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ABSTRACT

This study relies upon life-style as a theoretical
approach to metropolitan and suburban analysis. This theory
states that suburban areas will tend to proliferate (create
a separate governmental authority) in order to protect
certain values.

It was found, in a case study of two Arizona suburbs,
that life-style provides a useful approachmto urban analysis.
However, the residents of a suburban area possessing suffi-
cient resources need not resort to proliferation. Life-
style values may be preserved and maintained through the acts
of informal, politically-active groups which exert pressure
on governmental authorities and therefore exert local control

over their environment.



CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

The technological sophistication of the twentieth
centfuy has transformed the city into a diverse, sprawling
metropolis in a relatively short span of time. Approximately
two-thirds of the population of the United States lived on
farms or in rural communities under 2,000 at the turn of the
century. By 1960, this trend had almost completely reversed
itself with just under two-thirds of the population living in
metropolitan areas.

Nineteenth century technology gave impetus to rapid
~urbanization with the invention of the steam power plant, thé
water main, the electric lamp, telegraph, and many others.
Urbanization matured in the twentieth century with the inven-
tion of the streetcar, the automobile, the septic tank, and
the cesspool.

The impact of the aﬁtomobile has created.what Scott
Greexr has termed "the centrifugal metropolis."l The centri-

fugal metropolis is characterized by numerous population

1. Scott Greer, Governing the Metropolis (New York:
John Wiley and Sons, Inc.:, 1962), p. 20.




clusters scattered throgghout thé urban area. Before the
invention of the automobile and its subéequent wide spread
use, the population of the city was locaéed within what may
be today regarded as a relatively small spatial area; the
automobile enabled residéntial settlements to grow further
away from the city. The septic tank made adequate sanita-
tién facilities no major problem in these fringe settlements.
Retail services were able to follow the settlements using
the truck to transport goods. The result was the formation
of the subcities surrounding the central or core city.

The subcities created by the centrifugal metropolis
sought, in the American tradition of "grass roots democracy"
and local control, té.govern themselves. In some cases,
already existing settlements with éxisting_gévernmental
structures, were repopulated and transformed from a rural to
an urban setting. In either case, the result has been the
~growth of fringe or suburban areas to the point where the
central cities no longer contain a majority of the metrd—
politan population within their polifical jurisdictions.

The centrifugal metropolis has created dozens of suburban
areas, each with its own government, each providing similar

municipal services.



The Problem: The Proliferation of Governments2

The diffusion of governments in the metropolitan
area has been considered by political scientists who have
approached the subject as the problem of the metropolis.3
It has, in fact, been referred to as “the metropolitan prob-
lem." Moreover, it has been considered as the primary ggggg
of urban problems. As Robert O. Warren explains:

Most writers in the field of metropolitan

~government have assumed, usually implicitly, that a
causal relationship exists between formal structure

2. The proliferation of governments refers to the
characteristic of governments operating within a metropoli-
tan area. This characteristic is a set of arrangements
whereby public authority for providing municipal services is
divided among a number of governmental jurisdictions which
are formally independent of each other. This condition has
also been termed "diffusion," "fragmented," "fractionated,"
"multi-nucleated," and "decentralized." The converse of
this condition would be the same services provided by a
single authority. This has been termed an "integrated,"
"centralized," or "nucleated" governmental structure.

3. There have been a number of metropolitan
scholars--traditional and contemporary--who have contributed
to. this viewpoint either implicitly or explicitly. A
partial list of those who have held this view would include
the following: Chester C. Maxey, "The Political Integration
of Metropolitan Communities," National Municipal Review 11
(August, 1922), pp. 229-253; William Bennett Munro, Munici-
pal Government and Administration (New York: Macmillan Co.,
1923); Paul Studenski, The Government of Metropolitan Areas
in the United States (New York: National Municipal League,

. 1930); Victor Jones, Metropolitan Government (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1942); Charles E. Merriam,
Spencer D. Parratt, and Albert Lepawsky, The Government of
the Metropolitan Region: of Chicago (Chicago: University of
Chicago Press, 1933); Robert C. Wood, 1400 Governments

(Garden City: Doubleday and Co., 196l); Greer; John C.
Bollens and Henry J. Schmandt, The Metropolis: Its People,
- Politics, and Economic Life (New York: Harper and Row, 1965).




of government within an area and the performance of
~government, e.g., the degree to which a given set

of organizational arrangements is able to satisfy
public needs. This school of thought presumes that
a multinucleated structure is the primary cause of
the metropolitan problem and that by modifying this
variable through governmental integration partial
and inadequate responses in the public sector will
also be modified so that existing metropolitan prob-
lems will be eliminated or ameliorated.

This assumption represents what can be termed
the majority position of students of government over
the past five decades. Consequently, metropolitan
studies have typically proposed structural integra-
tion in one form or another, on the assumption that
an inverse relationship exists between the number of

~governmental units in an area and an acceptable
level of performance.

Generally, proponents of metropolitan governmental
integration have argued that fragmentation results in (1) no
concerted attack on area-wide problems of the metropolis,
(2) overlapping jurisdictions to provide similar types of
services creating wasteful spending, (3) higher taxes which
could be lower if services were coordinated and integrated,
(4) no central political arena.

As Warren noted, the majority of metropolitan
scholars have identifiedlgovernmehtal proliferation as a
problem. For example, writing in 1942, Victor Jones said:

Disintegrated local government in metropolitan

areas results in unequalized services, in a disparity
between need and fiscal ability to meet the need, and

4., Robert 0. Warren, Government in Metropolitan
Regions: A Reappraisal of Fractionated Political Organiza-
tion (Davis: 1Institute of Governmental Affairs, University
- of California, 1966), p. 2.




in a dispersion and dissipation of political control
of the development of social, economic and political
institutions . . . the problem of providing services
for the entire metropolitan community and of financ-
ing and controlling its local government is ' '
conditioned by its disintegration.

The argument has not lost its primacy since Jones wrote
these words. A more contemporary consideration of the prob-

lem is given by Scott Greer:

. [Tlhis fragmented polity confronts problems that
are areawide in their origins, affecting all parts
of the metropolitan area; they are problems which .
seem, logically and technically, to demand an area-
wide governmental response. Such a response,
however, is difficult to imagine in urban complex

made up of a hundred 8r a thousand separate govern-—
mental jurisdictions. ’

Several solutions have been proposed to meet the
problem of proliferation. The first efforts to remedy the
problem were aimed at total integration of the metropolitan
community by either annexation or governmental consolidation;
in either case, the point was to create a single, unified,
coordinated metropolitan polity. This was considered the
correct position by such metropolitan scholars as Chester C.
Maxey and William Bennett Munro "who stdutly maintained that
as an organic and economic unity the metropolitan community

demanded a unified_government."7

5. Jones, p. 52.
6. Greer, pp. 107-108.

7. Bollens and Schmandt, pp. 587-588.



This was the popular approach until 1930 when Paul

Studenski's The Government of Metropolitan Areas in the

United States was published. Studenski argued that the

proper solution to proliferation would have to be some local
~government version of federalism which would allow fér local
representation, yet still permit unified areawide action in
some sectors of the system. The primary difference in this
second épproach was the retention of local government with
the creation of higher authority binding the local govern-
ments together.

A third approach'to proliferation called for
cooperation on a voluntary basis among the governmental
units in the metropolitan area. This is the most recent
approach and it has been developed in the wake of numerous
metropolitan consolidation attempts by reformers which have
failed. As noted by Bollens and Schmandt; interlocal
cooperation in the form of a voluntary council of govern-—
ments is probably the most realistic approach to the prob-
lem.8 However, it has been heavily criticized for such a
solution seems to do little more than defend the status quo:
"In the vast majority of instances, its use has involved
little more than action of limited scope by two or more

local units in minor and noncontroversial matters."9

8. 1Ibid., p. 588.

9. 1Idem.



If proliferation poses problems in the metropolis,

it may not be, however, the cause of all its problems. Pro-

liferation, more realistically, is the result of an increased

technology and rapid growth. This position is shared by H.
Paul Friesema; after examining the arguments for remedying
~ the problem of proliferation, he writes:

These positions attribute the proliferation of
~governments and the creation of service-by-service
metropolitan wide organizations as essentially the
cause of the difficulties which they find. These
Judgments are made, 1mpllc1tly or explicitly, in
comparison with what the situation would be, if
only the metropolitan area.was unified into a
single political jurisdiction. In that unlikely,
but highly desirable event, programs would be
coordinated, they would be under the control of
the elected officials, and they would also be with-
in the scrutiny of the discerning public. . . .
When the comparison is made explicit, between what
is observed, and what would be most desirable,
there seem to be strong reasons to suspect that
the problems of coordination, of effective control
by elected officials, and of public participation
and scrutiny, while they may be very real and dif-
ficult, are not solved by putting the metropolis
under a. single political tent, because they are not-
created by the fractionated governmental system.
These are problems which can be attributed to such
things as increasing division of labor, specializa-
tion, and technical sophistication. The prolifera-
tion of governments may be of only minor importance
in producing the basic problems. Governmental
unification would surely alter the context, but it
probably would not solve the problem.lO

There is an essential force missing in the metropoli-

tan governmental system: a unifying mechanism which would

10. H. Paul Friesema, "The Metropolis and the Maze
of Local Government," Urban Affairs Quarterly 2 (December,
1966), pp. 85-86.




- bring the political forces together. Greer has characterized
the metropolis of today as the centrifugal metropolis. The
centrifugal forces need to be balanced by some centripetal
forces.

Metropolitan governmental reform movements in the

United States have, as a rule, failed. Among the reasons
for this failure may be that the problem of finding integrat-
ing mechanisms conflicts with the desire to maintain local
control. Generally, the indication has been that where there
is greater diversity and differentiation in social and econo-
mic spheres of the metropolitan community, there is greater
potehtial coﬁflict and a reformed, consolidated government is
less likely to be adopted.ll

However, the statement that the metropolitan
community is a diverse area that tends to resist.governmental
integration, does not explain proliferation. For example,
why have suﬁurban and fringe areas}grown? Why do people
locate in suburbs? What does local control, which implies
~proliferation, mean to residents of a suburb? And, perhaps
most importantly, what does local control mean in the context

of the metropolitan environment?

11. Brett W. Hawkins, "Political Structure,
Ecological Structure and the Outcome of Urban Political Inte-

- gration Referenda" (unpublished paper, undated; mimeo., in

author's possession).



Focus of the Paper and Implications for Proliferation

These are questions with which this.paper will be
concerned. However, suéh questions are concerned with only
one aspect of the problem of metropolitan governmental pro-
liferation. The question of governmental reform will not be
considered in this paper. Instead, this paper will focus on
the suburban area and the reasons behind proliferation and
resistance to governmental consolidation. It is the thesis

of this paper that it is possible for a suburb which is

homogeneous in respect to its residents and exhibits high

socioeconomic characteristics to exert local control without

resort to proliferation and simultaneously protect and main-

taih'certain values shared by the residents of that suburb.
This thesis presumes that suburban areas typically tend to 
proliferate in order to prbtect and maintain certain shared
values. |

The implications of this thesis for the problem of
metropolitan governmental proliferation are twofold: first,

this research is aimed at understanding why suburbs prolifer-

ate and resist consolidation rather than accepting the

problem as "given"; second, if proliferation is considered

as a symptom, rather than a cause, the so-called "problem"
is placed in perspective and a greater understanding of the

| metropolitan area results. In order to develop this thesis,

it is necessary to present a theoretical .orientation to the

study.
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Theoretical Framework: -Life-Style and Local Control

Robert Wood has noted that suburbs are places and
suburbanites are people.12 Although an obvious distinction,
it is aﬁ importanf one. Suburbanites, in their social
environment, exhibit characteristics "which distinguish them
more or less from other Americans.“13

Aside from some notable exceptions, i.e., industrial
suburbs, there is a distinctly suburban way of life which is
based upon certain shared value preferences. These values
are shared among suburbanites as a group in reference to

patterns of living. Further, there are notable differences

between suburbs. For the purposes of this paper, the sum of

the shared value preferences of a given suburb will serve as

a definition of that suburb's life-style.

Sociologist Wendell Bell has identified three value
preference patterns which influence life-style: familism,
upward verﬁical mobility (or career), and consumership.l4
A familism life-style indicates a greater emphasis on the
family and family living; and, as Bell explains: "More than

this, however, are the norms of consumption--the closely

12. Robert C. Wood, Suburbia: Its People and Their
Politics (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1958), p. 1.

13. Idem.

14. Wendell Bell, "The City, the Suburb, and a
Theory of Social Choice," in Scott Greer, et al. (eds.), The

New Urbanization (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1968), pp.
132-168. . ' -
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interwoven set of activities and possessions--that are
correlated with and become symbolic of those who are repre-
sentative of the familism preference pattern."15

Upward mobility indicates the values placed on one's
career and the corresponding time, money, and energy spent
in this pursuit.

A consumer-oriented life-style pattern emphasizes
such values as "having a good time" or "living high" to the
extent that familism and career life-styles become of
secondary importance.

These three choice patterns, although discussed as
each was exclusive of the other, occur in combinations.
Particular groups may, at one time or another, incorporate
all three life-styles, but to varying degrees. Thus, a mid-
dle class suburb, one might suspect, would probably empha-
size the familism life-style to a greater degree than other
life-style values. 1Indeed, this is Bell's hypothesis:

"« « « the move to the suburbs expresses an attempt on
the part of the movers to find a location in which to
conduct family life that is more suitable than
offered by central cities, i.e., that persons moving
to the suburbs are principally those who have chosen
familism as an important element of their life styles
as over against career or consumership.l6

Urban analyst Oliver P. Williams considers life-

style values as the primary impetﬁs to the proliferation of

15. 1Ibid., p. 147.
16. 1Ibid., p. 151.
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~governments in the metropolitan area.l? williams considers
one of the most important tactics used by suburbs in real-
izing life-style values is "homogeneous and complementary
.groupings.“lg The suburb, as a political unit smaller than
the central city and with a governmental strﬁcture whiqh is
autonomous, experiences a general agreement of consensus
aﬁong its residents as to the preferred life-style values.
Thué, there is little political conflict iﬁ the suburb and

therefore:

Following the logic of this strategy, a
decentralized (suburbanized) metropolitan govern-
mental pattern appears to be the superior mode to a
centralized (consolidation) one for the enhancement
of life-style values. Under the former arrangement,
diverse groups need not constantly compete in the
same political arena, a situation characteristic of
heterogeneous units, such as the core city (particu-
larly as it has existed traditionally).l®

There are, however, some questions left unanswered
by the life-style theory. First, Bell's analysis notwith-
standing, there is some question as to the primary elements
of life-style. Bell's analysis of life-style is oriented to
the sociological characteristics of life-style while

Williams' analysis is more concerned with homogeneity and

l7. Oliver P. Williams, "Life Style Values and
Political Decentralization in Metropolitan Areas," South-

western Social Science Quarterly 48 (December, 1967), pp.
299-310.

18. Ibid., p. 303.
19. Idem.
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spatial relationships. In other words, Bell's work is
useful in determining the relationship between cities and
suburbs. Williams' analysis of life~style indicates that
different suburbs may exhibit differing life-style values
which may be reflected in an ecological sense. Thus, if
life-style values are to be considered as the salient vari-
able leading to homogeneous groupings, what types of values
will unite what types of homogeneous suburbs? It should be
noted that Williams terms those suburbs with homogeneous
_groups as "specializing suburbs," instead of homogeneous
suburbs for a suburb may still contain a small amount of
diverse groups.

In Bell's analysis one may agree that the suburban
movement does reflect an attempt to conduct family life in a
more suitable environment. However, what are the different
unifying factors which may unite the residents of a middle
class suburb as opposed to those factors which may unite an
upper class suburb?

Williams argues that there afe no clear-cut
variables, that the entire spectrum of social, economic,
cultural, and political variables will come into play.
However, what is the relationship between these variables?
One may posit the assumptioh that not all these variablés
will weigh equally in the determination or development of
life—stYle values. 1In elaborating upon Williams' thesis,

the following hypothesis is presented for testing:
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H-1. If a suburb specializes in high socioeconomic

status groups, then the political behavior of its residents

will be influenced primarily by social values.

A second question left unanswered by the life-style
theory lies in the precise difference between an incorporated’
suburb and an unincorporated suburb. Theoretically, an
incorporated suburb will be better able to preserve and pro-
tect life-style values for the creation of its own autonomous
~governmental authority insures that demands by residents will
be more or less homogenized; thus discord and conflict will
be eliminated. An unincorporated suburb, however, does not
enjoy this advantage, theoretically. Instead, the demands
of residents‘of an unincorporated suburb must be considered
by a higher gqvernmental authority--in most caées county
~government. The higher governmental authority has a diverse
and heterogeneous bonstituency and the demands of suburban
residents must compete in such a political arena.

However, it would seem that the residents of an
unincorporated suburb may still exert local control by way of
politically-active‘groups. These groups, such as homeowners
associations, are informal and obviously without formal
public authority. ietropoiitan researchers have been
criticized for their strict focus upon formal governmental

o_rganizations.20 Although some attention has been given to

20. Friesema, p. 78.
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ad hoc or informal relations, the extent to which such
relations influence the metropolitan political environment
is not clear. The question under consideration is: to what
extent may an unincorporated suburb, which is not fortunate
enough to have a political boundary around it, influence the
decisions of the governmental authority to which it must
turn for governance? 1In response to this question, the
following hypothesis will be tested;

H-2. If a specializing suburb is unincorporated and

possesses sufficient resources, then it is possible for that

suburb to exert local control through politically-active

~groups to approximately the same extent as it is for an

incorporated suburb to exert local control.

The following corollaries will also be tested in

this study:

C-1l. If a suburb's political behavior is influenced

primarily by social values, then economic values will be

secondary.

C-2. If a suburb's political behavior is influenced

primarily by social values and that suburb specializes in

high socioeconomic status groups, then the nature of social

values influencing that suburb will tend to center around

land use policy.

C-3. If a suburb specializes in high socioeconomic

status groups, the concern for life-style values will not
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necessarily reflect a corresponding concern for municipal-

type services.

