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ABSTRACT

This thesis first constructs a “model" state executive branch 

that serves as a reference for the reader as he moves through the study. 

The source materials from "which this model is shaped include the most 

promising and challenging of the administrative reorganization principles 

and concepts that have been set forth in myriad publications and the 

view adopted by the average member of the Arizona polity with respect 

to the functions and responsibilities of the governor and his adminis

tration.

The governor's legal, political, and traditional powers are set 

forth, and the historical development and present adequacy of the 

governor's immediate office staff is studied. The thesis then indicates 

the weaknesses in the governor's budget and appointing-removal powers 

and compares the chief executive's powers in other areas with the 

constructed model. Methods for controlling the strengthened governor 

are discussed, along with proposals for increasing the authority and 
efficiency of the Arizona legislature.

The study concludes with the assumption that the model represents 

the desired ends that the state's executive machinery should achieve 

and indicates that administrative reforms have been challenged and 

continue to be challenged by strong critical argument. Some guidelines 

to aid reorganization sponsors in achieving their goals are included.

viii



CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The organization of the state executive branch and, more 

specifically, the office of the governor and his powers have been the 

subject of widespread, extensive studies and analyses throughout the 

United States. The fertile field of Arizona politics and government 

has afforded the student of political science an excellent opportunity 

for research in this extremely important area. The present study is 

intended to be a contribution to the knowledge of those in Arizona who 

seek to understand better the fascinating subject of their state 

government.

I. THE PROBLEM

Statement of the Problem

The proponents of administrative reorganization have maintained 

since the early 1900*s that the chief executives of American states 

are handicapped in their attempts to perform their duties as elected 

public servants by inadequate powers and inefficient administrative 

organization. No state has escaped the constructive criticisms and 

suggestions put forth by these reformers. Some states have responded 

by revamping, either in part or completely, their executive branches 

in accordance with the reorganization principles which promise a 

sounder, more efficient execution of the functions of the modern

1
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state government. Others have not. Arizona is a member of the latter 

group having experienced no major change in its executive machinery 

since the achievement of statehood in 1912. That a continued effort 

will be made to obtain some measure of administrative reorganization 

in Arizona government is indicated by this observation from Dr. Robert 

E. Riggs, Research Associate of the Bureau of Business and Public 

Research of the University of Arizona:

What is the future of administrative reorganization in 
Arizona? It is not currently a major issue, nor has it been 
since 195^• On the basis of past experience, however, one can 
safely predict that reorganization will come again to prominence 
in Arizona politics— possibly within five years, almost certainly 
within the decade. The basic condition of governmental expansion 
and proliferation which gave substance to demands for reorganiza
tion in the past has continued its inexorable march. . . .
Such growth cannot be ignored. It does not guarantee that 
reorganization will take place but it does guarantee periodic 
outbursts of demand for reorganization, as well as almost 
constant piecemeal efforts to accommodate the growth pressures.^

This movement is based upon the theory that certain "principles" 

of administration and organization are applicable in all the American 

states. The primary objective to be achieved is "efficiency," along 

with the always mentioned "authority commensurate with responsibility" 
concept.^

1. Robert E. Riggs, The Movement for Administrative Reorganiza
tion in Arizona (Special Studies No. 17. Tucson: University of Arizona
Bureau of Business and Public Research, 1961), pp. 64-65.

2. Since Woodrow Wilson began writing on the subject of public
administration in the 1880*s, the rationale of reorganization has been 
set forth by many sources. Some of the more prominent are: Bradford,
Gamaliel, "The Reform of our State Governments," Annals of the 
American Academy of Political and Social Science. 4 (May, 1894),
883-902; Buck, Arthur E., Administrative Consolidation in State 
Governments. New York: National Municipal League, 1928, and The 
Reorganization of State Governments in the United States. New York:



The opponents of the basic assumptions of administrative 

reorganization have been many and outspoken. One of the initial 

dissenters to pose significant questions was Professor Francis Coker.

Columbia University Press, 1938, (published for the National Municipal 
League); Council of State Governments. Reorganizing State Government. 
Chicago: Council of State Governments, 1950; Croly, Herbert, "State 
Political Reorganization," American Political Science Review. 6 
(February, 1912, supp.), 122-136; Dimock, Marshall E., "Administrative 
Efficiency Within a Democratic Polity," New Horizons in Public 
.Administration: A Symposium. University, Alabama: University of 
Alabama Press, 19^5# PP» 21-43; Dodd, W. F., "Reorganizing State 
Government," Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social 
Science. 113 (May, 1924), 161-172, and State Government. New York: 
Century Company, 1928; Gaus, John. Reflections on Public Administration. 
University, Alabama: University of Alabama Press, 1947; Graves, W.
Brooke, (ed.). Manor Problems in State Constitutional Revision. 
Brattleboro, Vermont: The Vermont Printing Company, i960, (published 
for the Public Administration Service); Griffenhagen and Associates. 
"Report on General State Organization," Supplement to State of Arizona. 
Journal of the Senate. Nineteenth Legislature, First Special Session, 
1950; Holcombe, A. N. State Government in the United States. New 
York: Macmillan Company, 1931; Lowden, F. 0., "Reorganization in 
Illinois and Its Results," Annals of the American Academy of Political 
and Social Science. 113 (May, 192477 155-160; Mathews, John M., "The 
New Role of the Governor," American Political Science Review. 6 (May, 
1912), 216-228, Principles of American State Administration: New York:
D. Appleton and Company, 1917) and American State Government. New 
York: D. Appleton and Company, 1926; Report of the Efficiency and 
Economy Committee. 1915. Chicago: Windermere Press, 1915; Walker,
Harvey. Public Administration in the United States. New York:
Farrar and Rinehart, 1937; White, Leonard D. Introduction to the Study 
of Public Administration. New York: Macmillan Company, 1926, and 
Trends in Public Admini stration. New York: McGraw-Hill Company, 1933;
W. F. Willoughby. The Reorganization of the Administrative Branch of 
the National Government. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 1923, and 
Principles of Public Administration. Baltimore: Johns Hopkins Press, 
1927; Wilson, Woodrow, "The Study of Administration," Political 
Science Quarterly. 2 (June, 1887), 197-222.

In the late 1940*s and early 1950's some thirty-five states 
established special commissions to survey their governments' organiza
tional machinery. These commissions were of varying composition, 
some consisted solely of members of the legislature, others of private 
citizens, and some a combination of the two. On some commissions 
representatives of administration as well as citizens and legislators 
held membership. And a few consisted of members of a previously 
established legislative council.



His series of articles entitled "Dogmas of Administrative Reform, as 

Exemplified in the Recent Reorganization of Ohio," appeared in the 

American Political Science Review of August, 1922, and raised some 

doubts about the basic tenets of the movement.^ Charles S. Hyneman, 

in 1939, also challenged the movement with the following words: "What

does the administrative reorganization program designed to achieve 

efficiency and economy offer to the man whose chief concern is that 

vision, imagination, and courage predominate in the execution, adaptation 
or modification of policy?"^

In the past twenty years several books have unleashed systematic 

and full-scale assaults on the principal assumptions of reorganization. . 

Among these are The Administrative State, written by Dwight Waldo in 

1948, and Herbert Simon's Administrative Behavior published a year 

earlier. Although the reasoning underlying the criticisms of each 

was never identical, or even vaguely similar, both argued well against 

the reformers* basic tenets.

The actual work of research and preparation of reorganization plans 
is normally done not by such commissions but by experts in administrative 
organization. These may be local men acquainted first hand with the 
problems of the particular state; however, in modem times, repre
sentatives of professional survey organizations, such as the Institute 
of Public Administration (successor to the New York Bureau of Municipal 
Research), Griffenhagen and Associates of Chicago, the Institute for 
Governmental Research of the Brookings Institution, and the Public 
Administration Service of Chicago have largely taken over this function.

3* Francis W. Coker, "Dogmas of Administrative Reform, as 
Exemplified in the Recent Reorganization of Ohio," American Political 
Review. 16 (August, 1922), 399-411.

4. Charles S. Ryneman, "Administrative Reorganization: An 
Adventure into Science and Theology." Journal of Politics. 1 (February, 
1939), 66.



The total effect of these challenges has been to erode somewhat 

the confidence and position of those who sponsor the movement. The 

chief objection, gleaned from these articles and books, appears to be 

that the problems of each state must be considered on an individual 

basis, since each state is unique with respect to such factors as: 

area, topography, geography, methods and facilities for transportation 

and communication, population elements, cultural patterns, politics, 

and the countless other diverse elements which make up our society as 

we know it. Those who challenge administrative reorganization on the 
above ground further maintain that, in the absence of exhaustive, 

thorough studies into the group structures that exist both within and 

outside administration and into inter-group hostilities, principles of 

reorganization should not be posited. It is argued that they are 

meaningless unless supported by the extensive studies recommended.

Despite these able, and many times legitimate, criticisms based 

upon the diversity among our states, there exist easily recognizable 

and considerable elements of uniformity, which prove to be valuable 

weapons in the battle for reorganization. The constitutions of all our 

fifty states have provided for a republican form of government based 
upon a separation of powers. The state chief executive, members of the 

legislature, and a great many of the judges are elected by popular 

vote to definite terms of office. All of the states have relationships 

with each other and with the national government. These relationships 

invariably provide both temporary and continuing problems that must be 

solved. These governments are constantly pressed to provide additional 
services at an ever increasing pace. The necessary funds to meet
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this steady increase must be provided for and appropriated. Although a 
number of states, such as New Jersey, Alaska, and Hawaii, have perhaps 

the most adequate and responsible administrative machinery,^ not one 

of the fifty has an entirely satisfactory system. Such a goal will 

doubtless prove unattainable.

Although the basic principles and assumptions of administrative 

reorganization have not been pronounced wholly valid through scientific 

replication, some of its many arguments, such as the desirability of a 

thoroughly integrated system of administration under a chief executive 

who has the authority to go with his responsibility, has a strong 

fascination for the proponents of what can be called— for the lack of a 

more adequate phrase— "better government."

In his Office of Governor in the United States, Professor 

Coleman Ransone supports the thesis that the position of the modern 

state governor needs strengthening to be truly effective:

The whole tenor of this book is to emphasize the need for 
a strong governor who is equipped with both the powers and staff 
necessary to do an adequate job in the formation of policy, in 
the explanation of that policy to the citizens of the state, 
and in the supervision of the agencies who will carry that policy 
to fruition.

5. Byron R. Abernathy, Some Persisting Questions Concerning the 
Constitutional State Executive (Governmental Research Series No. 23. 
Lawrence, Kansas: University of Kansas Governmental Research Center, 
I960), pp. 9-10.

Mr. Abernathy states in part: "It remained for the New Jersey 
Constitution of 1948 to go all the way in placing the governor in full 
command of the executive and administrative machinery of the state. The 
constitutions of Alaska (1956) and Hawaii (1957) • • • contain similar 
provisions."

6. Coleman B. Ransone, Jr., The Office of Governor in the United 
States (University, Alabama: University of Alabama Press, 195&), p. 281.
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The overwhelming proportion of the works on administrative reorganization 
are favorably disposed to the concept of a governor with adequate 

authority and responsibility.

The diagnosis by Dr. Riggs cited above indicated that the 

movement for administrative reorganization, and inherent therein the 

concept of a stronger and more responsible governor, would become again 

a dominant issue in Arizona politics, probably in the very near future. 

This predicted development provides the researcher with a highly suitable 
laboratory for investigation. In the light of these prospects, a study 

of the office and powers of the governor of Arizona would not be 

inappropriate.

It is, therefore, the purpose of this thesis to (l) construct 

a "model" state executive branch that will serve as a reference check 

point for the reader as he moves through the study and its conclusions. 

The most promising and challenging of the reorganization principles and 

concepts that have been presented in myriad articles and books on the 

subject, as well as the view taken by the average member of the polity 

with respect to the functions and responsibilities of the governor and 

his state executive organization, are the source materials from which 

this model or "image" is shaped; (2) present the historical development 
of the office and powers of the governor of Arizona from the time the 

first state governor took office in 1912 up to the present day; (3) 
indicate the nature of the governor’s powers and office (his immediate 

staff) as they exist at the moment of this writing and the effectiveness 

with which the chief executive can use them to ensure an efficient and 

responsible executive branch. The governor’s executive, legislative,
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judicial, and political powers will be examined. Finally, (4) this 

picture of the governor and his powers is related to the model set up 

in the second chapter. Then, under the assumption that this model 

represents the desired ends that Arizona administrative machinery should 

achieve, the problems that will arise in the processes by which these 

goals can be attained in Arizona*s administrative organization are 
discussed.



CHAPTER H

A "MODEL" EXECUTIVE BRANCH

The basic aims of administrative reorganization, as inferred 

from countless articles and books on the subject, can be arranged in 

such a manner as to form a "model" state executive organization. It 

is the purpose of this chapter to present such a "model," embodying 
the basic organization principles of public administration, to serve 

as a reference check point for the reader as he proceeds through 

subsequent chapters. Thus he can be constantly comparing and contrasting 

the later material with the model. This should aid in the preparation 

for close study of the conclusions and guidelines for the future to 

be made at the close of the thesis.

In the construction of a model state executive branch or 

administration the average member of the polity might be an important 

source for the proper building materials. The problem of an inefficient 

administrative organization is as acute for the people of each state 

as for their governor. Their first concern, obviously, is that he 

serve them faithfully and well during the time he is located at the 

state capital. These citizens, most of them educated only in the basic 

rudiments of the operation of their state administrative machinery, come 

to expect more authority from the governor than the present executive 

organization and laws allow. He is thought to be an extremely powerful 
figure who operates the executive branch with the proverbial iron hand.

9



10
Thomas Desmond, a former member of the New York State Legislature, 

illustrates the problem vividly by quoting Governor Thomas E. Dewey in 

the New York Times Magazine as saying: MI get ten to twenty letters a 

day complaining about state boards and commissions over which I have 

no authority. I don't mind writing back that I have no control over them, 

but what galls me is that people don't believe me." (Emphasis 

supplied.)

People expect the chief executive to control and direct other 

state officials in such a way that the public interest will be furthered. 

A secretary of state or an attorney-general who has proven to be an 

enemy of services and programs that the people desire is expected to be 

coerced into general compliance by the governor or "kicked out" of the 

administration. They argue, and rightly so it seems, that the governor 

should represent the interests of the whole body politic and abide by 

the wishes of the people. Commenting on the governor's inability to 

accomplish this end in Utah, George Dem, then Governor of Utah, made 
the following observations:

Not only has he [the governed scant supervision over 
the other State officers in their executive capacity, but 
he is in substantially the same position with respect to 
the appointive State officials. These have their functions 
specifically prescribed by law, and it is their duty to obey 
the law, not to obey the Governor. At the most the Governor, 
in his executive capacity, only has authority to see that 
they perform these duties faithfully.

1. Thomas C. Desmond, "To Help Governors Govern," New York Times 
Magazine. (June 2, 1957)» p. 22.
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Perhaps the Governor has come into office on a promise 

to enforce certain laws which are being flagrantly violated.
Vihen he gets on the job he finds that the enforcement of such 
laws is the duty of local officers over idiom he has no control.
If a complaint reaches M m  that the peace officers of some 
community are winking at law violations, about all he can do 
is to call the complaint to the attention of the officers who 
are doing the winking.

Thus he becomes disillusioned about his great executive 
powers, and he finds that instead of having law enforcement 
in his hands he is little more than a figurehead in this
respect.2

Thus it can be appreciated that the powers of the governor and 

the effectiveness with which the state administration operates should 

be made to conform more with what the average citizen expects from his 

state government. The attempts to formulate sound reorganization plans 

have taken the expectation of the polity into consideration as well as 

those generally accepted principles espousing efficiency and economy. 

Hence, the purpose of reorganization is to make state government more 

responsible to the public, as well as simply more efficient and econom
ical.

The principal tenets of state administrative reorganization 
took their basic shape early in the course of the movement. The 

thinking that lay behind them can be briefly stated as follows: In

our democratic society an executive branch must be set up with two 

major goals: First, it should be able to function with maximum

effectiveness and efficiency with respect to the work allotted to it. 

Second, it must be politically responsible to the polity, in practice 

as well as theory. These two objectives cannot be attained if the 

organization of the executive branch consists of a sprawling mass of

2. George H. Bern, "Governors and Legislatures," State 
Government. IV (August, 1931)> 8.
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uncoordinated, independent agencies. The executive machinery must 

be revamped so that it can function as a unit. The way to obtain 

this unity is to establish a clear-cut administrative hierarchy topped 

by a popularly elected chief executive— in our discussion a governor—  

upon whom the citizenry can concentrate its scrutiny and from whom all 

executive authority will emanate. By making the governor responsible 
for the operation of the administrative organization, and providing 

him with authority commensurate with his responsibilities, the objectives 

of effective administration and political responsibility may be 

attained.-^

The foregoing tenets of administrative reorganization have been 

the bases for the reorganization plans which have been proposed at 

various times in Arizona's history since the achievement of statehood 

in 1912, It is interesting to note here that the expectations of the 

polity as regards state government administration are not in conflict 

with the aims of administrative reorganization theory, yet the latter 

has failed of adoption in Arizona. At this point, consequently, it 

should prove worthwhile to sample the reaction of the polity in Arizona 
to administrative reorganization, insofar as possible, during the years 

when agitations for its adoption were at their highest. The peaks of 

the movement for reorganization occurred in 1921, 1930-1933* 1941, 
and 1950-1953 • Such an examination sheds some light on many of the 

reasons for the failure of administrative reorganization to become a

3. Council of State Governments, Reorganizing State Government. 
(Chicago: Council of State Governments, 1950), p. 3«

12
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reality in Arizona. Editorial comment from the newspapers of the state 

and sections of the Democratic and Republican party platforms are the 

principal sources for such an appraisal. Comments made by observers 
during the periods are also a prime source.

I. PUBLIC OPINION AND ADMINISTRATIVE 

REORGANIZATION IN ARIZONA

The Period of 1921

In February of 1921, Governor Thomas Campbell proposed, in a 

speech before a joint session of the legislature, two plans** for 

administrative reorganization in Arizona, one involving constitutional 

amendment and the other dependent on legislation alone. Additional 

lustre and prestige for his program was provided by the former Governor 

of Illinois, Frank 0. Lowden, idiom Governor Campbell had invited to 

speak to the legislature on the results of reorganization in Illinois.

Editorial comment on the speeches was sparse throughout the 

newspapers of the state, but there follows as good a cross section of 

opinions as can be compiled. First, an examination of comment in the 

Phoenix area.

The Messenger, a Democratic weekly, drew the following conclusion: 
"The message of the Governor ^Campbell] and the address of the distin

guished visitor were well received, but there is not much likelihood of

4. See Biennial, Veto and Special Messages of Thomas E. Campbell. 
January 11, 1921, to March 22, 1921, pp. 28-45, for the texts of these 
reorganization plans.
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such a revolutionary change at p r e s e n t . T h e  same publication 

offered this clever syllogism in condemnation of the reorganization 

plans: "Centralization of power is the bulwark of autocracy and the 

deadly enemy of true democracy. The cabinet form of governor ̂ sicj 

advocated by Governor Campbell is in the line of centralization, hence 

a menace to popular government.

In commenting some three weeks later on March 5» The Messenger 

became abusive:

Senate Bill No. 125 introduced by Senator Wilkinson of 
Maricopa County is the most dangerous and revolutionary 
measure to come before any legislature since statehood.
It is either a huge joke or a monstrosity.

The object of the bill could be nothing else than to 
create a huge political machine to perpetuate the present 
regime. By this measure all property of the state, full 
power of taxation and life and death of every citizen in 
Arizona is fsicTj entrusted to the wisdom of Governor 
Campbell. Arizona could be transformed from a democracy 
into a kingdom.'

In Kingman, Arizona, the Mohave County Miner and Our Mineral

Wealth made no comment of Governor Campbell1s reorganization speech

but did briefly record the reaction of the audience to the governor’s

annual message to the legislature in January, in which he made extensive

reference to reorganization of the state administrative machinery. It

read: "During the reading of the message there was much applause, the
8salient features according with the views of the assembled people."

5# The Messenger. February 12, 1921.
6. Ibid.
7. Ibid.. March 5, 1921.
8. Mohave County Miner and Our Mineral Wealth. January 14, 1921.



The Holbrook Tribune, in the issue for February 11, 1921,

spoke on behalf of the public stating:

• • • any change that promises to be successful in 
reducing taxation and at the same time keeping the state 
in the front line of progress is attractive to the taxpayer. 
Doubtless we will hear more fully of the new plan as its 
intricacies are developed and understood by the uninitiated.
If it*s good, let’s have it. If not, try something else, 
as we must have some kind of an improvement .9

The February 12, 1921, issue of the Prescott Weekly Courier 

contained an editorial entitled ,lGovernor Campbell and his Cabinet,” 
which was hardly subtle in its condemnation of the reorganization 

proposals:

Because Governor Louden made a success of a cabinet 
plan in Illinois Governor Campbell thinks he ’could get 
away with it in Arizona.* In a number of instances Governor 
Campbell has shown fair judgment, but very often he has 
rambled around like an overgrown boy in pursuit of butter
flies.

Arizona wants no cabinet of Mr. Campbell’s or any other 
man's choosing, neither does she want a lot of dust raised 
about the state house in the frantic chase of new fads and 
fancies, so that inefficiency may hide behind the dun-colored 
screen. The machinery of this state’s government is good 
enough for the present, and it can be used to advantage for 
many years to come.

The appointments of Campbell have not been such as to 
make the heart of the taxpayer expand with gladness when 
they come to mind. The recent bluff of the state engineer 
in his frenzied attempts to club the legislature into 
passing the omnibus road bill is an example of the charac
teristics of an appointee of the Governor. Perhaps 
Campbell is no worse in his appointments than any other 
Governor would be, whether he be a Republican or Democrat, 
but a Governor is inclined to play politics and the present 
executive in selecting men for office does nothing else.

9. Holbrook Tribune. February 11, 1921.
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It was a splendid compliment for Campbell to urge the 

adoption of the 'cabinet plan' immediately after Lowden 
had explained 'what it was all about,* but it should end 
as a compliment to the visitor. There is small hope that 
such, an arrangement will be given serious consideration. ̂

The same newspaper, on February 26, continued the attack on 

Governor Campbell* s reorganization proposals running an editorial 

relating to the questions of commissions and a special session of the 

legislature under the title "No Special Session Necessary

The impression held at Phoenix that the Governor expects 
to call the legislature in special session probably is 
without foundation in fact. It is said the Governor is anxious 
to have the * cabinet plan* adopted by this state and wants 
to have a more definite road law— one providing for a state 
highway commission.

The Governor may have such desires, but it is very doubtful, 
for he knows a change in the state government could not be 
made without submitting the issue to a vote of the people.
It is very well known that his state engineer is opposed 
to a highway commission, and, while hints have been thrown 
out by the Governor, there is no absolute insurance that 
he is in favor of such an arrangement. It would be inconsistent 
for him to advocate the Lowden plan for having no commissions 
at all, then to record himself as a supporter of a very 
questionable commission— one in charge of the state's road 
work.

A special session of the legislature would cost 
between $70,000 and $80,000, and it would not be worth 
it. The Governor never has been accused of doing anything 
he considered unpopular, and it may be taken for granted 
he knows nothing is more undesirable than an extra 
legislative session when there is no widespread demand for 
one.11

In the political campaign of the following year the educational 

value of Governor Campbell* s proposals for reorganization became

10. Prescott Weekly Courier. February 12, 1921.

11. Ibid.. February 26, 1921.
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evident. Both the Republicans and the Democrats included in their 

platforms statements -which supported a thorough reorganization of the 

administrative machinery. This -was the first time both parties had 

backed reorganization in any single campaign. The statement of the 

Republicans was a complete endorsement of the Campbell-sponsored bills 

which had gone down to defeat the preceding year:

We endorse the presentation to the next legislature 
of a civil administrative code as presented to the fifth 
legislature by Governor Campbell. This code would abolish 
fifty-two boards and commissions and substitute in lieu thereof 
eight department heads. This law if placed upon the statute 
books will result in a saving of approximately $100,000 to 
the taxpayers each year and in responsible and systematic 
control of the state's business.1^

The Democrats indicated they did not want the Campbell plan 

but another program consisting of essentially the same proposals:

Official duties must be coordinated, useless enterprises 
abandoned, surplus jobs— which of late have multiplied incredibly 
— lopped off. With this end in view the Democratic party 
proposes an immediate survey, by experts in governmental 
economy and efficiency, of state institutions and state 
activities of every nature and description; to urge such 
remedial legislation as the seriousness of the situation may 
require, and to put into effect, at the earliest possible 
moment, such reforms as are necessary to afford relief.^3

Since the platforms of political parties usually are composed 

of statements which are intended to win votes, it might be said Governor 
Campbell had convinced the people, if not the legislators, his program 

was a good one, or at least the drafters of the party statements must 

have believed.

12. Menzo E. Hatter, The Major Issues in Arizona's Gubernatorial 
Campaigns, (unpublished Master's thesis, Arizona State College, Tempe, 
Arizona, 1951), p. 271.

13. Ibid., pp. 266-267.
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The Period of 1930-1933

Administrative reorganization, defeated in 1921 and dormant for 

some nine years, became popular again in the early 1930*8. The Clifton 

Copper Era ran the following editorial on August 9> 1930, under the 

title, "Governmental Problems Press upon usVi

. . .  Under present day conditions and looking forward 
to the future of governmental affairs it is high time that 
the state of Arizona, as well as corporations, and individuals, 
pause, take stock of its finances and chart its future course 
in line with the strictest economy and financial ability of 
the taxpayers to pay the cost.

A prompt but careful survey should be made of Arizona's 
governmental organization, in all its departments, in order 
that present day facts and conditions may be established 
upon which a more simplified and economical form of state 
and county government may be provided and the taxpayers af
forded some measure of relief.

We hope to see the Tenth Legislature provide for such 
a survey with a view to the discontinuance of unnecessary 
or duplicated activities and the consolidation of related 
ones idler ever economically feasible.^

In the same year the platform of the Democratic Party had this 

plank (note similarity to the above editorial) in its folds $
Along this same line we favor a centralized purchasing 

and accounting department and assert that such a department 
can save thousands of dollars to the taxpayers, while bringing 
about increased efficiency in the state departments and 
institutions. We pledge our legislative candidates to a 
program which will put the purchasing of state supplies upon 
a business-like basis and eliminate expensive political 
favoritism.

