in the legislatures have originated in admin

istrative departments. Much of this activity, however, has been 

welcomed by legislators since it has provided them with very essential 

information for decision-making (Witte, 19^2; Maddox and Fuquay, 1966; 

Sharkansky, 1970; Sharkansky, 1971)• Scott and Zeller (19^2) rein

forced this concept years ago by stating that "... for two important 

reasons it is necessary and inevitable that administrative departments 

occupy an influential place in the formulation of legislation. They 

are in command of the information on which policies must be based, and 

they look on the problems of the state as a whole (p. 209)." 

Nevertheless, it has been this issue which has prompted some 

authors to reflect on the growth of government (Adrian, 1967; Adrian 

and Press, 1965; Keefe and Ogul, 1965). They have felt that the 



IT 

problem today has been essentially this: citizens want many services 

from their governments, but the societal values imply that there exists 

danger of losing democratic control over policy-making if governmental 

agencies grow large. According to Adrian (1967)* "• • • people like the 

product of government, they do not like the means that seem necessary 

in order to deliver the product (p. 313)•" 

It has been interesting to note that about one out of every 

eight employed persons in the United States is a civilian government 

employee, most of whom work for state or local governments (Adrian, 

1967). And, because of the expansion of administrative power, greater 

numbers of people have been affected by departmental decisions, lead

ing them to engage in efforts to support the status quo or to modify 

unfavorable decisions (Keefe and Ogul, 1965). 

It then follows that legislators have been concerned about the 

activities of administrators and, consequently have engaged in what 

has been called "oversight" of the various state agencies. In essence, 

legislative oversight simply has involved the authority to require ad

ministrative officers to explain their actions, and through informal 

means, or more formal ones such as legislative committee hearings, 

this process has kept state agencies under surveillance and has at

tempted to ensure responsible performance (Millett, 1959). Legislative 

oversight has been treated by a number of authors (Blair, 1967; Gross, 

1953; Herzberg and Unruh, 1970; Keefe and Ogul, 1965), but, perhaps, 

Jewell and Patterson (1966) have provided us with one of the more de

tailed treatments. These authors have distinguished between oversight, 

supervision, and control. They have felt that oversight is involved 
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. when an individual legislator observes closely and becomes 

familiar with the organization and policy implementation of an admin

istrative agency, or when a legislative committee by contact, observa

tion, or investigation places itself into the position of 'watchdog' 

over agency activities (p. ̂ 8^)." Supervision, on the other hand, 

has constituted a legislator's or a legislative committee's substantial 

involvement in the formulation or implementation of administrative pol

icy thereby producing changes in policy emphasis or priority. The 

third concept, that of legislative control, as discussed by Jewell and 

Patterson (1966), has involved requiring the administrator to obtain 

legislative clearance before administrative decisions can be carried 

out. These authors have felt that the real virtue of the distinction 

between oversight, supervision, and control is one of maintaining 

alertness to rather wide variations in the relationships between legis

latures and administrative agencies. It has been through the applica

tion of these three concepts that relationships between legislators 

and administrators can be provided in order to allow reciprocal and 

sustaining support for public policy. 

Although these dynamics have been applicable to every state's 

legislative process, it must be kept in mind that each state legis

lature is unique. Each has had formal and informal configurations of 

power and procedure all of its own (Grant and Nixon, 1968). Babcock 

(1965) has further supported this concept by stating that each of the 

fifty states has had an internal structure which is remarkably similarj 

each state has a governor, and all but one (Nebraska) have a bi

cameral legislature; yet each state has its own peculiarities, mood, 



19 

tradition, and history of partisan strife giving each a special flavor 

and thereby often developing individual characteristics and insti

tutions . 

In summarizing this section which has attempted to give an 

overview of potential factors contributing to the perceptions of state 

legislators' as related to their working relationships with state 

agency administrators, the following observations have been made by 

certain authors: 

1. State governmental services have reached greater importance 

today because society in general has become more complex and the pub

lic has demanded more services and looked to government to supply 

these. 

2. Because state administrative structures are closely tied to 

political processes for their very existence, financially and pro-

grammatically, legislators have become key persons for administrators 

to relate to. 

3. Since state agency administrators and the departments they 

supervise represent individuals with specialized knowledge, legis

lators rely on them to an extensive degree to participate in the for

mulation of public policy, resulting in the fact that many legislative 

bills originate with administrators. 

b. However, in order to prevent unchecked growth of administra

tors* powers, legislators monitor (engage in oversight), supervise, 

or control the functions and activities of state agency administrators. 
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Perception 

Since this study has dealt with perceptions of Arizona state 

legislators, a brief review of the literature on perception was con

ducted. It has become evident that there can be a number of approaches, 

since authors have treated it variably: from psychological, philo

sophical and physiological standpoints (Ananjew, 19&3> Armstrong, I96I; 

Blake and Ramsey, 1951j Brain, i960; Davies, 1963; Dember, i960; 

Granel, 1968; Hochberg, 196k} Piaget, 1961; Pieron, 196k} Pitcher, 

197l)» Fieandt (1966) has defined perception as . .an experienced 

sensation, that is a phenomenal impression resulting functionally 

from certain inputs (p. 3)>" whereas Forgus (1966) has defined per

ception as the process of information extraction. Perhaps the great

est thrust of the literature reviewed was in the psychological 

approach to perception. 

For purposes cf this study, perception has been defined as the 

subjective attitudes, opinions, and viewpoints of legislators as de

veloped either by direct interaction with human service agency admin

istrators, by the exchange of views with other legislators, written or 

verbal communication from administrators, or the public news media. 

Dember (i960) has felt that there is no single, generally ac

cepted definition of perception, and that it is not a precise scien

tific concept. Rather, he states, it is an organizing word, a 

facilitator of communication. 

In reviewing the literature, only one author (Jones, 1970) 

has addressed himself specifically to some of the issues under consid

eration in the study before you. He has stated: 
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I wish I could give you the last word on the processes of per
ception. The fact is that I am trying to teach myself regard
ing this complicated psychological concept. It comes up over 
and over again in examining policy-making. In fact, a large 
part of the study of political behavior is the study of polit
ical perception. For example, empirical studies of represen
tation in legislatures or voting among citizens focus on the 
perceptions of those involved. The crucial variable in ex
plaining behavior is frequently not how things actually are 
but rather how they are perceived (p. 35)-

Perception has been central to analyzing the way a problem 

gets to government and the form in which it gets there; the fact that 

we all perceive differently is without challenge (Jones, 1970)• 

In concluding this section on perception, we have noted that 

authors have studied this topic from the philosophical and the physi

ological viewpoint, but the psychological aspect appears to have re

ceived primary emphasis in the literature. This dissertation has 

addressed itself most closely to the latter approach because legislators' 

perceptions have been dealt with here primarily as their subjective at

titudes, opinions, and viewpoints. 

State Legislators and Legislatures 

The purpose for the inclusion of this section was to review 

some of what has been written about legislators and legislatures on the 

state level regarding characteristics, functioning, and problems. It 

would appear, that such information is important background when consid-~~ 

eration is given to how state legislators have perceived state agency 

administrators. 

Maddox and Fuquay (1966) have felt that the men and women of 

state legislatures have not been a class apart from the rest of society 

but, generally speaking, have been representative of most elements of 
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our social structure. Typically they have been extremely "busy people, 

being involved in legislative activities and holding down a variety of 

other functions (Sharkansky, 1970). Time demands made upon legislators 

have been extensive, and it is little wonder that they often have had 

almost no opportunity to acquaint themselves with the details of the 

many problems coming up for consideration before them (Millett, 1959)* 

In addition, state legislatures have not had adequate professional 

staff assistance, and thus have had to rely on many outside sources, 

including departmental administrators, for information (Sharkansky, 

1970)- In some states, legislators have no office or secretary of 

their own, and lack seniority guarantees which allow members to poten

tially increase their expertise. This has resulted in a heavy depen

dence on policy recommendations that have come from administrative 

agencies (Sharkansky, 1970). In addition, legislators' time will con

tinue to be devoted mainly to the essential requirements of political 

success such as political fence building and constituent demands 

(Pfiffner and Presthus, 1967). 

While legislators must allocate their resources to several dis

tinct activities, departmental administrators have concentrated theirs 

by specializing in the responsibilities of a single agency (Sharkansky, 

1970). Few lawmakers have the knowledge to match the full range of 

responsibilities given them and accordingly most will serve a "general-

ist" function in supervising "specialists" in respective administrative 

organizations (Sharkansky, 1970). 

At the present time, nationwide efforts are beginning in an 

attempt at modernizing state legislatures and eliminating some of the 
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shortcomings (Kennedy, 1910; Lawrence, 1971). The realization is 

emerging that legislatures need to develop more adequate structures, 

procedures and staff services to solve complex problems facing the 

states. Towards that end, a study was recently completed "by the Citi

zens Conference on State Legislatures (Burns, 1971) which was labeled 

by Time magazine ("The States,"1971) as . . the most comprehensive 

inquiry ever made of the lawmaking process at the state level (p. 16)." 

This study examined all fifty legislatures on the basis of: effective 

functioning, accounting to the public for their actions, gathering and 

using information, avoiding undue influence, and representing the in

terests of their people—and then ranked (Arizona was in U3rd position) 

each in descending order of quality. Among the study's overall find

ings of inadequacies at the state legislative level were that legis

lators are forced to cram much work into a few days, and without staff 

help they must rely too much on outside individuals to analyze the ef

fect of bills, to supply basic facts, and often to write the very 

legislation. It was also found by the Citizens Conference on State 

Legislatures that the average state spends only one-fifth of one per

cent of its annual budget to operate its legislature. Of course, there 

were considerable differences between the best and the worst judged 

legislative bodies, but many were considered to be inept, understaffed, 

poorly paid and in "disarray." 

State Agency Administrators 

The purpose for the inclusion of this section on some of the 

characteristics, functions, and problems of state agency administrators, 
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was to find out what authors have said about them in order to relate 

such information also as background data on how and why state legis

lators might perceive state agency administrators as they do. 

As has been pointed out, legislators have an informational de

pendence on state administrators. This has revealed itself in the 

procedures frequently used to gain administrators' views on proposed 

legislative bills. A high proportion of all statutes have originated 

in the governmental administration and in this regard administrators 

have taken over functions which were traditionally discharged by the 

governor and the legislature. Thus, bills that have affected state 

executive agencies by giving or taking away responsibilities have often 

been drafted by the very same agencies that the legislation affects 

(Altshuler, 1968; Herzberg and Unruh, 1970; Keefe and Ogul, 19&5> 

Scott and Zeller, 19^2; Sharkansky, 1969; Sharkansky, 1970; Sharkansky, 

1971; Woll, 1963). The significance of this, of course, is that state 

agency administrators have often become a, if not the, major decisional 

force in state policy making, and persons wishing to influence public 

policy have often contacted departmental administrators directly, rather 

than the legislature (Herzberg and Unruh, 1970). But, it must be kept 

in mind that legislation today has required specialized information on 

the part of policy makers before it can be conceptualized, drafted and 

implemented; thus legislators need expertise (Woll, 1963)* And, as 

the permanent professional employees of state government, state agency 

administrators have often been the best informed about current pro

grams (Sharkansky, 1971)• 
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Adrian and Press (1965) have given an excellent account of the 

administrator in the governmental structure. They have referred to 

him as a bureaucrat, and have defined bureaucracy as any large organi

zation that is characterized by specialization of the work assignment 

of personnel, essentially impersonal relationships both among persons 

within the agency as well as those outside (such as external clientele), 

and a formal hierarchical structure. Adrian and Press have gone on to 

say: 

The bureaucracy serves many functions. In the social system, it 
provides the expertise that makes possible the provision of high
ly complex programs in a modern society. To the individual, it 
offers a chance for a jcb and status advancement or provides 
wanted goods or services. The political party sees a portion of 
it as a source of placement possibilities for party workers. . . . 
To leaders of interest groups, members of the bureaucracy may 
represent either threats to their goals, or important allies lo
cated in strategic positions. To all, the bureaucracy is too 
important to be ignored (p. 499)• 

All large organizations are made up of people with definite sets 
of attitudes, all of them leading to a general atmosphere of con
formity: If the bureaucracy is to operate successfully it must 
attain a high degree of reliability of behavior, and an unusual 
degree of conformity with prescribed patterns of action (p. 501). 

Adrian and Press (19&5) have further outlined certain important assump

tions about government administrators which might form the direct basis 

for negative attitudes held b,/ some legislators: 

(l) Devotion to rules is required in order to achieve efficiency 
in a large, impersonal bureaucracy; (2) this devotion ultimately 
causes rules originally created for practical reasons to become 
absolutes not to be questioned by anyone and not to be tempered 
by the application of "common-sense" modifications; (3) the un
critical acceptance of absolutes leads to inflexibility of bureau
cratic policy and bureaucratic personality; and (h) finally, the 
elements originally established to create efficiency lead to in
efficiency through inadaptability to changing social and economic 
environments (p. 502). 