C-4. If an individual is a resident of a suburb

whose residents tend to view life-style values in terms of

low density spatial patterns, then that resident will tend

to view his suburb, as it relates to the metfopolitan core

area, in terms of mutually exclusive and conflicting images.

C-5. 1If a suburb specializes in high socioeconomic

status groups and is incorporated, then the residents of

that suburb will tend to view their suburb in terms of com-

munity more so than the residents of an unincorporated

suburb would tend to view their suburb.

C-6. If a suburb specializing in high socioeconomic

status groups is not incorporated, the residents of that

suburb will tend to view governmental integration in more

favorable terms than the residents of an incorporated suburb.

(However, this does not mean that the residents of the
unincorporated suburb will necessarily view integration in
positive terms.)

C-7. If an individual is a resident of a high

socioeconomic status group suburb, he will tend to view

metropolitan area problems and his role in helping to solve

these problems largely in terms of impotence.
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Annexation and Incorporation in Two Arizona Communities

The two communities selected for study are Paradise
Valley, Arizona, an incorporated township located in the
Phoenix Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SMSA), and
the Cataline Foothills, an unincofporated area located north-
east of the City of Tucson in the Tucson SMSA. The Phoenix
SMSA includes all of Maricopa County, while the Tucson SMSA
includés all of Pima County. The two communities are simi-
lar in terms of socioeconomic status as both rank high in
this category. 'The metropolitan areas of Phoenix and Tucson,
however, show significant -differences, as. shown by Table 1.

This difference may be considered in terms of
‘govefnmental proliferation. The Phoenix SMSA, nearly three
times as large as the Tucson SMSA population wise, contains
18 municipalities as opposed to two in the Tucson SMSA.
What the data do not show, however, is that the Tucson SMSA
contains no suburban municipalities. Thus, the Tucson area
contains suburban areas but no incorporated suburbs.

bThe two municipalities in the Tucson SMSA are the
City of Tucson and the Town of South Tucson. The latter is.
a small area which does not exhibit any of the characteris-
tics normally associated with residential suburban areas.

Governmentally, then, the Tucson SMSA is relatively
centralized. This is in contrast to the proliferated

Phoenix SMSA. The contrast is particularly vivid when seen

in terms of two municipalities to 18.
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Table 1

Governments in Tucson and Phoenix?

Phoenix SMSA Tucson SMSA

Total Land Area (in square miles) 9,226 9,241
Population Total, 1968 937,005 . 335,0009
Population Total, 1960 663,5102 265,6602
Population in Municipally

Governed Areas, 1968 789,599¢C 248,000€
Population in Municipally '

Governed Areas, 1960 561,496 219,8962
Number of Local Governments

(all types) 110 24
Municipalities 18 2
Single Function Districts 36 4
Total School Districts 55 17

Sources: (a) U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Census,
1967 Census of Governments; (b) Maricopa County Department
of Planning and Zoning, 1967-1968 Annual Report Including
Trends from 1953 to 1968 (mimeo, 1968), Table 5; (c) Idem.;
(d) City of Tucson Planning Division and Pima County Plan-
ning Department, Population Study: 1967 (January 1, 1967),
p. 6; (e) City of Tucson, Tucson Annual Budget 1968-1969.

Paradise Valley is an incorporated township located
northeast of Phoenix. It is solely a residential community
with the exception of some resort hotels and country clubs
in the area. No retail outlets such as food stores or gaso-

line stations are allowed within the town's boundary.
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In 1961, aftef two previous failures, a group of
Paradise Valley residents succeeded in incorporating a three
and one-half square-mile area. After incorporation, neigh-
boring areas were annexed to the Town of Paradise Valley.
The incorporation af Paradise Valley was followed by a bill
passed in the state legislature which pfohibits an area
‘within six miles of an incorporated town or municipality
from iﬁcorporating without the neighboring municipality's
consent.

The Catalina Foothills area,; as noted above, is an
unincorporated area located northeast of Tucson. In 1964-65
this area successfully resisted annexation attempts by the
City of Tucson. And again, in 1967, the area was also suc-
cessful in quieting annexation talk by the City. Although
this area is prohibited from incorporating and therefore not
enjoying the degree of local control apparently exercised by
Paradise Valley, the Foothills area21 was still successful
in resisting metropolitan governmental integration. Thus,
the requirement for tésting of the second hypothesis--an
area exhibiting the advantage of local control and another
area without this advantage--is present. ‘These two
communities will serve to operationalize testing of the

hypothesis and corollaries postulated in this chapter.

2l1. For the purpose of this study, the terms
“Catalina Foothills," and "Foothills" will be used inter-
.changeably to indicate the same area.
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Methodology

Data for this study will be drawn from three sources:
newspaper material, census data and other quantitative data
| such as city and county surveys, and 41 interviews of resi-
dents in Paradise Valley and the Catalina Foothills area.
Newspaper material will be used to provide a background for
the issues of annexation and incorporation. Census data
will be used primarily in describing the socioeconomic
characteristics of the two suburbs, and thus to some extent
describing life-style.

The interview data will comprise the basic
information of the study. In selecting those to be inter-
viewed, special attention was given to the respondent's role’
in either annexation or incorporation. In the Foothills
area, this presented problems for annexation opponents were
not confined to the Foothills area alone; thus, some persons
were interviewed who were not residents of the Foothills,
but surrounding areas. Of the 21 respondents interviewed in
conjunction with the issue of annexation in the Foothills,
six were not acﬁual residents of the area; however, all six
respondents were highly active in the issue of annexation.

Respondents were -asked questions relating first to
their attitude toward their choice of residence and their
concerns relating to specific issues of-local control--

incorporation and annexation. The results of these questions
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were then compiled into tables. The occupations of respond-

ents is presented in Table 2.

Table 2

Occupational Breakdown of Respondents in
Paradise Valley and Catalina Foothills, 1969

Paradise Catalina Total
Businessman 8 9 17
Developers 3 4 7
Retired 3 3 |
Housewife . 4 1 5
Attorney 1 1l 2
Public Official 1 1 2
College Professor - 1 1
Secretary ' et 1 1
Total 20 21 41

This study will utilize two basic methods in deter-
mining life-style values. Census data will be used to
indicate demographic differences between the communities
studied and the remainder of the SMSA. Attitudinal data are
used to indicate pfeference patterns also.

With respect to the problem of local control, an
analysis of decisions regarding land use policy in the Foot-
hills will be presented. Methodology will be further

explicated in the text.



CHAPTER 2
INCORPORATION IN PARADISE VALLEY

The purpose of this chapter is to provide a brief
background of the events concerning Paradise Valley and its
efforts to incorporate. The following chapter will provide
similar background for the Catalina Foothills area and its
.efforts to ward off annexation attempts by the City of
Tucson.

The first large-scale development of Maricopa County
was.spurred by mining and agricultural development. In
1880, the census reported a population of 5,689 in Maricopa.
The core cityf-Phoenix-—was incorporated in 1850, largely
through the efforts of the Salt River Valley Town Associa-
tion. In 1881, the population of Phoenix was 1,708; the
city encomﬁassed approximately one-half square-mile. Agri-
cultural development was made possible by water developers,
p;incipally the Swilling Irrigatioh Canal Company which
began its operations in the area in 1868.

The growth of the area sinée 1880 has avéraged 83
percent per decade. However, like many areas in the West,
Maricopa County's greatest growth was experienced in the

years following the Second World War. The 1940 census

22
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pegged the area's population at little more than 186,000.
By 1960, the population had climbed to more than 630,000.
Thebgréwth.rate during this pefiod was more than 450
éercent.l

Prior to its rapid development in the post-war
period, Paradise Valley resembled many similar fringe areas
throughout the country. Facilities such as roads and util-
ities were absent, thereby limiting development to ranching
and agriculture.

This was the case with-one exception, however. The
area, due to its favorable climate, proved to be an excel-
lent location for resort or dude ranch developments. One of
the earlier and most popular resorts. was the Camelback Inn.
It attracted numerous winter visitors who were later to
settle in the area on a year-round basis.

Historically, Paradise Valley was the name of.an
area which éncompassed more than 58 square-miles of desert
northeast of Scottsdale. Today, those not living within the
boundaries of the Town of Paradise Valley, may still consi-
der themselves residents of Paradise Valley. The southern
boundary'of the area is one of the Phoenix area's most dis-
tinctive landmarks: Camelback Mountain. The Valley's

remaining boundaries are a subject easily disputed. However

1. David A. Bingham and Dean E. Mann, "Government
in Arizona's Metropolitan Areas. Part I. Maricopa County,"
Arizona Review of Business and Public Administration 8
(November, 1959), pp. 2, 5.




24

for descriptive purposes, the northern boundary may be
considered to be Shea Boulevard; Scottsdale Road may be con-
sidered the area's east boundary; and Thirty-second Street
may be considered the area's west boundary.

From 1950 to incorporation in 1961, the most
influential group in Paradise Valley was the Paradise Valley
Improvement Associatioﬁ (PVIA). The group was first formed
in December, 1949,2 with the motto: "To Be Nation Right and
State Right, We Must First Be Community Right."3 During its
first five and a half years of-existence, however, the PVIA
came to consider £he task of being "community right" as
inordinately difficult. This difficulty was the result
primarily of the PVIA's relations with the Maficopa County
Planning and Zoning Commission and Board of-Subervisors. As
an active voice in zoning matters before the county, the
PVIA experienced numerous frustrations. The reasons for
this feeliné,_generally shared by the members of the Associ-
ation's Board of Directors, are found in the county's zoning
decisions. |

This was trﬁe until March, 1956. It was at this
time that the Twenty-third Arizona Legislature revised the

state's incorporation statutes. Very little was done to

2. Phoenix Gazette, December 12, 1949, p. 6.

3. Paradise Valley Improvement Association, Letter,
May, 1950 (in authoxr's possession).
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revise the law--more simple language was used--with one
exception: the term "community" was defined. Arizona's
incorporation law allows that an area having 500 or more
residents may incorporate if that area's residents submit
petitions containing the signatures of persons owning two-
thirds of the real property as reflected in assessed valua-
tion. A second method allows that an area may incorporate
by submitting a petition containing the signatures of ten
percent of the real property owners in the area and calling
for an election to decide the question of incorporation.4
Until March, 1956, the statute used the term "community"
stating:

A. When two-thirds of the real property tax-
payers residing in a community containing a popula-
tion of 500 or more inhabitants petition the board
of supervisors, setting forth the metes and bounds
of the community, and the name under which the
petitioners desire to be incorporated, and praying
for incorporation of the community into a city or
town, and the board is satisfied that two-thirds of
the real property taxpayers residing in the commun-
ity have signed the petition, it shall, by an order

entered of record, declare the community incorpo-
rated as a city or town.3

The precise definition of "community" was not made a part of
the statute until 1956. "Community" was defined in the
following manner:

« + « the word community shall mean a locality in
which a body of people reside in more or less

4. Arizona, Revised Statutes, Section 9-101 (1956).

5. Idem.
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proximity having common interests in such services
as public health, public protection, fire protec-
tion, and water which bind together people of the
area, and where the people are acquainted and
mingle in business, social, educational and
recreational activities.®6

The definition of "community" removed any doubts as to the
validity of an incorporation attempt in Paradise Valley and

thus amounted to enabling legislation for the PVIA.

The Decision to Incorporate and
the Two Resulting Failures

Almost immediately after this "enabling legislation,”
the PVIA Board of Directors decided to incorporate Paradise

Valley. In a bulletin circulated to members, the Directors
said:

The zoning situation in Paradise Valley has
become acute. Two things have become apparent.
One, there are very powerful interests working
against our way of living; and two, the Maricopa
County Planning and Zoning Commission and the Board
of Supervisors show an utter lack of cooperation in
protecting our zoning. 1In fact, they seem to lean
over backwards to help subd1v1ders, explomters, and
developers who wish to downgrade zoning.

The bulletin continued specifjing alleged zoning abuses by.
the county. Perhaps thé most serious zoning abuse, the PVIA
explained, was the downgrading of zoning for a new resort
development--Mountain Shadows‘Country Club.l The resort

built homes in connection with the club which the PVIA

6. Idem.

7. Paradise Valley Improvement Association,
Bulletin, September 6, 1956, p. 1 (in author's possession).
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objected to since the homes were built three and four to an
acre. The majority of homes in Paradise Valley were--and
still are--built one to an aére. |

Incorporation was opposed by both Scottsdale and
Phoenix. In addition, a Paradise Valley group called the
Paradise Valley Property Owners Association (PVPOA) also
opposed the incorporation move. 8

For ;early a year, the PVIA worked to incorporate a
27 square-mile area in Paradise Valley. At this time, it
became apparent that the PVIA did not have enough signatures
to incorporate the entire area. The PVIA was approached by
Chafles Mieg, a wealthy Paradise Valley developer. Mieg,
who had made a fortune developing and subdividing property
in Paradise Valley, offered to take over the iﬁcorporation
effort.

Mieg's first act was to cut the proposed size of the
community from the 27 square-miles originally envisioned by
the PVIA to approximately five and one-half square-miles.
This obviously cut the job of incorporation considerably for
instead of 3,000 residents to canvass for signatures, Mieg
and his associates estimated there were about 1,300 to 1,500

residents to canvass.9

8. Arizona Republic, June 23, 1957, sec. 2, p. 5.

9. Arizona Republic, August 14, 1957, p. 18.
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Meanwhile, incorporation opponents--primarily the
PVPOA--were circulating petitions requesting those residents
who had signed Mieg's incorporation petition to withdraw
their names. 1In February, 1958, Mieg filed petitions
requesting incorporation of the Town of Paradise Valley with
the Board of Supervisors. Two weeks after the filing of
Mieg's petition, the number of signature withdrawals had
swelled to 132.10 |

The reason for the signature withdrawals lies in the
nature of the area. As a wintér mecca, Paradise Valley's
residents were often residents of another metropolitan area
and often considered the Paradise Valley area as only a
winter home. A primary tactic used by anti-incorporation
forces to urge withdrawals was to point out this fact and
bring up the question of "double taxation." This was
apparently.a moot question. However, it was argued by
incorporation opponents that if residents did sign the peti-
tion for incorporation, they would declare themselves to be
"real property taxpayers" and would therefore be subject to
income and inheritance taxes in both their residences.

The wholesale defection of incorporation petition
signatures brought the percentage of those signing down to

52. In March, 1958, the supervisors denied incorporation to

10. Arizona Republic, February 26, 1958, p. 1.
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Paradise Valley due to the lack of signatures.ll

Thus,
after two unsuccessful attempts, Paradise Valley remained

unincorporated.

The Third and Final Incorporation Attempt

From March, 1958 to late 1960, the PVIA continued to
battle for low density zoning. The association wanted to
retain full-acre zoning while the majority of real estate
developers desired commercial acre zoning. The full-acre
lot is 43,560 square-feet} the commercial acre lot is 35,000
square-feet. Developers é;guea before the Maricopa County
Planning and Zoning Commission that the commercial acre made
development less expensive since the difference between the
éommercial and net acre meant land for streets and alleys.
The PVIA, on the other hand, argued that there was no short-
age of land in the area and that the existing land use
pattern favored the full acre lot.12 However, by July, 1959,
a large part of Paradise Valley had been rezoned for commer-
cial acre development.13

In November, 1959, the Arizona Supreme Court

declared the Maricopa County zoning ordinance null and void.

1l1. Arizona Republic, March 7, 1958, p. 9.

. 12. Arizona Republic, March 21, 1958, p. 8; March
25, 1958, p. 15; January 8, 1959, p. 16; April 12, 1959, sec.
5, p. 24. '

13. Phoenix Gazette, July 22, 1959, p. 18.
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This decision was based upon the fact that inadequate and
improper notice had been given at the time of the statute's
adoption in 1953. In the meantime, the county was to be
without a zoning ordinance for 90 days; this interim period
was to provide proper notice. 4

The importance of this hiatus for the Paradise
Valléy area became clear when eight subdivision plats were
filed with the Maricopa County Recorder's Office. Because
of the absence of a zoning statute, the plats did not
require the Planning and Zoning Commission's approval. The
plats indicated that homes would be built on lots of a
quarter—-acre; the eight subdivisions totaled more than 1,000
lots in the Paradise Valley area.. It was noted by the
County's zoning commission attorney that there'was nothing
the commission could do to block the small-lot subdivisions.15
However, county health regulations regarding adequate waste
disposal fécilities did block developments which had a
density higher than four houses to the acre.1®

In March, 1961, the PVIA announced that a committee
had been formed to investigate incorporation for Paradise

Valley. However, the decision to incorporate had been mades

far in advance of this announcement. Again, the expressed

14. Arizona Republic, November 26, 1959, p. 1l.

15. Arizona Republic, January 30, 1960, p. 1.

16. Arizona Republic, February 3) 1960, p. 26.
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purpose for incorporation was to preserve low density zoning
and to keep commercial zoning out of the area.17

The PVIA faced opposition from the PVPOA once again;
however, Phoenix and Scottsdale told the press they would
not oppose incorporation.18

vThe area proposed for incorporation encompassed
three and a half square-miles. Virtually every commercial
development was excluded from the proposed area, as were all
areas owned by incorporation opponents. Incorporation pro-
ponents were, by this time, under pressure to complete the
incqrporation requirements before a bill pending in the
state legislature would become effective. This statute
would prohibit the incorporation of any community located
within six miles of an existing incorporated town or munici-
pality having a population of 5,000 or more; further, the
statute would prohibit incorporation of any area within
three mileg of a neighboring municipality or town without
that incorporated area's permission.

Incorporation petitions were filed in April, 1961
with the supervisors. Immediately following this action,
legal suits were filed in Superior Court. The first of
these suits requested a temporary restraining order against

the incorporation move. The order was granted; however, the

17. Arizona Republic, March 10, 1961, p. 16.
18. Arizona Republic, April 15, 1961, p. 12.
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suit was subsequently dropped when it became apparent to
incorporation opponents that the supervisors would again
reject the petitions.19

By May 4, chances that the supervisors would rule in
favor of the incorporation seemed remote, since a total of
114 persons had withdrawn their names from the petition.
The PVIA was again having trouble persuading residents that
increased taxes would not result from the incorporation or
that residents would not be liable for income and inheri-

tance taxes.zo'

A public hearing on the petitions for incorporation
of Paradise Valley was held on May 8, 1961l. The verbatim
report of this hearing runs well over a hundred pages.
Basically, attorneys for incorporation opponents and pro-
ponents argued two issues: the question of whether there
were enough signatures on the petition and whether or not
the proposeé town was a community as defined by the state
statute. After this lengthy debate, the supervisors took
the issue under advisement and adjourned.21

Two weeks later, the supervisors voted unanimously

to incorporate Paradise Valley. Board Chairman Barney W.

