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ABSTRACT

, In the United States prior to 1950, most states 
had either one-party or modified one-party systems. Since 
1950, however, many of these states have exhibited charac
teristics of states with two-party systems. One state 
which has been transformed from a modified one-party state 
into one which now has two-party competition is Arizona. 
Beginning with the election of Howard Pyle in 1950 as the 
first Arizona Republican governor in 22 years, the Arizona 
Republican party has grown and developed to provide genuine 
two-party competition against the once dominant Democratic 
party in major statewide and federal contests.

This study analyzes what factors have influenced 
the growth and development of the Republican party in 
Arizona. Special attention is focused upon the role of the 
Republican party’s organization in promoting Republicanism 
in Arizona. In addition, this study analyzes the strength 
of the Arizona Republican party according to geographical 
areas within the state and the degree of competition for 
the various federal, state and local offices.

The primary method of inquiry used in this study is 
functional analysis. Much of the data has been obtained 
from interviews with Arizona Republican leaders, Arizona

vlii
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political observers, newspaper accounts and from the 
limited number of published and unpublished works on Arizona 
politics.

The most significant factors for the growth and 
development of the Republican party have been the great 
influx of migrants into the Phoenix and Tucson areas who 
had exhibited previous tendencies to vote Republican because 
of their socio-economic status and their former places of 
residence. The second major factor has been the presence 
of revised party leadership under Senator Barry Goldwater.



CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Political scientists have traditionally relied on 
the three-fold classification of one-party, two-party, and 
multi-party when describing national party systems. These 
categories are used to indicate the number of political 
parties which have a substantial measure of success in win
ning elections at the national level. Thus, they are 
useful for describing national patterns of competition 
among political parties.^ It is quite likely, however, 
that a national two-party system will be characterized by 
one-party systems in various sections of the country. 
Indeed, in the United States, the pattern until the 1930*s

Iprank J. Sorauf, Political Parties in the American 
System (Boston; Little, Brown, and Company, 1961̂ ), PP» 19- 
20. The term "political system" is used as a static con
cept containing all major structural and functional 
elements necessary to achieve autonomy, organization, inte
gration, and purpose. "Sub-systems" are structural and 
functional elements which help systems perform their 
functions through a division of labor. For example, within 
the legislative system there are committee sub-systems.
For a more detailed description of the various party sys
tems see Maurice Duverger*s Political Parties (New York:
John Wiley and Sons, 1954)# Book Two, Chapter One, and for 
a more detailed description of the system-sub-system 
concepts, see Henry Eulau, John C. Wahlke, William Buchanan, 
and Le Roy C. Ferguson, The Legislative System (New York: 
John Wiley and Sons, 1962), Chapter One.
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had been that of one-party dominance within many sections 
of the country (Republicans in the Northeast, Democrats in 
the South).

Various factors have influenced the development of 
one-party systems in the United States. A state of self- 
perceived regional uniqueness in the South following the 
Civil War contributed to the development of one-party 
domination. The Democratic party became the rallying point 
for southern opposition to northern Republicans "waving the 
bloody shirt." Social factors, such as the opposition to 
the aspirations of minority groups in our society, have led 
citizens to unite politically against the aims of minority 
groups. Examples of this phenomenon occurred in the post- 
civil war South where the whites united inside the 
Democratic party against the Negroes, and in New England 
during the late nineteenth century, and early in the twen
tieth century when the Protestant "Yankees" united in the 
Republican party against the Catholic Irish and Italian 
immigrants. Common economic interests have also aided the 
development of one-party domination. For example, 
extensive wheat and corn production in the middle western 
states has united many people within the Republican party 
in pursuit of their common economic interests.
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TABLE I

VOTING PATTERNS FOR SELECTED MIDDLEWESTERN 
AGRICULTURAL STATES FOR PRESIDENT, 

GOVERNOR, AND UNITED STATES 
SENATOR, 1914-1954

Per Cent Of
State Total Of All Elections Elections With

Republican Democratic Dem» Vote
Wins Wins Below 40^

Kansas (wheat) 36 7 32.6
North Dakota (wheat) 36 8 4i.o
South Dakota (wheat) 34 9 28.0
Iowa (corn) 34 10 29.6

Source: Austin Ranney and Willmore Kendall, “The
American Party Systems," XLVIII (June, 1954)> American 
Political Science Review, p. 4^3•

In the United States, once the dominant state or 
sectional tradition or interest becomes an integral part of 
the philosophy of a major political party, one party 
completely begins to overshadow the other. Once this one- 
party domination begins, it has generally tended to 
perpetuate itself. 2 Inevitably, the "single" party must 
absorb a vast range of political and non-political diver
sity. Radicals and reactionaries, as well as farmers.

2Warren E. Miller, "One-Party Politics and the 
Voter," American Political Science Review, L (September, 
1956), pp. 707-72^



k
businessmen, laborers, and proprietors, share the same 
party. As a result of this heterogeneous composition of 
the party, the over-riding unity of tradition or interest 
underlying the single-party systems often barely cloaks a 
number of disagreements and diversities. Without an alter
native party forum available, intra-party competition 
results among various competing factions within the party.3

As devices for organizing and representing social 
groups and interests, the faction or personal clique simply 
cannot contest elections, promote issues and public 
interest, or organize the powers of government as effec
tively as the conventional political party within a 
two-party system.^

Frank Sorauf, in his book Political Parties in the 
American System, further emphasizes this point:

Factional competition is at best a poor surro
gate for party competition. The lack of 
continuity and stability in the factions permits 
little systematic organization of a responsible 
opposition, and a system so given to personalism 
and the magnetism of the extroverted leader finds 
it difficult to recruit new political leadership 
with any care or system.-* *

^Sorauf, 0£. clt., pp. 
4lbid.. p. 2$.
*Ibld.. p. 24.



V. 0. Key, Jr., in his celebrated work. Southern 
Politics, describes how single parties and their factions 
utilize their electing function:

In a two-party state a nominee for governor, 
say, has a ready-made machine of sorts; he has a 
following among the voters that will support him 
as the nominee of the party, through thick and 
thin. He has only to strengthen an organization 
that already exists, to enlarge the loyal party 
following by the recruitment of the independent 
and wavering vote. In a one-party state, such 
as Alabama, the building of a faction by a 
state-wide leader must start almost at the 
bottom, and an especially heavy reliance has to 
be placed on the dispensation of favors, on the 
promise of favors, and on the appeal of the 
Individual personality.®

Julius Turner, in his analysis of primary elections
as the alternative to party competition in Congressional
races in which one party usually received more than sixty
percent of the votes, concluded that:

The comparative usefulness of the primary as a 
method of selecting successors for retiring 
incumbents, does not offset the fact that the 
primary is not a successful alternative to two- 
party competition in most parts of the United 
States. It may be necessary to remind the reader 
that the goal sought in elections is not neces
sarily the defeat of the incumbent. What is 
required in the Democratic process is the presence 
of at least two realistic alternatives in over 
three-quarters of the safe-Congressional districts 
of the country (which in turn make up over half

^V. 0. Key, Jr., Southern Politics (New York: 
Alfred A. Knopf, 1914-9), p. 52.
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the total number of Congressional districts) means 
that we have not yet found a successful substitute 
for two-party competition.'

In a more recent study of party competition in 
Congressional elections, Charles 0. Jones noted that many 
political sophisticates would not agree that all of the 
aforementioned characteristics of one-party politics are 
concomitants of a lack of competition or that they are 
necessarily dysfunctional for democracy:

. . .  They would, however, list other delete
rious effects. There is, they would say, 
responsiveness to groups, but only to certain 
groups. Conversely, there is differential access 
for a constituency’s groups. There is criticism 
of policy, but a congressman is virtually immune 
from some publics’ criticism . . . .  Thus, both 
the democratic ideologue and the careful student 
of democratic political processes find short
comings in a low degree of inter-party competition.®

Fortunately for both the democratic ideologue and 
the careful student of democratic political processes, the 
United States has experienced a decline in the number of 
states with one-party systems. Beginning in the 1950’s, 
there have been changes in party alignments within several 
states. Vermont, in a total of 4I4. elections for President,

7Julius Turner, "Primary Elections as the Alter
native to Party Competition in Safe Districts," Journal of 
Politics. XV (May, 1953)# p. 210. .

^Charles 0 . Jones, "Inter-Party Competition for 
Congressional Seats," Western Political Quarterly. XVII 
(September, 1961j.), p. 4 6I.
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governor, and senator during the 19l4-195>4 period, never 
once oast its vote for a Democratic candidate in a state
wide election.9 In 195>8, however, Vermont elected a 
Democratic congressman, the first Democrat to win a major 
statewide office since 1912. In 1962, Vermont elected its 
first Democratic governor in the twentieth-century and 
re-elected him in 1964, along with a host of other state 
officers. In Maine, where Democrats had won only three of 
forty-three contests for President, governor, and senator, 
in 1958, the Democrats gained the governorship, a senate 
seat, and two of the three Congressional seats. In 1964, 
Maine elected a majority of Democrats to both houses of the 
state legislature and gave President Johnson their elec
toral vote by a wide margin.

In North Dakota, Democrats had won only eight out 
of forty-four elections for President, United States 
Senator, governor during the 1914-1954 period. As a result 
of the 1964 election in North Dakota, a Democratic Senator 
and governor were re-elected, and the Democrats gained 
control of one house of the state legislature.

^Austin Ranney and Willmore Kendall, "The American 
Party Systems," American Political Science Review. XLVIII
(June, 1954), pp. 482-84. The data from the 1914-1954 period are taken from this work.
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The Democratic MSolid South” has also shown signs 

of cracking. Each of the eleven southern states, (the 
exceptions are North Carolina and Arkansas), have been won 
at least once by a Republican candidate for President since 
1950. In 1962, Senator Lister Hill of Alabama won over his 
Republican opponent by a margin of less than one percent of 
the total vote cast. In 196^ Alabama elected five Repub
licans to Congress. Since 1950 the Republicans increased 
their Congressional representation by adding two members to 
each of the North Carolina, Florida, and Virginia Congres
sional delegations. In 1961 Republican John Tower won a 
special senatorial election in Texas to fill the seat 
vacated by Lyndon B. Johnson, and in 1961j. Senator Strom 
Thurmond of South Carolina changed his party affiliation 
from the Democratic to the Republican party. Although, 
Republican successes in the South have not been nearly as 
great as the Democratic gains in the traditional Republican 
areas of northern New England and the Middle West, Repub
licans are developing two-party competition in the South.10

lOAllan P. Sindler, “The Unsolid South; A Challenge 
to the Democratic National Party," The Uses of Power, ed. 
Alan F. Westin (New York: Harcourt, Brace and World, Inc.,
1962), pp. 229-283; Alexander Heard, A Two-Party South? 
(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1952)
and Bernard Cosman, "Presidential Republicanism in the 
South, I960," Journal of Politics, XXIV (May, 1962), 303-22. 
These works give a more detailed description on the devel
opment of two-party competition in the South.
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Another example of a traditionally Democratic 

state which has recently developed characteristics of two- 
party competition is Arizona.11 From Arizona's first state 
election in 1911 through the 1948 election, Arizona had 
elected only four Republican governors (1916, 1918, 1920, 
and 1928), one United States Senator, and had cast its vote 
for three Republican Presidential nominees (in 1920, 1924, 
and 1928). It should be pointed out that, with the excep
tion of the 1920 Republican landslide in Arizona, when 
nearly all major Republican statewide candidates were 
elected, only five Republican statewide candidates (two

llAustin Ranney and Wlllmore Kendall, Democracy and 
the American Party System (New York: Harcourt Brace, 195)6),
Chapters 7 and ti; Joseph Schlesinger, nA Two-Dimensional 
Scheme for Classifying the States According to Degree of 
Inter-Party Competition,^ American Political Science, XLIX 
(December, 1955), PP» 1121-22; Malcolm E. Jewell, The State 
Legislature, Politics and Practice (New York: Random
House, 1 9 6 3), "pp. 9-11. Competition is multi-dimensional. 
These dimensions include time, trends, the number of elec
tions won, percentage of victory for candidates, levels of 
competition and the division in party-control of a 
particular office. Ranney and Kendall classified all 
states in which the second party won twenty-five percent of 
the vote in seventy percent of the elections and forty per
cent of the vote in thirty percent of the elections as 
"modified, one-party states.n Joseph Schlesinger stressed 
that even though election percentages may be close over a 
period of time, one party may win all the elections and 
that party competition can change over a period of time. 
Malcolm Jewell illustrates that party competition varies 
according to office. Jewell used state legislatures and governorships.
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Presidential and three gubernatorial) had ever carried 
Arizona until the 1950 election. In fact, between 1930 and 
1948 not a single Republican was elected to a statewide 
office in Arizona.

In 1950, a break in Arizona* s Democratic tradition 
occurred when Republican Howard Pyle was elected governor.
In 1952, Republicans scored a number of impressive victo
ries. Dwight D. Elsenhower carried Arizona in his bid for 
the presidency. Barry M. Goldwater defeated the incumbent 
Senate Majority Leader, Ernest W. MacFarland, to give the 
Republicans a seat in the United States Senate, and Pyle 
was re-elected as governor. In addition, the Republicans 
elected a congressman and a state attorney-general, as well 
as increasing the number of Republican seats in the state 
legislature. From 1950 through 1964, Arizona Republicans 
have generally been victorious in presidential, guber
natorial, and senatorial races and, according to the 
classification scheme of Austin Ranney and Willmore Kendall, 
have transformed post-1950 Arizona from a modified one-party 
state into a two-party state by winning more than 25 percent 
of the elections. Moreover, the Republicans have become 
the dominant party in these contests by winning two-thirds 
of the total number of elections for President, Governor 
and United States Senator.
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The purpose of this study is to examine recent 

Republican party growth in Arizona in order to:
1 ) provide a comprehensive description of an 
emerging party in a state whose politics had been 
formerly dominated by the other party,
2 ) contribute to the increasing body of data from 
which one may form broader generalizations about the 
general topics of party-building and the nature of 
party organization within a state, and
3 ) provide data from which one may test hypotheses 
about other related aspects of American state and 
party politics.

Major attention will be given to a description of the 
growth and development of the Arizona Republican party since 
1950, Three questions in particular must be answered:

1) Which groups and geographical areas are the 
basis of electoral support for the Arizona Repub
lican party?
2) What factors explain the increased Republican 
strength in Arizona?
3 ) . What identifiable characteristics of Arizona’s 
Republican organization have aided in promoting 
recent Republican electoral successes?
In order to answer these questions, it is necessary 

to examine the changes that have taken place in Arizona’s



population and economy since 1950, In relation to Arizona’s 
past history. Once these changes have been determined, 
they must be interpreted in political terms and contrasted 
with findings from voting-behavior studies. Secondly, it 
is necessary to study Arizona's political history, espe
cially the campaigns, elections, and political personalities 
since 1950. Newspaper and magazine accounts have provided 
much of the needed data to answer these questions.

Most of the other data have been obtained from 
interviews with key Arizona Republicans and distinguished 
Arizona political observers. In addition, a questionnaire, 
which had been previously tested in a survey of county 
chairmen in five Middle Western states (Iowa, North Dakota, 
South Dakota, Kansas, and Nebraska) was sent to each of the 
fourteen Arizona Republican county chairmen to supplement 
the data obtained from other sources.^

A major portion of this study will be devoted to an 
analysis of Arizona’s Republican party organization, 
because the survival of a political party depends upon good 
organization on all levels. As Cullen B. Gosnell and 
Lynewood M. Holland note;

12

•^Marvin Harder and Thomas Tings, "Notes Toward a 
Functional Analysis of Local Party Organization" (mimeo
graphed, undated).
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In order for a party to be successful in 

national politics, it must be strong at the grass 
roots level. Wherever a party is weak at this 
point, its chances of success on the national 
ticket are slender, indeed. In those states 
where a party is inactive in state and local 
government, not putting out candidates, and not 
proposing programs, it will be weak . . . .
Success of a political party, then, depends 
largely upon good organization and activity . . . .
Of course issues count, but good organization and teamwork are far more Important.13

Although a strong grass-roots organization appears 
to be the key to political success, much of the current 
literature on political parties implies that state and 
local party organizations are generally weak. Professor 
James MacGregor Burns recently wrote:

The paramount fact about American political 
parties is their organizational weakness at all 
levels, from national to local . . . .  Really 
strong party organizations run by party bosses 
(in contrast to the personal organizations of 
officeholders such as mayors or governors) hardly 
exist today.14

V. 0 . Key, Jr., has expressed similar reservations 
about party organization in his book, American State 
Politics: An Introduction:

The most apparent, and perhaps the fundamental, 
incapacity of state parties lies in the frequency

13cullen B. Gosnell and Lynwood M. Holland, State 
and Local Government in the United States (Englewood 
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 3L9£l), pp. 169-70.

^James M. Burns, The Deadlock of Democracy: Pour-
Party Politics in America TnSw York: Prentice-Hall, 1963).
p. 2 3 6.
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with, which the leadership corps is fractionalized 
and lacking in both capacity and organization for 
action. Some state party organizations, to be 
sure, have an evident vitality as well as a fairly 
high degree of coherence. Yet a more common 
situation is the almost complete absence of ja 
functioning statewide organization! There may be 
informal cliques that operate by and large in the 
background. There may be local organizations that 
exert power. Yet organizations prepared to cope 
responsibly with statewide matters with a state
wide view are the exception. Often party is in a 
sense a fiction. Ho finger can be put on any 
group or clique that has both the power and the 
inclination to exercise leadership in party 
affairs or to speak authoritatively for it in any 
way.l? (emphasis added)

Since it appears that most state and local party 
organization is weak, there is no point in measuring it 
against a "hierarchy of authority" model of organization 
where party organization is conceived in terms of the 
state's legal provisions. A more useful model is the one 
which was presented in the National Center for Education in 
Politics, "Memorandum on the 1963 NCEP Teachers'
Seminar."16 The authors suggested an organizational model 
that contained

• • • a pool of persons with special skills, and/ 
or inclinations, and/or access (some of whom hold 
statutory offices in the party). Temporary or

0. Key, Jr., American State Politics: An
Introduction (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 19^6), p. 271.

l&National Center for Education In Politics, 
"Memorandum on the 1963 NCEP Teachers' Seminar" (mimeo
graphed April 8, 1963), pp. 6-9.



permanent candidate (single or slate) organizations 
can be constructed from this pool.

This model stresses the temporary nature 
of the party organization as a decision-making 
unit. It suggests that 1) the stimulus for action 
of the organization is the election, and 2 ) the 
source of personnel for the organization is a pool 
of political-party-oriented citizens who have many 
other non-political commitments, . . .

Following elections, the tendency is for all 
the party organizational structure to revert to the 
paper on which it is written. The organizations of 
successful candidates tend to become the loci of 
power. Only by great effort can a general organi
zation, either statutory or inter-office holders, 
be maintained. For unsuccessful candidates or 
statutory organizations, power will be scattered to 
the vanishing point among local or state activist- 
leaders. Statutory organizations may be activated 
from time to time for special purposes (approving 
patronage appointments, raising money to pay debts 
or maintain minimal communication networks), but, 
for the most part, they remain moribund until 
stimulated to act by the next set of elections.17

This study will describe Arizona’s Republican party 
organization by contrasting the state’s organizational 
structure with the one presented in the model. Tenta
tively, Arizona’s Republican party structure appears to 
coincide with the model in three respects. First, 
concerning statutory officeholders, the state’s organi
zation since 1950 can be described as a conservative, 
tightly-knit, and disciplined group led by Senator Barry M. 
Goldwater. Secondly, concerning the temporary nature of 
party organization, in Maricopa County and on the statewide

17ibid., pp. 6-7.
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level, the Arizona Republican party has functioned twelve 
months of the year. But on the local level, particularly 
in Greenlee and Gila Counties, there has not been even a 
temporary organization. Instead, party organization has 
been and is an ineffective, paper organization. Thirdly, 
as the model stresses, the stimulus for action of the 
organization is the election. In Arizona, with a nine-to- 
two Democratic registration advantage in 1950, and an 
almost two-to-one Democratic registration edge in 1964, 
Republicans have had to concentrate on recruiting good 
candidates to run for major state and federal offices in 
order to win Democratic votes. Hence, the Republicans have 
had to allocate their limited resources for major offices 
and have had to concede the leaser offices by default to 
the Democrats, with their large registration advantage.

In addition, as the model suggests, the following 
questions about party organization should be answered:
"Who" is the party? "What" does the party do? "Why" does 
the party do it? and "How" does it do it? There are a 
number of variables which must be examined in answering the 
above questions.

1. Selection of party leadership (formal and
informal).
2. Role of formal and informal leaders.
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3« Types of actions taken by leadership 
(recruitment, policy-making, campaign organization, 
fund-raising, etc.).
4* Nature, size, permanency, and function of 
party bureaucracy (or bureaucracies, if maintained 
by incumbents or non-statutory groups.).
5>. Role of affiliated organizations (local, 
voluntary).
6. Role of voluntary party workers.1®
In the United States most of the state political 

systems are either one-party or modified one-party systems. 
The method of selecting a public official is usually by the 
direct primary. The direct primary in one-party and modi
fied one-party systems has been criticized both by 
democratic ideologues and careful students of the demo
cratic political process because the selection of public 
officials is accomplished in a less-responsible and 
less-democratic manner than in competitive two-party 
systems. Following World War II, however, several states 
that had exhibited previous characteristics of one-party 
and modified one-party domination began to emerge as states 
with competitive two-party systems. One of these states

l8Ibid., p. 8 .
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was Arizona. Arizona's transformation from a modified 
one-party (Democratic) state to a two-party state began in 
1950.

This study will attempt to ascertain what factors 
have influenced the growth and development of the Repub
lican party in Arizona— growth and development which has 
brought with it two-party competition in the state. The 
conclusions from this study may then be added to the 
existing body of data on the transformation of one-party 
and modified one-party systems into two-party systems.

A major ingredient for enduring electoral success 
for a political party is organization, especially at the 
grass roots level. However, the vast majority of polit
ical party organization in the United States are extremely 
weak or completely functionless between elections. This 
study will attempt to determine the role of party organi
zation in promoting recent Republican successes in Arizona.