Examples have existed pointing to attempts at making govern

ment more viable (Hood, 1971)• Programs having grown rapidly may lack 

the proper administrative supervision, and duplication of services as 

well as a lack of central control leading to charges of "inefficiency" 

or "waste" (Sharkansky, 1971)- However, Sharkansky (1971) has pointed 

out that such charges are powerful ones in American politics, and may 

have been sufficient to lead some legislators to slow or stop the 

growth of new programs. It might all have been related to the fact 

that strict adherence to the forms and routine of office has been in 

part a desire of the members of large, impersonal organizations to 

protect themselves by insuring that their actions are in agreement with 

established policy (Adrian and Press, 1965). Yet, Wildavsky (196*0 has 

stated that "... bureaucrats are expected to be masters of detail, 

hardworking, concise, frank, self-effacing fellows who are devoted to 

their work, tight with the taxpayer's money, (and) recognize a polit

ical necessity when they see one (p. 7*0•" Monsen and Cannon (1965) 

have stated that because of increased demands for services, coupled 

with America's population increase and urban growth, attitudes have 

greatly changed toward the function of government and the public ser

vant. Monsen and Cannon have felt that the prestige of government 

service has been increasing and will likely continue to grow as long 

as the population feels that by turning to government their problems 

will be alleviated. 

In view of such growth, state agency administrators have gained 

a certain amount of power, to be discussed here because of its potential 

importance in influencing legislators' perceptions. Adrian and Press 
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(1965) have made an excellent analysis of the power base possessed by 

administrators of public agencies, and have delineated these concepts 

of power into four categories: (l) formal power—which is fundamental 

power as a result of the establishment of laws by the legislature 

charging them with carrying out certain programs; (2) skill as power— 

which relates to the derivation of power as a result of technical 

skills possessed via the process of specialization; (3) separation of 

power—which involves administrators' utilization cf competition among 

political leaders thereby allowing them to play off one legislator 

against another; and (i+) ideological support—the bureaucracy receiving 

its support from the beliefs of the typical citizen who displays con

fidence in the functional specialist. 

With a variety of powers playing an important part in a state 

agency administrator's functioning, the question must be asked: how 

does he deal with the concept of "public interest"? No doubt, public 

interests in general, and the services rendered to his constituents in 

particular, have represented essential contributions to how a legis

lator perceives governmental administrators. Adrian and Press (1965) 

in a study of public interest have delineated the following assump

tions (p. 52b):  

(1) The administrator tends to identify public interest with 
the expectations of his professional peers. 

(2) The administrator tends to accept the expectations of his 
administrative superiors and to view them as representa
tive of the public interest. 

(3) He identifies his personal value system with the public 
interest through the process which psychologists call 
"projection." 
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(*0 He tends to reach a decision—as do elective politicians— 
that will minimize interest-group or clientele-group pres
sures upon himself and his agency. 

In view of the information presented about administrators in 

this section, what overall remarks can be made about their relationships 

with legislators? It has been evident that functional as well as per

ceptual conflicts exist, and perhaps Sharkansky (1971) has presented 

some possible reasons for these when he states that . .we actually 

know very little about the activities of state administrators. The 

major advances in the research techniques of political science and sys

tematic efforts to build theories that describe and explain political 

behavior have passed by the agencies of state government (p. 2^0)." 

There is no simple answer to these questions: What are the 
"typical" relations among administrators and legislative and 
executive branches? What conditions will provoke the legis
lative or executive branch to play an assertive role in policy
making? When conflict arises within the administrative system, 
there is no clear indication as to who will prevail. The lit
erature is replete with statements of general tendency. Some 
scholars have also probed the relative involvement of the legis
lature or the executive under each of certain conditions. How
ever, their conditions do not exhaust the range of contingencies 
that face policy-makers, and their research methods have not 
been adequate to quiet skeptical social scientists. It is 
necessary to admit that there is much that is not known about 
the scope of administrators' autonomy or about the influence of 
legislators or executives in policy-making (Sharkansky, 1970, 
p. 2110. 

In concluding this section on some of the characteristics, 

functions and problems of state agency administrators which may have 

contributed to how legislators perceive state administrators, it can 

be stated that a review of the literature on administrators' function

ing in the legislative area has revealed the following: 
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1. State administrators have often been depended upon "by legis

lators in overall policy formulation, to the point that many legisla

tive bills affecting such administrators and their departments actually 

originate with the latter. 

2. Devotion to rules by administrators has been required to achieve 

efficiency in large impersonal governmental structures. This devotion 

to rules has led, as expressed by one author, to the creation of abso

lutes, the uncritical acceptance of absolutes has led to inflexibility, 

and the elements originally established to create efficiency have led 

to inefficiency due to inadaptability to changing environments. 

3. Administrators and state governmental services have been in

creasing in importance due primarily to increased demands for services, 

population growth, and other factors. 

h. Such increase in importance of governmental services have led 

to a variety of powers possessed by administrators, and it might be 

speculated that actual or implied possession of such powers may have 

influenced the perceptions of legislators. 

Budgeting and Budget Requests 

Budgeting has involved legislators and administrators in their 

most regular and continuing relations (Sharkansky, 1970), thereby hav

ing had a potentially powerful effect on legislators' perceptions. As 

previously pointed out, legislatures have exercised their most decisive 

control over administrators through their powers to appropriate money 

and to make laws; they have controlled the purse strings and hence, 

the very existence of the bureaucracy (Pfiffner and Presthus, 1967; 
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Blair, 19&7j Wildavsky, 196^). The state budget, perhaps the single 

most important policy-making document, has been devised by administra

tors subordinate to the governor and modified by the governor before 

submitting it to the legislature (Dye, 1966). Funds have represented 

an agency's real strength, for 11. . .no matter how broad the scope of 

an agency's formal authority, its real power turns ultimately upon its 

fiscal resources (Rourke, 1969* p. 25)." Because of the appropriation 

process, the legislature has been provided with the continuing oppor

tunity to review and control administrative policy (Blair, 1967] 

Millett, 1959)* But, as Adrian and Press (19&5) have pointed out, 

". . . pressures on the bureaucracy to spend its funds on an annual 

basis--a phasing that may be unnatural and inappropriate to its opera

tions—and the unpredictability of the legislative body in voting funds 

may also lead to behavior that citizens often regard as unsatisfac

tory. . . (p. 526)." 

Incrementalism has been the main feature of budget decisions 

in both federal and state governments (Sharkansky, 1970), principally 

by utilizing previous decisions generally regarded as legitimate; 

legislators have looked primarily on the budgetary increments requested 

by a department. When administrators in state agencies plan their fi

nancial requests, they have been required to include current and pre

vious expenditures and to compare these with figures for the next 

fiscal year. It has been almost always predictable that funds asking 

for increased appropriations will be questioned, and it has been also 

in the latter area where most of the cuts will be made (Sharkansky, 

1970). 
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Sharkansky (1970) has referred to an agency's assertiveness 

in seeking greater budgetary appropriations as its acquisitiveness: 

In most of the states examined, the governor and the legislature 
direct the greatest percentage of cuts at the agencies that re
quest the greatest percent increases. However, it is these ac
quisitive agencies that come out of the legislature with the 
greatest increases over their previous budgets. Both the gover
nor and the legislature are using similar incremental decision 
rules: cut the agencies that ask for a large increase, but do 
not recommend a budget expansion for those agencies that ask for 
no increase. Budget reviewers in the governor's office and the 
legislature are more likely to respond to the percent increment 
of change that is requested (i.e., agency acquisitiveness) than 
to the sheer size of the request. The failure of either the 
governor or the legislature to impose additional funds on those 
agencies which do not ask for them illustrates how much the ex
ecutive and the legislative branches let program-initiation pass 
over to the administrative organization (p. 228). 

In concluding this section on what some authors have said 

about budgeting and budget requests, it has been noted that because 

this area involves legislators' most regular and continuing relations 

with state agency administrators, it is an area where many of the 

legislators' perceptions regarding mutual working relationships may 

have been established. Legislators have had almost complete control 

over governmental functions in budgeting, since the possession of funds 

has represented an agency's strength. It thus has become evident that 

methods used by an agency's administrator in seeking funds and, of 

course, the subsequent handling of such funds in the provision of ser

vices, has appeared to be an important area in the formulation of per

ceptions for a state legislator. Accordingly, the following section on 

the importance of lobbying was included in the review of the literature. 
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Lobbying or Legislative Advocacy 

An important feature in the formulation of legislators' percep

tions has been that a primary and essential source of strength for ad

ministrative agencies has been their ability to attract and retain 

outside support (Wahlke et al., 1962). Rourke (1969) has stated that 

"... strength in a constituency is no less an asset for an American 

administrator than it is for a politician, and some agencies have suc

ceeded in building outside support as formidable as that of any polit

ical organization (p. 11)." 

Political support for an administrative agency has been usually 

drawn by them from three sources: the outside community, the legisla

ture, and the executive branch, all of which have been usually culti

vated simultaneously. High standing with the public has given any 

agency substantial leverage in dealing with the legislature (Brown, 

1969; Rourke, 1969). Legislators, on the other hand have been pri

marily constituent-oriented and thus, when related to legislators' 

perceptions on legislative-administrative contacts, these have tended 

to be motivated by demands from the legislators' constituents (Jewell 

and Patterson, 1966). 

There has seemed to be little doubt that most legislators have 

been aware of much organized lobbying, in fact, many legislators have 

welcomed the help of organized interests in lawmaking (Dye, 1969; 

Herzberg and Unruh, 1970)* Wahlke et al. (1968) studied 305 legislators 

and found that pressure politics had become rather widely accepted among 

legislators in American states. Patterson (1968) has felt that the 

lobbyist's role, and thus the state agency administrator's role, in 
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American politics has "been crucial and functional for the maintenance 

of the legislative system and that it has formed an important link in 

the entire legislative communications process. Most lobbying activ

ities today have been forthright and open to analysis, and unethical 

practices have received much effective inquiry. Accordingly most 

authors have agreed that lobbying performs a vital representative func

tion (Swarthout and Bartley, 1958)- Wildavsky (196^) has felt that the 

most important requirement of confidence when lobbying, has been to 

play it straight. Advantages of access to legislators by means of lob

bying have often gone to the group that has been able to build upon 

political needs of any given legislator (Truman, 19614-). An important 

consideration in this, of course, has been the legislators' need for 

information and the respective group's ability to supply it. Most pol

iticians have been in continuous need of current information and "the 

penalty for numerous or conspicuous decisions made in ignorance or in 

neglect of relevant available knowledge is disturbance in the politi

cian's established relationships (Truman, 196k, p. 167)." Thus, access 

has been likely to be available to administrators, somewhat in propor

tion to their ability to meet the legislators' informational need. 

Perhaps a final word on the methods used by administrators in 

lobbying legislators which Sharkansky (1970) has listed in four points: 

(1) administrators utilize personal visits to individual legislators; 

(2) they release, at times continuously, written materials on bills of 

interest to the legislature; (3) newspapers, interest groups, and pres

tigious private citizens are used to communicate circumspectly to 
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legislators; and (4) they carefully time major proposals according to 

crises in the community thereby emphasizing their worth. 

In summary, this section has addressed itself to some of the 

literature on state agency administrators' lobbying (or legislative 

advocacy) of state legislators. That this is a potentially important 

area in the formulation of legislators' perceptions has become evident 

by the fact that lobbying has been vital to the administrator's and 

his agency's continued existence, and by the fact that it has been a 

practice extensively and openly engaged in. 

However, lobbying has been conducted primarily in person-to-

person contact between the administrator and the legislator, and thus 

there remains one last section to be discussed, also of potential im

portance to the formulation of legislators' perceptions: open, public, 

legislative committee hearings. 

Legislative Hearings and Presentations 
to Committees 

Committee hearings and the consequent perceptions gained there

from, have presented legislators with the'opportunity for public inquiry 

into a variety of governmental and private activities and to learn the 

pros and cons on various legislative bills before them (Pfiffner and 

Presthus, 1967). Legislators have learned the reasons for the bills' 

introduction and support, as well as the objectives the bills' spon

sors have been seeking. 

Administrators, generally, have been critically aware that a 

legislator's positive perception and an effective presentation can 
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help their agency and, conversely, a poor one can nullify their efforts 

(Millett, 1959; Wildavsky, 196^). Organizations playing a serious part 

in the legislative struggle have known "... that a witness who has 

not organized his case beforehand will, at best, be wasting his time 

and, at worst, be a lamb led to slaughter (Gross, 1953^ P« 301)." 