19. Arizona Republic, May 4, 1961, p. 13.

20. Arizona Republic, April 27, 1961, p. 10.

21. Maricopa County Board of Supervisors, Minutes of

Meetings of the Board of Supervisors, meeting of May 8, 1961.
(Typewritten.) o
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Burns was apparently the chief supporter of incorporation.

The Arizona Republic welcomed the new town by writing,

"Paradise Valley could go down in history as the first

Arizona town born with the urge to restrictvgrowth."22

Incorporation Aftermath

Immediately following the incorporation, the town
accepted annexation petitions from adjacent territory and
continued to do so until the town had grown from its
original three and a half to eleven and a half square-miles.

Less than two weeks after the supervisors had ruled
on Paradise Valley's incorporation, State Attorney General
Robert Pickrell announced that the incorporation would be
challenged in the courts. The State's suit charged that the
"sole and only reason for incorporation was to prevent any
changes in the use of land and to preserve the present resi-
dential character of the entire incorporated community."23
Second, the suit claimed that the area was not a community’
according to the legal definition. Third, it was charged
that no facts were presented to the supervisors "from which

a determination that the area was a community could have

been made."24

22.. Arizona Republic, May 25, 1961, p. 1.

23. State of Arizona ex rel Pickrell v. Downey,
et al., 102 Ariz. 361 (1967).

24, Idem.
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In Superior Court on October 4, 1962, Paradise
Valley's incorporation was upheld. Superior Court Judge
Jack Hays ruled that both the issue of community and the
number of signatures were invalid with respeét to the
State's case.

The case was appealed to the Arizona Supreme Court.
This decision was handed down on November 27, 1967. Chief
Justice Charles Bernstein, writing the unanimous opinion,
stated that Paradise Valley did constitute a community and
further, that Paradise Valley residents had similar business
interests, professions, and occupations. The court, however,
reménded the case back to Superior Court to decide the
question of the number of signatﬁres on the incorporation

petition. As of this writing, a trial date has not been

scheduled.25

The state's incorporation law has been revised since
Paradise Vélley first attempted to incorporate. The first
of these statutes has been noted. This law prohibits a
community from incorporating within six miles of an existing
town or municipality. The second statute was passed in 1968
by the Twenty-eighth Arizona Legislature. The law provides
thét if an incorporated area should be successfully chal-
lenged as to the validity of its incorporation, that

incorporated area'may simply file a petition with the

25. Ibid., pp. 362-363.
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supervisors to hold an election on the question of
incorpo;ation without respect to the existing state statutes
concerning incorporation. In the case of Paradise Valley
this means that if incorporation should be ruled invalid,

an election may be held to re-incorporate without regard to
the six-mile limit which would normally prohibit such

incorporation.26

26. Arizona, 1968 Session Laws, Twenty-eighth
Legislature, sec. 9-101.01.




CHAPTER 3
ANNEXATION IN THE CATALINA FOOTHILLS

The City of Tucson has its origins as a Spanish
military outpost and settlement in the eighteenth and nine-
teenth centuries. In 1870, Tucson's population.numbered
little more than 3,300. By 1905, it had a popﬁlation of
about 10,500.

| Agriculture and'mining did not play as large a role
in the growth of the Tucson area as was the case in the
Phoenix area. However, with mining and agriculture located
southeast of Tucson, there was the indirect effect of these
activities upon the "Old Pueblo." The building of the
Southern Pacific Railfoad-through Tucson in 1880 made the
city a vital transportation center.

Growth in the Tucson metropolitan area resembles
that of the Phoenix area. Between 1940 and 1950 the popula-

tion doubled. Between 1950 and 1960 the population doubled

again.

1. Dean E. Mann and David A. Bingham, "Government
in Arizona's Metropolitan Areas. Part II. Pima County,"
Arizona Review of Business and Public Administration 8
(December, 1959), pp. 1-3.

36
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The Catalina Foothills remained undeveloped until
the late 1950's due to the lack of full-scale development of
water and utilities. Unlike Paradise Valley, the Foothills
area had little resort activity or development despite its
ideal climate. Today, with the exception of the Skyline and
Tucson Country Clubs, there is still little resort
development.

The Foothills area encompasses some 38 square-miles,
most of which remains undeveloped today. The northern
boundary of the Foothills area-is the Coronado National
Forest which includes the Santa Catalina Mountains. The
areé's western boundary may be loosely defined as the Tucson-
Florence Highway; the eastern boundary may be considered as
Sabino Canyon Road; the southern boﬁndary is the Rillito
River.

| These boundaries are outlined by the Catalina’

Foothills Area Plan (see appendix) which was adopted in 1959
by the Pima County Board of Supervisors. The plan desig-
nates land use patterns for the future. At the time of its
adoption, the plan showed a future high school, two junior
high schools, and ten elementary séhools. The plan also
alloted space for six major shopping centers and two smaller
village centers. The remainder of the area was zoned for
suburban ranch (SR), which is four acres per dwelling unit

and for commercial acre (CR-1l) homesites which allows a
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commercial acre per lot minimum. It should be noted that
much of the Foothills area is rocky with numerous washes,
making development of units on less than a commercial acre
difficult. Like Paradise Valley, the Foothills area also

has problems regarding adequate waste disposal for no sewer
lines are available. Thus, septic tanks and leaching fields'
must be used which requires adequate space for such fields.

Tucson's greatest era of expansion occurred during
1957-60. The city's annexation activities during this
period did not involve thé Foothills; however, these annexa-
tions will be considered briefly before the two subsequent
attémpts involving the Foothills area.

Arizona's annexation law requires that a petition
containing the signatures of not less than half of the'value
"of ‘the real and personal property as would be subject to
taxation"? be submitted to the annexing town or municipality.
There are ﬂo election requirements and petitions may be
passed by property owners in the proposed annexation area or-
by officials of the annexing town or municipality.3

During the 1957 period, Tucson annexed a total of
53.73 square-miles and added 92,300 persons to its popula-

tion. Before this annexation drive, the Tucson City Limits

2. Arizona, Revised Statutes, Section 9-471 (1956).

3. Idem.
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included less than 20 square miles; after the annexation

drive the city limits encompassed 70.87 square-miles.4

The First Attempt to Annex the Foothills

In July, 1964, the City of Tucson announced
annexation plans which would bring an estimated 30,000
persons and 18 and a half square-miles into the city. The
vplan included the Foothills area and'Foothills residents
responded with opposition from virtually every existing
development in the area. The primary subdivisions voicing
opposition were Casas Adobes, Indian Ridge Estates, Tucson
Country Club Estates, and the Catalina Foothills Estates.
The only means through which residents of these areas could
voice their opposition was their respective homeowners
associations.?

Perhaps the most vocal of these associations was the
Casas Adobes Community Club which appointed a committee to
wvage an "aggressive campaign against annexation."6 In the
official press release, the Club said that annexation was
proposed by "the public officials of the City of Tucson as a

means of increasing tax revenues payable to such city and

4. David A. Bingham, "Municipal Growth by Annexa-
tion, 1957-60," Arizona Review of Business and Public
Administration 9 (August-September, 1960), pp. 11-15.

5. Arizona Daily Star, July 25, 1964, sec. A, p. 7.

6. Arizona Daily Star, August 8, 1964, sec. B, p. 1l.
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not for the purpose of assisting and rendering municipal
services to persons owning property and residing in said
areas."’ Annexation was opposed for this reason and for the

fear that the city would break down low density zoning in

the area.8

The City, however, argued that annexation would
bring a $60 to $75 annual savings for the residents outside
the ciﬁy. Tucson Budget Director James Hobart told the
press: "What is disturbing is that most people assume they
will just pay an added $1.75 city tax rate, and fail to con-
sider what they get for their money."9 Hobart said the
$1.75 per $100 assesged valuation rate would be offset by
many city services. For this rate, residents would auto-
matically receive free fire protection, garbage service,
library and sewer service. Additionally, £f£ire insurance
rates would decrease once property comes under the protec-
tion of the Tucson Fire Department. "These are obvious
services," said Hobart, "but there are others such as master
planning, water development, and the like which the home-

owner is normally unaware of until these things are put into

10
effect."”

7. Idem.

8. Idem.

9. Arizona Daily Star, August 20, 1964, sec. B, p. 1.
10. Idem. '
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It was also pointed out that persons living outside
the city limits who were being served city water would
immediately receive a monthly savings on their water bill.

In areas served by a private water company, savings would
result when the city purchased the private company.ll

Recognizing the existence of strong opposition, the
city decided to decrease the proposed annexation area to
11.25 square-miles and an estimated 26,500 persons. However,
a few subdivisions in the Catalina Foothills remained in the
annexation plan.12

In their attempt to convince residents of the merits .
of énnexation, city officials began a public relations cam-
paign speaking to various groups. However, in an appearance
before the Casas Adobes Community Club, Tucsonycity Manager
Mark Keane ran into strong, if not abusive, opposition.

Keane told Casas Adobes residents: "You use the city's
facilitiesJ-you are paft of Tucson. As Tucson goes, SO goes
your area."'3 Keane said that if Tucson's population were
not increased, the city would lose $150,000 annually in

state sales tax revenues. He also cited the argument that

it would be cheaper to be in the city than to pay for the

1l. 1Idem.

12. Arizona Daily Star, September 14, 1964, sec. B,

13. Arizona Daily Star, September 16, 1964, sec. A,
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various services that the county could not provide. These
statements, however, went unheeded as the group voted to

oppose annexation. The Arizona Daily Star noted that the

~general tenor of the meeting was not cordial:

Statements from community group leaders and
questions from the audience were put to Keane, often
abusively. At one point Keane told the group: We
are to you the great ogres from the south coming to
force you into the city. We are all hereon our own
time--we have nothing to gain personally whether you
are annexed or not. You say the slums are the

Mayor and Council's shames--they should be all our
shames. 14

By April, 1965, the city had given up its attempts
to annex the northside areas. This area encompassed more
than 3,000 acres and 10,000 persons. The city failed to
obtain sufficient signatures for annexation. However, the
city experienced great success in annexing eastside areas
covering an estimated population of 13,000 and a 2,500 acre
area.}® It should be noted that the eastside areas contain
subdiyisions which have higher density zoning than in the

Foothills.

The Second "Attempt" to Annex the Foothills

In March, 1968, newly elected Tucson Mayor James
Corbett, Jr., announced perhaps the most ambitious annexa-

tion program to date. The program would bring an estimated

l4. Idem.

'L5. Arizona Daily Star, April 2, 1965, sec. B, p. 1.
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50,000 residents into the city. Corbett said he would bring
annexation opponents into the city "kicking, screaming, and

w16 j¢ necessary. The plan envisioned annexation

stomping,
of nearly all the industrial and residential areas ringing
the city. According to the state statute, to bring oppo-
nents in against their will, the city would have to have at
.least 51 percent of the assessed valuation in the proposed
'annexaﬁion area agree to the act.17 |

In order to gain the necessary support, Corbett
apparently lcoked toward the Tucson International Airport
with its high assessed value. In the area where the airport
is located--south of the city--there is also a large indus-
trial area and Corbett looked toward this area as having the
potential value, apparently, to bring the remaining dissi-
dents into the city.

In announcing his annexation propogal, Corbett said:
"If they are approached on a pride basis, on a realistic
basis, I think they will come in. If they don't, we'll have
to say 'you're coming in anyway.'"18 The Mayor said he
anticipated an additional $1 million in assessed valuation

would result in the annexation drive--if successful. He

said- this would help alleviate the city's financial situation

16. Tucson Daily Citizen, March 14, 1968, p. 1.

17. Idem.

18. Idem.
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by allowing an increased bonding capacity. The city,
according to the Mayor, had $15-20 million in revenue bonds
approved for sale but could not be sold due to bonding
limitations imposed by statute.l?

Northside residents girded for the annexation
battle. Several homeowners associations vowed to fight.
However, the associations banded together and formed a
central steering committee, the Unified Committee Against
Annexation (UCAA), to fight the city. A list of these home-
owners associations is presented in Table 3; those associa-
tions marked with an asterisk are Foothills area
associations. Chairman of the UCAA, Parker Perry, Jr.,
estimated that his committee represented approximately 90
percent of the 50,000 residents. 4

Almost as quickly as the annexation fires had been
kindled, they were quieted. There is an element of mystery
in why this was the case. The UCAA--still in existence at
the time of this writing--was not sure what Corbett's annex-
ation plan actually was or how it was to be implemented.

Due to immediate opposition, the city apparently decided not
to continue with the annexation plan. This may have been
the result of a lack of support from the airport and neigh¥

boring industrial areas.

19. Idem.
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Table 3

Members of Unified Committee Against Annexation, 1969

Arrowhead Hills

Buena Vista

Casas Adobes Assn.*

Catalina Foothills Assn%*

Catalina Townhouses Assn.¥

Centennial Park 3

Cobo Protection Assn.

Cochise Estates

Coronado Foothills Assn.*

Cortarp Homeowners Assn.

Desert Palms Park Assn.

East Speedway (8000s)

Flecha Caida Homeowners Assn.*

Ft. Lowell Road-Country Club
to Columbus

Harmony Homes

Harrison Estates

Hermosa Highlands Assn.

Hermoso Hills Estates

Hidden Valley

Indian Ridge Foothills*

Industrial Park Site Assn.

La Mira

Melody Lanes Estates

Northmanor Homeowners Assn.

Oracle Foothills East Assn.*

Oracle Foothills Estates §$2%*

Oracle Foothills Estates #8%

Pantano Ridge

Pantano Speedway Neighborhood

Total Associations: 58

Total Foothills Associations:

Paradise Mountain Estates

Park Elmonte & West

Patterson Estates

Perdido Estates

Pima County Horseman's Assn.

Rillito River Improvement
Assn.

River Bottom-Swan Area

River Road-Dodge Area

River Road-East of Swan

Riverside Gardens

Riverside Terrace Homeowners

Rodeo City Area

-Roger Road-Limberlost Area

Romero Park

Sabino Vista

Saguaro Forest Assn.

Santa Catalina Estates?*

Shadow Mt. Homeowners Assn.¥*

Shadow Roc*

Skyline Bell Air Assn.*

Skyline Country Club Estates*

Silver Shadows

Sufford Hills

Tangue Verde Valley Assn.

Tucson Country Club Estates*

Tucson Estates

Tucson Mountains Assn.

Tucson Park West Assn.

Windsor Park

15

Source:

*Foothills area associations

Unified Committee Against Annexation.
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Immediately following this annexation announcement,
there was an effort by members of the Shadow Mountain Home-
owners Association to incorporate. This area lies slightly
beyond the six-mile limit reéuirement for incorporation
(discussed in the preceding chapter). In order to meet the
statute's requirement ihat a community of 500 population may
incorporate, it was necessary for the Shadow Mountain group
to have the support of Oro Valley residents who were located
further north. Oro Valley residents, however, were hesitant
to incorporate due to pending ;oad improvements to be com-
pleted by the county. Thﬁs, the incorporation drive was
stalled. | |

Eight months later, however, the attempt was again
made by the Shadow Mountain group. Efforts to solicit the
support of Oro Valley residents failed. At the time of this
writing, incorporation of this area seems unlikely until
such time as Oro Valley residents lend their support or
until the Shadow Mountain area grows past the 500 population
mark. The.Shadow Mountain group still intends to incorpo-
rate. However, it is interesting to note that there were
indications that Shadow Mountain residents received both
moral and financial aid from neighboring Foothills area
associations. If Shadow Mountainvresidents had been success-
ful in incorporating, it would have been 1ikély that Foot-
hills afeas would have annexed themselves to the newly formed

town in order to escape annexation by the City of Tucson.



CHAPTER 4
LIFE-STYLE

The purpose of this chapter is to consider the
problem of life-style values in Paradise Valley and the Cata-
lina Foothills. It has been noted in the first chapter that
life-style values encompass the entire spectrum of social,
economic, cuitural, and political variables. However, the
first three of these variables.will influence the latter in

the suburb. It will be recalled that life-style has been

defined as the sum of the shared value preferences, with

respect to living, of a suburb. Because life-style values

encompass such a broad range of variables, it is necessary to
determine what are the primary elements of life-style va}ues
in a given suburb; further, it is necessary to determine
relevant mcasures of life-style. Before consideration of
variables relating to life-style, it will be useful to focus
upon the measures of life-style. Thus, a discussion of

‘relevant variables may be placed in the context of those

tools of measurement.

Measures of Life-Style

The major work regarding development of methods of

measuring variations of life-style in the metropolitan area

47
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is Social Area Analysis by Eshref Shevky and Wendell Bell.l
in this work, three basic measures are developed: social
rank, urbanization, and segregation. Depending on the goal
of the researcher, one or all of these indices may be used
to measure life-style. |

Social rank may be used to measure the degrees of.
occupational differentiation in the population. Urbaniza-
tion may be used to measure changes in the function and
structure of the family; urbanization is a measure of what
has been termed in this paper as familism. Segregation may
be used as a measure of isolation of certéin population
subgroups.2

Shevky and Bell use data regarding occupation,
education, rent, and. income as indications of social rank.
Familism may be gauged in terms of fertility, "which reflects
‘changes in the relation of population to the economy and
changes in the function and structure of the family," and
"measures of house type and women in the labor force, which
- reflect changes in the function and structure of the
family."3 Segregation m&y be measured by consideration of

types of ethnic groups.