CHAPTER II

ARIZONA POLITICS

The political complexion of a state can be 
partially described by examining and analyzing various 
historical, social, economic, and geographical factors 
which characterize the state. Significant factors aiding 
in a description of contemporary Arizona politics include 
Arizona*s rapidly growing population, its attractive 
climate, its rapid rate of economic growth and its 
post-statehood history of conservative Democratic political 
dominance*

Population Factors
According to the I960 Census Arizona’s population 

was 1,302,161.1 This represented a 552,274 increase over 
the 1950 census figures or a 7 3 .7 percent increase, nearly 
four times greater than the national average of 1 8 .5 for 
the same period* The Arizona Statistical Review reported

^Statistics on Arizona’s population and economy are 
compiled from Arizona Statistical Review, 20th Annual ed. 
(Phoenix: Valley National Bank, 1964), Bruce B. Mason and
Henry R. Hink, Constitutional Government in Arizona (Temps: 
Bureau of Government Research, Arizona State University, 
1963), Chapter 1, and the United States Census of Popu
lation 1, Part 4*
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that Arizona* a 1964 mid-year population was approximately 
1,64.0,000 and that by 1970 Arizona would have a population 
near 2 .2  million. 2

TABLE II
ARIZONA POPULATION INCREASE 1900-1960

Increase Over Preceding Census
Census Year Population Number Percent

1900 122,931 3 4 ,6 8 8 39.31910 204,353 81,423 6 6 .2
1920 334,162 1 2 9 ,8 0 8 63.51930 435,573 101,411 30.31940 499,261 6 3 ,6 8 8 14.6
1950 749,587 250,326 50.1
1960 1,3 0 2 ,1 6 1 552,574 73.7

Source: United States Census of the Population
I960, Part 4.

Although Arizona’s percentage of population increase 
has been very large, 33 of the 50 states still had larger 
populations in I960. In this respect it should be noted 
that Arizona constituted less than one percent of the total 
national population. In political terms, this means that 
Arizona’s national political power is still relatively 
small. Arizona has three of the 435 seats in the United

2Arizona Statistical Review, op. cit., p. 9.
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States House of Representatives and five of the 538 
electoral votes— less than one percent. These facts should 
be noted because they indicate that Arizona's position in 
Washington remains small in quantitative terms when 
compared with other states, such as New York and Cali
fornia. Furthermore, it may help explain Arizona's past 
and current frustrations in its attempts to gain favorable 
decisions on policy problems of major concern to the state, 
such as the Central Arizona Project.8

Demographers refer to Arizona's population distri
bution as a pattern of "oasis urbanization," with the vast 
majority living in or near developed water supplies. Of 
the 970, 6l6 Arizonans that the I960 Census defined as 
"urbanites," 808,686 lived in Pima County in which Tucson 
is located and Maricopa County in which Phoenix is located. 
Arizona, then, is not the predominantly rural state it was 
at the time of statehood in 1912, when less than a third of 
the state was urban. Demographic factors would seem to 
indicate that more problems of an urban nature such as

^Dean Mann, The Politics of Water in Arizona 
(Tucson: University of Arizona Press, 19637# Chapter 1.
The Central Arizona Project is a reclamation plan whereby 
the water of the Colorado River would be diverted to arid 
central Arizona by means of dams on the upper Colorado 
River in northern Arizona,
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urban removal and more transportation would now confront 
Arizona’s political institutions than in 1912.

Arizona’s population contains a significant 
percentage of minorities according to the I960 Census. 
Arizona’s population includes ^3,^03 Negroes, concentrated 
mainly in Phoenix and Tucson; 8 3 ,3 8 7 Indians, most of whom 
live on reservations in northern Arizona; approximately
130.000 persons of Spanish-speaking origin; and 70,308 
foreign-born persons. None of these groups wield as 
significant amount of statewide political influence as do, 
for example, the Mexican-Amerleans in neighboring New 
Mexico. Arizona’s minority groups have not "bloc-voted" 
for liberal politicians to the extent that Negroes and 
other groups have influenced the election of liberals in 
Illinois, New York, Michigan, and Massachusetts.^- This 
insignificant political role has conceivably helped to 
maintain Arizona’s political conservatism since statehood. 
Much of Arizona’s phenomenal growth since 1940 can be 
attributed to migration. Prom 1940 to 1950, seventy per
cent of Arizona’s population-increase (approximately
175.000 people) resulted from interstate migration into 
Arizona; and in the following decade, interstate migration

•̂Ross R. Rice, "Amazing Arizona: Politics in
Transition," Western Politics, ed, Frank Jonas (Salt Lake 
City: University of Utah Press, 19&1), pp. 41-44*



accounted for about 221,000, or forty percent of Arizona's 
population Increase. In the decade before World War II, 
migration was largely from Democratic Texas and Oklahoma; 
but since World War II, most of the migrants have come from 
the more Republican Middle West and East.5 The signif
icance of this post-World War II migration to the growth of 
the Arizona Republican party is further delineated because 
many of the migrants moving west are well-educated and 
occupy white-collar jobs or are retired and thus tend to 
identify with the Republican party in their voting habits.& 
Table III, even though the data apply only to presidential 
elections, generally supports the contention that people in 
the white-collar and older age groups vote more Republican 
than other groups in society.

Arizona's population is not heavily weighted with 
older, retired people. In I960 only 6.9 percent of 
Arizona's residents were 6$ and over, compared to the 
national average of 9*2 percent. In addition, the median 
age for the United States as a whole in I960 was 29.5 It 
should be pointed out that, although Arizona's 65-and-over

^Arizona Statistical Review, op. cit., p. 6.
^Angus Campbell, et al. The American Voter (New 

York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., i960), pp. i|46-47*
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TABLE III
PERCENTAGE OF VOTE BY GROUPS IN PRESIDENTIAL ELECTIONS— 1952-61].

(Estimated from National Survey by the 
1952 1956 I960Dem. Rep. D R  D R

% % % % $ %

• Gallup Poll)
1964 Net Shift,

D R  D
% ' %  %

1960-1964
R
%

NATIONAL a .6 55.4 4 2 .2 57.8 5 0 .1 49.9 61.3 38.7 +11 .2 -11.2

Man 47 53 45 55 52 48 60 40 + 8 - 8Women 42 58 39 61 49 51 62 38 +13 -13
White 43 57 41 59 49 51 59 41 +10 -10Non-white 79 21 61 39 68 32 94 6 +26 -26
College 34 66 31 69 39 61 52 48 +13 -13High School 45 55 42 58 52 48 62 38 +10 -10Grade School 52 48 50 50 55 45 66 34 +11 -11
Prof. & Bus. 36 64 32 68 42 58 54 46 +12 -12White Collar 40 60 37 63 48 52 57 43 + 9 - 9Manual 55 45 50 50 60 40 71 29 +11 -11Farmers 33 67 46 54 48 52 53 47 + 5 - 5
21-29 years 51 49 43 57 54 46 64 36 +10 -10
30-49 years 47 53 45 55 54 46 63 37 + 9 - 9
50 years & older 39 61 39 61 46 54 59 41 +13 -13
Protestant 37 63 37 63 38 62 55 45 +17 -17Catholic 56 44 . 51... 4 9 ...78..22 76 — 24__ - 2 + 2 .

Republicans 8 92 4 96 5 95 20 80 +15 -15
Democrats ; 77 23 85 15 84 16 87 P-8 + 3 - 3
Independents 35 65 30 70 43 57 56 44 +13 -13
East 45 55 40 60 53 47 68 32 +15 -15
Midwest 42 58 41 59 43 52 61 39 +13 -13
South 51 49 49 51 51 49 52 48 + 1 - 1
West 42 58 43 57 49 51 60 40 +11 -11

Source: Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, December 25, 1964, P* 2846.
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population increased 45#98li- between 1950 and I960 the 65 
and over group represented only about eight percent of 
Arizona^ 1950-1960 population increase.

Economic Factors
Another factor accounting for the increased number 

of Republicans in the Phoenix and Tucson areas has been the 
introduction of new industry since World War II. Arizona's 
non-agricultural employment increased from 134*000 workers 
in 1946 to 389,300 in June, 1964. Industrialization is 
usually associated with a laboring force which tends to be 
strongly Democratic. Most of the industry locating in 
Arizona, however, has been light manufacturing firmsi 
electronics, engineering, or technical firms. These firms 
place a premium on formal training and technical skills and 
hence, the number of white-collar jobs is unusually high. 
Thus the nature of Arizona's post-World War II economy has 
fostered the migration of Republican-oriented personnel who 
in turn have provided the basis of support for Arizona's 
Republican party.7

7por essentially the same arguments, see Conrad 
Joyner, "The 1962 Election in Arizona," Western Political 
Quarterly, XVI (June, 1963), p. 391, and Roy D. Morey,
"The Governor as Chief Legislator in Arizona” (unpublished 
Ph. D. dissertation. Department of Government, University 
of Arizona, 1964), pp. 24-25*
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Arizona Democrats usually received the endorsement 

and support of organized labor. However, the integration 
of party and union political efforts typical in states like 
Michigan, Pennsylvania, or New York, is not present in 
Arizona. The International Mine, Mill and Smelter Workers* 
Union was once a powerful political force in Arizona. In 
recent years, however, wide-spread accusation of Communist 
infiltration of its leadership has reduced its political 
influence. Overall, the mining, construction, and retail 
trade unions supply a large share of Arizona*s Democratic 
party support but heavy industry, which usually supports 
organized labor in a metropolitan setting is absent in 
Arizona. Thus the organized labor vote is not as signif
icant in Arizona as it is, for example, in Michigan, where 
it has supplied the basis of support for the Democratic 
party.®

Pressure Groups in Arizona
Pressure groups influence Arizona politics both in 

their attempts to influence public policy "Inside" the 
state government and "outside" to guide public opinion in 
support of their causes.

®Morey, cqo. cit.. p. 25.
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When it 'was traditional to speak of Arizona as 

being ruled by the three "C* s,M copper mining interests 
were dominant in Arizona's legislature. For years certain 
legislators, especially senators, admitted wearing "copper 
collars." Appropriation-committee meetings were at times 
held in a downtown Phoenix hotel where copper-county 
lawyers frequently lodged during legislative sessions.9 
Railroads, cattle, utility, and agricultural interests were 
also fairly influential before World War II, but their 
strength has decreased because of the increasingly diver
sified and expanding population and economy. Among the 
prominent contemporary economic interest-groups in Arizona 
are the American Farm Bureau Federation, the Cotton Growers' 
Council, the American Federation of Labor-Congress of 
Industrial Organization and its political action committee—  
the Committee on Political Education; and the Arizona 
Chamber of Commerce. There are also liquor interests as 
well as school lobby interests. There are, in addition, 
organizations active in Arizona which represent the 
interests of certain minority groups, such as the Congress 
of Racial Equality, the National Association for the 
Advancement of Colored People, and the American Coordinating 
Council on Political Education (Spanish-speaking Americans).

9Jonas, op. cit., p. 5>8.
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Other groups active in Arizona include the American Legion, 
various church groups already mentioned, and the League of 
Women Voters.

Although the influence of most of these groups is 
difficult to measure, because of the multiple points of 
access available within Arizona's governmental structure, 
the power utilities appear to be exerting more influence as 
Arizona’s population grows. The traditional interests, in 
the meantime, have declined because of newer interests’ 
ascension.

The mining lobby— once the strongest single 
lobby and most politically interested enterprise 
in Arizona— no longer has the power it once 
yielded. There was a time in Arizona history 
when no legislation was enacted without the 
approval of the mining lobby, particularly the 
Phelps-Dodge Corporation . . . .  It is true 
that the power utilities today are the strongest 
lobby in the legislature.10

Arizona’a History of Political Conservatism
At the time of statehood, Arizona was nation

ally recognized as "liberal," "progressive," 
"radical,"— depending on the observer’s own 
political vantage point. Yet most of the subse
quent political history has been one of 
conservatism— under the label of the Democratic 
party.11

lOjim Cooper, "The Political History of Arizona" 
(unpublished manuscript, p. 93> as cited in Morey, op. cit., 
P. 52).

11 Jonas, op. cit., p. lj.1



Labor unions were very influential in incorporating 
several progressive features, such as the initiative, 
referendum, and recall into the Arizona constitution. As 
Arizona1s population increased following statehood, how
ever, labor's voice in Arizona politics decreased because 
the laboring class became a smaller portion of Arizona's 
population. Labor's smaller voice in Arizona politics was 
perhaps best-exemplified by Governor George W. P. Hunt's 
changes in political attitudes following World War I. Hunt, 
a seven-term governor of Arizona prior to 1933* was a 
pro-labor Democratic delegate to the 1910 Arizona Constitu
tional Convention. In fact, he was elected Convention 
president. Beginning in the early 1920’s Hunt began to 
affiliate himself with the mining and railroad interests. 
During this same period, these interests had begun to make 
strong inroads into the legislature, as well as the 
Corporation and Tax Commissions by providing members with 
extra jobs, money, and campaign help. Hunt's reasons for 
his close ties with big business (i.e., the copper mining 
executives, the cattle ranchers, the railroad owners, and 
public utilities) seemed to be solely for political 
survival rather than ideological commitment. Hunt realized 
that the voice of organized labor in Arizona politics was a 
waning one. When Hunt ran for governor in 1928, he had the
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support of organized labor and lost; in 1930 when he again 
ran for governor, labor opposed him, but Hunt was able to 
win anyway. 3-2

Another example of Arizona's conservatism was shown 
in 1946, when voters approved a right-to-work amendment to 
the Arizona Constitution whereby an individual was 
guaranteed the right to work without being a union member. 
Organized labor strongly opposed the adoption of this 
amendment but failed to defeat it. Labor has consistently 
failed in repealing the right-to-work amendment in Arizona.

Arizona's political conservatism provides a basis 
for conservative Republican success against liberal Demo
crats, even though Democrats still outnumber Republicans 
nearly two-to-one. In Graham County, for example.
Democrats outnumber Republicans four-to-one, but nonethe
less, Republicans are still able to get nearly half the 
total county vote for major state and federal offices.13

Democratic Supremacy
In spite of the recent popularity of Republican 

notables, such as Barry M. Goldwater, John J. Rhodes, and

12Alan V. Johnson, WG. W. P. Hunt and Organized 
Labor" (unpublished University of Arizona master's thesis, 1964), Chapter 6.

^See Table VI, p. 59.
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Paul G. Fannin, Democratic dominance is apparent when 
election results for statewide offices other than Governor 
and Attorney-General are examined. There has never been a 
Republican elected to the Corporation Commission or as 
State Treasurer. Republicans have not elected a Secretary 
of State, Auditor, or Mine Inspector since 1920. Moreover, 
Republicans have had difficulty filling their ticket for 
state offices. In 1962, Republicans allowed two statewide 
offices (Secretary of State and State Mine Inspector) to go 
uncontested. In 1964, the Democratic Secretary of State 
and State Treasurer were unopposed. On the county level, 
there have been relatively fewer offices contested by 
Republicans and very few Republican victories.

"In many respects, the political patterns that 
developed early in Arizona resembled the dominant one-party 
Democratic patterns common to the S o u t h . T h e  Democrats 
dominated the territorial legislature from 1864 to 1912.
In the special election of 1910, in which delegates to the 
constitutional convention were elected, 11 Republicans and 
4l Democrats were elected. At the first general election

l^See Table VIII, p. 64 and Table XI, p. 89,Chapter III.
^William L. Strauss, "The I960 Election in 

Arizona," Western Political Quarterly, XIV (March, 1961),
P. 305.



CHART I
SUMMARY OF ELECTIONS S BY OFFICE AND PARTY

Offices 1911 12 14 16 18 20 22 24 26 28 30 32 33 34 36 38 4o

President D D R R R D D D
U. S. Senator D D R D D D

D D D D D
U. S. Representatives D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D D
Governor D D R* R R D D D R D D D D D DAttorney-General D D D D R D D D D D D D D D DSecretary of State D D D D R D D D D D D D D D D
Superintendent of

Public Instruction D D D D R D D D D D D D D D D
Auditor D D D D R D D D D D D D D D DTreasurer D D D D D D D D D D D D D D DMine Inspector D D D R D D D D D D D D D D

*Hunt vs. Campbell, 19 Arizona Reports 284. 
Source: Office of the Arizona Secretary of State



CHART I--Continued

Offices 1942 44 46 48 50 52 54 56 58 60 62 64

President D D R R R R
U. S. Senator D D D D

D R R R
U* S. Representatives D D D D D R R R R R R R

D D D D D D D D D D D D
D D

Governor D D D D R R D D R R R D
Attorney-General D D D D D R D D D R R R
Secretary of State 
Superintendent of

D D D D D D D D D D D D
Public Instruction D D D D D D D D D D D R

Auditor D D D D D D D D D D D DTreasurer D D D D D D D D D D D D
Mine Inspector D D D D D D D D D D D D

Source: Office of the Arizona Secretary of State
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in 1911, the Democrats captured every statewide elective 
office and thus started their control of the new state.
The poor showing of the Republicans was partially explained 
by the fact that ten of the eleven Republican delegates 
refused to sign the Arizona Constitution, which was later 
ratified by seventy-seven percent of the electorate.
Thus, the Republican party was repudiated for its negativ- 
istic role in the approval of the Arizona Constitution.

It seemed that the Republicans had won the 
governorship in 1916 with the election of Thomas F.
Campbell over the veteran George W. P, Hunt. However, the 
Arizona Supreme Court declared Hunt the winner.17 Campbell 
finally won the governorship in 1918, edging out his Demo
cratic opponent by 329 votes, to give the GOP its first 
statewide office since statehood.

In 1920 the nation overwhelmingly elected Warren G. 
Harding president and endorsed a return to "normalcy." In 
Arizona this meant "abnormalcy," however, because the 
Republicans reversed a trend of over half a century by

•^Morey, op. cit., p. 18.
17ln the 1916 gubernatorial election the official 

tally gave Campbell 27,976— 30 votes more than Hunt. The 
election was contested, and a Maricopa County Superior 
Court declared Campbell the winner, but this decision was 
overturned by the State Supreme Court in December, 1917. 
(Hunt vs. Campbell, 19 Arizona Reports, 284). Thus 
Campbell acted as de facto governor for one year.
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sweeping most major offices. They captured six of seven 
state offices, including the governorship. In the race for 
national offices, only Congressman Carl Hayden was able to 
weather the storm. For the first and last time since 
statehood the OOP managed to break even in the state legis
lature.

The incredible tide of Republicanism proved to be 
temporary. In 1922 the Democrats recaptured every major 
office plus a comfortable majority in each legislative 
chamber. The only setback suffered by the Democrats between 
1922 and 1950 was the one-term election of Republican John 
Phillips as governor in 1928.

During the New Deal period the Democrats maintained 
control of all state offices, including the elective 
commissions.

In the Democratic primary of 191̂ 0 Sidney Osborn 
defeated incumbent Robert J. Jones, which was tantamount to 
election.

Osborn was the most successful vote-getter in 
Arizona's history. His greatest plurality was in 
19Wt, when he received an unprecedented seventy- 
eight percent of the vote. Under Osborn's 
skillful guidance, the Republicans became almost 
as extinct as the celebrated Gila monster. In the 
primary of 19l|£ the Republicans could not entice a 
single brave soul to accept the nomination and 
were forced to conduct a general election write-in 
campaign. In the election of 1944# W. Lee, a 
four-time loser for the Republicans, withdrew from 
the governor* s race two weeks before the general 
election. Hence Osborn became Arizona's first
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governor to gain office unopposed. To add insult 
to injury the Democrats not only captured all 
state offices, but were successful in shutting 
out completely the Republicans in both houses of 
the legislature. This also had occurred in the 
election of 1942.10

The Arizona Congressional delegation from statehood 
(1912) to 19^0 consisted of a total of five individual 
senators and six individual members of the House of 
Representatives. There was only one Republican (Senator 
Ralph H. Cameron, 1921-1927).

Arizona was allocated one seat in the House of 
Representatives until 1942, since the 1940 Census gave 
Arizona an additional seat. Both seats were elected at 
large until 1948, when two districts were formed.

Republican-Democratic competition for Arizona 
Congressional seats before 19^0 comprised two phases: The
period from statehood until the 1929 Depression was one of 
relative two-party competition, with the Republicans 
generally losing, but nonetheless offering more than token 
opposition.

From 1929 to the 195>0 general election the Demo
crats thoroughly dominated the Congressional elections.

18Morey, op. cit.. pp. 20-21.
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TABLE IV

DEMOCRATIC PERCENTAGE OF VOTE FOR 
UNITED STATES SENATOR, 1911-28

Year Democratic Percentage 
for Senate

1911
19114.19161920
19221926
1928 581354.2

*In 1911 two Senators were 
elected; this figure represents the 
average Democratic percentage.

Source: Bruce Mason,
Arizona General Election Results, 
1911-1460.

Weak organization and the Depression stigma, for all prac
tical purposes, eradicated the Republican party in Arizona 
politics.

During the 1911-1928 period, Arizona Democratic
candidates for the United States House averaged 67.0 per
cent of the statewide vote while Democratic candidates for 
the United States Senate averaged 46.6 percent. From 1930 
to 1950, however, the House statewide Democratic average 
increased to 74*2 percent and the Senate statewide Demo
cratic average increased to 70.3 percent.
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Republican Electoral Successes, 19f>0-196ii

It was noted in the introductory chapter that 
Republicans in Arizona began to win certain key elections 
in the 1920's and I960 * s and thus diminished Democratic- 
party domination. This development must be explained in 
the light of two important questions. How successful have 
the Republicans been in state executive, federal, and local 
elections in Arizona? Which important issues and person
alities were involved in these elections?

The first significant indication of a revital
ization of the Republican party in Arizona occurred in 1920 
when radio-executive Howard Pyle won a narrow victory over 
his Democratic opponent, Anna Frohmiller. Mrs. Frohmiller, 
a 28-year-old political veteran, had served 11 consecutive 
terms as State Auditor, between 1926 and 1920. She won an 
upset victory in the primary over incumbent-governor Daniel 
Garvey, ex-congressman Richard Harless, and three other men. 
Conducting her campaign in the general election with little 
support from the Democratic organization, she traversed the 
state by automobile, shaking hands at every opportunity.
She stressed her long experience in Arizona government and 
promised to use this experience for economical government, 
improving public health conditions in the state, and a more 
efficient administration of the state's Welfare
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Department.19 While Mrs. Frohmiller was a political 
veteran, Pyle was a political novice. Prior to winning the 
governorship, Pyle hadnit held so much as a party-precinct 
position. In early 1950, Pyle and his close friend, Barry 
M. Goldwater, decided to run for public office. Their 
tentative plans were for Goldwater to run for the 
governorship in 1950 and Pyle to run against incumbent 
United States Senator, Ernest W. McFarland, in 1952. These 
plans were altered, because the Young Republican League had 
drafted Pyle for governor. Subsequently, Goldwater was 
chosen by Pyle as his campaign manager.20

After having received the party*s nomination with
out primary opposition, Pyle set out on an energetic, 
airborne campaign. He charged that the Democratic party in 
Arizona had become the tool of the large railroad and 
copper corporations and that the state*s tax structure was 
an inadequate one favoring large corporations and rural 
areas. He stated that Mrs. Frohmiller had been instru
mental in formulating this tax structure.21

l^Nancy Guber, ’’The Development of Two-Party Compe
tition in Arizona” (unpublished University of Illinois 
Master's thesis, 1961), p. 71}..