Gross (1953) has summarized some critical factors state agency 

administrators need for preparation to testify knowledgeably before a 

legislative committee. He has recommended the importance of an admin

istrator appraising each legislator's biases prior to giving his testi

mony. He has further advised that the administrator should make use 

of certain research techniques culminating in easily understood charts, 

tables, and statistics. Also, an actual dress rehearsal, with careful 

coaching, will do much to anticipate potential problems in advance. 

The more expert witnesses will accordingly be able to speak informally 

and spontaneously at hearings thereby resulting in a more favorable 

response from legislators (Gross, 1953)- Gross has elaborated on some 

"do's" and "don'ts" in testimony: (l) before opposing a bill outright, 

the administrator should have attempted to offer a compromise to the 

committee; (2) demagoguery before a committee has been resented; (3) 

the best witness has been the administrator specifically involved in 

the job—not one paid to represent' him and to whom the story has been 

told; (!)•) the administrator should get directly to the facts since 

legislators have not appreciated long discussions; and (5) facts which 

the administrator is interested in getting to the committee have been 

best conveyed verbally. 
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Summary 

Because state agency administrators and state agency structures 

and functions are closely tied to political processes for their very 

existence, state legislators "become key persons for administrators to 

relate to. This relationship is reciprocal, however, since the state 

legislator must often rely for legislative purposes on the specialized 

knowledge possessed by administrators and other individuals within 

state government. How state legislators' perceptions are potentially 

influenced by a variety of factors and dynamics, was explored in this 

chapter by means of looking at what various authors have said about 

the overall state governmental structure and functions, the legislators 

themselves, the state agency administrators, and such other important 

factors as budgeting, lobbying, and presenting testimony before legis

lative committees. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

The methods and procedures used in the study have been presented 

in this chapter which is divided into four sections (l) construction 

of the instrument, (2) selection of the subjects, (3) collection of the 

data, and (4) analysis of the data. 

Construction of the Instrument 

The purpose of this study was to obtain in-depth data on all 

ninety of Arizona's legislators in order to find out how they have per

ceived their working relationships with Arizona's state administrators 

of human service agencies. In this study, such agencies were considered 

to be ones dealing with education, employment, health, rehabilitation 

and welfare. Not all of the sections of the questionnaire (see Appen

dix B) were utilized in the present study for the following reasons: 

the questionnaire was designed to serve the purposes of this disserta

tion as well as those of the University of Arizona's National Demonstra

tion Project In the Use of Community and State Resources for Vocational 

Rehabilitation. Since, as part of this National Demonstration Project, 

specific types of data plus a multi-state comparison was ultimately 

intended, the questionnaire design included this capability. 

37 
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Specifically, an attempt was made to answer the following 

questions: 

1. What have Arizona legislators thought about the present 
state administrative structure and functions? 

2. How have Arizona legislators perceived human service 
agency administrators' orientation towards the interests 
and needs of their own agencies versus the interests and 
needs of the public to be served? 

3. To what extent have Arizona legislators perceived the 
skills and knowledge of administrators to be adequate 
in their dealings with one another in the legislative 
realm? 

h. What have been the perceptions of Arizona state legis
lators concerning the frequency and preferred types of 
interactions with agency representatives? 

5• What factors have Arizona legislators perceived to be 
important in administrators' preparation and delivery 
of presentations before legislative committees? 

6. How have Arizona legislators felt about lobbying (legis
lative advocacy) by administrators? 

From the literature consulted (Cannell and Kahn, 196^; 

Edwards, 1957; Hyman, 196^; Katz, 196^; Kendall and Lazarsfeld, 196^; 

Kerlinger, 19^7; Parten, 1950; Yates, i960) it was determined that in 

order to receive as large a number of responses as possible, the ques

tionnaire had to consist primarily of check-off items, be self-admin

istering, yet allow for a face-to-face approach as well. At the end 

of all seven sections, space had been provided for additional comments, 

or a final question invited the legislator to write anything additional 

he felt had not been adequately covered by his responses within the 

section (Yates, i960). The majority of the items were developed after 

a review of related literature, plus the actual experiences of the 

author in his work with California and Arizona state legislators. As 
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a result, it was felt that a mailed questionnaire would have produced 

an extremely low response rate; thus there was an emphasis on a face-

to-face approach wherever possible. 

In developing the questionnaire used in this study, preliminary 

versions had been submitted for review to individuals in the fields of 

rehabilitation, government, and research design, all of whom were 

knowledgeable in the preparation of survey instruments. Following the 

review and resultant recommendations, the questionnaire was revised 

and administered to eight legislators in order to pilot-test the in

strument (Kerlinger, 1967; Parten, 1950; Yates, i960). From this pro

cess, only a few minor word changes were found to be necessary. The 

final version of the questionnaire contained seven sections and re

quired approximately forty-five minutes to complete. 

Selection of Subjects 

It was felt by the author that a study of this type required 

an exploratory-descriptive approach and needed to be done in depth by 

selecting all of the legislators of one state. Since the author was 

working in a consultative capacity to the Arizona legislature during 

the 30th legislative session, necessary rapport had been established. 

Thus, the attempt was to induce as many of the ninety Arizona legis

lators as possible to participate in the study. 

Under the signatures of the Speaker of the House and the Presi

dent of the Senate, a memorandum was sent on September 28, 1971# to the 

members of the Arizona state legislature asking for their cooperation 

in the study (Appendix A ) .  
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Collection of the Data 

The author and one research associate, an advanced doctoral 

student skilled in research methods, questionnaire design, and inter

viewing techniques, contacted all ninety Arizona legislators in the 

State Capitol during a special session in October, 1971• Seven full 

days were required to complete the questionnaires, and interviews had 

taken place in legislators' offices and at their desks on "the floor" 

of both Houses. In some instances the entire questionnaire was read 

and check marks recorded by the interviewers; however, the majority of 

legislators accepted the questionnaire and completed it during avail

able time. Data collection was terminated when all legislators had 

either completed the questionnaire, or indicated that because of per

sonal reasons did not choose to fill it out. 

Since the rate of responses was high for this study (see Chap

ter IV), such a return may be attributed to a number of factors (Par-

ten, 1950): (l) the interest of legislators in the investigation; 

(2) the appeal of the questionnaire; and (3) strong agreement or dis

agreement regarding the subject matter about which participants had 

been asked. Other factors which may have contributed to the high re

turn are that the survey had the support of the leadership of both 

Houses, that the author was familiar with most of the legislators, and 

that a person-to-person approach was occasionally used in gathering the 

data (Van Dalen, 1966). 

Method of Analysis 

All questionnaires were tabulated by hand, and responses numer

ically coded for use on keypunch cards. Items (Backstrom and Hursh, 
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1963; Hyman, 196H; Kerlinger, 19673 Parten, 1950) within the question

naire were coded in the following manner: 

1 Strongly agree 
f 3 Agree 
^ 5 Neutral 
o 7 Disagree 
9 Strongly disagree 

Thus if a legislator checked "strongly agree", his response was coded 

"1", if he checked "strongly disagree", it was coded "9". If, however, 

his response was checked half-way between two of the categories, it 

received a code of 2, kf 6 or 8. 

The same coding applied to items where respondents were asked 

to read an introductory statement and then rate key phrases or words 

on a scale from one to five, such as the following example (lrmost 

important; 5sleast important): 

1 2 3 V 5 : COLUMNS 
U) (3) (5) m (9) : CODES 

(2) (If) (6) (8) 

CONSENSUS 
BUILDING 

INFORMATION 
SEEKING 

INFORMATION 
GIVING 

SELF-INTEREST 
ACTIVITIES 

Accordingly, every check-mark made received a numerical code 

which was ultimately entered onto keypunch cards. The method of anal

ysis utilized, varied according to differences in the questions posed 

"by the study (Kendall and Lazarsfeld, 196k), The seven sections of the 



k2 

questionnaire and the method of analysis of each section were as 

follows: 

Section A 

The purpose of this section was to obtain exploratory informa

tion on how legislators perceive the "bureaucracy." Since this is a 

term which popularly appears to have negative connotations, the phrase 

"state agency structure and functions" was used instead. Areas of in

formation covered were: (l) adequacy of coordination and cooperation 

of human service agencies with one another; (2) need for reorganization 

among human service agencies; (3) top agency administrators' responsi

bility to the governor versus policy-making, administrative boards; 

and (k) appropriateness of top agency administrators' time spent on 

legislative functions, federal matters, public relations, internal ad

ministrative matters, research and development, and clients of their 

agency. 

The data were presented in tabular form (see Appendix C) and 

the chi-square test was used to answer the following null hypothesis: 

There is no significant agreement among state legislators 
that the present state administrative structure and functions 
are perceived as— 

a. being adequately coordinated, and that human service 
agencies cooperate with one another, thereby avoiding 
isolation, duplication and waste. 

b. being adequately organized, obviating the need to re
organize state agencies involved in human services. 

c. being adequately organized so that top agency adminis
trators should serve at the pleasure of the governor, 
rather than at the pleasure of boards appointed by the 
governor. 
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An ANOVAR computer program analysis of the data was used to 

answer the following null hypothesis: 

There is no significant difference between state legislators' 
perceptions of how much time and energy they feel human service 
agency administrators actually spend on: 

a. legislative functions 

b. federal matters 

c. public relations 

d. internal administrative matters 

e. research and development 

f. clients 

and how much time and energy legislators feel they should 
spend on such matters. 

Tests of significance were reported at the .05 level. 

Section B 

The purpose of this section was to obtain information on legis

lators' perceptions regarding priorities placed by administrators on 

self-protection or internal agency matters versus being more concerned 

about the quality of services received by their public. Additional 

areas of information covered were: (l) agency administrators' desire 

to serve the public; (2) formulation of agency policy; and (3) admin

istrators' understanding of legislative objectives. 

Data were presented in tabular form (see Appendix C), and were 

analyzed for significance via the chi-square test of significant dif

ferences to answer the following null hypothesis: 

There is no significant agreement among state legislators' 
perceptions of human service agency administrators' orientation 
towards the idea that— 



a. human service agency administrators are primarily in
terested in doing a good public service job. 

b. human service agency administrators are too self-
protective about their agency. 

c. agency policy is formulated with due consideration of 
feedback from the direct-services "firing-line". 

d. administrators concentrate too much on their obligations 
to their superiors rather than on agency clients. 

e. administrators fail to view their agencies' interests 
from the "big picture" perspective (i.e., general public 
interest). 

f. administrators tend to keep their legislative objectives 
(for example, policy, programs, funds) consistent with 
sound public policy. 

Tests of significance were reported at the .05 level. 

Section C 

The purpose of this section was to determine legislators' 

perceptions regarding how skillfully human service agency administra

tors are able to work with legislative matters. Items were developed 

to explore the following: (l) administrators' adequacy of understand

ing of own agency's functions and purposes; (2) administrators' ade

quacy of understanding of legislative processes; (3) competition among 

agencies; (!»•) reasonableness of budgetary requests; and (5) adequacy 

of administrators' communication with the legislature. 

The data were presented in tabular form (see Appendix C), and 

the chi-square test was used to answer the following null hypothesis: 

There is no significant agreement among state legislators' 
perceptions that— 

a. agency representatives generally demonstrate an adequate 
understanding of their organizations in order to be 
legislatively effective. 
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b. generally, agency representatives understand legis
lative processes and complexities. 

c. excessive competition exists among the various human 
service agencies to gain legislative favor. 

d. human service agencies generally present reasonable 
requests for budget increases. 

e. agency administrators maintain adequate communication 
with the legislators. 

Tests of significance were reported at the .05 level. 

Section D 

The purpose of this section was to determine (l) legislators' 

preferences in the use of certain sources for obtaining information 

concerning human service problems; (2) types and productivity of con

tacts or interactions between legislators and administrators; and 

(3) frequency versus productivity of contacts. The data were presented 

in tabular form (see Appendix C), and the findings from the ANOVAR 

computer program were used to answer the following null hypotheses: 

1. There is no significant difference between state legis
lators' perceptions of where they feel they actually get their 
most reliable information concerning human service problems and 
from where they feel the most reliable information should crane, 
as related to— 

a. top agency administrators 

b. agency staff 

c. agency statements/memos 

d. constituents 

e. legislative staff 

f. newspapers 
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2. There is no significant difference between state legis
lators' perceptions of the most common types of contact between 
legislators and administrators, and the most productive types of 
contact in making an agency's case for services, as related to— 

a. official agency reports 

b. invitations to visit agencies 

c. drop-in visits by administrators 

d. formal hearings 

e. meetings in the hall 

f. newsletters 

g. telephone 

h. luncheons 

3. There is no significant difference between state legis
lators' perceptions of frequency of contacts with agency repre
sentatives and productiveness of contacts with agency 
representatives, as related to— 

a. state directors or equivalent 

b. agencies' legislative liaison persons 

c. subordinate line personnel 

d. staff personnel 

Tests of significance were reported at the .05 level. 