1. Eshref Shevky and Wendell Bell, Social Area
Analysis (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1955).

2. Ibidol bp. 9-17.

3. Ibid., p. 17.
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These measures have been used, with some variation,
by metropolitan reseagchers. For example, Williams and his
associates used social rank as a primary variable in their
analysis of the Philadelphia‘area.4 In this study, occupa-
tion and education were used as measures of social rank.
Brett Hawkins used percent of high school graduates and per-
cent of white-collar workers as a measure of social rank.>
In measuring familism, Hawkins used fertility ratios, per-
cent of females not in the labor force, percent of detached
single-family dwelling units, and percent of 14-17 year olds
enrolled in school. Greer uses social rank, life-style, and

6

ethnicity as measures. In Greer's analysis, life-style

1oosély refers to familism.

| This paper will consider housing values, family
income, and percent of nonwhite residents as measures of
life-style._ These indices not only refiect'life—style, but

also homogeneity or specialization.

4., Oliver P. Williams, et al., Suburban Differences
and Metropolitan Policies: A Philadelphia Story (Philadel-
phia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1965), pp. 49-57.

5. Brett W. Hawkins, "Life Style, Demographic
Distance and Voter Support of City-County Consolidation,"

Southwestern Social Science Quarterly 48 (December, 1967),
PP. 328-329.

6. Scott Greer, The Emerging City: Myth and
Reality (New York: The Free Press, 1962), pp. 31-32.
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Relationship of Life-Style Variables

These measures of lifé-style are directed toward the
characteristics of individuals in the metropolitan area.
This study, however, is focused upon the political behavior
of two communities and the effect of life-style in relation
to political behavior. This study is concerned with
Williams' theory that life-style values are the causal
factor‘providing impetus to suburban areas to proliferate
and férm their own governmental authority. However, the
life-style theory must be set in more specific terms than
Williams has indicated. I

Williams states that a primary tactic used by
suburbs in order to preserve and maintain life-style values
is to locate in hongeneous.groups.7 This strategy enables
residents of the suburb to minimize dissent and to maximize
agreement and consensus regarding life-style values. In an
area which contains diverse groupsings, demands must compete
with other demands which may conflict; these demands are
mace on the governmental authority within this diverse area.
Thus, life-style values may be protected, preserved, or
mal: :ained in a suburb which contains relatively homogeneous
_groups by the formation of a governmental authority possess-

ing Jjurisdiction over the homogeneous suburban area.

7. Williams, p. 303.
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The implication is that in order to preserve and
maintain their values, suburbs will proliferate. This
results in the decentralized pattern of governments in the
metropolitan area. This fragmented governmental structure
in the metropolitan area is considered and defined by some
metropolitan researchers as a serious problem as it lends
to suplication of services, overlapping jurisdictions and a
_general strain on economic resources.

However, it is necessary to delineate the primary
elements of life-style values in any given suburb. In
assessing the range of life-style values, two variables seem
to possess more salience than others. These are the social
and economié variables. It should be noted that social,
economic, and other variables, as they relate to life-style
values, are not mutually exclusive of each other but combine
to form a complex network of values. However, certain
values will possess more salience than others; thus, it is
necessary for the researcher to attempt to define the
relationship of these variables as they influence the
behavior of suburban residents.

Before considering the relationship of variables,
however, it is necessary to attempt some classification of
the suburb. A simple classification or typology of suburbs
may be based on income levels of residents. Hence, areas

may be classed as upper, middle, or lower income suburbs.
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These suburbs then may be viewed as homogeneous groupings,
each possessing distinctive life-style values. Williams
terms these areas as specializing, rather than homogeneous,
suburbs for a suburb may contain small amounts of hetero-
~geneous groups. The theoretical implications of relating
life-style values to a typology of suburbs will be con-
sidered in Chapter Six.

At this point, it is possible to consider the
relationship of social and economic variables as parts of
the life-style whole. However, further problems arise.
Economic variables are clearly visible in that they may be
measured in terms of tax rates, municipal spending, etc.
Social variables, on the other hand, are not so visible.

The examination of suburban life-styles may encompass a wide
range of social characteristics including familism, consumer,
career-oriented life-styles as explained by Wendell Bell.

In view of the above considerations, the following
hypothesis and corollaries will be tested:

H-1. If a suburb specializes in high socioeconomic

status groups, then the political behavior of its residents

will be influenced primarily by social values.

C-1. 1If a suburb's political behavior is influenced

primarily by social values, then economic values will be

secondary.
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C-2. If a suburb's political behavior is influenced

primarily by social values and that suburb specializes in

high socioeconomic status groups, then the nature of social

values influencing that suburb will tend to center around

land use policy.

It will be noted that the latter corollary (C-2)
attempts to define the nature of those social values.which
may influence the political behavior of suburban residents.

The chapter will be concerned first with examining
census data to probe life-style in Paradise Valley and the
Catalina Foothills; in addition, this data will also serve
to define the nature of specialization in the two suburbs.
Data for this chapter is drawn primarily from census tract
material and interviews. Respondents were chosen as to
their high interest and activity in the respective issues of
annexation and incorporation. As such, it was theoretically
supposed that their views were representafive of the majority
of residents in both Paradise Valley and the Catalina
Foothills.

Thié chapter will also consider the relation of
municipal services to life-style values and their preserva-
tion and maintenance. The following corollary will be

tested: .

C-3. If a suburb specializes in high socioeconomic

status groups, the concern for life-style values will not
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necessarily reflect a corresponding concern for municipal-

type services.

Census Data: Life-Style and Specialization

The census data used in this study, at the time of
this writing, is badly dated. The data draws from the 1960
Census. Also, the census tracts used for this study do not
accurately reflect the areas studied as there is overlapping
resulting from the inclusion of areas with which the study
was not concerned. The tracts used in this study are shown
in Figures 1 and 2. Census tréct 47 was used in the analy-
sis of the Catalina Foothills; however, it will be noted
that this tract does not conform to the Catalina Foothills
Area Plan (see appendix) for the tract extends all the way
to the Pima-Pinal County Line. Thus, areas not concerned
with study were included in this analysis. Figure 2 shows a
part of the census tracts for the Phoenix SMSA. Tract Ph 50
was used in this analysis and although there is some over-
lapping this censué tract was chosen as representative of
the Paradise Valley area. In order to balance the nine-year
old data presented here, supplementary data will be included
following the census data.

Table 4 shows the number of housing units in the
census tracts used for Paradise Valley and the Catalina Foot-
hills in addition to the year moved into the unit. Table 5

shows the same data, but for Maricopa and Pima Counties.
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Table 4

Housing Units and Year Moved into Unit:
Paradise Valley and Catalina Foothills, 1960

Paradise Catalina
Total Occupied Units 620 872
Year Moved:
1958-Maxrch, 1960 384 413
1954-1957 160 264
1940-1953 72 182
1939-earlier : 4 13

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census,
U.S. Censuses of Population and Housing: 1960, Nos. 117 and
161, Census Tracts, Phoenix SIMSA and Tucson SMSA.

Table 5

Housing Units and Year Moved into Unit:
Maricopa and Pima Counties, 1960

Maricopa . Pima

Total Occupied Units 191,076 . 77,426
Year Moved:

1968-March, 1960 94,589 37,502

1954-1957 ) 49,747 19,254

1940-1953 40,286 17,474

1939-earlier 6,454 3,196

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census,
U.S. Censuses of Population and Housing: 1960, Nos. 117 and
161, Census Tracts, Phoenix SMSA and Tucson SMSA.
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The trend indicated by these tables is thét the greatest
~growth period occurred in the 1958 to March, 1960 period.
Table 6 indicates the value of owner-occupied .
housing units in Paradise Valley and the Catalina Foothills.
The median value of units in both areas is more than $35,000.
Unfortunately, census data does not reveal values higher
than this figure. However, this is quite high as compared
to Maricopa and Pima Counties (Table 7) which show median
housing unit values of $11,700 and $11,600, respectively.
Table 8 shows the family income distribution in
Paradise Valley and Catalina Foothills as compared to Mari-
copa and Pima Counties. The median income for Paradise
.Valley residents was pegged at $12,435 and for the Foothills
at $9,700. For Maricopa County, the median family income
was $5,896; for Pima County it was slightly lower at $5,690.
It would seem that the figure for the Foothills is lower
than Paradise Valley's for the reason that a large portion
of the tract includes lower income groups located north of
the Foothills area. The lower income figures for Paradise
Valley may be accounted for by either domestics or a few
individuals who were in the area before it was developed.
Table 9 shows the racial makeup and median number of
school years completed of residents in the two suburbs as
compared to the two counties. Both Paradise Valley and the

- Catalina Foothills are predominately white, as indicated by
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Table 6

Value of Owner-Occupied Housing Units to March, 1960:
Paradise Valley and Catalina Foothills

Paradise Catalind

Total Owner-occupied Units 509 564
Less than $5,000 0 4
$10,000-$14,999 55 20
$15,000-$19,999 19 24

- $20,000-$24,999 . 71 56
$25,000 or more 360 : 444

Median (in dollars) $35,000 $35,000

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census,
.U.S. Censuses of Population and Housing: 1960, Nos. 117 and
161, Census Tracts, Phoenix SMSA and Tucson SMSA.

Table 7

Value of Owner-Occupied Housing Units to March, 1960:
Phoenix and Tucson SMSAs

Phoenix SMSA Tucson SMSA

Total Owner-occupied Units 108,146 42,890

Less than $5,000 8,136 3,153
$5,000-$9,999 28,618 12,887
$10,000-$14,99¢° ~ 43,582 15,133
$15,000-$19,999 15,612 6,216
$20,000-$24,999 55,049 2,456
$25,000 or more 7,149 3,045
Median (in dollars) $11,700 $11,600

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census,
U.S. Censuses of Population and Housing: 1960, Nos. 117 and
161, Census Tracts, Phoenix SMSA and Tucson SMSA.
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Table 8

Family Income Distribution in
Paradise Valley and Catalina Foothills as
Compared to Phoenix and Tucson SMSAs, 1960

Paradise Catalina Phoenix Tucson

'All Families 570 765 162,697 63,347
Under $1,000 19 15 - 7,453 2,686
$1,000-$1,999 . .0 | 8 10,727 3,925
$2,000-$2,999 32 56 12,862 5,461
$3,000-$3,999 12 20 14,815 6,680
$4,000-$4,999 12 48 17,810 7,868
$5,000-$5,999 18 78 19,740 8,767
$6,000-$6,999 32 37 18,255 7,270
$7,000-$7,999 33 38 14,975 5,542
$8,000-$8,999 40 51 11,598 4,155
$9,000-$9,999 - 12 45 8,251 3,210
$10,000-$14,999 154 158 17,560 6,706
$15,000-$24,999 79 97 5,727 2,018
$25,000 or more 127 - 114 2,924 1,059

- Median $12,435 $9,700 $5,896 $5,690

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census,
U.S. Censuses of Population and Housing: 1960, Nos. 117 and
161, Census Tracts, Phoenix SMSA and Tucson SMSA.

Note: Figures for Catalina Foothills may be lower due to
census tract inclusion of areas not part of the Foothills.
Low income figures for Paradise Valley may be accounted for
by either domestic servants or a few individuals who were in
the area before its development.
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Table 9

Racial Composition and Median Number of
School Years Completed in Paradise Valley
and Catalina Foothills as Compared to
Phoenix and Tucson SMSAs, 1960

Paradise Catalina Phoenix Tucson

Total Population 2,228 2,848 663,510 265,660
White 2,211 2,809 627,080 249.053
Negro 8 29 25,119 8,067
Othér Races 9 ‘ 10 11,311 8,540

Median School Years 13.5 . 12.9 11.6 12.1

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census,
U.S. Censuses of Population.and Housing: 1960, Nos. 117 and
161, Census Tracts, Phoenix SMSA and Tucson SMSA.

the table;-also, the number of school years is substantially

higher in the two suburbs.

Supplementary Data

These tables indicate the life-style and trend of
suburban specialization in Paradise Vailey and the Catalina
Foothills to March, 1960. 1In order to portray a more recent
picture of the two suburbs, additional data was gathered.
For the Catalina Foothills, a 1967 survey of four subdivi-

sions and the Population Study, 1967, conducted by the City

of Tucson and Pima County planning departments will be used.

Similar survey data for Paradise Valley was not available.
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However, in order to up-date data regarding the Paradise
Valley area, per acre land prices and housing costs‘were
used. Population estimates of Paradise Valley were available
through the Maricopa County Planning Department.

Table 10 shows the population of Paradise Valley and
the Cataliha Foothills af three time intervals: 1960, 1965,
and 1967-68. The two suburbs possess approximately the same
.population, with Paradise Valley bdasting an estimated 6,000
and the Foothills area an estimated 5,465. However, as indi-
cated by Table 10, Paradise Valley encompasses 1ll.4 square-
miles while the Foothills area encompasses 38 square-miles
.of land area. |

Table 11 shows the results of the survey conducted
in four Foothills area subdivisions in December, 1967. The
per acre lot costs in the four subdivisions range from $6,000
to $18,000 per commercial acre. The cost of homes, which
includes land costs, ranges from $22,500 in Flecha Caida to
$150,000 in Skyline Country Club Estates.

This same survey indicated that the average family
income is $28,750 for 608 families living in the two-mile
radius which this survey encompasses. The survey further
noted that 17 percent of the residents were retired and 20
percent were independent of the City of Tucson for their
livelihood. Thé occupations of the residents were listed as

professor, lawyer, architect, financier, -business executive,
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Table 10

Population Estimates and Total Land Area of Paradise Valley
and Catalina Foothills: 1960, 1965, 1967-68

1960 1965 1967-68

Pop.2 Area@ Pop.P Area@ Pop.C aArea®

Paradise Valley 2,091 2.76 6,000 11.4 6,000 11.4
Catalina Foothills 1,975 38.0 2,901 38.0 5,465 38.0

Sources: City of Tucson and Pima County planning departments,
Population Study, January 1, 1967 and Maricopa Department of
Planning and Zoning, Annual Report, 1967-68.

a. Figures for both areas according to 1960 Census.

b. For Paradise Valley, estimated for November, 1965; for
Catalina Foothills, estimates to 1965.

c. For Paradise Valley, estimates to April, 1968; for
Catalina Foothills, estimates to January 1, 1967.

d. In square miles.




Table li

Mean Lot Size, Price, Cost of Homes, and Potential Development
in Four Catalina Foothills Area Subdivisions, December, 1967

Minimum Maximum
Mean Lot Mean Cost Cost of Cost of . Estimated

Size (acres) Per Lot Homes®  Homes Developmentb
Skyline Country Club 1.5 | $18,000 $35,000 $150,000 280
Skyling Bel Air 1.05 8,200 30,000 110,000 472
- Coronado Foothills 1.1 6,000 25,000 90,000 400
Flecha Caida 1.8 7,000 22,000 80,000 900
Mean 1.36 9,750 -+ 28,125 107,500

Total , 2,032

Source: Arizona Bank (Survey), Report of Bel Air Plaza Shopping Center and
Subdivision Within a Two Mile Radius (December 31, 1967).

a. - Includes home building and land costs.

b. In number of homes available.

79
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banker, physician, dentist, stock broker, military officer,
" and "coupon clipper." |

Table 12 reflects the average home value including
land in Paradise Valley. The average home cost figure of
$46,860 is derived from a formula based on real estate
developer's estimates and the value of home construction
costs. First, the average lot size figure (1.77 acres) is
multiplied by the average per acre lot cost (based on esti-
mates). The average lot size is based on a study conducted
by the Maricopa County Department of Planning and Zoning,

titled A Land Use Plan for the Town of Paradise Valley.

Home construction costs (excluding land costs) are based
upon the value of building permits issued by the Town of

Paradise Valley and reported monthly in the Arizona Business

Bulletin, published by Arizona State University. This
"figure is then added to the product derived from multiplying
average lot size by average per acre cosﬁ. To this result
is added a 20 percent profit margin which is, according to
developer's estimates, minimal for development in Paradise
Valley. Thus, the $46,860 figure is arrived at. This
figure corresponds with developer and real estate estimates
of the average home value of between $47,500 and $50,000.
Developers and real estate experts héve noted that the cost
of homes in the Paradise Valley area ranges from a minimum

of $32,500 to as high as $3 million. Per acre lots on the



Table 12

Mean Lot Size, Price, and Cost of Homes in Paradise Valley Computed on Basis
of Value of Building Permits and Developer Estimates, 1968

Combined Total
Retail Price

Mean Lot Size® Mean Cost Per LotP Home Costs® Retail Markupd for Homes®

1.77 acres  x $12,500 $16,925 x 20% gross =  $46,860

Sources: noted in footnotes.

a. Maricopa County Department of Planning and Zoning, A Land Use Plan for the Town
of Paradise Valley (1964), p. 1l2.

b. Based on Deweloper and Realtors' estimates.

c. Based on mean dollar value of building permit applications for a 1l3-month
period see: "Maricopa County Building Permits," Arizona Business Bulletin 16

(February, 1969), p. 48; (March, 1969), p. 79.
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sides of either Camelback and Mummy Mountains are priced at
$25,000.

Although pre-1960 data has been used to indicate
life-style and specialization, this data has been supple-
mented with more recent information which clearly indicates
that both suburbs exhibit characteristics associated with
high socioeconomic status groups; further, it should be
clear that these two suburbs méy be considered as relatively
homogeneous. As regards life-style, both areas indicate ak
high social rank. lIowever, it is necessary, at this point,
to further focus upon life-style as it affects the political

behavior of its residents.

Life-Style Attitudes

In orxder to_génerate data regarding life-style
aftitudes, respondents in Paradise Valley and the Catalina
Foothills were asked to respond to a series of questions.
These questions were designed to give some indication of
life-style and the relationship between economic and social
factors and life-style as it reflects the political behavior
of respondents. It should be noted that some of the ques-
tions presented to respondents allowed more than one
answer.. Thus, the tables will not, in some cases, reflect
a 100 percent response, but more than this. At this point,
it will be helpful to restate the hypothesis and two corol-

laries in order to better focus on the question:
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H-1. If a suburb specializes in high socioeconomic

status groups, then the political behavior of its residents

will be influenced primarily by social values.

C-1. If a suburb's political behavior is influenced

primarily by social values, then economic values will be

secondarz.

C-2. If a suburb's political behavior is influenced

primarily byAsocial values and that suburb specializes in

high socioeconomic status groups, then the nature of social

values influencing that suburb will tend to center around

land use policy.

