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Preface 

This thesis wi 11 focus central iy on the rel:itio,1ship betwE,en 
the governor and the legisl~ture in Minnesota. More specif lea I iy 
I examine the governor's program success and aitempt to expiain 
variations in that success. Su::::n a ,lro0d topic wi 11 inevi1":-1b!y 
draw in other side issues. Legislative-executive reletions arc 
at the heart of the state decision process. But the party syste~ 
the bureaucracy, the envir0n~ent and a hast of other for~es 
impinge upon the relationship. Thi~ brief introduction ls to 
justify l'he topic selected. It wi 11 ,:llso provide the read12r wirh 
a "road map" for thE.' work. 

Professor James A. :::;criinson obs•2i-ve~:, 1'0n th1J whoie it- sec,rr,s 
fair to say that we lack evidence about how sciehtists in­
VE:stigate one topic r:::t·f,,er 1-h:in :1n~)thf:,1~.!! 1 Hf" ·rhen :=;p~i,;L.•l:ites 
tt1':lt, consciously or unconsciously, thr-ee m:ijcir critt,i-ia g,:.-✓ .-.Wl1 
the choice. ThGs~ criteria are: I) scientific cons;der3tions 
2) individu:11 fadors 3) institution,::I fachrs.2 The ·3ec0n 1:l 
cr;terion clearly domincted my own choice. First, my personal 
professional interests hove long centered neitner on political 
structures, nor on col icy outcom2s, but on the coiitical process. 
The most fascinati~g croces~ is thar by which communic3ti0ns 3nd 
decisions are transmittGd between executive ~nd legislature. 
Further, since my ecirl iest graduate days this fascination has 
been held predominately at the state level. Secondly, al ~hough 
not a native ~0n, my delight in the state politics of MinnesotJ 
i::; ceri'ainly tne centr-al rnotivating f:.,rce f:::ir t'his o,h1dy. This 
delight is reinforced by an irritation vvitti thG t·Ed5tiv,3 negk,ct 
Minnesota has received in aeneral state politics I iterature. 
Work by G. lheodore Mitau,VThomas Fl inn, and Ch~ries Gackstrom3 
should h::,ve alerted schalar·s to N.inn8sor.c1',3 place ir1 th,? polli'i­
ca I spectrum. St i I!, rnost s·rud i ef c.cnc I ud,J H:d Mi nnc:sot,) has 
a non-partisan legislature, is therefore not comc~rab!e to othor 
states, and is of no further interest)~ 

Aside from per3oni:ll ini·2rest, therc-2 ar,,, legitimah, 5:Cientif­
ic criteria for pursuing this Etudy. First, since at !e~s~ the 
late 1950 1 s interest in a comparative state po!itics has in­
creased tremendously. Then~ is a gr·owing Ii tE•rat·, . .n-8 <-h3t 
attempts to compar:e a 11 states on gross economic., pol i tica I, end 
policy variables.5 This I iterature· has a general theoretical 
model in systems analysis. It also uses statistical proc;,durcs 
and techniques (i.e. r~nk order correlation and factor analysis). 
This study wi 11 use ·the systems m::>d.a! ~s an '.'.:lrganiz.ing guide. 
It will also use the results of these previous studies. However, 
my main contribution w; l I be in fi ! ! ing '\1aps 11 in the I iter-ature. 
These general comparative studius have not been accompenied by 
detailed systematic studies on specific political svste~s. This 
is surprising since these studies, ooera~ing on I inear rel~t:on­
ship assumptions, expl3in e relatively low orooortion of the 
var1ance among states. We w; I I attanpt ~o ~est these general 



hypoth2ses by comparing them to Minnesota's experience con­
temporaneously and longitudinally. Secondly, the study seeks 
to fi I I in <jaos in the i iiercture on legisla~ i·1e-executive 
relations. In this area • Jr knowled1e is relative!y slight. 
The ge~eral comparative studies have largely ignored the ooer3-
tions between decision-making agencies. Few sophisl icated 
techniques, except rot I call analysis, have been developed. 
Every textbook I ists the major gubernatorial oowers, but few 
studies indicate specifically how these function. Empiricaf 
st·udies on actucil executive-legislaJ-ive re!3tior1s 3re nJn}. 
Coiema9 Ransone 1 s The Office of the Governor in the United ~tstes 
(1956)C) is Gut- f.3st general :3tudy on the governor1, /'-.s f;J:' 35-~ 
knoN there is cn!y one monograph on a specific 5t3tE's 2x2cui:'✓ 8· .. 
legislative rel3tions.7 In addition there are more iiml ted~ ,, 
studies on gubernatorial powers such as veto and ~udgeting. 0 

This study cannot bui Id a general knowledge of legis!dtive­
executive relations, but it can add an increment to a wo2ful ly 
sf im literature. 

The fol lowing plan wi I I be used in attacking the problem. 
Chapters Jne through Three are essentially introductory. Chapter 
One discusses comparative state pal itics, systems analysis, and 
current hypotheses about state socio-economic environ~ents and 
the pol itic31 system. Chapter Two focuses more specif lea' ly on 
executive-legislative relations. It begins with a brief discus­
sion of aporoaches to the subject and conclu1es with a ! ist of 
hypotheses on t·oth th0 state go\/ernor and the !e,g:sl:iTure. The 

Third Chapter ores~nts the methodological research design. 
General hypotheses are apoi ied to Minnesota along with the 
techniqJes used to test them. Chapters Four througn Nine are the 
heart of the thesis and present the principal evidence g3thered 
on ,\1 inn<2sota 1 s s:icial and p-:J!itical system, rhe goven,or, rr,e 
legislature. and tne governors' programs. In the co~cluding 
chapter findings are summ3rized and we came back the ful ! circle 
to ask where Minnesota fits into a c~mparative stare politics. 

I; 
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CHAPTER I 

CON-PARA TIVE ST,L\ TE POLI TICS 

This chapter lays out one of the two major analytic31 

modes th3t provide the framework for the studyo The bargaining 

model, more directly related to executive-legislate relations, 

wi I I be discussed in the next chapter. Here we wi I I establ;sh an 

overal I context. This context contains two parts. First, 

Minnesota politics can be most usefully viewed from a comparative 

political analysis. Secondly, the systems approach wi I I be the 

simplest and most convenient method for organizing the ·variables 

relevani- to that analysis. Since sysi"ems analysis postulates a 

direct relationship between environment and the political 

system, attention must also be directed to this relationship 

between environment and the pol itica! system, atteGtion must alsc 

be directed to this relationship. Therefore, the chapter wi I l 

conclude by reviewing state economic, social, and cultural 

environments, major political system components, and hypotheses 

I inking the two. 

I. The Study of State Politics 

The study of state politics, once considered a dying field, 

experienced a revival during the 1960 1 s. The causes are twofold. 

First, scholars concluded that the states have again become 

significant political units. Herbert Jacob argues that state 

pursuits have a great impact on the body politic: He writes: 

The fate of most domestic programs and 
policies is settled in state capitals. 
Most of them are supervised in whole or 
part by state governments. Even when a 
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program is a nati0na! one, states must 
often decide whether to participate or 
what local policies to adopt for admin­
istefing the program. Education, pub! ic 
health, regulation of business and pro­
fessions, and pol ic!ng are functions that 
are primarily under the control of state 
governments and their subsidiaries.I 

Clearly state and local governments far,exceed the national 

government in domestic spending. The states continue to innovate 

in substantive programs such as antipoverty, tax administration. 

and anti-discrimination laws as we! I ai government structure and 

? 
procedure.- Finally, states are politically signfficant both in 

the intensity of their political orocesses and the fact that most 

politicaf careers are made or broken within them. 

However, the second force, the revival of comparative method, 

had a far greater impact on the rekindled interest in state 

politics. Scholars concluded that comparative politics did not 

necessarily have to mean 11 foreign 11 governments. Wdhin the United 

States they had fifty pol ltical systems to which the method could 

be applied. The comparative method provides several benefits for 

systematic political research~ First, it supplies the perspec-

tive of many political experiences rather than just a few. In-

deed Thomas Jye argues that al I meaningful explanation is com­

parative because facts can only be perceived when contrasted with 

other facts.3 Our abi I ity to explain depends fundamenta! !y 

upon our abi I ity to generalize. Secondly, compar5tive method 

presupposes some uniformity among The elements studied. 

every political behavior is discrete, the scope for a general-

izable science would be minima!. Further~ since no man can 

2 
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evaluate many variables at one time, it is essential th3t most 

variables be held constant, actually or analytically, so that 

the impact of remaining variables may be more clearly perceived. 

The states would appear to meet this requkement for relative 

uniformity among most variables.4 Finally, there must be some 

variation, at least among the variables essential to the concern 

under study. This is especially true since the opportunity for 

control led experiments in social science is gre3tly circumscribed. 

We must be.able to take advantage of natural situations that 

exist. At least on scme system factors the states also meet 

this criterion., Econom"ic., social, and political process charac-

teristics are commonly viewed as providing sufficient contrast 

for vi ab f e 
. 5 comparisons .. Even the political structures., very 

s1mi lar in surface appe3rance, may differ in context and perform-

ance. 

Dye has argued that "our commitment to comparative analysis 

requires that explanatory hypotheses be tested with reference to 

air fifty states. Since the object of comparative study is to 

develop general explanations which wi I I apply to political 

systems universally, the universe of American state politics must 

. 1'6 include all the states,.· On this point this e:iuthor fundamen-

tal fy disagree. For many aspects of state politics this 

requirement is both unnecessary and impossible. Single system 

case studies, if they are set within a broader context, and if 

they are accompanied ith proper c3ution about generalization, 

can make useful contributions to comparative pol iticar know-

7 
ledge. Undeniably conorahensive studies re rating environment. 

3 



political process, and pol icy have contributed vastly to our 

knowledge. However, repeated studies of this type have sti I I 

not resulted in complete generalizable agreement. Moreover, 

both Ira Sharkansky and Richard I. Hofferbert recently con­

cluded that variables used in these comprehensive studies do 

not explain a large proportion of the variation found among 

8 
the states. Also, there are deviations from the general find-

ings that do exist that may be explained by extraordinary or 

idiosyncratic features in p3rticular states. Individual gover­

nors, legislators, and administrators may have pol icy impacts 

not encompassed by the hypotheses being tested. Detailed 

studies in particular states may reveal new variables hitherto 

untested in the more comprehensive works. More significant for 

my int~rests is the relative dearth of any knowledge concerning 

the actual political processes surrounding the governorship. 9 

Finally, comparative analysis need not be restricted to cross­

state comparison. Malcolm Jewel I feels that valuable comoar-

10 
isons may be made within a state over time as conditions change. 

This is precisely what this study proposes to do as a counter­

part to the broader focus of comparing Minnesota with its sister 

states. 

Political Systems 

A conceptual model can materially aid our explanation of 

gubernatorial program success. Fol lowing Dye, 'by a model we 

mean an abstraction or representation of political life that 

II 
simplifies and orders our thinking about politics. To be use-

ful for our purposes such a model mJst simplify reality without 



excluding variables essential to understanding program success. 

It should i I iuminate possible 5ignificant relationships between 

the governor and the legislators., and between these and other 

pol iticaf entities, that wi I I .have major impacts on pol icy 

success. It should be adaptable to the comparative method pre-

viously described. Finally, hypotheses suggested should be 

subject to empirical verificat;on. 

The systems aoproach has become the dominant framework used 

b J ·t· f • t· t 12 y po 1 1ca1 sc1en 1s s. As presently developed the approach 

does not provide a sophisticated theory of executive-legislative 

re fat ions. Basically the writer simply finds it to be an in­

tellectually clarifying way of ordering the data. It has other 

virtues. The political system, and by extension the executive-

legislative reletions as a subsystem may be considered as 

analytically separable from other phenomena. This sh~rpens and 

narrows ones focus. St, 11., it also precludes viewing .each iiem 

in a completely piecemeal fashion. This feature has special 

utility for the present study. The separation of powers concept 

has tradit1onal ly viewed the governor and the legislature as two 

separate, isolated entities. Systems analysis directs one to 

1ook for the possibility of relationships between the two. It 

should suggest that some aspects of the total political and 

environmental systems may also have great consequence for program 

success. 

The ,term system generally refers to an integrated group of 

interacting elements designed jointly to perform a given 

r. ~ · 1 ·;; • • iunc, ,on., _,,. .u. po! lt1cal system refrgs to th3t group of intsr-

5 



acting structures and processes th3t authoriatatively allocates 

values in a stateo e system concept encompasses several 

variables: 1) inputs--conf I icts and demands presented for 

authoritative~, loc3tion; 2) authoritative decision agencies or 

activities (governor, legislature, administrators); 3) outputs-­

statutes, informal i-ules, decisions; and 4) the environment-­

physical, social, economic, political culturee The assumption 

has been that these variables are most directly related in the 

fol lowing manner: the external environmental forces most directly 

shapes the political process and this in turn most directly in-

14 
fluences policy outcomes. The relationship appears in 

diagrammatic form in Figure I-1. 

Figure I-1 The Political System 

Environment----)• P::d it ica I~ Pc:_! it i ca I---)~ Po Ii cy Outcome 

Strutre ?rTss 1 I l 
Source: James A. =:obi n son.,, 11 The /,\,a j 2ir Prob I ems 
of Politica SciencE:", in Politics and Public 
A ff a i rs , l y n ton K • Ca I d v1 e I I , ( e d .. ) 

(Bloomington: Institute of Training for Public 
Service, Indiana Jniversity.,, 1962) 

The above conceptualization does diffe~ si ightly from those of 

other authors. The main difference lies in showing the structure 

and process separate y, but this division aopears consisten~ with 

the basic definition for a political system. Primary influence 

relationships follow from work done both by James A. Robinson and 

Thomas Dye. The diagram also shows secondary relationships from 

environment to process and ool icy, and from structure to policy~ 

6 



While political structure (by which is here meant formal re­

lationships established by constitution or statute) does not 

completely determine the actual process, it certainly channels 

the process or establishes a presumption as to how activities 

should be conducted. 

A second diagram wi I I ii lustrate more specifically the 

relationships among elemEnts directly connected with this 
15 

paper. 

Figure I-2 Relationships within Political Systems 

Political System 

uthor1tat1ve Decisicn-makingj __ r_e_w_a_r-•_s_~,~-
ctivities and agencies I de()rivati,.:ms \ 

--------:> 

Source: Marion Irish and James Prothro, The 
Politics of American Democracy, (Englewoo'cr 
CI i ffs; Pr-entice-Ha 11., 1967) 

Here the attention centers on decision-making agencies more than 

on the pol icy outcomes that chiefly concern most state political 

systems research. 11 '11ether or not the po I it i ca I process has 

great significance for policy outcomes.9 it is still important to 
,6 

know what goes on in the II I ittle blcck box 11 in the center. We 

wi I I need to know how apolitical system transfers inputs into 

pol icy outcomes. Although policy outcomes., in the form of gov~r-

nors' programs, wi Ii not be ignored, they are of concern more as 

a process measuring device than as the ~nd of research. Fol low-

ing the path sugr,ested by the model, we wit I examine first the 

structun? and then the process of both the gcver-nors' off ice and 

7 
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the legislature before exploring relationships between the two. 

We i I I afso examine not so much the inputs themselves as the 

mech3nisms by which dern3nds are transferred to the decision 

agencies. 

The system model shapes the plan of attack. We must first 

examine the environmental setting and its relationship to ti·1ose 

input processing structures and processes. These environ~ental 

patterns should also govern out expectations about the variable 

relationships between governor and legislature. The rest of the 

chapter discusses those variable rel6tionships between envircn­

rnent and politics before we turn to the governor and the legis­

lature in the text. 

II. The Political Environment 

Social-Economic Environment 

Whether labeled environment, ecology, social development, 01-

economic development, socio-economic variables are commonly per-

ceived as having a great impact on both the political process and 

public policies. Extensive empirical studies have given credence 

to this perception.
17 

Industrialization, urbanization, wealth, 

and education are four frequently used development components. 

And they appear to be functionally inter-related in the develop-

18 ment process. A states developmental level gives a particular 

C3st to its peoples I ife styles, needs, and ool itical demands. 