20Morey, op. cit., p. 26.
2lGuber, op. cit.. p. 75.
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The race for the governorship overshadowed all 

others in the 1950 campaign, since none of the other major 
contests were In doubt during the campaign. On election 
day, and in spite of a nlne-to-two registration advantage 
for the Democrats, Pyle was able to win by some 3,000 
votes— 50.8 percent. He carried six counties. Including 
Pima and Maricopa, which together supplied nearly seventy 
percent of his popular vote. The other statewide and 
congressional candidates did not carry a single county, but 
the Republicans did add four more seats in the state House 
of Representatives for a total of eleven out of eighty
seats.22

Pyle * s victory was a combination of several factors: 
he conducted an energetic personal campaign which probably 
created an image of ^non-partisan reform," and thus drew 
away Democratic votes from his opponent. The Democratic 
organization, split by the September primary, had not healed 
its battle scars in time for the general election. All of 
the political writers who were interviewed for this study 
noted that there might have been some prejudice against 
having a woman, especially a divorcee, as governor. In

22Election statistics in this chapter are compiled 
from Maron*s Arizona General Election Results, 1911-1960; 
Arizona Republic. 1950-196k: Tucson Daily Citizen. 1%0- 
1964, and official records from the office of the Secretary of State.



addition, Mrs. Prohmiller1s silence on the right-to-work 
issue caused the usually active and potent labor unions to 
sit out the campaign. Finally, Pyle* s attacks on the state 
tax structure were well-received in Phoenix and Tucson, in 
that they gave a majority of their votes to Pyle.

In 1952 Dwight D. Eisenhower was elected the first 
Republican President in 20 years. He carried Arizona by 
^3,000 votes, and his "coat-tails" helped Barry M.
Goldwater defeat Senate Majority leader McFarland by a 
7,000-vote plurality; it also enabled John J. Rhodes of 
Mesa, Arizona to gain a victory in the First Congressional 
District. Although both men acknowledged Eisenhower's help 
in 1952, it should be pointed out that both Goldwater and 
Rhodes were well-known in Arizona and conducted energetic 
campaigns. In addition, they were aided by their oppo
nents' vulnerability because of close association with the 
Truman Administration— a weak link in many a Democrat's 
campaign effort in 1952.

John J. Rhodes, a graduate of Harvard Law School, 
was a former member of the Arizona Board of Public Welfare 
and past-president of the Mesa Chamber of Commerce. Prior 
to defeating the incumbent Democratic Congressman, Murdock, 
in 1952, Rhodes unsuccessfully ran for state Attorney 
General in 1950. He has since been continually returned to



the House of Representatives, where he now serves as Chair
man of the House Republican Policy Committee and on the 
important Committee on Appropriations,

Barry Goldwater was a former member of the 
non-partisan Phoenix City Council and was Governor Pyle’s 
19^0 campaign manager, Goldwater helped manage his 
family’s famous department stores,23

The election of Republican Ross Jones as Attorney- 
General, the re-election of Pyle by a greater margin than 
Eisenhower’s victory in Arizona, and a large increase of 
Republicans in the state legislature were additional Repub
lican successes in Arizona in 1952.

Republican success in Arizona in 1952 was aided by 
the weakness of several Democratic candidates.

This was apparent, not only in the race for 
Governor, but also in the Attorney-General contest.
In the first contest, the Democrats had a rather 
lack-luster campaigner facing the popular Governor 
Pyle, whose administration seemed to have been 
generally satisfactory to Arizonans and whose 
campaign talents far surpassed Haldlman’s, the 
Democratic lack-luster. In the second contest.

23nany works have been written about Senator Barry 
M. Goldwater which describe both him and his relationship 
to the rebirth of the Republican party in Arizona. For a 
comprehensive description of Barry Goldwater, see Steve 
Shadegg’s Barry Goldwater: Freedom in his Flight-Plan (New
York: MacFadden-Bartell, 1962) and Jack Bell, Mr. Conser
vative: Barry Goldwater (Garden City, New York:
Doubleday, 19o2TZ



the Democratic candidate's reputation had been 
tarnished in the primary and had not been cleared 
before the general election took place.24

Another plausible explanation for the 1952 Repub
lican upsurge in Arizona is the Republican organization 
activity which has been increasing since 1950. Working 
especially hard at the precinct levels, the Republicans 
obtained nearly two-thirds of the new registrations between 
1950 and 1952.

While 1952 was a year of Republican success, 1954 
was a year of Republican defeat in Arizona. Pyle was 
defeated by former Senate Majority Leader McFarland for 
Governor, and Attorney-General Jones was defeated by his 
Democratic opponent, Robert Morrison. In addition to 
winning all the state executive positions, the Democrats 
increased their seats in the state legislature. The only 
Republican victor was Congressman Rhodes, who narrowly 
defeated his Democratic opponent, L. L. Adams. Rhodes won 
53 percent of the vote in this election. The liberal Adams 
who had the all-out support of organized labor during the 
campaign, was probably slightly ahead in the last week in 
October, but at this time his campaign was hit by a 
staggering blow. It was discovered that his personal 
record, as publicized in his campaign literature and

Z^Guber, oj>. cit., p. 90.



statements, revealed discrepancies. He was charged with 
falsifying both his educational and service record.25

This Democratic "come-back** appears to have 
resulted from party-unification efforts and the absence of 
Elsenhower's name at the head of the Republican ticket.
The Democratic candidates, relieved of competition with 
Eisenhower’s pull and backed by their party’s increased 
organizational strength and labor’s all out support, were 
put into a decisive position.

In 1956, the Democrats again prospered in Arizona, 
except in two contests: Eisenhower trounced Stevenson,
winning over fifty-eight percent of the vote and carrying 
every county except Yuma and Greenlee; and Congressman 
Rhodes was re-elected from the First District.

The 1956 election was summarized as follows:
No level was inspiring, enlightening, or 

clever. Party rallies fell flat; candidates spoke 2

2^The Phoenix Gazette, October 28, 1954, P* 1.
Adams stated that he attended the University of Kentucky 
Law School for three years, but he only had had one 
semester in the College of Commerce, and he had claimed, 
also, that he had served in the Merchant Marines for a 
year and a half. He had actually been employed by a private 
steamship company and had worked in a dry dock during the war.

^Another reason advanced why Pyle and Jones lost 
in 1954 has been attributed to the state raid on the polyg
amous Mormon hamlet of Short Creek, near the Utah border 
while Pyle was governor. This action may have lost many 
potential Mormon votes in 1954•



to small gatherings and relied heavily on news 
reports and radio-television reports. The Demo
crats seemed to rely largely on overwhelming 
party registration. The Republicans relied upon 
Ike and his alleged need of a RepublicanCongress.27

In almost all cases the Democratic strategy was 
successful. Liberal Democrat Stewart Udall trounced Jack 
Speiden in the District Two Congressional contest. The 
contest for governor was another Democratic Mrun-away” and 
was never really in doubt during the campaign. Incumbent 
Governor Ernest McFarland beat H. B. Griffen, winning 
nearly sixty percent of the vote and winning every county. 
Republican Ross Jones, who was offered as token opposition 
against Democratic Senator Carl Hayden, was easily defeated 
in his bid for the Senate.

The Republican attempt to grab Eisenhower1s coat
tails failed, as did the Republican candidates for state 
executive offices attempts to impress upon the voters the 
shortcomings of the McFarland administration. Rhodes was 
probably helped by his opponents' strong stand against the 
right-to-work law, while Eisenhower was helped by his 
strong personal appeal and the general apathy towards 
Stevenson among Arizona "organization" Democrats.

27n . d . Houghton, "The 1956 Election in Arizona," 
Western Political Quarterly, X (March, 1957), p. 96.
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In 1958, Arizona was probably the scene for the 
nation's top off-year election battle, between Senator 
Goldwater and his challenger. Governor McFarland.

The campaign itself developed into all that's good 
and bad in the American political system. There was active 
and honest volunteer support for both candidates, but 
there were also: anonymous smear sheets, "false-alarm"
telephone calls, death threats to Senator Goldwater and 
those surrounding him, and an alleged attempt to sabotage 
Senator Goldwater's private airplane.28

The campaign brought McFarland and Goldwater to 
almost every hamlet in the Grand Canyon State. It was a 
modern campaign— fully utilizing contemporary television 
and billboard techniques.

On Election Day 1958, Republican incumbents Gold- 
water and Rhodes and Republican gubernatorial candidate 
Paul Fannin, were swept into office. These Republican 
victories can be attributed to a combination of factors—  
both personalities and issues. Certain national issues, 
such as the "pocketbook" issue, caused by the 1958 
recession, had little impact in generally prosperous 
Arizona. Hence, there was little "protest" vote against 
the Republicans in Arizona upon which the Democrats could 2

2®Shadegg, op. cit., p. 1 2 6.



capitalize. In comparison, on the national level, 1958 was 
a disastrous year for the Republicans. They lost 13 seats 
in the United States Senate and seats in the House of 
Representatives and five governorships. Goldwater’s 
re-election was perhaps the only important conservative 
Republican victory in 1958.

The issue which probably had the greatest impact on 
the election outcome was the operation of COPE in Arlzona-- 
an issue which the Republicans, especially Goldwater, 
pressed quite extensively. Republicans claimed that 
Arizona would lose its appeal to new industries if 
Arizona's labor force were eliminated by the policies of 
AFL-CIO Vice President, Walter Reuther.

Although the victories of Fannin, Goldwater, and 
Rhodes appear to be related to a denunciation of COPE and 
liberal Democrats, one finds the pattern of Republican 
success disrupted by the election of Democrat Wade Church 
for Attorney-General (a former labor union official) and 
the re-election of liberal Democrat Stewart Udall from the 
Second Congressional District. Hence, the anti-COPE senti
ment is insufficient to explain the success of the three 
Republicans. Goldwater gained additional support by waging 
a well-organized and well-financed campaign and by 
presenting the voters a pleasant and colorful impression of 
his personality. Rhodes was aided by a weak and colorless
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opponent in Joe Haldiman, Jr*; by a well-organized 
campaign, and an inherent advantage of being a three-term 
incumbent* Phoenix businessman Paul Fannin benefited from 
the strong campaigns of his personal friends, Goldwater and 
Rhodes, his unblemished political record, and his 
opponent's (Robert Morrison's) criminal record.29

In addition to being hurt by weak candidates for 
top offices (i.e., Morrison and Haldiman), and unable to 
capitalize on the national recession, Arizona Democrats 
were again plagued by intra-party feuding. For example, 
prominent Democrats, such as Richard Searles (candidate for 
governor) and Stephen W. Langmade (candidate for United 
States Senate), who were defeated in the September primary, 
for the most part, sat out the general election in November.

The outcome of the I960 election indicated that 
Republicanism was waxing in Arizona. Richard Nixon broke 
Arizona's weather vane tradition by carrying the state but 
losing nationally. Nixon's victory in Arizona, in contrast 
to his defeat on the national level, marked the first time 
Arizona's vote did not coincide with the national victor. 
Both Rhodes and Fannin were re-elected. In addition. 
Republican Robert Pickerell was elected Attorney-General 
over incumbent Wade Church. Republicans also added three

29Guber, op. cit.. pp. 124-126.



state senators, for a total of four out of 28 senators, and 
three state representatives, for a total of 28 out of an 80 
member house. The Democrats, as usual, handily won the 
other statewide races— with the Democratic nominees for 
secretary of state, state mine inspector, and state tax 
commissioner running without Republican opposition in the 
general election. In addition, the Republicans did not 
contest 29 out of the 80 seats in the state House of 
Representatives, 1? of the state Senate seats, nor sixty- 
six percent of the races for county offices.30 The 
percentage of races the Republicans contested in I960 was 
only a flve-to-ten percent increase over the contested 
races in the 1952-1958 period.

"On the whole, the campaign was dull and 
uneventiful."31 Pickerell attacked Wade Church1a liber
alism and his overstepping of the constitutional bounds of 
the office of Attorney-General, while Fannin stressed the 
virtues of his incumbent Administration. Six-year- 
Democratic-incumbent, Stewart Udall again won his seat in 
the Second Congressional District.

When President Kennedy selected Congressman Stewart 
Udall Secretary of the Interior, a vacancy was created in

3°strauss, op. cit., p. 305.
31ibld., p. 307.
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the Second District. After having easily won the primary 
over several opponents, Morris Udall, Stewards younger 
brother, defeated Tucson radio executive Mac Matheson in 
the May, 1961 special election. It was a close race, 
despite the Udall name in the contest because of a compara
tively low turnout of Democratic voters. In addition, just 
prior to the election. Secretary of the Interior Udall made 
a decision that farmers squatting on federal lands along 
the Colorado River had to be evacuated. This decision by 
Morris Udall*s brother hurt his campaign, especially in 
traditionally Democratic Yuma County along the Colorado 
River which voted Republican. Matheson was aided in his 
campaign because House Minority Leader Charles A. Halleck 
had promised Mac Matheson a seat on the vital House 
Interior and Insular Affairs Committee.32

In 1962 Incumbent-Republicans Fannin, Fickerell and 
Rhodes were re-elected, as were Democrats Morris Udall and 
Senator Carl Hayden. Hayden's opponent was ultra- 
conservative Evan Mechara, Maricopa County legislator and 
car dealer. Mecham, after winning a heated primary over 
former Republican State Chairman and Goldwater campaign- 
manager Stephen Shadegg waged an intensive campaign for

^Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report (week 
ending May 5 , 1961), p. 770.



Hayden's senate seat. In spite of the generally Republican 
Pullian newspapers in Phoenix supporting Hayden, Mechara was 
able to capitalize upon his conservatism and Hayden's 
advanced age and ran a close race against Hayden— getting 
forty-five percent of the vote. In addition. Corporation 
Commissioner George "Duke" Senner defeated his Republican 
opponent Judge John J. Clark in the newly-created third 
Congressional District in northern Arizona, gathering 
fifty-six percent of the vote,33

In 1964 Barry Goldwater headed the Republican 
ticket as the party's presidential choice. Although this 
might have presented coattails for other Republicans in 
Arizona, they were non-existent, as Goldwater carried 
Arizona by less than 5#000 votes. The Republicans, 
nevertheless, did gain some important victories in 
Arizona's 196I1. election: Paul Fannin replaced Goldwater in
the Senate by defeating Senator Carl Hayden's legislative 
assistant, Roy Elson, by capitalizing on the popularity 
which he had developed as a three-term governor and a 
pledge to "keep Arizona moving forward." Darrell Smith 
defeated Patrick J. O'Reilly, who previously was convicted 
for drunken driving, for state Attorney-General, and Sarah 
Folsom won a narrow election, beating W. W. "Skipper" Dick
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for State Superintendent of Public Instruction. John 
Rhodes was re-eleoted to Congress from the First District; 
and for the first time in the state*s 52-year history, the 
Republicans gained control of the Tax Commission by 
electing two Republicans to the three-man commission. 
Although the election was technically non-partisan. Repub
lican L. Waldo DeWitt won a six-year term by defeating the 
controversial Thad Moore by 136,000 votes, while John M. 
Hazelett won a four-year term over three Democratic oppo
nents. Moore and the remaining Tax Commissioner, William 
E. Stanford, were indicted in October, 1963, for bribe
taking. The indictments were dismissed on a technicality 
in May, 196^. However, the matter never went to trial. 
DeWitt thus seems to have been the beneficiary of a 
protest-vote against Moore, while the interim commission- 
appointee Hazelett gained victory through a split 
opposition.34

In the two Corporation Commission contests, interim 
Republican-appointee John Clark was defeated by Democrat 
Milton J. Hershey, while Democrat Dick Herbert defeated his 
Republican opponent Frank Mangin for the regular six-year 
term.

34 Arizona Republic, November 5# 1964, p. 20.



In addition to winning the seats on the Corporation 
Commission, the Democrats won the governorship and all the 
other executive state offices, except Superintendent of 
Public Instruction and Attorney-General. Democrat Samuel 
Goddard was swept to victory in his second consecutive 
attempt for the governorship. Goddard accomplished this 
through a deliberate effort to out down Republican Richard 
Kleindienst’s margin in Maricopa county, while improving 
his margin in his native Pima County. He spent four to 
five days of each campaign week within Maricopa county. He 
gave fewer speeches, shook more hands and spoke less to 
partisan groups and more to non-political groups than in 
1962.3^ As it turned out, Richard Kleindienst, a former 
Goldwater aide and Republican State Chairman, carried 
Maricopa County by less than 2,000 votes. He only carried 
one other county--Yavapai.

Both Fannin and Goldwater, as well as Sarah Folsom, 
depended heavily on Maricopa and Yavapai for their winning 
margins. Fannin, with a 21*.,000-vote margin in Yavapai and 
Maricopa, together with smaller margins in Coconino, Navajo 
and Santa Cruz, was able to off-set Bison’s vote in the 
other counties and win the state by about 1 3 ,0 0 0 votes.
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Goldwater carried the same counties as Fannin did, with the 
exception of Santa Cruz.

In the other two Congressional races, incumbent 
Democrats Morris TJdall and George F. Senner were 
re-elected. Udall thoroughly defeated Tucson lawyer 
William Kimble, while Senner won a narrow race against 
Republican state Senator Samuel Steiger. Senner, early in 
the campaign, had been accused of unethical behavior while 
serving as a member of the state Corporation Commission.
As a result of the publicity of his alleged behavior while 
on the Commission, his re-election to Congress was in 
doubt.

In the state legislature and county elections, the 
Republicans made few gains. Four Republicans were elected 
to county office in Yavapai county, but in most of the 
other counties not a single Republican was elected to 
county office. The Republicans lost two seats in the state 
senate (Hyram Corbett of Pima County and Elmer Anderson of 
Apache County were defeated), while they gained three seats 
in the lower house, including a seat from Santa Cruz 
County.

Summarizing the results of the 1964 election in 
Arizona, a Tucson Daily Citizen editorial noted that:

Results of major races in Tuesday's election in 
Arizona offer interesting contrasts. They support 
speculation that voters are influenced in their
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choices by the cult of personality rather than by 
the different points of opposing candidates.3°

While personality, of course, plays an important 
role in voting-behavior, the 1964 election-results in 
Arizona also seem to support Professor Joyner’s observation 
that the Second Congressional District in southern Arizona 
is more Democratic than the rest of the state. Hayden, 
Udall, and Goddard carried every county in District Two in 
1962.37 in the 1964 contests for Senator, Representative, 
and Governor, the only deviation from the 1962 pattern was 
Fannin’s narrow victory in tiny Santa Cruz County.

Patterns of Republican Competition:
Federal-and-State Executive Level

An important aspect of describing the growth and 
development of the Republican party in Arizona is to 
measure its electoral success. While the first part of 
this chapter concentrated on describing who won and why 
they won, this section will attempt to measure the degree 
of Republican competition for five selected elective 
offices since 1950. In addition, this section will 
describe from which counties the Republicans have received 
the greatest support. The five most competitive (and

3^Tucson Daily Citizen, November 6, 1964, p. 10.
3?Joyner, o£. cit., p. 392.



important) offices on the federal and state executive level 
have been selected for analysis.38 However, it must be 
noted that Republican competition for the other state 
executive and state commission offices has been weak or 
even completely absent.

TABLE V
REPUBLICAN PERCENTAGE OF THE VOTE FOR THE 

FIVE SELECTED OFFICES, 1920-196%

Office 1920 22 24 26 28 60 62 64

President 28 61 26 2oSenate 37 21 39 26 42 22District 1 39 2% 23 22 29 29 29 22District 2 43 38 40 39 44 42 41District 3 44 49House Statewide 32 49 46 48 2o 22 2 i 49Governor 21 60 48 4 i 22 29 22 47Attorney-General 
Average of the five 3% 24 49 46 44 26 28 21

Selected Offices 39 24 48 47 2o 26 22 2o

Source: Bruce Mason, Arizona General Election
Results 1911-1960 and Office of Arizona Secretary of State.

After having examined the figures in Table V, one 
will conclude that although Republican strength has been 
sporadic Republicans have increased their vote-getting

38gihe five selected were President, Senator, 
Representative, Governor, and Attorney-General.



ability since 1950 in Arizona. Moreover, even for offices 
which they did not win. Republican candidates provided 
sufficiently strong competition to receive at least forty 
percent of the vote in all but two cases.

The sharp rise for all Republican candidates in 
1952 and their subsequent sharp decline in 195^ would add 
support to the "Eisenhower coattail effect" for 1962, as 
well as a lack of a Republican-party tradition in Arizona. 
This lack of a Republican tradition is still apparent today 
in many rural areas of Arizona, with many of the Repub
lican candidates* campaign bill-boards and television spots 
conspicuously deleting the word "Republican." The 
fluctuation of Republican strength and the mixed results 
from one election to the next would suggest that the 
individual appeal is more important than party label. In 
1956, for example, Eisenhower and Rhodes won, by large 
margins but the Democrats swept the other races.

County-wide Analysis
The preceding analysis was principally based on 

state-wide election statistics. No party's strength, how
ever, is equally distributed throughout a state. There are 
always areas of strong, one-party domination. After one 
has located these areas, one has a better foundation on 
which to base any conclusions or hypotheses concerning
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factors involved in any party's changes in strength over a 
period of time*39 in order to discover what areas of 
Arizona have been the strongest for the Republicans, a 
county-by-county analysis of the 1950-1961j. elections for 
the five previously mentioned offices is presented.

A trend-analysis based on these figures in Table VI 
clearly shows that the Republicans have increased their 
strength in all counties since 1920. Using the term "safe 
county" (meaning a county in which one party had sixty 
percent or more of the vote), and applying such a term to 
the various Arizona counties during the 1920-1961^ period, 
one discovers interesting changes: In 1920, 11 of the llj.
counties (except Pima, Maricopa, and Yavapai) were "safe" 
for the Democrats. After the 1928 elections, however, only 
five counties (Greenlee, Gila, Pinal, Santa Cruz, and Yuma) 
could be deemed "safe" for the Democrats.40 Since 1928, 
both Maricopa and Yavapai have come very close to becoming 
"safe" Republican counties, while Greenlee and Gila remain 
the only "safe" Democratic counties. Table VI shows that 
Republicans have received a relatively high percentage of 
the vote in Maricopa County and that the Democratic and 
Republican competition has been very close in Pima County—

39ouber, p. %6.
^QIbid., pp. 52-3.
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TABLE VI

AVERAGE REPUBLICAN PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL 
GENERAL-ELECTION VOTE, 1950-1964;

BY COUNTIES

County 1950 52 54 56 58 60 62 64 »5o-‘64
Average*

Apache 30 53 41 42 46 5o 45 45 44Cochise 27 45 40 38 42 48 43 42 41Coconino 39 55 47 44 50 55 54 53 5oGila 30 38 31 32 35 40 37 36 35Graham 35 43 41 38 45 52 49 49 44Greenlee 16 27 21 23 23 29 24 26 24Maricopa 43 57 52 51 58 61 65 54 55Mohave 36 49 39 38 44 51 46 46 44Navajo 38 50 43 44 50 54 53 49 48Pima 42 59 47 48 47 52 48 46 49Pinal 34 46 38 36 40 48 42 40 40Santa Cruz 29 5o 43 36 38 44 41 42 41Yavapai 43 56 49 48 54 60 59 57 53Yuma 35 46 38 35 40 47 42 43 41

*Thls represents the average percentage of votes 
for President, Representative, Senator, Governor, and 
Attorney-General.