As a further means of bringing about governmental economy 
and efficiency we favor a careful survey of Arizona’s business 
organization, in all its departments, in order that present 
day facts and conditions may be conclusively determined and

14. Copper Era. August 9> 1930.
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a more simplified form of the public business structure created.
We pledge our candidates for governor and the legislature to 
provide for such a survey with a view to the early discontin
uance of unnecessary or duplicated activites and the 
consolidation of related ones whenever economically and 
constitutionally possible.15

Two years later administrative reorganization had gained new 

heights of popularity as a political catchword. Both parties were 

insisting on a complete revamping of Arizona's state government. The 

Democratic document stated:

Keeping in mind the requirements of efficient government, 
and those essential services to the people without which 
government would fail of its purpose, the governmental 
structure, which has undergone no overhauling since statehood, 
must be reorganized and modernized to effect both economy 
and efficiency. Overlapping departments must be consolidated, 
overhead reduced, unnecessary activities discontinued. The 
Democrat candidates for governor and the legislature are 
pledged to ttis reform, to the extent that it may be effected 
through legislative or administrative action. In cases 
requiring the amendment of the State Constitution, proposals 
for such amendments will be submitted to the people. 1°

Said the Republican platform: "We favor such reorganization as will

centralize our state government by doing away with all independent

boards and commissions, either elective or appointive, and making them

responsible directly to the chief executive of the state.

The victorious candidate for the governorship. Democrat 

B. B. Mover, personally pledged his support to a plan for effecting 

the elimination or consolidation of the many agencies of the state

15. Hatter, 0£. cit., p. 337.
16. Ibid., p. 355.

. Ibid., p. 360.17
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government early in 1933• The January 1, 1933$ edition of the Prescott 
Weekly Courier quoted the following editorial which had appeared initially 

in the Arizona Daily Star of Tucson. Entitled "Governor Mouer jj>i<Q 

and Highway Commission" it commented:
Governor-elect Mouer has announced in Phoenix that he 

plans to abolish the highway commission, and in its place 
put one man in charge of all highway activities. This one 
man, the incoming governor frankly states, would be under 
his immediate control. By this means he hopes to impose 
drastic economies, and to break up the old Hunt (ex-governor 
of Arizona) machine.

If Governor Mouer attempts tocarry out this plan he 
will be making a serious mistake. In the first place he must 
remember that Arizona has a legislature, and that that 
legislature often has a mind of its own. He cannot abolish 
the highway commission without securing the consent of the 
legislature.

In the second place, it is doubtful if the legislature 
will agree to abolish the commission. Governor Hunt tried 
to do it, and failed. The legislature had good reason for 
not abolishing the commission. It had to remember only the 
sordid record of a ‘one man commission* functioning under 
Governor Hunt. The expose of this record was the principal 
reason for the creation of the highway commission. And the 
commission since its inception and weak as it is at the 
present time under Chairman Johns, is a distinct improvement 
over the days of the old ‘one man commission.‘ How can the 
legislature ever agree to return to the old system?

No doubt Governor Mouer is sincere in his belief that 
the ‘one man commission* directly under his personal control 
will enable him to accomplish more in eliminating waste and 
extravagance in the highway department, and no doubt while 
he would be governor, the old time practices of the previous 
•one man commission days* would not be revived. But the 
governor must remember that when the legislature enacts 
legislation, it has more than a two-year term in mind. It 
must enact legislation which will protect the state after 
Governor Mouer has ceased to be governor. No one knows what 
kind of a governor will follow him. But the legislature 
does have the record of the activities of the highway de
partment under one man rule, and that under the present



five-man commission. When it compares those two records, 
it can do nothing else but refuse to abolish the highway 
commission.

The results Governor Mouer desires to obtain in the 
highway department can be obtained if he will appoint a 
highway commission composed of men who not only have the 
welfare of the state at heart, but who have some knowledge 
of the business,

Arizona wants no 'one man' commission.^®

Special committees had been set up in 1932 to study administrative 

reorganization and make recommendations to the legislature in this area. 

Their report contained this categorization of expected opposition to 

reorganization:

Many . . .  officials whose tenure of office may be 
curtailed will for obvious reasons oppose the movement.
Then there are business and industrial groups which . . .  
are for economy per se but are disposed to look askance at 
a change which might threaten the favors from government 
to which they are accustomed. Next come those who profess 
to favor the consolidation of departments but with whose 
views no concrete proposal ever coincides. They agree 
with the idea but cannot agree to its execution. Last 
are those who honestly feel that important principles are 
in danger of violation.19

Senate Bill No. 45, embodying the reorganization recommendations 
of the special committees, became the subject of much heated debate 

in the Senate and aroused a considerable amount of popular interest.

Some indication of citizen interest in the measure was recorded in the 

Arizona Daily Star of February 18, 1933$ "In the Senate cheers and 

boos, handclapping and hisses, rattled over the heads of the austere 

body during the final debate preceding a favorable vote by the

21

18. Prescott Weekly Courier. January 1, 1933*

Senate Journal. Eleventh Legislature, Regular Session, 1933,
p. 50
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committee of the -whole on the administrative reorganization till. . . .

It has been before the committee of the -whole for more than a week, 
and the subject of almost daily debate."^

Additional evidence of popular interest appeared in the Arizona 

Republic on March 5» 1933* A meeting in the Phoenix Union High School 

auditorium for the purpose of drawing up a number of resolutions aimed 

at reducing expenditures of the state government drew some 500 citizens. 
Included in these resolutions was the concept that the governor be 

given the authority to reorganize and consolidate state departments, 

institutions, and activities in the interest of economy.^

Senate Bill No. 4-5 was violently attacked by the Phoenix weekly 

Arizona Fax on February 3, 1933* The newspaper claimed (1) the governor 
would be able to perpetuate himself and his descendants in power "just 

as the ruling class of England has done for generations;" (2) all offices 

which had been established by the state constitution but three would be 

abolished; (3) the attorney general would be completely under the control 
of the governor because of the provision that his appointments must have 

the approval of the latter; and (4) the director of taxation in the 

department of finance would have "unlimited powers, curbed only the 

pleasure of the g o v e r n o r . T h e  February 17, 1933, issue of Arizona 

Fax quoted an editorial which had appeared in the Mohave County Miner

20. Arizona Daily Star. February 18, 1933*

21. Arizona Republic. March 5» 1933*

22. Arizona Fax, February 3, 1933*



and had suggested that the reorganized governmental organization might 

throw too much work and responsibility on the shoulders of the governor, 

which could not be discharged effectively.23

Despite the adverse comment in many of the state’s newspapers, 

the failure of administrative reorganization to become a reality in the 

early 1930*s has been attributed to the opposition generated by affected 
departments, and not to the opposition of the citizens of the state.

On the contrary, evidence seems to indicate the general public was in 

favor of a large portion of the reorganization program. Using party 

platforms as one index of the trends indicates reorganization was a good 

vote getter. The 193^ Democratic declaration still spoke strongly for 

reorganization of the administrative machinery of state government:

The second important governmental reform is the reorganiza
tion of the administrative branch of state government, the 
elimination of unnecessary, overlapping and duplicating agencies, 
and the establishment of more efficient control of the several 
functions performed, particularly those relating to public 
finances. 25

The 1936 Democratic platform was a good deal more vague with 

regard to administrative reorganization: "We favor a thorough examination

of the many duplications and complications found existing in the present 

set-up of state government to the end that something will actually be 

done to decrease cost and increase efficiency."2& %n contrast to the

23

23. Ibid.. February 17, 1933.

24. Robert E. Riggs, The Movement for Administrative Reorganization 
in Arizona (Special Studies No. 1?. Tucson: University of Arizona
Bureau of Business and Public Research, 1961), p. 34.

25. Hatter, op. cit., p. 375*
26. Ibid., p. 384.
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Democrats and their tmenthusiastic attitude toward reorganization is 

this statement from the 1936 Republican platform:

Our state governmental machinery is antiquated and its 
administration is cumbersome, unwieldy, expensive, and 
inefficient. Today we maintain over sixty separate offices, 
boards, and commissions, departments and bureaus. Simplifi
cation and centralization of administrative agencies is 
necessary to achieve prompt and proper functioning of duties 
and powers. Only thus can evasion or shifting of responsibility 
be avoided. Executive functions should be discharged by 
individually responsible heads, vested with plenary powers 
of control and accountable to the governor only. Boards and 
commissions are valuable principally in advisory or quasi
judicial capacities as group representatives and should be 
retained primarily in that capacity. We favor enacting into 
law such consolidation of administrative agencies as to place 
the full authority and responsibility in the chief executive.
He stands or falls on his good or bad record. ?

Only slight agitation for administrative reorganization was 

forthcoming in 1941.

The Period of 1941

Sidney P. Osborn became Governor of Arizona in 1941, and his 

inauguration speech, which contained much in the way of proposals for 

administrative reform, received widespread editorial comment. Editor 

Cleve Van Dyke of the Arizona Silverbelt in Miami, Arizona, had this 

to say: "There are many reasons why each succeeding administration

should have the power to fill every appointive position in the state." 

Van Dyke offered the following as one good reason: "A majority of our 

people elect a governor. As such official he is entitled to enough

27. Ibid., pp. 393-394.
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power to equal the responsibility.

In Kingman, Arizona, the Mohave County Miner stated that: "The 

many changes he has promised are for the best interests of this great 

state.

The editor and publisher of the St. Johns Herald-Observer urged 

everyone to support Governor Osborn and restore to the governor those 

powers which corporate greed, through its control of the various 

legislatures, has taken from the governor.

Other newspapers giving favorable editorial comment on the 
speech were: the Arizona Republic. Phoenix Gazette. Coconino Sun 

(Flagstaff, Arizona), Holbrook Tribune. Arizona Daily Star, and the 

Gilbert Enterprise. The Mesa Journal-Tribune was the only newspaper 

to take a direct slap at the new governor's speech and program.^

The proposals for lengthening the terms of office of state 

officials drew both praise and condemnation from Arizona editors. 

Support was given to the concept by this editorial appearing.in 

Arizona Fax on January 24, 1941:

About every argument exists for a four-year term for 
executive offices of the state. So long as the people 
possess the recall, any unsatisfactory official can be 
removed from office before the expiration of his term by 
a majority vote of the electors. The present two-year

28. Cited in Arizona Fax. January 17, 1941.

29. Ibid.

30. Ibid.

31 Ibid



term, in practice, nullifies to seme extent the referendum 
provision of the constitution as the term is so short that 
voters are inclined to endure.an unpopular official until they 
can get a crack at him at the polls, rather than to put 
taxpayers to the expense of a special recall election.

No executive, especially the governor, can carry out 
his program, if he has one, in two years. He faces the 
turmoil and strife incident to change during his first gear 
or two in office. By the time he gets the governmental helm 
finally in his hands and is prepared to guide the ship of state 
firmly upon the course which he has charted, he is faced with 
another campaign at which the voters, including an army of 
disgruntled job seekers, may decide to have a different 
captain.

Under the present set-up, frequent elections require 
that officials spend a large part of their salaries for political 
campaigns. This has a potent tendency to encourage the 
acceptance of campaign contributions by candidates from sources 
which regard such donations as an investment in special consider
ation. 32

The St. Johns Herald-Observer attacked the measure with this 
abusive editorial:

With the delecious ^sic] naivete with which the 
House of our state legislature passed unanimously the 
bill providing four year terms for state office and with 
only two dissenting votes it passed the bill providing four 
year terms for county officers.

The members of the House seem to be under the impression 
that the authors of the resolution had advanced a wonderful 
novel reform in state craft.

The people of Arizona several years ago rejected an 
initiative petition seeking the same objective.

It is probable that the •statesmen* behind this 
proposition knows [sic] better than I do that it won't 
become law but that"it has served its purpose when it

32. Arizona Fax. January 24, 1941
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took the legislators Csicp minds off of important 
matters. . . .33

The movement for reorganization again subsided into an almost dormant 

state until the late 1940*s.

The Period of 1950-1953

By 1948 a special legislative committee on state operations 
was given an appropriation of $25*000 and authorized to undertake a 
thorough survey of all phases of the operation of state government.
The committee was to report the results of the survey with recommenda

tions to the next session of the legislature.

The committee obtained the services of the Chicago public 

administration consultants. Griffenhagen and Associates, to conduct a 

survey of Arizona’s state organization and report to the committee its 

findings and recommendations. The Griffenhagen report came out in the 

early months of 1950 and was the subject of much debate. Briefly, this 

study recommended that the chief executive’s effectiveness could be 

increased by supplying him with an adequate staff and administrative 

assistants, increased tenure of office, and removal from membership 
on all boards and commissions.

Both the Republican and Democratic party platforms supported the 
reorganization movement. The Democratic statement was cautious but 

definite. It read: "To continue the sizeable strides already made 

to simplify, streamline, and make more efficient the structure of State 

Government not by drastic, disorganizing and abrupt changes, but

33* Cited in Arizona Fax, March 7* 1941.
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step by step in accordance -with the principles of sound
business."34 . .

Its Republican counterpart was more detailed and forthright 

as it stated:

The future of any institution is dependent on its 
ability to adapt itself to changing conditions.

Through the years many departments of our state 
government have become so encumbered with added, and 
in many instances irrelevant and outmoded responsibilities, 
that it has become almost impossible for them to per
form their constitutionally authorized duties with 
efficiency and dispatch.

In many cases lines of command have become so 
involved that control of strategic governmental operations 
has slipped so far from the hands of the people as to be 
practically autonomous.

Recognizing the practical need for carefully planned, 
deliberately thought out reorganization of the affected 
divisions of our government structure, and the elimination 
of unnecessary boards and commissions, we pledge our fullest 
cooperation in working out such a program.35

The special committee, in its report to the legislature on the 

Griffenhagen measures, spoke favorably but somewhat guardedly: "While 

this committee acknowledges the theoretical superiority of the 

Griffenhagen governmental reorganization study, the committee does 

not recommend the complete acceptance of the entire plan, nor does 

it recommend the immediate adoption of all portions of the plan which 

the committee does favor

34. Hatter, op. cit.. p. 456.
35. Ibid., p. 465.
36. Special Legislative Committee on State Operations, "Report 

of the Committee," supplement to Senate Journal. Nineteenth Legislature, 
First Special Session, 1950, p. xi.



As a result of the Griffenhagen report, bills relating to 

reorganization began to be introduced into the legislature. Opposition 

to these bills arose immediately. House member from Maricopa County,

L. S. "Dick" Adams, had this to say on March 30, 1951$

Our objection to these bills springs primarily 
from the fact that in each case appointive positions are 
substituted for elective ones. The joker clause in each 
is that the heads of these departments will be responsible 
to the Governor, instead of the citizens of the state.
For the individual voters it -will mean that they are 
throwing half of their ballot away. For Arizona as a whole, 
it will mean that a patronage empire will be built up which 
will foster a political dynasty, completely dominated by 
the Governor. I would fight that, whether a Democrat or a 
Republican had his feet on the gubernatorial desk.37

Two weeks later, Arizona Plain Talk, a Phoenix weekly, 

contained the following comments

Every real American in Arizona should sharpen his 
pencil or fill his fountain pen and be ready to sign the 
petitions that will soon be in circulation against the 
reorganization, un-American bill recently passed by the 
interest-controlled twentieth legislature under the 
leadership and sponsorship of Ray Langham, speaker of 
the house, and the copper-cattle controlled senate. These 
boys are very smart and certainly intended to pull the wool 
over the eyes of the taxpayers of the state. The 
Griffezihagen boys certainly have a good thing out of 
Arizona. Why don't they go back to Chicago and straighten 
out the mess there, instead of butting into this state?
Where's the tar and feathers?3°

Two other prominent Arizonans made remarks with regard to the Griffen

hagen report which deserve mention. The chaplain of the house of 

representatives, James E. Crutchfield, had this appraisal to make about

37. Arizona Plain Talk. March 30, 1951.

38. Ibid.. April 13, 1951.
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the Griffenhagen reorganizers: "The experience will be worth something 

if it teaches us never again to send back East for some half-baked 

political economists to try to tell us of the free West how to form 

and operate a state government."39 Francis J. Byrnes, member of the 

house of representatives, explained his vote against the creation of 

a department of health, welfare, and correction as follows: "As most

of you know, the Griff enhagen report is a mimeographed report and may 

be purchased by any state or organization that has $10,000. Several 

states did this, but on checking the report, threw it in the wastebasket 

and asked the people for a constitutional convention. . •

On April 20, 1951* Arizona Plain Talk printed a letter to its 

editor from George Ernest, a citizen of Arizona.- It read as follows:

There is little doubt that if Hunt [former governor 
of Arizona George W. P. Hunt] were alive today, he would 
be on the side of those who seek to place a referendum 
on the reorganization bills. He would see in those 
measures an attempt to deprive the people of their right 
to rule their own affairs. . . .

Hunt would identify the legislature as a cold, cynical, 
scheming body that, even as in his day, sought to turn 
control of the voting machinery over to wealthy corporations, 
with the aid of a Republican governor. He would view that 
as a scheme to destroy the constitutional provision for the 
referendum, a clause that he very materially helped to in
corporate in the basic document.m

Early in 1952 the attacks on reorganization measures became 

more bitter. Hal Mitchell, writing in his column, "As it Really Is," 

in Arizona Plain Talk, really poured it on:

39. Ibid.
40. _State of Arizona, Journal of the House, Twentieth Legislature, 

First Regular Session, 1951» p. 248.
41. Arizona Plain Talk, April 20, 1951.
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A brand new whingding far more vicious, pernicious 

and potentially destructive of the democratic processes 
than a similarly attempted gigantic power grab which was 
barely forestalled by initiative petition last year, is 
being steam-rollered through the present session of the 
legislature by a Republican dominated legislative coalition 
in the lower house.

If you haven’t already guessed, I'm speaking of the 
proposed State Government reorganization program passed 
last Monday in the house of representatives, which, if 
it could be slipped over in its entirety on an unsuspecting 
public, would constitute the most colossal Republican 
power steal in this state’s history, setting up an 
essentially fascistic structure from which democracy in 
Arizona might never be freed. ^

On March 21, 1952, Kel Fox, member of the Arizona house of 

representatives, made the following statement upon defeat of a bill 

calling for the reorganization of the department of public instruction:

In my opinion our success in killing this bill should 
be scored to the account of the movement favoring reorganiza
tion through calling a constitutional convention. I believe 
that more and more legislators are becoming disgusted with 
the effort to force governmental reorganization upon the 
people before they have had a chance to give adequate 
consideration to all the issues at stake.^3

Late in 1952 the Apache County Independent-News had this to 

say upon the re-election of Howard Pyle to the governorship:

Unscrambling the centralizing of power, authority, 
and control over the lives of the people that has been 
built up in the last 20 years can’t be done in a couple 
of weeks or even a couple of years. It will have to be 
done a little at a time over a long period. The patient 
is far too sick to be able to stand the shock and strain

42. Ibid., February 22, 1952.

43. Ibid.. March 21, 1952.
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of cutting out all that needs to be removed in one operation.
A series of operations will have to be performed to remove 
one malignant growth here and another there with the patient 
gaining in strength and vigor after each operation.*"

Reorganization referenda had appeared on the ballot in November, 

1952, and had received widespread publicity. The results of the 

balloting indicated an overwhelming popular endorsement. The results 

were as follows: 99*909 in favor of, and 77,308 against, the authoriza

tion of a finance department; 93,664 in favor of, and 76,617 against, 

the authorization of a law department; and 106,172 in favor of, and 

67,099 against, the authorization of a public health and welfare 
department. The public had stamped the concept of reorganization 

with its seal of approval, and as Arizona moved into 1953, the future 

of administrative reorganization appeared promising.^

On May 22, 1953, the Arizona Free Press printed a letter from 

Mrs. Dorothy Kennedy to the editor of the Tucson Daily Citizen. It 

dealt in part with the November, 1952, election:

Governor Pyle is using his high office to force the 
people to carry out the plan of a gang to 'reorganize the 
government of Arizona,' for which many of them ignorantly 
voted in the last election. They certainly did not know 
that they were voting to abolish the elective offices of 
state treasurer, auditor, superintendent of public in
struction, and take the control of schools away from the 
people and their elected trustees and turn them over ab
solutely to a state school board which would buy property, 
build schools, buy all equipment, select textbooks, train 
teachers and appoint them, and appoint and fix salaries of 
any other employees they chose. Now the Governor has the

44. Apache County Independent-News, December 12, 1952.

45. Riggs, o£. cit., p. 50.
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astonishing impudence to urge the people to vote for 
these things.

The same newspaper stressed the feeling that Governor Pyle's 

state government reorganization program was one designed to seize 

political power and that it seemed to have encountered "an impenetrable 

roadblock of public opinion." The editorial went on to say that "too 

much concentration of power in the governor at the sacrifice of the 

democratic process of election of officials by the people" was the 
primary objection to reorganization being mentioned by its opponents.̂ 7

C. L. Sherman of ELfridge, Arizona, in a letter to the editor 
of the Arizona Free Press spoke on behalf of his fellow citizens when 

he wrote: "I wish someone would tell me what Pyle is trying to do. What 

does he want us to believe when he says we people aren't capable of 

electing a superintendent and an auditor?"**®

August 21, 1953» found Democratic national committeeman,

Stephen W. Langmade, delivering a statewide radio address on adminis

trative reorganization. He indicated public opinion was not behind 

the proposals and roundly condemned them:

We know of no crying demand from the citizens of 
the state for the type of reorganization that is now 
proposed. And we are unaware of any constitutional 
defects in the executive branch of our state government 
that demands reorganization.

The whole scheme is premised on the proposition 
that the governor and the state senate are better 
qualified than you /the people/ are to pick those 
chosen to govern, or administer your laws.

. Arizona Free Press. May 22, 1953* 

. Ibid.

. Ibid.

46
4?
48



The surac. and substance of the reorganization program 
sponsored by the Republican administration is simply to do 
away with and abolish free elections in Arizona.^9

About one month later on September 25, 1953, the Arizona Free 

Press carried this editorial which called for the resounding and final 

defeat of reorganization measures in Arizona:

The reins of government are slipping from the hands 
of the people of Arizona. Democracy in our state is on 
the downgrade. The costly totalitarian blueprint bought 
recently from Griffenhagen Associates is the pattern now 
being urged on us by our Governor.

The people should vote No on all the Griffenhagen 
•reorganization' measures. . . .  Our governor does not 
need the power of a dictator in any area, and control 
of the schools must certainly be kept in the hands of the 
people.50

Additional evidence for the concept that public opinion was 

not always behind reorganization is provided by the fact voters re

jected proposals which the legislature had placed on the ballot. These 

proposed the constitution be amended to lengthen the terms of state 

executive officers to four years. It was rejected in 1922, 1933, 1946, 
and 1950.51

In 1958 an independent collateral effort was responsible for 

the placing on the ballot the question of a statewide merit system 

extending to counties and cities. This was done through the efforts 

of the Fraternal Order of Police and met with the same fate as a

49. Ibid.. August 21, 1953.
5°. Ibid., September 25, 1953. See this issue for similar ob

jections to the amendment proposals from many portions of the state.
51. Riggs, op. cit.. p. 37.
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somewhat similar initiative proposal in 1948. It was rejected by a 

vote of 122,071 to 79,651.52
In the concluding remarks of his study Dr. Riggs has observed

that:

No single or simple answer can be given for the failure 
of the movement [for administrative reorganization] in 
Arizona. In 1921 the lack of pressing need was a basic 
reason. The immediate cause of the program*s demise was 
the conjunction of a Democratic house and an important 
measure sponsored by a Republican administration. In 
1933 a widespread demand for economy in government coin
cided with the election of a substantial Democratic majority 
in both houses of the legislature and a Democratic governor 
favorably disposed toward administrative reorganization.
Yet reorganization was thwarted by another combination of 
forces— the legislature*s jealousy of executive encroachment, 
opposition from departments whose independence was 
threatened, and the governor's unwillingness to accept the 
partial reform which was offered. The most recent and most 
nearly successful attempts to secure administrative re
organization were caught up in a whirlpool of opposition 
generated by unfortunate factional conflicts, political 
partisanship, obstruction of groups of job and office 
holders, and the push of special interests who feared the 
loss of favored positions under the status quo. In this 
effort, as in earlier ones, the opposition was strengthened 
by those who honestly feared centralization of administrative 
power and who had no faith in the efficacy of proposed 
reforms.53

Although public opinion is extremely difficult to assess 
accurately, it would appear from the foregoing discussion that most 

administrative reorganization proposals, once they have been explained 

clearly to the people, have had the hearty endorsement of a majority 

of Arizona voters. In the state's early years the people just did not 

understand the theory behind administrative reorganization, and regarded

• State of Arizona, Session Laws. 1959, p. 385. 

. Riggs, o£. cit.. p. 64.
52

53
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reform proposals as ones that would usurp their right to choose and 

elect state officials and eventually culminate in a dictatorship. 

Gradually the people acquired greater sophistication with regard to 

problems in government administration and organization and began to 

realize that through administrative reform they could gain greater 

control over their state government, rather than less. The principal 

reason for this change would seen to be an increase! awareness of 

both the public and the proponents of reform for proper education 

and communication on reorganization theory. Administrative reorganiza

tion, if given extensive favorable and educational publicity throughout 

the state, although not assured of success by any means, can have 

the strong and enlightened support of the people in its struggle to 
become a reality. The fourth and fifth chapters of this thesis carry 

a discussion of methods for increasing still further the public*s 

understanding of the meaning of administrative reorganization in both 

theory and practice.

The second section of this chapter presents a short discussion 

of the principles of administrative organization; a "model” executive 

branch is then constructed through the use of these generally recognized 
principles.

H .  THE CONSTRUCTED "MODEL"

Principles of Administrative Organization

Marshall Dimock, inai article titled "Administrative Efficiency 

within a Democratic Polity," attempted to allay the fear— still 

prevalent (as we have seen above) in governmental as well as
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non-governmental circles— that more efficient methods of administration 

means less liberty for the people. His argument maintained that:

Democracy and efficiency can be made to work in harmony 
without weakening either. It is not an easy blend to make 
and there are many chances of failure. But if we allow our 
democratic mechanisms to fall into a state of disrepair, 
then people are likely to become impatient and apt to welcome 
a minority rule which they hope will improve the situation.
Sincere believers in democracy may well come to confuse 
laxity and loose organization with a democratic environment.
On the other hand, efficiency for efficiency’s sake is a 
dangerous doctrine and may unwittingly lead a country toward 
minority rule and an unbearable regimentation.