In turn distinctive political processes develop in response to 

these differing demands. The degree of industrial izat;on and 

wealth especially creates a minimal base for supporting govern-

ment operations and pub! le policy. 



These four factors have been measured in a great variety of 

ways. Wealth is usual y measured by per capita income. 

Industriat ization indicates the proportion of the labor force 

not engaged in agricuJture, forestry, or fishing. Urbanization 

reflects the proportion of the state's population I ives in urban 

areas. The standard Census aureau definition considers in-

corporated places of 2500 or more, or the urban fringe of cities 

of 50,000 or more popu at ion, as urban. Finally, education is 

most commonly measured by the median school years att~nded by 

those 25 years old or over. 

Two other variables should be considered. These are nct 

as frequently used as others so we do not have as extensive 

empirical information on their impact. First would be the 

proportion of black citizens in a states. Extensive evidence 

from Southern 8tates at least demonstrates this variable crucial 

19 
impact on competition and participation. Second would be the 

state's ethnic character. Ethnicity is defined as the oercent~ge 

of the population foreign born or with foreign born parents. 

While this factor has gradually declined in importance, it does 

h t . I . . f • . .1.. N h t 11 • t ~O ave par Icu ar sIgn1 icance ,n ihe, ort eas and 1I,1dwes .- At 

least this variable should indicate one source of conflict and 

cleavage within a system. 

Generally recent studies have not bothered to classify state 

environments. They have concentrated on gross relationships 

measured through correlating variables for al I states. Ira 

Sharkansky and Richard Hofferbert express skepticism about this 

,;::i I 
approach.~ They argue that too much variance among the 



Table I-1 

Industrialization 
State 
New Jersey 
Con nee ti cut 
New York 
Massachusetts 
I 11 i noi s 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
Delaware 
Ohio 
Ca Ii forn i a 
Michigan 
,Via ry I and 
Indiana 
Wisconsin 
Missouri 
New Hampshire 
Washington 
North Caro I i na 
Virginia 
Tennessee 
MIM~ESOTA 
Georaic 
SouH1 Caro I i na 
Louisiana 
Iowa 
Maine 
West Virginia 
Oregon 
Texas 
Vermont 
Alabama 
Florida 
Kentucky 
Kansas 
Colorado 
Utah 
Nebr a ska 
Oklahoma 
Mississippi 
Arkansas 
Arizona 
Nevada 
Idaho 
Montana 
New fv\ex i co 
South Dakota 
Wyominq 
North Dakota 

Ordinal Rankings of U.S. States: 
Industrialization and Cultural 
Factors; 1960 
Factor 

t~ank 
I 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
l I 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
2:2j 
24 
~~ 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 

~ -7 
)0 

Cultural Affluence ~3ctor 
State i-,;ank 
Nevnda I 
Ca Ii forn i a 
Wyoming 
Color-ado 
Oregon 
Washington 
Montana 
Nebraska 
Kansas 
Utah 
Connecticut 

2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
II 

Delaware 12 _I_d_a_h_o _________ l 3·-
Florida 
Iowa 

14 
15 

Arizona 16 
MINNESOTA 17 
New York 18 
New Jersey 19 
Massachusetts 20 
I I Ii no is 21 
Ohio 22 
Michigan 2, 
New Mexico 24 -----------·South Dakota ~s 
Oklahoma 26 
Texas 
Indiana 
Maryland 
New Hamoshire 
North Dakota 
Wisconsin 
Pennsylvania 
Missouri 
Vermont 
Rhode Is I .::ind 
Maine 
Virginia 
Kentucky 
West Virginia 
Georgia 
Tennessee 
Louisiana 
Arkansas 
Alabama 
North Carolina 
South Carolina 
Mississippi 

27 
'28 
29 
30 
JI 
52 
1:.; 7.,4 
5:,? 
30 

Source: Richard Hofferbert, "Socioeconomic Dimensions of 
American States: 1890-l960n, Midwest Journal of 
Political Science XII (1968). 
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political variables is left unexplained by the economic variables 

used. Although.gross analysis suggests some important variables, 

this must be supplemented by more detailed work. Moreover, the 

large number of variables used do not readily lend themselv s to 

a simple classification scheme. Although industrialization, 

wealth~ urbanization, and education may be related, the states 

do not rank the same on al I four and sometimes the discrepancies 

are arge. Therefore, the classification scheme used here wi I I 

be based on two factor sets developed by Hofferbert. 22 He sub­

jecte~ twenty-one different variables to a factor analysis for 

each census year 1890-1960. The analysis revealed two factors 

that accounted for 60% af the total varisnce. The first factor 

encompasses patterns of economic and occupational activity and 

was called the nindust-i--i~! izationn factor. Inspection reve~ds 

that the major variables included manufacturing, urbanization, 
r-,-, 

ethnic groups, and population size.c) The second factor heavily 

reflects characteristics of modern affluent societies and so 

was ca! led ncuttural Enrichment". Principal variables include 

education, personal income, communications, and black populat·ion 

(negatively related). 24 The last relationship was interpreted to 

reflect the general economic deprivation of non-white ~mericans. 

These two factors summarize the relevant variables pre­

viously discussed into a more compact and usable form. ~, I 

states are ordinal ly ranked on both factors. Since there are 

separate ordinal rankings for three separate years during the 

period under study, we can examine shifts in relative state 

oositions over this time. The rankings are preseGted below for 

I l 



25 
comparison. At least these rankings establish Minnesota's 

relative position among al I state systems. Crude categories can 

be established simply by dividing each rank ordering into 

quarti !es. These can be compared to political categories to see 

if characteristic variations appear. Since Hofferbert found that 

each factor is virtual y independent (.023 correlation coef­

ficient). and that each factor correlates highly with a different 

set of political variables, they vii 11 be trecited as separ·ate 

. . . · 26 
ent1t1es here. (For a visual interpretation of their re-

lationship, see Graph I-1.) 

The Political Culture 

Political culture is the habitual modes of thought and 

behavior characteristic of a given society about how politics 

should operate. If ideas have any consequences, they sur9ly 

should affect the way political institutions behave. Daniel 

Elazar has developed the only typology of ~merican state pol itica! 

culture to date.27 He discusses three basic cultural types, the 

individualistic, the moralistic, and the tradional istic. The 

individualistic politTcal culture views the democratic order as 

a marketplace. That is, pub! ic I ife is viewed as a bargaining 

process among individuals for their own self-interest~ There is 

no govern~ental concept of the good life. Community intervention 

in private activities is I !m;ted to encouraging access to the 

m~rket place. People participate in politics for individual 

material compensation. Therefore par~y regularity is encouraged. 

0 01 itics is left to professiona!s who are motivated by a favor 

, ') 
1 '-
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system .. By contrast, the moralistic culture take-s a ncommon 

wealth" approach .. In the political system citizens unite in a 

common effort to promote the good life. Community power is used 

to promote the public interest. It is the duty of al I to part­

icipate. But party regularity and personal gain is not valued. 

Politics should be issue oriented. Honesty and merit in govern­

ment would be honored. The traditionalistic culture is founded 

on a hierarchical sociaf system. Mainly the smal I group of top 

elites participate in government. General citizen activity is 

minimized. Maintaining the existing orderis the political 

system's chief function. Political organization is based mainly 

on personal and social ties, not party or merit. The culture 

legitimates political participation for personal gain. 

Table I-2 The Political Cultures of American States 

A\or a I i st i c 
Ca Ii forn i a 
Idaho 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Maine 
Michigan 
MINNESOTA 
Montana 
New Hampshire 
North Dakota 
Oregon 
South Dakota 
Utah 
Vermont 
Washington 
Wisconsin 

Individualistic 
Connecticut 
Delaware 
I I I i no is 
Indiana 
Maryl and 
Massachusetts 
Missouri 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Jersey 
New York 
Ohio 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Is I and 
Wyoming 

Traditionalistic 
Alabama 
Arizona 
Arkansas 
Florida 
Georgia 
Kentucky 
Louisiana 
Mississippi 
New Mexico 
North Carolina 
Tennessee 
Texas 
Virginia 

.West Virginia 

Source: Daniel Elazar, AmerJcan Federal ism: A View 
Fr om The St a t e s, p .. I O 8 • 

Minnesota is definitely placed within the moralistic culture. 

It shares this classification with other midwestern, western, and 

upper New England states. C!ea,-lt al i three classific~tions have 



this regional cast. This regional clustering wi I I be a trait to 

i ook for n other var i ab I es. 

III. The Political Process 

Party Comoetition 

An office holder's decisions are molded in great degree by 

the conditions under which he gains and retains office. His 

decisions are likely to reflect those forces to which he owes his 

greatest oyalty. Political parties constitute one force re­

sponsible for pol icy formation and political recruitment. Party 

and party organization should affect the relationship between the 

legislature and the governor. Its impact may be purely on the 

symbolic level. Or both may have a common interest in a strong 

party organization. Party competition and party organization 

appear to be related but not necessarily identical variables. As 

a prelude to understanding organization, we shal I first discuss 

competition. 

No aspect of state politics nas been more thoroughly studied 
29 

than party competition. Most students agree that a party 

classification system must contain three elements: I) a time 

period 2) the electoral offices included 3) some measurement of 

competition. Beyond agreeing on these elements, however, most 

studies fol low divergent I ines. And no classification scheme is 

thoroughfy accepted. To a degree this divergence appears 

immaterial .. Most states fa! t in relatively the same competitive 

·rocat ion no matter which scheme is used. St i_LL, ciriy\'J_b.~r:.~ fr9.m 

eleven to fifteen states will receive different classifications 

dependi on the study used. Several things produce thls result. 



One obvious reason is that different time periods and offices are 

used. State party systems are not static. Although there seems 

to be a long range trend toward greater competition, not al I 

states are moving in the same direction or at the same speed. 

. 30 .. 
Also, as Joseph Schlesinger so amply documented, compet1t1on 

varies greatly from the office of Senator, to governor, to minor 

state-wide offices, to the legislature. Indeed, he questions 

whether any state has a single competitive system, or whether 

party as an organization has any significant meaning in most 

states. After reviewing most of the literature on state party 

·competition one wonder:::; whether 11 partyn has any clear concepi'ual 

meaning in the discipline. The final, and greatest, problem 

involves the measuring device. Although election data is readily 

available, combin;ng that dat-a into an overa! I index sti 11 !eads 

to a relatively crude measuring device. For example, competition 

for the upper legislative house differs from the lower house, and 

this in turn from the governor. Or two parties may have a fairly 

even distribution of legislative seats, but one of them may 

never control the legislature. 

The preceeding should serv~ as a warning against expecting 

precise measurement from any classification system. 1he one used 

in this study is designed primarily for the needs most important 

for the research focus of this paper. As such it is as arbitrary 

as al I the rest. The study concerns executive-legislative re­

lations for the period 1944-1968, election data from this 

period wi i I be used. Also, the classification is based on party 

competition for the governor and both legislative bodies. Other 

16 



offices wi I I not be considered bec9use they ~hould have only an 

indirect impact on the relationship of primary interest. This 

may not hold true when political organization is considered. A 

governor may derive power directly from a strong party organiza­

tion. And the strength of this organization may depend little 

on cont~sts for the legislature. Access to U.S. Senate and 

Congressional seats, and lower state-wide offices, may have 

greater organizational significance. However, competition for 

these offices is partially accounted for by the gubernator-ial 

I 
• f. . 31 c ass, 1cat ,on. 

Finally, competition for each office wi I I be measured both 

by party control of the office (proportion of success) and the 

margin of support. For each state the percentage of years from 

t 94 5 to I 97 0 th a t the ma j or i t y par t y he I d t he gov e rn or ; s o ff i c e 

~s computed. Secondly, the average percentage of _the two party 

vote for the majority party is computed. These two percentages 

are averaged to get the state's final comoetitive score. A 

figure close to .50 indicates high competition. A figure close 

to f.00 represents low f?~Retition. 32 For the legislature one 

first computes the percentage of years the majority party held 

each house. Then one computes the average percentage of seats 

he1d by the majority party in each house. These four percentages 

are averaged for the over a I I I eg is I at i ve competitive score. The 

different competi_tiyE: sy_$.te.m.$. may be seen in Tabi~_.s 1-3 and I-h. 

The table on gubernatorial competition affords few surprises. 

Arizona, Iowa, Maryland, ~aine, 3nd North Dakota apoe~~ to be 
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more competitive than is generally thought. New York and 

Oregon appear to be less competitive. No attempt is made to 

break the states into two party versus one-party groupings. 

Clearly there 1s a con inuum that may be broken into arbitrarily 

at almost any point. In cross comparing competition with other 

variables one can divide the continuum into quartiles. If this 

is done$ Minnesota apoears in the second quartile and is clearly 

competitive .. 

Table I-3 Gubernatori::i! Competition~ 1944-1968 Elections 

High Moderately Moderately Low 
High Low 

.510 Arizona Iowa .625 Oklahoma .770 Florida 

.515 Co I orado .. 565 ~ ' dew N\ex i co .630 Nebraska .. 780 ,\'\ i ssour i 
II Ii no is .. 570 !Aary.l.an9, .640 !,\ont a na • 790 Arkansas 
Massachusetts N1INNE,SOIA' .6J-1-5 \V • Va .. .810 Virginia 
Michigan i'' p,. tvyom Ing • 650 N .. H .. .815 N.C .. 

.. 520 

.525 

.540 

.545 

.555 

Def aware .585 ,',\a i ne Vii SC• .865 Tenn .. 
Ohio rqr.:; 

•?.✓.,, iforth • 655 Kansas .900 Texas 
Washington Dakot-3 .. 670 Ve1,~m:::;n t· • 915 Ala • 
Indiana .61c Conn. .695 N.Y. .945 II• 

1,, 1 ss • 
Utah .615 Ca Ii f. ,.705 Ky. .950 s.c. 
Nevada .62C) Idaho ,.750 S .. D. • 955 Le • 
New Jersey Penn. .755 Oreg::m .962 G,3. 

~.I. 

CornpetitloG s based en percentage of victories 
and percenta~e of the two party vote for the 
majority par-ry. 

Source: Com~uted from statistics in The Book of 
the States, 191+5-1969. 

The same procedure was fol lowed for the legislative 

competition continuum. Although there are some similarities, 

legislative competition is not necessarily at the same pitch 

as gubernatorial competition in any given state. Especially 

marked discrepancies are found in Arizona, M2ryland, and 

!8 



Oklahoma. Just as obvious is the overall higher level of 

competition for the governorship. This relationship can be more 

clearly perceived in Graph I-2. Generally, states more competi­

tive for the governorship are also more competitive for the legis­

lature. In al I but six states, the governorship is markedly more 

competitive th:rn the legislaturee N\innesota fol lows this 

pattern. It may be a presumption to use caucus competition in 

place of party competition for the Minnesota legislature. How-

ever, it does give one a general idea of the competitive level. 

Later both the assumption that Minnesota is genuinely non­

partisan, and that the caucus h3s at least p3rty-l ike organiza­

tions within the legislature, will be tested. 

Table 

High 

• 519 
.525 
.542 

.545 
• 548 
.596 
• 602 
.604 
• 647 
• 668 

I-L. State Legislative Competition, 19LJ+-1968 E led ions 
;~,6aera + eTy ii,odera ely low 
Hiqh Low 

Conn. .678 Indiana .. 835 i'1\a i ne .925 Okla • 
Montana • 703 Ohio .836 N.H. .949 r-~ ~ C • 
Delaware .704 N. J • .851 K>1 .. ..961 Va. 
Utah • 707 N10,. .851 N .M. .962 Fla • 
Ca Ii f. .708 I II .. .861 'N • Va. .982 0a • 
l'fovada R.I. .. 868 s. Dak. .993 s .. c. 
Mass • .. 720 h\ i ch. .874 • N.D. .,994 Ark .. 
Oregon .721 N .. y • .883. Tenn. .995 Text1S 
Colo. ~763 Wy • .888 Md. ,.997 A la. 
\Nash • .. ]61+ /AJVNE.SQTA* .889 Kansas .999 La. 
Idaho .Boo Wisconsin • 891 Vermont Miss • 
Penn. .808 1\r i zona 

Iowa 

Competition is b3sed on the average percentage of times the 
majority party control led the legislature, and the average 
percentage of seats held by the majority party. 
*Minnesota 1 s rank is based on caucus competition. Later 
chapters wi I I explore how justifiable this is. 