Source: Bruce B. Mason, Arizona General Election
Results 1911-1960 and Office of the Arizona Secretary of 
State.

making Pima a marginal county. This voting pattern is 
significant because these two counties, with metropolitan 
Phoenix and Tucson, respectively, contain seventy-five 
percent of the state’s population. Furthermore, Maricopa 
County, with about two-thirds of the state’s registered
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Republican voters, usually supplies between sixty and 
seventy percent of the total Republican statewide vote.
The implication here is that a Republican, in order to win 
a statewide election, must do extremely well in Maricopa 
county and at least come close to breaking even in Pima if 
he is to off-set the Democratic pluralities in the outlying 
counties. This fact of Arizona politics explains why so 
many Republicans seeking statewide office come from 
Maricopa county and why Democrats, such as Goddard, devoted 
such a great part of their campaign to cut down the Repub
lican pluralities in Maricopa county.

Patterns of Competition for County 
and State Legislative Offices

(1) County Elections.
After examining the data on county elections in 

Arizona one can safely conclude that Republican competition 
does not extend to county elections. The most successful 
year the Republicans have had since 19£0 was in 1952 when 
they elected 1^ out of 126 county officers, or eleven per
cent.^ In 1954, the Republicans elected only seven county 
officials in Arizona. Between 1954 and 1962 the highest"

^The figure of 126 is obtained by multiplying the 
number of counties (1 4) times nine— the major county 
offices (sheriff, three supervisors, county attorney, 
assessor, recorder, treasurer and superintendent of 
schools.).
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PERCENTAGE OF REPUBLICAN GUBERNATORIAL 
STATEWIDE SUPPORT RECEIVED FROM PIMA 
AND MARICOPA COUNTIES, 1950-1964

TABLE VII

Year Candidate Maricopa
Percent of Their 
Total Vote Derived 
From Fima and 

Maricopa Counties 
Combined

1950 Pyle 49 69%
1952 Pyle §1 72%
1954 Pyle 53 74%1956 Griffen 57 77%1958 Fannin 57 76%
I960 Fannin 58 78%
1962 Fannin 60 77%1964 Kleindienst 60 79#

Sources Bruce B. Mason, Arizona General 
Election Results 1911-1960 and Office of the Arizona 
Secretary of State,

total of Republicans elected to county office was nine. In 
over half these cases, the same incumbent has been 
re-elected (e.g., county superintendent of schools in 
Yavapai and Coconino counties and a county supervisor in 
Maricopa, Pima, and Coconino counties). In some counties, 
notably Greenlee, Cochise, and Gila, Republicans hardly 
ever run for county office. In the remaining counties 
(except Yavapai, Maricopa, and Pima), usually only one or 
two county offices are contested by the Republicans. In



196i{.> the Republicans won eight county offices, four of the 
eight were In Yavapai County. Thus Yavapai, and to a lesser 
extent, Maricopa, seem to be the only competitive counties 
for county offices.

(2) State Legislature.
Prior to 1955* the Arizona Senate contained 19 

members and the House was based on population according to 
the vote for governor in the previous general election and 
thus varied in size from session to session. Beginning in 
1955, the Senate membership was increased to 28 (each 
county entitled to two senators) and the House membership 
was fixed at 80— its membership apportioned according to 
the previous general election gubernatorial vote (each 
county has at least one representative.^

Historically, the Democratic Party has dominated 
the Arizona legislature. The Republicans have never been 
in full control. In 1921 the Republicans captured the 
Senate by a 10-9 margin, but the Democrats held the House 
with a 20-19 edge. For the decade from 1935 to 19̂ .6 there 
was never more than one Republican in the House. In the 
Senate there were no Republicans from 1937 to 1953•

^ I n  1965, the seats in the House of Represent
atives were apportioned as follows: Maricopa, 4 O; Pima,
17; Cochise, Yavapai, Yuma, and Pinal, three each;
Coconino, Gila, and Navajo, two each; and Apache, Graham, 
Greenlee, Mohave, and Santa Cruz, one each.
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TABLE VIII
NUMBER OP REPUBLICAN COUNTY OFFICIALS AND 
LEGISLATORS ELECTED BY COUNTY 1920-196%.

County 1920 1922 1924 1926 1928 1960 1962 1964

Apache 2 0/0 3 1/1 1 1/0 0 o/o 0 o/o 0 o/l 0 o/l 0 o/o
Cochise 0 0/0 0 0/0 0 0/0 0 0/0 0 o/o 0 0/0 0 o/o 0 o/oCoconino 1 1/0 3 2/0 2 O/o 2 O/o 2 o/o 2 o/o 2 o/o 1 0/0
Gila o o/o 0 o/o 0 o/o 0 o/o 0 o/o 0 o/o 0 o/o 0 o/o
Graham 1 o/o 2 o/o 1 o/o 0 o/o 0 o/o 0 O/o 0 o/o 0 0/0
Greenlee o o/o 0 0/0 0 o/o 0 o/o 0 0/0 0 0/0 0 0/0 0 0/0
Maricopa 0 k/p 0 16/2 1 10/0 1 14/0 1 1 6 /0 1 19/1 1 23/1 2 22/1Mohave 1 o/o 2 o/o 1 o/o 0 o/o 0 0/0 0 O/o 1 o/o 0 o/oNavajo 0 o/o 1 l/o 0 1/1 0 l/l 1 O/o 0 1/0 0 o/o 0 O/o
Pima o 2 /0 1 9/1 0 7/1 2 7/1 1 7/1 1 7/1 1 7/1 1 7/0
Pinal 0 o/o 0 0/0 0 0/0 0 0/0 0 0/0 0 0/0 0 o/o 0 0/0
Santa Cruz 0 o/o 0 o/o 0 o/o 0 o/o 1 o/o 1 0/0 0 o/o 0 1/0
Yavapai 0 o/o 1 : I/O 1 1/0 2 I/O 2 o/o 3 1/1 4 2/1 4 2/1
Yuma 1 o/o 1.2 o/o 0 o/o 0 o/o 0 o/o 0 o/o 0 o/o 0 o/o

Key: County Officers House/Senate.
Source: Office of the Secretary of State.



Between 1941 and 1945 the Democrats controlled one hundred 
percent of the seats in both houses.43

Since the 1950 election, the Republicans have 
increased their strength in the House from 11 to 35; in the 
Senate the Republican strength has fluctuated between zero 
and four during this period. With the revitalization of 
the Republican party and the possibility that the Senate 
might be reapportioned according to population, it is 
possible that the Republicans could gain absolute control 
of both legislative houses.**4

Similar to the pattern of for the five major 
offices previously mentioned, the basis of Republican-party 
voting strength in the legislature is found in metropolitan 
Phoenix and Tucson. This is shown in Table IX. Only in 
these two areas and Yavapai county have the Republicans 
developed meaningful two-party competition.

In the Arizona House of Representatives, the key to 
obtaining choice committee-assignments is not through 
seniority, but through supporting the winning contender for 
the Speaker of the House. Under these conditions, the

4^Morey, ££. clt.. p. 44*
W-See Reynolds V. Sima 377 U. S. 533 et al. June, 

1964. The Supreme Court ruled in four cases that both 
houses of state legislatures must be apportioned according to population.
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TABLE IX
PARTY AND METROPOLITAN REPUBLICAN STRENGTH 

IN THE ARIZONA LEGISLATURE, 1951-1965

House
1951 1953 1955 1957 1959 1961 1963 1965

Democratic
Republican
Metropolitan
Republican

61 
11 
( 9)

52
30
(25)

6l
20
(17)

58
22
(20)

s
(25)

If
(2 6 )

48
32
(30) 1.

Democratic
Republican
Metropolitan

190
( o) ,1, 26

2
( 1)

26
2

( 1)
271
( 1) ,1, 26

2
( 1)Republican
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Republicans, although a minority party, have been able to 
maximize their position by voting as a block. They have 
usually managed to vote with the majority faction and have 
been rewarded accordingly.

Often the factional alignments are identified in the 
newspapers and elsewhere as a conservative-liberal 
conflict. Undoubtedly, political philosophy has its 
effect, but the ideological explanation is highly over
rated. The membership within the blocs has been 
re-arranged too often to indicate an ideological blpolar-
ization.^

(While) . . .  "Tay" Cook was Speaker, he 
received Republican support twice and was without 
it once. The so-called liberal-minority members 
who opposed Cook in the Twenty-fourth Legislature 
(1959-1961) became his strongest supporters in the 
Twenty-fifth Legislature (1961-1962). Thus, 
factionalism is more of a simple power struggle 
based upon a choice of practical alternatives.
The prospective Speaker is looking for votes and 
the members are looking for favorable committee 
positions, plus a place on the winning team.
Under these circumstances the strangest of bed
fellows are made.

After the schism develops over the election of 
the speakership, the wounds are never satisfac
torily healed. The factional cleavage becomes the 
single most important factor in committee assign
ments, procedural matters and voting behavior.4°

U^Dean Mann, "The Legislative Committee System in 
Arizona," Western Political Quarterly. XIV (December, 1961), 
p. 925-94.

46Morey, op. oit.. pp. 48-9.
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A Note on Municipal and Judicial 
Elections in Arizona

Although judges can be selected in either a Repub
lican or Democratic primary, the voters select them in the 
general election on a "non-partisan” basis. Thus, if an 
Arizona voter wanted to vote a straight Democratic ticket, 
he would still have to vote separately for a "Democratic" 
judge.

On the municipal level, all municipal elections are 
conducted on a non-partisan basis, except in the City of 
Tucson. Tucson has a "weak-mayor" government with a six- 
member city council. The councilmen are selected in 
district primaries and then run at-large.

In 19lf9 Republican Fred Emery was elected mayor of 
Tucson, along with a Republican majority on the city 
council. Emery was re-elected in 1951 and then chose not 
to run again in 1953* From 1953 to 1961 the Democrats 
again controlled the Tucson city government. In 1961 
Republican Lew Davis was elected mayor and re-elected in 
1963 to a new four-year term, along with four Republican 
councilmen. Thus in this one case in which partisan 
political competition is possible, the Republicans have 
established two-party competition by winning fifty percent 
of the city elections during the 1949-1963 period.
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Summary
At the time of statehood, Arizona had a reputation 

as a leading progressive state, having adopted a consti
tution with liberal features, such as the recall, 
initiative, and referendum. The subsequent political 
history, however, has tended toward conservatism, with the 
taxpayers of the state--especlally the mines and utili
ties— enjoying a strong influence in the conservative 
(MPinto0) Democratic legislature.

During this pre-195>0 period, Arizona was 
overwhelmingly a Democratic state. Almost all of the 
infrequent Republican statewide successes occurred in the 
"freak0 1920 election. Below the statewide level. Repub
lican officeholders were rare. Following the 1929 
Depression, election contests took place within the Demo
cratic party which resulted in the Democratic party 
splitting into two factions— one generally liberal and the 
other conservative. This Democratic party split resulted 
in a relatively weak and feuding state party-organization 
which in turn usually culminated in a wide-open primary 
fight about eight weeks before the general election. These 
eight weeks were too short to heal any major party-split, 
but with the weak Republican opposition, the Democrats were 
still able to win the election.
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World War II had a profound effect on Arizona 

politics. In addition to the establishment of military 
installations inside Arizona, new industries moved to the 
Phoenix and Tucson areas which continued to grow after the 
War's end. This industrial climate attracted highly 
skilled and professional personnel from the predominantly 
Republican Middle West. The eighty-percent Increase of 
elderly residents and the other demographic changes favor
able to Republican voting-behavior, along with the wide 
split inside the Democratic party following the death of 
Governor Osborn, pointed toward a possible revitalization 
of the Republican party in Arizona. Although most of the 
new migrants registered as Arizona Democrats in order to 
have a voice in the Democratic primary (i.e., the 
election), the generally conservative character of the 
Arizona electorate presented possibilities for success in 
1950 for Arizona's newly-inspired Republican leaders.

During the 1950-196^ period, Arizona* s Republican 
party made great strides towards the development of two- 
party competition. Since 1948, the Republican candidate 
for President has carried Arizona in every presidential 
election. In addition, since 1948, the Republicans have 
won 6 2 .5 percent of the gubernatorial elections and fifty 
percent of the elections for the United States Senate and 
State Attorney-General. In 1951, the Republicans held



eleven percent of the seats in the state legislature; after 
the 1964 general election the Republicans had won 35 out of 
80 seats in the lower house and held thirty-four percent of 
the total seats in both houses. On the other hand, it has 
also been shown that Republicans have not been successful 
in winning the other state offices or county offices. Not 
one Republican has been elected state treasurer or Corpo
ration Commissioner in Arizona since statehood. After the 
1964 election the Republican party in Arizona controlled 
only eight of the 126 major county offices in Arizona, or 
six percent. However, even for these lesser-known state 
offices, the Republicans are making progress. In 1964 the 
Republicans gained control of the state tax commission, 
winning two of the three seats, and for the first time 
since 1920, a Republican was elected state Superintendent 
of Public Instruction. In every county in Arizona since 
1950, Republicans have received a greater percentage of the 
vote for federal and major state offices. In 1950, eleven 
of the fourteen counties were "safe Democratic;" in 1964, 
only Gila and Greenlee remained "safe" for the Democrats.
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CHAPTER III

ARIZONA REPUBLICAN PARTY ORGANIZATION SINCE 1950

“Organization exists to facilitate collective 
activity. To understand party organization one must keep 
in mind the functions of p a r t y . T h e s e  functions include: 
1 ) nominating candidates for office; 2 ) aiding in the 
operation of the electoral machinery, i.e., campaigning, 
getting out the vote, helping conduct elections, and 
poll-watching; 3 ) formulating and executing policy 
proposals; I4.) civic education; 5 ) conducting charity and 
social functions; 6 ) acting as a link between the citizen 
and candidates and between the citizen and government. 
Although the first three functions are probably the most 
important party functions in the United States, the last 
three are also important for the success of the party in 
that they help achieve the first three functions. In order *

*V. 0. Key, Jr., Politics, Parties and Pressure 
Groups. op. eft., p. 3IJ.5 . Other general works dealing with 
party-organization include Sorauf, op. eft., Chapter 3; 
Clinton Rossiter, Parties and Politics In America (New 
York: The New American Library, 1961).), pp. 21-29; and
Samuel J. Eldersveld, Political Parties: A Behavioral
Analysis (Chicago: Rand-McNally Company, T96I4.), Chapter 1.
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for the functions to be properly executed, a working 
organization is required. Abraham Lincoln once said:

The whole State must be so well organized that 
every Whig can be brought to the polls. So divide 
the county into small districts and appoint in 
each a committee. Make a perfect list of the 
voters and ascertain with certainty for whom they 
will vote . . .

Keep a constant watch on the doubtful voters 
and have them talked to by those in whom they have 
the most confidence . . . .  On election days see 
that every Whig is brought to the polls.2

We now come to a central question concerning this 
study of recent Arizona politics: How important has
organization been in the development of the Republican 
party in Arizona since 1950?

In a recent study on the influence of migration on 
Arizona politics, Roderick L. Wagoner concluded that the 
revitalization of the Republican party in Arizona cannot be 
based upon the theory that Republican gains are generally 
due to migration.

. . .  (A)lthough a cursory examination would 
tend to make one attribute the Republican party1s 
resurgence to the heavy migration to the state, 
migrants alone cannot account for the phenom
enon . . . .  Two points stand out: first,
migration is adding to the population at a much 
greater rate than the GOP is gaining adherents; 
second, that the swing to the Republican party is

2Quoted in Frank Kelley, ed., Arizona GOP Leaders' 
Manual (Phoenix: Republican State Committee of Arizona,1961), p. 32a.
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a state-wide development, taking place in those 
counties not benefiting from migration as well as 
those that do*3

Wagoner then presented some possible explanations 
for Republican revitalization in Arizona. He mentioned 
first that a "band wagon effect," generated by the election 
of Pyle in 19f>0 and Goldwater and Rhodes in 1952, gave 
"Pinto" Democrats and non-voting Republicans more confi
dence as their numbers increased, so that the idea of being 
a Republican soon became synonymous with being a member of 
a winning team. In addition, he stated: "Also not to be
disregarded is the possibility that the resurgence of the 
Republican party is due to effective organization and 
popular candidates, while the failure of the Democratic 
party comes from the typical ailments that beset a party 
too long in power.

Formal Provision for Political 
Parties In Arizona

In the United States, the definition, organization, 
and activities of political parties are explicitly 
enumerated under various state statutes.

3Roderlck L. Wagoner, "Migration: Basic or Adjunc
tive to Political Change?" (University of Arizona 
Government-Seminar paper, January, 1964).

^Ibld.. pp. 3-4.
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The legal definition of a political party in 

Arizona la included in Arizona Revised Statutes 16-201 
through 16-203• An important part of the definition is 
that formal stature as a political party cannot be granted 
or retained unless a political organization has polled at 
least five percent of the total votes cast in the previous 
general election.

The formal organization of parties is also defined 
in the aforementioned statutes. The organization prescribed 
in the statutes is a hierarchy beginning with the precinct 
committeemen, graduated to a county committee, and finally, 
a state committee, which is supplemented by a party-council 
and an executive committee.^

Candidates for the party post of precinct committee 
qualify to have their names appear on the primary ballot by 
submitting nominating papers with a sufficient number of 
signatures. A party is entitled to one committeeman per 
precinct for every 125 votes cast in the precinct for the 
party*s gubernatorial candidate in the last general elec
tion. If a precinct has more than one committeeman, the

5ibid., p. 4 .
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group may elect one captain. In a populous county like 
Maricopa, area committees conforming to legislative 
districts may be created.&

The Arizona statutes specify the membership, 
officers, and meeting time for organization of the county 
committees. Briefly, the precinct committeemen elected in 
the September primary meet (or send proxies) on the last 
Friday before the last Monday in September of even-numbered 
years. Their functions are to elect a county chairman, 
vice-chairman, and a secretary and treasurer (who may be 
the same person).

The state committee, by law, consists of the party 
chairman and one member of the county committee for each 
lj.00 votes, or major fractions thereof, east for the party1 s 
nominee for governor in the last general election. The 
duties of the state committee are to elect a state chair
man, a secretary, and a treasurer, and to elect from among 
its membership a state executive committee. The executive 
committee includes one party member for each 3,000 votes, 
or major fraction thereof, cast for the party’s candidate 
for governor in the last general election, and the state

^Arizona Revised Statutes 16-201.
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chairman as an ex-officio member.7 The state executive 
committee selects delegates to the national party 
convention.

Finally, at the state level, a party council is 
provided for by statute, consisting of the party's nominees 
for United States Senator, United States Representative, 
all state-wide officials, state senator, state 
representative, national committeemen, and national 
committeewomen, and the members of the state executive 
committee. The primary function of this group is to meet 
on the Tuesday following the last Monday in September to 
draft a state party platform.®

Most of the other lj.9 states have similar statutes 
outlining the formal political party organization, and thus 
Arizona's "hierarchy of authority" structure is not unique. 
Furthermore, it should be pointed out that Arizona's 
statutes concerning party organization do not restrict the 
operation of the Republican party in Arizona— the Repub
lican gubernatorial candidate gets enough votes to keep the 
party on the ballot. * 8

^Mason and Hink, op. cit,, p. 68.
8Ibid.
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CHART III
LEGAL AND FORMAL PARTY ORGANIZATION IN ARIZONA

Party Nominees
Legislative District 
Committee___________

[Party Members Voting in Primary

Precinct Committeemen 
(7Ul Precincts)

(State Committee!

National Committeeman State Executive Presidential
and Committeewoman Committee Electors

i___
|

Party Council

Lexicon: ------ Elected    -- Required by law
— ....  Nominated
------ Ex Officio

Source: Bruce B. Mason and Heinz Hink Constitu
tional Government in Arizona, p. 70.
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Leadership

Leadership has been defined as "the art of imposing 
one's will upon others in such a manner as to command their 
respect, their confidence and their whole-hearted coopera
tion." Accordingly, a leader is a person who is " . . . 
fitted by force of ideas, character, or genius or by 
strength of will or administrative ability to arouse, 
incite and direct men in conduct and achievement."9

According to Ralph M. Stogdill, most studies on
leadership have described social status, positions, or
personality types and have thus inadequately described
political leadership. Instead, he says, the concept of
leadership should be used to describe social relationship
in which certain individuals are able to guide and
influence the behavior of others. Stogdill concludes:

"Leadership is not a matter of passive status, or 
of the mere possession of some combination of 
traits. It appears rather to be a working 
relationship among members of a group, in which 
the leader acquires status through active

^The Officers' Guide. 26th edition (Harrisburg, 
Pennsylvania: Stackpole Company, 1961), pp. 285-86.
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participation and demonstration of his capacity 
for carrying cooperative tasks through to 
completion.

Leadership has also been defined as " . . . interpersonal 
influence exercised in situations and directed toward the 
attainment of a specified goal or goals.