Section E 

The purpose of this section was to determine state legislators' 

perceptions with regard to human service agency administrators* testi

mony before legislative committees. The factors they were asked to 

rate on the basis of importance were: (l) personality of the adminis

trator; (2) his confidence and poise in legislative committee presen

tations; (3) conciseness; (^) expertise; (5) the administrators* 
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previous acquaintance with the legislator; (6) providing the committee 

with prior written or verbal information; (7) adequacy of preparation; 

(8 )  having a supportive statistical case; and (9 )  having available a 

written position summary. 

The data were presented in tabular form (see Appendix C), and 

the chi-square test was used to answer the following null hypothesis: 

There is no significant agreement among state legislators 
regarding factors they perceive to be important in administra
tors' preparation and delivery of presentations before legis
lative committees, as related to--

a. personality 

b. confidence and poise in presentations 

c. conciseness 

d. expertise 

e. previous acquaintance with legislator 

f. advance written information to committee 

g. advance verbal information to committee 

h. adequate preparation 

i. supportive statistical case 

j. written position summary 

Tests of significance were reported at the .05 level. 

Section F 

The purpose of this section was to determine state legislators' 

perceptions regarding "lobbying" by human service agency administrators. 

Since this term at times produces negative connotations, it was buffered 

by the use of "legislative advocacy" (Kingren, 1971)J however, both con

cepts were understood by the legislators as being equatable. Areas of 
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information covered were: (l) acceptability of lobbying; (2) purposes 

of lobbying; and (3) effectiveness or productiveness of specific meth

ods used in lobbying. 

Data were presented in tabular form (see Appendix C), and the 

chi-square test was used to answer the following null hypothesis: 

There is no significant agreement among state legislators 
that lobbying of legislators by human service agency adminis
trators is an acceptable practice in order to promote their 
programs. 

Again, the data were presented in tabular form (see Appendix C), 

and the findings from the AKOVAR computer program were used to answer 

the following hypothesis: 

There is no significant difference between state legislators' 
perceptions of what the primary purposes of agency representa
tives actually are when approached by such representatives, and 
what the primary purposes should be when legislators are approached 
by them, as related to~ 

a. concensus building 

b. information seeking 

c. information giving 

d. self-interest activities 

Again, data were presented in tabular form (see Appendix C), 

and the chi-square test was used to answer the following null hypoth

esis: 

There is no significant agreement among state legislators' 
perceptions as to the most effective methods of lobbying (legis
lative advocacy) used by representatives of agency programs, as 
related to— 

a. newspaper editorials 

b. offering expertise and staff 

c. summoning influential citizens 
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d. developing solid legislative proposals 

e. using the press 

f. support from other non-governmental groups 

g. using agency's legislative liaison person 

h. brief written presentations 

i. cultivating staff of legislators 

j. understanding legislative processes 

k. developing acquaintances with legislators 

1. constituent support: mail 

m. constituent support: phone 

n. constituent support: demonstrations 

Tests of significance in Section F were reported at the .05 

level. 

Summary 

This chapter considered the construction of the instrument used, 

the selection of the subjects, the collection of data, and the methods 

used to analyze the data. 



CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

Introduction 

This chapter presents the statistical analyses and research 

findings of the study. The hypotheses have been stated again, the 

chapter being organized so that the sequence of presentation parallels 

the order in which the hypotheses were stated in the first chapter. 

As mentioned earlier, the rate of response to the fourteen-page 

questionnaire by Arizona state legislators was high. The original goal 

was to obtain a 100$ sample of all 90 lawmakers; the final result turned 

out to be 77> or 85.5#* It was decided to terminate data collection 

after this number had been obtained, since all individuals had been con

tacted for their participation in the survey. The thirteen legislators 

whose questionnaires were not returned (each had been given a copy, and 

several follow-up contacts were made by the author and his research as

sociate), either declined to complete it for personal reasons, or were 

too occupied with other legislative priorities. In addition, the actual 

sample obtained was sufficiently high for statistical purposes 

(Popham, 1967)* 

The statistical techniques used to analyze the data were chi-

square and a computerized, traditional analysis of variance design 

called ANOVAR (Veldman, 1967)* The latter was chosen because it allows 
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differentiation among repeated trials of individuals, is appropriate 

for use with a single group, and allows for unequal numbers of sub

jects. The t-test originally intended for treatment of some of the 

data was not utilized because it requires two groups. 

The one-sample case application of the chi-square test 

(Popham, 1967) was judged as appropriate for analysis of the remaining 

data because the research dealt with only one group and yields poten

tial information how groups depart significantly from a hypothetical 

distribution (observed versus expected frequencies). 

Hypotheses 

Hypothesis 1: There is no significant agreement among state 

legislators that the present state administrative structure and func

tions are perceived as— 

a. being adequately coordinated, and that human service agen
cies cooperate with one another, thereby avoiding isolation, 
duplication and waste. 

b. being adequately organized, obviating the need to reorganize 
state agencies involved in human services. 

c. being adequately organized so that top agency administrators 
should serve at the pleasure of the governor, rather than at 
the pleasure of boards appointed by the governor. 

Table C-l in the Appendix presents a summary of legislators' 

responses and chi-square results. With 4 degrees of freedom a chi-

square value of 9.U8 was needed for significance at the .05 level. 

The data utilized to test these hypotheses were based on items one, 

two and four of section A of the questionnaire, and are summarized as 

follows: 



Sub-hypothesis Chi-square 

1-a 55.61* 

1-b 50.89* 

1-c 8.97** 

*Significant at the .05 level 
**Not significant at the .05 level 

As shown in the foregoing summary, the respective chi-square 

values of 55*61 and 50.89 for sub-hypotheses 1-a and 1-b did reach 

significance beyond the .05 level. Therefore, these null hypotheses 

were rejected. For sub-hypothesis 1-c, however, instead of the needed 

chi-square value of 9.^8 at the .05 significance level, the obtained 

value of 8.97 was found to be not significant at the .05 level. There

fore this null hypothesis was accepted. 

Hypothesis 2: There is no significant difference between state 

legislators' perceptions of how much time and energy they feel human 

service agency administrators actually spend on: 

a. legislative functions 

b. federal matters 

c• public relations 

d. internal administrative matters 

e. research and development 

f. clients 

and how much time and energy legislators feel they should spend on 

such matters. 

Table C-2 in the Appendix reports a summary of legislators' 

responses and analyses of the data, which are based on the AN0VAR 
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computer program previously mentioned. The items utilized to test 

this hypothesis were based on numbers five and six of section A of the 

questionnaire. The following table summarizes an analysis of the data, 

indicating that sub-hypotheses 2-a, 2-c, and 2-d were not significant 

at the .05 level; thus these null hypotheses were accepted. On the 

other hand, sub-hypotheses 2-b, 2-e, and 2-f were significant at the 

.05 level and accordingly these null hypotheses were rejected. 

Table 1. Summary of Hypothesis 2 

Modalities Mean^ Mean 
2 

F-Ratio P 

a. Legislative 
Functions 5.0351 ^.75^ 

CM it • .525k** 

b. Federal Matters ^•3559 5.3559 5.920 .0171* 

c. Public Relations 5.0711)- ^.5179 1.108 .2974** 

d. Internal Administra
tive Matters 3.8136 3.^068 

CO tr
\ CO • .6390** 

e. Research and 
Development 6.5862 ^.2586 21.875 .0001* 

f. Clients 6.2115 2.6538 63.235 .0000* 

*Significant at the .05 level 
**Not significant at the .05 level 

Hypothesis 3: There is no significant agreement among state 

legislators' perceptions of human service agency administrators' orienta

tion towards the idea that--

a. human service agency administrators are primarily interested 
in doing a good public service job. 
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b. human service agency administrators are too self-
protective about their agency. 

c. agency policy is formulated with due consideration of 
feedback from the direct-services "firing line". 

d. administrators concentrate too much on their obligations 
to their superiors rather than on agency clients. 

e. administrators fail to view their agencies' interests 
from the "big picture" perspective (i.e., general public 
interest). 

f. administrators tend to keep their legislative objectives 
(for example, policy, programs, funds) consistent with 
sound public policy. 

Table C-3 in the Appendix presents a summary of legislators' 

responses and the results of the analyses conducted. Chi-square was 

calculated to test these sub-hypotheses, and with 4 degrees of freedom, 

a chi-square value of J.kQ was again needed for significance at the 

.05 level. The following summarizes the obtained chi-square values 

which indicates that all of them did reach significance at the .05 

level, therefore rejecting these null hypotheses. 

Sub-hypothesis Chi-square 

3-d 

3-e 

3-a 

3-b 

3-c 

49.1+7* 

35.1^* 

39.49* 

89.80* 

4o.l8* 

3-f 24.57* 

•Significant at the .05 level 



55 

Hypothesis b: There is no significant agreement among state 

legislators' perceptions that--

a. agency representatives generally demonstrate an adequate 
understanding of their organizations in order to be legis
latively effective. 

b. generally, agency representatives understand legislative 
processes and complexities. 

c. excessive competition exists among the various human ser
vice agencies to gain legislative favor. 

d. human service agencies generally present reasonable re
quests for budget increases. 

e. agency administrators maintain adequate communication with 
the legislature. 

Table C-^ in the Appendix presents a summary of legislators' 

responses and the results of the analyses conducted in order to test 

the foregoing hypothesis and its sub-hypotheses. 

Chi-square was calculated to test the sub-hypotheses. With 

^ degrees of freedom, a chi-square value of was again needed for 

significance at the .05 level. The summary below shows the obtained 

chi-square values, which indicates that all of them did reach signifi

cance at the .05 level, therefore rejecting these null hypotheses. 

Sub-hypothesis Chi-square 

b-& 65.32* 

U-b 7k.lb* 

lf-e 38.16* 

fc-d 33.8^* 

b-e 52.33* 

•Significant at the .05 level 
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Hypothesis 5: There is no significant difference "between state 

legislators' perceptions of where they feel they actually get their 

most reliable information concerning human service problems and from 

where they feel the most reliable information should come, as related 

to— 

a. top agency administrators 

b. agency staff 

c. agency statements/memos 

d. constituents 

e. legislative staff 

f. newspapers 

Data used to test this hypothesis were based on items four and 

five of section D of the questionnaire. 

The ANOVAR computer program was again used to test for signifi

cance between variable one (actual) and variable two (should), and 

Table C-5 in the Appendix presents a summary of the findings. The fol

lowing table also presents a summary of an analysis of the data, indi

cating that sub-hypotheses 5-d, 5-e, and 5-f were not significant at 

the .05 level, therefore accepting these null hypotheses. On the other 

hand, sub-hypotheses 5-a, 5-b> and 5-c were found to be significant at 

the .05 level, therefore rejecting these null hypotheses. 
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Table 2. Summary of Hypothesis 5 

Sources Mean^ Mean 
2 

F-Ratio P 

a. Top Agency 
k,k"J5k 5^75 Administrators k,k"J5k 1.8852 5^75 .0000* 

b. Agency Staff k.2727 2.8182 2^.202 .0001* 

c. Agency Statements/ 
^.5769 Memos 5.4231 ^.5769 5A76 .0219* 

d. Constituents 3.7857 k.6k29 3.779 .05^0** 

e. Legislative Staff 3.6786 3.0357 2.531 .1135** 

f. Newspapers ^.6275 5.^510 2,k2b .1220** 

*Significant at the .05 level 
**Not significant at the .05 level 

Hypothesis 6: There is no significant difference between state 

legislators' perceptions of the most common types of contact between 

legislators and administrators and the most productive types of contact 

in making an agency's case for services, as related to— 

a. official agency reports 

b. invitations to visit agencies 

c. drop-in visits by administrators 

d. formal hearings 

e. meetings in the hall 

f. newsletters 

g- telephone 

h. luncheons 
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The data from items seven and eight of section D of the ques

tionnaire were analyzed for significance by the AKOVAR computer program. 

Table C-6 in the Appendix presents a summary of legislators' responses 

and an analysis of the findings. The table below gives a brief summary 

of the data analysis, indicating that sub-hypotheses 6-b, 6-f, and 6-g 

were not significant at the .05 level, therefore accepting these null 

hypotheses. Significance at the .05 level was, however, found for 

sub-hypotheses 6-a, 6-c, 6-d, b-e, and 6-h, therefore rejecting these 

null hypotheses. 