Source: Computed from statistics in The Book of the States, 
19L~5-1969. 
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State Party Organizat on 

It has gener3f ly been hypothesized that the stronger the 

staters par 
~A 

competition, the stronger the party organization.// 

The assumption behind this is that parties 3re essential !y 

electoral organizations. Members are motivated primarily by a 

desire to win office. When another party can muster a serious 

electoral cha! lenge divisions withon one's own party wi I l be sel~ 

defeating. Therefore, normally party members in two party states 

will accept stronger d scipl ine in order to win. This prooosi­

tion is difficult to confirm partly because aol itical scientists 

agree on organizational classifications less than they do on 

competition. No one even agrees very wel I en the meaning of 

organiz3tion and ~~rty membership. It may include some or al I 

of the fol lowing: part office holders, camoaign workers, ~nd 

fund raisers, party contri~utors, party identifiers, and oarty 

34 voters. This ident fication problem could ~e partially eased 

by accepting a legal definition. Most states clearfy and rigid!y 

define par by law. However, this apparently easy definition 

leads one to erroneous conclusions. The aoparent structural 
::,:r:::, 

uniformity among states merely covers over an actual divers~ty.~J 

Since comparative data on even formal party characteristics are 

difficult to obtain, precise measurement of informal organiza-

tion is even more difficult. The final judgement must be largely 

impressionistic. This should be kept in mind during the ~nsuing 

discussion. Precise measurement is not abso utely necessary as 

long as we can establ sh generally comparative categories. 

ifl be tased on the fol ~wing ch3r~cteris-

2l 



tics: 1) the nature ond structure of parry leadership 2) control 

over promotion to p3rty and public office 3). campaign operations 

4) party impact on pol icy-making. 36 Essentially we wish to know 

how unified and cohesive the party organization is. This in­

volves gradations from an organization despotically run by a few 

leaders to a situation where the party is so weak and fluid as 

to be meaningJess as apolitical organization. This judgement is 

made in a context where party organization is not usually strong. 

Both formally and informally parties are decentralized in the 

American states. Most parties are not hierarchies but organized 
-,7 

from the bottom up.'· 

The leadership dimension involves several traits. Fit:5t, how 

many leaders or leadership groups are there and is there any 

continuity in the leadership? An organization could essentially 

be run by one leadership clique over a long time period. Or 

perhaps there might be two I eadersh i p groups whose re I at i ve pmv·er 

rises and wanes over time. Or possibly a party may in effect 

have no leaders. Party offfce may carry no power and the party 

label may be only a label oasted over a hollow she I I~ Aside from 

numbers we should also be alert to leadership power bases. 

Leaders may be men who worked their ~ay up the party hierarchy 

and wield power through its machinery. Other parties may be 

merely a conglomeration of pub! ic office holders. American state 

politics, especially in less industrialized states, tends 

strongly toward office-holder pol itics.
38 

Of course there may be 

overlap and cooperation between these two leadership types which 

can lessen party t.ension and c-rom•:)te cohesion. Finally., 
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homogeneity in membership characteristics and motivations should 

give a clue to party unity. Are leaders motivated primarily by 

patronage, personal office holding, and political advancement, or 

by pol icy goals? If large groups joined the party for widely 

divergent reasons, we should expect some disunity among them. If 

goals are congruent, unity shoufd be greater. Another character­

istic is ideological unity. Do Kepubl ican and Democratic 

leaders have distinctly different pol icy positions that fol low 

. I d. . . "39 the nat1ona 1v1s1onsr Or do pol icy divisions criss-cross 

party I ines and create cleavages within each? 

A second dimension is control over political ambitions. 

Party organization is likely to have a meaningful impact on 

politicians' decisions to the degree that rt can control their 

access to public office. Actually most party organizations do 

not have this I ife and death power. To some degree al I states 

• • • • • J..J.O 
now use the primary far po! 1t1cal nom1nat1ons. And over a 

decade ago v.o. Key demonstrated the deleterious effects of 

primary on party organization. Subsequent studies confirm, in 

h I . t h. I . . . 1- 41 t i • woe or 1n par, :scone us1ons on this pain,. Sta e eq1s-

lative nominations especially are controlled on +he local level_ 

almost everywhere. And this local control snot always be a 

party. Now a primary system does not necessarily cause party 

weakness. A long standing leadership may retain control by man­

ipuiat1ng the prim~ry. Or the organization may be strong enough 

to agree on a candid3te slate before the pr mary and enforce its 

wir I with sufficient frequency to make the primary meaningless. 

There are two clues to the actual promotion process. One is to 



examine the degree and structure of competition in the primariesff 

Duane Lockard says: 

When contests for nominati~ns for governor and other 
major offices are frequently two way battles, this 
suggests bi-factionslism; races constantly showing 
crowds of candidates contending indicates mu!tifac­
tionalism; of course the abscence of contests may show 
the existence of org::rnizational leadership .. tfone of 
these is conclusive proof that any of these patterns 
exist; ••• caution is advised about making in­
ferences where incumjents are running, since incurn-

),t') 
bency tends to depress cha! lenge.L+L-

Lockard's cautionary admonition is amp! ified by Joseph 

Schlesinger in his extensive study on political opportunity.43 

His study of career patterns over a forty year period shows a 

considerable variation among states in the structure of pro­

motional patterns. Most have a moderate to high consistency in 

promotional patterns from one office to another. However, this 

does not show organiza ional strength but more I ikely an ex­

pected career pattern established by dominant incumbent office 

holders. Schlesinger 3rgues that a lack of office promotional 

patterns may reflect strong organiz3tion because it means that 

party officers can step 1n and break up an exoected pattern. 

Party influence in campaigns is a third organizational 

dimension. Once the candid3te has the party nomination what 

help can he expect, or does he need, from what party to assure 

his election? Are campaign workers, funds, 3nd promot onaJ 

activities channeled party? Or does a coalition of 

groups back candidates? Or does the candidate run on his own 

personality and personal supporters? Usual Jy the candidate 

creates his own camp3ign organization 



for different offices, even when from the same party, attempt 

little campaign cooperation. A second facet of the campaign 

dimension is each party's electoral base and the electorate's 

response to party. Organizations are likely to be cohesive when 

each has an internally homogeneous, and externally differentiated, 

electoral base. This occurs when Democrats appeal to urban 

lower class, lower educated, ethnic and minority groups. The 

Republicans would appeal largely to smal I town and suburban, 

middle class, wel I educated, and Northwestern European groups. 

But al I state party systems do not fol low these electoral 

divisions. Voting for party may be purely a habitual action 

untempered by either group or ideofogical pol icy interest. Here 

parties are less likely to be cohesive. Certainly the cohesion 

they do have is unl·ikely to be reflected in pol icy. In some 

party systems it is questionable whether party has much electoral 

significance even as a symbol. Electorate decisions are so 

attuned to candidate personality and personal independence that 

party ceases to have substantive meaning.45 

The final organizational dimension encompasses party impact 

on official decision-making. Actually, this is the core of our 

concern with party. A detailed discussion of this wi I I be 

deferred unti I the next chapter. Briefly, party impact is 

generally measured by party cohesion in the legislature. Again, 

cohesion is not based solely on party competition and organiza-

tional strength, but appears to be most frequent when the legis­

lative parties represent distinct constituencies.46 
In one-

party states party ls meaningless for legislative decisionse 
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There are no apparent voting patterns. Occasionally a bi­

factional pattern wi I I emerge for one of two sessions but it is 

seldom enduring. 

Combining these different dimensions, we may roughly con­

ceptualize pari·y organizational strength as follows:47 

(modifying Lockard 1 s scheme) 

I. Competitive States 
A. Cohesive and Strongly lead organizations, character­

ized by one or mori of the fol lowinq: 
I. clearly identified artd continuous leadership 

a) relatively homogeneous on motivation and 
ideology 

2. leadership control over promotional ladder 
3. centralized p3rty finance and oarty campaign 

ooera ti ons 
'a) differentiated and party oriented 

electorate 
4. great party influence on IEgislative pol icy­

making 
B. Moderate Factional ism characterized by: 

I. Two fairly stable factions with some continuity 
a) probably based on different motivation, 

ideology, or constituency 
2. Factions usually contest primaries; there are 

two serious candidates 
3. Party organization usually, but not afw3ys, 

at the disposal of primary victor 
4. Legislative parties may be internally divided 

and lack strength 
C. Sp! intered and Weak Organization characterized by: 

I. Wide factional cleavaces 
a) fluid leadershio

0

patterns resulting from 
the meaninglessness of 03rty 

2. Frequent nominations conflict- primaries are 
"free-for-a I ls!! with many candidates 

3. Party probably has I ittle meaning for campaign 
support or electorate voting behavior 

4. Little party influence in the legislature 

II. One Party States 
A. One Faction predominant characterized by: 

'. 

I. One faction continuous and wel I orga~ized, 
others vague and transitory 

2. Dominant faction leaders control nominations 
and assist in campaigns 

3. Dominant faction leaders have same impact on 
legislative pol icy 



B. Bi-fact onal structure characterized by: 
I. Two factions more or less continuously in 

comcetition with one another. 
2. Some pol icy questions debated in primaries 

I imited to two serious candidates. 
3. Mocierate to minor legislative oolicy 

identification of factions. 
C. Multifactional Structure characterized by: 

I. Ma factions, discontinuous and vague in 
composition. 

2. Ma primary candidates for most offices; 
personality contests. 

3. Confused policy-making; no relationship 
between legislative and campaign factions. 

Each category is obviously an ideal type. Few actual party 

organizations would de initively fit each one. The main differ­

ence between groups I and II would be that in the second case 

the general election would have I ittle meaning and so party 

campaign assistance and electorate identification is not crucial 

to the definition. i~ec2ntly, election contests are becoming more 

important in erstwhile one-party states. This campaign dimension 

may then increase in mportance. A deficiency of the scheme is 

that it does not easi account for party systems in an inter-

mediately competitive s1tuation. 

The next step is o assign specific state party systems to 

the categories. This procedure is highly impressionistic. It 

is largely based on the author's survey of al I avai I able I iter• 

ature dealing with ind vidual or regional party systems.
48 

Ag3in, classification for many states is uncertain. Some seemed 

not to fall in any def nite category. For others information was 

insufficient to make a definite placement ... In order to give the 

reader a better idea of each category, we should discu~s ex­

amples typical for each. Without a doubt Connecticut best typi-
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fies category I.A. Indeed it may oe the only pure example of 

49 
this type. Both parties are tightly cohesive under a central-

ized leadership. Leadership is collegial, being homogeneous both 

on ideology and motivation. Both parties have strong local 

organizational roots in al I counties. Even with a new limited 

primary system, the leadership domin3tes nominations. E~ch party 

has a quite distinct electorate along the I ines previouily 

described. Finally, in both legislative parties d~cisions are 

made by the leadership rather than the rank and file party 

members. 

TabJe I-5 State Party Organization 

I. Competitive States 
A. Cohesive-Conn., Ind., R.I., Mich. 
B. Moderate Factional ism 

Pa., Del., Mass,.*, N.J.*, 
<:)hio*-, -~l,.l.:cct-~, Md.*, Wis.*, 
MJNNESQTA*-, 

C. Weak and Factional ized 

IL One Party 

Cal., Col., Idaho, Utah, 
Ariz,.*, N.M.*, Ore., Wash~, 
Wy., Nev., Mont., S.O., 
Iowa*, Kan.*, N.D.*, Neb.* 

A. One Party Cohesive Virginia 
B. Bi-factional ism La. 

Ga., Tenn., N.C., Tex., 
Vt.*, N.H.*, Mo.* 

C. Multi-factional ism Fla., Misi., Ala~, 
Atk., Ky., W. Va., S.C.~ Me.~ 
Ok.* 

*Note that the classification for 18 states is 
uncertain. 

Source: A variety of studies on. state politics, 
see footnote l+B• 

No state really typifies category I.a. One or both parties 

are not as tightly organized as fn the first category. The 
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degree of internal factional ism is greater. II I inois may serve 

as an example. 50 The Republican party is fairly tightly organ­

ized, although not so much under a continuing leadership as 

under a Reoubl ican governor when there is one. When there is not 

power becomes more dispersed among competing centers. The Cook 

County-Daley organization gives the Democratic party direction, 

but there 3re divisions between it and downstate rural Democrats. 

However, and this appears to be crucial, both regular party 

organizations can pretty wel I control nominations for state wide 

office. And each party is supported by relatively homogeneous 

constituencies. A key difference between II I inois and the rest 

of this group is that IJI inois has only very moderate cohesion 

in the legislature. Minnesota and Wisconsin are pl~ced in I.a. 

only provisionally. Neither has the discipline found in _more 

patronage oriented states, yet neither has as loose an organiza­

tion as the Western states. One suspects that they moved from 

the weak to the moderate category during the peri_od under study. 

Oringinal ly they probab1y had much in common with the modified 

one-party states in the weak organization category. 

Finally, California may be taken as an example of states 

in category I.e. It differs from other states here 1n being 

more highly economically developed. As development progresses 

it could readily shift to another group. Sti 11 its p::1rty 

organization has largely been weak and factionalized. 51 In the 

1940 1 s and early 1950's it had almost no party organization. 

Governor Warren's personal organization did give some direction 

to the Republicans. However, both parties were mainly run by 
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shifting, diverse volunteer groups. Cross-filing practically 

destroyed any party stake in nominations. Candid~tes were mostly 

on their own during elections. Or they were backed by interest 

groups. Party voting in the legislature was sxtremely weak. 

The organization apparently solidified some during the 1960 1 s. 

Descriptions of other Western states uniformly impress one with 

party weakness and extreme electorate independence.52 Indeed 

organizationa I ly these appear to be almost nno partl' systems. 

Finalty~ there are some modified one party states in this group. 

Their status is uncertain because they have definitely been 

changing during the period under study. The majority party 

organizations in these states may be somewhat stronger than in 

the Western states. However, they were subject to bi- or P1ulti­

factionafism. The minority party organizations are extremely 

loose or the creations of personally strong office holders~ 

legislative discipline is weak because at one time there was 

no minority party to speak of. Lately, the larger minority 

groups do not part1cularly owe their positions to party organ­

ization as such. 

Among one-party states only Virginia fits the strongly 

organized category. An oligarchical, gentlemanly machine under 

Senator Harry F. Byrd virtually ran the Democratic party for over 

three decades. Its roots struck far down into the county level 

and it control led nominations almost absolutely. Other groups 

cha I lenged the machine with infrequent success. These groups 

never were very stable. 

Louisiana is probably the only pure example of a bi-factional 
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state.54 Huey Long created antagonisims that developed two 

distinct and enduring factions, one pro-Long, the other anti­

Long. Leadership is fairly continuous. Both factions run 

slates for many state offices, including the legislature. 

Finally, these factions have a fairly distinct constituency 

base. Of the modified one-party states, Vermont leaned toward 

the Virginia model at one time but now seems to operate more 

under bi-factional ism. New Hampshire clearly had bi-factional­

ism in the majority party. 55 

5/'.. 
Florida best 1-ypifies the completely nfree-for-al 1'1 state. v 

Campaigns are completely personal istic and local istic. Any 

factions that do exist do not carry over into the legislature. 

Alliances shift radically from election to election. Alabama, 

Arkansas, West Virginia~ and Kentucky are slightly ~ore organized 

than this to the extent that governors may serve as factional 

focal points while in office. 

Electoral Systems 

Thomas Dye designates two variables as electoral system 

characteristics.57 One is participation. The other is malap­

portionment. Presumably these are electoral characteristics 

because they reflect the kinds of constituencies the governor 

and the legislature represent. Participation levels determine 

the size and probable socio-economic characteristics of that 

constituency. Marapportionment determines how closely the 

legislatiye constituency represents the social, economic, and 

regional characteristics of the entire state. It probably also 

reflects the degree to which governor and legislature sh3re the 
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same con~tituency. 