The philosophical insights required for a successful 
blend are these: Avoid extremes in either case; take the
best in each and combine them; analyze how government may 
correct economic disequilibriums induced by revolutionary 
technological change and destructive wars, then see to it 
that the governmental mechanism is adequate to the task; 
strengthen the legislature by strengthening its functions 
and improving its efficiency; fortify the administrative 
machine by keeping it responsible and democratic, in 
spirit as well as in relationship.5^

Edward Hobbs, in his book, Executive Reorganization in the 

National Government, indicates what can be expected in a review of 

general studies on administrative reorganization in the way of any 

concrete set of principles. He admits all the so-called principles 

of administrative organization are open to malleability of interpre

tation and application, and to some extent, modification and difference 

of opinion are reflected in the essential dissimilarities of the studies 

that have been scrutinized. He further observes that while there was 

a large amount of similarity among the various recommendations, there

54. Marshall Dimock, “Administrative Efficiency in a Democratic 
Polity, ” New Horizons in Public Administration: A Symposium (University, 
Alabama: University of Alabama Press, 1945), pp."42-4-3.
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were variations; yet every author of a reorganization proposal claimed 

to be applying the identical set of principles to almost the same 

subject. Nevertheless, Hobbs continues, they do constitute a set of 

rules, which, if liberally respected in organizational creations and 

reintegrations, will usually make for a more stable and harmonious 

operation within the metes and bounds of the potentialities of rational 

organization. Referring to these rules as "useful standards" or "guides" 
which can be placed in public administration, he closed by observing 

that the challenge to the art of administration is the job of improving
them.55

With the assurance from Dimock, Hobbs, and others that 

principles of administrative organization are valid, those principles 

which seem to be most appropriate for this present study of the governor 

and his powers are set forth to construct an "image" of the ideal state 

executive branch.

Term of Offi.ce

The governor in a model executive branch would be elected by 

popular vote of the qualified electorate of the state for a four-year 
terra, and would be allowed to succeed himself at least once. Authority 

for the above concept is found in a number of source materials, among 

them the book, Major Problems in State Constitutional Revision, edited 

by W. Brooke Graves of the American University. On the subject of the 

governor*s term of office Professor Graves has this to say: "The

55. Edward H. Hobbs, Executive Reorganization in the National 
Government (University, Mississippi: University of Mississippi Bureau 
of Public Administration, 1953)* P« 97.



desirability of a four-year term now generally is accepted and all 

recent constitutional changes have been from a shorter term to the 

four-year term. Only fifteen states still retain the two-year term 

and Minnesota will go to a four-year term in 1962."'^ In an article 

on state administrative reorganization which appeared in the American 

Political Science Review of August, 1922, Professor John Mathews 

represented the typical thinking on the subject by indicating the 

four-year term is desirable so the governor may be supplied with an 

adequate opportunity for the planning and carrying out of a construc

tive program.57 Alfred E. Smith, one of the greatest practicing 

politicians of this century, has been quoted as saying— in an age when 

problems were far less complex than those which face the state 

governor of today— "The man doesn't live who can understand the job 

in his first two y e a r s . A d d i t i o n a l  support from non-professionals 

is indicated by this editorial comment found in the Nation:

Two years is obviously too short a time to permit of 
the deliberate and undisturbed carrying out of large policies 
of governmental improvement. If it be objected that the 
election of a bad governor for a term of four years would 
be a serious public misfortune, the sufficient answer is 
the fact that this would naturally be so appreciated by 
the public that both the nomination and the election of 
an unfit person would be rendered far more improbable than 
it is at present. With voters called upon to make the choice 
only at the long interval of four years, and with the 
knowledge that the consequences of a bad choice would be

56. W. Brooke Graves (ed.), Major Problems in State Constitu
tional Revision (Brattleboro, Vermont: The Vermont Printing Company, 
I960), pp. 191-192.

57. John M. Mathews, "State Administrative Reorganization," 
American Political Science Review. XVI (August, 1922), 397.

58. Desmond, loc. cit
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so serious, the standard of qualification demanded in a 
contest for the Governorship would be sure to be considerably 
higher than it is at present. Let us base the Governorship 
on the idea of giving a good Governor a chance to show what 
he can do,and not on the idea of getting rid of a bad one in 
short order.59

These arguments indicate the principle of the longer term has been 

firmly established in any sound reorganization plan.

The problem of whether the governor should be able to succeed 
himself in office, or whether he can succeed himself more than once, 

was somewhat more difficult to resolve into the principle enumerated 
at the beginning of this section. Support for the proposal of allowing 

the governor to be re-elected to serve for an additional term is found 

in a report on the 1958 Governor*s Conference, which appeared in State 
Government. It indicated that: "A show of hands by the Governors 

confirmed that . • . a majority— whether with four or two-year terms—  

can succeed themselves."^ The chairman of the discussion in which the 

above show of hands was taken, Governor Robert Meyner of New Jersey, 

summarized the results by stating it would be safe to say that there 

is a tendency to extend the term of Governors and to allow them to 
succeed themselves in office.

The extension of the above concept to one of allowing the 

governor to serve an unlimited number of terms seems not to have 
attracted much support. Louis E. Lambert, writing in Major Problems

59* "Question of the Single Term," Nation, 101 (July 29, 1915),
136.

60. "The Business of Being Governor," State Government. XXXI 
(Summer, 1958), 148.

61. Ibid.
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in State Constitutional Revision, points out that: " . . .  neither 

Missouri nor New Jersey, the states which most recently revised their 

constitutions, adopted unlimited succession. . . .  The limitation placed 

upon the presidential term by the Twenty-second Amendment • • • suggests 

that there is considerable opposition to the idea of unlimited succession, 

although twenty-four states'still permit it."^ This seems to represent 

the apprehension that exists only with respect to the proposal of un
limited succession, and it appears safe to state there is a tendency 

among the forces of reorganization to allow governors to succeed 

themselves for at least one additional term of office.

Time of Election

There has been general agreement on the proposal that the governor 

not be elected during years of presidential elections. The following 

reasoning is representative: "It seems desirable to separate state 

politics from national and to elect the governor . . .  upon state issues 

uninfluenced by the glamour of a presidential candidate or by grievances 

against a national administration. . . .  It. permits the voters to focus 

on state candidates and their programs and not be overwhelmed by the 

drama of electing a president. The National Municipal League*s 

Committee on State Government has placed in its Model State Constitution 
a section that provides for the time of election for state chief 

executives which reads as follows: "The governor shall be elected at

62. Graves, op. cat., p. 192.

63. Ibid.



the regular election in each alternate odd-numbered year, beginning 
64in 19__• . • This provision seems highly desirable for incor

poration into the present model.

The Executive Powers

Alexander Hamilton, writing in the Federalist, makes the 

following statement with regard to the Presidency:

A feeble Executive implies a feeble execution of the 
government. A feeble execution is but another phrase for 
a bad execution; and a government ill executed, whatever 
it may be in theory, must be, in practice, a bad government.

Taking it for granted, therefore, that all men of 
sense will agree in the necessity of an energetic 
Executive, it will only remain to inquire, what are the 
ingredients which well constitute this energy? How far 
can they be combined with those other ingredients which 
constitute safety in the republican senset^S

All orthodox administrative reorganization proponents recognized 

the reasoning contained in the above observation also could be applied 

to the American state governor. As a consequence-of this realization, 

they have recommended principles which provide for the strengthening 

of the governor's executive powers. • In his article, "Some New 

Approaches to State Administrative Reorganization," W. Brooke Graves 
reasons: "The plea for a stronger governor is simply a plea for the 

leadership and direction that are essential if any large administrative 

operation is to be conducted smoothly and efficiently. No enterprise, 

either public or private, can function well with a multiplicity of

64. Committee on State Government, Model State Constitution
(New York: National Municipal League, 1959)* Article V, Section jOl, p. 9*. ’ • - - - ■

6$, Alexander Hamilton, The Federalist. No. 70 (New York:
The Modern library, 1941), p. 455.
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chiefs and no co-ordination. The strong executive is a neces

sity. . Another noted political scientist, John H. Mathews,

presents a slightly different approach which emphasizes the factor 

of public influence:

The significance of the increasing influence of the 
governor lies in the fact that through him the people 
have found a means of controlling the formulation of public 
policy. The concentration of large power in the hands of 
a single responsible officer no longer excites fear of 
tyranny, but is seen to be a step towards true democracy.
Government becomes, if not by the people, at least for the 
people.6?

The elimination of most of the elective administrative officials 

by shortening the ballot is one of the most significant of a number of 

recommendations for methods through which the governor’s authority can 

be increased. The reasoning underlying this principle is set forth 

plainly in a study made by the Council of State Governments on the 

reorganization of state government: MA long ballot detracts public

attention from the governor as the chief executive of the administration. 

Independent, elective department heads are potentially a source of 

administrative friction and confusion in that their functions are more 

difficult to co-ordinate with the rest of the administration."^® 

Professor John Mathews adds further authority for the principle when 

he states: "It is generally agreed that the short ballot should be 

adopted as one of the main features of a reorganized state administrative

66. W. Brooke Graves, "Some New Approaches to State Adminis
trative Reorganization," Western Political Quarterly, IX (September, 
1956), 747-748.

67. John M. Mathews, "The New Role of the Governor," American 
Political Science Review. VI (May, 1912), 227.

68. Council of State Governments, op. cit.. p. 4.



system, not primarily for the purpose of lessening the burden upon

the voter, but mainly for the purpose of integrating the administration

and concentrating responsibility.”^  Pointed out by Thomas Desmond

in his article, ”To Help Governors Govern,” is the fact that even the

State Printer in Kansas and Nevada and Delaware*s Qyster Revenue

Collector are elected by the people, and ”that many such elective

officials, although nominally on the Governor’s ’team,* spend most

of their time plotting to unseat him. "7^ Desmond continues by quoting

one chief executive’s confession that seventy per cent of his time
is spent picking the daggers out of his back each morning that had

been thrust there during the night by other ambitious elected state 
71officials.' Another oft-mentioned argument for the short ballot 

is that when many officers must run for election there is a tendency 

to excessive attention on campaigning, which prevents placing complete 

attention to administrative duties.

Closely related to the short ballot principle is the concept 

of centralizing administrative control in the governor by consolidating 

many agencies into a few large functional departments. Each of these 

departments would be headed by one individual appointed by, and responsible 

to, the governor.There is widespread agreement that the number of

69. John M. Mathews, "State Administrative Reorganization,” 
American Political Science Review , XVI (August, 1922), 392.

70. Desmond, loc, cit.
71. Ibid.
72. "Organization and Reorganization of State Governments,"

State Government. XXHE (August, 1950)> 178.
73• William H. Edwards, "Has State Reorganization Succeeded?," 

State Government. XI (October, 1938), 183.

44
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departments should fall somewhere within the nine to twenty range. 

Twenty has definitely been established as the maximum number that should
rph

be allowed.' Much authority exists for the concept that these

department heads be removable by the governor. ̂

George Dem, when Governor of Utah in the early 1930*s,

supported the appointment and removal of department heads concept,

using the following example to illustrate his argument:

The Attorney-General of the United States, who is 
the lawyer of the National Government, is appointed by 
the President, and is therefore in harmonious relationship 
with the Chief Executive, but in most of the States the 
Attorney-General is elected by the people, so that he is 
not only independent of the Chief Executive, but may be 
actually hostile to him. Why should not the Governor select 
his own legal advisor, so as to be sure of having a lieutenant 
of whose ability he is satisfied and upon whose co-operation 
and loyalty he can depend??̂

?4. A. E. Buck, The Reorganization of State Governments in the 
United States (New York: Columbia University Press, 1938), p. 17.

Committee on State Government, 0£. cit.. Article V, Section
506, p. 9»

W. Brooke Graves (ed.), Ma.jor Problems in State Constitutional 
Revision (Brattleboro, Vermont: The Vermont Printing Company, i960), 
pp. 194-195.

Byron R. Abernathy, Some Persisting Questions Concerning the 
Constitutional State Executive (Governmental Research Series No. 23. 
Lawrence, Kansas: University of Kansas Governmental Research Center, I960), p. 74.

75. Committee on State Government, op. cit.. Article V, 
Section 506, p. 10.

Graves, op. cit.. p. 194.
Mathews, op. cit.. pp. 396-397.
76. Bern, op. cit.. p. 12.



He goes on to say, using principles of private business to 

lace his statements, that:

If we accept the principle that the Governor shall be 
the general manager we must also adopt the rule which 
is inviolable in private business that he should have the 
right to hire and fire. A general manager who can not select 
his own subordinates is a joke in the business world. Of 
course, this only refers to the responsible heads of 
departments and would not interfere with civil service.''

It has been proposed and received with wide acceptance that 

department heads serve at the pleasure of the chief executive, rather 

than being appointed for definite terms of office.7® This would make 

them more responsible to the governor and remove the ticklish problem 

of control over those who would not be serving co-terminous with the 

governor.

The governor’s generally vague “supreme executive power?* 

should be rounded out with other specific grants of authority similar 

to those set out in the 1959 Model State Constitution:

Executive and Administrative Powers. The governor 
shall take care that the laws are faithfully executed, 
and to this end shall have power, by appropriate action 
or proceeding brought in the name of the state in any of 
the judicial or administrative tribunals or agencies of 
the state or any of its civil divisions, to enforce compliance 
with any constitutional or legal mandate, or restrain viola
tion of any constitutional or legal duty or right by any 
department, office, or agency of the state or any of its 
civil divisions; but this power shall not be construed to 
authorize any action or proceeding against the legislature.

77. Ibid., p. 15.
78. Buck, o£. cit., p. 19.

Mathews, op. cit., pp. 396-397•
W. E. Waltz, "Arizona’s Administrative Government," 

Arizona Historical Review. V H  (January, 1936), 30.
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He shall commission all officers of the state. He 

may at any time require information, in writing or otherwise, 
from the officers of any administrative department, office 
or agency upon any subject relating to their respective offices.
He shall be commander-in-chief of the armed forces of the 
state (except when they shall be called into the service of 
the United States), and may call then out to execute the 
laws, to suppress insurrection or to repel invasion.79

The overwhelming majority of proposed reorganization plans

call for the establishment of appropriate staff agencies which are

responsible to the governor. It is maintained these will cause

administrative standards to rise throughout the organizational

machinery and allow the governor to direct the administration in

accordance with his policies and those prescribed by the legislature.

These agencies are set forth in Reorganizing State Government and

equip the governor with the following assistance:

1. An adequate personal office staff, which shall include

personal advisers, administrative assistants, and appropriate secretarial

help.

2. A cabinet which will be composed of the heads of administra

tive departments, clearly responsible to the chief executive.®®

79• Committee on State Government, op. cit.. Article V,
Section 503, p. 9«

Council of State Governments, op. cit.. p. 4.
Graves, op. cit.. pp. 193-194.

80. Although virtually every reorganization plan contains the 
principle of the executive cabinet (and for this reason it was included 
in the model), Louis Lambert, writing in Major Problems in State 
Constitutional Revision has put forth, on page 195, an argument against 
the principle, which is worth considerable thought: MA governor's 
'cabinet' is frequently mentioned in textbooks and administrative
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3» A central budget office, with proper authority to prepare an 

executive budget.

4. A central accounting office, whose purpose will be to 

prescribe an accounting system, allot funds which have been appropriated, 

pre-audit expenditures, and draw up final account settlements.

5. A central personnel office, which will connect a technically 

solid merit system to the office of the chief executive for the general 
purpose of overall co-ordination. Another function would be to provide 
the governor with advice on trends and future needs.

The best principle of reorganization regarding these staff
agencies and aids provides for the establishment of a department of

administration, to include all but the cabinet and personal staff of 
82the governor. This department would be supervised by a chief director 

and made up of such divisions as budget, accounting and pre-auditing, 

personnel, purchasing, and planning. Each of these divisions would 

have its own director. Since they would all be operating in an intimate 

relationship with the chief executive, these directors as well as the 
chief director would serve at the pleasure of the governor by appointment. 

The chief director would be directly responsible to the governor;

reorganization plans. So far as the writer can determine in no state 
has a cabinet become a permanent feature, though it has been tried 
a number of times and discarded. Since the recommended power over 
department heads would allow the governor to call all or any number 
of them into conference at any time, it seems neither necessary nor 
desirable to include a provision for a cabinet in the constitution.11

81. Council of State Governments, loc. cit.

82. Graves, opi. cit.. p. 195*



the division heads would be responsible in turn to the chief
director.

Minnesota had its Department of Administration evaluated by 

Harold L. Henderson in the article, "How a State Can be Managed," 

with the following words:

. . .  Minnesota has made substantial progress during 
the last seven years in keeping its fiscal picture in 
balance, in improving its business methods, and in managing 
the various activities of the State Government. The 
Legislature is far better informed as to the financial 
problems of the state and, therefore, is in a position to do 
a far better job of appropriating funds and raising revenues.
The business of the state is now done out in the open and 
the public and the press are fairly well aware of what is 
taking place at the capitol.8%

The budget receives attention from reorganization proponents, 

and the following quote embodies their most prominent recommendations 

and seems to fit the model quite well:

Budgeting plays a significant role in the leadership 
function of the governor. . . .  In addition to providing 
for the usual powers of the governor over an executive 
budget, it is recommended that the legislature not be 
permitted to increase the amount of an appropriation item 
(though it may decrease or eliminate the item) and that its 
power to add new items be restricted. The bills embodying 
the budget should be passed before any other appropriations 
are considered. . . .  A quarterly allotment system for 
budget execution also should be provided, as well as an 
authorization to the governor to reduce appropriated funds 
to departments when revenues fall below estimates. The 
chief model for these recommendations is the constitutional

83. Ibid.

84. Harold L. Henderson, "How a State Can be Managed," 
National Municipal Review. XXXV (November, 1946), 524.

For a similar report on the Michigan Department of 
Administration see: Perkins, John A., and Frank M. Landers, "Michigan 
Seeks Better Management," State Government. XXI (September, 1948), 
184-188, 196-197.



budget authority of the Governor of New York. The effective
ness of this system is attested to by Professor lynton K.
Caldwell.

Representative of the reasoning with respect to the principle 

of an executive cabinet is this statement! " . . .  the heads of the 

executive departments could be formed into a body of advisors or 

governor* s cabinet for formulating the policies and planning the 

general work-program of the administration, upon the analogy of the 

cabinet officers in the national government." A. E. Buck indicates 

the cabinet has been found to be a most desirable feature in many 
state administrations:

In the management of integrated state administration, 
some of our ablest governor have found cabinet meetings 
almost indispensable. As a rule, such meetings are held 
regularly, at least once a month. The administrative work 
and budgetary requirements of each department are discussed 
at these meetings. Practical methods are devised and applied 
to further co-operation in and co-ordination of work, and 
to eliminate duplication and overlapping of functions between 
j/[sicjFthe various departments.

Plural-headed agencies, such as boards and commissions, are
88undesirable as purely administrative agencies.00 Basic reasoning for

85. Graves.,loc. cit.

lynton K. Caldwell, The Government and Administration of 
New York (New York: Thomas Y. Crowell, 1954), pp. 229-236.

86. Mathews, ojj, cit.. pp. 392-393•

8?. Buck, op. cit.. pp. 26-27.

88. Waltz, loc. cit.

Council of State Governments, op. cit., pp. 4-5.
Arthur N. Holcombe, State Government in the United States 

(New York: The Macmillan Company, 1926), p. 305*



such a principle appears in Reorganizing State Government:

Plural-headed agencies tend toward lethargy, indecision, 
and an undesirable diffusion of responsibility. Where a 
variety of experience and opinion needs to be brought to 
bear on problems at the administrative level, it can be 
supplied in most cases by an advisory board which will 
counsel but not detract from the authority and responsibility 
of a single administrator. In cases where an agency has 
significant quasi-legislative or qua si-judicial functions, 
a board can be justified, but the operating affairs of the 
agency should be administered through a single executive.
On the operating level the affairs of plural-headed agencies 
should be integrated as far as possible with the rest of 
the executive branch. 9

The Legislative Powers

Proposals for increasing the governor* s legislative powers 
have been the subject of almost complete agreement in reorganization 

plans. These proposals can be summarized to include the following:

1. The right of the governor to address a joint session of 
the legislature early in the legislative deliberations for the purpose 

of outlining his legislative program. He should be allowed to address 

legislators in the event of an emergency and make appropriate re
commendations of policy.90

2. The governor should have the item veto that can be 
overridden only by a two-thirds majority in each house.

3. The amounts of legislation passed in each legislative 

session and its increasing complexity suggests the governor should be 

allowed at least fifteen days to determine his action on a bill.

89. Council of State Governments, loc. cit.
90. The proposal included in many reorganization plans that 

the governor and department heads be allowed to sit in the legislature 
(without vote) and introduce and debate bills has attracted little 
support, and it seemed appropriate not to include it in the model.
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4. After the legislature has adjourned, the chief executive 

should be allowed a longer period to decide whether bills passed in 
the final days of the session shall become law. A period of forty-five 

days seems to be reasonable and has been adopted by New Jersey.

To go with his power to call special sessions of the 
legislature, he should be able to determine what business is to be 

considered and to confine legislators exclusively to that business.91

The chief executive who heads up our model executive branch 

of state government is well described in this paragraph:

A strong governor with an integrated administrative 
system, with appointive department heads responsible to 
him, with a strong staff to aid him in controlling the 
administrative machinery, even with effective tools for 
legislative leadership, does not have the powers of a 
dictator. He can be checked by the legislative and judicial 
branches of the government. Elements in the political system 
also will operate to check him if he or his immediate sub
ordinates act in a way that appears detrimental to the public 
interest. Such a governor will be down front, center 
stage, with the spotlight on him all of the time. He 
will be answerable to the public for his own conduct and 
that of his subordinates. He will have to accept the 
blame for failures, but he can lead his state government 
not only with efficiency but perhaps even with courage, 
imagination, and vision.92

The next chapter of this study examines the legal and political- 

traditional powers of the Arizona governor. A brief discussion of 

the development and present adequacy of the governor’s immediate 
staff is included.

91. Graves, op. cit., pp. 192-193, provided the structure for 
this set of legislative power concepts.

92. Graves, ojj. cit.. p. 199.



CHAPTER III

THE LEGAL-POLITICAL 

POWERS AND OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

The governor’s legal powers are based upon constitutional and 

statutory grants of authority, decisions handed down by the Arizona 

Supreme Court intended to clarify and interpret the law, and opinions 
of the state attorney general. In addition to his legal powers the 

governor of Arizona possesses powers of a political and traditional 

nature. These will be examined in this chapter, and, lastly, the 

development and present adequacy of the governor's immediate office 

staff will be studied.

It should be noted here that no attempt is made, until the 

fourth chapter, to discuss the nature or effectiveness of these 

various powers. The fourth chapter of this study contains an examina

tion of these powers as they may differ in practice from their Mon 
paper" appearance.

I. THE LEGAL POWERS

Constitutional powers

The Arizona Constitution does not confer upon the governor the 

title of chief executive; it merely names him as one of the officers 

of the executive department: "The Executive Department shall consist of

53
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Governor, Secretary of State, State Auditor, State Treasurer, Attorney 

General, and Superintendent of Public Instruction . . . As is

evident later, the governor cannot be considered to be much more than 

first among equals. Each of these constitutional officers is elected 

for two-year terms beginning on the first Monday of January of the 

odd-numbered years. Each officer must be twenty-five years of age, 

a citizen of the United States for ten years and of the state for five 
years preceding his election to office, and must have the ability to 
read, write, speak, and understand the English language sufficiently 

well to conduct the duties of the office without the aid of an
interpreter.^

The governor is commander-in-chief of the state militia, except 

when such forces shall be called into the service of the United States.3 

The governor"shall transact all executive business with the officers 

of the Government, civil and military, and may require information 

in writing from the officers in the Executive Department upon any 

subject relating to the duties of their respective offices."^ He is 

charged with the responsibility of seeing to it that all laws are 

faithfully executed.5 Arizona's Supreme Court has held that,". . . the

1. Arizona, Constitution. Art. 5> sec.l.

2. Ibid., Art. 5» sec. 2; Art. 20, Eighth.

3. Ibid.. Art. 5» sec. 3.

4. Ibid.. Art. 5» sec. 4.

5 Ibid
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Governor alone, and not the Attorney General, is responsible for the 

supervision of the executive department and is obligated and empowered 

to protect the interests of the people and the State by taking care 

that the laws are faithfully executed.

There are no restrictions on the number of terms a governor 
may serve, and he is subject to recall or impeachment in the same 

manner as any other state official.7

With regard to succession to the governorship the Constitution 
provides:

In the event of the death of the Governor, or his 
resignation, removal from office, or permanent disability 
to discharge the duties of the office, the Secretary of 
State, if holding by election, shall succeed to the office 
of Governor until his successor shall be elected and shall 
qualify. If the Secretary of State be holding otherwise than 
by election, or shall fail to qualify as Governor, the 
Attorney General,.the State Auditor, the State Treasurer, 
or the Superintendent of Public Instruction, if holding 
by election, shall, in the order named, succeed to the 
office of Governor. The taking of the oath of office as 
Governor by any person specified in this section shall 
constitute resignation from the office by virtue of the 
holding of which he qualifies as Governor. Any successor 
to the office shall become Governor in fact and entitled to 
all of the emoluments, powers and duties of Governor upon 
taking the oath of office.

In the event of the impeachment of the Governor, his 
absence from the State, or other temporary disability 
to discharge the duties of the office, the powers and 
duties of the office of Governor shall devolve upon the 
same person as in case of vacancy, but only until the 
disability ceases.°

6. Arizona State Land Department v. McFate. 87 Aria. 139. 
348 P. 2d 912 (i960).

7. Arizona, Constitution. Art. 8, Part 1, sec. 1; Part 2, 
secs. 1, 2.

8. Ibid., Art. 5> sec. 6.
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The above section is an amendment referred to the people by the 
legislature and approved at a special election on November 2, 1948, 

becoming effective the twenty-second of the same month. It came as 

a reaction to a 1948 decision of the Arizona Supreme Court which inter

preted the original succession provision in the Constitution in a 

manner to which the legislature and public could not agree. In DeConcini 
v. Garvey, the court declared that upon the death of the governor 

(Sidney P. Osborn) the secretary of state (Dan Garvey) did not become 

vested with the office of governor, but merely the duties of the 

governor's office devolved upon him to be performed as "acting governor." 

In answer to the further query as to whether the secretary of state 

was entitled to additional compensation as acting governor, the court 

continued by stating he was not since an obligation of his office was 

to act as governor in contingencies provided for by the Constitution.^ 

The constitutional amendment provides that the person succeeding to 

the post of governor shall be in fact the governor and be entitled 

to compensation as such.

As provided in the Constitution, the governor must "communicate, 
by message, to the Legislature at every session the condition of the 

State, and recommend such matters as he shall deem expedient,"^® He 

is empowered to call a special session, whenever in his judgment it is 

advisable. He must specify the subjects to be considered by the 

legislature in his call for such a special session, and no laws may

9. DeConcini v. Garvey. 6? Ariz. 304, 195 P. 2d 153 (1948).
10. Arizona, Constitution. Art. 5> sec. 4.
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be enacted in special session except those relating to the subjects 

mentioned in the call.^- In State v. Versluis, the court held that: 

"There can be no doubt that unless a law passed at a special session 

is germane to some subject within the call, the Legislature is without 

power to pass it. . . . However, it is not necessary that the call 

should go into great detail on the subjects included therein. . .