But the aforementioned definitions of leadership
are all abstract. Therefore, in order to understand what
leadership implies in this study, it is first necessary to
outline what constitutes successful leadership of the
Republican party in Arizona. For this study, a successful
leader is one who: 1) provides a complete, well-trained
and aggressive party organization, 2) sees that capable
and electable candidates are nominated, 3) obtains adequate
financial resources to meet all needs at all times, and Ij.)
has knowledge of the voting public which will enable the
party to exploit issues at the proper time in the proper 
„„„ 12

^Ralph M. Stodgdill, "Personal Factors Associated 
with Leadership,M Journal of Psychology. XXV (January, 
19Ij.8), p. 66, as cited in Morey, op. clt., p. 11. See also 
Lester G. Seligman, "Political LeaaersETp," American 
Political Science Review, XLIV (December, 19^0), pp. 90l|.- 
15 •

XXRobert Tannenbaum et al.. Leadership and Organi
zation: A Behavorlal Science Approach (New York: McGraw
Hill, 196T), Chapter2•

^Kelley (ed.), op. clt.. Forward ii.
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Arizona Republican Party Leadership,
1950-19611 “

When Howard Pyle was elected governor in 19£0, he 
ostensibly became the leader of the Republican party in 
Arizona, since a governor is almost always considered the 
leader of the party he represents. However, as mentioned 
earlier, Pyle was an amateur politician, and his successful 
campaign was largely achieved without the help of the 
regular party organization. As governor, Pyle looked to 
the people of Arizona rather than the Republican party as 
his benefactor. Throughout his two administrations, Pyle, 
perhaps through default, ”shared" the party leadership with 
such people as Republican State Chairman Robert L. Myers, 
a Phoenix attorney, from 1952 to 1953* and Senator Barry 
Goldwater and Congressman John Rhodes from 1952 to 1954*
In summarizing Howard Pyle's role as party leader, Roy 
Morey stated: "Howard Pyle was a mediocre party leader.
He provided the Republicans with voter identification, but 
he did little to strengthen the party*s internal struc
ture."^

After Pyle*s bid for a third term failed in 1954* 

party leadership became even more diffuse. Besides Gold- 
water and Rhodes, State Chairman Stephan Shadegg and

l^Morey, op. cit., p, 248.
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Richard Kleindienst exerted considerable political 
influence in state Republican party affairs in the areas of 
patronage and the allocation of party funds, according to 
several of the persons interviewed for this study.

Beginning in 1958, Republican leadership had begun 
to center around Senator Barry Goldwater. Goldwater was 
primarily engaged in learning the intricacies of the United 
States Senate, but he shifted his attention to Arizona 
politics in 1958, the year he was up for re-election. In 
1958 his leadership traits became exemplified when he 
succeeded in gaining the adoption of a new Arizona Repub
lican Party Platform. Rather than listing an item-by-item 
declaration, Goldwater proposed the adoption of a rela
tively short, generally-worded statement of principles.
The statement of principles he proposed has been used, with 
some small revision, as the Arizona Republican Party Plat
form ever since. Following his dramatic election campaign 
and his re-election to the Senate, Goldwater became the 
leader of the Republican party in Arizona. Examples of 
Goldwater*s leadership will be described in the next 
chapter.

In I96I4., however, Goldwater chose to seek the 
Presidency rather than re-election to his Senate seat. 
Because Goldwater was defeated and is no longer in public 
office, many of the Arizona Republican leaders and



political observers who were interviewed for this study do 
not believe Goldwater is still the leader of the Republican 
party in Arizona. However, most of the Arizona county 
chairmen and other Arizona Republican organization officers 
consider him one of the leaders, along with Representative 
Rhodes and Senator Fannin. Interviewees also considered 
Keith Brown, the Republican State Chairman; John Haugh, of 
Tucson, the majority leader in the state House of 
Representatives; and the Republican county chairmen from 
Maricopa and Pima counties as Arizona Republican party 
leaders. Interviewees selected leaders on the basis of 
their success as candidates for public office, or their 
election to positions in the party organization, or their 
demonstrated ability to enhance the image of the Republican 
party in Arizona. Although there was little general 
consensus regarding the further identification of leaders 
in the Arizona Republican party, several interviewees 
mentioned Robert Pickerell, former state Attorney General; 
John M. McGowan H ,  former Governor Fannin' s Administrative 
Assistant; William Worthington, assistant to the state 
chairman; and Mrs. Forrest (Margie) Braden, the Rational 
Committeewoman.

It should be pointed out that Goldwater, Rhodes and 
Fannin are very close personal friends and have almost 
identical political philosophies; so it seems highly



unlikely that any sort of conflict would develop among 
them. Most of the interviewees said that, because of the 
friendship among these men, Goldwater can still be the 
leader of the Republican party in Arizona if he wants. It 
is very probable that Goldwater will be the Republican 
candidate if a vacancy occurs in the United States Senate 
from Arizona between now and 1968. On the other hand, 
Goldwater could chose to concentrate his efforts on a 
national level and thus leave the leadership in Arizona to 
Rhodes and Fannin.

The core leadership group includes organization 
Republicans who do not hold public office. These people 
are not just "on paper"; instead, they do exert political 
power before, during, and between election campaigns.
These "non-public" officials help select candidates, allo
cate party funds and issue statements of public and party 
policy because the public officeholders already have so 
many duties.

How effective has the leadership of the Republican 
party been since 19$0? In response to this question, John 
McGowan said that, even though Republican registrations 
have improved from a lj..5>-to-one ratio to 1.9-to-one since 
195)0 (which he considered a mild indicator of successful 
leadership in itself) a unified, centralized leadership has 
been maintained without the factional feuds characteristic
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of Arizona Democrats. Even though Evan Meeham1 s 1962 
Senate candidacy and his bid for the gubernatorial nomin
ation in 1964 have contributed to some serious factionalism, 
the Republicans have, overall, maintained a unified front 
against the Democrats, McGowan explained. He commented 
further: "Because of their generally unified leadership,
Arizona Republicans have generally been able to avoid 
fierce primary battles and still offer the electorate able 
candidates for major o f f i c e s . M a n y  of these candidates, 
as was shown in Chapter II, were subsequently elected in 
spite of a heavy Democratic registration advantage.

Development of Permanent Republican Party 
OrganizationTn Arizona? 1950-196E~

In 1950, the state Republican party organization in 
Arizona was very small. There was only one full-time paid 
employee, a woman who performed clerical tasks at the 
direction of the Republican State Chairman Randolph M. J. 
Evjen. During the general election campaigns of 1950,
1952, and 1954» two paid workers and a host of volunteer 
workers were usually added to the state party organization. 
By 1956, however, the state party organization had grown 
enough to require the services of an additional full-time

■^Personal interviews with John M. McGowan II and 
John Leonard, December, 1964.
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employee, an executive director♦ When Richard Kleindlenst 
became Republican State Chairman in 1956, he hired Phoenix 
businessman Harry Mitten as executive director. Mitten’s 
job was to keep records of party activities (e.g., fund
raising; voter registration) and direct the activities of 
the party headquarters. Since 1956, the permanent state 
party organization has remained at two permanent salaried 
employees— an executive director and a secretary. * However, 
the state party’s office chores have also been carried out 
by one or two unsalaried volunteers; each working from 
20-l}.0 hours per week, and by additional paid office workers 
during election campaigns. Automation is one reason the 
number of permanent employees has not been increased.
Prior to I960, the only modern office equipment in the 
state party organization was a typewriter and a telephone. 
Since I960, however, the state party organization’s Phoenix 
office has become significantly automated. The office has 
been equipped with a multllith press, an automatic type
writer, a postage meter, a folding machine, thermo-fax 
reproduction machine, and a dictaphone. While the 1950 
state party office had one room and two desks, the 1961j. 
office is a four-room office utilizing modern office tech
niques. Marilyn Leopold, the permanently employed secretary



TABLE X .
ARIZONA REPUBLICAN STATE CHAIRMEN, 1950-1965

Year Chairman Background

1950-52 Randolph M. J. Evjen
1952- 53 Robert L. Myers

1953- 56 Col. James C. Wood 

1956-60 Richard G. Klelndlenst 

1960-62 Stephen C. Shadegg

1962 -63 Richard G. Klelndlenst

Florence, Arizona, Retired Episcopalian Minister.
Phoenix, Arizona, Attorney and currently Maricopa County 
Superior Court Judge.
Phoenix, Arizona, Aircraft distributor; since 1956 has 
been Arizona^ Republican National Committeeman.
Phoenix, Arizona, Attorney; former member of Arizona 
Legislature; Republican gubernatorial candidate In 1964*
Phoenix, Arizona, Businessman and author; Senator Gold- 
water* s campaign manager for senatorial campaigns of 1958  
and 1952; campaign advisor and regional director for 
Goldwater presidential campaign in 1964; defeated candi
date for Republican nomination for U. S. Senate in 
primary election of 1962.
(See above).

1963-65 Keith S. Brown Tucson, Arizona, Rancher and businessman; former member of 
Arizona Legislature.

1965 Harry Rosenzweig Phoenix, Arizona, Arizona jeweler; finance director of
Goldwater*s Senatorial and presidential campaign. • co

■ — 1

Source: Arizona Republican State Committee.
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for the Republican state party organization, stated that 
the various office machines do the work of three additional 
employees.^

On the county level, Pima and Maricopa counties 
have developed permanent organizations since 1950. 
Maricopa's Republican party organization has two posi- 
tiona— a secretary and an executive director; Pima county's 
has one permanent secretary but will probably employ a 
full-time executive within a year or two. Both the 
Maricopa's and Pima's county party organization are grad
ually purchasing additional office machines to increase 
efficiency in handling party business.

The development of the Republican party in Arizona 
has not produced a constant biennial increase in the number 
of offices contested by Republicans. As Table X indicates, 
the Republicans contested 3̂ - fewer legislative seats in 
1958 than in 1954.

In 1956 a Republican was nominated for each of the 
six elective state executive offices (excluding the gover
norship); in 1964, Republicans contested only four of the 
six offices. This reduction in the number of contested

l^Personal interview with Marilyn Leopold,
February, 1965.

•^Personal interview with John Leonard, December,
1964.
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TABLE XI

NUMBER OP STATE EXECUTIVE AND 
LEGISLATIVE OFFICES CONTESTED 

BY REPUBLICANS, 1954-19611.

Year ^Number of State 
Executive Offices 

Contested by 
Republicans

Percent
Won

Number of the 108 
Legislative Seats 
Contested by 
Republicans

Percent
Won

1954 2 72 31#1956 6 °% 55 44#1958 3 og 48 54#I960 4 25g 62 52#
1962 4 25% 76 47#1964 4 50# 76 49#

*Offlees Include: Attorney-General, Secretary of
State, Auditor, Treasurer, Superintendent of Public 
Instruction, and Mine Inspector.

Source: Office of the Arizona Secretary of State.

state executive and legislative offices by Arizona Repub
licans can be explained by the Republicans* adopting a 
different strategy for party development. Instead of using 
a "shotgun0 strategy (as they did in 1954 when they 
contested 72 of the 108 seats in the legislature and won 22 

seats, or thirty-one percent of those seats contested). 
Republicans adopted a "rifle" strategy of "selective oppo
sition. " "Selective opposition," a strategy the 
Republicans initiated in 1958, was exclusive concentration 
on gaining control of the governorship, and offices of



attorney-general and United States Congress rather than the 
lesser-known state offices. After successfully winning the 
governorship and re-electing the incumbent United States 
Senator in 1958, and electing a state attorney-general in 
I960, Republicans again attempted to extend their party 
competition by opposing more Democratic incumbents. In 
1962 and 1964, Republicans contested 76 of the 108 legis
lative seats— four more than in 1954* In these two 
elections they won over sixty percent more of the seats 
with Republican opposition than they had in 1954*

Informal Organization
Perhaps the most important component of party 

organization is the informal organizations designed to 
appeal to special groups or to meet special needs. "Rone 
of the latter have an official status in law, but they do 
provide much of the leg work and are very important in 
generating the enthusiasm necessary to sustain the parties, 
particularly during the biennial campaigns."I?

The major "auxiliary organizations" within the 
Arizona Republican organization are the Arizona Federation

^Mason and Hink, op. clt., p. 7 0.
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of Republican Women, the Arizona Young Republican League, 
the Republican State Finance Committee, and the Advisory 
Committee.

The Arizona ,Federation of Republican Women is an 
educational arm of the Republican Party. Through their 
regularly scheduled meetings, the individual clubs provide 
political education for women and opportunities for greater 
publicity for Republican spokesmen.

During campaigns, club members become invaluable 
aides to the party organization by coordinating their 
activities with the overall campaign plans and providing 
well-trained volunteers for all phases of campaign 
activity.

Objectives of the Arizona Federation of Repub
lican Women, an affiliate of the national 
organization, are to work wholeheartedly toward 
maintaining good government, to foster loyalty to 
the Republican Party and to promote its ideals, to 
increase the effectiveness of women in the cause 
of good government through active participation, 
and to uphold the Constitution of the United States.10

The Arizona Young Republican League provides a 
vehicle through which young people who are interested in 
good government under Republican principles and candidates 
may become better informed citizens and an active force of 
precinct workers.

^Kelley (ed.), op. cit., p. 3 9.
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As a state organization chartered by the Young 

Republican National Federation, the purposes of 
the Arizona Young Republican League are to bring 
young people into the Republican Party and provide 
an opportunity for them to find political 
expression and recognition, to train young people 
as effective political workers and cooperate in 
the election of the Republican Party’s nominees, 
to foster and encourage the activities of the 
Republican Party and promote its ideals, and to 
collect, analyze, and distribute information 
concerning political affairs.l?

Anyone between 21 and 3 6, inclusive, is eligible to 
join a local Young Republican club. Associate members who 
are above and below these age brackets may join and attend 
meetings, but cannot hold elective offices or be delegates 
to the Young Republican county, state or national conven
tions.

By joining a chartered local Young Republican club, 
a person also becomes a member in good standing of the 
Young Republican County League and National Federation.

The purpose of the Arizona Young Republican League 
is to develop a statewide organization through creating, 
chartering, coordinating and supervising groups of Young 
Republicans throughout Arizona.

The League is comprised of all dues-paying 
Young Republicans. It is directed by an executive 
board elected at each annual state convention.
Officers are a chairman, vice chairman, secretary, 
treasurer, national committeeman, national

19Ibid., p. 40.
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oommitteewoman, all county chairmen, nine membera- 
at-large, the state college service chairman, and 
the appointed general counsel.20

The County leagues are primarily administrative 
organizations for initiating, directing and supervising 
local clubs. The county league consists of local clubs, 
and in some counties may serve the function of a local 
club. Typically, county leagues are directed by an 
executive board elected at the annual Young Republican 
county convention, consisting of officers, members elected 
at large, and local club presidents. They are a vital link 
between the state and local organizations and fulfill this 
coordinating role in much the same manner as the Repub
lican County Chairman.

The local club is the basic organization unit for 
the Young Republicans. It is here that political speakers 
are heard, resolutions are adopted, issues are discussed, 
committees are organized, and Republican candidates obtain 
eager workers. Most clubs are formed along geographical 
lines for the convenience of members. In smaller counties 
this usually means city wide clubs, while in metropolitan 
areas the local clubs may be limited to several legislative 
districts.

20Ibid.
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Most of the club's activities are handled through 

committees. These committees provide the basic training 
ground essential to the development of leadership within 
the Young Republican organizations. Typically, a local 
club has committees on membership, program, campaign, 
social, finance, publicity, registration and speakers.

The national college service committee is an 
integral part of the Young Republican Rational Federation. 
It is organized in turn into regional college committees 
and state college service committees.

It is the responsibility of the state college 
service committee, in conjunction with the state Young 
Republican executive committee, to insure that every 
college in Arizona has an active college Young Republican 
club. At present, such clubs exist at the University of 
Arizona, Arizona State University, and Arizona State 
College at Flagstaff.

High school Young Republican clubs have been 
formed in at least a dozen schools in Arizona. The 
time and energy which students can devote to 
furthering the interest of Republicanism, once 
motivated to do so, are tremendous. They are 
excellent campaign workers.

Organizationally, the county Young Republican 
chairman is responsible for chartering and organ
izing high school Young Republican clubs, and most
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county executive boards allow each high school 
president to attend their meetings in an ex-officio 
capacity.21

The relationship of the Young Republicans and 
Republican Women to the Republican Party is usually one of 
close cooperation and integration. Most of the Young 
Republican county chairmen are members or ex-officio 
members of the County Central Republican Committee. At the 
grassroots level, many Young Republicans hold posts as 
precinct block workers, committeemen, captains, and 
district chairmen. Some are members of the Arizona House 
of Representatives. Both the presidents of the Young 
Republican League and the Federation of Republican Women 
are ex-officio members of the State Executive Committee.

Every Arizona Republican interviewed for this study 
praised the efforts of Arizona's Republican women's groups. 
As one of the rural county chairmen said: nIf it weren't
for the work of the women's organization. Republicans would 
not win any elections in this county, and I would be out of 
a job." Another rural county chairman said that women were 
the backbone of her county's politics.

Although most of the people interviewed in this 
study have praised some of the efforts of the Arizona Young 
Republicans, many of the Republican party leaders have

21Ibid.. p. 42.



expressed reservations concerning the overall effectiveness 
of the Young Republicans. One county chairman said, "they 
spend too much time feuding among themselves for elections 
to club offices and not enough time working for the general 
welfare of the Republican party in Arizona . . . .  A lot 
of the time they do unintentional damage to the party 
because they really don*t know what they are doing."

The Republican State Finance Committee is made up 
of the state finance director and one representative from 
each county. The county finance representative is 
appointed by the state finance director after a conference 
with the respective county chairman.

The functions of this committee are to assist the 
state finance director in formulating fund-raising quotas 
for the counties and a division of funds between state and 
county committees, and to advise the state chairman of the 
party's financial status.

The Advisory Committee consists of fifteen mem
bers— the Republican State Chairman and one representative 
from each county (usually the county chairman). The Repub
lican State Chairman is chairman of the Advisory Committee. 
The county representatives are elected by their respective 
county committees to two-year terms.

22Ibid., p. 37.
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The Advisory Committee meets at the request of the 
chairman, but not less than once every three months. The 
duties of this committee are to discuss party matters with 
the chairman and to advise him from time to time.^3

Besides these aforementioned groups there are other 
smaller informal groups. These are groups to promote 
Republicanism among select groups of Arizona*s population. 
Recently groups have been organized, such as the Republican 
club in Green Valley (a retirement community located about 
twenty miles south of Tucson) for people who are "too old 
to be Young Republicans." Additional informal groups 
include fund-raising and campaign groups. These two groups 
will be discussed later in this chapter.

On the county level in Arizona, similar Republican 
organizational structures exist in most of the counties.
In some of the less populated counties in Arizona, however, 
hardly any organization exists between elections, while in 
others, particularly in Maricopa and Pima, year-round party 
work takes place to register and re-register voters, raise 
money, promote party interest and prepare for the next 
election campaign. Most observers rated the Yavapai county 
organization under the late Phillip Rockefeller and the 
Maricopa county organization, under former county chairman

23Ibid.
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Ralph Staggs, as the best-organized and most effective In 
the state. Other highly-rated organizations were the 
Coconino, Fima, and Graham county organizations. The 
observers rated the organizations not only on the basis of 
the elections they won, but the overall party-effort 
against an overpowering Democratic majority in that county. 
For example, Graham county Democrats outnumber Republicans 
four to one, but the Republicans usually get nearly fifty 
percent of the vote for major races and are able to fill 
all their party offices and committees. Many counties with 
better Republican voting records have not functioned as 
effectively.

Although many of the decisions of the various 
county organizations can be made and executed in an inde
pendent manner, these organizations are all generally 
responsive to the wishes of the leadership group: Gold-
water, Fannin, Rhodes, the Republican State Chairman, the 
Republican county chairmen from Maricopa and Pima 
counties— concerning policy questions as well as informal, 
pre-primary endorsements of candidates for major state and 
congressional offices.

Fund Raising
Along with good organization, good candidates, and, 

sometimes, good issues, money ranks as a necessary
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Ingredient for winning elections over a period of time.

Political parties are,' it might be said, 
effective in direct proportion to the amount of 
money they raise. There are some exceptions to 
this, because political funds can be expended 
wastefully, but even when money is wasted in 
political effort.,it still contributes to the overall success.24

In addition to the finance committee appointed by 
the state chairman and some of the county chairman, the 
Republicans also maintain additional important informal 
fund-raising organizations which attempt to solicit regular 
contributions to assist the party in its year-round 
functions. For campaign purposes, however, the party does 
not contribute anything approaching a major share of the 
individual candidates* campaign costs. But there is one 
important exception to this general trend in Arizona 
politics: the Republican party organization can and will
supply funds for “their0 candidates if a primary fight could 
possibly develop. Fund allocation is one device that state 
and even some county party leaders have used to strengthen 
their leadership and discourage a serious primary battle 
while remaining “officially neutral0 before the primary.

Individuals usually organize various committees to 
0elect or re-elect . . . These committees seek funds 
wherever they can find them. Some finance-chairmen favor

Ibid., Forward ii
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the direct-contact (person-to-person) approach to obtain 
large contributions. The latter approach has been said to 
be extremely effective in getting funds from wealthy and 
generous conservative Arizona Democrats. Other methods 
that are successfully utilized in getting money for Repub
licans in Arizona include sending out blank checks, or 
checks with the amount filled in, to prospective 
contributors, along with a stamped, self-addressed return 
envelope. For small contributors, the best method employed 
is going house-to-house and soliciting on an individual 
basis. Another favorite fund-raising device is the fund
raising dinner. For candidates for major office, the 
dinner may vary between fifty and two hundred dollars; but 
for lesser candidates the costs are more likely to be 
between five and twenty-five dollars a plate. Recently the 
cocktail party has been used as a fund-raiser.

. . .  Some money, of course, comes in from 
friends; still lesser amounts come in from people 
who are interested in the "cause"; and a little of 
the money may come from sales of various items.
The major portion of campaign costs are met in one 
of two ways: either the individual himself pays a
large share, and this is particularly true in the 
lesser offices; or the money comes from a few 
large contributors (many of whom are conservative 
Democrats). Some money comes from out of state, 
but the amounts of these out-of-state funds are 
usually over-estimated by critics of the opposite 
view.

25'Mason and Hink, op. cit.. p. 75.
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A more precise description of how much money is 

raised by the party and candidates for a major political 
office in Arizona is difficult to present because no 
adequate financial records exist. If these records existed 
and were made public, many people would be liable to fine 
or imprisonment.The candidates* financial reports of 
receipts and expenditures filed with the Secretary of State 
do not provide an accurate reflection of campaign costs or 
how the money is spent. At any rate, most observers inter
viewed in this study have estimated that a Republican 
campaign for governor or the United States Senate costs 
nearly $200,000 in Arizona. It costs money to show a "TV 
spot” or to run a full-page advertisement in one of 
Arizona’s major daily news pa pers.Much of the money that 
Arizona Republicans (as well as Republican groups 
throughout the nation) have raised has been attributed to 
the personal efforts of Barry Goldwater. As one county

^Sections 16-ij.Ol to 16-473 of the Arizona Revised 
Statutues, as well as pages and 6 4 -6 5 of the Arizona
UOP Leaders* Manual, describe the legal aspects of 
political-party finances in Arizona. (The latter includes both state and federal laws).