Table I-6 Avei-age percenbge turnout for gubernatorial 
e I ecfibli~ in· non-presidential years, 1944--1968 .. 

High Moderately Moderately Low 
High Low 

64.5}% Idaho 56.~ N.H. 51 .5 Neb. 30 .,4 Ark. 
62 .. 9 Conn .. 55. N.D 5 I .. 3 I/'/., \/a .. 25 .. 6 N .. C .. 

61 .7 Ind .. 55 .. I Pa. 51. I vn s. 21 .. 5 Fla .. 
Mass. 54 .. 7 Ca I .. 50.7 Mich., 20.4 Tenn. 

61 .2 N,ont. 53.3 Co I. 49 .. 5 l:=)wa 19·.9 A, I a .. 

60.7 \'✓yo. Nev. 49.2 N.,M .. !8 .. 9 La .. 
R.I.. 53.2 Ore .. 48 .. 0 Vt. 18.2 Va. 

60 .. 1 S .. D. 52.5 N.J. 47.0 Me. 17.2 s.c .. 
59.2 I I I. 52.2 N.Y. 45.8 Mo., 16.9 Tex. 
5~-4 [)e I a .. 51 .9 Ohio 44,.7 Ok. 16.2 Miss. 

,:s§~J Wash. lili.. 2 Ariz. 15.7 Ga. 

57 .8 Utah 51. 7 Kansas 43.6 Ky. 
42.3 Md. 

Source: Derived from statistics in The Book of the 
States, 1945-1969. 

Political participation encompasses a wide variety of 

behavior from mere exposure to political stimuli to holding 

public office.58 Haw does the participation level relate to the 

governor's power? This wi I I be discussed in more detai I sub-

sequently. It would appear that the larger and more active the 

state's t
1attentive publicn is., the more effective would be the 

governorrs public opinion power. He would have a larger 

audience to focus on legislative pol icy. This audience would be 

more disposed to contact political officials. Participation 

levels may also have significance for party organization .. A 

participant society should provide a larger potential pool of 

organizational activists. 

One cannot easily measure the participant activity just 

discussed for a! I f tfty states. Consequently., vol-er turnout- is 
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accepted as a valid car.'iparative measure .. Not all who turned out 

would be party activists. But most potential activists and 

gubernatorial supporters are included in this group. The measure 

wi 11 be based on the average percentage turnout of e Ii gib le 

voters for off-Presidential elections years· from 

Non-presidential election years are used to hold constant in­

fluences extraneous to the state pol itlcal system. For those 

states that only have gubernatorial elections during Presidential 

years, off~year Senatorial elections are substituted. This 

follows the practice established by Lester Milbrath. Turnout 

levels for two high state-wide offices should be quite simi lar.
60 

The resutts are presented in Table I-6. Categories may be 

estabrished simply by ividing the distribution into quartiles. 

Minnesota ranks quite igh in turnout, placing in the top 

quart i I e. 

Malapportionment rates attention as part of the electoral 

system for a number of reasons. The apportionment system might 

affect competition, party strength, legislative voting, and 

policy. The last relationship has been the most vigorously 

61 
challenged. Numerous studies correlating environment, 

apportionment, and po cy outcomes conclude that most policy 

62 
differences among the states. On this point the evidence is 

not al f in, however. Some very recent studies do cha I lenge the 

earlier conclusions. For example, Jack Walker found that pol icy 

63 
innovation is affected by state apportionment. Apportionment 1 s 

impact on legislative voting and party competition also h3s been 

fu 
:H ::pu ted. · However, most negative studies de=i I 1.,v it h gross 



Table I-7 Index of Urb:in UncJerrepresentation for 48 state 
legislatures, 1960 

Wei I 
Apportioned 

f .05 La. 
1.02 Mass. 
• 99 N.H. 
• 92 Wis. 
• 9J Ill • 
• 88 R.I. 

'Na sh • 
• 87 Ohio 
.86 N .. Y. 
.85 Ore. 

Pa. 

Moderate I y We! I 
Apportioned 

• 83 Vt., Md. 
.81 Me. 
.76 N.J. 
• 75 Conn • 
• 74 Mich .. 
.. 73 Va. 
,. 70 Co I. 
,.69 Ind., Mo., 

W,. Va• 

. 68 Utah 

.66 Neb., S.D. 

Moderately Poor 
A pJ,otfi·onment 

'a•••;, <',--<'.c.;r,;, .:>r 

• 63 Ca I • 
.61 Ark. 

De I • 
N.C • 

• 60 Ky • 
N.D. 

.59 s.c. 

. 55 MINf~E SOTA 
Wy. 

..53 Mont. 
Ariz. 

Poor 
Aop. 

~49 Tenn • 
.hB Idaho 
.L~5 Texas 
.36 Iowa 
.. 34 N1 i ss • 
..30 Kans. 

N.M. 
.. 28 Nev .. 
.27 Ok • 
.25 Ala. 
.16Fla. 
• 12 Ga. 

Source: Glendon Schubert (ed.) Reaooortionment 
(New York: Charles Scribners., 196:;;;. 

IV. Environment and Politics 

So far we have reviewed the nature of state, social, 

economic, and cultural environment, party competition, party 

organization, participation, and malapportionment. Before con-

eluding this chapter, al I of these variables should be tied 

together. Recent literature on state systems clearly establish­

es expectations for relationships among these. Generally, the 

two-party states should: 1) be more urbanized, 2) have a higher 

median income, 3) h3ve a higher median education, 4) have ·the 

highest ration of foreign-born and Roman Catholics, and 5) have 

I t . I I b I k I . 67 T · · · · re a 1ve y ow ac popu atrons. he 1ndustr1al 1zat1on-

urbanization variables do not correlate as highly with compet­

ition as does the cultural-affluence dimension. This is be-

cause two party states fal I into two distinct types. The urban-

industrial states in the Northeast and Great lakes region are 
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argely two-par But so are the highly educated, relatively 

low industrialized Western states. As we shat I se later, 

competition means different things in each of these areas. 

States at the bottom of the culturaf-3ffluence spectrum are 

uniformly one party. Modified competitive appear to be "middle­

ground" in two senses. First, they are largely moderate to low 

in both cultural and industrial development. Also, they occupy 

transitional regional zones. Graph I-3 shows the general 

relationship (p = .59). 

Why should this relationship exist? Heinz Eaulau concludes 

that competitive attitudes are a function of size, density, and 

heterogeneity conditions that are met only in an urban environ-

68 
ment. It is assumed that a society must have a certain level 

of diversity to produce S'Jfficiently d!fferent needs that wil I 

sustain more than one political al'ternative. ThE: diver-sity 

resulting from a complex society wi I I produce conflict. The 

Western states, however, demonstrate that this reasoning is not 

necessarily true. They simply do not have the ethnic-class 

differences that serve as a base for political conflict in the 

Northeast. If cleavages do exist, they exist for other reasons. 

Perhaps those states have populations with sufficient education 

to be interested in pot itical participation. This participatory 

attitude sustains political competition, but not necessarily a 

politics of conflict. 

As the preceeding suggests, a state's cultural-affluence 

level 1s also associated with participation. We know that 

individual participation is related to personal socio-ecanomic 
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status and education. These factors are apparently also associ­

ated with system-wide participation. 69 This environment­

participation relationship depends heavily on a North-South 

cleavage. The Southern states rank low on every variable 

associated with high participation .. (See Graph I-4) Other 

regional relationships appear as we! I. These are not as clear .. 

Milbrath argues that the Plains and Mountain states rank among 

. . . 70 . . 
the highest part1c1patory systems. This 1s true enough .. 

However, he ignores the fact that many Eastern industrial states, 

such as Connecticut, Massachusetts, and Rhode Island rank just 

as high. States ranking in the third quartile are generally in 

trasitional regional areas. 

Only modest relationships exist between environment and 

. 71 . 
apportionment. The closest correlation is found between the 

industrialization level and specifically ·urban under-represent­

a ti on. Urban areas were not treated quite so we II in those 

states with less developed economic systems. Graph 1-5 shows 

the correlation (p= .62). Plains and Southern states generally 

had the most malapportioned legislatures. 

Daniel Elazar's discussion of Political culture clearly 

establishes connections between those cultures and political 

competition. Moralistic and individualistic states should have 

high political competition. States with traditional cultures 

wi I I h3ve low competition. This is tested in Table I-8 below. 

Although the hypothesized relationship does exist, its strength 

is only moderate. Again the correlation depends largely upon 

the So~thern states. Surprisingly, individu31 istic states 3ppear 
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to be more competitive than moralistic ones. A commonwealth 

society does not necessarily foster extremely high competition. 

Table I-8 Relationship between Political Culture and 
Gubernatorial Competition, 1944-1968 

Pof itical Culture 
Mora Ii st i c 

1st quartile Mich., Col., 
Utah, Wash. 

2nd quarti ie M1NN~SOTA 
.Me., Idaho, 
Cal., Ia .. 

3rd quartile Wis., Ore., 
Vt., Mont., 
N.H., S.D., 
Kans. 

4th quartile 

Individual-
istic 

Ma s s .. , 1 n d • , 
N .. J., Ohio, 
De I • , I I I • ., 
Nev .. 
i~ .. I., Pa • ., 

Md., Conn., 
Wy. 

N10. 

Traditionalistic 

Arizona 

Ky., W. Va., Ok. 

Fla., lex., Va., 
Tenn., N.C., Ga., 
Miss., A.rk., S.C .. , 
A I a·., La .. 

interclass correlation coefficient= .63; significant at the 
.001 level. See Blalook, Social Statistics, pp. 267-8. 

Source: Political Culture - Daniel Elazar, American 
Federalism: A View From The States; Competition, 
See Table I-3. 

to be more competitive than mor3f istic ones. A commonwealth 

society does not necessarily foster extremely high competition. 

The political culture, as Elazar describes it, should be 

even more highly related to participation than to competition. 

The essential feature of a moralistic culture is its emphasis on 

citizen duty. An individualistic culture leaves its participa­

tion to patrician politicians. Table I-9 tests this. 

Traditionalistic states are clearly low on particip~tion. 

However, individualistic states rank sllghtly higher than moral-



istic ones. On this the proposition is clearly in error. 

Highly disciplined Northeast organizations can get their voters 

out as we! I as the "citizen-orientedrr.vvest. A!so, a number of 

moralistic states are not very competitive. 

Table I-9 Relationship between Political Culture and Average 
Percentage Turnout in Gubernatorial Elections, 1944-
1968. 

Political Culture 
Mora Ii st i c 

I st quart i I e MINNESOTA 

2nd quartile Col., \/ash., 
N.D .. , Kans., 
N.H .. ., Ore., 
Ca I. 

3rd quartile Vt • ., Mich. 

4th quart i I e 

W i s,. , iA.e • , 
Ia .. 

Individual-
istic 

\Vy., Ind., 
R .. I • ., fA3. ss. , · 
I I I • , De I • , 
Conn. 
Pa .. , N .. J • ., 

Nev .. ., i~.Y .. 
Ohio 

Neb. 

Traditionulistic 

i\riz., Ok., 
.N.M .. , Ky. 

V✓• Va., 

Va • ., S • C • ., f- I a .. ., 
Tenn • ., Ark • ., N.c • ., 
Tex., G~., Ala., 
Miss., La. 

i n t er c I a s s corr e I a t i on co e ff i c i en t = • 64; s i g n i f i ca n t a t t he 
.. 001 level. See Blalock., Social St::itistics, pp .. 267-8 

Source: Political Culture - Daniel Elazar, Americ3n 
Federal ism: A View From The States; Political 
Participation., See Table I-6. 

istic ones. On this the proposition is clearly in error. 

Highly disciplined Northeast organizations can get their voters 

out as we 11 as the tic it i zen-or i ented 11 West. A I so, a number of 

moralistic states are not very competitive. 

This brings us to relationships amonq oolitical variables. 

Consistently, researchers have found a fairly strong relatlon­

ship between party competition and participation.
72 

This 
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relationship is partly a function of co-relationship with 

environment. However. competition seems to exert an independent 

influence as wel I. As competition increases, Dolitical part-

icipation usually increases in the state as we! I. A visual 

expression of this relationship ~ay be found in Graph I-6. The 

relationship does exist. As in so many cases this relationship 

depends very heavily on the Southern states. There is a very· 

clear break in both participation and competition between these 

states and the others. The relationship between oarticipation 

and competition for the more competitive states is not so 

impressive. This is true partly becaLlse the range in comoeti­

tion and participation is not great at this ooint. The too 

twenty-four states in c2mpetition have almost identical partici­

pation levels. The theory is that more stim~ i are availsble to 

voters in a highly competitive system as both oarties search 

widery far the marginal votes needed to win. Also, the voter is 

more like y to feet that his vote counts in 3 closely contested 

election where there is at least a choice between ins and outs. 

This does not explain major deviants such as South Dakota, which 

has too h gh a particioation level, and Arizona and Michigan, 

w h i ch are too I ow • M ic h i g an esp e c i a I I y i s a p u z z I e s i n c e i t a I so 

has a moralistic culture and a well organized party system. 

There is apparently no strong relat1onship betw~en 

t . t. t. . t. I t. 73 1S G h compe· 1 1on:1 par 1c1pa 10n and ma appor 1onment. 1, ee r3p 

I-7) When discussing executive..;.fegislative relations, we wi 11 

have to treat this variable in isolation as an independent force. 

Party competition and political organization are supoosedly 
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Graph I-6 Relationship Between Gtbernatorial Competition 
And Participation, 1944-1968 
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related. Political scientists like to think that strong 

t . t. d, t · t · ?h carnpe 1 1 on pro uces s rong organ I za I on. 

Table I- 0 Relationship between Industrialization., Political 
Culture., Party Conpetition, and Farty Organization, 
t9W+-1968 

Industrialization 

I st Q* 4th 0 
I st Quart i I e~~"IA", IB, 

2nd Q 
IA, ii 1C" 

3rd Q 
11 rc 11

, 
11 ICn 

IC,(ICJ 
I 8., IB., 
IB 

2nd Quartile lA.,IA 
IB, IB., 
"IC" 

"IB1 
I IC , 
nrc" 

::::c, ,l IC 
"Icn 
(IC) 

3rd Quartile ~a IB' ' IC", lC,' :::c' 
"IC 11

, nrrsn 11 IC", 
"IIBn, 
( IIC) 
(IIC) 

(IIC) 

4th Quart i I e IIB,(I1-,;\),(IIB), 

*Quart i I e 

(IIB), (IIC), 
(IIB), (IIC) 
(IIB), 
(IIB), 
(IIC) 

IA=competitive, cohesive organization 
IB=comoetitive., moderately cohesive 
IC=competive., weak organization 

IIA=One party., single fection 
IIB=One party, bi-f=ction 
IIC=One party, multi-factional 

no sign 
IT !I 

) 

= individualistic pol iticai culture 
=moralistic culture 
=traditionalistic culture 

Source: Industrialization - Hofferbert, "Socioeconomic 
Dimensions of American Statesn, .\\idvvest Journ::il of 
Political Science XII., (1968). Polrtic:::i Culture: 
Elazar, American ~ederalism: A iew From The 
States; Competition - See Table I-3; See Table 
I-5. 