Table 3« Summary of Hypothesis 6 

Types of Contacts Mean^ Mean^ F-Ratio P 

a. Official Agency 
Reports 3-1^93 5 A179 29.360 .0000* 

b. Invitations to 
Visit Agencies 5-7188 5.^688 .283 .603U** 

c. Drop-in Visits by 
Administrators . 6.3898 5.3390 5.736 .0188* 

d. Formal Hearings 3.26^7 5.26^7 26.181* .0000* 

e. Meetings in the 
Hall 6.5593 5.3051 8.750 .001+7* 

f. Newsletters 5.^762 5.WA .005 .91^7** 

g. Telephone 5.8889 5-5397 .617 .5588** 

h. Luncheons 7.W15 5 A07^ 21.997 .0001* 

•Significant at the .05 level 
**Not significant at the .05 level 
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Hypothesis 7» There is no significant difference between state 

legislators' perceptions of frequency of contacts with agency represen

tatives and productiveness of contacts with agency representatives, as 

related to— 

a. state directors or equivalent 

b. agencies' legislative liaison persons 

c. subordinate line personnel 

d. staff personnel 

The data from items twelve and thirteen of section D of the 

questionnaire were analyzed for significance by the ANOVAR computer 

program. Table C-7 in the Appendix lists legislators' responses, as 

well as results from an analysis of the data. The following table 

presents a brief summary of the data analysis, indicating that sub-

hypotheses 7-a, 7-b, 1-c, and 7-d were not found to be significant at 

the .05 level, therefore accepting these null hypotheses. 

Table U. Summary of Hypothesis 7 

Contacts Mean^ Meang F-Ratio P 

a. State Directors 
or Equivalent 3.119^ 2.1*925 3-331 .0690** 

b. Agencies' Legisla
tive Liaison 
Persons ^.0169 3.881U 

<\j 0
0 CVI • .6037** 

c. Subordinate Line 
Personnel 5.9630 5.7^07 .306 .5889** 

d. Staff Personnel 5.1*828 5.2UlU .61*9 .5708** 

**Not significant at the .05 level 
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Hypothesis 8: There is no significant agreement among state 

legislators regarding factors they perceive to be important in admin

istrators' preparation and delivery of presentations before legislative 

committees, as related to— 

a. personality 

b. confidence and poise in presentations 

c. conciseness 

d. expertise 

e. previous acquaintance with legislator 

f. advance written information to committee 

g. advance verbal information to committee 

h. adequate preparation 

i. supportive statistical case 

j. written position summary 

The data from item one of section E of the questionnaire was 

analyzed for significance by a series of chi-square tests. Table C-8 

in the Appendix presents a summary of legislators' responses and chi-

square results. With degrees of freedom, a chi-square value of 9*^8 

was needed for significance at the .05 level. As shown in the summary 

below, sub-hypotheses 8-a, 8-b, 8-c, 8-d, 8-f, 8-g, 8-h, 8-i, and 8-j 

were found to be significant at least at the .05 level, therefore re

jecting their null hypotheses. Sub-hypothesis 8-e was not found to be 

significant at the .05 level, therefore accepting this null hypothesis. 



Sub-hypothesis Chi-square 

8-a 18.28* 

8-b 15.21* 

8-c 55.91* 

8-d 101.04* 

8-e 3.09** 

8-f 21.06* 

8-g 18.03* 

8-h 93.85* 

8-i 38.03* 

8-j 14.83* 

*Significant at the .05 level 
**Not significant at the .05 level 

Hypothesis 9 : Ther e is no significant agreement among state 
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l egisl ators t hat lobbying of l egislators by human s ervice agency admin-

istrators is an acceptable practice in order to promote their programs . 

The data from item one of section F of the questionnaire were 

analyzed for significance by the chi-square test, and with 4 degrees of 

freedom, a chi-square value of 9 .48 Has needed for significance at the 

.05 level. The obtained value of 75.68 , in Table C-9 of the Appendix 

was found to be significant at the .05 level and the null hypothesis 

was rejected. 

~othesis 10: There is no significant difference between state 

legislators' perceptions of what the primary purposes of agency repre-

sentatives actually are when approached by such representatives, and 
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what the primary purposes should be when legislators are approached by 

them, as related to~ 

a. concensus building 

b. information seeking 

c. information giving 

d. self-interest activities 

The data from items two and three of section F of the ques

tionnaire were analyzed for significance by the ANOVAR computer pro

gram. Table C-10 in the Appendix lists legislators' responses to the 

two items as well as a summary of the statistical analyses. The table 

below presents a brief summary of the data analysis, indicating that 

sub-hypothesis 10-a was not found to be significant at the .05 level, 

therefore accepting the null hypothesis. Significance at, or beyond, 

the ,05 level was found for sub-hypotheses 10-b, 10-c, and 10-d, there

fore rejecting these null hypotheses. 

Table 5« Summary of Hypothesis 10 

Purposes Mean^ Mean^ F-Ratio P 

a. Concensus Building 2.3333 2.6812 1.366 .2^51** 

b. Information Seeking 5.5231 3.9231 22.486 .0001* 

c. Information Giving 3.3582 1.8955 29.877 .0000* 

d. Self-interest 
Activities 3.8966 7.2931 77.539 .0000* 

•Significant at the .05 level 
**Not significant at the .05 level 
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Hypothesis 11: There is no significant agreement among state 

legislators' perceptions as to the most effective methods of lobbying 

(legislative advocacy) used by representatives of agency programs, as 

related to--

a. newspaper editorials 

b. offering expertise and staff 

c. summoning influential citizens 

d. developing solid legislative proposals 

e. using the press 

f. support from other non-governmental groups 

g. using agency's legislative liaison person 

h. brief written presentations 

i. cultivating staff of legislators 

j. understanding legislative processes 

k. developing acquaintances with legislators 

1. constituent support: mail 

m. constituent support: telephone 

n. constituent support: demonstrations 

The data from item five of section F of the questionnaire were 

analyzed for significance by a series of chi-square tests. Table C-ll 

in the Appendix presents a summary of legislators' responses and chi-

square results. With k degrees of freedom, a chi-square value of 9.U8 

was again needed for significance at the .05 level. As summarized be

low, sub-hypotheses a, c, 1, and m of hypothesis 11 were found to be 

not significant at the .05 level, therefore accepting these null 

hypotheses. However, significance at the .05 level was found for 
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sub-hypotheses 11-b, 11-d, 11-e, 11-f, 11-g, 11-h, 11-i, 11-J, 11-k, 

and 11-n, therefore rejecting these null hypotheses. 

Sub-hypothesis Chi-square 

11-a 9.1^** 

11-b 1*7.81** 

11-c 1.67** 

11-d 68.51* 

11-e 13.28* 

11-f 12.27* 

11-g 23.33* 

11-h 33.99* 

11-i 17.81** 

11-J 35.16* 

11-k 17.82* 

11-1 6.16** 

11-m 1*.22** 

11-n 60.09* 

•Significant at the .05 level; **not significant 

Summary 

This chapter has presented an introduction to the analysis of 

the data, followed by the eleven hypotheses (and their sub-hypotheses) 

and the findings as related to them. Brief summaries and tables were 

presented, recapitulating analyses of the data. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter contains a brief summary of the study, a discussion 

of the hypotheses, conclusions based on the results obtained from the 

data, and recommendations for further research. 

General Summary 

A review of the literature revealed that no specific research 

dealing with the topic of this dissertation has been done, and a study 

of how Arizona state legislators have perceived their working relation

ships with administrators of Arizona state human service agencies ap

peared to be a necessary first step in understanding and perhaps 

improving such relationships. 

Purpose 

The purpose of this research was to obtain data directly from 

the Arizona state legislature on how they have perceived Arizona human 

service agency administrators when it comes to forming and carrying 

out working relationships with them. To accomplish this, the study 

asked the following questions; 

1. What have Arizona legislators thought about the present 
state administrative structure and functions? 

2. How have Arizona legislators perceived human service agency 
administrators' orientation towards the interests and needs 
of their own agencies versus the interests and needs of the 
public to be served? 

65 
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3- To what extent have Arizona legislators perceived the skills 
and knowledge of administrators to be adequate in their deal
ings with one another in the legislative realm? 

What have been the perceptions of Arizona state legislators 
concerning the frequency and preferred types of interactions 
with agency representatives? 

5. What factors have Arizona legislators perceived to be im
portant in administrators' preparation and delivery of pre
sentations before legislative committees? 

6. How have Arizona legislators felt about lobbying (legislative 
advocacy) by administrators? 

Design 

To answer the foregoing questions, a fourteen page question

naire was designed consisting of seven sections (plus one on personal 

background information). This questionnaire was first pilot-tested 

with eight Arizona legislators, and a slightly improved version was 

then given to the remaining 82 legislators. It was self-administering, 

so the primary efforts of the two researchers gathering the data at 

the State Capitol were to get as large a return as possible. This 

turned out to be 77 out of 90 legislators. The information obtained 

from the questionnaires was analyzed and the null hypotheses were 

tested. 

Discussion of Hypotheses 

Discussion of Hypothesis 1 

The findings for the first hypothesis rejected that there is 

no significant agreement among state legislators that the present state 

administrative structure and functions are perceived as being 
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adequately coordinated, that human service agencies cooperate with one 

another and that they are adequately organized. But, the findings 

accepted that there is no significant agreement among legislators on 

whether administrators should serve at the pleasure of the governor 

rather than at the pleasure of boards appointed by the governor. 

Thus, Arizona legislators did not feel at the time of this 

study that Arizona's human service agencies cooperate and coordinate 

with one another, in fact they saw a need for reorganization of these 

agencies. However, they failed to agree on having administrators re

port directly to the governor, versus through boards to the governor. 

Discussion of Hypothesis 2 

The findings for the second hypothesis rejected that there is 

no significant difference between state legislators' perceptions of how 

much time and energy they feel human service agency administrators ac

tually spend on federal matters, research and development, and clients 

versus how much time and energy legislators feel they should spend on 

such matters. 

The findings for this hypothesis, however, accepted that there 

is no significant difference between legislators' perceptions of how 

much time and energy they feel human service agency administrators ac

tually spend on legislative functions, public relations, and internal 

administrative matters versus how much time and energy legislators feel 

they should spend on such matters. 

These findings suggest that as a group Arizona legislators felt 

strongly that administrators should put their greatest emphasis (time 
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and energy) on the clients served "by their agency, while perceiving 

administrators as actually failing to do so at present. Legislators 

felt similarly about greater emphasis on research and development 

which is not now, as they perceived it, taking place. With regard to 

federal matters, legislators perceived administrators as actually 

spending time and energy on these but they felt this emphasis should 

be reduced. 

The findings furthermore suggested that Arizona legislators 

did not feel strongly, one way or the other, that human service agency 

administrators spend their time and energy on legislative functions, 

public relations, or internal administrative matters. 

Discussion of Hypothesis 3 

The findings for the third hypothesis rejected that there is 

no significant agreement among state legislators' perceptions as this 

pertains to administrators doing a good public service job, being too 

self-protective about their agencies, formulating agency policy with 

due consideration of feedback from the direct services "firing-line"; 

concentrating too much on their obligations to their superiors rather 

than on agency clients; failing to view their agencies' interests from 

the "big picture" perspective (i.e., general public interest); and 

tending to keep their legislative objectives (policy, programs, funds) 

consistent with sound public policy. 

That is to say, these findings indicated that Arizona state 

legislators felt that hximan service agency administrators are interested 

in doing a good public service job but certain factors hinder their 
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performance. Legislators included, among these, self-protectiveness 

about the administrators' agency, concentrating too much on obliga

tions to superiors rather than agency clients, failure to view their 

agencies' interests from the "big picture" perspective (i.e., general 

public interests), and failure to keep their legislative objectives 

(policy, programs, funds) consistent with sound public policy. 

Discussion of Hypothesis ^ 

The findings for the fourth hypothesis rejected that there is 

no significant agreement among state legislators' perceptions as re

lated to agency representatives generally demonstrating an adequate 

understanding of their organizations in order to be legislatively ef

fective; understanding legislative processes and complexities; having 

excessive competition among various human service agencies to gain 

legislative favor; presenting reasonable requests for budget increases 

and maintaining adequate communication with the legislature. 

When interpreting these findings, Arizona legislators, as a 

group, agreed with the fact that agencies' representatives understand 

their organizations well enough in order to be legislatively effective 

and they understand legislative processes and complexities. Legisla

tors also agreed, as a group, that excessive competition exists" among 

human service agencies for purposes of gaining legislative favor. 

They did not feel that, generally, human service agencies have pre

sented reasonable requests for budget increases, nor did they maintain 

adequate communication with the legislature. 
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Discussion of Hypothesis 5 

The findings for the fifth hypothesis rejected that there is 

no significant difference between state legislators' perceptions of 

where they feel they actually get their most reliable information con

cerning human service problems and from where they feel the most reli

able information should come, as related to: top agency administrators, 

agency staff, and agency statements or memos. However, the findings 

accepted that there is no significant difference as related to constit

uents, legislative staff, and newspapers. 

When the foregoing is interpreted, legislators responded most 

strongly to the choice of "top agency administrators" and they strong

ly felt that this should be their most reliable source. This was 

closely followed by similar views on agency staff. They felt, however, 

that agency statements or memos are presently not very reliable 

sources of information concerning human service problems, but that 

ideally they should be. No significant differences between the "ac

tual" and "should be" variables were found for constituents, legisla

tive staff, and newspapers. 