^ A  full-page advertisement for both the Arizona 
Daily Star and the Tucson Daily Citizen for a weekday 
edition costs $1,066.13. For one minute of television 
advertising during prime time (7:00 to 10:00 P.M.), it 
costs between $66.00 and $87.50 for Tucson television. One 
minute of statewide television during this same time period 
would cost an average of $225.00 per minute.
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chairman reported, "Goldwater la our best fund-raiser. 
When he comes to (our county), the money just pours in."

TABLE XII
DISTRIBUTION OF ARIZONA'S REGISTERED 

VOTERS, 1950-1964

Year % Democrat % Republican % 0th<

1950 8 0 .6 18.0 *01.4
1952 73.2 25.0 01.8
1954 70.0 2 8 .6 01.41956 70.0 28.5 01.5
1958 68.4 29.9 0 1 .7I960 65.9 32.0 02.1
1962 64.0 34.0 02.0
1964 62.5 35.2 02.3

^Includes Independents and Others.
Source: Arizona Legislative Review, October 28,

1964, pp. 1-2.

Recruiting
Voters.— The best way to win elections is to get 

more votes than your opponent. In order for a Republican 
to win anywhere in Arizona, it is necessary for him to get 
both Republican and Democratic votes because only thirty- 
five percent of Arizona's registered voters are registered 
Republican. To gain Democratic votes. Republicans have had 
to do their best to find candidates who would present the 
conservative Democrats an image of honesty and competence.
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TABLE XIII

I96I4. GENERAL ELECTION REGISTRATION 
BY COUNTIES

County Democratic Republican *Total % Republican

Apache 3,533 1,164 4,899 24Cochise 15,627 3,728 19,712 19Coconino 9,195 4,473 13,857 32Gila 11,103 1,369 12,598 11
Graham 5,230 1,345 6,618 20Greenlee 4,798 326 5,137 06
Maricopa 186,014 129,179 322,513 40Mohave 4,029 1,324 5,428 24Navajo 8,420 3,351 11,931 31Pima 74,001 44,495

3 ,8 8 2
122,352 36

Pinal 16,663 20,812 19Santa Cruz 3,552 725 4,367 17Yavapai 9,822 6 ,1 6 6 16,207 38Yuma 13,310 4 ,0 7 2 17,853 23

^Includes Independents and Others.
Source! Arizona Legislative Review, October 28, 

1964, p. 2.

In addition to bidding for, and receiving from. 
Democratic voters in Arizona, the Republicans have made 
great strides in increasing the number of registered 
Republican voters in Arizona. As the Table XI indicates, 
the Republicans have reduced the Democratic registration- 
edge from 4«5-to-one to nearly 1,8-to-one since 1950. How 
have the Republicans increased their registration figures? 
It was shown in Chapter Two that Arizona Republicans had



begun winning important state elections by 1950. Winning 
important elections enabled the Republicans to take advan
tage of the "band wagon" effect the electoral success quite 
probably provided. Many people "got on the band wagon"-- 
registered Republican— because they were impressed by the 
Republican party's electoral victories, A large percentage 
of the migrants coming into Arizona were impressed enough 
to register Republican— in many cases the same party- 
registration which these migrants held before coming to 
Arizona.28 in addition, many former Democrats, non-voting 
Republicans and scores of Indians, especially from the Hopi 
and Navajo tribes, have registered Republican, probably 
influenced by the "band wagon" effect.

If the Republicans can win elections by getting 
enough Democratic votes, why risk making the party too 
large and hard to manage? In answer to this question, it 
must be pointed out that Democrats win most of the elec
tions in Arizona. In ten of the fourteen counties, there 
isn't even one Republican county officeholder. For the 
office of Secretary of State— not to mention the lesser 
state executive offices and state senate seats— there is 2

lol*.

2®Wagoner, op. cit., p. 44« Many former residents 
of Illinois, Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Nebraska, Ohio, 
Indiana, Wisconsin, North Dakota, and South Dakota, upon 
moving to the Phoenix and Tucson areas, registered as 
Republicans.
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only token Republican opposition, if there is any Repub
lican opposition at all. As a former Republican state 
chairman said, "We won’t have genuine two-party competition 
in Arizona until we get at least forty-to-fifty percent of 
the registration in each of the fourteen counties. Only 
then can we get rid of some of these ’Democratic court
houses' and win some of the lesser-known state offices."29

Workers
Recruiting workers for Arizona Republican party 

activities has in some cases been a simple task, while in 
others it has been extremely difficult. The Young Repub
licans and the Republican women’s groups have supplied many 
effective and loyal volunteer workers for the various party 
activities, such as poll-watching, canvassing, mailing, 
typing, and other activities. Other people, because of 
devotion to Barry Goldwater and/or Republican conservatism, 
have freely devoted their time to the party. In most of 
these cases mentioned, the party has had only to sit back 
and do very little recruiting of party-workers because the 
workers were very quick to volunteer. This large supply of 
party workers has been the exception rather than the rule 
in most of the rural counties, in which many Republican

^interview with Colonel James C. Wood, December,
1964.
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county chairmen have talked to no avail to get party 
workers— even during campaigns. One county chairman said: 
"Most of the good workers come without asking. If you 
force or pressure people to work for the party, most of the 
time they are only going to do a half-hearted job . . . ." 
Another problem of recruiting party workers is that many 
of the undesirables are the most eager volunteers. A 
county chairman stated, "The trouble in our county is that 
some of the hardest workers are these John Blrchers . . . . 
The trouble is they go house-to-house and pull out their 
John Birch cards and in the process lose ten Republicans 
for every one they gain . . . .  Then there are other nuts 
who hate Negroes, Jews, and other minority groups so much 
that they alienate a lot of potential Republican voters."

Another problem relating to the recruitment of 
party workers is that party activities force the worker to 
sacrifice his own time and in most cases his own money. 
Although the above mentioned problem might be more chronic 
in states other than Arizona, it has very definitely 
affected the Republican organizational leaders in Arizona: 
If a precinct captain or county chairman does not have 
enough time to devote to Republican party business, efforts 
are made— from inside the county and on the state level by 
the Republican State Chairman to persuade a "dead wood" to 
resign or to have him replaced in the next election. Most
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of the Arizona Republicans Interviewed In this study 
believed that this pressure was at least partially 
successful In removing Mundesirables" In those areas In 
which Republicans were offering two-party competition. On 
the other hand, most of the political observers stated that 
there are still too many Republican workers in Arizona who 
do not devote enough of their efforts to Republican party 
activities.

During campaigns both volunteers and paid workers 
are used. Most of the candidates* financial help comes 
from his "friends and neighbors" rather than from the party 
organization per se. Many of these volunteers come from 
women’s and Young Republican groups; but in addition, many 
people volunteer their services because of either an 
ideological or personal commitment to the candidate. Thus, 
attractive candidates are able to recruit party workers 
through personal appeal. In some exceptional cases, paid 
workers are utilized to organize special groups such as 
union members, Indians, and Mexican-Americans. In Senate 
and Congressional races, out-of-state help is often 
provided by personnel from the Republican Senatorial Cam
paign Council and the Republican Congressional Campaign 
Committees. In even rarer cases. Republican officeholders 
in Arizona use their employees for campaigning. One 
Republican county chairman said that some of the best
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campaign workers came from the county highway department 
which is headed by a partisan Republican. One of the 
Republican state leaders explained: "The Democrats have a
real advantage over us because with all their cup and 
flower funds and with all the Democratic courthouse 
employees, such as deputy sheriffs, they have a really 
effective group of paid workers."

Candidates
Perhaps the single factor which has most aided the 

growth and development of the Republican party in Arizona 
has been the Republican party’s ability to present to the 
Arizona electorate attractive, capable and honest candi
dates for major state and federal office. In order to get 
good campaign workers, attractive candidates are needed.
In order to get money for campaign expenses, good candi
dates are needed. The success of the party hinges on its 
ability to nominate candidates who have a reasonable chance 
of being elected.

In recent years, the Republicans in Arizona have 
generally had little difficulty finding candidates to run 
for major state and federal offices. Because a Republican 
running for a major office now has a reasonable chance for 
being elected, it has been necessary for the Republican 
leadership to designate candidates prior to a potentially
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aelf-deatructlve primary battle. Mostly, this ^pre-naming” 
of the party's choice is accomplished by Goldwater, Fannin, 
and Rhodes personally urging someone to run and by person
ally urging someone else not to run— "this time." 
Occasionally this may involve giving party funds to one 
potential candidate and denying funds to another. If this 
does not work, active, though unpublicized support is given 
the favored candidate during the primary campaign. An 
example of "pre-naming” will be described in the next 
chapter.

For lesser state offices and most county offices, 
the Republicans usually cannot find attractive or even 
willing candidates. If they do, their chances for election 
are still extremely minute because of Democratic incumbency 
and the Democratic registration edge— over nine-to-one in 
some of the copper mining counties. Most of the county 
chairmen stated that their major problem was finding good 
candidates to run for the legislature and for county 
offices. Most of the people that these Republican county 
chairmen approached did not believe that they could devote 
enough of their time to campaigning or devote enough time 
to the generally low-paying office, even if they were 
elected. In addition, most of these potential candidates 
do not wish to spend their own money for a probable defeat, 
since party funds are either insufficient or completely



no
absent. In counties such as Greenlee and Gila, Republicans 
usually do not even run candidates for local office. In 
other counties such as Yuma and Cochise, usually ho more 
than one Republican competes for a legislative or county 
office. Although Arizona Republicans probably have offered 
more and better-qualified candidates for the lesser offices 
than they have in the past, the chances of a Republican's 
winning one of these offices still remains highly 
Improbable. An example of the difficulties Republicans 
face in recruiting attractive local candidates will be 
discussed in the next chapter.

In general, then, candidate recruitment for the 
major offices is accomplished by action on the part of the 
party leadership while recruitment of other candidates is 
directed towards individuals with sufficient means who, in 
many cases, must sacrifice an election victory because of a 
large Democratic registration advantage. In many of the 
rural counties, candidate recruitment by the Republican 
party is non-existent.

Educational and Social Activities
In its attempts to win elections, the Arizona 

Republican party has conducted many educational and social 
programs during campaigns. These campaign activities are
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designed to Inform, persuade, and stimulate the electorate 
In a manner that will provide a Republican candidate enough 
votes to win the election.

If a political party is to function effec
tively, it cannot afford to hibernate between 
elections. The months following a general 
election offer a golden opportunity for improving 
communication between party members, for strength
ening precinct organization, for laying the 
foundation for adequate financial support, and for 
developing the ideas and the knowledge which will 
make it possible to win succeeding elections by 
adding work and money.30

Although educational and social activities are 
important parts of the overall campaign effort, social and 
educational activities become the major activities for a 
large proportion of the Arizona Republican-party workers 
between election campaigns. The Arizona Young Republicans 
and the Republican women's groups attempt to stimulate 
interest in the Republican party by inviting good speakers 
to their meetings. They also hold classes on practical 
politics, write letters to the newspaper editors (these 
people are usually requested to sign these letters as 
individuals, not to indicate that they are a member of a 
particular Republican organization) and conduct some 
non-fund-raising social functions such as picnics and 
parties for Republican-party workers. These activities are

^Kelley (ed.), op. cit., Forward 11.
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often coordinated with the county organization as a part of 
a registration drive. Other Republican clubs and groups 
conduct similar activities.

How effective are these between-campaign social and 
educational activities? This is an extremely difficult 
question to answer. Most Arizona Republican-party leaders 
stated that it was difficult to sustain post-campaign 
party-interest, but that it was being done to a limited 
extent by social and educational activities by the party 
organization and its auxiliary groups. Upon further 
investigation, however, it was revealed by these people 
that the turn-out for these activities was generally small 
— often the same people participating again and again. 
However, few activities and small participation are only 
partial indicators for measuring the effectiveness of these 
activities. If a well-organized class in practical 
politics was taught in a thinly populated rural county, to 
about ten able and enthusiastic party workers, this polit
ical education might result in a significant increase in 
Republican voter-registration and Republican electoral 
success. On the other hand, frequent and well-attended 
party social and educational activities may yield the
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party very little in terms of electoral success or 
influencing public policy— the two main functions of a 
political party in the United States.31

"Rewards and Incentives"
Some people allocate a large proportion of their 

personal time and money to political-party activities. The 
reasons these people participate in politics include 
economic benefits, social benefits (prestige, power, being 
one of the group, etc.), psychological benefits (indi
vidual satisfaction by playing the game of politics; 
satisfaction from having the candidate advocate one's own 
political ideology, etc.), and various other reasons.32

For nearly every state and county Republican party 
leader in Arizona, the major incentive has been the dynamic 
character of Senator Barry Goldwater and his brand of 
Republican conservatism. Their reward has been his two 
senatorial victories and his 1964 presidential nomination, 
as well as the election of Republican conservatives to 
other federal and state offices. Some of the leaders 
mentioned other social and psychological rewards and incen
tives (as well as some deterrents such as ulcers, extreme

3^-Rosalter, op. cit., Chapter 2.
32gee sorauf, op. cit., Chapter 5>.



nervousness, losing some friends, and making some enemies). 
In fact, most had lost money and potential business through 
their active participation In politics.

For party workers, ideology has also been a major 
reward and incentive, however, patronage and other eco
nomic benefits are more important motivating factors than 
to the party leaders. Patronage is considered so important 
by a majority of the Republican county chairmen in Arizona 
that many of them have attributed patronage— or lack of 
patronage— to the success or failure of the Republican 
party in their counties. One rural county leader stated 
the reason county was becoming more Republican was that 
Republicans in her county were supplying people with jobs 
while the Democrats were not able to give away any jobs.
She stated that the latter was especially effective in get
ting votes from Indians and Mexican-Americans.

A county chairman from northern Arizona, on the 
other hand, believed that lack of patronage was the main 
source of the Republican party's troubles in his county. 
Referring to Republican officeholders elected in Arizona, 
he said:

Republicans in Arizona are not good party men.
We have never elected a Republican in this state 
who was or is a good party-man. After elections, 
they favor Democrats as well as Republicans.
This being true, you can never have a strong 
Republican party.
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Democratic support iis required for a Republican to 
win elections in Arizona. As a result. Republican office
holders in Arizona have given patronage to Democrats—  
even when qualified Republicans have been available. These 
Democratic appointments have caused a certain amount of 
ill-feeling between organization Republicans and Republican 
officeholders. In 1962, an agreement was reached whereby 
the Republican County chairmen, (in most instances, the 
Maricopa and Pima county chairmen) had to Mapprove" all 
appointees from their counties chosen by a Republican state 
officeholder. Although the aforementioned policy has in 
effect strengthened the Republican organization in these 
two metropolitan counties, this policy has not been consis
tently applied to the smaller rural counties.

An additional patronage problem was related by a 
Pima County Republican leader interviewed in this study.
He described the patronage problem within Pima County:
"Even though we have a liberal-Republican mayor and council 
in Tucson and one Republican county supervisor, . . .  the 
Republicans still do not get a fair share of patronage in 
Pima County . . .  because these "Republicans" give almost 
all their patronage to Democrats who helped their campaign 
and thus tend to forget the Republicans— the people who 
really got them elected."

115
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Intra-party Relations

Inside the party a communication system exists In 
order to facilitate a coordinated campaign effort and to 
develop an approach to public policy. Various lines of 
communication exist within the Arizona Republican party 
organization (between the state and the county organi
zations; among the fourteen county organizations; and 
inside the county organizations). During campaigns, 
additional channels of communication extend to and from the 
candidates' campaign organizations•

In Arizona, communication between the core leader
ship (Fannin, Rhodes, Goldwater, and Keith Brown) and the 
state organization and other state leaders is usually on a 
personal, informal basis. Much of the communication among 
the core leaders occurred either in Washington, D. C. 
during Congressional sessions or through contacts made by 
Fannin and Brown in Phoenix to Goldwater and Rhodes in 
Washington, D. C. by telegram and telephone. Within this 
communication pattern among the party leaders, matters 
regarded by the core leadership as important were decided 
(e.g., whom the party should nominate in the gubernatorial 
primary).

The manner in which these communications took place 
varied. Sometimes a meeting was held in Goldwater's home
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or office* At other times, special delivery letters or 
telephones were used*

Where applicable and appropriate, the "desires” of 
the party leadership are explained by the Republican state 
chairman or his assistant to the state and county organi
zations.

Because certain Arizona Republican party matters 
are more appropriately handled by the state organization 
and the county organizations than the busy core leaders who 
have additional, more pressing problems to handle in 
Congress or outside Arizona, most of the intra-party rela
tions occur— quantitatively speaking— exclusive of the core 
leadership* Twice a year, meetings between the state 
chairman and the fourteen county chairman (or represent
atives selected to replace county chairmen by the 
respective counties) are called by the State Chairman. In 
these meetings each of the county chairmen has an equal 
voice in deciding matters of party policy. However, many 
of the important matters, particularly concerning patronage 
and financial support from the state organization, are only 
discussed in separate special meetings with the Maricopa, 
Pima, Yavapai, and Coconino county chairmen, thus dispel
ling the belief often stated by several county chairmen 
that each county has an equal voice in determining party 
policy.
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The Republican county organizations in Arizona 

generally operate their county party activities independent 
of the state organization for purposes of choosing candi
dates for county offices and the state legislature, and 
making decisions on local issues. Most of the communi
cations between the state and county organizations concern 
requests by the county to the state organization for help 
in getting speakers, obtaining printed matter, and requests 
for funds and advice on fund-raising. In addition, direct 
communication lines have existed between the Pima and 
Maricopa county chairmen and the Republican officeholders, 
for purposes of patronage and campaign coordination; and 
in some cases, between Democratic officeholders and the 
Republican county chairmen for purposes of patronage.

Inside the Arizona Republican county organization, 
there are numerous communication lines among party leaders, 
party workers, officeholders and candidates. Many of these 
lines are occasionally broken and disrupted because of 
personality and ideological differences. Several Repub
lican county chairmen stated that some of their best 
personal friends were Democrats, while many of the people 
they most despised were Republicans. Factions exist in 
almost all the counties. Most of these factions are based 
on personalism, but a certain amount of ideological 
factionalism exists— particularly in Coconino county between
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liberals and conservatives and in Pima county between the 
conservative county organization and the liberal Tucson 
Republican mayor and city council.53 in one county which 
has less than a thousand registered Republicans, no less 
than three actively feuding factions were reported.3U 
Another communication problem within the counties has been 
attributed to the large geographical area Arizona counties 
cover. Coconino and Mohave counties in northern Arizona 
have areas over 18,500 and 13,200 square miles respectively 
— each of these counties covers more territory than 
Connecticut and Massachusetts combined. Hence, even in 
populated Pima county, a precinct committeeman living in 
Ajo has to travel over 130 miles to attend a county meeting 
in Tucson.

33personal interview with Keith Brown, December, 
1961j.. (See also p. 108). In Coconino county, a former 
"liberal-moderate" Republican county chairman was able to 
narrowly win re-election as county chairman against a more 
conservative opponent by filling the vacant precinct posts 
just prior to the election with Republicans in favor of his 
election. The terms "liberal" and "conservative," as they 
are used in this study, will connote the following: 
liberalism is that philosophy which advocates a larger role 
of government, particularly the national government, in 
social and economic affairs; while conservatism advocates 
less government involvement in social and economic areas.

3ll-personal interview with John M. McGowan II, 
December, 1964.
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Future Republican Party Goals In 
Arizona

The two most frequently mentioned objectives for 
the Republican party in Arizona by party leaders are to 
increase the number of registered Republican voters and to 
improve the weakened state of Arizona's Republican finances 
before the next general election.

Republicans want to improve their registration, 
especially in the rural counties, in order that they might 
someday have a chance to elect a Republican candidate to 
either the legislature or to a county office.

A second major goal is to restore the solvency of 
the party's finances. Republicans spent a great deal of 
money in the 1964 campaign, especially for governor and 
United States Senator. Other campaigns for state and 
federal offices were also expensive. Much of the current 
financial problem is the result of the vast amount of money 
contributed to the Goldwater presidential campaign— even 
before he was nominated— by thousands of Arizonans.
Because so many of Arizona's perennial contributors to 
Republican causes are now unable to contribute, Arizona's 
Republicans are desperately looking for ways of raising 
money for the party.

Other major objectives as perceived by party 
leaders were to improve intra-party relations, improve
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organization by inducing weak and ineffective party workers 
to resign and to begin work for the next general election 
by starting to recruit able candidates.

A final major Republican goal in Arizona, which 
most leaders feel will take from four to six years to 
accomplish, is to produce honest elections in Arizona. One 
mining-county is famous for "holding back" votes for 
statewide and congressional elections. Others cited 
election-law violations by Democrats included using 
vehicles of the county sheriff1s office department for 
carrying voters to the polls and mailing three or four 
absentee ballots to a single person.

Conclusion: The Role of Party
Organization in the Growth and 
Development of the Arizona 
Republican Party

Before 1958> party organization played a negligible 
role in the growth and development of the Republican party 
in Arizona. To be sure. Republicans had continuously 
gained a larger portion of the state’s registered voters, 
through active voter-recruitment, and had made an overall 
gain in the number of elected Republican legislators in the 
State House of Representatives. However, no Republican was 
elected to a statewide or congressional office through any 
major effort by the party organization. Pyle was elected 
in 1950 without significant regular party organization



support. In 195>2 the numerous Republican victories were 
the result of "coattails” of a popular Republican incumbent 
governor and a popular military hero running for President 
as a Republican. When Eisenhower1s "coattails” disappeared 
in 1954, Republican electoral fortunes, in the absence of 
an entrenched Republican organization, suffered. Even in 
1956, when Eisenhower*s "coattails" again provided 
possibilities for the election of additional Republicans in 
Arizona, the lack of effective party organization prevented 
Republicans from capitalizing on Eisenhower's candidacy.

The Republican party organization became a stronger 
instrument for achieving electoral success in Arizona, 
beginning in 1957, under the state chairmanship of Richard 
Kleindienst. He determined to make the party organization 
a genuine, year-round functional entity, and he hired a 
full-time executive secretary. Later, under the state 
chairmanship of Stephan Shadegg, technological innovations 
were introduced, including Shadegg* s use of computed 
precinct quotas for determining the number of votes needed 
from each precinct to win the election.

In 1958, the Republican party organization in 
Arizona was aided by the emergence of Senator Barry Gold- 
water as the party's leader. Goldwater* s personality and 
his conservative political philosophy inspired party 
organization men and women to exert greater effort for the
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party. Goldwater urged many qualified individuals to seek 
office on the Republican ticket and helped the party's 
fund-raising efforts by giving speeches and dinners.