. After receiving a bill, passed by the legislature, the governor

has five days (Sunday excepted) in which to exercise his veto power, if 

the legislature is still in session, and ten days (Sundays excepted) if 
the legislature has adjourned. The governor may either sign a bill 

into law or exercise his veto power. If he fails to take any action 

within these prescribed time limits, the bill becomes law without 

his signature. The Constitution requires the governor to return a 

vetoed bill to the house of its origin with a message explaining 

his disapproval. If the legislature no longer is in session, the 

governor files the bill with his objections with the secretary of 

s t a t e . T h e  governor does not have the "pocket veto power." In a

11. Ibid.. Art. 4, Part 2, sec. 3»
It should be noted here that the legislature can, in 

effect, call itself into special session by presenting a petition 
bearing the signatures of not less than two-thirds of the members of 
each house to the governor. This petition must request that he call 
a special session and designate the date of the convening. Upon 
receipt of such a petition, the governor must call a special session 
to assemble on the specified date. At such a special session the 
subjects which may be considered cannot be limited, (see Arizona, 
Constitution. Art. 4, Part 2, sec. 1 (3).).

12. State v. Versluis. 58 Ariz. 368, 120 P. 2d 410 (1941).
13« Arizona, Constitution, Art. 5» sec. ?•
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19^5 case, the court held that all laws, including repealing laws, 

must have the approval of both legislative houses and the governor 

through non-exercise of his veto power.^ After reconsideration by 

the house or senate, the disapproved bill may be allowed to stand as 

vetoed by the governor, or the veto may be overridden by a two-thirds 

vote of both houses of the legislature. Baergency measures require a 

three-fourths vote of both houses to override the veto. In 1915 the 

attorney-general of the state wrote this interesting and revealing 
opinion with reference to the emergency clause:

You /Governor George W. P. Hun£7 ask my * opinion con
cerning whether this bill is so directly vital to the public 
health, peace, and safety as to justify its adoption under 
the emergency clause. * I must reply that this is a matter 
which appears by decisions to be directed solely to the dis
cretion and judgment of the law-making power. The legislature 
having made the declaration, in a separate section, that the 
act in question is to *preserve the public peace, health 
and safety, * they have pronounced their judgment thereon.

As the proposed act is now before you, your powers and 
responsibilities in the premises are as full and complete 
as any member of either House of the Legislature. The courts 
have repeatedly held, by a long line of decisions, and it is 
no longer a question, that while engaged in considering bills 
which have passed the Legislature and which are presented to 
the Governor for approval or disapproval, in acting thereon, 
he acts in a legislative capacity and not as an executive and 
he is, for that purpose, a part of the legislative department 
of the State. . . .  Therefore, it is within.the province 
of the Governor to pass upon every section and provision of 
the bill, the whole of the Act, and determine the wisdom of 
its provisions, including the necessity of its passage as an 
emergency measure, and whether it is, in fact, a measure to 
preserve the public peace, health and safety, as expressed 
in the emergency provision of the bill.15

14. McDonald v. Frohmiller. 63 Ariz. 4?9, 163 P. 2d 6?1 (1945). 
Arizona, Constitution. Art. 4, Part 2, sec. 12.

15. Arizona, Opinions of the Attorney General (1915-16), 
January 28, 1915, pp. 7-8.
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In Clark v. Boyce, the court ruled that an emergency measure 

retained by the governor without action for ten days after adjournment 

of the legislature took immediate effect, notwithstanding the con

stitutional provision requiring emergency measures to be passed by 

two-thirds vote of the legislature and approved by the governor. 

(Bnphasis supplied). Their reasoning was that, since an emergency 

measure is a bill, it could become law in the same manner as ordinary 

measures— by express approval of the governor, by passage over his veto, 

or by the governor's failure to return the bill within the prescribed 

time limit. In the same case the court also made the following 

interpretation. It was ruled Constitution, Article 5> section 7, 

relating to the governor's power to approve or veto a bill, is 

applicable to emergency as well as ordinary measures notwithstanding 

.the provision which states the above section shall not apply to 

emergency measures as referred to in section one of the Article on 

the legislative department. Such provision, said the court, in view 

of section one, has reference merely to the preceding sentence re

lating to the reconsideration and passage of bills over the governor's
veto. 3-6

The Arizona Constitution grants the governor an additional 

veto power generally referred to as the "item veto." This provides 

that in any bill presented to the governor containing several items 

of appropriations of money, he may object to one or more of such items

16. Clark v. Boyce. 20 Ariz. 5^, 185 P. 136 (1919).

Also see Mouer v. Mann. 20 Ariz. 568, 185 P. 146 (1919)
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"while approving other sections of the bill. In such a case, at the 

time he signs the bill, he appends a statement of the item or items 

which he declines to approve, together with his reason. Such an item 

veto may be overridden in the usual manner.I?
The Arizona Supreme Court, in Callaghan v. Boyce, ruled that 

the term, "item," in Article 5» section 7» of the Constitution means 

the particulars, the details, or the distinct and severable parts of 

a bill. Consequently, the governor*s veto of appropriations for various 

departments contained in a general appropriations bill is a veto of 

separate items, and carries with it provisions in such bills for the 

repeal of previous appropriations. The same decision stated that the 

governor’s veto of the portion of an item of an appropriation bill 

which was intended to repeal another statute, but left the appro

priation, was unavailing, the two being inseparable.^

Fairfield v. Foster reaffirmed this interpretation by main

taining the governor cannot veto a condition or proviso of an 

appropriation, while allowing the appropriation itself to stand.19 

This decision illustrates the court’s belief that the legislative 

construction of a constitution, while sometimes given weight, particu

larly if acquiesced in for many years, is of no weight where it involves 
limitation of the constitutional control of a coordinate branch of the 

government over the legislature, as in the case of the limitation of

17* Arizona, Constitution. Art. 5> sec. 7*

18. Callaghan v. Boyce. 17 Ariz. 433, 153 P. 773 (1915).

19 Fairfield v. Foster. 25 Ariz. 146, 214 P. 319 (1924)
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the governor*s power to veto. The court quotes from Coomonwealth v. 
Barnett in its decision:

The legislature, in framing and passing a bill, had 
full control over every subject . . .  that it contained, 
and the Governor, as a co-ordinate branch of the law-making 
power, was entitled to at least a negative of the same extent.
But by joining a number of different subjects in one bill the 
Governor was put under compulsion to accept some enactments 
that he could not approve, or to defeat the whole, including 
others that he thought desirable or even necessary.20

The court remarked that one could see the above situation in 

every session of Congress. The annual "pork barrel" is presented to 

the President, and he is under the necessity of signing it without 

"dotting an i or crossing a t," or suspend the operations of a necessary 

department of the government. The court then quotes again from 
Commonwealth v. Barnett:

In ordinary bills the single subject is a unit which 
admits of approval or disapproval as a whole, without 
serious inconvenience, even though some of the details may 
not be acceptable. But every appropriation, though it be 
for a single purpose, necessarily presents two considerations 
almost equally material, namely, the subject and the amount.
The subject may be approved on its merits, and yet the amount 
- disapproved. . . .  If the Legislature, by putting purpose, 
subject, and amount inseparably together, and calling them 
an *item, * -can coerce the Governor to approve the whole or 
none, then the old evil is revived which this section was 
intended to destroy.21

The court concludes its opinion by stating, "it cannot be 

questioned that the preceding quotations state the evil which our 

Constitution makers wished to prevent. In plain English, they wished

20. Ibid.

21, Ibid
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the Governor to have the right to object to the expenditure of money

for a specified purpose and amount, without being under the necessity

of at the same time refusing to agree to another expenditure which met
o p  " -his entire approval.11

The Constitution prohibits the governor from extending his 

veto power to any bill passed by the legislature and referred to the 

people of the state for adoption or rejection. ̂3 Nor does he have the 

veto with reference to initiative measures which have been approved by 

a majority vote of the qualified electors of the state.^ But a pro

posed amendment to the State Constitution, which has appended to it any 

measure essentially legislative or statutory in character by the 

legislature, must be submitted to the governor for his approval before 
it can become law.^

All commissions must be issued in the name of the state and 
be signed by the governor.̂ 6

Article 5* section 8, of the State Constitution provides:

"When any office shall, from any cause, become vacant, and no mode shall 

be provided by the Constitution or by law for filling such vacancy, the 

Governor shall have the power to fill such vacancy by appointment.

The Supreme Court has held that the constitutional provision for filling

22. Ibid.
23. Arizona, Constitution, loc. cit.
24. Ibid.. Art. 4, Part 1, sec. 6.
25. Clements v. Hall. 23 Ariz. 1, 201 P. 8? (1922).
26. Arizona, Constitution. Art. 5> sec. 12.
27. Ibid.. Art. 5» sec. 8
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of vacancies in all offices, the tenure of -which is over two years, by 

appointment of the governor and election to fill remaining portion of 

the term at the next regular election after vacancy, disclosed con

stitutional policy that no appointment by the governor to fill a vacancy 

should extend beyond the first Monday in January following the next 

regular biennial election after the vacancy occurred.^® An example of 

a court holding implied from a power granted to the governor by the 

Constitution is found in State v. Moore, The statute creating the Tax 

Commission and naming as chairman the member having the shortest time 

to serve and not holding office, "by appointment or by election to fill 

a vacancy," was held to manifest legislative intent, in the absence of 

express statute, that the vacancy should be filled by appointment only 

until the next regular election, in view of the constitutional policy 

limiting the power of the governor to fill a vacancy only by an appoint

ment until the next regular election.^9

An interesting situation occurred in 1915 which illustrates the 
importance of Article 5» section 8, of the Constitution outlined above,

A vacancy had occurred on the Tempe town council which made the presence 

of a quorum impossible. Business could not be transacted in the absence 

of a quorum, and there was no method provided by law for the filling 

of such vacancies. The Mayor of Tempe, requested the governor to appoint 

someone to fill the post. The . -Arizona attorney general, in his opinion 

answering the governor’s question as to whether the latter could make

28. State v. Moore. 49 Ariz. 51, 64 P. 2d 809 (1937)

29. Ibid.
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such an appointment, ruled that under the above Article 5» section 8, 

the governor would have the right to fill a vacancy in a city government 

by appointment in such a situation. He cautioned the governor, however, 

that only one vacancy could be filled by appointment because there 

would then be a quorum, and the town council could then fill the re
maining vacancies itself.30

The attorney general ruled in 1955 that:

The law in Arizona is quite clear that in such a 
situation where a vacancy on a board exists for any reason 
other than the natural expiration of the term, and no 
provision is made by law for filling the vacancy, then 
such vacancy shall be filled by the Governor under the 
power vested in the Governor to fill vacancies, Art. 5, sec. 8, 
Constitution of Arizona. These cases all hold that in such 
a situation the appointment to fill the vacancy can be made 
by the Governor, without the consent or confirmation of the 
Senate. . . .31

In McCall v. Cull the court held the governor had no power to 

fix the term of his appointee to fill a vacancy, created by a resigna

tion, at less than the remaining portion of the term of the official 

who resigned, or to extend an appointee’s term beyond that of the 

resigning official. The court also said where the governor appointed 

a member of the livestock Sanitary Board to fill a vacancy caused by 

resignation, a second appointment of the member during the term to 

which he was appointed— although made with the advice and consent of 

the senate— was unauthorized since the office was occupied by reason 

of the first appointment, and a "vacancy" cannot occur while the

30. Arizona, Opinions of the Attorney General (1915-16), 
October 22, 1915, pp. 3-4.

31. Ibid., (1955), No. 55-20, February 8, 1955, p. 45
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incumbent is legally in office and discharging his official
duties.32

The court’s decision in Rogers v. Frohrailler upheld the 

contention that •where the governor had withdrawn his appointee to the 

Industrial Commission from senate consideration, and later the senate 

attempted to confirm the appointment, but the Supreme Court had 

sustained the governor’s challenge to the appointee's right to office, 

the latter was neither a de jure nor a de facto officer and, therefore, 

not an "incumbent." There was no "vacancy" within the statute relating 

to the filling of vacancies in office, and the governor was not 

entitled to appoint another member, without senate approval, to complete
the term.33

The Constitution provides that: "The Governor shall have power 

to grant reprieves, commutations, and pardons, after convictions for 

all offenses except treason and cases of impeachment, upon such 

conditions and with such restrictions and limitations as may be 

provided by law."3^ The first state legislature, notwithstanding the 

foregoing constitutional provision, passed an act that was referred to 

the people and approved in the general election of November, 1914.

32. McCall v. Cull. 51 Ariz. 237, 75 P. 2d 696 (1938).
For similar cases see: Mar ley v. Cavness. 51 Ariz. 247,

75 P. 2d 700 (1938) and Graham v. Lockhart. 53 Ariz. 531, 91 P. 2d 265 
(1939)• The latter case held that an officer, quitting office after % 
expiration jpf his term for any other reason than the presence of a 
qualified successor, and governor’s consenting thereto before the 
appointment and qualification of a successor, violates the following 
statute (Rev. Code 1928, Sec. 56).

33. Rogers v. Frohmiller. 59 Ariz. 513, 130 P. 2d 271 (1942).
34. Arizona, Constitution. Art. 5, sec. 5.
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Notwithstanding ,the act which created a Board of Pardons and Paroles 

and restricted the power of the governor to grant pardons and paroles 

without concurrence oftthe board— opposition among the people of the 

state and in the legislature to the "progressive” prison reforms and 

wholesale pardoning and paroling of criminals by the governor had been 

concentrated into effective action— the governor (George W. P. Hunt) 

pardoned a prisoner serving a sentence in the state prison. Governor 
Hunt believed the law unconstitutional and, when the superintendent 

of the prison declined to recognize the pardon and release the 

prisoner, the governor had his test case.35 jn Laird v. Sims the court 

held the act to be constitutional, as a mere restriction upon the 

exercise of the pardoning power by the governor— that is, the board 

could neither pardon nor parole, but could recommend, with final action 
resting solely with the governor.36

In 1916 an initiated measure was adopted by vote of the people 

which amended the penal code and repealed the power conferred upon the 

Board of Pardons and Paroles in 1914 in murder cases. The language 

reads in part: ", . .No person convicted of the crime of murder shall 

be recommended for' pardon, commutation, or parole by the Board of 

Pardons and Paroles, except when newly discovered evidence establishing 

to the satisfaction of all the members of said board his or her

35. ' Arizona, Opinions of the Attorney General (1959)* No. 59-31* 
March 14, 1959.

36. Laird v. Sims. 16 Ariz. 521, 14? P. 738 (1915).
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innocence of the crime for -which conviction was secured. In answer 

to the question sent to him by Governor Hunt, which asked the effect' 

of the above law upon the pardoning power of the governor, the attorney 

general ruled: "the powers of pardon, commutation, and parole in murder 

cases in Arizona now rests wholly and exclusively with the Governor 

of the state."38 His opinion stated the governor*s constitutional 

power cannot be taken away by a statutory enactment passed by the 

legislature and adopted by the people. Only an amendment to the State 

Constitution can destroy it. The new law amending the penal code simply 

takes from the Board of Pardons and Paroles, in cases of murder, the 

recommending power giver), to the board in 1914, thus leaving the governor 

free to act therein without any conditions, restrictions, or limitations 

heretofore imposed by law, since the pardoning power has always rested 
with the governor under the State Constitution.39 ,

The Constitution provides for the salary of the governor and 

sets an annual figure of four thousand dollars.̂ 0 This provision has

37. Arizona, Opinions of the Attorney General (1915-16), 
December 13, 1916, pp. 87-88.

38. Ibid.

39. Ibid.
40. Arizona, Constitution. Art. 5» sec. 13.

Arizona, Constitution. Art. 4, sec. 17, prohibits a change 
in a public officer*s condensation during his term of office. In Boyce 
v. Hunt. 20 Ariz. 412, 181 P. 184 (1919), the Arizona Supreme Court held 
that Governor Hunt was not entitled to the increase given him pending 
his term by Laws of 1917, Ch. 61, notwithstanding Art. 5, sec. 13, of 
the Constitution naming the governor’s salary "until otherwise



68

been superseded by statute, and he now receives an annual salary of 
22,500 dollar3.41

The governor has the power to appoint superior and supreme court 

justices, when vacancies arise, to serve until the election and qualifi

cation of successors.^ The governor has an additional power with 

regard to the judiciary as provided in the Constitution: "Any judicial 

officer except a retired justice or judge who absents himself from the 

state for more than sixty consecutive days shall be deemed to have 

forfeited his office, but the Governor may extend the leave of absence 
for such time as reasonable necessity therefor jfsicj exists."^

All securities, in which moneys derived from state lands are 

invested, must be approved by the governor and the secretary of state.^

The governor shall be a member of the State Board of Education 

and shall appoint a County Superintendent of Schools to the board. The 

regents of the state universities, and the governing boards of other 

state educational institutions, shall be appointed by the governor; and 

he shall serve as an ex-officio member of the Board of Regents of the
University. ̂5

provided by law," the salary having been "otherwise provided by law" 
by paragraph 3222, Civil Code of Arizona. 1913, though the same amount 
fixed by the Constitution was named, the quoted words having reference to 
a new law on the subject and not to a change in the amount of salary,

41. Arizona, Revised Statutes (1956), sec. 38-603.

42. Arizona, Constitution. Art. 6, secs. 4, 12.
43. Ibid.. sec. 34.
44. Ibid.. Art. 10, sec. 7.
45. Ibid.. Art. 11, secs. 3> 5.
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A proposed city charter, which has been ratified, must be 

submitted to the governor for his approval, which must be granted if 

the charter is not in conflict with the State Constitution or laws.

The governor shall approve such a charter, which has been amended, in 

the same manner as above.^

In case of a vacancy in the office of Corporation Commissioner, 

the governor has the power to appoint a commissioner to fill that 

vacancy. In Bolin v. Superior Court of Maricopa County the court held 
that:

Under the constitutional provision authorizing the 
Governor to appoint a commissioner to fill a vacancy in 
the office of the corporation commission and stating that such 
appointed commissioner shall fill such vacancy until a com
missioner shall be elected at a general election as provided 
by law, the appointment by the Governor of a commissioner 
to fill a vacancy created by death of a member having more 
than two years remaining of his term was only until the next 
general election closest in point of time after the vacancy 
occurred and was not for the unexpired term of the deceased
commissioner.^7

Article 19 of the State Constitution provides that:
The office of Mine Inspector is hereby established.

The Legislature, at its first session, shall enact laws 
so regulating the operation and equipment of all mines in 
the State as to provide for the health and safety of workers 
therein and in connection therewith, and fixing the duties 
of said office. Upon approval of such laws by the Governor, 
the Governor, with the advice and consent of the Senate, shall 
forthwith appoint a Mine Inspector, who shall serve until 

. his successor shall have been elected at the first general 
election thereafter and shall qualify. Such successor and 
all subsequent incumbents of said office shall be elected 
at general elections, and shall serve for two years.48

46. Ibid.. Art. 13, sec. 2.
47. Bolin v. Superior Court of Maricopa County, 85 Ariz. 131,

33 P. 2d 295 T195S).
48. Arizona, Constitution. Art, 19.
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The Constitution empowers the governor to appoint with the 

advice and consent of the senate, for a two-year term, a state examiner, 
who must be a skilled accountant.̂

Statutory Powers

The governor and his office are responsible for the imple

mentation and preparation of the budget. Estimates of the budgetary 

needs of all state departments and institutions are submitted to the 

state auditor each fall to be compiled prior to the convening of the 

state legislature. Before the governor submits the budget report to 

the legislature, he is required to examine the statements and estimates 

and make or cause to be made such additional investigations by the 

state auditor as he deems advisable. He may also hold hearings and 

direct any changes or revisions in the appropriations requested as 

he feels is necessary.Within five days after the opening session 

of the legislature, the governor must submit to the legislature a 

recommendation of a budget for the following fiscal year.51 This 

recommended budget is agreed upon and written up as a general appro

priations bill by the legislature. It is then debated and passed 

upon by both legislative houses. This general appropriations bill 

is usually passed toward the close of the legislative session and 

sent to the governor for his signature of approval. He may veto

49. Ibid.. Art. 22, sec. 18.

50. Arizona, Revised Statutes (1956), sec. 35-116.

51. Ibid., sec. 35-118



the bill as for any other piece of legislation or use the "item veto" 

discussed above. It should be mentioned here that the governor does 

not have an executive budget, and the fourth chapter contains a 

discussion of the governor's lack of proper budgetary authority.

By reason of his high office, the governor is designated a 

member of certain specified boards and commissions by the statutes 

enacted which create such boards and commissions. He is empowered to 

make numerous appointments to the non-elective boards and commissions 

and to state institutions, but the legislature has set controls on 

his authority by providing that the members should have terms expiring 

at different times and that many of these appointments require the 

advice and consent of the senate (see organization chart in Appendix). 

The governor has no special authority over these boards and commissions 

except to require reports recording their functioning.52 He may also 

order an investigation of a board or commission which he feels is not 

functioning in a proper manner. The governor is given the power of 

removal with regard to these appointments, and in Holmes v. Osborn 

the court illustrates the nature of the appointing and removal powers:

The Governor's powers are those the constitution confers 
on him and such additional powers as the legislature reposes 
in him. In the creation of new offices by the legislature 
that body may empower the Governor to make appointments 
thereto, with the advice and consent of the senate, or it may 
give him alone that power with the right of removal. When 
the appointment is to be approved by the senate, the Governor 
may not remove except in the manner and for the cause or 
causes named by the legislature. He can no more ignore the 
law than any other citizen. 53

52. Ibid., sec. hl-101 A, subsec. 9*
53. Holmes v. Osborn. 57 Ariz. 522, 115 P. 2d 775 (19^1).
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An example of legislative control over the governor’s removal 

power can be seen in the statutes creating the Arizona Highway Commission. 

The removal section states: "the governor may remove a member of the 

commission for cause only, subject to review by the superior court."^

The Arizona Supreme Court has defined the phrase "for cause only" in 

the case of In re Farish.55 <jjie court, quoting from Board of St.

Commrs. v. Williams, said:

The phrase ’for cause* does not mean the arbitrary will 
of the appointing power, for that might be the outgrowth 
of mere whim, caprice, prejudice or passion, which would, 
in reality, be no cause at all. But the phrase ’for cause* 
must mean some cause affecting or concerning the ability or 
fitness of the incumbent to perform the duty imposed upon 
him. ’The cause must be one affecting the officer’s capacity 
or fitness for the office.’ . . .  Hence it must be inefficiency, 
incompetency or other kindred disqualification. . . .56

In a 1933 case, it was ruled that violations of the law, such 

as misappropriating of funds, were grounds for removal by the governor, 

but that mere omissions (failure to make annual reports) or irregularities 

(attempts to influence voters in an election) were not sufficient 
grounds for removal.57 The court has also ruled that where the 

governor’s power to appoint is in conjunction with the senate, if the 

senate has acted favorably upon an appointment made by the governor, 

the appointment is final and complete and entitles the appointee to 

office.58 in McBride v. Osborn the court said, in the same situation

54. Arizona, Revised Statutes (1956), sec, 18-105.
55. In re Parish. 18 Ariz. 298, 158 P. 845 (1916).
56. Ibid.
57. Sims v. Mouer, 41 Ariz. 486, 19 P. 2d 679 (1933).
58. McBride v. Osborn. 59 Ariz. 321, 127 P. 2d 134 (1942).
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as above, the act of the governor in withdrawing the appointee’s name 

from the consideration of the senate before it had confirmed the appoint

ment was not objectionable as constituting a "removal from office" or 

on the grounds it affected the rights and powers of the senate.^9 The 
court added:

It follows that the action of the senate in voting 
approval of the appointment of petitioner appointee to 
the Industrial Commission after his name had been withdrawn 
Cay the governor^ from its consideration was ineffective and 
hence that his claim to the office is wholly without any
lawful basis.60

Section 41-101, Arizona Revised Statutes (1956) confers upon 

the governor the following powers and duties;
1. He shall supervise the official conduct of all executive 

and ministerial officers.

2. He shall see that all offices are filled and the duties 

thereof performed. In the event of default on performance of duties, 

the governor shall invoke such remedy as the law allows.

3. He shall appoint a private secretary to the governor . . .

4. He shall be the sole official means of communication between 
Arizona and the government of any other state or the United States.

5. He may direct the attorney general to appear on behalf of 

the state when any action or legal proceeding is pending which affects 

the title of Arizona to any property or which may result in a claim 

against Arizona. He may also require the attorney general, or any 

county attorney, to inquire into the affairs or management of any

59. Ibid.

60. Ibid.
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corporation doing business in Arizona. He may require the attorney 

general to aid a county attorney in the discharge of his duties.

6. He is empowered to offer rewards for escaped insane persons, 

not to exceed five hundred dollars.

7. He may convene the legislature at some other place when 

the seat of government becomes dangerous from disease or a common 
enemy. 6l

The governor is required to approve every investment of state
funds.^2

He is required to keep a record of his official acts; an 

account of his official expenses, including incidental expenses of his 

department; a register of all appointments made by him, including 
dates of commission and the names of the appointees and predecessors. 

All documents received by the governor in his official capacity must 

be kept in his office.̂ 3 The courts have ruled the above records are' 

public records within the rule that any record which the law requires 
to be made is a public record.

All resignations shall be in writing and made to the governor 

or, in the case of members of the legislature, to the presiding officer

61. Arizona, Revised Statutes (1956), sec. 41-101.

62. Ibid., sec. 35-351.

63. Ibid., sec. 41-102.

64. Mathews v. Pyle. 75 Ariz. 76, 251 P. 2d 893 (1953).
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of the body of -which he is a member, -who shall immediately transmit 

the resignation to the governor. ̂

The governor is empowered to appoint in each state of the United 

States, or in any foreign country, one or more commissioners of deeds 
for a term of four years.^

A 1912 statute enables the governor to take such action for the 

public safety as the exigency may require and suspend any county 

officer from further performance of his duties until an examination 
is held or security is obtained as may be demanded.&7

All tax anticipation bonds must be signed by the governor, 

attested by the state auditor, and countersigned by the state 

treasurer.^®

Should a vacancy occur in the legislature prior to a regular 

session or during the first forty-five days thereof, or on the date 

a special session is called, or during any special session which the 

governor feels will continue for a sufficient period of time, the 

governor shall call a special election to fill the v a c a n c y . I n  

State v. Lockhart it was held the section providing for special elections 

to fill vacancies in the legislature provided only for the filling of 

vacancies created by death, resignation, or removal of a person

65. Arizona, Revised Statutes (1956), sec. 38-294.
66. Ibid.. sec. 41-301.
67. Ibid., sec. 41-333.
68; Ibid., sec. 35-403.
69. Ibid.. sec. 41-1201.
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serving a terra in the legislature and did not apply to an additional 

office of state senator, from counties previously having but one 

senator, created by an amendment to the State Constitution.^0

In the event the governor fails to call a special election 

•within two days after the legislative vacancy occurs, the board of 
supervisors of the county where the vacancy occurs has the power to 

immediately appoint a qualified elector belonging to the same political 
party and living in the same legislative district as his immediate 

predecessor in office to fill the vacancy.7̂ -

In 1950 the following statute was enacted:

If a vacancy occurs in the office of post auditor while 
the legislature is not in session, or if the legislature 
is in session but fails to act, the vacancy shall be filled 
by a person named by a majority vote of the following:

1. the Governor.
2. the President of the Senate.
3. the Speaker of the House of Representatives.72

The governor, or one of his secretaries for him and in his 

name, must countersign all warrants issued by the state auditor before 

they are presented to the state treasurer for payment or endorsement.