However, the tendency 1s slight. A strong opponent and the 

necessity to scramble for votes does not necessar1 ly impel 



party members to unify for the common good. Even when al I 

dimensions considered in this chapter are used, no few simple 

patterns explain organizational strength. Considering indus­

trialization, political culture,'--Ond competition together does 

reveal some patterns. By cross-tabulating the dimensions one 

can visually pick out several clusters. (See Table I~IO) 

Neither competition nor culture are absolutely associated with 

strong party organization. New York and Wisconsin, thou9h 1n 

the third quartile of competition., h:we moderately strong 

organizations. The two top quartiles are divided almost evenly 

between strongly or moderately organ1zed party systems, and 

weak-factionalized ones. Most moralistic states do have weak 

party organization, but this is not entirely true. Michigan is 

a prominent exception. And three individualistic states, 

Nebraska, Nevada, and Wyoming, have weak organizations. Most 

traditionalistic states 3t best have a strong or bi-factional 

organization within a cine-party system. There does seem to be 

the strongest relationship between organization and industria.1~ 

ization. Of the highly industrialized states, only California ard 

Washington have weak organizations. Even among the one-party 

traditionalistic states the more highly industrialized gneral ly 

have the stronger organizations. Keep in mind that the in­

dustrialization factor includes industrial wealth, urbanization., 

and high ethnicity. These states also largely fal t in the 

Northeastern area. The party systems there were historically 

more based on big city ethnic and class politics. The patronage 

organizai'ions developed by rhese systems, though weakensd, give 

Li6 



a surer base for organizational discip!ine. Pregressivism, with 

ts anti-organizational bias took deeper roots in the Plains and 

the West~ In South and Border states organizational differences 

are perhaps more explained by competition. Republicanism is 

generally stronger in the urban industrialized areas. Democratic 

states with a higher urban-industrial concentration probably need 

the slightly greater organization3I stabi I ity to combat the 

growing Republican threat. 

v. Summary 

This chapter wi I I conclude by sketching a very rough 

classification encompassing al I of the variables discussed so 

far. 

I. 
A. 

I • 

2. 
3. 

B. 
I• 

2. 

c. 

t • 

2. 

3. 

Two P:1rty States 
Strong Party Organization 
Moderately high cultural-

a ff I uence 
High industrialization 
Individualistic culture 
High participation 
Low malapportionment 

Moderate Party Organization 
Moderate cultural-affluence 
moderate to high industrial­

ization 
Individualistic culture 
Moderate to high 

participation 
Low to moderate 

malapportionment 
Weak, Fact i ona I i zed 

Organization 
High cultural-affluence 

Moderate to low industrial­
ization 

Moralistic culture 
Moderate to high 

participation 
.fibderate I y high 

malapportionment 

Examples 

Connecticut, 
Indiana 
Rhode Island 
(Michigan) 

Mass., N.Y., 
N.J., Ohio 

Penn., Del. 

I I I i no is 

(MINNESOTA) 

Mont., Utah 
Oregon 
Colo., Idaho 

Ca!., Wash. 
Nevada 
Wyoming 
N.D., S.D., 
Kansas 



II .. One Party States 
A. Bi-factional or Cohesive 

I. Low cultural af luence 
Moderate industrialization 
Traditionalist c culture 

2. Low participat 8n 
3. Moderate to hi 

ma I apportionment 
B. Multi-factional 

III. 

I. Low cultural a fluence 

2. 
3. 

M.oderate to low 
industrial iz3tion 

Traditionalist c culture 
Low participat an 
High malapportionment 

A\ i xed 
·A. Two party, weak organization 

Moderate cultural affluence 
Moderately !ow industrial­

zation 

I • 

2. 

I• 

Moderately low 
participation 

High malapportionment 
Weak competition moderate or 

bi-factional organization 
Moderately low cultural 

aff I uence 
Moderate industr1alization 
Moralistic culture 

2. Moderately low 
participation 

3. Low malapportionment 
C. Weak competition, weak 

organization 
I. Moderately low cultural 

affluence and industrial­
ization 

Traditionalistic-individual­
istic culture 

2. Moderately !ow 
participation 

3. Moderate malapo~rtionment 

La., Ga. 
N.C. 
Tenn .. , Tex. 
Va. 

A I abama, 
Ark. 

N,iss • ., South 
Caro I i na, (FI a. ) 
(Kentucky) 

Iowa, Ariz. 

New Mexico 

Vermont, 
Maine 
N.H. 
Wis. 

Okla., 
Mo. 

W. Va. 
(Nebraska) 

The classificat~on is meant neither to be definitive nor final. 

The relative lack of good comparative data on these basic 

variables is indicative of how far the discipline is from a true 

comparat ve state politics. Comparative method presupposes 



several units that vary ~n essential characteristics while 

being simr lar for characteristics while being simi far for 

characteristics not under study. It is easy to see why 

correlation analyses using al f states have found relatively low 

relationships. Many states do not have a consistent pattern of 

similarities and differences on the variabfes being compared. 

That is, many states can not be easily used in a comparative 

analysis because they do not meet the assumptions of that 

analysis. 

A strictly systems approach is also hampered because of 

this. The environmental and political process variables do not 

fit together as hypothesized for al I states. That is, although 

each state may be viewed as a system, the relationship between 

environment and the state's political subsystems are not the 

same for every state .. 

Fortunately, some states do meet the assumptions of 

comparative and systems analysis. Based on three environmental 

variables, industrial ism, cultural-affluence, and political 

culture, and four political system variables, competition, 

participati~n, malapportionment, and party organization, most 

states cluster into three to five broad groups. Two party 

states fat I into three basic types,. Those with high industriai•­

ization, individualistic cultures, high participation, and low 

malapportionment have very strong party organization. When the 

industrialization, participation, or apportionment is somewhat 

less, one or both parties within the systems have a more 

moderate organizational strength. States with high cultural 



affluence, but low industrialization and a moralistic culture, 

have high particioation with weak party organization. One­

party states are al I quite similar. They have low cultural 

affluence., low participation, traditionalistic cultures and 

moderately high malapportionment. Those that have a s1 ightly 

higher industrialization level tend to have a more stable bi­

factional organization system within th2 general one party 

atmosphere. Those with lower industrialization tend to be 

highly fluid 3nd multi-factional. 

Because Minnesota does not readily fit any one category, 

comparative analysis on a nation-wide basis may not be particular­

ly fruitful. At least the method can specify with some con­

fidence those states that are not similar to Minnesota. And it 

can narrow dawn similar states to a relatively sm~I I number. On 

the gubernatorial, level A\innesot::i is definitely two-party. 

In other respects it seems to fal I somewhere between the mod­

erately and weakly organized competitive states. 3ecause it 

also has similarities to some "mixed 11 states, comparison may 

be more useful on subsystem than on a total system basis. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

APPROACHES TO LEGISLATIVE-EXEOJTIVE RELATIONS 

In 1787 the Founding Fathers deliberately chose a Con-

stitutional system with three main branches of g~vernment. 

The relationship among these branches has a major interest for 

students of American politics ever since. Every state govern­

ment~ as it came into being, mimicked the national separation 

model at least in its formal elements. -Therefore, although this 

study concentrates on state practice, a brief review of national 

performance is also necessary. 

I. STRUGGLE FOR POWER 

Most scholars conclude that the Presidential-Congressional 

relationship is one of ceaseless struggle. c~nstitutional pro­

visions legitimate this struggle and, in a sense, make it in-

. t . I 1 
ev I ao e. Immediatefy one should be alerted to the high conflict 

potential in any separation of powers system. 

Sources of conflict are numerous. But they can be divided 

into three basic factors. First, the two great pcpular branches 

constitutionally share functional powers. In fact Richard Neustadt 

has argued that we have not a separation of powers system, but 

separated institutions, sharing powers. 2 Secondly, the in­

stitutional setting leads to different needs, time perspectives, 

and relations with the career bureaucracy.3 For example, the 

President theoretically directs the executive branch. However, 

political policy and group interests do not neatly fol low execu-

tive-fegislative lines. J. Leiper Freem.~n c:.:mvincingly documents 

the complex al I lance structure that includes groups~ administra-
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tors, and particular Congressional leaders. Thirdly, each branch 

reflects, and probably over-represents, its own distinctive 

constituency.4 

Now, even those who believe that conflict primarily character­

izes the American system do perceive opportunities for cooperation. 

The very fact that constitutionally both must participate in pol icy 

decisions creates situations where cooperation may be needed.5 

Common pa a ff i I i ,:it ions cou Id provide a common n g I ue" binding 

6 
the two together. This bond may exist from loyalty, pol icy agree-

ment, or electoral neces~ity. Party discipline is far from 

absolute however. And party may have negative consequences when 

control is divided. Finally, Congress and the President could 

view their decision-making problems as similar. Both branches 

focus on incremental, immediate., and acute problems. And both have 

common interests as elected officials against a permanent 

'bureaucracy.? 

While these opportunities for cooperation do exist, his­

torically most Presidential-Congressionaf relationships have been 

conflict oriented. In most periods either the President or the 

Congress dominated. 8 During Congressional dominance the legisla­

ture was often aided by extremely strong leaders., a prevai I ing 

veneration for party, and a "Whig" orientation by the incumbent 

President. Presidential dominance fol lowed three basic patterns: 

I) the war ndictatorships" 11 , 2) a strong party leader who con­

trol led legislative Jeaders., and 3) the post World War II period 

w1th progressive institutionalization of legislative liasion and 

public opinion techniques. PresidentiaJism then has been 
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characterized by crisis~ able Presidential politicians, and men 

who had a wi 11 to power. 

Historically, gubernatorial-legislative relations have also 

been characterized by conflict. Howe0er, gubernatorial power has 

been much less prevalent than Presidential power. As the powerful 

representative of the absentee English king, the colonial governor 

had been under popular suspicion from earliest times. These 

governors combined under their authority almost al I governmental 

powers including appointment, law enforcement, judicial control, 
. 9 

veto, and the power to adjourn or convene the assembly. The 

assembly possesed only one great power, the power of the purse_. 

During the revolution, the people placed their faith in the 

legislature. So the early state constitutions reflected the 

10 apogee of legislative supremacy. The governor became a mere 

figurehead with short terms and limited powers. Not unti I the 

nineteenth century were legislative powers gradually undermined. 

Increasing public distrust lead to greater Constitutional re­

strictions and a more marked separation of powers. The governor 

received longer terms, veto powers, and popular election. During 

the second half of the nineteenth century the legislatures rival 

was sti I I not the governor, but a multi-headed state executive. 

Numerous elective officials received authority directly from the 

constitution. New programs were given to regulatory agencies. 

. . . 11 9 t independent boards, and comm1ss1ons. By I 00 the governors 

renaissance was not as chief executive, but as a chief legislator 

. ht b t t I . . a . 12 who m1g com a he po 1t1ca, bosses. From his state-wide con-

stituency he commanded a direct .popular appeal. He moved to take 



over party leadership. And he asserted a pol icy power reinforced 

by the veto. 

Increasingly during the twentieth century governors have 

assumed a positive role with broader formal and informal powers. 

The executive reorganization movement strengthed his hand over 

admin1stration. Recently fiscal controls have been emphasized. 

Finally, the chief executive has been accepted as a more active 

agent in the legislative processe 13 Although most governors do 

not have a President's powers, their potential more nearly 

approximates his now than in the recent past. 

II. APPROACHES TO EXECUTIVE-LEGISLATIVE RELATIONS 

According to Roy Morey there have been two basic reactions 

to this conflict retationship between the governor and the legis­

lature. The first he cal Is the "hard linen and the second the 

.. 14 
"soft I ine". The hard I ine assumes that they are natural 

enemies. However, this adversary relationship has detrimental 

effects since a divided leadership is i II equipped to cope with 

critical problems. Separatism produces inefficiency and irrespon­

sibility. Hard liners generally sympathize with the executive as 

the agent best suited to resolve the impasse. They bet ieve the 

executive should vigorously exercise his formal powers while 

molding pub I ic support where necessary. In contrast the soft 

1ine accepts separatism as natural and potentially beneficial. 

Both branches have a legitimate policy role. Compromise and 

cooperation are both necessary and desirable. On the other hand 

this view holds that some conflict may contribut~ to the vigor of 

decision-making. Further, the institutional fragmentation simply 
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reflects an underlying, social, economic, and political plural ism. 

We wi JI very briefly discuss three models of executive-legislative 

relations. The first two are generally hard line, the third soft 

Ii ne. 

Administrative Reorganization 

The reorganization movement postulates an essentially 

prescriptive model that believes government may be changed for the 

better through the use of correct principles. The principles 

pursued are neutral comptetence and executive centralism.15 

Initially he movement was a reaction against the sprawling 

administrative machinery that resulted from the nineteenth century 

solutions to legisf~tive abuses. The central goal was ful I 

executive responsibi I ity over an integrated administrative 

structure. As Herbert Kaufman argues, neutral competence in some 

ways undermined this goa , but this did not become apparent unti I 

much tater. Rational1ty and efficiency in the administrative 

system can be attained by the merit system, executive budget_ 

functiohal departmentalization, and executive hierarchical command 

over a few department heads. 

Since the reformers concentrate on the governor, favoritism 

toward that office is hardly avoidable. Although not necessarily 

hostile to the legislature, they rapidly perceive the relationship 

as a confl1ct situation. For one th1ng, legislatures rather 

jealously gaurd their own prerogatives and are reluctant to enhance 

the governor's administrative powers. Also. legislative interfer­

ence in administrative decisions, a prevailing practice, is con-

f ' .. ·1 16 - f trary to the re armers oas1c pr1nc1p es. ~urther, the re armers 
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assume that the governor should be chief policy-maker, and the 

literature stresses this attitude. The legislature is given an 

essentially generalist and policy review role. 

Party Responsibi I ity 

The second approach deals with a different aspect of the re­

lationship. While the reorganization movement was concerned 

chiefly with administration, party responsibi I ity looked directly 

at politics. 17 These reformers believe that separatism obstructs 

majority rule and responsible government. Legislatures are plagued 

by feeble leadership and diffused decision-making. Institutional 

separation and weak party discipline hinder executive leadership~ 

Seeking cooperation rather than conflict, the party responsibi I ity 

view believes that only a viable party system can bridge the con­

stitutional gap that may become apolitical chasm. 

So separation breeds irresponsibility. But what is meant by 

irresponsibi I ity? The word has many and varied uses. As used by 

party reformers the conc~pt contains four elements: 1) popular 

choice among candidates 2) popularly understood party programs 

3) electoral opportunity to defeat undesirable office-holders, and 

4) . f I t . . t . t 1 S A d I t h I d a meaning u con 1nu1 y 1n governmen. mo e sys ems. ou 

find two parties alternating control with both fielding candidates 

in all districts. A party's gubernatorial and legislative candi-

dates would ensure a majority mandate for one party. A strong 

party leadership would create considerable party unity on the 

program. 

The party responsibi I ity· theory also assumes a dominant 

gubernatorial role. It be! ieves that the modern governor should 
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take the initiative on developing programs and press vigorously f~ 

their adoption. For this reason party responsibility also fits in 

the hard I ine category. In practice most states do not fol low this 

patterno In one-party states there is no possibility for criticism 

from the opposition. Legislators from the governor's party may see 

no connection between administration success and their own 

survival. The constitutional framework, in conjunction with 

political practice, more frequently produces divided control than 

19 
unified party government in the competitive states. 

The Bargaining Aoproach 

A number of recent approaches, although dissimilar in some 

respects, have three things in common that distinguish them from 

previous approaches. For want of a better term these wi I I be 

20 
cal led bargaining approaches. First, they demonstrate greater 

sensitivity to the multi-variate nature of executive-legislative 

relations. Neither party nor institutional influences should be 

neglected. However, neither encompasses the whole relationship. 

Secondly, the bargaining approaches are not overly prescriptive. 

They purportedly seek to understand operating systems. Finally, 

although they acknowledge that separatism is essentially a conflict 

situation, they find nothing abhorrent in this. Neither branch 

should necessarily dominate, but the very conflict system may force 

them to cooperate. As Roy Morey concludes: 

A governor is not a traitor to the executive tradition 
simply because he is wi I !ing to compromise with the 
legislature. Granted the modern governor has a legitimate 
role in policy initiation, but this should not be mistaken 
for a natural monopoly. Bof-h branches can, and inde~d 
should, lay rightful claim to this functio~21 

These approaches emphasize two basic points. First, they 
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consider the interaction between institutional and behavioral 

forces. The legislative System by John Wahlke, et. al., is based 

on this. Roy Simmons developed a systems interaction approach for 

the executive branch.22 Secondly, they consider the situational 

nature of influence. That is, the governor's power and leadership 

role may only be accepted within certain contexts.23 Crisis situa-

tions !ncrease his influence. Highly populBr governors have 

greater political leverage. It is on this point that Joseph 

Schlesinger challenges what he cal Is the basic classical theorem 

, t · t · ' d t · b • 1 · t .) 24 
J t t or compe 1 1 on , en' par y respons 1 , 1 y • he argues ha 

voters perceiv~ each state official differently, and that there 

are in fact different electorates for e~ch office. Only one party 

states would fit the party ticket assumption. In sum, the 

executive power varies with legal factors, institutional factors, 

environmental setting, party majorities, and changes in personnel. 