Between 1958 and 1965, Republican party organization 
played a larger role in helping elect Republicans to office 
in Arizona. However, even in 1964, a Republican could not 
be elected as £ Republican in Arizona, except perhaps in 
certain areas within Maricopa, Pima, and Yavapai counties. 
There are still nine Democrats for every five Republicans 
in Arizona. Because of their registration handicap. Repub
lican candidates for statewide office must gain the support 
of registered Democrats. The only way they can get a large 
amount of Democratic support is through committees organized 
to support individual candidates rather than through a 
Republican organization. Not until the Republicans get a 
majority of the registered voters will the party organi
zation, alone, be able to provide for the election of 
Republican candidates.
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CHAPTER IV

THE ARIZONA REPUBLICAN PARTY 
ORGANIZATION AT WORK

In the preceding chapter, the organization of the 
Republican Party in Arizona since 195>0 was described. 
Several conclusions were reached regarding party leader
ship, campaign organization, intra-party relations, and 
party organization problems. This chapter will present 
several case studies to illustrate and support some of the 
conclusions presented in Chapter III. The first study in 
this chapter will illustrate the nature of Barry Gold- 
water* s leadership. This study will also illustrate the 
relation of a party leader and the use of the pre-primary 
endorsement. The second study will describe some of the 
intricacies of a major Republican campaign in Arizona—  
Goldwater*s campaign for re-election in 195)8* The final 
study presented in this chapter will illustrate the diffi
culty of recruiting attractive Republican candidates for 
county offices in Arizona.

Arizona Republican Party Leadership
An example of the tight leadership exerted by John 

Rhodes, Paul Fannin, and, particularly, Barry Goldwater,
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occurred following the resignation of Richard Kleindienst 
as Republican State Chairman in March, 1963• The man 
designated by Goldwater to replace Kleindienst was a Tucson 
rancher and former Pima County legislator, Keith Brown. 
However, Evan Mecham wanted the job. Mecham, a Phoenix car 
dealer and former Maricopa County State Senator, won a 
bitter fight against Stephen Shadegg in the 1962 Republican 
senatorial primary to oppose Senator Carl Hayden. He lost 
to Carl Hayden but nonetheless waged a reasonably 
successful campaign, considering he lacked the all-out 
support of many Republican leaders in Arizona as well as 
the support of the generally conservative Phoenix Gazette 
and Arizona Republic.

Because of this lack of enthusiasm among the Repub
lican leadership towards his 1962 senatorial bid, Mecham 
attempted to win election as Republican State Chairman 
according to one observer interviewed in this study "to 
form his kind of an organization." In addition, Mecham 
decided to run because he believed there existed "great 
dissatisfaction among rank and file members over the tight 
control held over the party organization by some leaders."^

^Arizona Daily Star, March 21, 1963, p. 1 B.



Mecham stated that If he were elected he would give 
precinct organizations more to say about what decisions are 
made. "The precinct workers will not be expected to rubber 
stamp decisions," he said.^

Representative William Attaway, Jr., a freshman 
member of the Arizona House of Representatives from 
Maricopa County, supported Mecham's contention that the 
Arizona Republican Party was tightly controlled by a few 
leaders. He said he explored " . . .  the attempt made by a 
few persons who are attempting to name a Republican party 
State Chairman unknown by a majority of the delegates" 
(i.e., Keith Brown).3

Perhaps sensing the seriousness of Mecham*s bid for 
the State Chairmanship, Goldwater and Rhodes left Wash
ington by plane to attend the March 23 meeting in Phoenix 
of the Republican State Committee.

On Saturday, March 23, 1963, the Republican dele
gation gathered at the Hotel Westward Ho in Phoenix to 
elect a new State Chairman. After a seven-hour battle. 
Brown emerged victorious as the new State Chairman, 
defeating Mecham by a vote of 373 to 1$6.^ 2
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2Ibid.
^Arizona Republic, March 22, 1963, p. 16. 
^Ibid.. March 2k, 1963, p. 1.



The hassle began with a motion for a secret ballot 
by backers of Evan Mecham. However, retiring Chairman 
Richard Kleindienst ruled the motion was out of order, 
noting that the by-laws stated that whenever 25 members of 
the convention request a roll-call vote, it must be a 
public vote.

Mecham supporters strongly protested the ruling. 
Mecham himself declared that the by-laws do not preclude 
a secret ballot. Tempers flared as numerous delegates 
debated this point but Kleindienst remained firm in his 
ruling.

The next issue brought forth by Mecham’s backers 
was the contention that Keith Brown was appointed on March 
19 by Pima County Chairman John Leonard to fill a vacancy 
on the State Committee. Referring to Arizona laws,
Mecham’s supporters argued that for Brown to be a legal 
member of a State Committee, he should have been elected 
by a meeting of the entire Pima Central Committee and him
self be an elected Committeeman.

Kleindienst ruled, on the advice of the Committee’s 
general counsel, that Brown was eligible as a candidate for 
the State Chairmanship. This ruling by Kleindienst was 
challenged by Mecham’s supporters who requested and obtained
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a roll call vote on a motion to overrule the chair. This 
motion was defeated, I7I4. for, 352 against. There were 54 

abstentions.^
Shortly after the vote. Brown was nominated by 

Senator Barry Goldwater. Addressing the delegates. Gold- 
water emphatically stated that Brown was his choice for 
State Chairman. Following Goldwater* s statement nominating 
Brown, Governor Fannin and Congressman Rhodes seconded 
Brown’s nomination. Following Me0ham*s nomination. Gold- 
water moved that nominations be closed. Shortly 
thereafter, another long roll-call of the $Q6 committee 
members voting either in person or by proxy was made. The 
final vote was Brown, 373? Mecham, 156. The Maricopa 
County delegation voted 182 to 109 in favor of Brown, while 
the Pima County delegation voted 102 to 12 in favor of 
Brown. The vote of the delegates from the remaining 
counties was Brown, 89; Mecham, 35*^

Brown’s election victory represented a clear 
victory for the Goldwater-Fannin-Rhodes forces and demon
strated the leadership of Barry Goldwater in the Arizona 
Republican Party.

^Ibid.
^Tucson Daily Citizen, March 25, 1963, p. 1 3.



129
Another example of Goldwater* a leadership, as well 

as the leadership of Keith Brown and Paul Fannin, was 
demonstrated in the selection of Richard Kleindienst as the 
"party's" candidate for governor in 1964.

Early in 1964* Arizona Republican leaders were in 
doubt about which Republican was going to run for which 
office in Arizona, because it was not as yet ascertained 
that Goldwater would receive the Presidential nomination.
In case Goldwater did not receive the nomination, he would 
seek re-election to the United States Senate. If he were 
nominated for the Presidency, however, there was a strong 
possibility that he would withdraw from the Senate race 
because of his strong criticism of lyndon Johnson for 
seeking election as Vice-President and United States 
Senator from Texas in I960.

The question regarding who would be the Republican 
candidate for Governor was also in doubt early in 1964, 
since it appeared to most observers interviewed in this 
study that Paul Fannin was not interested in seeking a 
fourth term as Governor. When Fannin announced that he 
would be a candidate for the United States Senate after 
Goldwater won the nomination for President, four prominent 
Arizona Republicans began to work toward getting the Repub
lication nomination for Governor. The four were: Richard
Kleindienst, former Republican State Chairman and a leader



In Goldwater's campaign for the Presidential nomination in 
1964; Robert Pickerell, the incumbent State Attorney- 
General; John Haugh, of Tucson, the majority Floor Leader 
in the State House of Representatives; and Even Mecham, the 
unsuccessful 1962 Republican candidate for Carl Hayden's 
Senate seat. All but Mecham would have been an acceptable 
gubernatorial nominee to the party leadership of Goldweter, 
Rhodes, Fannin, and Brown. Therefore, to avoid a fierce 
four-way primary battle, which would give Mecham a 
plurality of the votes (according to most observers inter
viewed in this study) somebody had to be picked to oppose 
Mecham in the primary. Goldwater*s choice according to 
those individuals interviewed for this study was Klein- 
dienst, because of Kleindienst's long service to the 
Arizona Republican Party and his successful efforts in 
behalf of Goldwater*s drive for the Presidential nomination. 
According to the observers interviewed for this study, both 
Fannin and Brown strongly concurred with Goldwater's choice 
of Kleindienst as the 1964 Republican candidate for 
Governor of Arizona.

With Kleindienst receiving the support of the party 
leadership, both Pickerell and Haugh had to be persuaded to 
withdraw from the race for the governorship. Pickerell, 
who had served two successive terms as State Attorney- 
General, wanted to move up the political ladder to the
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governorship or else return to his private law practice in 
Phoenix. When he approached Fannin and Brown for support 
in his bid for the governorship, he was told in no 
uncertain terms (according to those interviewed in this 
study) that he would receive no support from the leadership 
if he decided to run for Governor. He would not get any 
money for his campaign because the leadership was backing 
Kleindienst. Pickerell did not enter the primary and 
returned to his private law practice in January, 1965• 
Haugh, according to most observers interviewed for this 
study, was told eventually the same thing as Pickerell, 
except that the language used by the leadership was more 
subtle--Kleindienst was 0theirn choice, no money would be 
available for a primary contest--perhaps he would be given 
the nomination "next time."

Haugh then talked to some of the other state and 
county leaders in the State to see what support he might 
have in the primary and then announced that he was with
drawing from the race.

With Pickerell and Haugh no longer candidates for 
Governor, Kleindienst handily defeated Mecham in the 
September primary by a two to one margin.

This example is important because it illustrates 
not only the leadership of Barry Goldwater in the affairs 
of the Arizona Republican Party, but also the use of the
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pre-primary designation technique. It also shows that 
Republicans have many eligible candidates for important 
State and Federal offices— more candidates than it would 
appear by a cursory count of the number of Republican 
contenders in a particular primary.

An example of Goldwater's influence was also demon
strated during an October 2 6, 1963 state Young Republicans* 
meeting in Toltec, Arizona. By a vote of thirteen-to-one, 
with two abstentions, the Young Republicans revoked the 
charters of Pima county Young Republican clubs because they 
had invited far-right California Young Republican leader 
Robert A. Gaston to Tucson to speak to Pima County Young 
Republican clubs.? This expulsion of the Pima County Clubs 
resulted because Senator Goldwater had repeatedly warned 
the Pima County Young Republican groups that he did not 
want Gaston to come to Arizona to speak because of some 
extreme statements Gaston had made earlier in the year in 
California. Despite Goldwater*s warnings, Gaston was 
invited to speak. As a result of this invitation, these 
Pima County clubs were ousted from the state organization.

?Ibid., October 2 8 , 1963, p. 1 .
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Goldwater* s 1958 Campaign Organi
zation at Work

A second example of Republican organization at work 
in Arizona will be shown through a demonstration of some of 
the campaign techniques utilized by the forces supporting 
the re-election of Senator Goldwater in 1958. Three tech
niques which will be discussed are: 1) proper timing, 2)
researching the opposition, and 3) effective utilization of 
a cell group.

Goldwater* s successful 1958 campaign for 
re-election to the United States Senate made him the leader 
of the Arizona Republican party. And because his campaign 
was successful, his Republican campaign organization 
members became the state party’s organization, as illus
trated by the selection of Stephen Shadegg as Republican 
state chairman in I960.®

Most of the information in this section has been 
obtained from Stephen C. Shadegg. Shadegg served as Gold- 
water* s campaign manager in Goldwater*s 1952 and 1958 
Senatorial campaigns. From I960 to 1962 he served as 
Arizona Republican state chairman. In the 1964

8°For a more detailed description and an analysis of 
Goldwater* s 1958 campaign, see Ross R. Rice, "The 1958 
Election in Arizona," ojd. cit.; Nancy Guber, op. clt., 
Chapter 8; and New York Times, October 15, 1958, p. 1 and 
32, and November 6, 1958, p. 22.
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presidential campaign, he served as Goldwater's Western 
States Campaign Director. Shadegg1s background in Arizona 
politics thus makes him an excellent source for inside 
information, even though he may be somewhat biased in some 
of his interpretations of political events in Arizona. 
Shadegg*s account of the campaign has been supplemented by 
newspaper accounts and opinions of other political 
observers whenever possible.

This section is also presented to show some of the 
tactics which Goldwater's campaign organization success
fully utilized in their overall strategy to influence the 
Arizona electorate, which favored the Democrats 2.5 to 1 
in 1958?

Timing
Hitting a baseball depends, among other factors, 

upon proper timing. If the batter swings too early he will 
either miss the ball or pull the ball foul. If he swings 
too late he will either miss the ball or hit a foul ball to 
the opposite field. In either case he will not hit the 
ball effectively. In politics, proper timing is achieved 
in a campaign where the candidate gains his maximum 
possible support on election day. Hence, the key to timing
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a major political contest successfully is acceleration of 
the campaign effort so that the peak is reached about 1{.8 

hours before the election.9
In Goldwater's 1958 senatorial re-election bid, 

Goldwater* s campaign manager, Stephen Shadegg, ordered 
2 5 0 ,0 0 0 blue and white gummed stickers carrying the legend 
"I'm for Barry," to be delivered on September 1, 1958. 
Although receiving the stickers on September 1, Shadegg did 
not distribute the stickers until the first week in 
October, despite strong objections from Goldwater's 
followers.

Goldwater had announced his candidacy for 
re-election in the early spring. He was unopposed in the 
primary and therefore Shadegg did not really begin Gold- 
water* s campaign until the week following Labor Day. In 
July and August Goldwater went to coffees and appeared 
before luncheon clubs in the smaller out-of-the-way commun
ities. It was not until September that billboard, major 
television, radio, and newspaper efforts were scheduled. 
This scheduling in effect accelerated the campaign in hopes 
of reaching a peak about the beginning of November.

^Stephen C. Shadegg, How to Win an Election: The
Art of Political Victory (New YorET Taplinger Company, 
Inc., 1 9 6 4), pp. 6 5,7 0.
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Early in the summer, Goldwater supporters began 

requesting bumper strips. Naturally Shadegg was able to 
table their requests merely by saying that they would be 
available at a later date. By September the pressure for 
stickers increased greatly.

Mrs. Bnory Johnson, then the Republican National 
Committeewoman from Arizona, made a special trip from 
Tucson to Shadegg*s Phoenix office to demand a supply of 
bumper stickers.

Shadegg explained to Mrs. Johnson that bumper 
strips or car window stickers attract a maximum of atten
tion when they first appear. After a few days they become 
just another part of the automobile— like the radio aerial, 
or the bumper guard, or the license plate.

"Did you read every license plate on the cars you 
passed or met coming up here?" Shadegg asked.

"Of course not," she said.
"Did you see any car without a licence plate?"
After a moment’s reflection she stated, "Yes, just 

as I was coming into Chandler, but it was a new car."
Thus Shadegg reasoned, she had seen all the license 

plates on all the cars because she was accustomed to seeing 
license plates. She had seen them without really giving 
them any attention. The unusual situation of a car without 
a plate had attracted her interest.



137
- Shadegg then told Mrs. Johnson that he planned to 

distribute window stickers during the first week in October 
— five weeks before the election, which would hot be enough 
time for people to become accustomed to them.

Shadegg distributed gum car window stickers, mail
ing every registered Republican two each in with a mass- 
produced letter from Goldwater asking the individual to 
place one on his car and give one to a friend to place on 
his car. He used gummed stickers rather than bumper strips 
because bumper strips cost $1̂ 0 per thousand whereas the 
gummed stickers cost less than $5 per thousand. In 
addition, since the bumper strips were larger, they were 
more difficult to send through the mails. The total cost 
for the car window stickers, the letter, the envelope, and 
the postage, was approximately $35 per thousand.10

According to Shadegg, the results of the MdelayedM 
distribution of the stickers was extremely satisfactory.
The stickers attracted immediate attention. According to 
Shadegg*s account gloom and despair spread through the 
opposition camp. One Democratic campaign worker reported

10Ibid., pp. 67-79
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one morning in October that six out of ten car owners in 
Arizona intended to vote for Goldwater. As far as he was 
concerned, the election was lost.^

Ten days after the stickers were distributed,
Shadegg had a survey taken of the cars in parking lots and 
shopping centers in the greater Phoenix area. In some of 
the places, Goldwater stickers greatly outnumbered the 
McFarland ones. But when the reports were finally tabulated 
at the end of the day, Shadegg found that 28 per cent of the 
cars had McFarland stickers, 29 per cent had Goldwater 
stickers, and 43 per cent of the cars were "undecided."

The McFarland stickers had been out for at least 
eight weeks at the time the count was taken. Shadegg 
concluded.

It was the timing of our distribution which 
gave impact to our use of the stickers. The 
appearance of the Goldwater signs within one week 
created an impression of strength out of all 
proportion to the actual number of stickers 
used.

Researching the Opposition
A second tactic which the Goldwater forces success

fully used in the 1958 campaign was to research the 
opposition in hopes of finding a weakness in the * 12

i:LIbid.. p. 69.
12Ibid.



139
opposition* s defense. The following example was based on 
results of McFarland’s voting record while in the United 
States Senate:

Beginning in raid-1957 the national economy entered 
a period of recession. By campaign time the domestic 
copper mining industry was in serious trouble. Unable to 
produce a profit, copper mines in Arizona were operating on 
a part-time basis. Hundreds of miners were out of work.^3 
Those fortunate enough still to have a job were working 
shortened hours. Three Arizona counties were affected—  
Cochise, Gila, and Greenlee.

McFarland’s itinerary called for personal appear
ances in Bisbee and Douglas-mining towns in Cochise County 
where the reduction of the world price of copper had thrown 
Arizonans out of work,

McFarland stressed the pocketbook issue by 
claiming the cost of living had gone up under Republicans 
and that people in Arizona had been better off when he was 
in the Senate.

Shadegg asked his research division to give him 
what they had on McFarland and copper. There were several

•̂ Arizona Daily Star, May 21, 1958, P* 1 and 
September 3, 195ti, p. 1.

•̂ Ibid.. October 10, 1958, p. 10.



speeches in the file. In every one McFarland had spoken 
glowingly about the importance of the copper industry in 
the economy of Arizona. He was strongly in favor of a 
prosperous mining industry.

However, in 19£0, when McFarland had been a member 
of the United States Senate, there had been a bill before 
that body calling for the establishment of a four cent 
protective tariff. Historically Democrats have opposed 
protective tariffs, and the Truman administration was 
opposed to this one. Moreover, the copper industry was 
booming in 1950. Arizona's mines didn't need the four cent 
advantage. McFarland had voted against establishing a 
protective tariff for copper. At the time there had been 
no great public criticism of the Senator's position.

Shadegg bought all the available radio time that 
the Goldwater campaign could afford— two minute, three 
minute and four minute segments. One message stated:

Former Senator McFarland is going to be in 
Bisbee and Douglas today asking you to vote for 
him. When McFarland was in the Senate he voted 
against a four cent peril point protective tariff 
for copper. If that tariff were in force today, 
you would probably be on the job instead of being 
out of work. When the former Senator asks you to 
vote for him today, why don't you ask him why he 
didn't vote to protect your job when he had the 
chance?



♦ . . Was this tactic effective? Goldwater 
carried Cochise county by 185 votes in 1958. Hi 
had lost Cochise County by 2,397 votes in 1952•

141

$5

Cell Group
A third technique demonstrated in the 1958 Gold- 

water campaign was the use of the cell group. This cell 
group was a group of persons who, although they were not 
publicly Identified as Goldwater campaign workers, operated 
behind the scenes in Goldwater*s behalf. These people 
worked as informers, and performed other vital intelligence 
functions.

In the 1958 campaign, Shadegg suspected that a 
certain individual who was working on Goldwater*s oppo
nent’s campaign might start an ugly rumor about Goldwater. 
Shadegg accordingly requested cell group members to report 
by telephone the moment they encountered this tactic in 
their town.

From certain sources extremely antagonistic to 
Goldwater, we heard the charge that his department 
store paid substandard wages. Our intelligence 
produced the information that an employee in the 
Goldwater store had been approached and questioned 
about her salary. The conversations had culminated 
with the Goldwater clerk selling her paycheck to

^Shadegg, How to Win an Election, op. cit.. p. 91.
^For a more detailed description of cell groups in 

American political campaigns including theory, recruitment, 
and operation, see Stephen Shadegg, How to Win an Election. 
op. cit., Chapter 9.



those who made the inquiry. It seemed necessary 
to anticipate a rumor attacking Goldwater as a 
rich man who paid substandard wages.1 '

To combat this aforementioned possibility, it was 
decided the best testimony to refute such a charge would be 
a statement from Goldwater employees presented in a full 
page newspaper ad. The burden of the message was:

We, the undersigned employees of the Goldwater 
store, receive wages above average for department 
stores in the Phoenix area. We enjoy benefits not 
available from other management. We deeply resent 
any suggestion that we are to be pitied or that 
the Goldwater management in any way mistreats us.1”

This particular ad could not be used in the 
ordinary course of the campaign because it would appear too 
self-serving. Shadegg and his staff believed it would be 
most effective in response to a rumor alleging Goldwater 
paid substandard wages. They intended to time the response 
to the appearance of the rumor.

On a particular day in August they received more 
than thirty telephone reports from members of the cell 
group residing in every geographical area in the state.
The rumor that Goldwater paid low wages was heard almost 
simultaneously in Yuma and Douglas. These communities are 
almost three hundred miles apart. The rumor was based on * 10

17Ibid., p. 118.
10Ibid.



the experience of a supposed relative and quoted the net 
amount of a paycheck after deductions.

Having anticipated this attack in advance, Shadegg 
was able to quote the gross amount paid by the Goldwater 
store to employees in several categories. He told the cell 
group members to ask the rumor spreaders if they were 
talking about gross or net pay and to suggest if their 
brother's wife received only XXX dollars, she must be a 
part-time employee.

Seventy-two hours after the rumor was started 
our full page advertisement appeared in the 
state's major newspapers. The message of the ad 
was strengthened by the fact that space for its 
display was purchased and paid for by Goldwater 
employees, not by the Goldwater campaign group.

In that 1958 campaign the officials of organized 
labor were all out to beat Goldwater. They refused to sell 
Goldwater any space in the labor publications; they refused 
to give Goldwater an audience at labor meetings. Shadegg 
wanted to reach the men who worked with the tools.

One Tuesday afternoon in the middle of that 
campaign summer I received a telephone call from a 
Cell Group member. This man, a registered Demo
crat, was a member of an important union. He 
called to report that his group was holding a 
regional meeting in a community one hundred and 
fifty miles from Phoenix. He said the official 
agenda was a short one. He had asked union offi
cials if Goldwater could appear and had been 
refused but he had an idea:

19Ibid., p. 119



'There's a vacant storeroom next to our union 
hall. If we could get that storeroom and have 
Barry there making a speech, I think most of the 
boys would drift in to hear him.*20 21

In less than twenty-four hours the members of the 
cell group were able to secure the use of the vacant store 
building without charge; borrow and install portable air 
conditioning equipment; and borrow and install one hundred 
and fifty folding chairs. They painted signs on the window 
advertising the meeting. They advertised on their radio 
station inviting people to come to the meeting.