In the absence of the governor from the state, the secretary of state 

shall countersign the warrants. The warrants shall be incomplete in 

form or effect as legal obligations against the state unless so counter

signed.^ The attorney general ruled in 1921 a stamp of the governor's

70. State v. Lockhart. 76 Ariz. 390, 265 P. 2d 44? (1954).
71. Arizona, Revised Statutes (1956), sec. 41-1207.
72. Ibid.. sec. 41-1322.
73. Ibid.. sec. 35-183.
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signature was valid for the countersigning of warrants.7^ in Sellers v. 

Frohmiller it was held that the requirement that the governor counter

sign all warrants issued by the state auditor is a "ministerial duty" 

and enforceable by mandamus if the warrants are in proper form and 
duly signed by the auditor. 75 In a similar case, Wins or v. Hunt, the 
court said:

The duty to countersign a document is never interpreted 
as the right to question the propriety of its issuance. It 
is somewhat similar in its nature and effect to the acknow
ledgment of a notary public or the attestation of a witness, 
and is only to certify to the correctness of the signature 
of the officer whose duty it is to determine in the first 
place if the document should be issued. The duty of the 
Governor, (under paragraph 70 A.E.S., 1913, amended by Chap.
88 Sess. laws,-1921), in regard to the approval of a claim 
already rejected by the auditor, which clearly involves 
discretion, is a very different thing from his countersigning 
a warrant under Paragraph 72, when it has been issued by the 
auditor on a claim already approved. This latter leaves no 
discretion to the Governor, If the warrant is in proper 
form and duly signed by the auditor, the law imposes upon 
the former ̂ the governor^ the obligation of countersigning 
it, without the right of reviewing the legality of the claim 
on which it is based, and without any responsibility therefor 
/siqT* a contrary holding would in effect make the Governor 
a second auditor, and impose upon him, in addition to his 
important duties as the chief executive, the necessity of 
examining in minutest detail every one of the numerous claims 
against the state. The office of state auditor was created 
by the Constitution primarily to remove that burden, and it 
was never contemplated, either by the Constitution or the 
legislature that the Governor should become a "pooh Bah."
That such is a ministerial duty cannot be doubted. 76

A 1937 case decision ruled the fact the Board of Regents of the state

university is supreme within the scope of its duties did not relieve

the state auditor from the duty of approving the claims of university

74. Arizona, Opinions of the Attorney General (1921-22),
No. 46, May 12, 1921, p. 56.

75. Sellers v. Frohmiller. 42 Ariz. 239, 24 P. 2d 666 (1933).
76. Vansor v. Hunt. 29 Ariz. 504, 243 p. 40? (1926).
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employees for wages or the governor from countersigning the payment
warrants.77

In 1933 the legislature attempted to remove the control of 

the expenditures of appropriations for operation and travel from the 

state auditor by placing it under the governor and requiring department 

officers to show the governor the necessity for such appropriations. 

This attempt was included in an appropriations bill, but the court, 

in Sellers v. Frohmiller. held it could not be placed in an appropria

tions bill because it was a proper subject of legislation, and general 

"appropriations” bills are not "legislation" but merely a setting apart 

of funds necessary for the use and maintenance of state government. 78 

In the same decision the court stated the governor had no duty what

ever to perform relative to the matter of approving claims against the 

state for operation, travel, or anything else, unless the auditor 

rejected a claim, in which instance it became the governor*s duty to 

pass upon it.79 it -was held in Proctor v. Hunt that the governor is 

liable for issuance and payment of warrants for claims he approved 

for typewriters, books, photographic film, pictures, postage stamps, 

clerical services, and traveling expenses for his office, if he used 
the money for his personal benefit.^0

77. State v. Miser. 50 Ariz. 244, 72 P. 2d 408 (1937).

78. Sellers v. Frohmiller. loc. cit.

. Itad.

. Proctor v. Hunt. 43 Aria. 198, 29 P. 2d 1058 (1934).
79
80
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Arizona Revised Statutes (1956), Section 35-192, states:

The Governor may authorize the incurring of liabilities 
and expenses to be paid as other claims against the state 
from the general fund, in the amount necessary, -when the 
emergency justifies and the aggregate amount of the debt 
so incurred does not exceed thirty thousand ($30,000) 
dollars, to meet contingencies and emergencies arising from 
invasions, riots, or insurrections, epidemics of disease, 
plagues of insects, or acts of God resulting in damage or 
disaster to the works, buildings, or property of the state 
or which menace the health, lives, or property of any 
considerable number of persons in any community of the state, 
and for which no appropriation is available, or an appro
priation is insufficient to meet the emergency, or federal 
funds available for such emergency require matching by 
state funds.81

The governor may exercise considerable discretion in determining 

an emergency exists, but his decision is not conclusive on the point, 

and unless there is some factual basis to support the existence of an 

emergency, the governor* s determination would probably constitute an 

abuse of discretion. This the Arizona Supreme Court has determined in 

Prideaux v. Frohmiller. There the court said in determining whether 

or not the governor could use his discretion in determining the 

emergency, where an Act had been specifically passed by the legislature 
or where the legislature had an opportunity to act thereon and did 

not act, no such emergency would e x i s t . T h e  word "emergency" has 

frequently been interpreted and is an unforeseen occurrence or combina

tion of circumstances.̂  It has varying definitions, and they are

81. Arizona, Revised Statutes (1956), sec. 35-192.

82. Prideaux v. Frohmiller. 4? Ariz. 34?, 56 P. 2d 628 (1936).

83 LeFebvre v. Callaghan. 33 Ariz. 197, 263 P. 589 (1928)
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controlled by the circumstances existing. It does not mean expedience, 

convenience, or best interest. Where there is no unforeseen circumstance 

calling for immediate action, no emergency exists. The courts have 

reserved the right of judicial review over the existence of an emer

gency, and the mere declaration by the governor that such exists, 

without supporting facts, will not stand.^ In Valley Bank and Trust 
Company v. Proctor, the court said the governor's emergency-contingency- 

disaster fund is: "a grab-all for the miscellaneous and unforeseen 

incidental expenses of the Governor's office, but these expenses must 

be for the public use or some governmental purpose or else they cannot 

be paid out of the state's moneys."^5
In a 1961 opinion, the attorney general ruled the governor could 

not use the moneys in the Emergency Disaster Contingency Fund for the 

relief of the unemployed by delivering those moneys to the Department 

of Public Welfare. One reason offered was the Welfare Department was 

prevented by law from expending any more money than was allotted to it 

in the general appropriations bill. The opinion continued:

. . . where the Legislature has acted and has considered 
seriously the existence of the needs of the Welfare Department, 
unless some entirely unforeseen, sudden or unexpected con
dition has occurred that could not have been anticipated by 
the Legislature, no emergency under this statute would exist.
Of course, in the case of an individual case of a disaster 
happening to an individual person, family or group that on 
its facts could show that it was completely sudden, un
expected and unforeseen, the Governor might then reasonably 
exercise his discretion, but this would only come about as 
each set of facts presents itself.

84. City of Glendale v. Dixon. 51 Aria. 86, 75 P. 2d 44 (1938).
85. Valley Bank and Trust Company v. Proctor. 4? Aria. 77,

53 P. 2d 857 (1936).
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This Fund appropriated to the Governor is now under the 

classification of • Emergency Disaster Contingency Fund* and 
the requirement of all three of these must be met before the 
Governor could properly use this fund. •Contingency* is 
defined as a fortuitous event which comes without design, 
foresight or expectation. (Black*s Law Dictionary).

Unless the Governor can find, as a matter of fact 
supported by competent evidence, that the depth and extent 
of this recession and the resulting unemployment meets the 
standard of being so unforeseen as to be a contingency and 
an emergency, even though it be a disaster, the Governor would 
not be empowered to lawfully expend these monies, even in 
individual cases of hardship.86

The governor has charge and control of the Arizona Pioneers*

Home, the State Prison and prison farm, the State Hospital for Disabled

Miners, the Capitol buildings and grounds, and any other state

institutions the management of which is not otherwise provided by 
87law. ' He is empowered to fix the salary schedule of these institutions 

unless otherwise provided by law. The payroll must be submitted to 

the governor semi-monthly for his audit. The governor fixes the 

amount of the bond required for each official or employee having 

custody of funds or state property. Receipts of money and other things 

of value must be revealed to the governor by a statement.®® The chief 

executive officers of these institutions have the number of personnel 

they can appoint to their staffs prescribed by the governor, except 

as may be otherwise provided by law. An officer or employee may be 

removed by the governor for misconduct, incompetency, or neglect of duty,^

86. Arizona, Opinions of the Attorney General (1961), June 14,
1961, p. 4. ------------- -----------------

87. Arizona, Revised Statutes (1956), sec. 41-901.
88. Ibid.. sec. 41-902.
89. Ibid.. sec. 41-903.
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The governor is required to visit, -without notice, each of these 

institutions at least once every four months. He must inspect every 

part of the institution and all places, buildings, and grounds connected 

with or belonging to such institutions. The statute continues:

The Governor shall have general charge of the erection 
of new buildings and of repairs and improvements of buildings, 
and improvements of grounds and other properties belonging 
to the institutions under his control, and may, in the name 
of the state, bring actions necessary to protect the interests 
of the state therein.90

A 1957 opinion of the attorney general ruled the governor has control 

of the Tucson Office Building under Section 41-901, Arizona Revised 
Statutes (1956).91

The governor admits qualified persons to the Arizona Pioneers* 

Home and the Hospital for Disabled Miners, and approves applications 
for Arizona Rangers* pensions.92

With regard to the return of non-resident charges residing in 

state institutions, Section 41-906, Arizona Revised Statutes (1956) 
provides:

A. The Governor shall cooperate with the United States 
Commissioner General of Immigration and with boards or 
officials of foreign countries for the purposes of arranging 
and providing for the return to the foreign countries of alien 
public charges confined in the state hospital or in the 
industrial school, and of aliens discharged from the state 
prison.

90. Ibid., sec. 41-904.

91. Arizona, Opinions of the Attorney General (1957)* June 20, 
1957, No. 57-91.

92. Arizona, Revised Statutes (1956), sec. 41-942.
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B. to facilitate the return of non-resident public 

charges confined in the state hospital, or in the state 
industrial school, the governor may enter into reciprocal 
agreements or arrangements -with officers of other states for 
the mutual exchange of such public charges, and in pursuance 
thereof the governor may give written consent and approval 
of the return to the state of any resident of this state 
confined in a public institution of another state, corres
ponding to hospitals or asylums for the insane, or of a state 
institution for the reformation of delinquent minors.93

As has been noted, the Constitution names the governor as 

Commander-in-Chief of the state National Guard. He also has the power 

to appoint and remove at his pleasure?^ the adjutant general who "shall 

act as chief of staff to the governor, chief of all branches of the 

militia, and shall, under supervision of the governor control the 

military department of the state."95 These sections indicate the governor 

is in charge of, and responsible for, the conduct of the Arizona 

National Guard.

Section 26-105, Arizona Revised Statutes (1956), provides:

A. There shall be a general staff which shall be an 
advisory board to the Governor in all military affairs of 
the state. The general staff shall consist of the adjutant 
general and four (4) officers of the national guard above 
the grade of captain, who shall be appointed by the Governor 
upon recommendation of the adjutant general. . . .96

The governor, when proclaiming an emergency or deeming it 

necessary to protect lives and property, and upon the advice of the

93. Ibid., sec. 41-906.
94. State v. Ingalls. 21 Ariz. 4ll, 189 P. 430 (1920).

' 95* Arizona, Revised Statutes (1956), secs. 26-102, 101 B.
Also see State v. Ingalls. loc. cit.

. Arizona, Revised Statutes (1956), sec. 26-105.96
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adjutant general, determines the National Guard does not have sufficient 

troops to meet the emergency, may authorize the adjutant general to 

accept for service, from the unorganized militia, a specified number 

of volunteers. In the case of extreme emergency, all members of the 

organized militia can be required to enroll with the county recorder 

of the county in which they reside. Upon their mobilization for state 

purposes, members of the unorganized militia are organized under the 
command of the office of the governor into units comparable to that 

of the National Guard.97 The attorney general has said, "It appears 

the National Guard can be mobilized only by a proclamation of the 

governor when an emergency exists or when he deems it necessary to 

protect lives and property. "98 The governor may receive and give a 

receipt for all military supplies to which the state becomes entitled 

and sign, seal, and deliver any bonds required.99 The governor can 

review a military sentence and is required to issue a court martial 

order approving, disapproving, or modifying the sentence of the court.

The need for coordination of civilian defense and disaster 

relief led to a further and extremely important development of the 

governor*s executive powers in 1951. The governor was empowered to 

appoint the members of the newly-created Civil Defense Advisory Council

97. Ibid., secs. 26-124 A, B, C; 1?2 A.

. 98. Arizona, Opinions of the Attorney General (1956), No. 
56-141, September 19, 1956.

99. Arizona, Revised Statutes (1956), sec. 41-103.
100. Ibid.. sec. 26-208.
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and to serve as its chairman.^- The council advises the governor and 

director of civil defense on all matters pertaining to civilian defense. 

Under the civil defense statutes (see Appendix for full texts) the 

governor is to take over direction of disaster work and may issue 

orders necessary for the protection of life and property in the event 

of an enemy attack against the United States. His action in declaring 

a state of emergency is subject to the advice and consent of the Civil 

Defense Advisory Council. In such situations of emergency he has wide 

ordinance-issuing authority and is directed to assume direct adminis

trative control over public law enforcement and assistance work; 

transfer of state property; traffic control plans and regulations; 

incurrence of state indebtedness; and surveys and investigations of 
subversive activities.102 The attorney general ruled in a 1957 opinion 

the governor "has the power to designate a state agency eligible to 

receive federal surplus property for the purpose of civil defense.

The power of the governor to grant pardons, reprieves,. 

commutations, and paroles has been discussed in the section of this 

chapter dealing with the constitutional powers of the governor, but 

the statutes provide some additional powers and limitations in this 

area which should be presented here.

101. Ibid., sec. 26-331.

102. Ibid.. secs. 26-3^1-346.

103. Arizona, Opinions of the Attorney General (1957),
No. 57-98, July 8, 1957, p. 90.
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The governor may suspend execution of the sentence upon a 

conviction for treason until the case is reported to the legislature 

at its next session, at "which, time the legislature may pardon, direct 

execution of the sentence, or grant a further reprieve to the prisoner. 

Neither the governor nor the legislature is allowed to grant pardons 

or commutations where the prisoner has twice been convicted of a felony, 

unless upon the written recommendation of a majority of the judges of 
the Arizona Supreme Court. 104-

Section 31-446, Arizona Revised Statutes (1956), provides:

The Governor shall at the beginning of every regular 
session communicate to the legislature each case of reprieve, 
commutation, or pardon, stating the name of the prisoner, 
the crime of which he was convicted, the sentence and its 
date, and the date of the commutation, pardon, or reprieve, 
and the reasons for granting it.105

A related statute states:

Vihen the Governor grants a reprieve, or stay, or suspends 
execution of sentence in a case where sentence of death is 
imposed, he shall, within ten (10) days after granting the 
reprieve, or stay, or suspension of execution, cause to be 
published in bold type, in a newspaper of general circulation, 
published in the county where the conviction was had, a 
statement setting forth his reasons for granting the reprieve 
or for staying or suspending such execution. A further 
reprieve shall not be granted except upon the same
procedure.1°6

The governor is authorized and directed to enter into a compact 

on behalf of Arizona with any of the United States under the Act of 

Congress entitled: "An Act Granting the Consent of.Congress to any

104. Arizona, Revised Statutes (1956), sec. 31-444 A, B.

105. Ibid., sec. 31-446.
106. Ibid., sec. 31-445.
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Two or More States to Enter into Agreements or Compacts for Cooperative 

Effort and Mutual Assistance in the Prevention of Crime and for Other 
Purposes.

The governor has the power of extradition of criminals. Legally 

this means the handing over by one state to another of persons who have 

fled from justice. The Constitution of the United States provides: Ma 

Person charged in any State with Treason, Felony, or other Crime, who 

shall flee from Justice and be found in another State, shall on Demand 

of the executive Authority of the State from which he fled be delivered 

up to be removed to the State having Jurisdiction of the Crime.

To exercise this power, the governor issues a warrant. The person 

accused of the crime may have a hearing. He may plead he will not receive 

justice if he is returned to the state from which he fled, or there may 
be some other prejudicial reason. The governor upon whom the demand is 

made does not necessarily have to deliver the person accused of the crime. 

The United States Supreme Court has held it is only a moral duty imposed 
upon the governor.

The governor can offer rewards, not to exceed one thousand dollars, 

for apprehension of convicts who have escaped from the state prison or any 

person who has committed, or is charged with the commission of, a
, . nofelony.

10?. Ibid., sec. 31-461.
108. United States, Constitution. Art. 4, sec. 2.
109. Effie M. Mack, Idel Anderson, and Beulah E. Singleton, Nevada 

Government (Caldwen, Idaho: The Caxton Printers, Ltd., 1953)» P- ^5.
no. Arizona, Revised Statutes (1956), sec. 41-104 A.
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II. THE POLITICAL-TRADITIONAL POWERS

A governor’s executive, legislative, and judicial authority con

sists of more than an agglomeration of legal powers. Allowance must be 

made for the political and traditional factors which modify constitutional 

and statutory provisions. The chief executive can often supplement his 
deficiencies in legal power by extraneous aid.

The disadvantage of this extra-legal power is its ephemeral 

character. Legal powers, once conferred, belong to all governors 

alike. The power acquired outside would add to this, but it has to be 

acquired by each governor. The chief executive does not inherit personal 

ascendancy or party influence from his predecessor. Much depends on 

the personal magnetism and personality of an individual governor and how 

long he is in office. Arizona's predominantly Democratic character is 

also a.n important factor in a consideration of the political powers of a 

governor. These factors can best be illustrated by a brief examination 

of the political effectiveness of several of Arizona's governors.

The first state governor of Arizona, Democrat George W. P. Hunt, 

wielded great political power and influence because of his effective 

personal magnetism, toughness of character, and conditions prevalent 

during most of his terms of office. He served in the State House for 

seven terms during the period of 1912 to 1932. This length of time in 

office enabled him, through the appointing power, to place men loyal to 

him in all areas of the executive branch and dispense many favors to 

legislators in return for the confirmation of these appointees. Also, 

by appointing constituents and friends of legislators to office, he 

built up strong and influential collaboration in the legislature.



At the same time, another factor was contributing immensely to 

this power base. The Democratic party was in control of the state 

(a condition which has persisted in Arizona to the present day).

Governor Hunt, as leader of his party, could wield political influence 

among members of the legislature who were of the same party or political 

inclination. This, coupled with the loyalties built up through the 

judicious use of the patronage power, occasionally enabled him to secure 

the election of members of his choice to the important posts of speaker 

and president pro tern. One can see Governor Hunt had real political 

control over the legislature and a good deal of the same over the 
executive branch.

Governor Sidney P. Osborn was another politically powerful chief 

executive for many of the same reasons. A Democrat, he served for almost 

eight consecutive years as governor from 1940 until his death in 1948 

and was a strong and forceful administrator. It has been said, by 

many of his contemporaries, he would exact an undated resignation from 
prospective appointees to office before making the appointments.^"^ The 

removal of a recalcitrant official could thus be accomplished easily and 

quickly by merely filling in the date on the resignation. This adminis

trative technique gave him powerful control of the appointed officials 

because he did not need to fulfill the requirements of showing cause 

or other reason in cases where the removal power could not be exercised 

at his pleasure alone, but depended on the concurrence of the senate, or

111. Interview with John McGowan, Administrative Assistant to 
Governor Paul Fannin, July 19, 1961.



was subject to review by the courts. He faced a predominantly Democratic 

legislature during his terms in office. This provided him with increased 

influence over legislation in addition to the legal powers at his command, 

but he still had to call eleven special sessions during his terms of 
office.

In contrast, the Republican governors of Arizona have never 

faced a cooperative legislature— with perhaps two exceptions. Governor 
Howard Pyle cooperated well with the Democratic legislature during his 

first term of office, 1950 to 1952. And Governor Paul Fannin faced a 

reasonably cooperative legislature during his third term and the latter 
part of his second term. This enabled him to achieve passage of some 

key measures, such as his water engineer bill in the 1962 session.
Pyle's experience was due primarily to the assistance given to the 

governor by Ray Langham, Democratic speaker of the house. When the 

latter was unseated in the Democratic primary of 1952, Governor Pyle's 

"honeymoon'* came to an abrupt end. Governor Pyle also achieved some 

measure of cooperation from the legislature and warded off partisan 

criticism by making bipartisan appointments to office and assuming an 

extremely congenial attitude toward Democratic office-holders in both 

the executive and legislative branches. However, this approach also 

alienated many Republicans who had looked to the governor for traditional 

patronage appointments. It is doubtful, therefore, such techniques 

would afford a governor more than a brief period of cooperation from a 

legislature composed of a majority of members belonging to the opposing 

political party and a minority irked by his non-partisan attitude. No

90
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Republican governor, until Paul Fannin’s re-election in 1962, had ever 

been in office for more than two consecutive terms; this fact has made 

it impossible for them to build up any substantial political authority, 
much less a "machine" such as possessed by Governors Hunt and Osborn.

Thus, it can be seen, for a governor to have really effective and 

complete political control he must be the leader of his political party 

and possess considerable personal magnetism and the character of forceful 

leadership. In addition, the composition and structure of the legisla

ture must be favorable, and a governor must be in office for several 

terms or long enough for his political strokes to take marked effect.

It follows then, the closer any one governor can come to possessing 

all these personal characteristics and also achieving the correct 

political atmosphere in which they can be most effectively put to use, 

the more political authority he can ultimately wield.

The methods by which a governor will seek to secure the passage 
of his legislative proposals or attempt to block those measures he feels 

are inimical to his program have varied in Arizona under succeeding 

governors. In general, however, there are a number of methods of in

fluence which are used to affect each important piece of legislation 

in which he has a strong interest.

Traditionally, governors have been the titular heads of their 

parties, but in Arizona and most other states, party leadership is apt 

to be split between the governor and some other leading political 

figure(s). This rival is likely to be a United States Senator of the 

state, but may be another elected officer of the state or even a 
political boss who holds no elective office. The use of the term



"party leader" is, therefore, somewhat restricted in a consideration 

of a governor's political functions.

Nevertheless, a great deal of prestige attaches to the office 

of governor which can be used to "get things done." If his party 

commands a majority in the two houses of the legislature, he can usually 

work through it to achieve his ends. Quite often, legislators who are 

of the same party as a governor are willing to follow his lead if he is 

clear in indicating what he desires, and is forceful in insisting upon 
it.

The first step the governor may take in attempting to gain a 

measure of influence over the legislature would take place prior to the 

legislative session in the caucus of the majority party. In these cau

cuses the decisions are made as to who will be selected for the key 

posts of speaker of the house, president pro tern of the senate, the 

chairmen of important committees, and the majority leader in the two 

legislative houses. The chief executive is vitally concerned with this 

selection process because the future of his program depends on the treat

ment it receives in the legislature, and this treatment depends in turn 

principally upon the actions of the legislators who hold these key 

positions. If the governor is adept at the art of political "give and 

take," he occasionally can have his nominee for these positions 

selected and their subsequent election or appointment assured well in 

advance of the opening of the legislative session. It is evident the 

chief executive has to concern himself with all phases of the legislative 

process; he cannot be content merely with drafting legislation or
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having it introduced by a friend in the legislature. If he is to 

envision his program for the state enacted into meaningful legislation, 

the way must be paved by a careful organization of the legislature from 

the presiding officers down to the individual committee members. This 

"interference" in legislative activities by the chief executive, 

whether foreseen or not by the framers of the Constitution, has come to 

be a valuable and necessary corollary to the role of most state governors 

in policy formation. In general, however, gubernatorial attempts at 

influencing the selection of legislative leadership in Arizona have not 

furnished fruitful results, and some governors have shunned the process 

entirely and adopted a laissez-faire attitude toward the legislature 

because of the possibility of hurting future relations by backing a 

losing candidate. The process has been little used by most chief 

executives in Arizona in the past two decades.

At the opening of the session of the legislature, the governor 

communicates his wishes in regard to legislation by a formal address, as 

has been noted. Prior to this, a successful governor has called in 

members of both houses, department heads, and other prominent officials 

to discuss the outline of his state program. He attempts to ascertain 

what will be acceptable to the legislature and entertains suggestions 

and ideas on the program for the state. As the session of the legisla

ture continues, he usually sends shorter special messages on particular 

topics as the occasion demands. He reinforces the recommendations he 

makes in his formal message with informal conferences with the leaders 

of his party in the legislature. If the governor is strong-willed
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enough, and has the people behind him, he more often than not forces 
his views upon the legislators in these informal meetings.

If the legislature for.some reason balks at the governor’s 

proposals, he is not without means other than messages and informal 

conferences to prod that body into action. legislators are invariably 

interested in the appointments a governor makes, and many times a 

governor through a shrewd use of this power is able to transform a 

recalcitrant legislator into an active supporter. Legislators are 

always interested, too, in the passage of bills which will come before 

the governor for assent or veto. They are particularly interested in 

appropriations for their districts or counties, which he may or may not 

approve or veto. As noted earlier, an Arizona governor has the authority 

to veto any item in an appropriations bill. Consequently, he could take 

revenge in this manner upon a member of the legislature who refused to 

support him by vetoing any item in which the particular legislator was 

interested. By strategic threats and uses of these pressures, presumably 

a governor can obtain what he wants from representatives and senators, 

but, as will be seen later, this is an overrated tool of influence which 

has been used fewer than a dozen times since Arizona statehood in 1912.