In 41 interviews, each respondent was asked how he
considered living in his area and the reasons for his choice
of location. Respondent was then asked to coﬁpare the dif-
ferences between living in the Paradise Valley and Catalina
Foothills areas as opposed to living in the city. In the
case of the Catalina Foothills, the "city" was taken to mean
the City of Tucson. In the case of Paradise Valley, the
"city" was taken to mean either Phoenix or Scottsdale. It
will be recalled that not‘all respondents interviewed in the
Foothills were strictly residents of that area. Of the 21
persons interviewed in reference to the Foothills, six were
not residents of the area but lived in areas surrounding the
City of Tucson. As previously explained, these six respon-

dents were vocal in voicing their opposition to annexation.
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These respondents will be considered in the following
chapter. The results of the two questions asked of respon-

dents are presented in Table 13.

Table 13

Attitudes Toward Choice of Residence as Expressed by
Respondents in Paradise Valley and
~ Catalina Foothills Areas, 1969

Paradise Catalina 'Total

Desire for Space, Privacy 100% 90% 95%
Beauty of the Desert 60 47 53
Desire to Live the "Country Life" 35 43 39
Quiet 10 24 7
Lack of City Smog 5 10 7
Lower Taxes | 5 10 7

Ninety-five percent of'the respondents said they
chose to live in their area for reasons of space and privacy;
all respondents in Paradise Valley indicated this preference
while 90 percent of the respondents in the Foothills
expressed similar preferences. Ranking second, respondents
indicated a preference for living in their area for aesthetic
reasons, citing most often the beauty of the desert. Sixty
percent of those interviewed in Paradise Valley indicated
this preference while 47 percent of Foothills respondents

expressed this preference. Thirty-nine percent of all the
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respondents expressed a desire to live the "country life."
Some of those interviewed said they desired horses and other
animals on their property; Others expressed what they con-
sidered to be the importance of living the "simple life."
As indicated in the table, factors of smog and quiet in
regard to residence were also mentioned. Paradise Valley,
however, shares with £he entire Phoenix metropolitan area
serioué air pollution problems. The problems are less acute
in the Foothiils area. | ﬂ

Only seven percent of the total interviewed indicated
that the tax structure of the area in which they chose to
reside influencéd that choice. This has particular relevance
to the hypothesis undexr consideration. 1In order to opera-
tionalize the concept of economic factors, the tax structure
- or taxes in general will serve to indicate economic values.

The data in Table 13 indicates strong subport for the
hypothesis that social values will be primary in life-style
values as regards influencing political behavior. -The desire
for space may be considered a social value, rather than
economic. Thus, support for the corollary (C-1) regarding
economic values is also supported. :Further, it would seem
that if space and privacy are a primary consideration of
respondents in determining residential choice, they will also
exhibit concern for spatial patterns which involve issues

related to land use policy. Thus, support is also indicated
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for corollary C-2 which states this relationship between
social values and land use policy. |

It may be argued, however, that spatial patterns
involve economic values as well as social values. Also, the
beauty of an area will also maintain and probably increase
property values. This paper does not posit the statement
either social or economic values are mutually exclusive; it
does, However, state the primacy of social values over
economic values.

.Respondents in both suburbs were asked to express
what they felt to be the mosf serious concerns of their area.
Table 14 shows the results of this question.' This table
compliments the data presented in the previous table.
Mentioned most often was zoning with the preservation of a
"way of life." The latter refers to a rural or "county life"
as noted in Table 13. Only 10 percent of the respondents
expressed concern over high taxes, again supporting the
hypothesis that social values will be primary in influending
political behavior and the corollary that economic values
will be secondary. Also, because‘zoning indicates a concern
for land use policy Corollary C-2 is supported.

In order to learn more about land use policy,
interviewees were asked whether they would favor a large
shopping center in their area. In some cases, where a

shopping center was located near the respondent's residence,
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Table 14

Primary Concerns of Paradise Valley and
Catalina Foothills Respondents, 1969

Paradise Catalina Total

Zoning: 55% 67% : 61%
Preserve "Way of Life" 40 57 | 49
Planning 20 5 12
Law Enforcement. : : 10 .14 .12
High Taxes 10 10 10
Fire Protection - 14 7
Schools —-= 10 5
Roads . 10 -5 7
Water Resources 5 10 7
Sewage 5 5 5

the question was ndt asked. More than half, as indicated by
Table 15, said they would not favor such a commercial center.
Fifty-five percent of the respondents in Paradise Valley
stated they would rather drive than have a shopping center
"in their area and that there was no need for such a develop-
ment. Fifty-two percent of Foothilis area respondents
agreed or/said that a commercial development was not
warranted at the present time.

Forty-five percent of Paradise Valley respondents

- said they favored a shopping center; however, 30 percent of
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Table 15

~ Attitudes Toward Commercial Development as Expressed by
Paradise Valley, Foothills Respondents, 1969

Paradise Catalina Total

No | 55% 52% 54%
Yes : 15 14 14
~Yes, Controlled , 30 | - 15
Areas where question did _ o
not apply o -- 29 15
No Opinion == _5 2
100% 100% 100%

the 45 said they favored a "controlled" shopping area which
would restrict development in regard to location and would
also meet the aesthetic requirements of residents. Fifteen.
percent of respondents in Paradise Valley said there was a
need for suEh a commercial development; fourteen percent of
Foothills respondents expressed similar sentiments.

The data in Table 15 would seem to indicate support
for the hypothesis that social values are primary in detexr-
mining the political behavior of reéidents; at the same time,
support is shown for Corollary C-l. It would seem particu-
larly so in the case of the Town of Paradise Valley for
commercial development would ease the burden of taxes on the

homeowner shifting it to the commercial development.
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However, since at this time there is no town tax levy, this
may not be important at the moment but has import for the
future. Also, the tendency toward discouraging commercial
development seems to be consistent with the desire to live
the "country life." Third, commercial development may be
considered as a potential violator of the‘aesthetic gqualities
of the environment.

| Respondents were asked what issues they thought would
be the most likely to arouse the residents of their commun-
ity; that is, to arouse their anger. The results of this
question are presenﬁed in Table 16. Fifty-six percent of all
'the respondents cited zoning issues as being the most vola-
tile. Less than 15 percent expressed the opinion that the
increase of taxes would arouse residents. In the case of the
Foothills area, 81 percent of the respondents cited annexa-
tion as a salient issue and 24 percent mentioned Mayor
Corbett's éttitude ("kicking,~screaming, stomping") in
conjunction with this issue.

The issue of annexation in the Foothills is not a
clear cut issue so far as social and economic values are con-
cerned. To some residents, annexation would mean an increase
in taxes. However, the City of Tucson has argued in previous
annexation attempts that the total cost of services would
offset this increase. This argument will be considered more

fully later. On the basis of respondents' attitudes,
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Table 16

Attitudes Toward Salient Issues as Expressed by
Paradise Valley, Foothills Respondents, 1969

Paradise Catalina Total

Zoning _ ' 70% 43% 56%
Annexation ~-— 81 4lb
.Commercial Development : 30 | 14 22
Higher Taxes : : 20° 10 15

Mayor's Attitude Toward
Annexation -- 24 12

"Anything that would change
our way of life" 15 5 10

however, support has been indicated for the hypothesis:

(H-1) If a suburb specializes in high socioeconomic status

~groups, then the political behavior of its residents will be

influenced primarily by social values. Also, support has

been shown for the two accompanying corollaries: (C-1) If a

suburb's political behavior is influenced primarily by social

vélues, then economic values will be secondary; and, (C-2)

If a suburb's political behavior is influenced primarily by

social values and that suburb specializes in high socio-

economic status groups, then the nature of social values

influencing that suburb will tend to center around land use

policy.
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Life-Style Values and Municipal Services

It is the purpose of this section of this chapter to
consider the relationship of life-style values in the two
suburbs studied to the question of public services. A sub-
urb's life-style values may be influencéd by the quality and
quantity of the services it receives. Conversely, the qual-
ity and quantity of sérvices may influence the life—style
values of the suburb.  In ahy case, there would seem to be
support for the assumption that the nature of municipal
services will reflect the values of a given area.8
| In the foliowing examination of the relationship
Abetﬁeen life-style values and the role of municipal-type
services, i.e., law enforcement, fire protection, road-
building and maintenance, the following corolléry will be

tested:

C-3. If a suburb specializes in high socioceconomic

status groups, the concern for life-style values will not

necessarily reflect a corresponding concern for municipal-

type services.

In order to consider this relationship, three sources
will be used. First, attitudinal data garnered from inter-
views will be used. Second, the current status of services

provided by the Town of Paradise Valley will be reviewed.

8. Williams, et al., p. 77.
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Third, data used by the City of Tucson in promoting annexa-
tion of the Foothills and other areas will be considered.
Réspondents in both Paradise Valley and the Catalina
Foothills were asked what they thought of the services cur-
rently being provided to their area. Table 17 shows the

results of respondent's responses.

Table 17

Attitudes Toward Municipal-Type Serxvices:
Paradise Valley, Foothills Respondents, 1969

Paradise Catalina Total

Adequate . 65% 45% 54%
Inadgquate 25 57 41
Don't Know 10 = 5

100% 100% 100%

The.table indicates that a narrow majority of
Paradise Valley respondents said that serviées in their area
were adequate. However, 57 percent of Foothills area
respondents said services were inadequate. Thus, little
support is indicated either for or against the corollary.
However, a better picture of the role of services in at
least Pafadise Valley may result from an exaﬁination of the

level of services in that area.
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The Town of Paradise Valley provides a bare minimum
of services. There are presently a total of five law
enforcement officers employed by the Town. Only until
recently, was the Town able to provide at least one police-
man on duty 24 hours a day. Thus, with the current popula-
tion estimate of Paradise Valley (Table 10), this means that
there is one policeman on duty per 6,000 population.

In order to supplement this low level of law
enforcemenﬁ, the Towﬁ hés approved a privaﬁe company to
patrol its boundaries on a private contractual basis with
individual residents. County Sheriff forces are also’avail—
vable to residents in times of emergency.

There is no public fire department for the Town of
Paradise Valley. Residents may contract with a private fire
protection company for this service, however.

Large-scale road-building is non-existent in the
Town of Parédise Valley. Funds are channeled primarily into
limited road-maintenance activities. During the course of
interviews, a number of Paradise Valley respondents indicated
a preference for poor roads as a method of preventing exces-
sive speeding. Garbage service for the area is privately
contracted.

- This brief description of the services in Paradise
Valley would seem to indicate that the Town of Paradise

Valley has opted for a minimum level of services rather than



79

a higher level of services for a proportionately higher tax
level. The concern for services, it would seem, ranks third
behind land use policy and taxes in terms of priority of
concerns.

The Catalina Foothills area receives a level of
services similar to that of the Town of Paradise Valley.
However, Pima County has been active in road-building and
maintenance. The Pima County Sheriff's Office provides
police prctection; ﬁowever; there is no pubiic fire depart-
ment and residents must contract privately for protection.

In its attempt to convince residents outside the
city to be annexed,>the City of Tucson has estimated the
effect of annexation on the average home in terms of cash
savings. Table 18 shows this estimate which was used to
. help persuade residents of Desert Steppes. subdivision,
located east of the city, to be annexed--which it eventually
did. Chapter 3 of this paper has already alluded to these
arguments; they are presented here in more detail, however.

According to the Tucson Department of Community
Developmen£, which is responsible for annexation activities,
the amount of savings grows in proportion to the assessed
valuation of the propertyr Savings are found primarily in
terms of garbage collection, fire protection and insurance,
~and the sanitary distric£ tax. This type of data was

supplied to Foothills area residents.



The Estimated Effect of Annexation on the Average Home:

Table 18

Desert Steppes

Garbage collection

Fire Protection

Fire Insurance

Library Levy

Sanitary District Levy

Water Bill@ .

City Taxes (at $1.75 per $100
assessed valuation)

Total Cost

Net Savings in City

$11,000-$14,000

House Average

Assessed Value:
$2,800

$14,000~-$17,000

House Average

Assessed Value:
$3,300

$17,000-$20,000

House Average

Assessed Value:
$4,000

Before After
Annexed Annexed
Average Average
Annual Annual

Before After

Annexed Annexed
Average Average
Annual Annual

Before After
Annexed Annexed
Average Average
Annual Annual

Cost Cost Cost Cost Cost Cost

$ 30.00 § -0~ $ 30.00 $ -0~ $ 30.00 $ -0-

15.75 -0- 20.00 -0- 23.00 -0-
81.00 67.00 92.00 77.00 103.00 86.00

1.65 -0- 2,32 -0~ 2.50 -0-
54.84 4.51 67.28 5.70 83.30 6.85
105.24 105.24 105.24 105.24 105.24 105.24
-0~ 49,35 -0- 64.63 -0~ 74.96
$288.48 $226.10 $316,84 $252.47 $347.04 $273.05
62.38 64.37 73.99.

Source: City of Tucson, Department of Community Development (footnotes deleted).

a. Contingent upon use of city water as opposed to private company.

08
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On the surface, it would seem, in view of_the
relative dissatisfaction with services as indicated in Table
17, Foothills area residents would opt for annexation
instead of resistance. However, as will be shown later,
residents intervieWed indicated doub£ as to the wvalidity of
city estimates of the benefits of annexation. This would
account for the apparent contradiction between the dissatis-
faction with services and the benefits which would accrue as
a résult of anne#ation. |

In this examination, it would seem that only partial
support for the corollary (C-3) has been shown: (C-3) If a

suburb specializes in high socioeconomic status groups, the

concern for life-style values will not necessarily reflect a

corresponding concern for municipal-type services. In the

~ case of Paradise Valley, support for this corollary was
indicated as the concern for services ranks behind land use
policy and-taxes. In the case of the Catalina Foothills,
the fact that respondents doubted city estimates prevents
any analysis of the Foothills services in the context of the
above corollary. Thus, only partial support for this

corollary has been presented.

Conclusion

This chapter's major conclusions are: (1) the two
suburbs studied contain homogeneous groups exhibiting a life-

style that may be associated with high social rank; (2) the
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residents of that suburb will tend to be influenced
politically by social values primarily; (3) therefore,
economic values will be secondary; (4) that social values
tend to center around land use policy; and (5) partial
support was indicated for the corollary that life-style
values in a suburb specializing in high socioeconomic status
~groups will not necessarily reflect a corresponding concern

for municipal-type services.



CHAPTER 5
LOCAL CONTROL

The purpose of this chapter is to consider the
problem of local control as it relates to life-style values.
It will be recalled that urban analyst Oliver P. Williams
has hypothesized that suburbs will resort to the formation
of their own autonomous, decentralized governmental units in
order to preserve and maintainAlife-style values. Also, a
ptimar§ féctic ﬁsed by suburbs to preserve and maintain-
life-style values is homogeneous and complementary group-
ings. The suburb thereby obviates serious fractionating
dissent within the community and promotes conéensus and
‘agreement. Thus, local control within a specializing suburb
means that the suburb will be better able to preserve and
maintain life-style values. Therefore, a decentralized
~governmental structure will prevail in the metropolitan area.

However, is it possible for a suburb to remain
within a centralized governmental structure and still pre-
serve and maintain life-style values? If the answer to this
question is yes, then the suburb in question must be able to
exert local control. 1In response to this question, the

following hypothesis is submitted for testing:

83
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H-2. If a specializing suburb is unincorporated and

possesses sufficient resources, then it is possible for that

suburb to exert local control through politically-active

groups to approximately the same extent as it is for an

‘incorporated suburb to exert local control.

In the cases of Patadise Valley and the Cataliné
Foothills, the two suburbs must exert control through two
distinétly different mechanisms. Paradise Valley residents
é#ert control through their own town council which has a
homogeneous constituency. However, Catalina Foothills area
residents must exert control through Pima County government
which has a broad, heterogeneous constituency. Thus, the
demandsbexerted upon.Pima County government by Foothills area
residents must compete with demands made by.other areas which
may have diverse, if not conflicting, interests. The differ-
ence between the two may be seen in terms of areal jurisdic-
tion: whereas the Paradise Valley Town Council has
jurisdiction over an area little more than 11 square-miles,
Pima County has jurisdiction over an area of more than 9,000
square-miles. The differences between the two mechanisms of
control in the two communities studied permits testing of
the hypothesis.

In addition to the above hypothesis, the following

corollaries will also be tested:
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C~4., If an individual is a resident of a suburb

whose residents tend to view life-style values in terms of

low density spatial patterns, then that resident will tend

to view his suburb, as it relates to the metropolitan core

‘area, in terms of mutually exclusive and conflicting images.

C-5. If a suburb specializes in high socioeconomic

status groups and is incorporated, then the residents of

that sﬁburb will tend to view their suburb in terms of

community more so than the residents of an unincorporated

suburb would tend to view their suburb.

C-6. If a suburb specializing in high socioeconomic

status groups is not incorporated, the residénts of that

suburb will tend to view governmental integration in more

favorable terms than the residents of an inéorporated

_suburb. (However, this does not mean that the residents of
the unincorporated suburb will necessarily view integration

in positive terms.)

C-7. If an individual is a resident of a high

socioeconomic status group suburb, he will tend to view

metropolitan area problems and his role in helping to solve

these problems largely in terms of impotence.

Methodology

In order to test the above hypothesis, it was

necessary to devise a method to measure the degree of local

.control exercised by residents in the two suburbs. In the
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preceding chapter, it will be recalled that there was
support for the hypothesis that social values are the pri-
mary element of life-style values in Paradise Valley and the
Foothills; further, it was shown that economic values are
secondary. Corollary C-2 posited the relationship between
social values as exhibiting the basic tendency to center
around land use policy. Thus, in devising any technique for
measuring local control, the focus in both suburbs studies
must be on land use policy decisions. Further, these
decisions should involve population density patterns and
commercial development. Reasons for this focus ére shown'in
Tables 13-16, explicated in the preceding chapter.