Discussion of Hypothesis 6 

The findings for the sixth hypothesis rejected that there is 

no significant difference between state legislators' perceptions of 

the most common types of contact between legislators and administrators 

and the most productive types of contact in making an agency's case for 

services as related to official agency reports, drop-in visity by ad

ministrators, formal hearings, meetings in the hall, and luncheons. 
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On the other hand, the findings accepted that there was no significant 

difference as related to invitations to visit agencies, newsletters, 

and the telephone. 

When these findings are interpreted, Arizona legislators felt 

that official agency reports were among the most common contacts but 

were also low on productiveness. Invitations to visit agencies were 

among the more productive. The same held true for drop-in visits by-

administrators, in that the lawmakers felt these were among the less 

frequent contacts but more productive when actually conducted. Formal 

hearings were stated to be among the most frequent contacts legislators 

had with administrators and they were also seen to be the most produc

tive of the contacts listed. Meetings in the hall were not frequent 

and were not seen as productive, while the same held true for news

letters. No significant differences were found for the telephone as 

a frequent versus a productive type of contact; however, luncheons were 

felt by legislators to be non-productive as well as low in occurrence. 

Discussion of Hypothesis 7 

The findings for the seventh hypothesis accepted that there is 

no significant difference between state legislators' perceptions of 

frequency of contacts with agency representatives and productiveness 

of contacts with agency representatives as related to state directors 

or equivalent, agencies' legislative liaison persons, subordinate line 

personnel, and staff personnel. However, when these findings are in

terpreted against the actual number of responses made by legislators, 

they felt that their most frequent contacts had been with state 
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directors (or equivalent), and that these have also been the most pro

ductive contacts. 

Discussion of Hypothesis 8 

The findings for the eighth hypothesis rejected that there is 

no significant agreement among state legislators regarding factors 

they perceive to be important in administrators' preparation and deliv

ery of presentations before legislative committees, as these are re

lated to personality, confidence and poise, conciseness, expertise, 

advance written and verbal information to the committee, adequate 

preparation, a supportive statistical case, and a written position 

summary. The findings on the other hand, accepted that there is no 

significant agreement as related to previous acquaintance with the 

legislator. 

The foregoing indicated that all the factors mentioned, except 

for "previous acquaintance with the legislator", are considered impor

tant in administrators' committee presentations. Of all of the factors, 

expertise rated the highest, followed by adequate preparation, and con

ciseness. 

Discussion of Hypothesis 9 

The findings for the ninth hypothesis rejected that there is 

no significant agreement among state legislators that lobbying of legis

lators by human service agency administrators is an acceptable practice 

in order to promote their programs. That is to say, a majority of Ari

zona legislators felt that lobbying, or legislative advocacy, is quite 

desirable for administrators to engage in. 
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Discussion of Hypothesis 10 

The findings for the tenth hypothesis rejected that there is 

no significant difference between state legislators' perceptions of 

what the primary purposes of agency representatives actually are when 

approached by such representatives, and what the primary purposes 

should be when legislators are approached by them, as related to in

formation seeking, information giving, and self-interest activities. 

The findings accepted that there is no significant difference as this 

related to concensus building. 

Although concensus building was not found to be significant, 

the majority of legislators felt that building a concensus was one of 

the primary purposes when approached by agency representatives, and 

should ideally be one of the purposes. Information seeking, on the 

other hand, was indicated among the lesser purposes though ideally it 

should not be, whereas they felt that information giving was and 

should be among the primary purposes for human service agencies. With 

regard to self-interest activities, legislators saw these as being 

among the actual purposes for agency representatives, but they felt 

that these should be among the least important purposes. 

Discussion of Hypothesis 11 

The findings for the eleventh, and final, hypothesis rejected 

that there is no significant agreement among state legislators' per

ceptions as to the most effective methods of lobbying (legislative ad

vocacy) used by representatives of agency programs, as related to: 

offering expertise and staff, developing solid legislative proposals, 
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using the press, support from other non-governmental groups, using an 

agency's legislative liaison person, brief written presentations, cul

tivating staff of legislators, understanding legislative processes, 

developing acquaintances with legislators, and constituent support via 

demonstrations. The findings, on the other hand, accepted the hypoth

esis that there is no significant agreement among state legislators as 

related to newspaper editorials, summoning influential citizens, con

stituent support by mail, and constituent support by phone. 

In interpreting the foregoing, it becomes evident that the 

previous finding of administrators' offering expertise is among the 

most highly valued by Arizona legislators. Developing solid legisla

tive proposals was rated as the most important method, followed by an 

understanding of legislative processes and the use of brief written 

presentations. Newspaper editorials were considered by some legisla

tors as productive and by some as non-productive as a lobbying method, 

thus the lack of significance. The same held true for summoning in

fluential citizens. Use of the press was regarded as non-productive; 

support from other non-governmental groups was regarded as only 

slightly productive; use of an agency's legislative liaison person was 

considered as productive, and so were brief written presentations; 

cultivating the staff of legislators was not considered as productive; 

the developing of acquaintances with legislators was thought of as 

highly productive; and constituent support by demonstrations was felt 

to be highly unproductive, in fact, this category received a very 

negative reaction. 
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Conclusions 

To the extent that Arizona legislators who responded to the 

specific items are representative of the total population, the follow

ing conclusions may be made from the results of this study: 

1. Arizona legislators did not perceive the present state admin

istrative structure and functions as being effective, and felt that a 

governmental reorganization was necessary. 

2. Arizona legislators, in dealing with the issue of human service 

agency administrators' orientation towards the interests and needs of 

their own agencies versus the interests and needs of the public to be 

served, thought that: 

a. administrators are interested in doing a good public 
service job, but 

b. they are too self-protective about their agency, and 

c. they concentrate too much on obligations to superiors 
rather than agency clients, and 

d. they fail to view their agencies' interests from the 
"big picture" perspective of the general public in
terest, and 

e. their legislative objectives related to policy, programs, 
and funds are inconsistent with sound public policy, 
therefore— 

the overall conclusion was that administrators of human service agen

cies in Arizona did not meet legislators' expectations for effectively 

serving the public which these agencies were supposed to serve. 

3* Arizona legislators perceived human service agency administra

tors as having the necessary understanding of their organizations, as 

well as skill and knowledge of legislative processes and complexities. 
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However, because of such factors as excessive competition to gain 

legislative favor, unreasonable requests for budget increases, and 

lack of communication with the legislature, administrators' overall 

effectiveness was perceived as impeded. 

1+. Arizona legislators* perceptions on the frequency and preferred 

types of interactions with agency representatives pointed to formal 

hearings, invitations to visit agencies, and drop-in visits by admin

istrators as having been the most productive, in that order. 

5- Arizona legislators felt that factors of importance in admin

istrators ' preparation and delivery of presentations before legislative 

committees were: expertise, adequate preparation, and conciseness. 

6. Arizona legialators indicated that lobbying by human service 

agency administrators should be engaged in and was a highly acceptable 

practice. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

1. In the present study, only Arizona legislators' perceptions 

were investigated. Future research might concentrate on obtaining 

comparable data (as obtained through the use of the questionnaire in 

this study) from the administrators of the agencies under consideration. 

That is, do they perceive themselves as the legislators perceive them? 

How extreme are the differences, if there are any? 

2. Any questionnaire, no matter how well designed, loses much 

data. Therefore a similar study could be conducted using interviews, 

recording all responses in a verbatim manner, and doing a content anal

ysis on the data. This would allow the interviewer more freedom to 
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pursue certain points and issues and to ascertain whether the feelings 

and perceptions of each legislator had been fully expressed. 

3. Obtaining data by use of this study's questionnaire from five 

or six different legislatures, who have been equated as much as pos

sible relating to size, number of sessions and type of state, might 

produce useful comparative data. 

This study was done in the State Capitol during a special ses

sion of the Arizona legislature; a research study might be conducted 

to see if a different setting having no group effect would produce 

different results. 

5. A comparative study should be conducted to see if differences 

exist between perceptions of House members and Senate members and, if 

so, how great such differences are. 

6. The data might also be analyzed in terms of each legislator's 

background to find out if length of tenure in the legislature, length 

of service as a member of the House or Senate Health and Welfare Com

mittee, legislators' educational level, rural versus urban perceptions, 

and other similar factors, significantly influences specific responses 

to the items. 
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APPENDIX A 

MEMORANDUM TO ARIZONA LEGISLATORS 
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September 28, 1971 

TO: MEMBERS OF THE ARIZOKA STATE LEGISLATURE 

We have asked Mr. Petring and Mr. Vorkink from the University 
of Arizona Rehabilitation Center's National Demonstration Project, to 
conduct a brief survey. It will focus on the attitudes of Senators 
and Representatives regarding working relationships between Arizona's 
legislators and public service agency administrators. 

No one will be publicly identified by name, and the individual 
interviews will take about thirty minutes. 

This survey will also be conducted in several other western 
states. Results should be useful to all of us, as well as our state 
administrators, to improve communication and decision making. 

Mr. Petring and Mr. Vorkink will be contacting you soon. We 
appreciate your cooperation in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

TIMOTHY A. BARROW 
Speaker 

WILLIAM JACQUIN 
President 

cla 
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Legislator's Name 

A STUDY OF 

THE WORKING RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN 

STATE LEGISLATORS AND 

STATE AGENCY ADMINISTRATORS 

Conducted under the auspices of: 

The Speaker of the House 

and 

The President of the Senate, 

Arizona Legislature 

In cooperation with: 

The University of Arizona's 

National Demonstration Project 

In the Use of Community and State 

Besources for Vocational Rehabilitation 
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INTRODUCTION 

The following is a part of a multi-state survey to study how 

state legislators perceive their working relationships with the 

State administrators of REHABILITATION, WELFARE, HEALTH, EDUCATION 

and EMPLOYMENT agencies. (The latter are collectively referred 

to in this survey as human service agency administrators.) 

We are only interested in your opinions, and consequently 

there are no right or wrong answers. In order to facilitate the 

administration of interviews, we need to know your name; however, 

ALL RESPONSES WILL BE_ HELD IN STRICTEST CONFIDENCE. 

The final results of the study will be made available nation

ally to both state legislators and state administrators. 

Instructions 

This survey makes use of three types of questions: 

The first type presents a statement to which you react 

by checking one of the five choices on a agree--disagree 

scale. 

The second type asks you to rank items on a five-point 

scale by checking the one alternative you most agree 

with. 

The third type is "open-ended" inviting written responses. 



DEFINITIONS 

Administrators - Upper echelon personnel (e.g., directors and 
deputy directors) responsible for the formulation and execution 

of agency policy. 

Agency representative - A person designated hy an agency to be 

its liaison within the legislative realm. 

Assertiveness - Pursuing legislative objectives in an enter

prising or aggressive way. 

Human service agencies - Those state agencies dealing with 

rehabilitation, welfare, health, education and employment. 

State agency structure - A phrase used synonymously with bureau

cracy without the latter's negative connotation. 
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PERSONAL BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

1. How many terms have you served as a member of the legislature? 

One 
Two 
Three 
Four 
Five 
Other (Specify ) 

Have you ever served on a human service committee (for example, 
health, welfare, education, etc.)? 

Yes 
No 

How many terms have you served on such a committee? 

None 
One 
Two 
Three 
Four 
Five 
Other (Specify ) 

What is the highest educational level you have achieved? 

Grades 1-12 
College 
College Degrees (Specify ) 

What was the occupation of the principal breadwinner in the 
home in which you were raised? 

6. What is your principal (non-legislative) occupation? 

7. Where does human service legislation fit into your legislative 
priorities ? 

High 
Med i urn 
Low 



STATE AGENCY STRUCTURE AND FUNCTIONS 

Human service agencies adequately coordinate and cooperate with 
one another, thereby avoiding isolation, duplication and waste. 

Strongly agree 
Agree 
Neutral 
Disagree 
Stongly disagree 

There is no need to reorganize state agencies involved in human 
services. 

Strongly agree 
Agree 

Neutral 
Disagree 
Strongly disagree 

If you disagree with question 2, what bothers you about state 
agency structure and functions? 

Top agency administrators should serve at the pleasure of the 
governor, rather than at the pleasure of boards appointed by 
the governor. 

Strongly agree 
Agree 
Neutral 
Disagree 
Strongly disagree 

Rank each of the following on a scale from 1-5 according to 
the amount of time and energy you feel human service agency 
administrators actually spend on them. (l=most; 5=least) 

1 2 3 4 5 
Legislative functions I | I I I 
Federal matters 
Public relations 
Internal administrative matters 
Research and development 
Clients 
Others 
(Specify ) 



Rank each of the following on a scale from 1-S according to 
the amount of time and energy you feel human service agency 
administrators should spend on them. (l=most; 5=least) 

1 2 3 4 5 
Legislative functions 
Federal matters 
Public relations 
Internal administrative matters 
Research and development 
Clients 
Other 
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B. GENERAL PUBLIC VERSUS AGENCY INTERESTS AND NEEDS 

1. Human service agency administrators are primarily interested 
in doing a good public service job. 

Strongly agree 
Agree 
Neutral 
Disagree 
Strongly disagree 

2. Human service agency administrators are too self-protective 

about tneir agency. 