Should these procedures prove of no avail, a governor then can 

go over the heads of the legislators in an appeal to the people, who are 

the constituents of the legislators. This is the governor’s ultimate and 

most powerful weapon. Its effectiveness comes about because when a man 

is a candidate for governor, he campaigns before the people advocating a 

set of proposals or a program, which he promises to see enacted into law 

if the voters will elect him. Consequently, if he is elected, he feels



it his duty to redeem his pledges. Furthermore, he knows if he does not 

make good on his promises, the electorate will hold it against him when 

he comes up for re-election. Such a circumstance forces a chief execu

tive to seek to influence the legislature to accept his election as 

evidence the people want the programs he advocated in his campaign enacted 
into law.

The governor represents the state as a whole, and the bicameral 

legislature with its numerous members, elected from diverse counties 

and districts, usually offers the governor little real competition for 

the favor of the people and state leadership. As a result the scope and 

power of a governor's position is determined almost entirely by his own 

dimensions and desires as noted above. Because of improvement in the 

mediums of communication, a governor stands out in the public eye and is 

able to command state-wide attention for his actions and utterances. In 

recent years television has given him direct entry into the homes of large 

sections of the public. In almost any state, scores of persons come to 
the governor with their complaints, rather than to the actual department 

head or officer concerned. It is the governor idiom people have heard of 

and know. Contrast the relative unfamiliarity of the public with the 

legislative leaders. The majority of the voters have at least heard the 

governor's name or can recognize his picture in the newspapers. How many 

could tell even the names of the secretary of state, the speaker of the 

house, and the majority leaders in the two houses of the legislature,?^-^
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Ely speeches before the people or over the radio, television, and 

statements to the press, he can appeal to the voters to demand of their 

representatives that they support his policy proposals. If a governor 

is a forceful and colorful character and can catch the interest of the 

people in his appeal, he can usually have the legislature doing his •will. 

Such an appeal is a risky procedure, however, in that if the governor 

is not of real stature and personally effective he may fail. Nevertheless^ 

it is a process repeatedly worked with success by able and popular 

governors throughout this country as well as in Arizona.

Another device at a governor's disposal in Arizona which can be 

used to center public attention on particular aspects of his legislative 

program is the special session. The power conferred upon the governor 

to call a special session of the legislature has its origin in the belief 

that certain emergencies might arise, such as war, invasion, or economic 

collapse, which would make it desirable for the legislature to meet at 

some time other than that regularly appointed by the Constitution. As 
a matter of practice real emergencies are rather rare, but the business 

of government is pressing enough that the governor feels compelled to 

call special sessions to put before legislature business which could not 

be handled in the regular session. And in some instances the special 

session is used deliberately as a device for the influencing of legisla

tion which the legislature has been reluctant to act favorably upon. A 

governor in calling the special session centers the attention of the 

state on the problem or problems for which the session is called, and 

thus places the legislature in the position of either acting on these
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proposals in the manner in ■which the governor suggests or taking the 

political consequences— which can be serious if the electorate really is 

concerned with the problem before the session. As has.been noted pre

viously, the governor in Arizona has the sole authority to designate 

the subjects which may be considered at the special session, and no other 

matters may be considered by the legislature.

Governor Paul Fannin used this technique of a personal appeal "to 

the people to force the legislature, in the special session of July and 

August of 1961, to enact meaningful narcotics and liquor control legis
lation. It should be remembered this was simply the primary pressure 

placed upon the members of the legislature and not the sole source of 

influence. Religious groups, for example, played an important role in 

the enactment of this legislation.

The governor can make use of the prestige of his office to influ

ence other members of the executive branch. He may call informal meetings 

to discuss the general problems facing the administration and to acquaint 

them with the operations of the government as a whole and his specific 

programs for the state. He must attempt to persuade the other executive 

officers not to regard the government merely from the point of view of 

their own circumscribed field of activity. He should imbue them with the 

feeling they must cooperate with him in a joint venture for the best 

interests of the entire state. Thus it is hoped they will obtain an 

understanding of his tasks, and work in harmony with him and with each 

other in furthering the welfare of the state. Admittedly this can only

113. Interview with Paul Fannin, Governor of Arizona, July 26,1961.



be fulfilled by first-rate leadership, and probably only under the cabinet 

system of state administration could it achieve even limited success.

Here again, as always, it depends oh the leadership qualities and person

ality of the individual governor.

The appointing power and budget authority, as they exist in 

Arizona, supply the governor with little political pressure to use in 

attempts to influence the executive branch to comply with his wishes.

He can focus public opinion on the activities of an official in the admin

istration who is behaving contrary to the former's desires, and sometimes 

this will produce the desired effect. All of these powers, or methods 

of influence, will be more effective with respect to the executive 

branch if.the governor has a strong base of influence in the legislature. 

For example, if he has substantial influence in the legislature, his 

threats to cut appropriations destined for executive departments and 

agencies will carry far greater force than would otherwise be true.

The Arizona governor can use his influence to accomplish things 

other than the enactment of his program by the legislature or the achieve

ment of harmony and efficiency in administration. Several accomplishments 

of the Fannin Administration illustrate this remarkably well.

Governor Fannin has used the prestige of his office to set up 

several volunteer advisory committees to study various state problems.

Some of these committees are: The Governor's Narcotics Study Committee;

The Governor's Traffic Safety Committee; Ihe Arizona-Sonora Westcoast 

Trade Conference (aids in relations with Mexico); and The Governor's 

Youth Fitness Committee. Since no appropriations are available for
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these committees, the governor must persuade persons to serve on them 

through his prestige and personality as governor. Through his efforts 

many prominent men in the state and nation have volunteered part of their 

time and talent to these committees. For example, the Governor tele

phoned influential men in California and asked them to come to Arizona 

and tell the members of the Narcotics Study Committee (a temporary 

committee for advising the governor on effective narcotics control 

legislation) -what had been done in California with regard to solving the 

narcotics problem. These men did not know Governor Fannin personally, 

but offered their services simply because they had been asked by the 

governor of a neighboring s t a t e . T h e  information supplied to the 

committee by these distinguished visitors provided the backbone for the 

narcotics control legislation passed by the legislature in the special 

session held in July and August of 1961, Governor Fannin considered 

his role in forming these committees and the work they have done as 

some of the most important accomplishments of his administration.

Another example of the governor*s use of the prestige of his

office to accomplish certain ends occurred in 1959• It indicated clearly

his influence on any issue or problem at any given time is frequently

simply how many people he can rally to his support on the issue or 
ll6problem. Anticipatory school bonds had been issued, but there was

114. Ibid.
115. Ibid.
116. Interview with Steve Spear, Director of the Arizona Tax 

Research Association, July 24, 1961.
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going to be a one-month delay between their issuance and the actual 

receipt of funds. The state needed money to carry it through the period 

of delay, or else be forced to deficit finance for that period. Governor 

Fannin determined what he wanted to do to solve the problem, then person

ally telephoned all the county treasurers and requested their help on 

his plan. All but two of them complied with the governor's wishes. He 

persuaded prominent business and civic leaders in the state to go and 
convince the managements of the large corporations in the state to pay 

their taxes thirty days in advance. A former speaker of the house, in 

an interview with the writer, indicated three groups of people aided 

the governor on this problem besides the county treasurers. The first 

were the die-hard Republicans who did not want the party embarrassed 

by having the Democrats allege that Governor Fannin had rendered the 

state bankrupt in only his first few months in office. The second group 

was the many corporation people who would have paid their taxes in 

advance anyway— "even if Fidel Castro had been governor. The

third group was composed of people like the interviewee (a Democrat) 

who thought Paul Fannin was a "crackerjack” governor and wanted to do 

what they could to help him out of a difficult situation.^-® In this 

instance the governor was able, in the absence of any appropriate legal 

authority, to overcome a cumbersome problem partly through use of the 

prestige of his office.

117. Ibid.
118. Ibid.
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During a serious strike and labor dispute in the same year, the 

Governor called in the mediation board and suggested quite strongly that 

several changes be made in its personnel. These several members of the 

board were at odds with each other, and because of it the board appeared 

farther from a solution than when it had first begun negotiations. The 

changes suggested by the governor were made, and the strike was settled 

two days thereafter. The governor's influence had paved the way for a 

peaceful and swift solution to the problem."^
Traditionally the governor represents the state in its social 

and ceremonial functions. He makes public appearances and speeches, 

attends banquets, proclaims special days, receives distinguished visitors 

to the state, and dedicates public works.

III. DEVELOPMENT AND ADEQUACY OF THE 

GOVERNOR'S STAFF

The problem of the general staffing of the governor's office is 

related to many of the larger problems of state government which have 

been discussed elsewhere in this study. The improvement of the staffing 

pattern in Arizona cannot correct these major deficiencies. However, 

it may be several years before changes designed to improve the governor's 

position in these matters will be made, if they are forthcoming at all.

In view of this, the problem of providing the governor with an adequate 

office staff must be approached within the framework of the practical 

situation with which Arizona governors are faced. Improvements in

119. Interview with John McGowan, Administrative Assistant to 
Governor Paul Fannin, July 19, 1961.
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gubernatorial staffing cannot be regarded as substitutes for more basic 

alterations, but they can be of great assistance even if these changes 

are not brought about.

In his excellent study, The Office of Governor in the United 

States« Professor Coleman B. Ransone, Jr., has said:

There is some reason to suppose that . . .  in many 
states there has been a time lag in the development of 
the governor's staff so that it has not kept pace -with 
the governor's increasing responsibilities. While it 
might seem that the impact of the expanding functions of 
state government and the parallel growth in state person
nel and expenditures would make itself felt immediately 
in the governor's office and, hence, force an immediate 
increase in staff or a change in staffing pattern, such 
is not usually the case. Die typical pattern in most 
states seems to be that better staffing for the governor
ship follows increased functions and added responsibilities 
but follows only after a considerable lapse of time.
Over a period of time as the state's organization be
comes more complex and its problems become more acute, 
the governor is finally forced to add additional staff 
to help him cope with his expanded responsibilities.
This addition in staff, however, seems to come fairly 
slowly and then only when circumstances force the 
governor into making such additions.

This observation seems to apply quite well to the Arizona 

experience during the fifty-year period of 1911-1912 to I96O-I96I.
A breakdown of the staff positions and the numbers of personnel assigned 

to each— taken at ten-year intervals during the base period mentioned 

above— is presented in Table I.^^- A steady increase in the numbers of

120. Coleman B. Ransone, Jr., Die Office of Governor in the United 
States (University, Alabama: University of Alabama Press, 1956), p. 312.

121. This table was compiled from material contained in the old 
state payrolls, since the annual budgets for the state do not always 
indicate the number of members on the governor's staff. These payrolls 
are located in the Arizona Department of Library and Archives in Phoenix, 
Arizona. It should be noted here that there seems to be no way of
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TABLE I

GOVERNOR’S STAFF POSITIONS AND THE NUMBERS OF PERSONNEL 
ASSIGNED TO EACH, AT TEN-YEAR INTERVALS DURING 

THE BASE PERIOD 1911-1912 TO 1960-1961

Positions 1911-12 1920-21 1929-30 1939-41 1950-51 1960-61

Secretary to the 
Governor 1 1 1 1 1 1
Assistant Secre
tary to the Gov. 1 1
Administrative
Assistant 2
Secretary 3 2
Stenographer 2 2 4 2 1
Receptionist 1 1
Clerical 1 $6500* 1 2 2
Special
Assistant 1
Chauffeur-Aide 2 1

Totals 4 14 7 6 9 11

♦Amount shown on payrolls; numbers of personnel could not be determined.



staff is readily apparent, but the slow growth during the "Arizona 

desert boom years" of 1940 to 1961 and later seems to correlate with 
what Professor Ransone has observed.

Most additions to the staff prior to the 1950-1951 period were 

ones associated primarily with secretarial or clerical duties. The 

pressures on the chief executive for more staff assistance apparently 
began to make themselves felt from this time on, as one sees the addition 

of administrative assistants and, under Governor Paul Fannin, the use 

of a special assistant for industrial development.

The staff of Governor Paul Fannin during the I96O-I96I period 
consisted of the following personnel, whose general duties are also 

enumerated:

Two Administrative Assistants

These staff members act as advisers to the governor, screen 

those persons wishing jobs, assistance, or information, and interview 

those the governor is unable to see. Approval of travel claims, property 

condemnation forms and the like for the governor's signature comes under 

their province. They dictate answers to correspondence, clear appoint

ments for the governor, and act as go-betweens with county chairmen in 

regard to political matters and suggestions for appointments to the 

various boards and commissions of the state administration. Both are 

frequently utilized as sounding boards for all manner of suggestions 

and ideas. They aid the governor in the preparation of the budget

determining the specific duties of those staff members serving prior 
to the Fannin Administration.
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message and other speeches, as well as handling relations with the public 

and the press.

A Special Assistant for Industrial Development

As his title suggests, this staff member advises the governor on 

all aspects of present and future developments in industry throughout 

the state, especially in regard to plans for expansion. He actively 

promotes the state and the advantages available to industries who 

choose to locate in Arizona. He is the chief executive's go-between 

with the industrial interests and is in large part responsible for 

planning Arizona's industrial expansion program. In this endeavor he 

works closely with various boards and commissions of the state.

A Secretary to the Special Assistant for Industrial Development

This staff member handles the secretarial duties for the Special 

Assistant for Industrial Development and also assists other members of 

the governor's staff who become overloaded with work for some reason, 

such as illness or absence of staff members.

A Personal Secretary to the Governor

This individual keeps the governor's schedule with the adminis

trative assistants, makes the governor's appointments, and acknowledges 

all the invitations sent to the chief executive. She answers much of 

the governor's correspondence, types speeches, cuts stencils, and takes 

twenty-five or more telephone calls each day. Quite often she confers 

with the wife of the governor concerning his schedule. She is 

responsible for the handling of all those materials that are filed in 

the governor's office.

105
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A Special Secretary

The handling of extraditions, Pioneers* Home applications, state 

insurance business, and the drafting of various proclamations, are all 

part of this staff member*s duties. She also makes out applications to 

state boards and commissions, takes care of her own filing in regard to 

these matters, answers fifteen or more telephone calls each day and, 

during sessions of the legislature, receives and logs bills and writes 

letters of transmittal concerning those bills.

A Secretary

This member of the staff takes and transcribes dictation and may 

act as secretary for special committees, such as the Governor’s Narcotics 

Study Committee or the Arizona Water Planning Committee, She drafts 

some personal correspondence for the governor and his wife.

Bookkeeper

This individual handles the payroll, warrants and vouchers for 

county fairs, Arizona Ranger^ pensions, and other special funds which 

come under the auspices of the office of the governor. She also 

purchases the office supplies and types most of the governor's speeches 

on the special speech typewriter.

Stenographer

She takes and transcribes dictation, opens mail, and cuts 

stencils and makes copies of the governor's speeches.

Receptionist •

This staff member answers all incoming telephone calls (between 

110 and 180 a day), talks with visitors, sorts incoming mail, processes 

travel orders, and files office correspondence and material for
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permanent files. She is responsible for reading all state newspapers 

(with the exception of the Tucson dailies, which are read by one of the 

administrative assistants) and clipping all editorials and articles of 

political significance, as well as items about which form letters are 

written. The typing for form letters (approximately 1000 a year) and 
the keeping of a daily record on the progress of bills during legislative 

sessions round out her duties.

Governor's Aide

This staff member is an Arizona highway patrolman who acts as

the governor's personal driver and bodyguard. He is often assigned minor

duties outside of this capacity, such as the answering of mail that is
122received from children.

With the addition of a second administrative assistant in mid- 

1961 the governor's immediate office staff appeared reasonably adequate 
to assist the chief executive in the performance of his general functions 
except that of budget preparation.

In Arizona, as is true in several states, the governor, although 

charged with the responsibility for the preparation of the budget for 

the state, finds he can do little more than collect departmental or 

agency estimates, which he then passes on to the legislature as a

122. The information on the specific duties outlined here was 
secured through interviews with members of Governor Fannin's immediate 
office staff during the summer of 1961.

123• Interview with John McGowan, Administrative Assistant to 
Governor Paul Fannin, July 19, 196l.

Interview with Paul Fannin, Governor of Arizona, July 26,
1961.
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so-called “budget." In order to do anything more than this he must have 

competent assistance in making detailed and meaningful analyses of these 

estimates. In some states this kind of budget analysis is performed by 

a budget director "who may be on the governor's immediate staff. In line 

■with this latter practice and the often-demonstrated need, Governor Paul 

Fannin has been most insistent in calling for the creation of a state 

budget d i r e c t o r . T h i s  plea has been echoed by many others, among 
them the Tucson Daily Citizen through its editorials; Pima County's 

Republican contingent in the Arizona House of Representatives;-*^ and 

Dr. Conrad Joyner, Associate Professor of Government at the University 
of Arizona in Tucson.

In addition to budget reform, centralized purchasing and personnel 

administration would make the governor a more effective head of state 

and streamline his staff to a much greater extent. Further discussion 

in these areas of reform is left to the concluding chapter of this 
study.

Governor Fannin has been able to develop a staff that is well 

adapted to local conditions, tailored to his own personal needs, and 

flexible enough to withstand necessary changes from time to time. He 

has kept his staff small enough to be manageable and still be able to 

furnish enough staff assistance to enable him to operate as effectively

124. Tucson Daily Citizen. June 4, 1963.

125. Ibid.. April 17. 1963.
126. Ibid.. June 12, 1963.
127. Ibid., May 17, 1963.
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as possible— within the existing governmental framework— in the areas of 

legislative leadership, administration, and public relations.

The present staffing pattern for the Arizona governor agrees 

quite favorably with the basic staffing pattern which Professor Pansone 

has constructed and advocated in his study of the American state gover- . 
n o r . This capable and well-organized personal staff has contributed 

much to the success the Fannin Administration has achieved in the face 

of a state administrative branch which has so many key weaknesses in 

the light of present-day reorganization theory.

The following chapter of this study relates this picture of the 

governor and his powers to the model set up in the second chapter. Then, 

under the assumption that this model represents the desired ends that 

Arizona administrative machinery should achieve, the problems that will 

arise in the processes by which these goals may be attained in Arizona's 

administrative organization are discussed in the concluding chapter.

128. Pansone, op. cit., see pp. 342-362.



CHAPTER IV

THE ARIZONA. EXPERIENCE:

POWERS AND CONTROLS

The governor of Arizona has been labeled "the weakest of the 

fifty. In terms of his ability to manage the executive branch of the 

state government through the appointing and removal power and the budget 

power this certainly may be the case. In most states governors usually 

possess strength in at least one of these areas, but in Arizona the 

governor's authority with regard to both is severely limited.

This chapter will indicate the weaknesses in the powers mentioned 

above and compare the governor's powers in other areas with the model 

set up in the second chapter. Methods for controlling the strengthened 

governor will be discussed along with proposals for increasing the 
authority of the legislature.

I. THE EXECUTIVE POWERS IN PRACTICE 

The Budgetary Power

As has been noted, the governor does not possess the true 

executive budget and what fiscal authority he does have is woefully 

inadequate. Dr. Roy D. Morey, in his excellent study. Politics and

1. Interview with Steve Spear, Director of the Arizona Tax 
Research Association, July 24, 196l.

Interview with Sam Steiger, State Senator, July 24, 1961.
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Legislation: The Office of Governor in Arizona.- has said the following

with regard to the actual practice of Arizona's budget process:

In the absence of a central budget office, the budget 
process is started in motion by the state budget-unit heads.
The state auditor may legally require budget-unit heads 
to submit additional material substantiating their re
quests; however, in actuality very few explanatory state
ments are ever submitted.

The governor is entitled to participate in all budget 
hearings called by the state auditor. In actual practice, 
however, budget hearings are substituted by informal 
discussions and consultations between the auditor and the 
various agency heads. Even if hearings were regularly 
scheduled, it is doubtful if the governor would have 
enough time or be sufficiently prepared to participate.
The strongest tool of budgetary influence possessed by 
the governor is his authority to hold hearings and alter 
or revise the appropriations requested in the budget 
report. Because the governor lacks the background and 
staff assistance necessary to participate in the hearings, 
in actual practice this step in the process has been 
completely omitted. The governor merely transmits to 

• the legislature the budget report in the exact form as 
it was presented to him by the state auditor.%

The governor is given neither the time nor the staff (not only 

does the state lack a central budget office, but also, with the exception 

of two years, 1955 and 1956, the governor has not had the services of a 

regularly-employed analyst to examine and work on the budget) to prepare 

an adequate budget, and that budget when completed does not cover all 

the major functions of the state government. There is not an adequate 

period between the time the governor takes office and the time when 

the budget must be presented to the legislature, so that the budget 

document can be thoroughly reviewed. Although Arizona's statutes do 

provide that the governor-elect shall be allowed to participate in all

2. Roy D. Morey, Politics and Legislation: The Office of
Governor in Arizona (Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 1965),
pp. 82-83.
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budget hearings, in actual practice this provision is meaningless 

because budget hearings are rarely called, plus the fact that the budget 

report would be virtually completed by the time of the general election. 

It should be quite apparent that the preparation of the budget 

is a matter which requires several months of detailed work. Therefore, 

the incoming chief executive cannot be expected to be able to prepare 

an entirely new budget in the short time which he is now allotted in 

Arizona, Even if the governor were given a period of one or two months 

after taking office, he would still have to accept much of the detailed 

work done by the outgoing administration. Nevertheless, a longer • 

period of time would afford the governor the opportunity at least to 

determine that the budget reflects accurately his major policies, In 

order to assist the incoming governor in his preparation of a meaningful 

budget there should be some provision made for a smooth transfer of 

the budget function from one administration to the next.

The budget should cover all the major functions of Arizona 

government to be a truly meaningful policy document and to be useful 

in terms of administrative control. Dr. Morey states that:

Arizona’s budget is certainly not an expression of the 
governor’s policies. If it reflects any type of policy, it 
is the combined expression of policies for every budget unit.
The use of a coherent and coordinated policy to direct budget 
requests is obviously lacking in Arizona. This of course not 
only presents problems from the executive’s point of view, 
but from the legislator’s point of view as well.3
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Arizona budgets under the present system cover only a fraction 

of the state's total expenditures. This is due primarily to the fact 

that a remarkably large proportion of the budget is composed of expendi

tures from special revenue (earmarked) funds. For example, the largest 

special revenue fund, the state highway fund, is administered by the 

Highway Commission and is made up of state gasoline tax receipts. The 

use of these monies is limited to the state highway system.** Other 

non-appropriated funds include all income from fees, licensing, and 

service charges collected by the agencies providing the service or 

supervising the activity in connection with which the revenue was 

collected. These non-appropriated funds comprise the majority of the 

state's total expenditures each year. Hence the governor has little 

or no control over the fiscal policies of the state.

The governor must have the power to control expenditures, and 

this could probably best be done through a system of quarterly allotments, 

which could be administered through the office of the budget director.

This would enable the governor to reduce the spending of certain agencies 

if he sees the opportunity for a saving of state funds without destroying 

the program which was set out by the legislature.

It should be pointed out here that the use of revenue estimates 

in preparing and executing the budget in Arizona is almost a totally 

neglected practice. It is obvious that the legislature must place 

reliance on some kind of estimates, but the state statutes are silent

4. League of Women Voters of Arizona, The State of Arizona 
(Tucson: League of Women Voters of Arizona, 1959)* p« 60.



with regard to a formal method of preparing revenue estimates for the 

purpose of integrating such estimates into the total budget process. 

Those revenue estimates which are used by the legislature and the state 

auditor are prepared by the post auditor and the Arizona State Tax 

Commission,

In the process of reviewing Arizona’s budget system. Dr. Korey 
has concluded that:

, . . it is questionable whether the state has an executive 
budget system in theory, and there is no doubt that it does 
not in practice. To change substantially existing budget 
practices, in light of the state Supreme Court’s 1953 
decision {[which declared a bill creating a Department of 
Finance unconstitutional^, any measure short of constitutional 
revision would probably fail to bring about a true executive 
budget system in Arizona.5

Appointing and Removal Powers: The Short Ballot Concept

The governor of Arizona, as has been mentioned above, is not 

the only executive in the government and is the chief executive only 
in the sense that he is the first among many executives. Although 

charged with coordinating the activities of state administration to the 

end that the laws are effectively as well as faithfully executed, he 

has been given no practical authority with which to accomplish that 

objective. In fact he shares executive authority with several other 

elective administrative officials, each independent of the other and 

responsible only to the electorate.

The presence of other constitutional elected administrative 

officials is not a serious threat to the governor’s ability to control

5. Morey, loc. cit.
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the executive branch if those individuals do not exercise important 

executive powers. The existence of the elected secretary of state seems 

to be of minor practical significance since that officer performs duties 

which are primarily secretarial in nature, are of a minor character, 

and have no real policy connotation. The presence of the elected 

superintendent of public instruction, who has views divergent from that 

of the governor concerning the education policy of the state, or the 

presence of an attorney general who is, as is occasionally the case, 

of the opposite party and of a hostile disposition, may constitute a 

real divisive force in Arizona's administration.

Another significant drawback to the long ballot principle is 

that when many officials must run for election there is a tendency 

toward excessive attention on campaigning, which prevents them from 

concentrating full attention on the duties of administration.

The introduction of the short ballot in Arizona would result 

in increasing the appointive power of the governor. This in itself, 
however, would not be sufficient to enable him to exercise an effective 

control over the entire administration in view of the large number and 

the scattered and disorganized condition of the state's administrative 

departments, boards, commissions, and agencies. There are some 125 of 
these boards and commissions, and they have come to be known as the 

fourth branch of government in Arizona.

The governor has virtually no control over these fourth-branch 

agencies which comprise the real administrative fabric of state govern

ment. 'While he possesses the power to appoint members of many of these
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agencies, he must have the approval of the Senate on a third of these 

appointments. This approval is not always forthcoming. The heads of 

eight agencies are not even appointive but rather ex-officio administra

tors who are holding other offices in the state government. In a few 

administrative units, including the Health and Welfare departments, the 

administrators are appointed by a board or commission rather than by 

the chief executive. And as further evidence of the governor's inability 

to control his own administration, he cannot remove these appointees 

except for cause. And as has been pointed out in the discussion of the 

governor's legal powers, this cause must be a severe one and be proved 

in the courts. As Donald R. Van Petten, in his book on The Constitution 

and Government of Arizona, has said:

When Governor Osborn tested the power of the governor 
to demand the resignation of a member of a board whose set 
term of office had not expired, the court ruled that such 
procedure was legal only if accusations of malfeasance in 
office could be made to stick in court. So a governor is 
generally powerless to get rid of non-cooperative members 
of his administration.°

The governor has a difficult time even appointing these agency 

members because his term is for two years while about one-half of the 

appointive positions run longer— commonly four to eight years. If the 

governor is in office for some time he can begin to gain a measure of 

control over these fourth-branch agencies. When Paul Fannin began 

serving his first term, the membership of the Highway Commission

6. Donald R. Van Petten, The Constitution and Government of 
Arizona (Phoenix: Sun Country, 1956), p. 115.
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consisted of four Democrats and one Republican. Three years later, 

during the governor*s second term, he had gained some control by having 

appointed two Republicans to the commission, making the ratio three-to- 

two in favor of the Republicans.7 To gain any measurable control of 

the administration in this manner would require the governor to be in 

office at least three terms, and preferably four.®

The result is that these agencies generally operate at their 

whims, either rejecting or accepting the advice of the governor. In bold 

actuality they have responsibility to no one but themselves. This 

situation prompted Stephen Shaddegg of Phoenix to observe;

There is a notable deficiency built into our present 
administrative organization. The responsibility of the 
governor is so limited that it makes it very difficult to 
accomplish proper objectives.