Finally, the bargaining approach believes that the highly 

fragmented state government only para I leJs the highly fragmented 

social, pol iticaf, and economic systems found within even the 

fairly smal I confines of a st3te. Political systems present a 

constellation of influences that direct their demands and supports 

through differi~g channels, some through the legislature, some 

through the executive, some through the administrators, some 

through the courts.25 Naturally, this produces feudal decision­

making patterns. Under these conditions success depends upon 

coalition politics, compromise, and bargaining. 

This approach wi 11 largely guide the methods used here. It 

suggests that the relationship must be regarded as situational. 
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varying with place, time, and policy. Second, the most important 

components to study i I I be the resources available to each actor. 

But few resources are absolute. If each actor has strengths, he 

probably also has limitations. The reset of this chapter wi I I 

further explore these potential resources. Gubernatorial resources 

would include constitutional, institutional, pol iticai, and person­

al powers. Legislative resources include constitutional and 

institutional powers organizational setting and caucus cohesion, 

Combining this analysis with the previous chapter we shal I attempt 

to assess various situations under which gubernatorial power 

might v~ry. 

III. GUBERNATORIAL RESOURCES 

Today more than ever before there is an expectation for 

executive leadership. The governor must combat the growing com­

plexity, expense, and diffuseness of state government. Histori­

cally, he was perceived as a spokesman for the common ma~ recently 

he has become a spokesman for the urbanites. It is from his 

responsibility for initiating major state-wide programs that the 

governor's role as legislator derives. At least this is apparently 

the expectation among both public and scholars.26 Coleman Ransone 

and Malcolm Jewel I insist that most, if not al I, bi I Is come either 

from the governor or the administrative agencies.27 Sarah McCal ly, 

in her recent study of gubernatorial program success, argued that 

the governor plays a relatively greater legislative role in the 

states than does the presidency on the national levet.28 Un­

fortunately, there is n3t much hard evidence to show either that 

the public universally exp~sts this role or that the governors 
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perform it. However, to the extent that the expectation does 

exist, that in itse f is a potential resource for the governor. 

Legal-Constitutiona Resources 

The governor has a few miscellaneous constitutional powers 

that add only smal I increments to his total influence. He plays 

a ceremonial role as chief of state that makes him a unifying 

force. As a result of cooperative federalism he may exercise 

some leverage as his state's nambassador" to the national and 

other state·governmentse 29 The governor is also commander-in­

chief with control over the state police and the national guard. 

This generally does not directly aid his legislative position. 

But his response to a natural disaster, university riot, or labor 

strike may add to his public stature. Most governors have the 

power to cal I special legislative sessions. The special session's 

chief value lies in its potential for focusing public attention on 

a particularly significant issue, especially when the governor has 

sole power to determine session business.30 Finally, the biennial 

(or annual) message is the basic document through which the 

governor outlines h s pol icy program and sets the legislative 

agenda. 31 The message's actual impact is uncertain. It may be a 

symbolic duty or serve as a rallying point for adherents. At 

least it offers a legitimate excuse to press a legislative program. 

Al I of these resources are only the beginning of power. Their 

actual impact depends on how they are used. 

The veto power can be a potent potential weapon. Al I states 

but North Carolina permit a governor to reject a bi I I. Seventeen 

states also grant the oocket veto whereby the governor can deny a 
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bi II after the legislative session 

Table II-1 The Governor'sVeto Power, 1960 

Very Strong(4)* 

Alabama 
Ca Ii forn i a 
Colorado 
Def aware 
Louisiana 
M:issachusetts 
Missouri 
Montana 
New Jersey 
New·York 
Ok I aho·ma 
Pennsylvania 
Virginia 

Strong(3)* 

Arizona 
Georgia 
Idaho 
I l i no is 
Kansas 

chigan 
MINNESOTA 
New Mexico 
North Dakota 
Or-egon 
South Dakota 
Texas 
Utah 
Washington 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

A\edium(2)* 

Arkansas 
Connecticut 
Florida 
Iowa 
Kentucky 
Maine 
Maryland 
Nii s s i ss i pp i 
Nebraska 
Nevada 
New Hampshire 
Ohio 
South Caro Ii na 
Vermont 

Weak( I)* 

Indiana 
N. Caro Ii na 
Rhode Island 
Tennessee 
W. Virginia 

* Points wi I I be used for the general power index. 
Table is adapted from Joseph Schlesinger in Jacob and 
Vines, Politics in the American States. 

is over when the legislature has no chance to over-ride him. 

Thirty-eight states al low an item veto for appropriation bi I Is. 

This gives the governor more potential budgetary power than the 

presidency. How does the veto power vary from state to state? 

Frank W. Prescott believed that the crucial factors were: I) the 

time the governor may consider a bi I I after passage 2) the 

fraction of legislative votes required to over-ride 3) possession 

of the pocket veto and 4) item veto.32 Joseph Schlesinger, using 
..,.';I! 

Prescott's criteria, divided the states into four categories.,~ 

The governor 1 s potential veto power does not say very much 

about its actual use and impact. On this point there is wide­

spread disagreement. I syspect that no one really knows what the 

practices are in al I fifty states. Prescott's study was completed 

twenty-five years ago. Recent supplementary information is avail-



able for only about a dozen states. Some argue that the veto is an 

over-rated tool of minima value. Frequent use may be a indication 

34 of weakness, not strength. On the other hand others claim that 

the veto is a potent weapon, particularly in a negative sense. 

Once a veto is used it is seldom over-ridden. Also, the potential 

of~ veto as a threat is incalculable. 35 We do have frequency 

figures from some states.36 In the South about 3.5% of bills were 

vetoed. For the nation as a whole the figure would average from 

5 to 7%. There does seem to be a rough relationship between veto 

potential and use. In Iowa and Nebraska the veto is used almost 

never. In Florida vetoes are frequently overridden. In strong 

states like Texas and Michigan there wi II be from 18 to 22 vetoes 

a session. And in California, New Jersey, and New York governors 

averaged from 90 to 290 vetoes a session. However, there are 

enough exceptions to make this pattern inconcfusive. For example, 

in Arizona, a strong veto state, it is useless as a practical tool. 

Perhaps frequency does not vary so much by state as by situation. 

Governors may use the veto more frequently when their legislative 

parties are in a hopeless minor1ty. There is limited evidence 

that divided control promotes veto use. However, in general so 

little is known about the veto power that we wi I I have to use veto 

potential, not veto use, for comparative purposes. 

American governors are, by and iarge, amateurs at their tr3de. 

In three-fourths of the states the average tenure for governors is 

less than five years.37 Two related influences apparently promote 

this high turnover rate. Many states constitutionally limit the 

governor's tenure. Fifteen states forbid consecutive r~-e!ection 



to office. Eight others impose a two term I imitation. Also, 

gubernatorial office is more competitive than any other in the 

states.38 Re-election comes hard. Table II-2 demo~strates the 

forma tenure potential for U.S. governors. 39 

Tabfe II-2 The Governors' Tenure Potential, 1960 

Four Year Term, No Restraint on Re-election (5)* 

Ca i forn i a II I inois Utah 
Co orado Montana Washington 
Connect i cut Nevada Wyoming 
Idaho New York 

Four Year Term, One Re-election permitted (4) * 
Delaware Maryland Ohio 
Maine New Jersey Oregon 

Four Year Term, No Consecutive Re-election Permitted (3)* 
Alabama Louisiana Pennsylvania 
F or i da Miss i ss i pp i South Caro Ii rm 
Georgi a Missouri Tennessee 
Indiana North Caroiina Virginia 
Kentucky Oklahoma West Virginia 

Two Year Term, No Restraint on Re-election (2)* 
Arizona Michigan Rhode Island 
Arkansas MINNESOTA Texas 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Massachusetts 

Nebraska 
New Hampshire 
North Dakota 

Vermont 
Wisconsin 

Two Year Term, One Re-election Permitted (1)* 
New Mexico South Dakota 

* The points are used for the construction of the General 
Power Index. 

Source: Joseph Schlesinger in Jacob and Vines, Pof itics 
in the American States. 

Actuat gubernatorial turnover very closely follows the potential. 

An inspection of Joseph Schlesinger's opportunity rate tables show 

a very high correlation between opportunity for office and tenure 

t. . . I 40 po enr,a • 

What impact does limited tenure have? The significanc~ lies 

largely in the governor's experience relati~e to his potential 

6$ 



rivafs.41 Most state-wide elective officials can expect signif­

icantly longer tenure than can the governor. Most have no legal 

limits on tenure and they are far less competitive electorally. 

Although the legislative career is transitory for most, the 

effective leaders are often men of considerable seniority. Most 

appointive administrators are under civi I service and have also 

served many years in their positions. Other officials regard the 

governor as a "new boy" who won't be around long enough to affect 

their long range careers. Moreover, the governor's inexperience is 

likely to be accentuated by transition practices in most states. 

They are expected to submit a legislative program, budget 3 and 

major appointments within 90 to 100 days of their election.42 

Most do not have staff, funds, and office space as governor-

elect. They are under severe time pressure. Even in o~e party 

states political friction between the out-going and the in-coming 

governor may reduce pre-job training to zero. A new man usually 

submits the old governor's budget and works with his appointees. 

However, as a governor has longer tenure potential, time to gain 

experience, and can give an impression of future permanence, his 

potential power should increase. 

The executive dominance approach saw the governor as the 

prime coordinating force in state government. Most observers agree 

that the governor does not hold this position. Otto Kerner, former 

Illinois governor, argues that no gubernatorial power is more 

L.3 
important than appointment. Joseph Schlesinger explains why this 

is assumed to be so. 

7 
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The most widely appreciated means of control ling 
officials is the power to name them. Presumably, if a 
person can name an official, not only is the official 
beholden to him, but that person can also help to affect 
the administration by naming someone wrpse values ar~ 
close to those he wishes to implement.~ 

Many officials are not beholden to the governor in this fashion. 

Numerous elected officia s owe nothing at al I to the governor. 

With these he is merely first among equals. Even non-elective 

officials may escape gubernatorial direction. Of al I pol icy 

officials examined by Deil Wright in al I 50 states, the fol lowing 

appointment methods were used: a) by the governor alone (16%) 

b) by the governor arid one or more legislative bodies (29%) 

45 c) by a board with governor's approval (11%) f) other (8%). 

Even when the governor can appoint department heads or board 

members, they may serve staggered terms that overlap with his. 

He then must serve several terms before he can control an entire 

board or al I departments. Finally, governors cannot even remove 

at I of the officials wh0.m they appoint. Only Indiana grants a 

general removal power. Obviously the governors are not uniformly 

weak. Joseph Schlesinger has also constructed an index that 

shows the appointment potential. This is based on appointment 

procedures used for sixteen major offices.46 

79 
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Table II-3 The Appointive Powers of the Governor, State 
Rankings, 1960 

5 points* 4 points 3 points 

79 Tennessee 54 Michigan 49 Iowa 
71 New Jersey 54 Vermont 49 New Mexic-:, 
68 Pennsylvania 53 Missouri 49 Utah 
65 Maryland 52 Oregon 48 Rhode Island 
61 New York 51 MINNESOTA 46 Ca Ii forn i a 

57 Idaho 51 Washington 46 Nebraska 
56 I I I i no is 50 Connecticut h~ ,_,/ Alabama 

50 Kentucky 45 West Virginia 
43 Arizona 
42 Wyoming 

2 points 

41 Nevada 35 Alaska 26 Texas 
40 Arkansas 33 Maine 25 South Caro I i na 
39 Kansas 33 Mississippi 23 De I a1..vare 

39 Louisiana 31 New Hampshire 20 Oklahoma 
39 Montana 29 Massachusetts 18 North Dakota 
39 South Dakota 27 Georgia 15 Colorado 
38 Wisconsin 
37 Florida 
37 North Caro Ii na 

* The Points are used for the General Power Index. 
Source: Joseph Schlesinger in Jacob and Vines, 
Politics in the American States. 

What significance does such a formal index have? After al I, 

even if the governor has the legal power to remove an official, in 

practice he may not wish to risk a showdown with an experienced 

veteran administrator. Alternatively, an elective official may 

not necessarily battle the governor at every turn. Also, many 

elected officials, such as secretary of state, do not ha,,e signi-

47 ficant contemporary policy powers. Deil Wright presents some 

evidence that shows the operational significance of formal arrange­

ments. He asked top administrators who exercised greater control 

over them and who they would prefer to be control led by. He then 

compared this to the formal appointive method for each agency. 

7 



Results are shown below. 
48 

Table II-4 Control and Control Preferences, Administrative 
Officiafs, Fifty States 

Greater Control 
Governor 
Same 
Legislature 

Control Preferred 
Governor 
Ind. Commission 
Legislature 

Present 
Governor 

57% 
18% 
25% 

68% 
20% 
13% 

Appointment 
Governor and 
Senate 

41% 
26% 
33% 

67% 
17% 
16% 

Board and 
Governor 

28% 
30% 
42% 

31% 
47% 
22% 

Board Elective 

15% 9f{ 
30% 11% 
55% 80% 

27% 
53% 
20% 

Source: Dei I Wright., "Executive Leadership in State Adminis­
tration"., Midwest Journal of Political Science 
XI (February, 1967). 

He concluded that there are great pressures und~rmining central 

control. Less than a majority preferred gubernatorial control, but 

they would prefer that to the legislature. However, more felt that 

the legislature exercised greater control under the prevai I ing 

circumstances. A survey of the I iterature on some twenty states 

produces less sure confirmation of the classification's 

reliability.49 Over half appear to be correctly piaced. Some are 

far off. Indiana has by far the strongest system of gubernatorial 

control. The governor appoints heads for 150 agencies that report 

directly to him. They serve at his pleasure and there are no 

policy conflicts. This power is used to enhance his control over 

the state legislature. In every administration members of the 

ass@mbly are appointed to administrative positions. However, it 

is questionable whether II linois., Michigan, and Washington are as 

strong as indicated by the index. In II I inois the governor may 

have great difficulty with elective heads and with legislative 

·confirmation0 Former Governor G. Mennen Wi I Iiams emphasizes the 
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great political difficulty with elective officials in Michigan. 

Arizona, Florida, and Texas can be cited as weak governor states. 

Former governor (now senator) Paul Fannin vigorously documents the 

frustrations encountered in the office. Arizona has 99 separate 

agencies. Only four are appointed by the governor to serve at his 

pleasure. Sixty agency heads serve longer terms than the governor~ 

An average of 7% of appointments are rejected by the Senate. 

Florida and Texas governors do make many appointm~nts. However, in 

Texas the governors power is limited by a wel I established 

senatorial courtesy rule. In Florida the elective officers 

exercise conclusive dominance over the "chief" executive. He is 

regarded as a junior member in a cabinet where "old handsrr 

exercise considerable legislative leadership. These officials have 

the most significant patronage power and have bui It powerful in­

dependent personal machines. We can, then accept the appcintive 

power index as relatively valid, but not with as much confidence as 

the tenure power index. 

Aside from the appointment power, what hierarchical control 

does the governor have? According to the administrative reorgan­

ization movement, the governor should head a unified, integrated 

structure that operates through chain of command. Al I control and 

communication channels should be under his jurisdiction. Coleman 

Ransone characterizes actual administrative organization as a 

chaotic tangle.50 There are many departments with overt'apoing 

functions, terms, and formal control patterns. Many are in­

dependent structura 11 y and f i nanc i a I I y.. Better than any other 

York Wi lbern has characterized the forces that promote this 
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separatism.51 Agencies normally desire autonomy and have a long 

tradition of independence. Cl ientele, groups, and, especially 

professionals., seek unon-pol itical" status for their pet functions<ll 

The national grant-in-aid systems extends financial and personnel 

autonomy. 