Strongly agree 
Agree 
Neutral 
Disagree 
Strongly disagree 

3. Agency policy is formulated with due consideration of feedback 
from the direct services "firing line." 

Strongly agree 
Agree 
Neutral 
Disagree 
Strongly disagree 

4. Administrators concentrate too much on their obligations to 
their superiors rather than on agency clients. 

Strongly agree 
Agree 
Neutral 
Disagree 
Strongly disagree 

5. Administrators fail to view their agencies' interests from 
the "big picture" perspective (i.e., general public interest). 

Strongly agree 
Agree 
Neutral 
Disagree 
Strongly disagree 



Administrators tend to keep their legislative objectives 
(for example, policy, programs, funds, etc.) consistent with-
.sound public policy. 

Strongly agree 
Agree 
Neutral 
Disagree 
Strongly disagree 



LEGISLATIVE SKILLS AND KNOWLEDGE OF ADMINISTRATORS 

1. Agency representatives generally demonstrate an adequate 
understanding of their organizations in order to be legislative
ly effective. 

Strongly agree 
Agree 
Neutral 
Disagree 
Strongly disagree 

2. Generally, agency representatives understand legislative pro
cesses and complexities. 

Strongly agree 
Agree 
Neutral 
Disagree 
Strongly disagree 

3. Excessive competition exists among the various human service 
agencies to gain legislative favor. 

Strongly agree 
Agree 

Neutral 
Disagree 
Strongly disagree 

4. Human service agencies generally present reasonable requests 
for budget increases. 

Strongly agree 
Agree 
Neutral 
Disagree 
Strongly disagree 

5. Agency administrators maintain adequate communication with 
the legislature. 

Strongly agree 
Agree 
Neutral 
Disagree 
Strongly disagree 
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6. Rank on a scale from 1-S, each of the representatives of the 
following agencies according to the political power they wield 
with legislators. (l«most; S=least) 

1 2 3 4 5 
Rehabilitation | 1 ~ 
Welfare 
Employment 
Health 
Education 
Other 
(Specify ) 

7. On a scale from 1-S, rank each of the representatives of the 
following agencies by the degree of aggressiveness shown by 
them in their interactions with legislators. 

1 2 3 4 5 
Rehabilitation | | | | | 
Welfare' 
Employment 
Health 
Education 
Other 
(Specify ) 

8. Any additional comments on legislative skills and knowledge 
of administrators? 



FREQUENCY AND PREFERRED KINDS OF INTERACTIONS 

1. In general, you prefer face-to-face contact rather than 
written communication with human service agency adminis
trators . 

Strongly agree 
Agree 
Neutral 
Disagree 
Strongly disagree 

2 .  Each agency should have a specific liaison person to cul
tivate good relations with legislators, clerks, secretaries 
and committee staff. 

Strongly agree 
_Agree 
Neutral 
Disagree 
Strongly disagree 

3. Legislators feel it is their responsibility to keep related 
agencies adequately informed on developments in legislative 
activities which affect them. 

Strongly agree 
'Agree 
Neutral 
"Disagree 
Strongly disagree 

4. Where do you get your most reliable information concerning 
human service problems? Rank on a scale from 1-5 (1-most 
reliable; 5=least reliable). 

1 2 3 4  5 
Top agency administrators 
Agency staff 
Agency statements or memos 
Constituents 
Legislative staff _ 
Newspapers 
Other t=ZI 
(Speci fy ) 
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S. From where do you feel the most reliable information should 
come? Rank the following on a scale from 1-5 (l=most; 5=least) 

8 .  

Top agency administrators 
Agency staff 
Agency statements or memos 
Constituents 
Legislative staff 
Newspapers 
Other 
(Specify 

6. Top state agency administrators should have direct access 
to legislators. 

Strongly agree 
Agree 
Neutral 
Disagree 
Strongly disagree 

7. What are the most common types of contact between legislators 
and administrators? Rank the following on a 1-5 scale (1= 
most frequent; 5=least frequent) 

Official agency reports 
Invitation to visit agencies 
Drop-in visits by administrators 
Formal hearings 
Meetings "in the hall" 
News letters 
Telephone 
Luncheons 
Other 
(Specify 

1 

J 

Rank on a 1-5 scale the following types of contact between 
legislators and administrators from the most to the least 
productive in making an agency's case for services. (l=most 
productive; 5=least productive). 

Official agency reports 
Invitation to visit agencies 
Drop-in visits by administrators 
Formal hearings 
Meetings "in the hall" 
News letters 
Telephone 
Luncheons 
Other 
(Specify 
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To understand agency programs, you are satisfied with the 
number of face-to-face contacts you have with administrators 
duri ng legislative sess ions. 

Formal (Committee hearings, 
Office appointments,etc.J 

Strongly agree 
_Agree 
"Neutra I 
_Disagree 
_Strongly disagree 

Informal (Luncheons, telephone, 
meetings in hall,etc.) 

_Strongly agree 
_Agree 
"Neutral 
_Disagree 
Strongly disagree 

10. To understand agency programs, you are satisfied with the number 
of face-to-face contacts you have with administrators out of 
session. 

Formal (Committee hearings, 
Office appointments,etc.) 

_Strongly agree 
"Agree 
_Neutral 
_Disagree 
^Strongly disagree 

Informal (Luncheons, telephone, 
meetings in hall,etc.) 

Strongly agree 
"Agree 
_Neutral 
^Disagree 
"Strongly disagree 

11. You are satisfied with the number of written communications 
you have with human service agency administrators. 

In Session Out of Session 

Strongly agree 
"Agree 
_Neutral 
_Disagree 
_Strongly disagree 

_Strongly agree 
_Agree 
Neutral 

"Disagree 
_Strongly disagree 

12. Within the human service agencies, with whom are your contacts 
most frequent? Rank on a 1-5 scale (l«most frequent; 5 = least 
frequent). 

1 2 3 4 S 
State directors or equivalent 
Agencies' legislative liaison person 
Subordinate line personnel 
Staff personnel 
Other 

(Specify ) 
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1 3 .  

14, 

IS. 

Within the human service agencies, with whom are your contacts 
most productive? Rank on a 1-5 scale (l=most productive; 
S=least productive) . 

1 2 3 4 5 
State directors or equivalent 
Agencies' legislative liaison person 
Subordinate line personnel 
Staff personnel 
Other 
(Specify ) 

Rank the representatives of the following agencies on the 
basis of frequency of contact you have had with them. 
(l=most frequent; S=least frequent). 

1 2 3 4 5 
Rehabilitation 
Welfare 
Education 
Employment 
Health 
Other 
(Specify J 

Rank the representatives of the following agencies on the 
basis of productiveness of contact. (l=most productive; 5= 
least productive) 

1 2 3 4 5 
Rehabilitation 
Welfare 
Education 
Employment 
Health 
Other 
(Specify 

1 6 .  Any additional 
of interaction 

comments on frequency and preferred types 

with agency administrators? 



ELEMENTS OF COMMITTEE PRESENTATIONS 

How important to you are the following features in a human 
service agency administrator's committee presentation. Rank 
each of the following items in importance on a 1-5 scale 
(l=niost important; 5 = least important). 

1 2 3 4 S 
Personality 
Confidence and poise in committee 

presentation 
Conciseness 
Expertise 
Previous acquaintance with you 
Advance information to the 

committee: Written 

Verbal 
Adequate preparation 
A supportive statistical case 
Written position summary 
Other features 
(Specify ) 

2. Human service agency administrators should utilize promotional 
devices (e.g., seek and encourage the support of the interest 
groups, outside experts, media, the press, etc.) to enhance 
the presentation of their case. 

Strongly agree 
Agree 
Neutral 
Disagree 
Strongly disagree 

3. Rank on a scale from 1-5 representatives of the following 
agencies according to their effectiveness in "making their 
case" before the legislature. (l=effective; 5=ineffective) 

1 2 3 4  5  

Rehabilitation | | | | | 
Welfare 
Employment 
Health 
Education 
Other 
(Specify ) 

4 .  What steps should administrators take to make a legislative 
presentation effective? 
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F. LEGISLATIVE ADVOCACY ("LOBBYING") BY ADMINISTRATORS 

1. Legislative advocacy of legislators by human service agency 
representatives is an acceptable practice in order to promote 
their programs. 

Strongly agree 
Agree 
Neutral 
Disagree 
Strongly disagree 

2 .  When agency representatives approach you, what are their 
primary purposes? Rank the following on a scale from 1-5 
on the basis of importance (l=most important; S=least impor
tant) : 

1 

3. 

Concensus building (program support) 
Information seeking 
Information giving 
Self-interest activities 
Other 
(Specify ) 

What should be the order of importance of purposes for these 
agencies? Again, rank the following (l=most important; 5= 
least important): 

Concensus building (program support) 
Information seeking 
Information giving 
Self-interest activities 
Other 
(Specify ) 

On a 1-5 point scale, rank the effectiveness of each agency 
in using promotional devices (for example, seek and encourage 
the support of interest groups, outside experts, media, the 
press, etc.) in support of their program or budget requests 
(l=most effective; 5-ineffective). 

1 2 3 4 5 
Rehabilitation 
Welfare 
Health 
Education 
Employment 

Other 
(Specify 
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5. What are the most effective or productive methods of legis
lative advocacy used by representatives of agency programs? 
Rate each of the following items on a 1-5 scale (l«most 
productive; 5=least productive). 

-Newspaper editorials 
-Offer expertise and staff to assist 

committees 
-Summon the appearance of influential 

citi zens 
-Develop solid legislative proposals 
-Use the press in presenting the case 
-Seek the support and testimony of 

other non-governmental interest 
groups 

-Use an agency's legislative liaison 
person to make interests known 

-Use of brief written presentations 
-Cultivating the staffs of the legis

lators 
•Understanding the legislative pro

cesses 
-Develop acquaintances with legislators 
-Constituents support: mail 

phone 
demonstrations 

•Other (Specify 

6 .  What advantages, if any, does the legislator gain from associa
tion with a capable agency lobbyist? 
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.LEGISLATORS'ORIENTATIONS TOWARDS SPECIFIC AGENCIES 

1. In your opinion, which of the agencies best serve the state 
human service problems? Rank each of the following (l=best 
5"least): 

1 2 3 4 5 
Rehabilitation 

Health 
Welfare 
Education 
Employment 
Other 
(Specify ) 

2. How would you describe your legislative efforts toward the 
following agencies? Facilitator? Neutral? Resister? 

Facilitator Neutral Resister 
Rehabilitation 
Welfare 
Health 

Education 
Employment 
Other ZZ=LI=Z=: 
(Specify ) 

ANY OTHER COMMENTS? 
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Table C-l. Hypothesis 1; Legislators' Perceptions on State Administrative Structure and Functions 

Frequency 
Strongly 
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree N 

Chi-
square 

Human Service Agency 
Coordination and 
Inter-Agency 
Cooperation 

Observed 
Expected 

1 
15 

9 
15 

10 
15 

39 
15 

16 
15 75 55-61* 

Need for Reorganization 
of State Human 
Service Agencies 

Observed 
Expected 

2 
15 A 

6 
15-k 

9 
15 

35 
15.k 

25 
15.^ 

77 50.89* 

Human Service Agency 
Administrators 
Responsible Directly 
to Governor Versus 
Administrative Boards 

Observed 
Expected 

16 
Ik.Q 

18 
1U.8 

C
O
 

O
 

1—1 
1—1 22 

Ik.Q 
8 

ik.Q 7k 8.97** 

* Significant at the .05 level- 4 degrees of freedom 
** Not significant at the .05 level- k degrees of freedom 



Table C-2. Hypothesis 2: Legislators' Perceptions of Time and Energy Spent by Administrators 

Actual Time and Energy 
1/ 2 3 4 5 N 

Ideal Time and Energy 
1/ 2 3 4 5 N 

Mean^ Meang F-Ratio P 

Legislative 
Functions 

Federal 
Matters 

Public 
Relations 

Internal Adminis
trative Matters 

Research and 
Development 

Clients 

4 16 18 14 6 58 8 23 12 16 9 68 

10 18 18 9 5 60 7 9 26 14 14 TO 

11 11 13 17 7 59 15 14 18 8 12 67 

22 9 18 8 5 62 22 22 14 8 3 69 

3 9 9 15 24 60 

2 4 19 15 16 56 

10 25 19 7 8 69 

36 8 12 1 4 6l 

5.0351 4.7544 .422 .525^** 

4.3559 5-3559 5.920 .0171* 

5.0714 4.5179 1.108 .2974** 

3.8136 3-4068 .858 .6390** 

6.5862 4.2586 21.875 .0001* 

6.2115 2.6538 63.235 .0000* 

/ i s  m o s t ;  5  =  l e a s t  
* Significant at the .05 level 
** Not significant at the .05 level 