The many individual boards and commissions create built-in 
conflicts. If we are going to hold the governor responsible 
for progress or the lack of progress, we should give the 
governor the authority he needs to execute his responsi
bility.?

The deficiency discussed above could be eliminated in the main 

if statutory agencies were combined and grouped under as few departments 

as possible, headed by appointive officials responsible to the governor. 

For example, there are eleven related controlling boards in the fields 

of medicine and dentistry alone, which could be consolidated into the

7. Interview with John Haugh, Minority Leader, Arizona House of 
Representatives, July 27, 1961.

8. Tucson Daily Citizen. September 27, 1961,
9. Ibid.



118
Department of Health. These are: Board of Medical Examiners, five

members; Naturopathic Board of Examiners, three members; State Board of 

Chiropody, three members; State Board of Chiropractic Examiners, three 

members; State Osteopathic Board of Registration and Examination, five 

members; Board of Physical Therapy Examiners, three members; Arizona 

State Dental Board, five members; Board of Nurse Registration and Nursing 

Education, five members; Practical Nurse Committee five members;

Anatomy Board of Arizona, five members; and the State Board of Examiners 

in Basic Sciences, five members.

Forty-seven different individuals are represented on these eleven 

boards, and obviously their duties are so closely related that fewer 

boards with fewer persons could discharge them. The majority of these 

board members receive ten to twenty-five dollars and expenses every day 

the agencies meet. Many of these agencies are self-supporting through 

license fees, but others are not. Even with these self-supporting 

agencies, the state treasury would benefit if they could be consolidated 

or eliminated.^ A reduction in the number of separate agencies is 

necessary for effective control over them, as well as for their proper 

interrelation and cooperation. This consolidation of related agencies 

would tend to simplify the structure of state administration and make it 

more responsive to the directives of the governor and, through him, to the 

people. The heads of these departments would appoint the heads of the

10. Tucson Daily Citizen. September 22, 1961.



divisions and bureaus within their departments, a further pin-pointing 
of responsibility.

Because of the restraints and limitations placed on the governor's 

appointing and removal powers, he is deprived of an extremely important 

mechanism in bargaining with the legislature. Dr. Eorey describes the 
Arizona situation in the following passage:

The combined effect of these limitations on the governor’s 
administrative power means that he is removed from a 
bargaining position and is replaced by some of the more 
important agency heads of the executive branch. The 
legislature controls the funds needed by the agencies, 
and the agency heads hold the jobs and favors desired by 
the legislators. Hence each year the agency heads and 
the legislature negotiate, while the governor sits on 
the sidelines and views the spectacle with frustration 
and dismay. Obviously neither the legislative nor 
executive participants are anxious to include the 
governor in their closed-circuit negotiations. The 
legislators feel that as long as they control appro
priations and can bargain with each agency head 
independently, the balance of power resides with the 
legislature. This might not be true if they faced 
a chief who commanded the forces of the entire 
executive. The agency heads favor the existing 
arrangement because it enhances their position with 
the legislature. If the governor's position were 
strengthened, they would become subordinates instead 
of rulers of their autonomous agencies.U

Term and Election

To coincide with that of the model the governor's term of office 

will have to be increased to four years. Since Arizona's constitution 

does not limit the number of terms a governor may serve, it would be 

necessary to revise that document to meet the model's two-term provision. 

It should be mentioned once again here that these proposals will meet 

with stiff and determined opposition, the reasons for which have been

119

11. Morey, oja. cit., p. 73
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outlined elsewhere. Arizona voters have rejected proposed constitutional 

amendments to this effect in 1922, 1933, 1946, and 1950. Election would 

have to be altered to odd-numbered years instead of the present even- 

numbered system.

II. THE LEGISLATIVE POWERS IN PRACTICE

The legislative powers possessed by the governor of Arizona 

almost coincide with those of the model. The only major difference is 

that under the model the governor would have more time to consider bills 

which have been passed by the legislature. To agree with the model the 

number of days the governor would have to determine his action on a bill 

while the legislature is in session would be increased from five to 

fifteen. After the legislature has adjourned the governor would be 

given forty-five days instead of the present ten.

The Veto and Item Veto

The power to veto in Arizona does not extend to every form of 

legislation, since the chief executive is restricted by the state 

constitution from vetoing any initiative or referendum measures. Though 

a great deal of attention has been directed at the veto as a powerful 

tool of legislative influence, the Arizona experience has shown that 

it has not been used with great frequency. Dr. Morey* s study has pointed 

out that: "From 1912 to 1963 there were over 16,000 bills introduced in 
the regular and special sessions of the legislature. Of this number, 

4,634 became law. Governors vetoed only 182 bills, representing four
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per cent of all those presented to them, Twelve per cent of the 

vetoes have been successfully overridden.

There have been many more vetoes exercised after, rather than 

during, the sessions of the state legislature. More than one-half of 

the measures passed each year are acted upon during the last two weeks 

of the session. Although the governor of Arizona does not possess the 

pocket veto, his after-session veto has the same effect, the only differ

ence is that the governor must send his objections to the measure along 

with the latter. In either case the legislature is not provided with 

the opportunity to override the veto.

It has been the experience of most states to have veto frequency

increase in proportion to the volume of bills passed by the legislature,

but in Arizona the amounts of legislation have steadily been on the rise,

while veto frequency has not. Further, fewer bills in Arizona have been

vetoed in the last ten years than in earlier periods. In response to

this rather surprising trend, Dr. Morey has written that:

We cannot assume from this that recent governors have been 
necessarily less aggressive and more appreciative of the 
•wisdom* of the legislature. This could be the case, but 
there are numerous other possibilities in explaining the 
disuse of the veto power such as: (l) the volume of legis
lation has increased but the bills have been of a less 
significant nature; (2) recent governors have been more 
successful in using the threat of the veto and thereby 
have influenced the substance of legislation before reaching 
the governor*s desk; (3) since Republicans have held the governor
ship most of the time since 1951> fewer bills have been 
disapproved for fear that the Democratically-controlled 
legislature would override the veto; (4) the policy attitudes 
of recent governors have been more in tune with the 
legislature; (5) there has been more congeniality with 
recent governors because, either out of fear or good sense, 
they have not tampered with those bills considered sacred by

12. Ibid.. p. 33
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the legislature; and (6) recent governors have had less 
of a personal antagonism toward the legislature.

Of these various reasons, and of course there 
could be numerous others, the latter two seem most 
plausible.13

As have been pointed out earlier, the item veto has been utilized 

only eleven times since Arizona statehood in 1912. Four governors in 

the past sixteen years have ignored this power completely. It seems 

clear that the item veto in Arizona has been a thoroughly neglected 

device of legislative influence. Why has this been the case? The 

following major reason has been offered by Hr. Morey in his study:

. . .  the governor has not used the item veto more 
frequently . . .  because the legislature has deliberately 
constructed appropriation bills in such a way as to ob
struct its use. Those items which the legislature feels 
have questionable gubernatorial support are rearranged 
or lumped with those items the governor is forced, either 
by conviction or necessity, to approve. As a hypothetical 
example, a governor may be opposed only to a certain small 
appropriation to a department, but to strike the item the 
governor might be forced to eliminate half the operating 
appropriations for the department. One apparent solution 
to this difficulty is for the governor to effect a change 
before the bill reaches his desk by threatening to use the 
veto. In reality, however, this technique is not useful, 
because it merely warns the legislature which items should 
be juggled to avoid the item veto.^

Former governor Dan Garvey has indicated his frustration in 

using the item veto. In 19^9 Governor Garvey said in a message to the 

legislature, issued along with the signing of the general appropriations 
bill, that:

13. Ibid., pp. 36-37.

14.Ibid., p. 42
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Under the Constitution the governor is permitted to 

disapprove any particular item of an appropriation bill 
but this bill is prepared in such a manner that he is 
deprived of his constitutional right in this respect.

I am signing the bill, as stated before, because I 
do not wish to burden the taxpayers of the state with the 
cost of a special session of the legislature but I 
thoroughly, disapprove of the bill and the manner in which it 
is drawn.

The executive veto is used less today than it was ten or fifteen 

years ago. In addition, the veto has been overridden by the legislature 
more times in Arizona*s brief past than in most other states. It should 

be mentioned that the frequency and success in using the veto depends 

to a great extent upon the attitudes and personalities of the various 

governors using the power, as well as the types of measures on which 

they are willing to risk disapproval.̂

State government folklore has often maintained that the veto 

will be utilized more often when the chief executive and the legislature 

are of opposite parties than when periods of party homogeneity are the 

rule. There also exists the common view that the veto is most apt to be 

overridden at times when the governor faces a legislative body that is 

controlled by the opposite party. Neither of these assumptions is 

found to be true with respect to the Arizona experience. Only Republican 

governors have faced politically-hostile legislatures, and they have

15. State of Arizona, Journal of the House. Nineteenth Legislature, 
Regular Session, 1949, p. 655.

_ 16. See the Morey study for examples from the Hunt and Osborn
administrations which assist in illustrating and clarifying these 
particular points.
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usually used the veto only in moderation. Governors Hunt and Osborn, 

both Democrats, faced legislatures -which at times were 100 per cent 
controlled by members of their own party. Yet these two chief executives 

exercised the veto power with much greater frequency and had more of 

them overridden than all the rest.I?

In Arizona the veto power has afforded the chief executive an 

opportunity to participate in the legislative process. It has not been 

sufficient enough to allow him to lead within that process, and the veto 

standing alone cannot support a positive legislative role for the 

governor. It is considered to be a negative tool used most often by 

besieged governors against similarly besieged state legislatures.

The veto power remains a negative one for governors of Arizona.

It is based on the concept that the legislative body should initiate 

policy, and the chief executive should not approve of those policies 

■which are contrary to the constitution or undesirable in terms of public 

policy. In other words, the governor is usually reacting instead of 
acting when he uses the veto power.

Apart from the veto mechanism, the Arizona constitution sets 

forth two positive powers which he can use to influence legislation.

These are the recommending or message power and the power to call special 

sessions of the state legislature.

The Recommending or Message Power
The newly elected governor is severely handicapped in his attempt 

to present a carefully thought-out legislative program to his first

17. Morey, op. cit., p. 106
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legislature. This is because of the all-too-short period which he has 

for preparation. The fundamental problem involves the proper timing of 

the initial session of the legislature after the date on which the 

governor was voted into office.

The governor is elected in November of even years and takes 

office on the first Monday in January. The beginning session of the 

legislature, therefore, follows a week after the governor’s inauguration 
and about two months after the election. This timetable provides the 

governor with precious little time to put together his legislative 
program.

The state constitution specifies that the chief executive is to 

communicate with the legislature by message, but it does not indicate 

that this must be in person. Historically, all but one of Arizona’s 

governors have delivered all major messages to the legislature in person. 

Sidney Osborn was the notable exception, and he was prevented from 

appearing before the legislature during the six special sessions of 

1947 and 1948 by his severe illness.

The Morey study indicates that:

The actual delivery of the message is more important 
for public-opinion purposes than for directly influencing 
the legislators. If the governor is especially glib and 
delivers his message in a dramatic fashion, the public 
reading the press accounts and viewing the films of the 
speech on television are more apt to be impressed than the 
legislature. The picture on opening day is not one of a 
hushed chamber of attentive legislators sitting on the edge 
of their seats with their eyes fixed on the governor. The 
legislators are usually courteous but rather blase about 
the whole affair. This does not necessarily mean that
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they are uninterested or unimpressed. It does mean that 
they want to wait and see what public reaction to the 
program is going to be before making any firm commit
ments. 18

National and international happenings have an obvious effect on 

the formulation of the message's contents. Another major source has 

usually been the recommendations of previous governors, and many requests 

found in recent messages were simply items extracted from previous 

messages and revamped to conform more to then current needs and desires.

The chief executive's recommendations may be highly desirable 
and outlined in a most persuasive manner, but if it is not backed up by 

specific legislation proposals, the governor's efforts will go for 

nought. Although the governor has authority to propose legislation, he 

is not allowed to introduce it to the legislature. In the face of this 

restriction the governor finds it necessary to rely upon his friends 

in the legislature to see that his program is implemented.

Many governors have prepared their own legislation and then have 

persuaded various sympathetic members of the legislature to sponsor that 

legislation on the floors of the two houses. Under this concept the role 

of the legislature is seen as not just one of policy initiation; it also 

must provide ratification of proposals presented by the governor.

In contrast to these governors have been those who conceived of 

the governorship in a somewhat different light. One of these was 

Ernest MacFarland, who had the feeling that his function did not 

encompass the preparation of specific legislation. He felt he had good

18. Ibid., pp. 54-55.



12?
solid support within the legislature, and, that after he had presented 

his recommendations, they knew precisely what he desired. Then it fell 

to them to cover these recommendations with the requisite legislation.

Dr. Morey*s research indicates that Arizona governors have had 

an overall legislative success of twenty-two per cent. This calculation 

is based upon a comparison between the number of requests presented to 
the legislature and the number of requests enacted into law.^O This is 

a good deal lower than the percentages found in several other studies, 

all utilizing the same basic method Harvey Walker conducted two 

studies in 1931 and 1932, using a cross section of nine states. He 

found an overall fifty-six per cent level of success in his first study 
and thirty-five per cent in the second.22 Hallie- Farmer, in her

19. Interview with Steve Spear, Head of the Arizona Tax 
Research Association and former Speaker of the Arizona House of Repre
sentatives, July 24, 1961.

20. Dr. Morey carefully points out, on page 57 of his study, that 
although "this calculation may be misleading because the relative 
significance of each item is not weighed, it does provide an aggregate 
index of gubernatorial success."

21. Hallie Farmer, The legislative Process in Alabama (University, 
Alabama: University of Alabama Press, 1949.

Harvey Walker, "The Results of Governors * Messages in 1931," 
American Political Science Review. 26 (February, 1932).

Harvey Walker, "Governors, Messages, and the Legislative 
Product in 1932," American Political Science Review, 26 (December, 1932).

22. Harvey Walker, "The Results of Governors* Messages in 1931,M 
American Political Science Review. 26 (February, 1932), p. 84.

Harvey Walker, "Governors, Messages, and the Legislative 
Product in 1932," American Political Science Review. 26 December, 1932), 
p. 1074.
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Alabama investigation, showed fifty-six per cent as her results. ^3

Morey states that M. . . a governor’s vote-getting ability is

not a natural key to legislative success, Sidney Osborn and George Hunt

were two of the state’s most popular governors, yet they rank as the

two most unsuccessful governors with the legislature.11 ̂  He further

maintains that a difference in party affiliation between the chief

executive and the legislature is not a deciding factor in gubernatorial

legislative success.25 Another conclusion reached is that external

crises do not necessarily force the chief executive and the legislature

into closer cooperation. Morey explains that:

Since statehood the two national crises of greatest magni
tude have been the great Depression and World War II.
During the darkest days of the Depression B. B. Mouer was 
governor. Sidney Osborn was the state’s chief executive 
throughout the war. Legislative success for both men was 
somewhat less than other governors who served during less 
troubled times.26

Administrative reorganization proposals made by governors have 

comprised the largest single category of those rejected by the legislature. 

Chief executives, for the most part, are anxious to increase their 

executive authority; similarly, - many legislators are equally determined 

to see to it that the governor’s powers are not enlarged.

23. Farmer, op. cit., p. 172.

2k, Morey, op. cit.. p. 57*

25. Ibid.

26. Ibid., p. 58.
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The Special Session Power

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

his judgment it is advisable. In calling a special session, the governor 

shall specify the subjects to be considered, and at such special sessions 

no laws shall be enacted except such as relate to the subjects mentioned 

in his call."27 xhe governor lacks the power to supplement the call 

after the legislature has convened, and the "Attorney-General will 

construe the subject matter to be considered as narrowly as possible."2®
An amendment to the constitution, adopted in 1948, specifies 

that the chief executive must call a special session if petitioned to 

do so by two-thirds of the legislature. When the call is initiated by 

the legislative body, the governor is not allowed to limit the items 

to be placed on the agenda. The legislature has never seen fit to use 

this power.

Dr. Morey has described this significant legislative tool by 

listing several of the arguments proponents put forth in its favor:

. . .  (1) In a special session the governor determines 
the scope of legislative activity. Since the legislature 
can enact laws only within designated subject matter areas, 
the governor has complete control over the agenda. (2)
Through controlling the subject matter the governor can give 
maximum focus of public attention to the areas of his choice.
During a regular session the public tends to lose interest 
in the legislature, because many people are often baffled 
and confused by the volume and conflicting nature of legis
lation. In a special session it is more difficult for the

27. Arizona, Constitution. Art. 2, sec. 3*
28. Heinz R. Sink and Bruce B. Mason, Constitutional Government

in Arizona (Tempe: Bureau of Government Research, Arizona State
University, 1963), p. 39.



130
legislature to escape public scrutiny by becoming immersed 
in the entaglements of the process. (3) Under the cir
cumstances of a special session the governor has control 
over the lives of the legislators. Mien he issues a call, 
they must respond even if it means leaving their homes and 
jobs. Thus, the legislators usually want to end the session 
as quickly as possible. They know the surest means of doing 
so is to satisfy the governor. (4) The governor has un
limited use of the special session. Thus the device becomes 
a useful threat. If the governor is not satisfied, he can 
inform the legislators that he will call them back again 
and again until his demands have been met.^9

He then continues his discussion by listing four limitations
of the special session power:

. . . (1) In calling a special session the governor 
places his prestige squarely on the block. The 
legislature must accept or reject his requests.
Inactivity is tantamount to a rebuff by the legislature.
(2) The governor may call as many sessions as he likes;

. however they do cost the taxpayers money. Even though 
it is unfair, often the burden of expense is placed 
on the shoulders of the governor. Hence the cost may act as 
a deterrent in calling frequent sessions. (3) If 
sessions are called too often, an intense antagonism 
toward the governor may develop among the legislators.
If hostile feelings exist, the session may degenerate 
into a petty duel with each branch determined to break 
the other. Even before this happens the legislature 
may embarrass the governor by adjourning as soon as the 
session meets. (4) If the governor is unsuccessful 
in one session, he is left in a quandary. If his 
reasons were important enough to call the first session, 
should he not continue to call the legislators back 
until his demands have been met? Yet if he does so, 
he may only compound his difficulties with the legis
lature and eventually run the risk of appearing 
unreasonable.30

Special legislative sessions have been used most often simply to 

fill in the interval between regular sessions. Frequently they have

29
30

Morey, op. cit.. pp. 59-60
Ibid., p. 60.
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been used by the governor in deliberate attempts to force the hand of 

the state legislature. It is hoped that maximum public attention 

focused on the desired legislation will aid its passage. Usually the 

item or items designated by the governor are those which had been re

jected by the legislature in the preceding regular session. One example 

of a successful use of this mechanism is Governor Fannin* s 196l special 

session relating to liquor and narcotics control legislation, which has 
been discussed earlier in this study.

In 1958 Governor MacFarland submitted to the legislature an 

expansive program for expenditures increases in the areas of welfare 

and education. Not even one item of this program was enacted into law. 

MacFarland became quite furious and called the legislators back into 
immediate special session. Again the governor*s total list of recommen

dations for legislation was ignored.3^

Governors Hunt and Osborn both called numerous special sessions 

in attempts to force the legislature to enact desired legislation.32 
Hunt called four special sessions in 192? and achieved only token success. 

Only six of the governor's twenty-three recommendations were enacted, 

and most of those were merely supplemental appropriations for several 
state institutions.

Governor Osborn called six special sessions during 19^7 and 1948. 
In assessing the success of Osborn in using the special session to

31. James Reichley, States in Crisis: Politics in Ten American 
States. I95O-I962 (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press,
1964), p. 48.

32. For a detailed account of these examples see Morey's study, 
pp. 62-64.
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pressure the legislature into action, Dr. Morey’s study concluded:

He was more successful than his predecessor. Hunt. But 
he was not as successful as some of his more outspoken 
admirers would lead one to believe. Of the thirty-six 
recommendations Osborn proposed, eighteen were enacted 
which gave him an even fifty per cent batting average.
Of course, the decision cannot be rested solely on a 
quantitative calculation. Quality remains more important 
than quantity. On a qualitative basis Osborn’s most 
significant victory during the special sessions was the 
creation of the Arizona Interstate Stream Commission.
This has become a permanent agency and has successfully 
handled the burden of litigation in the state’s water 
suit with California. The success which probably 
pleased Osborn the most was the enactment of a ground- 
water code. After ignoring this latter request in two 
previous sessions, the legislature finally enacted the 
code in the sixth special session. But this victory 
probably was due more to the pressure of the national 
Bureau of Reclamation than to the insistence of 
Governor Osborn.33

So it can be seen that the special session power can be used with 
good success but, as Governors MacFarland, Hunt, and Osborn discovered, 

this technique cannot constantly be utilized to produce results.

It is virtually impossible to measure the threat of a special

session call. The governor may never use'the power and yet it does exist

in the minds of each member of the state legislature. The Morey study

provides an excellent example of the subtle use of the special session

threat during the 1963 regular session:
In that session the legislature passed a bill creating 
the division of appraisal and assessment under the State

33. Morey, op. cit., pp. 64-65.
A personal interview Dr. Morey had with former Governor 

Ernest MacFarland revealed that the major reason for passage may have 
been the threat of the United States Bureau of Reclamation to withdraw 
support of the Central Arizona Project unless the state passed an 
underground-water code.
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Tax Commission. One factor -which encouraged the passage 
of the bill was the feeling among the legislators that 
the governor might call a special session if nothing was 
done in this area. The Senate was never happy with the 
bill, but eventually decided that they could amend more 
freely an appraisal bill in a regular session than in a 
possible special session. Fannin had requested action 
on property-assessment practices in at least/four of 
his previous programs.34-

In 1962 Governor Fannin supplied a new wrinkle to the old special 
session threat by threatening not to call the legislators into a special 

session. He was utilizing this technique to communicate to the legisla

ture the fact that he would not bail them out financially by calling a 

special session (during which the legislators are paid twenty dollars 

a day) to consider legislation which should have been enacted during 

the regular session.

Arizona governors have been twice as successful in having 

legislation enacted in special sessions as opposed to regular sessions. 

This success seems to be higher because they have considerably more 

control over the former. It is also interesting to note that the 

greatest percentage of enactments occurred in those special sessions 

where the chief executive had limited his call to a minimum number of 

recommendations. The highest'percentages occurred in those sessions 

where the governor confined his call to three or fewer items.

These conclusions seem to indicate that widespread public awareness 

and participation is an important factor in the success of special 

sessions. The governor focuses on a minimum of issues, and thus the

34-. Morey, o£. cit., p. 65
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legislators soon find themselves functioning under more popular scru
tiny.

III. CONTROLLING THE STRENGTHENED GOVERNOR

One of the key problems of any democratic government is to devise 

a system by which those who direct the government may be held responsible 

to the people for governmental policies and programs. The problem is as 

pertinent to the state level in Arizona as to any other level of govern
ment in this country.

Those who oppose the strengthening of the powers of the governor 

in Arizona raise this question in a variety of forms, but most of these 

objections have a common theme running throughout; namely, that by 

increasing the powers of the governor over the administration the office 

would become so powerful that the governorship could not be controlled 

by the people or the legislature. In brief, several of those inter

viewed^ were opposing in one way or another the basic concept that the 

governor should be given power commensurate with his responsibility on 

the grounds that if he were given such power he would become too powerful 
to be subject to democratic controls.

In the light of this argument it seemed appropriate to include 
a very brief discussion of four devices which should enable the people

35. Interview with Robert ¥. Prochnow, State Senator, July 25,1961.
Interview with Clarence Carpenter, President of the Arizona 

State Senate, July 24, 1961.



and the legislature to control the strengthened chief executive, although 

this might more properly be presented in another study.

135

Impeachment

Impeachment proceedings are usually instituted only as a last 

resort, and they have been used extremely infrequently. Only four United 

States governors have been convicted in impeachment proceedings since 

Reconstruction. ̂  Several others have been the object of impeachment 

proceedings, but the attempts have failed to convict the governors in 

question. Many of these attempts have no doubt been instigated by 

political opponents of the governor.

Professor Coleman Ransone, in his book The Office of Governor in 

the United States, comes to the following conclusion with regard to 

impeachment:

Whether impeachment is politically inspired or whether 
it is based on sounder grounds, it is a slow and cumbersome 
process. On the whole, it appears to be a judicial process 
whose full effect is potential rather than actual. The 
mere fact that the process is available and can be used as 
a last resort may have a salutary effect in preventing 
the more flagrant abuses of power and corruption on a 
grand scale. Hence, it should be retained if only for 
its possible effect as a deterrent. However, as a device 
for the popular control of government, it is sadly lacking.
It can be used only in extreme cases of personal dishonesty 
or flagrant abuse of power and, therefore, is of little 
consequence in holding the governor responsible for the 
execution of policy. For this reason the process 
seems to have had very little effect on the exercise of 
many of the governors* most important functions.37

36. Sulzer of New York, 1913; Ferguson of Texas, 1917; Walton 
of Oklahoma, 1923; and Johnson of Oklahoma, 1927.

37* Coleman B. Ransone, Jr. The Office of Governor in the United 
States (University, Alabama; University of Alabama Press, 1956), 
pp. 369-370.
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The Recall

In attempts to render the removal process more effective and less 

cumbersome, eleven states have provided for the recall of the chief 

executive. This allows the removal of the governor by an adverse 

popular vote.

While those favoring recall claim for it many advantages over 

the process of impeachment, it does not appear to have substantially 
improved the removal process in those states where it has been adopted.38 
The only governor to be recalled was lynn J, Frazier, who was Nonpartisan 
League Governor of North Dakota, in 1921. This method may have some 

advantage in providing removal for reasons more closely approaching the 

determination of policy than is generally the case with the process of 

impeachment. It has to be admitted, though, that both these methods 

are in .practice a last resort and that another system must be used to 

provide for gubernatorial accountability on policy grounds. As Coleman 

Ransone has observed: "The chief value of impeachment or recall lies 

in the psychological effect on the governor. In practice, they are 

deterrents to major abuses of power and corruption on a grand scale 

rather than practical devices for the removal of the state*s chief 
executive."39

38. See Cullen B. Gosnell and lynwood M. Holland, State and 
Local Government in the United States (New York, 1951)» pp. 228 ff., 
for a discussion of the advantages and disadvantages of this system.