In the case of Paradise Valley, emphasis was placed
on the activities df>the Paradise Valley Town Council during
- the last eight years of its existence. 1In the case of the
Catalina Foothills, 22 decisions regarding land use policy
decisions, more specifically zoning decisions, were con-
sidered. These 22 decisions represent 56 percent of the
total zoning decisions made regarding the Catalina Foothills
during the period 1964-69. The first eight of these deci-
sions listed in Table 19 where chosen on the basis that high
interest was exhibited by homeowners associations; the
remaining 14 decisions were chosen at random from an area of

approximately 40 square-miles in the Catalina Foothills area.
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Outcomes of Land Use Policy Decisions in the Catalina Foothills, 1964-1969

Hearing

Zoning* Protests Action
Applicant Requested Existing P/Z B/S P/Z B/S
1. Lissner CB-1,CR-4 SR yes no approved approved
2. McCullough Corp. CR-5 SR yes yes denied denied
3. Jelks _ ' CB-1,CR-4 SR yes yes approved denied
4. Yarbrough Bros. TH CR-1 yes --- denied withdrew
5. Lew Place CB-1 CR-1 yes yes approved approved
6. Pegler TR CR-1 yes yes approved denied
7. Baldwin Development Corp. RVC,TR SR yes yes approved denied
8. Short-Chandler CB-1,TR SR yes yes approved denied
9. Hodges TH SR yes --- denied withdrew
10. DuPuy CR-2 CR-1 no --- denied withdrew
1l1l. Skyline Country Club Est. TR CR-1 no no approved approved
12. Dawes, Roller Coaster Road CB-1 CR-2 yes =—--- denied withdrew
13. Far Western Const. Co. RVC,CR~-4 CR-1 yes yes denied denied
14. Christian Heritage Found. TR CR-1 yes yes -denied denied
15. Copeland Construction CR-4,TR CR-1 yes yes denied denied
16. West Foothills CI-1 CB-2,CR-4 yes yes denied denied
17. Ruane CB-2 SR yes yes denied denied
18. Minnari Development RVC, TR ~ CR-1 yes yes denied denied
19. Oracle Foothills CR-4 CR-1 no ——— denied withdrew
20. Shadow Roc RVC,TR,CR-5 CR-1 - yes yes approved denied
21. Leonard CR-4 CR-1 yes yes denied denied
22. DeGrazia CB-1 SR no no approved approved
Source: Pima County Department of Planning and Zoning, zoning maps and files.

*Key to Pima County Zoning Classifications:

No. of
Minimum Lot Min. Area Minimum Yards Stories
Area Width Per Unit Front Side Rear Bldg.
zone Uses Permitted (Sg.Ft.) (Ft.) (Sg. Ft.) (Ft.) (Ft.) (Ft.) Height
SR l-family residences,
Suburban agricultural, hospi- 144,000 None 144,000 ‘50 10 50 2
Ranch tal, recreational 30
CR-1 l-family residences,
Single home occupations. 36,000 100 36,000 30 10 40 2
Residence Horses permitted. . 30
CR-2 CR-1 uses, l-family
Single residences, home 16,000 80 16,000 30 10 40 2
Residence occupations : 30
- CR-3 l-family residences, 20 8 25
Single home occupations 8,000 60 8,000 or on a corner lot 2
Residence ‘ 20 18 10 30
SH SR uses, duplexes, 2 T
Suburban trailers on one lot; 36,000 100 18,000 30 10 40 2
Homestead Professional, semi- 30
professional offices :
CR-4 CR-3 uses, duplexes, I _ B 25 8 35
Multiple multiple dwellings 7,000 60 3,500 or on a cotner lot 2
Residence (not more than 4 25 18 10 30
units in one bldg.) -
CR-5 CR-3, CR-4 uses; 25 7 35 .
Multiple multiple dwellings; 7,000 60 2,000 Oor on a corner lot 2
Residence boarding, rooming 25 17 10 30
houses A
TH CR-3 uses
Trailer trailer 8,000 60 8,000 30 10 40 2
Homesite trailer court 18,000 2,000 30 10 40 30
TR CR-3, -4, -5 uses; 20 7 25
Transi- tourist court or 10,000 60 1,000 or on a corner lot 2
tional hotels, professional ‘ - 20 17 10 30
offices, clinics
"GR Comm. agriculture, S ‘ T T e T
General any residence, local 8,000 60 8,000 30 10 40 2
Rural business, trailer ct. 30
RVC Retall business None None None Architectural review
Rural Multiple dwellings 7,000 60 2,000 by committee and 2
Village (Res.) (Res.) (Res.) P/Z required 30
CB-1 Retall business None None None 20 None 25
Local Any TR use 10,000 60 1,000 20 7 25
Business trailer courts (Res.) (Res.) (Res.) or on a corner lot 2
: 20 17 10 30
CB-2 CB-1 uses, billboards "None None None 15 None 10
General light manufacturing, 7,000 60 1,000 20 7 25
Business wholesale, bars (Res.) (Res.) (Res.) (Res.) (Res.) 35
MU _ Residence, business, ' v
Multiple indus., agri., home None None None None ©None None None
Uses occup. & public uses
Cl-1 Limited CB-1l, -2 uses; 15 None 10
Lt. Ind. Warehouse and light None None None (Industrial Buffer) 35
&Warehs. industrial uses : ' :
Cl-2 Limited CB-2, Cl-1 15 | None 10 35
Industry uses; other uses sub- None None None (Industrial Buffer) 50
ject to conditional : ‘ Ind.
permit; warehouse
" Cl-3 Limited Cl-2 uses, 108
Industry other uses subject to 43,560 None None of lot 35 30 None
conditions depth
AA Airport Approach Zone Height limits as given in Section 3708.02 in areas

shown on Maps 33, 60, 61, 96, S-1/2 15-13, 15-14.

o]
~
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Supplementary attitudinal data is also presented
concerning respondents' attitudes toward their respective
~governments (Town Council and Pima County). However, this
data may only be considered as supplementary since it
reflects attitudes toward government and the degree of

satisfaction, not control of policy outcomes.

Local Control: Paradise Valley

Paradise Valley today is made up primarily of single
family homes which average 1.77 acres in size.l The Paradise
Valley Town Council has not approved any major subdivision
development with lots averaging less than a full-acre in
sizé. Although the Town's zoning regulations allow for
cluster development, no new plan for cluster development has

been approved.2

No commercial zoning has been approved by
‘the Town Council. A total of 1.5 acres in the Town is in
commercial use. The area is limited to two realtors' offices

~and three commercial establishments located in the Town Hall

l. Maricopa County Department of Planning and
Zoning, A Land Use Plan for the Town of Paradise Valley
(Paradise Valley, Ariz.: Town of Paradise Valley, 1964),
pp. 9-12.

2. This point deserves some elaboration. A cluster
plan development was approved for the Racquet Club in Para-
dise Valley. This resort was formerly a tennis and swim
club which went bankrupt sometime after Paradise Valley's
incorporation. Prior to the approval of the cluster develop-
ment for a tennis farm, the club served no use at all. 1In
this sense, then, it was not actually a new development and

remains the lone exception for cluster development in
- Paradise Valley.
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building. A total of 8.5 acres is in industrial use; the
nature of this industry is utilities and railroad. Thus, ten
acres comprises the entire commercial and industrial land use
of an 8,378 acre area. A little less than half of this total
is developed land; the remainder is undeveloped.3

These statistics indicéfe thét the Town of Paradisé
Valley has followed a land use pattern oriented toward rési—
dential, low density living. The fact that no new cluster
developments or subdivisions with less than full-ac;e lots
have been approved, indicates that the Town has followed the
expressed desire of residents to maintain and preserve the

salient life-style value of low density spatial patterns.

Local Control: Catalina Foothills

Data fegarding the amount of land in the Catalina
Foothills zoned for commercial, residential, and industrial
use is not available. However, according to the Foothills
master plan, 15 acres per section (one square-mile) is
alloted to commercial development and 15 acres is alloted to
high density living. There are approximately 620 acres per
section (also a square mile) and there are approximately 38
square-miles included in the Catalina Féothills Area Plan.

These figures, however, do not indicate existing use, only

3. Maricopa County Department of Planning and
Zoning, A Land Use Plan . . . ., p. 9.
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what has been planned. There is every indication that
actual use is far lower than alloted.

The examination of the‘22 land use policy decisions
appears in Table 19. It was noted above that these 22
decisions represent those land use policy decisions regard-
ing the Foothills from 1964-69; data regarding prior
decisions was not immediately available.

The table shows the applicant, the type of zoning
requested, the existing zoning, Planning and Zoning Commis-
sion action, Board of Supervisors action, and whether or not
protests were made at both the Commission's public hearings
.or at the supervisofé' hearings. A key to the types of
zonihg is included. Of the 22 decisions, only»four were
approved by the Board of Supervisors. However, nine of the
applications were approved by the Planning and Zoning
Commission; thus, five épprovals by the commission were
reversed by the Board of Supervisors. In all five cases of
reversal of Planning and Zoning Commission recommendations
by the board, strong protests were lodged in both commission
and supervisor hearings. It will be noted that all of the
ioning decisions included in Table 19 involve issues which
would increase existing zoning density.

The four zoniné cases which were approved all were
approved on the basis that the rezoning conformed to the

Catalina Foothills Area Plan. The area plan allows for both
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commercial and some transitional (TR)vzoning. In two of the
zoning cases which were approved--DeGrazia and Skyline
Country Club Estates (numbers 1l and 22 as shown in Table
19) --there were no protests lodged against the applicants.

However, in the remaining two cases--Lissner and Lew
Place (numbers 1 ‘and 5 as shown in the table)--protests were
lodged against the applicants. The Lissner rezoning involved
the devélopment of a $2.5 million resort area bordering on
the Coronado National Forest in the Coronado Foothills
Estaﬁes area; the proposed reéort area consisted of a large
man-made dam, apartments, and a restaurant. Although pro-
.tesﬁs were voiced at the Planning and Zoning Commission
hearing, no protests weré lodged at the Board of Supervisors
hearing. This may be explained by the fact thét the develop-
ment had the full support of Coronado Foothills developer Don
DePugh. However, due to the fact that there were no protests
at the supérvisors’hearing, it would seem that this zdning
case constitutes a minor defeat for Foothills area residents
59 far aé maintaining and preserving life-style values.

The second case, however, was a more serious defeat
for Foothills residents. This casé——Lew Place-~-involved com-
mercial zoning. Strong protests were made at both the super-
visors and commission hearings. However, both boards
approved the zoning because it conformed to the Catalina

Foothills Area Plan. At the supervisor's hearing, rezoning
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opponents sparked a debate concerning high density land use
policyvin the Foothills. This may be cdnsidered the lone
major defeat for Foothills residents in respect to preserva-
tion and maintenance of life-style values.

In summary, of the total 22 land use policy decisions,
two deciéions may be regarded as defeats for Foothills resi-
dents who, as it has been demonstrated, wish to preserve low
density spatial patterns. On the other hand, of the 22
decisional outcomes, Foothills residents won in 20 cases.

It would not seem entirely correct, however, to simply state
that Foothills area residents were able to influence 91 per-
cent (20 cases) of the land use policy decisions considered.
This is because it is apparent that, as indicated in Table
19, pressure was not exerted in all cases. Fbr example,
case number 19 reveals that there were no protests lodged
against the applicant, Oracle Foothills Estates. Yet, the
application was still denied. The key fér policy-making by
the Board of Supervisors and the Planning and Zoning Commis-
sion is, apparently, the Catalina Foothills Area Plan.
Although not inflexible, the plan is used as a guide for
decisions. As noted above, the plan was approved in 1959;
it has been revised since that time. Thus, existing land
use, as devised by the area plan, coupled with the expressed
preferences (protests)'of residents combines to form>the

basic context of.décision-makipg. It would seem more correct,
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therefore, to state that Foothills area residents express
policy preferences which conform, more or less, to existing
land use policy. By frequently expressing policy prefer-
ences, Foothills area residents are able to consistently
reinforce their position, making it clear to Pima County
policy-makers. In these terms then, this wouid seem to indi-

cate strong support for the hypothesis: (H-2) If a special-

izing suburb is unincorporated and possesses sufficient -

resources, then it is possible for that suburb to exert

local control through politically-active groups to approxi-

mately the same extent as it is for an incorporated suburb to

exert local control.

Attitudinal Data: Assessment of Council
and County Governments

Tﬁe following data is derived from interviews in
Paradise Valley and the Catalina Foothills. .Respondents were
asked té assess their government in order to generate atti-
tudinal data. The assumption may be made that if respondents
exhibit discontent with their government, then this may be
some indication that that government is not functioning to
preserve and maintain life-style values.

The purpose of presentiné this attitudinal data at
this point is that it will compliment the preceding data
regarding land use policy decisions. However, it should be

noted, the assumption that if a suburb looks favorably upon
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its government, then it exercises local control, is not to
be made regarding this data.

Paradise Valley respondents were asked a series of
three questions relating to the governments in Maricopa
County. First, respondents were asked to assess Paradise
Valley's relations with Maricopa County before the former
incorporated. Second, respondents were asked to assess the
~government of Paradise Valley (Town Council). Third,'
respondents were asked to compare the Town Council govern-
ment to the governments of Phoenix and Scottsdale. It should
be noted that in the course of the 20 interviews, only two
bresbondents attempted to make any distinction between
Phoenix and Scottsdale; in this respect, then, the two
cities may be regarded as virtually the same. The results
of these questions are presented in Tables 20, 21, and 22

Seventy percent of Paradise Valley respondents said
that relatibns between Paradise Valley and Maricopa County
before the former's incorporation were poor; further, these
respondents indicated that this was primarily a result of the‘
county's actions. However, after incorporation, the same
respondents favored the Town Council.government, with 95
percent expressing favor and none expressing disfavor.

Nearly 70 percent of the respondents thought the Town Council
bgovernmenﬁ to be better than the governments of Phoenix

and/or Scottsdale.
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Table 20

Attitudes Toward Paradise Valley-Maricopa County Relations
Before Incorporation; Paradise Valley Respondents, 1969

Good Job . 30%

°
Pooxr Job ’ 70
County dishonest, unresponsive 20%
Cdunty showed lack of interest
in Paradise Valley problems 10
County was antagonistic _40
70% 100%

‘Table 21

Attitudes Toward Town Council Government;
Paradise Valley Respondents, 1969

Good | o 053
Excellent ' ' 25% |
Vefy Good 50
Fairly Good 15
Good, but Somewhat Inflexible 5
Poor : 0
Don't Know - : 5

95% 100%
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Table 22

Comparison of Paradise Valley Government to that
of Phoenix and Scottsdale; Paradise Valley Respondents, 1969

Much Better Than Phoenix and Scottsdale 65%
Compares Favorably, But About the Same 15
Don't Know | ‘ 20

100%

The importance of this data is that it indiqates
strong support of the Town Council government as expressed
by respondents. It would seem that life-style values were
not being preserved or maintained, according to respondents,
undex Maiicopa County government. However, the Town Council
of Paradise Valley, according to respondents, seems to be
fulfilling the function of preservation and maintenance of
life-style values.

Catalina Foothills area respondents were asked three
similar questions concerning their -attitudes toward govern-
ment in Pima County. Respondents were asked what they
thought of the county's relations with the Foothills area;
sécond, they were asked how they regarded the county's zoning
decisions regarding the Foothills area; third, they were
asked whether they had ﬁo}e confidence in the Pima County
Board of Supervisors or in the Tucson Mayor and Council.

Respondents' answers are presented in Tables 23, 24, and 25.
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Table 23

Attitudes Toward Foothills-Pima County Government
Relations; Foothills Respondents, 1969

Good 95%
Very good, county is responsive 71%
Fairly good 24
Supervisors good, Planning and Zoning
Commission is unsatisfactory . 5
95% 100%

Table 24

Attitudes Toward Pima County Zoning Decisions;
Foothills Respondents, 1969

Fairly good, Planning and Zoning Commission

leaves something to be desired, however 52%
Good, responsive, and fair ' ' - , 38
Good, sometimes too stringent, however : 5

County has not considered aesthetic aspects
of planning . 5

100%




98

Table 25

Comparison of Board of Supervisors Government to
Mayor and Council Government; Foothills Respondents, 1969

Favor Board of Supervisors 902
Favor Mayor and Council 10
100%

It will be recalled that of the 21 Foothills area
respondents, six were not strigtly residents of the Foothilis
proper. The differences between respondents in the Foothills
‘area proper, and thosé living outside the Foothillé areé Will
be considered later. In revealing respondents' answers, when
it was evident that questions did not strictly relate to the
six respondenfs, this was taken into account.

| Respondents indicated little discontent with Pima
County government. Only five percént of those interviewed
indicated any degree of dissatisfaction with county govern-
ment. In regard to the county's decisions relating to land
uée policy, respondents agreed that the outcomes of decisions
were good. In reference to the confidence placed in the Pima
County Board of Supervisors compared to the confidence placed
in the Tucson Mayor and Council, 90 percent of the respon-

dents said they had more confidence in the former.
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At this point, it will be useful to summarize the
findings presented in the six preceding-tables. As noted
above, the preceding attitudinal data are included here as
complimentary to data regarding policy outcomes in the Foot-

hills area and the activities of the Paradise Valley Town
Council. These attitudinal data do not’necéssarily reflect
any measure of local control exercised by either the Foot-
hills or Paradise Valley residents. However, it may be
assumed that if strong support is indicated for the Town
Council and county governments, then life-style values are
being preserved and maintainea. Strong support has been
indicated for the two governments; further, respondents havé

favored either the council or the county over neighboring

_governments.

Rural Vs. Metropolitan Images

In the preceding pages, it has béen shown that
residents of both Paradise Valley and the Foothills are con-
cerned primarily with spatial patterns favoring low density
living. For the metropolitan area, the implication of this
concern is that the resident of a low density suburb will
view metropolitan governmental integration in negative terms,
for the metropolifan area represents high density living.

In this section the following corollary will be tested:
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C-4. If an individual is a resident of a suburb

whose residents tend to view life-style values in terms of

low density spatial patterns, then that resident will tend

to view his suburb, as it relates to the metropolitan coxre

area, in terms of mutually exclusive and conflicting images.

In order to test this corollary, attitudinal data will again
be utilized.

Respondents in Paradise Valley were asked why thgy
favoredlincorporation of Paradise Valley, As indicated in
Table 26, 85 percent of the respondents mentioned zoning
encroachments by Maricopa County as the primary reason for
favoring incorporation. Thirty percent mentioned the desire
to keep commércial business out of the area as a motivating
factor; fifteen percent mentioned local control itself; and
fifteen percent noted annexation possibilities by Phoenix or

‘Scottsdale as providing impetus to incorporation procéedings.