What leverage can administrative control give a governor if 

he does possess it? Clearly technical and professional information 

wi II be of great importance. Increasingly legislative pol icy 

problems are highly technical in nature. Few, if any, state 

legislatures can draw upon the informational sources that Congress 

has. If the governor has strong administrative backing, few 

legislators possess the expertise to cha I lenge him. On the other 

hand autonomous departments can certainly offer friendly legislators 

alternative data to that provided by the governor. A second source 

of leverage, patronage, may come more readily to mind. Patronage 

encompasses a great variety of rewards. Maicolm Jewel I includes 

jobs, state contracts, services (roads, parks, colleges, and 

bui !dings), and local legislation.52 These benefits could be 

supplied to the legislators: constituents, backers, or to the 

legislator himself. Eighteen states do not have comprehensive 

merit system. Fifteen other states added such a system only 

during the period we are studying.53 Governors in states such as 

Indiana, New York, Pennsylvania, and Rhode Island find patronage 

to be highly significant. Governors in less developed one party 

· states such as Texas, North Carolina., Kentucky, and West Virginia 

find patronage a cruciai substitute for strong administration 

controJ. Such tools are just not available in Wisconsin, Colorado, 
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Wyoming, Utah, and Washington. 

The executive reform movement expected that strong fiscal 

controls would be the chief executive's most important tool in 

enforcing administrative coordination. Appointment might indebt 

a man to the appointer. But, especially where removal is extremely 

imited, this influence might not persist once the man has the 

position. On the other hand fiscal controls are a recurring and, 

to a degree, continuing force. A department's program options 

are limited by the funds at its disposal. Ideally fiscal tools 

included budget preparation (with an extensive personal staff), 

item veto, a single general fund (no earmarking), pre-auditing and 

accounting., a I I otment contro I, and centra I purchas i ng.51+ The 

governor could control al I agency requests by requiring central 

clearance through his personal staff, and could also control the 

speed and nature of expenditures. These budgetary powers have more 

than administrative significance. Budgeting is pol icy-making. In 

some respects the governor's budget is the single most important 

measure of his legislative program.55 Formally the executive 

budget has been widely accepted, although few governors possess 

the fiscal controls available to the President. However, neither 

mplementation nor impact are uniform. There are three serious 

weaknesses. First, most st:.ites do not have a single general 

fund. Most states use special funds so that up to 90% of the 

revenue may be beyond gubernatorial contro1.56 Second, most 

governors do not have sufficient staff or ti me to thorough I y con­

sider agency requests and present independent recommendations. 

Third, potentially the legislature has the uni imited authority to 
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a ter the governor's requests. Thomas Anton concludes that these 

severe restraints reduce state budgeting to a form of play acting. 

A peek into the decision-making black box in most 
states, I submit, would probably reveal a system in 
which operating heads consistently request more funds, 
executive and/or legislative reviewers consistently 
reduce agency requests, governors consistently pursue 
balanced budgets at higher expenditure levels, and 
legislatures consistently approve higher appropriations 
while engaging Jn frequent disputes with the governor 
over revenues.51 

He asserts that if anyone has effective power in the budget system 

it is the agency officials and perhaps budget reviewers who fol low 

a mutua I I y understood "pad-cut" pattern. The governor has Ii tt le 

influence because he lacks experience, staying power, time, and 

perspective to overcome the latyrinthian channels of state budget­

making. Legislative impact, for much the same reason, is non­

existent. In fact, states do not really control their budget 

systems and any change wi II necessarily be in smal I increments to 

an on-going, self-sustaining mass. 58 

Anton's conclusions are based almost solely on research in 

I I inois. Ira Sharkansky conducted more comprehensive research on 

a large number of states. He confirms the conclusions that 

budgeting is incremental and the legislative role minimai.59 The 

governor and the legislature wi I I not raise the agencies' budget 

unless they ask for . ~ 
I I • They probably wi I I cut large requested 

increases, but some increase remains al! the same. Any 

gubernatorial impact is quantitatively smal I since agency budgets 

don't deviate by more than 15 per cent from appropriation to 

appropriation. Sharkansky does point out, however, ·that some 

budgets do differ markedly from the past. Presumably some 
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abnormal influences are at work at those t,mes. Such forces may 

be environmental (depression or federal program) or individual 

legislative or gubernatorial). 

Sharkansky and Anton both find that the legislature plays a 

minimal budgetary role. In light of this Dei I Wright's findings 

are curious. He asked a nation-wide same of top state administra­

tors who cut their budgets most frequently. The results were: 

governor-25%, legislature-6o%.61 There appears to be discrepancies 

between perception and reported practice. However, whether the 

perception is accurate or not, it could certainly influence the 

relative deference that the agency gave to the governor as opposed 

to the legislature. 

How much do the governors vary in their budgetary powers? 

Again the measuring device wi II be categories prepared by 

62 
Schlesinger. He based his categories mainly upon the degree 

to which the governor formally shared the budget preparation powers 

with others. 



Table II-V The Governors' Budget Powers, 1960 

Full Responsibility (5)* 

Alabama 
Arkansas 
California 
Georgia 
I I I i no is 
Iowa 
Kentucky 
Maryland 
Massachusetts 
Michig~n 
MINNESOTA 
Missouri 
h\ontana 
Nebraska 
Nevada 

New Hampshire 
New Jersey 
New York 
Ohio 
Oklahoma 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
South Dakota 
Tennessee 
Utah 
Virginia 
Washington 
Wisconsin 
Wyoming 

Shares with Civi I Service 
Apoointee or with person appoint­
ed by someone else (4)* 

Colorado Maine 
Connecticut 
Kansas 
Louisiana 

New N,exico 
North Caro i i na 
Rhode Island 

Shares with another popularly 
elected official (2)* 

,&..r i zona Vermont 

Shares with several others with 
independent sources of strength 
( 1) *' 
Delaware 
Idaho 
Florida 
Mississippi 

North Dakota 
South Caro Ii na 
Texas 
West Virginia 

•The points are used for the General Power Index. 
Source: Adapted from Joseph Schlesinger in Jacob and 

Vines, Politics ir. the American States. 

Formally, the reorganization movement's princioles have been highly 

successful. Both Sharkansky and Wright found that the governor's 

actual influence did correspond to his formal power. 63 However, 

the relationship is modest. Even where the governor has strong 

formal power, the legislature most frequently is perceived as 

having the greater negative impact. And where we know a great deal 

about the budgetary process, as in California and II linois, the 

governor's position does not appear to be so formidable.64 

Potentially the II I inois governor can be the single most important 

budgetary actor. Formally, he has centralized power over estimates, 

preparation, al fotment, and auditing through a very strong 

Department of Finance. Although the legislature has an independent 

budgetary commission, it largely p13ys a symbolic role. In 

actuality, however, the participants do not perceive the governor 
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as a powerful pol icy force. The most significant actors are the 

budget superintendent, a twenty year veteran, and the agency 

budget officials. In California, the governor unquestionably has 

informal control over the departments. However, the legis!3tor 

is a greater competftor because of its strong, adequately staffe~ 

legislative analyst. :n California, as in Il I inois, the greatest 

check on the governor s the extensive earmarking and special 

funds. One might cone ude that the formal budget categories do 

reflect the governor's actual preparation powers, especially in 

relation to the legislature. They probably do not reflect his 

total power over all administrative fiscal decisions. 

Rather than consider each formal power as an isolated 

variable one should attempt to consider its overal I impact as a 

single index. These measures appear to be cumulative. Joseph 

Schlesinger conclude1 that their adoption by a state reflects 

Table II-6 A Combined Index of the Formal Powers of the 
Governors,. I 960. 

Strong 
(16-19 points) 
New York 
II I inois 
New Jersey 
Pennsylvania 
Virginia 
Washington 
Ca Ii forn i a 
Mary I ~md 
Missouri 
Oregon ,/ 
Utah 
Wyoming 
Montana 

Moderate ll3-!5) Weak(J 1-12) Very ~eakl7-iC) 

Alabama 
Connecticut 
Ohio 
Tennessee 
Kentucky 
Michig3n 
MINNESOTA 
Nevada 
Colorado 
Idaho 
Louisia.na 
Oklahoma 

Iowa 
Nebraska 

New Hampshire 
Rhode Island 

Wisconsin North Carolina 
Georgia Vermont 
Massachusetts Arizona 
Indiana 
Arkansas 
South Dakota 
New Mexico 
Kansas 
Maine 

Delaware 
West Virginia 
Florida 
Mississiopi 
South Caro I i na 
Texas 
North Dakota 

Source: Joseph A. Schlesinger in Herbert Jacob and Kenneth 
Vines. Politics in the American States, p. 229. 

a unified view of the governor's role.65 Again remember that form-
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al administrative power 1s not the same as actual power. Dei I 

Wright found a moderate relationship. Where a ~overnor had strong 

formal powers, administrative heads perceived him in a power 

standoff with the legislature. That is, strong powers gave him an 

even chance. Where a governor had weak powers, he occupied a 

subordinate role in actual power and as a controf type. 66 

Institutional Powers 

The Executive Office of the President provides the nation's 

chief executive with tremendous personal research and control 

faci lities.67 No state governor even approaches this kind of 

assistance. Although the trend has been toward larger and more 

• • I 68 11 competent staffs, most remain smal I and tnforma • Actua y, we 

kno~ even less about the governor's staff than we do about his 

legal/formal powers. Ransone•~ survey, done fifteen years ago, 

showed a range of from 3 to 42 staff members. Most staff members 

perform clerical-secretarial functions however. Professional 

advisors range from one to twelve in number. Generally, the 

larger and more complex the state, the larger the staff. It is 

difficult to specify exactly what staff people do or how important 

they are to gubernatorial program success. This varies 

tremendously with each governor's personality and work style. 

Generally, the fol lowing tasks are performed. One or more persons 

work on policy oriented tasks. These involve program and budget 

development, party liasion and patronage, and legislative I iasion. 

Also someone needs to do administrative I iasion. Even if al I 

depa,tments cannot be coordinated, someone must deal with the 

department heads' routine problems. A pub I ic relations man ~cts as 

80 
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a buffer between the governor and the public@ He arranges 

publicity$ press conferences and speech writing. Every governor 

atso needs expert legal advice to check on bil I drafting, vetoes, 

and pardons. Finally, someone must handle routine office house­

keeping duties such as supervising clerical ~ssistants, answering 

mail, and making appointments. In large offices these tasks may 

be specialized by person. In smal I ones one man wears many or af I 

hats. Perhaps more important than tasks performed are the functions 

served. Alan J. Wyner interviewed staff members in fourteen states 

on this point.69 In order of significance the functions are: 

organize information for the governor., create a favorable image, 

handle detai Is, take the blame for fai l~res., and coordinate the 

executive branch. Surprisingly legislative Jiasion functions are 

not mentioned at al I. This seems unbel ieveable but, if true, would 

not enhance executive-legislative relations. 

As with White House Office people a staff member's outstanding 

characteristic is his personal loyalty to the governor. Wyner 

comments on the uniformly intense personal loyalty expected by the 

staff. This results largely from the selection process. 

Appointments are neither by administrative merit not party service 

but because the governor has confidence in them. Most were either 

active in his campaigning time personal associates, or served him 

as staff members in his previous capacity. They are also 

selected for ideological compatibility with the governor. 

How significant are they in the governor's success? How wel I 

· do they do their jobs? Wyner found that most members were highly 

' . f • . . th t t.. • • "' ?O t . b saris H?d w, ,. ne1r JOvs. However-., ou side o servers were 
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uniformly negative. Lobbyists, reporters, and state house 

people (administrators and legislators) rated staffs high neither 

on respect nor on effectiveness. Perhaps this is inherent in the 

job. Wyner comments that whi e staff members are preoccupied with 

serving the governor, outsiders want something from the governor 

for themselves. Such demands cannot always be satisfied. When 

there is dissatisfaction staffers must be the lightning rods. 

Aside from this when a staff is very smal I it is inconceivable 

that an individual can do al I the tasks expected of him. David 

Allen relates the duties expected of and administrative assistant 

. Id. 71 ,n n ,ana. He drafts bi 11s, reviews, reviews fiscal, personnel, 

and state contracts~ adv ses the governor on extradition and other 

quasi-legal problems, ma ntains legistative liasion, maintains 

party liasion, and keeps tabs on one hundred departments, agencies, 

boards, and commissions. He does this with one assistant for 

routine matters. And this is in an office with ten professional 

staffers. Of course departments of administration and other agen­

cies may provide additional assistance. But they do not neces­

sarily see matters from the governor's perspective. One would 

expect that a relatively large and able staff could give the 

governor at least incremental power. This power factor cannot be 

cfassified and compared across state lines. It is simply an item 

to be considered and checked. 

Most schol~rs assume that the governor has the primary 

responsibflity for preparing, promoting, and executing a legis­

lative program. From the public viewpoint the governor has the 

best known legislative record. legislative reaction to this 

62 



lt!t:-, 

assumption is uncertain. Although the program might be the cement 

that binds the governor's administration together, he does not 

72 
develop it entirely on his own. His role is to draw in, 

coordinate, and perhaps put his stamp on ideas from many sources. 

Common sources include administrative agencies, interest groups, 

party platforms, journalists, Jegislators, legislative reference 

services, and previous governors' programs. Assistance in ~resent­

ing these ideas also comes from many sources. Most rely heavily 

on their personal staff, especially the legal counsel, for drafting. 

But because the staffs are so smal I, he must use outsiders as we! I. 

Next in importance would be the department of administration 

(if any), budget agencies, and administrative departments. He may 

also receive assistance from party committees, groups, citizens 

committees, or the university. 

As, or more, important as the bi I I drafting stage is the 

fol low up legislative I iasion. There are more possible pitfal Is 

at this stage. Limited staff presents a greater obstacle. First, 

the governor must convince a friendly legislator to introduce the 

bi I I. Desirable sponsors have several important characteristics. 

He 'should be a ranking committee member and respected specialist 

in the substantive pol icy field. Senior floor leaders are helpful. 

However, since party I ines are not absolute in most states, the 

governor also seeks as much bi-partisan sponsorship as possible. 

Defusing the bi I I as a partisan issue may facilitate passage. 

Al I of these desirable steps are not always possible. Also, few 

outsiders really know initimately the actual power structure within 

a legislative body, especially as this might change subtly from 
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session to session. Once the sponsor is chosen, the better 

organized liasion staffs wi I I supply detailed briefings to them 

and keep tabs on every bi I I as it progresses through the legisla­

tive process. Usually there are daily strategy meetings during the 

session. 

It is extremely difficult to measure actual program success. 

Most chief executives are measured by their "batting averages", the 

percentage of bi I Is or programs that pass the legislature. Of 

course, not al I bi I Is are of equal importance to the governor. 

Many programs pass in highly altered form. Sti I I, inadequate as 

these are, the box scores are the only comparative measure yet 

derived. Even in this form no really systematic comparative work 

has been done on the governors. The knowledge available is based 

on diverse studies from individual states. Based on these 

fragmented reports, most governors that we know about have high 

success rates.73 Few governors fal I below 50% success and up to 

90% success has been reported. Most Southern governors pass 75% 

or more of their bills. Data on program success is very spotty 

however. We have little information outside the Southern states. 

Wisconsin and Arizona are exceptions to this. In Wisconsin program 

success during the 1950's ranged from 46% to 85%. But Arizona is 

a far different story. There, the governor is practically helpless. 

In the legislative sessions from 1921-1963 the governors' success 

rate was 23%. Success ranged from a high of 40% to a low of tofo. 

There is little truly comparative data from the West, Midwest, 

and Northeast. Factors I inked with program success are also 

uncertain. Various scholars speculate that party competition, 
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divided control, and patronage powers make a difference.74 
Sarah 

McCal ly concluded that among two party states degree of competition 

had little to do with success. The governor was most successful 

when his party had a smal I majority or a strong minority in the 

islature. A governor's personal popularity in the primary 

correl=lted more strongly with success than general election 

ctory. From this she concluded that the governor's personal 

organizational strength was the key. However., in one party and 

modified one party states Ransone felt that the governor had a 

freer pol icy hand because he was not bound to a party. Here also 

presumably personal strength would be the key to success. 