39* Ransone, op. cit., p. 371*
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Popular Election

Those ■who argue for a strong governor feel that his popular 

election is a primary device for democratic control, since the citizen- 

voter exercises control through his ballot in the chief executive's 

initial nomination and election and is able to indicate his disapproval 

in the same fashion at a subsequent election, should the governor choose 
to succeed himself.

It seems clear that what attention is given to state elections 

by the citizen is concentrated primarily on the race for the governorship. 
This indicates that insofar as popular election now serves as a control 

device, that device is more effective in regard to the chief executive 

than to any other single elected official. The fact that the governor 

is elected by "all the people" as compared to the single-member 

district system used in electing most legislators adds to the general 

effectiveness of this control. Even though the voter turnout in some 

elections is small, the governor has considerable justification for 

thinking his program to be a mandate from the people. It is at least 

a mandate from those who bothered to cast their ballots, and under our 

system of democracy this is the group whose will is heard. The fact 

that the Arizona legislature is, on the whole, not a truly representa

tive body also tends to reinforce the chief executive's right to claim 

some preference for his program. Although it is not desirable that 

so few of the state's eligible voters cast their ballots or that the 

legislature is not a representative forum, these facts form part of 

the present political pattern, and until they are altered, the chief
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executive must continue to function •within the framework which has been 

established* Within the context of that framework, the concentration 

of attention on the gubernatorial campaign and the state-wide nature 

of that campaign make the popular election of the governor a reasonably 

effective control device. Professor Ransone sums it up this way:

If the popular election of the governor and the con
stant scrutiny of his actions are to be really meaningful 
control devices, the governorship must be an office 
with sufficient power to be an important factor in 
state government. If the governor is to be a factor 
for popular control, then he must be able in turn to 
control the departments which he is supposed to manage.
The executive branch must be so organized that the 
governor can take remedial action if he discovers that 
a particular department is at fault. If the governor 
is not given such power, then the check over the 
executive which is provided by his election and by 
the publicity which is focused on his office is only 
an illusion. There is no popular check over the 
executive branch if a good governor is elected but 
is powerless to take action to correct conditions 
which may have prompted his election or for which 
he is now being criticized. Responsible government 
means more than elected government. It means a 
government which can be held responsible for its 
actions because it has the power to take action. A 
government of inaction is not a responsible govern
ment. A governor without power is not a responsible 
governor. Responsible government implies a govern
ment which can act and which can be removed if it 
fails to act or if it acts contrary to the public 
interest as that interest is interpreted by the 
majority of the citizens. . . .  On occasion, the 
people may not choose wisely, at least in the view 
of some political scientists. Nevertheless, our 
system is based on the theory that they will choose 
wisely over the long run.^O

40. Ibid., pp. 402-403.



139
Legislative Oversight

If the chief executive is allowed effective control over the state 

departments and if he is given a strong set of budgetary controls 

including the executive budget, legislative oversight will be strengthened 

rather than weakened. In Arizona, as the situation now exists, the 

legislature has a very second-rate opportunity to judge the governor's 

principal programs. This is particularly the case in fiscal matters, 

because the budget represents such a small portion of the state's total 

expenditures that it presents only a partial look at the whole fiscal 

situation. If the governor's budget power could be increased to create 

a real policy vehicle which covered the entire executive branch, the 

executive budget would then serve the chief executive as a primary 

means of internal control and the legislature as an equally effective 

control over the governor. That body could then pass judgment on the 

governor's entire program. This control could be made more effective by 

a reorganization of the committee system and more adequate staffing 

for committees. Perhaps a dual approach to the problem of a more 

efficient and effective state government based on increasing the powers 

and controls of both the governor and the legislature would be the most 

successful method for achieving its solution.

This discussion has not covered such primary legislative controls 

over administration as the legislative investigative power, the power to 

establish and abolish agencies and prescribe by statute the general 

outlines of their functions, and the power of the senate to approve 

appointees of the governor. It should be mentioned, though, that these
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controls add substantially to the legislature*s effectiveness in the 

oversight of the executive branch. If these checks are combined with 
the central power to control the purse strings, it appears that the 

legislature is reasonably well armed to furnish effective oversight of 

the administrative process. The major weakness of the legislature, as 

has been noted previously, lies in its staff and organization. This 

weakness, in the words of Professor Pansone, "is an argument for 

improving the legislature rather than an argument for weakening the 
governor.

The concluding chapter, under the assumption that the model 

represents the desired ends that Arizona administrative machinery 

should achieve, discusses the problems that will arise in the processes 

by which these goals may be attained in Arizona*s administrative organ

ization and offers some guidelines to aid sponsors of the reorganization 

principles in achieving their goals.

41. Ibid., p. 380



CHAPTER V

ADMINISTRATIVE REORGANIZATION AND THE FUTURE

There have been several attempts to reform the state's admin

istration in Arizona's history. They were political attempts, launched 

by governors, and all involved, legislative action. These efforts 

failed because they were political and. because in Arizona there seems 

to be only rare accord between the governor and the legislature.

There exist three methods for bringing about constitutional 

administrative reorganization in Arizona. Constitutional amendments 

setting up the reforms could be referred by the legislature to the 

people for a vote. Secondly, the legislature could refer a proposed 

constitutional convention to the people for a vote. The third route 

is the initiated constitutional convention by petition of the people. 

Fifteen per cent of the registered voters must sign the petition.

The Arizona State Junior Chamber of Commerce, which has 

interested itself in state administrative reorganization and a 

strengthening of the governor's powers, has decided to go the third, 

or initiative, route.^ Arthur A. Schwartz, chairman of the model

1. It should be mentioned here that this decision coincides 
with the thinking of most of those interviewed during the preparation 
of this thesis. This method was considered the "best" in terms of 
eventual success and adequacy of the reforms, inasmuch as a faulty

141
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constitutional convention held in November of 1961, has this to say 

in regard to that choice:

The legislature cannot keep the Constitution current.

This is because the legislature confronts many routine 
as ■well as important problems of policy and administration 
in the day-to-day life of our state, and any consideration 
for constitutional change must be sandwiched in among their 
other responsibilities. The convention is called for a 
single purpose.2

In other words, the Jaycees want to circumvent the apathy the legis

lature has shown in the past toward reforms for the state* s administra

tion.

This movement is not without its critics, and Samuel P. 

Goddard, Jr., of Tucson, has sounded this warning note, while still 

encouraging continuous examination of Arizona's political structure, 

in regard to proposed administrative reorganization:

As for the proposal to reduce Arizona to one elective 
officer, there are two ways of considering the situation.
On the one hand, it could be described as the efficient 
focus of responsibility in an executive department directed 
by one man. . . .  It is equally apparent, however, that 
this proposal could simply spawn a vast network of political 
patronage, permitting complete control of government by one 
or more powerful interests who could prevail in a limited 
state election.3

Here are several other arguments against administrative 

reorganization and strengthening the power of the governor. These by

organization of the administration is stereotyped in the constitution, 
and thoroughgoing reorganization by mere statutory enactment is 
practically impossible. They point out that the introduction of the 
short ballot and the equalization of the terms of office of the governor 
and other state officials are reforms which are impeded by constitutional 
restrictions.

2. Tucson Daily Citizen. October 3» 196l.
3. Ibid.« September 29, 196l.



no means represent the total criticism leveled at reorganization, but 

do indicate the major objections to the suggested reforms.

143

I. ARGUMENTS AGAINST REORGANIZATION

The traditional checks and balances between and among elective 

department heads would be removed. Elected Republican and Democratic 

office holders continually watch each other to see that there are no 

fingers in the till. L. S. (Dick) Adams, who as a Democratic minority 

leader in the Arizona House of Representatives helped defeat the 

Griffenhagen program in the early 1950*5, had the following to say 

regarding the danger outlined above:

The idea of removing public officials from a public vote 
is dangerous. For example, an unscrupulous governor could, 
for a payoff, pack a Corporation Commission that would be 
favorable to a special interest group.

Again, the governor could appoint an official in all good 
faith and the official could turn around and become a 
millionaire in a month. This could happen with a central 
purchasing department.4

Further, Adams said, in Arizona the elected auditor and elected treasurer

check and balance each other. "Their books must balance against the 

other at the end of each day. But if you combined these agencies into 

a finance department, you would have an appointed czar balancing his 
own books.

Further criticism of administrative reorganization has been 

voiced by Robert Prochnow, state senator from Flagstaff. He points

4. Ibid.
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out that with each change in administration most or all department 

heads will be replaced. Inefficiency would result because of changes 

in policies and personnel, (Arizona*s voters seem inclined to return 

incumbents to office term after term with the exception of the governor 

and attorney general.) Prochnow foresees chaotic government adminis

tration and a mass of confusion for several months after a new 

administrative changeover.&

Another argument put forth by Senator Prochnow was that re

organization would bring a severe conflict between the legislature and 

the governor, who would be supreme head of the administrative departments. 

He indicated that in Arizona the legislature traditionally takes more 

than a monied interest in the operation of state departments. In 

addition to appropriating funds, the legislature has investigated 

frequently the efficiency of departmental operation and has gone so 

far as to seriously question certain departmental policies. He 

warned that if complete administrative power was placed in the hands 

of the governor and taken completely from the legislature, much more 

friction than customarily exists between the executive and legislative 

branches probably would be the result.?

Many opponents of reorganization argue that, if it is carried 

to the extreme, the governor would have power far beyond the ability 

of the legislature or the electorate to curb, and a spoils system 

would be encouraged. These critics wonder what guarantees that the

6. Interview with Robert ¥. Prochnow, State Senator, July 25,

7. Ibid.
1961,
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governor responsible for the administrative branch would be an expert 

administrator. They maintain that a political hack elected to the 

governor's post could be depended upon, more often than not, to appoint 

political hacks to be heads of departments. They carry the argument 

farther and predict that department heads in a reorganized administra

tions, and responsible only to the governor, would hold themselves 

aloof from the people. State Representative, Democrat Robert Hathaway, 

expressed the feeling this way:

I have a fear that under extreme reorganization 
the government will move away from the people. Today, 
a disgruntled citizen can talk to any elected official 
and air his complaints. This is true because the 
elected official must keep his contacts with the 
public if he wants to be re-elected. Should 
reorganization become a fact, I have a feeling 
that the appointed official would ignore the 
citizen. His door would be closed.“

Oversimplification of government and ultra-centralization of : 

administrative authority is felt by opponents of reorganization to be 

incompatible with democracy: reorganization would take away the right 

of the people to vote for their state officials, and many Democrats 

fear that ultra-centralization at the state level could lead to a 

lessening of the voter's authority on the county level. (Some 

reorganization theories advocate that the governor be empowered to 

appoint members of the judiciary down to and including the county 
courts.)9

8. Tucson Daily Citizen. September 29, 1961.

9 Ibid



Anti-reorganization forces may have a minor point 'when they 

state that the capital’s physical structure does not lend itself to 

reorganization. State departments and agencies operate at the present 

time out of the old capitol, separate office buildings, and a number 

of rented, temporary quarters scattered all around the capital city.

It is argued that physical consolidation of departments would prove 

very difficult, and that improper office layouts produce poor work."*"®

In Arizona most elective administrative offices, except 

occasionally those of the governor and attorney general, are captured 

by Democrats. This leads to much of the Democratic opposition to the 

movement for reorganization. They are blaming the Republicans for 

instigating the cry for reform. The Democrats insist the Republicans 

favor reorganization because they are unable to gain control under the 

present system. The Republicans stand to gain if the "rules are 

changed." The whole idea is the result of a Republican "cry-baby 

attitude" say the Democrats.H

In addition to these objections to reorganization, there are 

others who oppose the idea of bringing it about through the constitu

tional convention. The thought of an initiated constitutional 

convention visibly disturbs lobbyists who represent Arizona’s corporate 

interests. Although the state’s constitution was said to be a document 

"for the people" and against the business combines, those corporate 

interests have learned to live with it. A constitution, after all,
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10. Ibid.. October 2, 1961
11. Ibid.
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is only a tool by which government is operated. The corporate interests 

have been successful in influencing the passage of laws that implement 

the constitution. Consequently, these interests dread a constitutional 

convention which could undermine their rather comfortable position.

One outspoken lobbyist had the following to say: "There is a great 

danger in what a convention might do to us, especially taxwise. You 

know, it is impossible to overestimate the stupidity of the people."^ 
Several of those interviewed maintained that the state's 

small (in population) counties would oppose reorganization and a 

constitutional convention.^ These small counties fear they will lose 

representation in the legislature. This danger exists because a true 

constitutional convention could re-examine and rewrite— subject to 

approval of the electorate— all phases of the constitution, . and not 

limit itself necessarily to the executive branch. Should the present 

legislative organization be altered, thirteen of Arizona's fourteen 

counties could suffer serious loss of legislative voice and power. 

Maricopa County, with Phoenix at its center, could benefit. For 

example, the senate now has twenty-eight members, two from each county, 

but a constitutional convention could amend this and place the senate

12. Ibid.
13. Interview with Paul Fannin, Governor of Arizona, July 26,1961.

Interview with Robert Creighton, publisher of the Arizona 
Legislative Review. July 27$ 1961.

Interview with Robert W. Prochnow, State Senator, July 25$
1961.

Interview with John Haugh, House of Representatives Minority 
Leader, Arizona House of Representatives, July 27$ 1961.
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membership on a population proportion basis, similar to that which 

exists in the house of representatives. (It should be noted here that 

the 1964 decision of the United States Supreme Court has largely removed 

this argument from serious consideration.) Or the convention could 

abolish the senate, establishing a unicameral legislature. In the 

event of such an occurrence Maricopa County and Phoenix could control 

the legislature to the detriment of the other thirteen counties.

There are arguments in favor of centering legislative control in 

urban areas, the principal one being that government should reflect the 

distribution of population. But such reasoning makes little sense to 

the rural areas. Espousing the rural outlook are state senators Robert 

Prochnow and Morris Richards, the latter the publisher of the Winslow 

Mail. The former, while admitting the representation in the legislature 

is unequal, maintains that the special interests in Arizona, such as 

mining, lumber, and ranching should be represented. He cautioned that 

if such were not the case Phoenix and Tucson would control the state.^ 

(The recent Supreme Court decision will probably have this effect.) In 

an editorial Richards said that the drive for a constitutional con

vention:

. • . merely reflects the shallow type of thinking that is 
going into the project, or else it is a patent attempt to 
lead the young business men of Arizona into a trap which 
would leave all but two Arizona counties out in the cold 
insofar as representation in government is concerned. . . .  
the moment it /the constitutional convention/ becomes a serious 
move, that is the moment that the outlying counties of Arizona 
must rise up and organize for their own political survival.̂ 5

14. Interview with Robert W. Prochnow, State Senator, July 25i
1961.

15. Quoted in Tucson Daily Citizen. October 4, 1961.
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Corporate interests and the small counties comprise only a 

small segment of the opposing battle lines that will develop. A 

constitutional convention can and probably would affect every strata 

of society and every profession and business in Arizona. Individuals, 

classes, and pressure groups representing all of these will take a 

vital interest.^

n .  SOME GUIDELINES FOR THE FUTURE

The sponsors of the present movement for administrative re

organization in Arizona and future reformists must take cognizance 

of several guidelines, which have been formulated from important lessons 

of past experience, if their goals are to be realized.

1. A public demand for reorganization must be created. Over

all reorganization requires extensive publicity and support of the 

different media of communication. Probably most important is the need 

for the broadest public participation of all groups in the state.

Groups in the legislature, private groups, those representing 

business, agriculture, labor, consumers, every conceivable citizen's 

group, should be enlisted behind the program. The more non-political 

groups, like the laycees, that can be enlisted, the better. These 

groups must convince the people that the state's administration does

16. For example, the opposition of many merchants of the state 
to the centralized purchasing concept. Much opposition can be expected 
from departments, agencies, boards, and commissions whose independence 
will be threatened.
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need streamlining and that they have the proper plan for accomplishing 

the needed reform.

Former state representative Arthur ScheUeriberg has proposed 

a committee to study reorganization of the administrative machinery 

composed of fifty per cent legislators and fifty per cent citizens. 

Without the support of the public reorganization cannot succeed he 

maintains. ScheUeriberg also indicates there seems to be a general 

mistrust among the public of politicians, and such a joint effort 

will provide for better understanding on both sides. Once the phil
osophy of the new system is generally accepted by the responsible 

citizenry of the state its chances of becoming a reality will be 

heightened.17

2. Arizona has a peculiar aversion to advice from out-of- 

state administrative reform experts, and the movement must not be 

identified with any successful eastern-state reorganization move.

Dr. Riggs has described this hostility in his study on administrative 

reorganization.in Arizona:

Many Arizonans still have enough provincialism to resent 
the implication that out-of-state (especially eastern, 
professional) talent is needed to tell the natives how to run 
their government. "Griffenhagenism" after 1950 became a hiss 
and a byword among opponents of reorganization, as well as 
an effective political catchword. -However regrettable, this 
sentiment is also a political fact of life. Future proposals 
will have a better chance of success if they are advertised 
as home-grown products.18

1?. Interview with Arthur B. ScheUeriberg, State Representa
tive, July 25, 1961.

18. Robert E. Riggs, The Movement for Administrative 
Reorganization in Arizona (Special Studies Ho. 17. Tucson; University 
of Arizona Bureau of Business and Public Research, 1961), p. 67.
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3. The movement must not be allowed to appear to be a Phoenix 

or Maricopa County effort, as outlying areas of the state will resent 

this.

4. The attempt to reorganize the executive branch should also 

include introduction of better methods in the legislative branch. They 

go hand-in-hand, and a satisfactory businesslike reorganization of the 

administration cannot be maintained unless the legislature recognizes 

that the reorganization is equally its interest and enterprise. For 

example, an effective budget system is a legislative tool of much 
significance.

5. The reorganization movement must be kept divorced from 

partisan politics; it must appear to be a movement of the people.

This will require a great deal of bipartisanship from the program* s 

very beginnings to its final adoption, and it probably cannot succeed 

without studied efforts to bring party leaders from both parties into 

the consultations. At every stage compromise will be the key to 

eventual success. Dr. Riggs has written: "Failure to provide this 

key element increases the likelihood that the program will incur the 

burden of previously engendered partisan or factional animosities.

6. It must be remembered the problem is not solely one of 

amendments to the constitution or the passing of legislation; it is 
equally a problem of carrying forward the local stream of public under

standing of the requirements of effective organization and administra

tion.

19. Ibid.
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7. Finally, some counsel of optimism is necessary; No 

program to reorganize for more efficient and responsible government 

ever really fails, even when defeated the first or second time. 

Reorganization requires education, and often in its rejection the 

seeds of future popular approval are sown.



APPENDIXES

APPENDIX A

TEXT OF GOVERNOR'S STATUTORY CIVIL DEFENSE POWERS

Section 26-341 General Powers

The governor shall;

1. Have general direction and control of the Department of 
Civil Defense and shall be responsible for carrying out the provisions 

of this chapter. In the event of disaster beyond local control he may 

assume direct operational control over all or any part of the civil 

defense functions -within the state.

2. make orders, rules, and regulations to carry out the pro

visions of this chapter, -with due consideration of plans of the fe

deral government.

3. prepare a comprehensive plan for the civil defense of the 
state -which shall:

(a) be coordinated and integrated to the fullest extent 

-with the civil defense plans of the federal government and other states.

(b) be coordinated and integrated -with the preparation of 
civil defense plans by political subdivisions of the state.

4. In accordance -with the state civil defense plan:

(a) ascertain requirements of the state or political 

subdivisions thereof for food or clothing or other necessities of life

153
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in event of attack.

(b) plan for and procure supplies, medicine, materials, 

and equipment.

(c) use and employ from time to time any property, 

services, and resources within the state for purposes of this chapter.

(d) make studies and surveys of the industries, resources, 

and facilities of the state necessary to ascertain the civil defense 

potentials of the state, and plan for the most efficient emergency
use thereof.

(e) institute training programs and public information 

programs, and take all the preparatory steps necessary to insure a 

source of adequately trained and equipped civil defense personnel in 

time of need, including partial or full mobilization of civil defense 

organizations in advance of actual disaster.

5. cooperate with the president, heads of the armed forces, 

the civil defense agency of the United States and other authorized 

federal officers and agencies, and with officers and agencies of other 

states in matters pertaining to civil defense, including the direction 
or control of:

(a) blackouts and practice blackouts, air raid drills, 

mobilization of civil defense forces and other tests and exercises.

(b) warnings and signals for drills or attacks and 

mechanical devices to be used in connection therewith.

(c) effective screening or extinguishing of all lights

and lighting devices and appliances
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(d) shutting off water mains, gas mains, electrical power 

connections and the suspension of all other public utility services.

(e) conduct of civilians and the movement and cessation 

of movement of pedestrians and vehicular traffic during, prior, and 
subsequent to drills or attack.

(f) public gatherings.

(g) evacuation and reception of the civilian population.

6. take action and give directions to state and local law 

enforcement officers and agencies as reasonably necessary to secure 

compliance with provisions of this chapter, and with orders, rules, and 

regulations made pursuant thereto.

7. employ measures and give directions to the state or local 

boards of health necessary to secure compliance with provisions of this 

chapter, or with findings or recommendations of the boards of health 

by reason of conditions arising from enemy attack or threat of energy 

attack.

8. utilize the services and facilities of officers and agencies 

of the state and political subdivisions thereof. Such officers and 

agencies shall cooperate with and extend their services and facilities 

to the governor as he requests.

9. establish agencies and offices and appoint executive, 

technical, clerical, and other personnel necessary to carry out the 

provisions of this chapter. Due consideration shall be given to the 

recommendation of local authorities and full-time state and regional
directors



156

10. delegate authority vested in him under this chapter and 

provide for the sub-delegation of such authority.

11. on behalf of the state, enter into reciprocal aid agreements 

or compacts with other states and the federal government, either on a 

state-wide or local subdivision basis, or with a neighboring state or 

province of a foreign country. Such mutual aid arrangements shall be 

limited to furnishing or exchange of:

(a) food, clothing, medicine, and other supplies.

(b) engineering services.
(c) emergency housing.

(d) police services.

(e) national or state guards while under control of the
state.

(f) health, medical, and related services.

(g) firefighting, rescue, transportation, and construction 

services and equipment.

(h) personnel necessary to provide or conduct such services,

(i) such other supplies, equipment, facilities, personnel, 

and services as needed. The agreements may relate to the terms and 

conditions of mutual aid, and to reimbursement of costs and expenses for 

equipment, supplies, personnel, and similar items for mobile support 

units, firefighting, police units, and health units.

12. sponsor and develop mutual aid plans and agreements between 

political subdivisions of the state similar to mutual aid arrangements 

with other states as authorized by this section.
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Section 26-342 Emergency Powers

In event of an enemy attack against the United States, the 

Governor, with advice and consent of the Civil Defense Advisory Council, 

may declare that a state of emergency exists, and for the duration of 

the state of emergency the Governor may:

1. enforce laws, rules, and regulations relating to civil 

defense, and assume direct operational control of civil defense forces 

and helpers in the state.

2. seize or condemn property for protection of the public, or 

at the request of the president, the armed forces, or the civil defense 
agency of the United States, including:

(a) all means of transportation and communications, except 
newspapers and radio broadcasting stations.

(b) all fuel of whatever nature.

(c) food, clothing, equipment, materials, medicines, and
supplies.

(d) facilities, including buildings and plants.

3. sell, lend, give or distribute all or any such seized or 

condemned property among the inhabitants of the state and account to 

the state treasurer for any funds received therefor.

4. Provide for compensation for property seized or condemned 

under the provisions of this section. If property is taken for temporary 

use, the Governor, within ten (10) days after the taking, shall determine 
the amount of compensation to be paid therefor. If the property is 

returned to the owner in a damaged condition or is not returned, the



Governor shall, -within ten (10) days determine the amount of compensation 
to be paid for such damage or failure to return the property. When 

the Governor deems it advisable for the state to take title to property 

taken under this section, he shall then cause the owner of the property 

to be notified thereof in writing by registered mail, postage prepaid, 

and then cause a copy of the notice to be filed with the Secretary of 

State. If the owner refuses to accept the amount of compensation fixed 

by the Governor, the amount shall be determined by appropriate proceedings 

in the superior court of the county there the property is situated.

5# Perform and exercise all other functions, powers, and 

duties he deems necessary to promote and secure the safety and pro

tection of the civilian population.

Section 26-343 Transfers of State Property

When the Governor deems it in the public interest he may:

1. Authorize any department or agency of the state to lease 

or lend, on terms and conditions he deems necessary to promote the

public welfare and protect the interests of the state, any real or personal 

property of the state to the President, the heads of the armed forces, 

or to the civil defense agency of the United States.

2, Enter into a contract on behalf of the state for the lease 

or loan to any political subdivision of the state, on terms and 

conditions he deems necessary to promote the public welfare and protect 

the interests of the state, of any real or personal property of the

158



159

state, or the temporary transfer or employment of personnel of the 

state government to or by ary political subdivision of the state.

The governing body of each political subdivision of the state 

may enter into such contract or lease -with the state, or accept such 

loan, or employ such personnel, and the political subdivision may equip, 

maintain, utilize, and operate such property and employ necessary 

personnel in accordance -with the purposes for -which the contract is 

executed, and may do all things necessary to effectuate the purpose for 
-which the contract was entered into.

Section 26-344 Traffic Control Plans and Regulations

The Governor may formulate and execute plans and regulations for 

control of traffic to provide for the rapid and safe movement of evacua

tion over public highways and streets of people, troops, or vehicles, 

and materials for national defense, or for use in any defense industry, 

and may coordinate activities of the departments or agencies of the 

state and of political subdivisions thereof concerned directly or 

indirectly with public highways and streets in a manner which will best 
effectuate such plans.

Section 26-34-5 Incurring Indebtedness: limitation

Upon declaring the existence of a state of emergency, as 

provided in Section 26-342, the Governor may incur indebtedness in the 

name of the state in an amount necessary to carry out emergency powers 

conferred upon him by this chapter and to fulfill the obligations of the
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state, but the indebtedness shall not exceed one million ($1,000,000) 
dollars and shall be used only for the object for -which the loan is 
made.

Section 26-346 Investigations and Surveys

The Governor may compel by subpoena the attendance of -witnesses 

before him and production of books, papers, records, and documents of 

individuals, firms, associations, and corporations for the purpose of 

making surveys and investigations of subversive activities which are 

the responsibility of the Federal Bureau of Investigation. All officers, 

boards, commissions, and departments of the state, and political 

subdivisions thereof, having information with respect thereto, shall 

cooperate with and assist the Governor in making such investigations 
and surveys.
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