Table 26

Reasons for Favoring Incorporation of Paradise Valley;
Paradise Valley Respondents, 1969

Zoning encroachments by Maricopa Coﬁnty 85%
Kéep cqmmercial businesses out of Paradise Valley 30
"Control our own destiny" .15
Prevent annexation B 15

Avoid high tax assessments ' 10
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Respondents in the Catalina Foothills were asked why
they opposed annexation of the Foothills to the City of
Tucson. Table 27 indicates that 76 percent of respondents
opposed annexation on the grounds that the city did not have
the resources to provide services. (It may now be noted
that support is shown for the statement that respondents
indicated that they doubted the city's [Tucson's] ability to
provide services, as noted in Chapter 4.) Also mentioned as
reasoning for opposing annexation were the desire to live
the "country life"; reaction against big city government;
the fact that county government is responsive; and that the

city would downgrade zoning.

Table 27

Reasons for Opposing Annexation of Foothills Area
to the City of Tucson: Foothills Respondents, 19692

City does not have resources enough to provide services 76%

Desire to live the "coﬁntry life" 19
Reaction against "big city government" 14
County government is résponsive 14
City would downgrade zoning 10
Taxes would be higher ' 5
Manner in which annexation was proposed (Mayor Corbett) 5
Premature, Foothills noﬁ'yet developed enough 5

a. Two respondents expressed pro-annexation
sentiments; nineteen were anti-annexation.
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The reasons for Paradise Valley's incorporation as
expressed by Paradise Valley respondents are found in the
desire to maintian and preserve life-style values. This is
Williams' hypothesis and it is strongly supported in the
case of Paradise Valley. However, this is not the main
focus of the paper.

Foothills area respondents noted the primary reason
for opposing annexation as the city's inability to provide
éervices for the reason that by voicing opposition in these
terms, it could gather support from surrounding homeowners
associations. It should be noted that the majority of
associations opposing annexation did not exhibit the same
low density spatial patterns evident in the Foothills area.
The issue of the city's inability to provide services was.an
issue which would arouse low and high density suburbs alike.

However, except for the indications shown in opposi-
tion to annexation, there is little evidence that respondents
viewed their suburb in relation to the metropolitan core in
terms of mutually exclusive and conflicting images. Respon-
dents in the Foothills noted a reaction against big city
~government as a reason for opposing.annexation.

Respondents in both suburbs were asked what they
thought would result from the annexation of their area into
the neighboring city; For Paradise Valley respondents, this

meant annexation into either Phoenix or Scottsdale; forx
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Foothills respondents, this meant, of course, the City of
Tucson. Table 28 indicates that 73 percent of all respon-
dents said annexation would result in higher taxes without
benefit of municipal services. Twenty-four percent of the
respondents in the Catalina Foothills were so adamant about
the issue of annexation they they said they would move out
of the area if it were annexed by the city. Twenﬁy—five
percenﬁ of the respondents in Paradise Valley said their

area would lose its identity.

Table 28

Estimated Outcome of Annexation of Suburbs to Cities
As Expressed by Paradise Valley
and Foothills Respondents@, 1969

‘Péradise' Catalina Tdtal

Breakdown of low density zoning 70% 76% 73%

Higher taxes without benefit of

services 5 33 20
"I would.leave if the area was .

annexed" ) - 24 12
We would lose our identity 25 - - 12
It would change "our way of life" 5 10 7
Better candidates would be offered

for city elections - 10 5
Government would be removed from

the people 10 - 5

a. Single responses omitted from table.
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Table 28 strongly indicates that respondents in the
two low density suburbs saw a basic conflict between their
area and the core city. The fear that the city would
eventually breakdown loﬁ density zoning may be attributed to
the high density nature of the metropolitan area.

Paradise Valley respondents were asked why they
favored incorporation over annexation into either Phoenix or
Scottsdéle. Both of the cities represent high density urban
areas and may be conéidered as basically the same as respon-
dents did not differentiate between them. As indicateq by
Table 29, respondents said they distrusted Phoenix and
Scottsdale in that they thought the two cities would down-
~grade zoning and allow commercial zoning. In addition, 20
percent of the respondents said they saw a basic conflict
between the interests of the city and the interests of their
suburb. Fifteen percent said incorporation was favored in
order to escape big city problems.

Table 29 also indicates that the motives for
incorporation were twofold: first, respondents indicated
that Maricopa County government did not serve to safeguard
life-style values (indicated in Table 20); second, as shown
in Table 29, respondents expressed the opinion that the
neighboring cities would downgrade zoning. The only viable
alternative was to incorporate despite the fact that respon-

dents, presumably, could not have known how either
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Table 29

Reasons for Favoring Incorporation Over Annexation a
- to Phoenix or Scottsdale; Paradise Valley Respondents, 1969

Phoenix and/or Scottsdale would downgrade zoning | 70%
and allow commercial zoning

There is a basic conflict of interests between the

cities and Paradise Valley v 20
"We did not want big city problems" 15
Paradise Valley would lose its identity ‘ 10
City government inept . o ) 5
Taxes would be higher : 5
"We wanted to preserve exclusiveness" 5

a. Two respondents expressed anti-incorporation
preferences; eighteen respondents were pro-incorporation.

municipaiity-—Phoenix or Scottsdale--would have reacted to
zoning problems. Thus, the act of incorporation implicitly
indiqates thaf respondents--if not residents--of Paradise
Valley saw annexation as a potential threat to life-style
values. Hence, the case of Paradise Valley would indicate
support for the corollary (C-4) which posits the relation-
ship between the individual residen£ of a low density suburb
and how he views his suburb invrelation to the metropolitan

core area which is in mutually exclusive and conflicting

images.
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The rural image is found in the low density spatial
patterns of the two suburbs. This would account for the
numerous references in the tables presented up to this
point regarding the "country life." The metropolitan image
is, of course, found in the core city. Some of the salient
aspects relating to the metropolitan image might include:
fl) the rpaid, hectic pace of city living; (2) cramped
living.quarters; (3) traffic congestion; (4) slums, ghettos,
and deteriorated living 'areas; and (5) problems involviﬁg
crime. The rural image might include: (1) quiet surround-
ings; (2) spacious environment; (3) aesthetic environment
(including wildlife, scenic views); and (4) a relatively
isolated or secluded.enVifonment (privacy) .

This rural-urban dichotomy may haveAbeen further
accented by the.generai nature of relations between the two
suburbs and the core cities. Respondents in both areas were
asked to assess the nature of relétions between their suburb
and the neighboring city. In the case of the Foothills,
respondents were asked to assess Foothills-Tucson relations;
in the case of Paradise Valley, respondents were asked to
assess relations of their suburb with Phoehix and/or Scotts-
dale. In the latter case, a number of respondents did make

a distinction between the two cities and this is noted in

Table 30.
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Table 30

Attitudes Toward City~Suburb Relations;
Paradise Valley and Cataline Foothills Respondents, 1969

Paradise Catalina Total

Relations were antagonistic 408 62% 51%

Relations with Scottsdale good,
with Phoenix antagonistic 35 - 17
Mean: Antagonistic 68%

Paranoic suspicion of residents

toward city 5 - 2
Relations good 5 10 7
bon't know 15 -- 7
Respondents for whom question '

‘ did not apply ’ e 28 15
.100% 100% 100%

Nearly 70 percent of all respondents indicated that
relations between the suburb and at least one of the core
cities were antagonistic. However, antagonistic relations
were most likely the result of annexation threats expressed
by the core city. Thus, the manner in which annexation is
proposed and the past history of annexation would seem to
influence attitudes towaid annexation. - In both Paradise
Valley and the Foothills, the history of relations of the
suburbs with the neighboring core cities is characterized by
antagonism involving threats of annexation and therefore

threats to life-style values.



108

In terms of the preceding data, it would seem that
strong support is indicated for the corollary: (C~4) If an

individual is a resident of a suburb whose residents tend to

view life-style values in terms of low density spatial

patterns, then that resident will tend to view his suburb,

as it relates to the metropolitan core area, in terms of

mutually exclusive and conflicting images.

The Problem of Incorporation

It has been noted that Foothills area respondents
showed a high level of satisfaction with Pima County govern-
ment. However, it was also noted that at least one attempt
to incorporate an area in the Foothills has been made
(Chapter 3). It may be argued that because Foothills area
respondents.are not ab;e to incorporate directly due to the
six-mile limit imposed by state statute, that respondents
were resigned to favoring the county government. However,
in interviews with anti-annexation leaders, it was noted
that this problem (the six-mile limit) did exist but that it
was not insurmountable. Further, it was considered that if
a nearby area outside the six-mile limit did incoxrporate,
the remainder of the Foothills area could be annexed to this
area. Thus, the possibility of indirect incorporatioh was,
and still is, possible. It was noted in Chapter 3 that the
Shadow Mountain group received outside support for the

_incorporation effort and that this support was financial.
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There is every indication that this support came from
Foothills area residents who were deeply interested in
possible annexarion of their area to the newly-incorporated
area.

In order to determine how much support incorporation
might have in the Foothills area, respondents were asked if
they would favor, if possible, incorporation of their area.
As indicated by Table 31, respondents were divided as to the
desira-ility of incorporation. It is interesting to note
that of the six respondents living outside the Foothills
(shown as "Respondents for whom question did not applyf in
Table 31), that three opposed incorporation, two favored,
and one respondent said he did not know. From the data
available, it would seem that there is support for incorpora-
tion in the Foothills area; however, this is possible only
through an indirect method: by annexing to a newly incorpo-
rated area which would be considered similar to Paradise
Valley in terms of attempting to preserve and maintain life-

style values which are centered around land use policy.

The Concept of Community
The purpose of this section.is to examine the concept
of community as it related to decentralized (incorporated)
suburbs and to centralized (unincorporated) suburbs. The

preceding section was concerned with an analysis of
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Table 31

Attitudes Toward Possible Incorporation of
Catalina Foothills; Foothills Respondents, 1969

No 38%

Because sooner or later the area should
be part of Tucson 1l4g

Because would rather stay in the county;
however, would favor incorporation over

annexation 24
» 38%
Yes ' 33
Because city‘governmént is incompetent
~and would breakdown zoning , 24%
Probably would favor incorporation 9.
33%
Respondents for whom question did not apply 29

100%

respondents' attitudes toward their suburb and the metropoli-
tan area. Support was shown for the corollarf (C-4) that
résidents'in a suburb which exhibits life-style values
favoring low density spatial patterns will view their suburb
in relation to the metropolitan core in terms of mutually
exclusive and conflicting images; thus, there is direct con-

flict between the-apparent interests of the suburban area

versus the metropolitan area.
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The metropolitan area, as it has been pointed out,
represénts high density living. Further, the metropolitan
area is a large mass which is difficult for the individual
to consider ih any communal sense. In order to be better
able to come to grips with his environment, the individual
may prefer to identify with a homogeneous suburban area;
further, the fact that this suburb possesses its own govern-
mental authority, increases the individual's ability to
identify with the suburb in which he resides.

By forming its own governmental authority, a suburb
is able to legislate differences between itself and neigh-
Aboring suburbs. A smaller governmental authority also gives
the individual greater access to that government and allows
suburban leaders to be more visible, more accessible. This
will promote identification with the suburb by making it
more distinctive.? |
In fhe context of this ipgic, the following corollary

will be tested:

C-5. If a suburb specializes in high socioeconomic

status groups and is incorporated, then the residents of

that suburb will tend to view their suburb in terms of

4. Thomas R. Dye, "Certain Political Correlates of
Social and Economic Differentiation Among Suburban Communi-
ties" (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of
Pennsylvania, 1961), p. 5.
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community more so than the residents of an unincorporated

suburb would tend to view their suburb.

In order to test this corollary, respondents in both
the Foothills and in Paradise Valley were asked to state
whether or not they considered their suburb a community. It
should be noted that in asking the question, the interviewer
was often asked to define "community." However, to avoid
this problem, the respondent was asked to use his own
subjective definition.

According to the corollary, if it were to be
supported, respondents in Paradise Valley would indicate a
.Qreafer feeling of community than respondents in the Foot-
hills area. This is because, as posited in the corollary,
Paradise Valley is an incorporated town which is able to
legislate differences since it possesses its own governmental
jurisdiction. |

waéver, according to the data presented in Table 32,
thié corollary is not supported. Eighty-seven percent of
quthills area respondents expressed the.feeling of community
despite its unincorporated status. Tt will be noted from the
table that those respondents not living in the Foothills were
exciuded; thus, the total universe for the Foothills is based
on 15, rafher than'21, responses. Aé expected, Paradise
Valley respondents exhibited a high degree of community. .In

terms of the data presented, it would seem that the evidence
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Table 32

Attitudes Toward Feelings of Community;
Paradise Valley, Foothills Respondents, 1969

Paradise Catalina? Total
Yes - 908 87% ~ 88%
No ' 10 13 12
100% 100% 100%

does not support the corollary: (C-5) If a suburb special-

izes in high socioeconomic status groups and is incorporated,

then the residents of that suburb wiil tend to view their

suburb in terms of community more so than the residents of

an unincorporated suburb would tend to view their suburb.

How might the fact that respdndents in both areas
tend to view their suburb in terms of community be explained?
Suburban identity in high socioeconomic status suburbs may
be fostered first by economic means. Thué, because of high
land.and housing costs, only those who may afford these
costs are able to locate in the area; they, in turn, must
éonform to-the norm as exhibited in surrounding homes.

Although this may be true, there is another factor
which plays an important role. This is the developer.
Developers in the Catalina Foothills perform the function of
bringing utilities and water to the area. This is part of

- the normal act of subdividing land. However, in selling
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lots, the developer in the Foothills and in Paradise Valley
may include restrictions on property sold. These are
.genefally known, in real estate terms, as "protective
covenants" or deed restrictions. Thus, the developer may
list numerous restrictions on the land. Some of the normal--
normal in the context of high socioceconomic status suburbs--
restrictions made by developers are: (1) the buyer cannot
further subdivide his property; (2) all trash receptacles
must be hidden; and (3) white roofs are not allowed for
homes (this is in order té prevent a view from a higher
level from being spoiled). This list will normally include
many more restrictions. In addition to these restrictions,
developers in both the Foothills and Paradise Valley demand
the right to approve'or disapprove architectural plans

prior to building. This is to insure that aesthetic values
will be maintained and that minimum floor space is provided.
The latter is usually another noimal restriction made by
developers.

| Thus, the developer is ablé to legislate those
differences which may have been done by a governmental

authority. The developer substitutes as a governmental body

and it is through him that some sense of community distinc-

tion is developed, thus aiding in promoting an atmosphere of

community and community identification.
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The Problem of Metropolitan
Governmental Integration

The purpdse of this section is to consider
respondents' attitudes toward metropolitan governmental
‘integration. Attitudes toward the metropolitan problem may
be linked to the two suburbs. Thus, how might residents of
~an incorporated suburb consiéer iﬁtegréﬁion versus the
residents of annuﬁincorporated suburb? The following
corollary will be tested:

C-6. If a suburb specializing in high socioeconomic

- status groups is not incorporated, the residents of that

suburb will tend to view governmental iﬁtegration in more

favorable terms than the residents of an incorporated

suburb. (However, this does not mean that the residents of
the unincorporated suburb will necessarily view integration
in poéitive terﬁs.)

-Respondents in both suburbs were asked whether they
would favor é single government fér the metropolitan area.
The results of this guestion are presented in Table 33.
Eighty-five percent of Paradise Valley respondents said they
would not favor integration, while ohly 53 percent of Foot--
hills respondents said they would nét. Only five percent of
Paradise Valley respondents said they would favor integration

while 33 percent of Foothills respondents said they would

favor integration.
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Table 33

Attitudes Toward Metropolitan Governmental Integration;
Paradise Valley, Foothills Respondents, 1969

Paradise Catalina Total
No 85% 533 683
Yes | 5 33 20
Don't Know 10 14 13
100¢% 100% 1009

Thus, it would seem that support is indicated for

-the corollary that: (C-6) If a suburb specializing in high

socioeconomic status groups is not incorporated, the resi-

dents of that suburb will tend to view governmental integra-

tion in more favorable terms than the residents of an

'incorporated suburb. Again, it must be made clear that this

does not mean that the residents of the unincorporated sub-
urb will necessarily view integration in positive terms. As
was shown in the abové data, a majority of Foothills respon-
dents did not favor integration; however, this number was

much lower than that for Paradise Valley respondents.

Metropolitan Problems and the Suburbs

In further analyzing suburban versus metropoiitan
attitudes, the question of how suburban residents consider

metropolitan problems was condisered. The purpose of this



117

section is to examine this question. The following

corollary will be tested.

C-7. If an individual is a resident of a high

socioeconomic statﬁs group suburb, he will tend to view

metropolitan area problems and his role in helping to solve

these problems largely in terms of impotence.

In order to test this corollary, respondents in both
suburbs were asked first to state wﬁat they considered to be
the metropolitan area's most serious problems. Second, they
were asked whether or not residents of their suburb should
be concerned about these problems and, if so, how should
they be concerned; and if not; why not. The results of
these questions are shown in Tables 34 and 35.

As indicated.by Table 34, mentioned most often were
the problems of growth (keeping pace with needs), transporta-
tion, unemployment, air pollution, and law enforcement. It
should be noted that the problem of unemployment is most
serious in the Tucson area as reflected in the table. Also,
in the Phoenix area, the problem of deterioration éf the
downtown area is of major concern, whereas in Tucson the
problém is not as serious.