Table C-3« Hypothesis 3: Legislators' Perceptions of Human Service Agency Administrators' 
Orientation 

Strongly 
Frequency Agree Agree Neutral Disagree 

Strongly Chi-
Disagree n square 

Administrators' Interest 
in Doing a Good Public Observed 5 36 17 
Service Job Expected 15 15 15 

Administrators' Self-
Protectiveness About Observed 24 34 9 
Their Agency Expected 15 15 15 

Agency Policy is Formu
lated with Feedback 
from Direct Services Observed 
"Firing-Line" Expected 

Administrators' Concen
tration on Obligations 
to Superiors Rather Observed 
than Agency Clients Expected 

Administrators' Failure 
to View Their Agencies' 
Interests from the "Big Observed 
Picture" Perspective Expected 

Administrators' Keeping 
Legislative Objectives 
Consistent with Sound Observed 
Public Policy Expected 

2 26 12 
Ik.2 14.2 14.2 

10 
ik.k 

Ik 
lk.6 

46 
14.4 

38 
14.6 

8 
14.4 

12 
14.6 

16 
15 

8 
15 

27 
14.2 

7 
14.4 

9 
14.6 

0 18 23 27 
14.4 14.4 14.4 14.4 

^ 75 49.47* 

15 

1 
14.4 

0 
14.6 

4 
14.4 

75 35-14* 

^ 71 39.49* 
14.2 

72 89.80* 

73 40.18* 

72 24.57* 

* Significant at the .05 level - 4 degrees of freedom 



Table C-4. Hypothesis 4: Legislators' Perceptions of Human Service Agencies 

Strongly Strongly 
Frequency Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree N 

Chi-
square 

Agency Representatives' 
Understanding of Their 
Organizations for Legis- Observed Il
lative Effectiveness Expected l4.8 

Agency Representatives1 

Understanding of Legis
lative Processes and Observed 
Complexities Expected 

1 
15 

1+0 
14.8 

36 
15 

Human Services Agencies' 
Excessive Competition 
to Gain Legislative Observed 12 34 
Favor Expected l4.8 l4.8 

Human Service Agencies' 
Reasonableness of 
Requests for Budget Observed 1 23 
Increases Expected l4.8 l4.8 

Agency Administrators' 
Adequacy of Communica
tion with the Observed 0 21 
Legislature Expected 15 15 

11 
lit.8 

6 
15 

16 
14.8 

9 
14.8 

13 
15 

18 
14.8 

30 
15 

10 
14.8 

29 
14.8 

39 
15 

1 
14.8 

2 
15 

2 
14.8 

12 
14.8 

2 
15 

74 

75 

74 

65.32* 

74.14* 

38.16* 

74 33-84* 

75 52.33* 

* Significant at the .05 level - 4 degrees of freedom 



Table C-5« Hypothesis 5: Sources of Information 

1/ 
Actual Sources 
2 3 4 5 N 

Ideal 
1/ 2 

Sources 
3 4 5 N 

Mean^ Mean^ F-Ratio P 

Top Agency 
Administrators 16 14 16 10 8 64 51 l4 0 4 2 71 4.4754 1.8852 54.475 .0000* 

Agency 
Staff 11 20 13 11 5 60 26 25 7 5 1 64 4.2727 2.8182 24.202 .0001* 

Agency Statemts./ 
Memos 4 8 23 12 10 57 10 18 16 8 8 60 5-4231 4.5769 5.476 .0219* 

Constituents 26 15 15 5 6 67 12 12 15 7 11 57 3.7857 4.6429 3-779 .0540** 

Legislative 
Staff 20 18 7 9 5 59 30 12 13 6 4 65 3.6786 3.0357 2.531 .1135** 

Newspapers 12 18 10 7 12 59 6 14 9 9 19 57 4.6275 5.4510 2.424 .1220** 

/ 1 : most reliable; 5 z least reliable 
* Significant at the .05 level 
** Not significant at the .05 level 



Table C-6. Hypothesis 6: Common Versus Productive Contacts 

Most Common 
2 3 4 5 N 

Most Productive 
1-H- 2 3 4 5 N 

Mean^ Mean^ F-Ratio 

Official Agency 
Report 

Invitation to 
Visit Agencies 

Drop-in Visits by 
Administrators 

Formal 
Hearings 

Meetings in 
the Hall 

Newsletters 

Telephone 

Luncheons 

36 12 12 3 8 71 

7 13 15 11 21 67 

2 11 14 11 24 62 

2k 26 9 9 3 71 

2 5 16 16 22 61 

9 15 13 9 23 69 

6 9 17 14 20 66 

0 3 12 8 34 57 

7 12 23 17 11 70 

21 16 19 8 7 71 

17 18 9 12 11 67 

30 25 14 1 0 70 

2 11 16 18 20 67 

2 9 17 15 21 64 

11 11 13 8 18 61 

2 6 11 9 25 53 

3.1493 5.^179 29.360 .0000* 

5.7188 5-^688 .283 .6034** 

6.3898 5-3390 5.736 .0188* 

3.2647 5-2647 26.184 .0000* 

6.5593 5.3051 8.750 .0047* 

5.4762 5.4444 .005 .9447** 

5.8889 5-5397 .617 .5588** 

7.4815 5-4074 21.997 .0001* 

/ 1 8 most frequent; 5 s least frequent 
H- 1 - most productive; 5 z least productive 
* Significant at the .05 level 
** Not significant at the .05 level 



Table C-7« Hypothesis "J: Frequent Versus Productive Contacts 

Most Frequent 
1+ 2 3 4 5 N 

Most Productive 
lVf 2 3 4 5 N 

Mean^ Meang F-Ratio P 

State Directors 
or Equivalent 

Agencies' Legis
lative Liaison 
Person 

Subordinate Line 
Personnel 

Staff Personnel 

40 11 7 8 6 72 

15 25 15 7 5 67 

6 10 19 14 16 65 

3 16 17 15 12 63 

45 8 7 5 5 70 

12 28 10 4 8 62 

14 12 20 14 11 71 

7 12 18 16 10 63 

3-119^ 2.4925 3.331 .0690** 

4.0169 3-8814 .282 .6037** 

5.9630 5-7407 .306 .5889** 

5.4828 5-2414 .649 -5708** 

1 • most frequent; 5 s least frequent 
H- 1 - most productive; 5 = least productive 
** Not significant at the .05 level 



Table C-8. Hypothesis 8: Importance of Factors in Administrators' Committee Presentation 

Chi 
Frequency 1/ 2 3 4 5 N square 

Personality 
Observed 
Expected 

9 
11.2 

15 
11.2 

21 
11.2 

2 
11.2 

9 
11.2 

56 18.28* 

Confidence and Poise 
in Presentations 

Observed 
Expected 

15 
12.8 

20 
12.8 

18 
12.8 

7 
12.8 

4 
12.8 

64 15.21* 

Conciseness 
Observed 
Expected 

30 
13-4 

25 
13.4 

11 
13.4 

1 
13.4 

0 
13.4 67 55.91* 

Expertise 
Observed 
Expected 

45 
14.2 

20 
14.2 

3 
14.2 

3 
14.2 

0 
14.2 

71 101.04* 

Previous Acquaintance with 
Legislator 

Observed 
Expected 

7 
11.0 

9 
11.0 

13 
11.0 

12 
11.0 

14 
11.0 

55 3.09** 

Advance Written Information 
to Committee 

Observed 
Expected 

13 
12.4 

22 
12.4 

18 
12.4 

7 
12.4 

2 
12.4 

62 21.06* 

Advance Verbal Information 
to Committee 

Observed 
Expected 

13 
10.8 

22 
10.8 

8 
10.8 

6 
10.8 

5 
10.8 

54 18.03* 

Adequate 
Preparation 

Observed 
Expected 

46 
14.2 

18 
14.2 

3 
14.2 

4 
14.2 

0 
14.2 

71 93.85* 

Supportive 
Statistical Case 

Observed 
Expected 

29 
12.6 

15 
12.6 

13 
12.6 

6 
12.6 

0 
12.6 

63 38.03* 

Written Position 
Summary 

Observed 
Expected 

14 
12.0 

19 
12.0 

16 
12.0 

9 
12.0 

2 
12.0 60 14.83* 

•j- lsmost, 5sleast; *Significant at the .05 level; **Not significant at the .05 level-4°of freedom 



Table C-9• Hypothesis 9: Lobbying as an Acceptable Practice by Human Service Agency 
Representatives 

Frequency 
Strongly 
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree 

Strongly 
Disagree N 

Chi-
square 

Observed 

Expected 

5 

Ik.2 

^3 

Ik.2 

10 

1U.2 

10 

Ik.2 

3 

14.2 
71 75-68* 

* Significant at the .05 level - 4 degrees of freedom 



Table C-10. Hypothesis 10: Agency Representatives' Primary Purposes 

1/ 
Actual Purposes 
2  3 ^ 5  N if 

Ideal Purposes 
2  3 ^ 5  N 

Mean^ Mean^ F-Ratio P 

Concensus 
Building 37 23 8 1 1 70 36 16 12 0 4 68 2.3333 2.6812 1.366 .2451** 

Information 
Seeking 3 16 16 23 8 66 6 33 19 8 2 68 5-5231 3.9231 22.486 .0001* 

Information 
Giving 21 21 18 5 2 67 ^3 20 6 0 0 69 3.3582 1.8955 29.877 .0000* 

Self-interest 
Activities 16 21 13 4 11 65 2 4 7 17 30 60 3.8966 7.2931 77.539 .0000* 

/ 1 - most important; 5 = least important 
* Significant at the .05 level 
** Not significant at the .05 level 



Table C-ll. Hypothesis 11: Methods Used in Legislative Advocacy 

Chi-
Frequency 2 3 4 5 N square 

Newspaper 
Editorials 

Observed 
Expected 

6 
10.8 

13 
10.8 

16 
10.8 

14 
10.8 

5 
10.8 

5k 9.14** 

Offer Expertise 
and Staff 

Observed 
Expected 

29 
10.6 

13 
10.6 

7 
10.6 

3 
10.6 

1 
10.6 

53 47.84* 

Summon Influential 
Citizens 

Observed 
Expected 

10 
11.2 

13 
11.2 

14 
11.2 

9 
11.2 

10 
11.2 

56 1.67** 

Develop Solid 
Legislative Proposals 

Observed 
Expected 

39 
12.8 

17 
12.8 

7 
12.8 

0 
12.8 

1 
12.8 

6k 68.51* 

Use the 
Press 

Observed 
Expected 

1 
11.2 

11 
11.2 

13 
11.2 

14 
11.2 

17 
11.2 

56 13.28* 

Support from Other 
Non-Governmental 
Groups 

Observed 
Expected 

4 
11.8 

19 
11.8 

16 
11.8 

12 
11.8 

8 
11.8 59 12.27* 

Use Agency's Legisla
tive Liaison Person 

Observed 
Expected 

8 
12.0 

20 
12.0 

22 
12.0 

6 
12.0 

k 
12.0 

60 23.33* 

Brief Written 
Presentations 

Observed 
Expected 

14 
11.2 

27 
11.2 

7 
11.2 

5 
11.2 

3 
11.2 

56 33-99* 

Cultivating Staff 
of Legislators 

Observed 
Expected 

2 
10.6 

5 
10.6 

12 
10.6 

17 
10.6 

17 
10.6 

53 17.84* 



Table C-ll—Continued 

Chi-
Frequency l/ 2 3 it 5 N square 

Understanding Legis
lative Processes 

Observed 
Expected 

23 
12.0 

23 
12.0 

8 
12.0 

4 
12.0 

2 
12.0 

6o 35.16* 

Develop Acquaintances 
with Legislators 

Observed 
Expected 

17 
11A 

19 
11A 

13 
11A 

5 
11A 

3 
11A 57 17.82* 

Constituent Support: 
Mail 

Observed 
Expected 

15 
12.0 

17 
12.0 

12 
12.0 

10 
12.0 

6 
12.0 

60 6.16** 

Constituent Support: 
Phone 

Observed 
Expected 

9 
9-0 

12 
9.0 

12 
9-0 

5 
9.0 

7 
9.0 

45 4.22** 

Constituent Support: 
Demons trat i ons 

Observed 
Expected 

2 
8.2 

4 
8.2 

3 
8.2 

4 
8.2 

28 
8.2 

4l 60.09* 

/ i s  m o s t  p r o d u c t i v e ;  5  z least productive 
* Significant at the .05 level - 4 degrees of freedom 
** Not significant at the .05 level - 4 degrees of freedom 
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