They organized a refreshment committee to pro
vide lemonade, soft drinks, cookies, and I am told 
there was beer in the back room— but I never asked 
about that. They produced a nucleus of the 
audience. That night, by actual count, Goldwater 
spoke to seventy-six members of the labor union.2!

Another example of the utilization of the cell 
group resulted when a Tucson barber who was a cell group 
member was able to present to a persuadable Democrat a 
statement by Goldwater on Foreign Aid which he and other 
cell group members had received.

The week this barber received this information he 
had as his customer a prominent citizen long identified 
with the Democratic party. In fact, he had been a major 
contributor to McFarland's 195)6 gubernatorial campaign. He

20Ibid., p. 119.
21Ibid.. p. 120.
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had just returned from a trip around the world. As the 
conversation progressed about this man's travels, the topic 
of excessive American foreign aid was raised by the man.
The barber quickly responded and asked the man if he read 
what Goldwater said about foreign aid spending. As soon as 
the traveler expressed an interest, the barber presented 
him with a copy of Goldwater*s speech. Shadegg described 
what happened:

The traveler sat up in the chair and while the 
lather dried on his face he carefully read Gold- 
water’s comments. Then he said, ’Veil, I never 
voted for a Republican before, but I’ll be damned 
if I’m not going to do it this time.’

He did more than vote. He contributed over 
$3>500 to Goldwater’s campaign and was probably 
personally responsible for the votes of at least 
one hundred Democrats who followed him across the 
party line.All of this might have happened anyway because 
the individual involved was Intelligent, was 
offended by the foreign aid situation, and took 
more than a passing interest in politics. We 
think the fact that a barber came up with the 
right supporting information at exactly the right 
time was the key in this switching of support.22

Both Guber and the New York Times in their analysis 
of Senator Goldwater’s re-election in 1958 stated that 
Goldwater*s victory was not so much a liberal versus 
conservative nor businessman versus organized labor contest 
as it was a contest of personalities. Their analysis was 
based on the premise that McFarland was not a true liberal

22Ibld.. p. 121.



but was instead a moderate and because of the elections of
pro labor-liberals Stewart Udall, Second Congressional 
District and Wade Church, Attorney-General.

Although Goldwater1s attractive image contrasted 
favorably to McFarland’s blandness, this writer believes 
that Goldwater’s campaign organization was largely 
responsible for his victory because of two reasons: first,
Goldwater was trailing McFarland in the opinion polls in 
early October^ which would seem to indicate that his 
personal popularity in itself was not great enough to get 
him elected. Secondly, it was also assessed that in order 
for Goldwater to win, a large turn-out was needed in order 
to compensate for the straight ticket Democratic voters.2^ 
Goldwater’s campaign organization helped get a 75 per cent 
turn-out25— an extremely high percentage in an off year 
election.

Smith for Sheriff
It was pointed out in Chapter III that Republicans 

in Arizona since 1950 have had little difficulty in finding 
acceptable candidates to run for major state and federal

2%ew York Times, October 1$, 1958, PP» 14 and 32.
Zli-ibid.
25Mason, ojd. cit., p. 19



offices. It was also stated that most Republican county 
leaders in Arizona found it extremely difficult to field 
acceptable candidates for county offices. The latter was 
illustrated in the Pima County Republican organization* s 
search for a candidate for sheriff in 196I4..

The incumbent Democratic, Waldon V. Burr, had an 
excellent public image of honesty and competence— as well 
as among rank-and-file Pima County Republicans. The 
philosophy of many Republican county leaders was not to 
agitate the sheriff by a serious election campaign. Burr 
was going to win anyway. "If you upset him, he’s going to 
send out his deputies in force and bring to the polls a lot 
of straight Democratic ticket voters who, under normal 
circumstances would never make it to the polls."

However, in 196Ij. several Pima County Republicans 
believed they had found the "perfect" Republican candidate 
for sheriff. Richard Smith was a deputy sheriff and a 
former Marine. He had won a battlefield promotion during 
World War Two and was a lieutenant-colonel with 27 years' 
service when he was given his release from the Marines 
because of a bad ear. While still on active duty with the 
Marines, he had served as an intelligence and police 
expert. After getting out of the Marines, he obtained a 
job as a deputy with the Pima County Sheriff's Department. 
This job did not pay very well, but it was something to do.



Besides, he was drawing about $750 per month from the 
Marines on account of his ear disability. While a deputy, 
according to several observers interviewed for this study, 
he in fact handled most of the sheriff's job.

In addition to his previous extensive police 
training. Smith was a model political candidate. His 
service record was excellent, he was extremely photogenic, 
he was an excellent speaker, and he was an amateur politi
cian— never having held a political office nor having 
extensively participated in any political campaign. He 
wanted to be sheriff. He was indeed a nearly perfect 
candidate.

In order for Smith to be the Pima County Republican 
candidate for sheriff, he first had to switch his party 
registration from Democratic to Republican— which he did. 
After Smith became a Republican, many Pima County Repub
licans believed they had a candidate who, along with a well 
financed and well organized campaign, could beat Sheriff 
Burr. Furthermore, with Smith on the ticket, they reasoned 
several other Republican candidates who appeared on the 
middle of the election ballot along with Smith (partic
ularly the Republican candidate for the United States House 
of Representatives) might be able to get votes from many 
Democrats who would vote for Smith*



In April and May of 1961*., cursory planning for 
Smith's campaign began. Petitions were circulated. Smith's 
name was publicized in the Tucson area, and a search for a 
needed $10,000 campaign fund began.

Throughout this early period in his campaign.
Smith, although he wanted to be sheriff, was a reluctant 
candidate, according to one observer working on Smith's 
campaign. Smith was worried about getting enough money to 
finance his campaign, since he had talked to previous 
Republican candidates for county offices who had to finance 
most of the campaign costs out of their own pockets. The 
leaders of the party, according to one observer interviewed 
in this study, told Smith not to worry about campaign funds 
that the party would even "subsidize” him when he was 
elected. However, as the campaign progressed, only $1,000 
of the needed $10,000 was raised. Smith became anxious.
At the same time when the pledges for primary support were 
falling flat, two events occurred which eventually led to 
Smith's withdrawal as a candidate for sheriff. The first 
event that changed Smith's mind was that he was offered a 
well-paying job with the Pima County Attorney's Office as a 
special investigator if, according to the aforementioned 
observer, he did not run for sheriff. The second event was 
that his defective ear was re-examined by Navy doctors and 
it was found to be sound. This medical examination meant
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that he might be recalled to active duty with the Marines 
or, that if he did not wish to go back with the Marines, he 
would have to retire on about $5>00 a month rather than 
about the $750 he would have had with his disability 
retirement. These financial considerations thus greatly 
impressed upon Smith what was at stake in his bid for 
sheriff. If he ran and lost, he might have to manage on 
$500 a month. If he did not run, he would still have his 
$500 a month from his retirement check, and he would have a 
well-paying job with the County Attorney’s office. Smith 
withdrew as a candidate for sheriff and obtained a position 
working for the county attorney’s office.

One additional factor which may have influenced 
Smith besides the lack of funds for his campaign and his 
personal financial situation was that he had primary oppo
sition in his bid for the Republican nomination. Arthur A. 
Grande, an undersheriff, was a perennial candidate. As a 
Democrat in 1956, he almost won the Democratic nomination 
for Pima County Sheriff. In subsequent Democratic 
primaries, he opposed Burr for sheriff but was soundly 
defeated. In I96I4. he ran as a Republican but without the 
support of the Republican county organization. Although 
described as 11 a nice guy and a good cop," by several 
observers interviewed for this study, Grande was considered 
to be a poor candidate. He was a perennial candidate and a
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perennial loser and he had an "Eastern accent" which some 
observers believed weakened his image as a potential 
sheriff in the West.

In June, 196^, a dispute erupted between Grande and 
Smith over the legality of Smith’s nominating petitions. 
Grande claimed that some of Smith*s signatures were void 
since they had signed Grande’s petition first. Although 
the dispute was settled in Court by the judge’s claiming 
that both Grande’s and Smith’s petitions were legal, the 
entire affair, according to one observer, soured Smith 
concerning the sheriff's race.

Grande won the primary and campaigned as a Repub
lican for sheriff without organization support. In a cam
paign that required #10,000, the Pima county organization 
gave Grande #100 for his campaign, according to one 
observer interviewed for this study. On election day. Burr 
thoroughly defeated Grande beating him by a near three-to- 
one margin. Many Republicans crossed over to vote for Burr. 
In 1964, 36 per cent of the voters in Pima County were 
registered as Republicans. Grande got 26 per cent of the 
vote for sheriff.26

2^These statistics were provided by the Pima County 
Republican Headquarters.
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This case, while it perhaps stypically illustrates 

the availability of certain attractive Republican candi
dates for county offices in Arizona, does show the diffi
culty that a county organization has in financing a major 
county-wide campaign and why, for reasons of personal 
financial sacrifice, many potential candidates simply cannot 
afford to campaign seriously as Republican candidates for 
county offices in Arizona.

Conclusion
This study has described how Goldwater demonstrated 

his leadership of the Arizona Republican party by: 
selecting Keith Brown as State Chairman in 1963? condemning 
the Pima County Young Republicans for inviting Robert 
Gaston to speak in Tucson, which resulted in the expelling 
of the Pima County clubs; and playing an active role (along 
with Fannin and Brown) in selecting Kleindienst as the 
party's candidate for Governor.

Goldwater*s leadership, along with Fannin, Rhodes, 
and Brown, is probably stronger than most state party 
organizations in the United States if the general descrip
tions of state party organizations by V. 0. Key, Jr,, and 
James MacGregor Burns are correct. It would appear that 
this strong leadership of the Arizona Republican party has



significantly aided the growth and development of Republi
canism in Arizona.

The campaign organizations for major election 
contests, as illustrated by Goldwater's 1958 campaign, are 
well managed and successfully utilize several campaign 
tactics to aid in gathering votes for Republican candidates 
despite a heavy Democratic registration advantage.

Arizona Republicans have concentrated on winning 
contests for federal and major state offices and have placed 
little emphasis on winning county elections because neither 
the candidates, funds, nor the prospect of victory were 
usually available.

The 196^ Pima County race for Sheriff illustrates 
the problems which nearly every Republican county organi
zation faces in recruiting candidates for county offices.
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CHAPTER V

CONCLUSION

What factors have Influenced this growth of Republi
canism in Arizona? The five which this writer believes to 
have been the most important are:

1) Arizona's political history since statehood has 
been one of conservatism. Until the early 195>0' a 
this conservatism was almost always expressed by 
the dominant faction of the Democratic party in 
Arizona. As the liberal faction of the Democratic 
party in Arizona began to gain considerable strength 
in the 19^0's, most of Arizona's conservative elec
torate changed their allegiance to the Republican 
party when they voted for a federal or major state 
office.
2) After the death of Governor Sidney Osborn, the 
Democratic party in Arizona was leaderless. As a 
result of this vacuum in party leadership, many 
serious primary battles were waged within the Demo
cratic party which were never healed before the 
election. After a primary a Democratic candidate 
for office in Arizona often campaigned without the 
support of his party's organization. In addition,
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the contests for the Democratic party nomination 
often resulted in the nomination of a weak or 
controversial candidate (e.g., Mrs. Frohmiller in 
1950; Wilson in 1952; Adams in 1954? Haldiman and 
Morrison in 1958; 0*Reilly and Moore in 1964)•
These combined factors— vulnerable candidates and 
intra-party feuding— weakened the Arizona Demo
cratic party, and thus, relatively speaking, 
strengthened the Republican party.
3) The post-World-War-II migration of professional 
and managerial personnel and skilled workers to 
Maricopa and Pima counties (mostly from the predom
inantly Republican Middle West) provided the Arizona 
Republican party with a predominantly conservative 
electorate who were not permanently engulfed in the 
Democratic-party tradition of Arizona. This migra
tion into Maricopa and Pima counties, is 
significant because these two counties comprise 
three-fourths of the state's voting population and 
thus dominate Arizona politics in any statewide 
election.
4) In 1950 the Republican party in Arizona 
gradually began to experience a revitalization of 
party leadership. Howard Pyle became the leader of 
the Republican party in Arizona, following his

)i
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election as Arizona’s first Republican governor in 
over twenty years. After Pyle’s defeat for a third 
term in 1954# Senator Barry Goldwater, who defeated 
the incumbent Senate Majority Leader in the 1952 
election, began to emerge as the Republican Leader 
in Arizona. By 1958# Goldwater’s dynamic person
ality, in conjunction with his political 
conservatism, was the major factor that inspired 
party-workers to work extra hard for the Republican 
party and gave confidence to political financiers 
that their money would not be wasted by Republican 
causes in Arizona. Goldwater was able to keep the 
Republican party fairly well unified (despite Evan 
Mecham’s political ambitions).and thus in many 
cases compensate for the faction-ridden Democratic 
party’s registration edge. Goldwater and the other 
Republican leaders have been able to convince many 
able and attractive Republicans to run for public 
office and, at the same time, have helped persuade 
other potential candidates not to sedk office for 
the sake of party-unity.
5) The development of a party machinery has been 
another factor responsible for the growth and 
development of the Republican party in Arizona. In 
1950, the Republicans claimed eighteen percent of
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the registered voters; by 1961*., thirty-five percent
127

of Arizona's registered voters were Republicans.
On the state level, and in Maricopa and Pima coun
ties, the Republican party has become a full-time, 
year-round operation. These organizations provided 
the means and the personnel to allow the party 
leaders and candidates to function in a successful 
manner. Of special note are the Republican party 
organizations in Maricopa and Yavapai counties, 
who, despite three-to-two Democratic registration 
advantages, usually manage to turn out enough 
voters to give Republican candidates (even some 
candidates for lesser office) over fifty-five per
cent of the two-party vote.
Certain factors, such as a history of political 

conservatism and serious factionalism within the Democratic 
party, are also characteristic of the politics of some of 
the southern states where Republicans have made recent gains 
in congressional elections. Other factors such as popula
tion changes through industrialization and/or migration and 
revitalized party leadership appear to be common charac
teristics of states experiencing a change in party



alignments. Including such states as Maine, Wisconsin, and 
Oregon, which have become more Democratic.^

Which groups and geographical areas are the basis 
of electoral support for the Arizona Republican party? The 
Arizona Republican party has gained most of Its electoral 
support In major statewide races from Maricopa county; and, 
until recently, from Pima county. Both of these counties 
have received a great Influx of new residents from predom
inantly Republican areas In the Middle West. Many of these 
new settlers were oriented towards the Republican party 
because of their generally high social-economic status 
prior to coming to Arizona. * Republicans have also fared 
well in statewide contests in less-populated Yavapai and 
Coconino counties. Furthermore, the Arizona Republican 
party has increased its percentage of the vote for major 
offices in all fourteen Arizona counties since 1950.

However, the Republicans still have a long way to 
go before establishing meaningful competition for many 
legislative and most county offices, since little exists 
outside Maricopa, Pima, and Yavapai counties. Although the 
Republicans made recent gains in the lower house of the 
state legislature and won four statewide offices in 196I4., 
the Democrats still hold two of the three congressional

"kluber, op. cit., p. 1 3 0.
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seats, one Senate seat, and now hold the governorship as 
well as a host of other state offices. Whether the Repub
licans can win some of these offices, or whether the 
Democrats will again be able to unify and use their heavy 
registration advantage to again achieve Democratic-party 
domination of Arizona politics will depend upon what type 
of leadership the Republican party will have despite Barry 
Goldwater’s departure from public office; upon what extent 
the Maricopa and Pima county Republican-party organization 
can keep ahead of the Democratic party's steps toward 
unification, which, in Pima county, has reduced Republican 
successes at all levels; and upon what extent the Repub
licans can continue to offer the Arizona electorate 
attractive, qualified candidates who can win the support of 
many registered Arizona Democrats,

The nature of the Republican party organization in 
Arizona is not the stereotype of a weak, leaderless group 
defined by either James MacGregor Burns or V. 0. Key, Jr. 
Instead, the Arizona Republican party, at least since 1958, 
has been a well-led, vital organization that has signifi
cantly aided the party to nominate highly attractive 
candidates for major state and federal offices.

The Arizona Republican party generally conforms to 
the organizational model suggested in the memorandum by the 
National Center for Education in Politics, presented in



Chapter One: The organizations of successful candidates,
particularly those of Goldwater, Rhodes, and Fannin, have 
become the loci of power in the Arizona Republican party. 
Although elections have been the stimulus for party 
activity, the Arizona Republican party has not Nfolded up" 
its operations between elections, as the model Implies in 
its sections stressing the temporary nature of the party as 
a decision-making unit. A great effort has been made to 
maintain a state Republican party organization. Patronage 
appointments, debt-paying, and maintenance of an intra
party communications system are Important between-election 
party functions. Furthermore, the Arizona Republican 
party1s general election campaigns begin almost the day 
after the returns from the previous general election are 
tabulated. Organization workers and leaders continuously 
strive for a larger percentage of the state’s registered 
voters, seek new, attractive candidates to run against 
incumbent Democrats, and analyze methods to improve the 
party’s finance’s. Thus party organization, along with 
other previously mentioned factors, has significantly aided 
the growth and development of the Republican party in 
Arizona since 1950.
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GENERAL QUESTIONNAIRE

APPENDIX A

A. General
1. What changes. If any, have taken place within the 

Republican party in Arizona since 1950?
2. What are the Republican party's goals in your 

county for 1965?
B. Leadership

la. Who are the leaders of the Republican party in 
Arizona?

b. Why do you consider these people leaders?
2a. Who are some of the key Republicans (other than 

yourself) in your county?
b. What are their occupations, and what sort of work 

are they doing for your county's Republican organi
zation?

C. County-State Relations
la. Do you depend upon the state party organization for 

help in your county's Republican party activities?
b. If so, for what purposes do you receive this help, 

and what kind of help does the state organization 
provide?

c. Which persons within the state organization have 
given you the most support in your county's Repub
lican party activities?

2. Do you have any suggestions to improve the operation 
of the state central committee?

D. County Organization
1. Is there anything distinctive about your county 

that helps or hinders the Republican party? (e.g., 
militant labor-union activity; arrival of Repub
lican settlers from the East; new industrial
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development; effective or ineffective Democratic 
party organization; voters traditionally voting for 
the Democratic ticket.)

2a. What are some of the major problems that you as a 
county chairman have to cope with?

b. Do you yourself generally have enough time to 
devote to Republican party business?

3a. What are the major committees and subdivisions 
within your county organization?

b. Are there any of these which are short of party 
workers or vacant?

Ij.. How do you generally go about recruiting party 
workers, party leaders, and candidates?

S* What are some of the obstacles to getting more 
people registered as Republicans in your county?

6 . Have the Republicans in your county been successful 
in registering certain minority groups e.g.
Indians, Negroes, Mexicans--Americans (if appli
cable)?

7a. Have the Republicans in your county received any 
significant help from the more conservative Demo
crats?

b. If so, when and what kind of help?
E. Party Finance

As much as possible, could you explain how the Repub
lican party in your county conducts its fund raising?

F. County-County Relations
la. Do you consider any of the other Republican county 

organizations in Arizona to possess strong and 
effective organization?

b. If so, which ones and why?
2a. Do each of the fourteen counties have an equal 

amount of influence in determining statewide or 
district Republican party policy?

b. If not, which counties and under what circumstances?



3. Do you believe that the Republican Party in Arizona 
is becoming a more genuine statewide party rather 
than one that derives its main electoral support 
from metropolitan Phoenix?
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Year

1911
1914
19161918
1920
1922
192k
19261928
1930
1932
1933
193k1936
1938
19k0
19k2
mI9k81950
1922
1954

APPENDIX B
ARIZONA REPUBLICAN CANDIDATES FOR UNITED STATES SENATOR, 

UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, AND 
ARIZONA GOVERNORSHIP, 1911-1964

Governor United States Senate United States House of Representatives**
District 1 District 2 District 3

E. W. Wells 
R. H. Cameron
Thomas E. Campbell 

*Thomas E. Campbell 
*Thomas E. Campbell 
Thomas E. Campbell 
Dwight B. Heard 
E. S. Clark 

*John C. Phillips 
John C. Phillips 
J* C. Kinney
T. Maddock 
T. E. Campbell 
J. W. Lee 
J. W. Lee 
J. W. Lee 
J. W. Lee 
Bruce D, Brockett 
B. D. Brockett 

^Howard Pyle 
^Howard Pyle 
Howard Pyle

R. H. Cameron
H. A. Smith 
J. L. Hubbell 
Joseph H. Kibbey
*Ralph H. Cameron 
James H. McClintock
Ralph H. Cameron 
Ralph H. Cameron
Ralph H. Cameron
J. E. Thompson
B. H. Clingan
I. A. Jennings
Fred W. Pickett 
Ward S. Powers
Bruce Brockett 
*Barry M. Goldwater

J. S. Williams
Henry L. Eads 
Henry L. Eads 
Thomas Maddock 
James A. Dunseath 
Emma M. Guild 
W. J. Galbraith 
0. J. Baughn
G. Axline
(No candidate)
H. B. Wilkinson
(Special Election— H. B. Wilkinson) 
H. A. Smith 
G. L. Burgess 
M. E. Cassidy
K. T. Palmer

George R. Darnell and Joseph S. Jenckes 
Margaret Adams Rockwell and A. M. Ward 
Denver C. Henson John H. Curnutte 
John H. Udall Albert R. Buehman 
Carl W. Divelbiss John H. Curnutte H
*John J. Rhodes William C. Frey 
*John J. Rhodes Henry Zipf H



APPENDIX B--Continued

Year Governor United States Senate United States House of Representatives* **
District 1 District 2 District 3

1956
19581960
1961 
1962 
1964

H. B. Griffen 
*Paul Fannin 
*Paul Fannin
*Paul Fannin 
Richard Kleindienst

Ross F. Jones 
*Barry M. Goldwater

Evan Mecham 
*Paul Fannin

*John J. Rhodes John G. Speiden
*John J. Rhodes John G. Speiden
*John J. Rhodes Mac C. Matheson 
(Special Election--Mac C. Matheson)

*John J. Rhodes Richard Burke John Clark
*John J. Rhodes William Kimble Samuel Steiger

*Won Election.
**Elected at-large until 1948.
Source: Bruce B. Mason, Arizona General Election Results, 1911-1960 and Office of the

Arizona Secretary of State,

H
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