Table 35 indicates some sﬁpport for the corollary.
However, support is less than conclusive for only 24 percent
of all respondents indicated a feeling of impotence in

dealing with metropolitan problems. Those answers marked
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Table 34

Attitudes Toward Most Serious Problems
Confronting the Phoenix-Tucson Metropolitan Areas;
Paradise Valley, Foothills Respondents®, 1969

Paradise Catalina Total

Problems of growth, keeping pace

with needs _ 45% 28% | 37%
Transportation 45 28 '37
Unemployment ’ 10 52 31
Air Pollution 25 24 24
Law Enforcement _ : 15 33 24
Deterioration of the Central

" Business District .20 - 10
Planning 25 5 15
Poverty , 15 5 10
Need for Competent Elected '

Officials in the City - © 19 10
Coordination of administrative -

offices 5 5 5
Education ' 5 5 5
Long-range water problems 5 5 5

a. Only two or more responses noted; single
responses are omitted. '
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Table 35

Attitudes Toward Individual Response to Metropolitan
Problems; Paradise Valley, Foothills Respondents, 1969

Paradise Catalina Total

No, we should tend to our own

problems 35% 5% 20%
Yes, we should be concerned but
do not know how we can do
_ anything 15 33 24
*Yes, we should be concerned:
should work on an indivi-
dual basis, as in private
charity 20 57 39
*Yes,‘governments in the metro-
politan area should work
together 10 - 5
Yes, but we must first achieve
sound management of our ~ . :
own affairs 20 1 10
*Yes, we should be concerned and ,
we should pay our fair share - ' 5 5
1002 100% 100%
Total exhibiting concern for
metropolitan problems 46%
Total exhibiting segmented
disposition 54
100%

*Indicates concern for metropolitan problems.
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with an asterisk indicate some concern for the metropolitan
core area and its problems. These answers number less @han
half of the total respondents in both areas. Those answers .
not.indicating concern for metropolitan area problems (with-
out asterisk) add up to 54 percent of all respondents.

Thus, while some support is shown for the corollary under
consideration here, there is evidence of a segmented dispo-
sition toward metropolitan problems by more than half of

the respondents in the two areas.

The segmented thinking of respondents indicates a
preﬁerence of respondents to reﬁain outside the metropolitan
.area and therefore, a disposition toward non-involvement in
metropolitan area problems. This preference, as exhibited
by respondents,‘seéms entirely consistent with the corollary.
(C-4) that individuals of the tyée of suburbs studied in
this paper will tend to view their suburb, as it relates to
the metropélitan.cote area, in terms of mutually exclusive
and conflicting images. The segmented thinking, of course,
has implications for the entire problem of governmental
proliferation. It may be éssumed that the greater the
degree of segmented thinking exhibited by residents of a
~given suburb, the chances are proportionately decreased for

the residents of that suburb to accept governmental

integration.
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Conclusion

This chaptef's major conclusions are: (1) strong
suppoft has been shown for the hypothesis that an unincor--
porated suburb which possesses sufficient resources may
exert local éontrol through'group pressure; (2) support was
shown for the corollary that resideﬁts of the types of
suburbs éonsidered in this paper--those which hold to low
density living as the aegis of life-style values--will tend
to copsider thier suburb, as it relates to the metropolitan
core area, in terms of mutually exclusive and conflicting
images; (3) support was also shown for the corollary that
residents of an unincorporated subufb will tend to consider
~governmental integration in more favorable terms than the
residents of an incorporated suburb. Also, (4) little
suppoxrt was shown for the corollary that residents of the
type of suburb studied will tend to consider.metropolitan
afea problems in terms of impotence; however, evidence was
presented which indicated a strong tendency toward segmented
thinking among respondents in both afeas which has serious
implications for governmental integration. Further, (5)_no
support was shown for the corollary that the residents of an
incorporated suburb will -tend to consider their suburb in
terms of community more so than the residents of an unin-
corporated suburb; the notion of community was, instead,

considered to be fostered by economic barriers and by the
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developer who imposes numerous restrictions and requirements

which further a communal sense.



CHAPTER 6

SOME CONSIDERATIONS REGARDING LIFE-STYLE THEORY FOR

METROPOLITAN AND SUBURBAN ANALYSIS

The purpose of this chapter is to consider the
implications of life-style as a theoretical approach to
metropolitan analysis. In this examination, urban scholar
Oliver P. Williams' life-style theory will be briefly
recoﬁnted. Second, the findings of this case study will be
briefly reviewed as they relate to life-style theory.
.Third, an examination of the problems and benefits associ-

ated with this orientation will be made.

Williams: Life-Style Theory

Life-style values, as has been pointed out elsewhere
‘in this study, éncompass a broad range of factors including
social, economic, cultural, and political variables. The
first three variables seem to influence the latter. Accord-
ing to Williaﬁs, one of the most important tactics used by
suburbs is to gather in homogeneous groups. In this ﬁanner,
dissent may be minimized while consensus and agreement aie
maximized. Further, this strategy will lead to a décentral-

ized metropolitan governmental pattern for, in this manner.

123
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suburbs may better protect and maintain life-style values.
In these terms, then, local control means the ability of the

suburb to preserve, maintain, and promote life-style values.

Case Study Findings"

This hypothesis——that suburbs will proliferate in
order to maintain and preserve life-style values--was sup-
ported in the case of Paradise Valley. At this point, it
will be useful to restate those hypotheses that were sup-
portedvin this study. Support was shown for the following
hypotheses and corollaries: '

H-1. If a suburb specializes in high socioeconomic

status groups, then the political behavior of its residents

will be influenced primarily by social values.

H-2. If a specializing suburb is unincorporated and

possesses sufficient resources, then it is possible for that

suburb to exert local control through politically-active

~groups to approximately the same extent as it is for an

incorporated suburb to exert local control.

Cc-1. If a suburb's political behavior is influenced

primarily by social values, then economic values will be

secondary.

C-2. If a suburb's politicdl behavior is influenced

primarily by social values and that suburb specializes in

high socioeconomic status groups, then the nature of social

values influencing that suburb will tend to center around
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land use policy. In terms of this study, land use policy

centered around the desire, exhibited both by municipal
- policy and bylrespondents, for low density living.

C~4. If an individual is a resident of a suburb

whose residents tend to view life-style values in terms of

low density spatial patterns, then that resident will tend

to view his suburb, as it relates to the metropolitan core

area, in terms of mutually exclusive and conflicting images.

C-6. If a suburb specializing in high socioeconomic

status groups is not incorporated, the residents of that

suburb will tend to view governmental integration in more

favorable terms than the residents of an incorporated suburb.
(However, as it was noted in this study, this did not mean
" that the residents of the unincorporated subﬁrb neceésarily
viewed integration in positive terms.) |

Partial support was shown for the following
- corollary:

C-3. If a suburb specializes in high socioeconomic

status groups, the concern for life-style values will not

necessarily reflect a corresponding concern for municipal-

type services.

Two corollaries tested in this paper did not appear

to be supported or showed little support:

C-5. If a suburb specializes in high socioeconomic

status groups and is incorporated, then the residents of
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that suburb will tend to view their suburb in terms of

community more so than the residents of an unincorporated

suburb would tend to view their suburb. 1In testing this

corollary, it was found that despite whether or not the
suburb was incorporated, a high degree of community feeling
existed in both Paradise Valley and the Catalina Foothills,
The evidence showed, instead, that economic barriers and the
efforts of the developer--through restrictions established
by him--may be enough to develop feelings of community.
Thus, C-5 may be restated in the following mannexr:

C-5 (restated). If a suburb specializes in high

socioeconomic status groups, a sense of community may be

developed among its residents through economic barriers and

through the efforts of developers who establish rules which

aid in promoting a sense of community.

Little support was shown for the following

corollary:

C-7. If an individual is a resident of a high

socioeconomic status group suburb, he will tend to view

metropolitan area problems and his role in helping to solve

these problems largely in terms of impotence. However, it

was demonstrated that respondents in both suburbs exhibited

a high degree of segmented thinking which has implications
for governmental integration: that thislsegmented disposi-
tion will have to be obviated if reformers desire integration

of the metropolitan community.
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It is now possible to discuss the life-style theory

in the context of the findings of this study.

Life-Style

The life-style theory poses some problems for
metropolitan analysis. It has been noted that life-style is
a catholic variable encompassing a wide range of sub-
variables. Each suburb possesses some life-style vélues
which may not be apparent in view of the wide range of vari-
ables which must be considered.

Life-styles will vary from suburb to suburb to
-suburb. The importance of life-style for the urban analyst
is that the unique properties of each suburb's life-style
will hold implications for the political environment and
behavior of that suburb. Thus, the urban political scientisf
will probably not be interested in the fact that a suburb's
life-style -includes the norm of displaying one's martini
~glass as he walks across the street. This is more the
ldomain of the sociologist. However, the political scientist
will be interested if the same individual consistently
attends zoning commission meetings and attempts to influence
the outcomes of land use policy decisions for the reason that
he wants to maintain low dénsity spatiél patterns. The
point is that the problem of what is relevant, both in the
case of the individual suburb and how it varies from other

suburbs, may be difficult to solve in terms of life~style
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theory. Thus, it should be clear that the political
scientist must come to terms with the problem of meésuring
and interpreting the life-style values of any suburban area
studied.

One answer to the problem of sifting rele&ant life-
style values out of the complex network of variables
involved, is to be able to assign certaih relevant life-

- style values to certain types of suburbs. This study pro-
ceeded on the assumption that suburbs characterized by

upper socioeconomic status groups differed from middle and
lower income suburbs. Thus, if further research will yield
sbme,generalizations that may be made regarding life-style
values in upper, middle, and lower income.gropp suburbs, the
value of this theory would be greatly enhanced.

If such a series of generalizations may be made, the
‘implications for the problem of metropolitan governmental
integration would be that this problem could be considered
in terms of life-style values empirically discovered. In
Chapter 1, it was pointed out that arguments for and
against metropolitan political integration have not been
made in an empirical context. Such a set of generalizations
regarding life-style values would lend greater understanding
of the so-called metropolitan problem.

In terms of the present research, however, one may

question whether the desire to maintain low density spatial



129

patterns is a 1ife—style value which may be attributed to
all high socioeconomic status group suburbs. Also, if
familism is a life-style value which may be assigned to
middle class suburbs, what are the implications of this life-
étyle value for local control? Perhaps the answer to this
question lies in the nature of the suburb's school system.
Williams has indicated that life-style values will reflect
concern for issues of land use policy and education.®
However, it seems the relevance of life-style values for
understanding the behavior of middle and lower status
suburbs is a serious question until further research yields
answers.

In summary, the problems associated with life-style
theory in metropolitén analysis are: (1) the problem of
specifically identifying relevant life-style values in‘a'
_given suburb; (2) the problem of defining the relationship
of the large number of variables encompéssed in 1ifé—style
theory, and (3) the problem of eventually developing general-
izations regarding the association of lifefstyle values to
certain types of suburbs, however classed or typed.

These are problems which Williams has not explained'
or considered in his life-style theory. The advantages of
life-style theory as an orientation to metropolitan.

research is, on the other hand, explicit. Ironically, the

1. WwWilliams, p. 306.
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advantages of 1ife;style theory are found in its problems,
for as a variable which includes a wide range of sub-
variables, it is necessary to consider such a universal
approach.v However, the methods for determining life-style
§alues are never considered by Williams. Nor are the total

implications of life-style theory for metropolitan analysis.

Local Control

Throughout this paper, the relationship between life-
style values and local control has been postulated: suburbs
will tend to proliferate.to fo&m their own governmental
-authority in order to better preserve and maintain life-style
'values. Thus, the decentralized nature of the metropolitan
~governmental structure results.

This paper has posited, and shown support for, the
hypothesis that it is possible for a homogeneous suburb to
exercise local control and thereby préserve and maintain
life~style values without resort to the formation of its own
~governmental authority. This phenomenon is not considered
by Williams in his life-style theory either as to the
possibility of this happenihg or how it may occur.

One of the most important aspects of urban political
activity ignored by most political scientists, has been the
informal organization. The tendency has been to concentrate

upon formal governmental structure and to ignore whatever
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informal quasi-governmental organizations that may exist in
the metropolitan area.

It was clearly shown in this case study that the
homeowners associations of both Paradise Valley and the
Catalina Foothills play important, if not the most impor-
tant, roles in approaching the problem of local control.

It was shown in the case of the Catalina Foothills that
residents, through the use of the structure of the home-
owners association, were able to influence 91 percent of the
decisions regarding land use policy; or, more correctly, 91
percent of the decisions were what one would expect Foot-
hills area residents to consider in favor of residents.

This serves as strong evidence that the influence of informal
quasi-political organizations cannot be ignored in analyzing
suburban or metropolitan behavior. |

The role of the developer in ielation to botﬁ life~
style values énd local control is also important. The role
of the developer will obviously differ according to region.
For example, the eastern United States whexre development has
"reached a high level, the developer may not be as influential
as in the west where land development is an active, many
times speculative, business. However, it was demonstrated
in this paper that the developer was instrumental in pre-
serving and maintaining life-style values by exercising

. authority in the form of deed restrictions and insisting
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upon the right of approval or disapproval of architectural
plans for homebuilding. In this manner, the developer
assumes the authority normally alloted to public authorities.
The role of group pressure in exerting local control
is not considered by Williams. Noxr is the role of the
developer considered. It is clear that further research is
necessary in order to portray a complete understanding of

both life-style values and local control.

Further Research

A valuable addition to this research would have been
the consideration of similar types of neighborhoods within
the jurisdiction of the metropolitan core city. Thus, it
would have been possible to consider the degree of control
exercised by'the neighborhood in relétion to the metropolitan
~core city as the primary governmental authority. In such an
examination, it would have been possible to make comparisons
between the degree of control exercised by the suburbs con-
sidered in this study. These observations could have been
made within the context of the life-style value of the pre-
ference for low density living.

In such an expanded version of this study, it would
have been possible to discern some‘of the copéequences of a
suburb's integration inﬁ& the metropolitan core area.
Perhaps one result. of the suburb's integration would be the

- fact that the suburb's life-style does not actually become
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seriously altered. This would directly conflict with what
Paradise Valley and Foothills respondents thought would
result in £he event of their annexation by the metropolitan
core city. | |

In any case, it should be clear that the life-style
theory offers a wide range of possibilities for metropolitan
and suburban area research. It is one of the few existing
theories regarding the pblitical behavior of the metropolitan
area. Further research is necessary if the ultimate potential

of the theory is to be realized.
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APPENDIX A
INTERVIEW SCHEDULE, PARADISE VALLEY

How do you feel about living in Paradise Valley?

What do you think are the major differences between
living in Paradise Valley and living in either
Phoenix or Scottsdale?

Do you considexr the area in which you live a community?
Why?

What do you think are the most important things that
the residents of Paradise. Valley should be most
concerned about? ‘

- What do you think of the services currently being

provided in your community?

"What types of issues, do you feel, would be the most

likely to arouse the residents of your area?

Would you favor a large shopping center for the Paradlse

Valley area? Reasons’

" What do you consider to be among the most serious

problems confronting the Phoenix metropolitan area?

Do you feel that Paradise Valley should be concerned
about these problems? If not, why? If so, how?

What were your reasons in favoring or opposing
incorporation for Paradise Valley?

Why do you think that after two previous failures, the
third attempt to incorporate Paradise Valley was
successful?

Why do you feel that the residents of Paradise Valley
favored incorporation over annexation into (1) Phoenix,
(2) Scottsdale?

134
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14.

15.
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23,
24,
25.
26.

27.
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Do you feel that there were any disadvantages in
incorporation?

What do you think would be different about Paradise
Valley if it had not incorporated by had been annexed
by (1) Phoenix, (2) Scottsdale?

What do you feel would have been the result of Paradise
Valley remaining in the county?

What do you think of Paradise Valley's relations with
Maricopa County before incorporation?

What do you think of Paradise Valley's relations with
(1) Phoenix and (2) Scottsdale before incorporation?

What do you think of the government of Paradise Valley
and its ability today to conduct its affairs?

How would you say this compares with (1) Phoenix or
(2) Scottsdale?

Which groups, do you feel, opposed incorporétion? Why?

Which groups, would you say, generally favored
incorporation? Why?

What influence do you feel developers have had in
Paradise Valley?

What are your feelings concerning the manner in which
Paradise Valley has been developed?

What are your feelings concerning the tax rate in
Paradise Valley?

Who would you consider some of the principle leaders in
(1) opposing and (2) favoring incorporation?

Would you favor a single government for all of the
Phoenix metropolitan area?

Do you have anything you would like to add?
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Name

Age

-Occupation (Husband's)

Have you ever held a publicly elected office?

Education (degrees?)

How long have you lived in Paradise Valley?

How long have you lived in the general area (Arizona)?

From where did you move?

How did you get involved in the incorporation issue?

What was your role in incorporation?
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APPENDIX B
INTERVIEW SCHEDULE, CATALINA FOOTHILLS

How do you feel about living in the Catalina FOOthlllS
area?

What do you think are the major differences between
living in the Foothills area and living in Tucson?

Do you consider the area in which you live a community?
Why?

What do you think are the most important things that
the residents of the Foothills area should be concerned
about?

- What do you think of the services currently belng

provided to your community?

‘What types of issues, do you feel, would be the most

likely to arouse the residents of your area?

Would you favor a large shopping center for the Foothills
area? Reasons?

What do you consider to be among the most serious prob-

.lems confronting the Tucson metropolitan area?

Do you feel that the Foothills area should be concerned

about these problems? If not, why? If so, how and
what should they do?

What do you think of the various annexation proposals

that have been made by the Clty of Tucson? Which ones?
Why?

What do you feel is the most important function performed
by the county in relation to the Foothills area?

What do you think of the county's relations with the
Foothills area?
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Are you familiar with any of the county's zoning
decisions regarding the Foothills area? If so, what
do you think of them?

Are you familiar with the Foothills Area Plan? If so,
do you have any feelings about it?

How do you feel about the Foothills' relations with the
City of Tucson? (responsibility, obligation?)

What do you think would be the result of the city's
annexation of the Foothills area? What would this mean
to you?

Do you feel that you have more confidence in the Mayor
and Council or the Pima County Board of Supervisors?

If possible, would you favor incorporation for the
Foothills area? Why?

What influence do you feel developers have had upon the

- Foothills area?

What are your feelings concerning the manner in which

"the Foothills has been developed?

How do you feel about the tax rate in the Foothills
area? '

Would you favor a single government for all of the
Tucson metropolitan area?

Do you have anything you would like to add?
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Name

Age

Occupation (Husbhand's)

Have you ever held a publicly elected office?

Education (degrees?)

How long have you lived in the Foothills area?

How long have you lived in the general area (Arizona)?

From where did you move?

How did you get involved in the annexation issue?

What was your role in anti-annexation?
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