Political Resources 

Students of gubernatorial politics unanimously conclude that 

the governor's state wide constituency constitutes a potent 

potential resource. Some even as~ert that this image as the 

75 
representative of al I the people is his greatest asset. No single 

legislator has as wide and heterogeneous a constituency. Particu­

larly where the legislature was extremely malapportioned the 

governor. likely over-represented an urban constituency, the Jegis­

fature a rural one. Certainly the governor has superior access 

to popular publicity channels. As an individual he stands out 

76 
more in the pub I ic eye than a legislator. Most governors 

capitalize on this potential. A Counci I of State Governments 

• I nt...1 • • I . 77 survey done ,n ~ gives some data on pub I 1c re at1ons use. 

All hold press conferences and produce news releases. Forty-one 

have radio programs. And Forty-six make T.V. appearances. 

Thirty-four keep one or more public relations people on their 
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staff. The frequency with which these devices are used is not as 

constant. Seventeen to twenty-three governors used press 

conferences and news releases only intermittently (less than on a 

weekly basis). Only eighteen had regu1ar monthly or weekly radio 

addresses. Sixteen used T.V. on a regular basis. One would 

hypothesize that frequency of use would increase with competition., 

the part1cipant quality of the society, and perhaps, the office's 

formal weakness. No such relationship is readily apparent from 

the data collected by the Council. 

Although most commentators assume that pub I ic appeals have 

a potent legislative impact, there is scant evidence to document 

this. Public appeals may not have the effect anticipated. If the 

governor's and the legislature's constituencies diverge too 

greatly, the legislators may feel no need to heed his appeals. 

Some governor's constituency may I imit as well as aid him. His 

c~nstituency does contain some specific groups and their very 

heterogeneity may weaken coalition support on specific bil Is. 

Finaffy, he may dramatize his stand, but there is no assurance 

that people wi II contact legislators on any particular issue. 

Jewell speculates that the impact is more indirect through a 

sense by local community lead~rs that the governor personally, 

d h • I I . th . t . t 79 · an 1s genera program, are popu ar 1n e dis r1c. Again, 

one would think that people would be more likely to contact the 

legislature in a highly participative state. We have no evidence 

so far to support this. 

We have already prepared the groundwork for a discussion of 

the governor as party leader. This role varies greatly depending 



on party competition and organization. Most try to make a sharp 

80 
distinction between competitive and one-party states. Jewel I, 

apparently supported by Ransone, claims that the governor in a two­

party state has an advantage over one in less competitive states. 

Electorally, the governor may be seen as the party spearhead. 

Other party candidates, including legislators, may depend on the 

voters' approval of the governor for their own election. The 

governor may also claim support from a common symbolic bond with 

fellow party loyal sts. Finally, he does have a ready made 

organization. Although the two-party governor does not often 

have undisputed control over the party apparatus, he may use some 

of the rewards and pu~ishments available to that organization. If 

local party organizations are strong, they can materially aifect 

a legislator's nomin3tion and campaign success. Acting through the 

state party organization, the governor may use his official 

appointment power to advance the career of a legislator or the 

legislator's friends. The one-party governor must campaign on the 

politics of personality with no necessary connection to other 

candidates or offices. Appeals to party loyalty have little mean­

ing in an essentially uno-partyn setting. Neither does the one­

party governor have a ready made organization. He must bui Id his 

own. It is unlikely that such an organization can shape the 

political advancement of others. He may have a marked affect on 

a legislator's pub! ic career through the patronage of his office. 

But this wi If be administered entirely separately from any external 

organizational base. 

The distinction between more or less competitive systems is 
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not so sharp as the preceeding discussion indicates. Obviously 

organization does mean a great deal in some two party states. 

These are largely concentrated in the Northeast and Great Lakes 

areas. Party organization would be quite centralized, continuous 

in leadership, and closely linked to the governor's office when 

the party was in power. Excel lent examples of such states would 

b I d • C t · N J A.• • • 
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e n 1ana, onnec 1cut, ew ersey, and, perhaps., ,,,11ch1gan. In 

most such states now, or in the very recent past, party machines 

were heavily oiled by patronage from government jobs, services, 

and contracts. This patronage system was usually control led by 

the governor or by a party chairman in close contact with the 

82 
governor. However, even in most two-party states, the politics 

of factionalism may undercut the governor. The governor usual iy 

stands as the leader of only one faction. 83 And often organization 

control is practically meaningless as a political power base. An 

organization that can control neither nomination access, nor offer 

substantial campaign help., isan unreliable power base. This 

situation seems especially prevalent in the Western two-party 

84 states.. In such a personalistic politics the•governor's 

organizational power position differs I ittle from that in the 

one-party South. 

In fact it may be instructive to compare governors in the 

one-party South to those in the two-party West where organization 

is weak. Organizationally the Southern governor may have greater 

opportunities to build a sure base for support. Both are handi­

capped because few men hold office long enough to bui Id a lasting 

personal organization. However, many Southern governors have a 

88 
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r~ady power base through an accessible and acceptable patronage 

system. 

It is a fairly standard practice now for executive 
leaders to make a careful tabulation of legislative 
votes on gubernatorial programs and to tel I dissenting 
legislators that, if attitudes and votes are not 
changed, they wi I I get no jobs for constitLents, no 
more state aids for rural roads for their districts, no 
more factors that are the I ifeblood of state legisla­
tures. The relationship is not subt lq it is direct, 
brutal, and it is effective. Executive politicians now 
can- - and do- - back recalcitrant legislators against 
the wall and read the riot act to them. 85 

Strictly speaking this is not a power derived from party organ­

ization, but from official position. And one-party states are 

not uniform. Governors in Georgia, Alabama, Kentucky, Virginia, 

and Louisiana can operate in this fashion. Legislative oractice 

imits the impact in states such as Texas, Florida, and North 

Caro f i na. St i I I, in econom i ca I I y deprived areas t h<e chance for 

even minor state jobs may seem attractive. And state services 

(roads, schools, ho~pitals), state contracts for area firms, or 

spec i a I I oca I I eg is I at ion, may be cruc i a I for economic surv i va I • 

It seems highly unlikely that Western governors in weakly 

organized states have this organizational substitute. This is not 

so much a distinction between the presence or absence of formal 

merit systems. Severaf sparsely populated Western states have no, 

or only recently adopted. general merit systems. More crucial 

perhaps is the pub I ic attitude toward patronage. Again we are 

referring to Daniel Elazar's distinction among moralistic, 

individualistic, and traditionalistic states.
86 

Presumably in 

individualistic and traditionalistic states pub I ic attitudes would 

not find patronage especially abhorrento It would run counter to 



moralistic attitudes. 

To conclude the d scussion of organization,· let us turn more 

directly to the connect on between party and the governor 1 s 

legisfattve support. It is assumed that the governor wil I appeal 

to his fellow partisans for support. This mechanism works in a 

variety of ways.87 First, the governor's electoral success gives 

a claim on legislators. The claim may be purely symbolic 

identification. It may be an ideological or constituency 

oriented identification. That is, the legislator may vote with 

the governor because he believes 1n the program and/or feels that 

his constituency has interest similar to the governors. Sarah 

McCal ly's research casts doubts on this I inkage. She found n8 

strong connection between either prior post session electoral 

success. The I !nkage is more co~crete than this~ She found the 

greatest relationship between a governor 1 s post session primary 

strength and his success. She assumes that success d~pends on 

the personal power base the governor can bui Id within the party. 

The base could be bui Ir by threatening a legislator's success 

within the legislature (committee assignment) or outside it 

(nomination). This is available to few. long before McC31 ly 1 s 

study Ransone concluded that the governor 1 s success was highly 

personal. A governor must bui Id a bloc of support from wherever 

he can in both parties. 

A high incidence of divided control in two party states 

reinforces this last point. From 1952 to t962 onty~sixteen states 

had completely unified party control. Only two two-party states 

h ,-1 • f • . .· + I th ~ ..._,-d .- th t 87 -h • au un 1 1 ed con, ro more an ')Ci?o oz e me. I e p11enomenon 
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also appears in modified one party states when the minority party 

wins the governorship but fai Is to capture a legislative majority. 

Up unti I the 19t>O's Democratic governors found themselves in this 

dubious position most frequently. However, with increasing 

Republican strength in the Border and South, more Republicans have 

been in this position. Graph II-1 shows the strong relationship 

between competition and divided control. What does divided 

control do to the governor's power? McCal ly suggests that as 

long as the parties are quite competitive majority control does 

89 
not much affect a governor's party support. It does however 

affect his program success. A governor with a strong party 

organizational base can control his party whether they have a 

majority or not. For the same reason, though, when the opposition 

has a majority it witl have more reason to oppose him. A 

governor's party support does diminish rap1dly when his party is 

in ,either a hopeless minority or an overwhelming majority. This 

condition applies more to modified one-party states. A minority 

governor is adversely affected both because his legislative 

minority is too small to be cohesive, and because the majority 

won't be eager to cooperate. A majority governor can't count on 

high par~y support, but he doesn't need it to achieve success. 

Are we any further ahead in our speculations on the 

conditions for gubernatorial power? Not much. Eve~ McCal ly's 

study is based on rather incomplete evidence. There seems to be 

no absolutefy consistent relationship among the many variables, 

party competition, organizational strengtb, .patronage opportunity, 

divided control, legislative control, legislative party size, and 

9 
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personal organizationa strength. Perhaps it would be easier to 

ignore personal organizational strength ·for the moment. It seems 

that the greatest potential control lies in the highly competitive 

states with very tisht party organizations, and with governors in 

poor, patronage orient one-p3rty states. The one-party 

governor can ignore divided control and so has an advantage over 

two-party governors. On the other hand he wi I I have to work hard 

in a short time period to bui1d his support. A two party governor 

with a long history of strong organization, begins with a reliable 

base. Divided control provides the obstacle in this system. 

However, divided contra does not mean automatic conflict. In 

states where par tines do not reflect high principle, conflict 

may be softened by gubernatorial services to opposition members. 

In weakly organized two-party states divided control wi I I have 

marginal significance. A majority governor wi Ii have an advantage 

mainly in that he can rely upon party as a loyalty symbol. A 

majority governor in a non-patronage modified one party state 

woutd be in much the same position except that his unwi ldely 

majority would reduce p3rty support. A minority governor would 

be in the weakest position. Paradoxically a governor in a 

moderately strongly organized two party state hat is based on 

ideology should be hurt must be divided control. He should have 

high internal party support. But the opposrng party should be 

adamant 1n opposition. And this is an opposition that patronage 

cannot overcome. 

P~rsonal Resources 

Of al! the cower resources none is so vague, fluctuating, and 

93 
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unamenable to precise measurement as the personal resource. Yet 

most scholars assume that t is an important-determinant of 

gubernalorial success. This concept has taken on new stature since 

Richard Neustadt's highly influential study of the presidency. 90 

What are personal resources? Mainly they encompass the governor's 

concept of his office plus his will and ability to implement that 

concept. Duane Lockard feels that the fol lowing traits are in­

volved:91 Does he have a dynamic and magnetic personality that 

will attract supporter-sand inspire loyalty? Can he intellectually 

and emotionally comprehend the complexity of state problems and 

operations? Can he effectively communicate his vision and persuade 

people to fol low his chosen response? Does he have the wi I I to 

power and activity that wi I I enable him to meet opponents head on 

when necessary? Does he have the political experience and 

sensitivity to compromise when necessary? Does he have the wi I I to 

persist and the courage to take needed risks? Scholars assume that 

the public expects this kind of leadership and that this is the 

role that governors should play. Yet we know that not al I do 

this. But we do not know under what conditions it is more or less 

likely to be played. It has been suggested that not al I governors 

have a complete option in choosing their role. The socio-economic 

systems sets boundaries. In a highly homogeneous, less developed 

state there may be less urgency to take a dominant position. In a 

developing, heterogeneous, complex environment pressure for action 

m~y wel I focus on the governor. Legal powers and the political 

system afso channel action. Strong opportunities do not necessarily 

force a man to be a leader, but again the pressure of expectations 

I 
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may be stronger. A strong-willed man in a weak legal-political 

system may overcome these I imits to a degree. Yet even the most 

strong-wi I led man cannot overcome very specific checks. The basic 

cause for diversity in performance is the individuals themselves. 

After reviewing gubernatorial performance in II I inois from 1933-

1962 Steiner and Gove conclude: 

There is no model or accepted way of being governor 
in II I inois ••• Governors are individuals, they have 
each achieved an important degree of political succ~ss, 
and they play their roles according to their individual 
perceptions of what constitutes success.92 

This leads to a final point about general attitudes and style. 

There is no assurance that a strong activist style wi I I lead to 

success, partly because success is defined so variably. An easy 

going ncurator" governor may enjoy harmonious relations with the 

legislature and have a high proportion of his limited program 

passed. A vigorous governor may encounter continued opposition 

and see most of his program rejected. 

This study is concerned more specifically with the governor's 

legislative role. And there a governor's attitude may depend 

greatly on his past career. Two basic decisions he must make are 

how deeply, and in what manner, wi I I he must make are how deeply, 

and in what manner, wi I I he enter into organizing the legislature, 

and how wi I I he form legislative strategy. Leslie Lipson states 

that some of the most effective governors have come from the 

legislative ranks.93 And ther~ seems robe a widely held 

assumption that a governor who emerges from the legislature will 

have an advantage. He should have bu11t up numerous political 

contacts and be sensitive to legislative customs. Joseph 
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Sch1 nger argues that there is not much evidence to substantiate 

this be fief It is true that state-wide and legislative service 

are the two offices most commonly in the governors' career back-

94 

one t me. 

CI ose to 50~; of the governors have been leg is I a tors at 

However, close to two-thirds have also been lawyers and 

fol lowed a law enforcement career. Actually, the use of fegisla-

ive office as a career is concentrated in a few states. Most 

states have very diffuse career patterns. The states that use 

the egislative office frequently are also less developed, more 

homogeneous and tend toward fess competition. Besides, onfy ~ 

handfu of states had the legfslative office as an immediately 

ior step to the governorship@ In most states the governors 

come to office with extensive po I 'it i ca I experience but ii tt I e 

knowledge of the legislative processe Even some experience in the 

islature does not guarantee legislative understanding. 

Basically~ governors fol low a different career path from fegisla­

tors, and especially those legislators who stay on as an efffcf~nt 

minori legislator wi If go on to become governor only rf his 

ambitions and constituency are quite different from the restc95 

Only a legislator with a constituency very similar to the state 

has a good chance to go on. So, a governor with legislattve 

experience probably did not have a very long legislative tenure~ 

He also probably had other political experience intervening 

between this s~rvice and his proportion to governor. Finally~ we 

must consider the quality of his legislative career. If he did 

have different tions and constituency from most$ he 

probably wa~ not a legislative leader and may in fact have clashed 



with the leadership. It is entirely possible that he may carry 

acrimonious rather than harmonious relationships into the 

governors office. 

Assuming a governor is disposed to leadership, what tactics 

ight he follow? The most direct would be to organize the legis­

ature to maximize his own interests. This tactic is largely 

confined to the South. Ransone found that, rn contrast to 

governors in other regions, Southern governors place first 

priori on their legislative rofe.96 There the governor attempts 

to place his adherents as speaker, president protem, and froor 

leader. He can also pack important committees. Possibfy North­

eaftern governors have some influence this way in their capacities 

a1 pa I eaders. In other two party states the practice seems 

f°n-exi stent, A comment G. Mennen Wi I Ii ams, former governor of 

Michigan, is typical. He states that he shaped the Jegislature 

by formulating the party platform9 It was far wiser to fet the 

legislative pa 

Consultation, a less direct but less precarious technique is 

practiced by virtually every governor Particularly in two party 

states the governor's best channel wi I 1 be through his party 

I eaders. Common y the governor w i I I have week J y or even da i l'y 

meetings with presiding officers, floor leaders, and relevant 

committee chairmen to get information on his programts progress 

and to pJan strategy. He may also try to reach the rank and file 

with smal I group informal luncheons or breakfasts.98 leadershfp 

is not by command or control I ing personnel~ but by persuasfon a-nd 

shaping one's own demands to meet the needs of others. 
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We have now covered the r.ia in guberna tori a I powers. However~ 

before constructing a final set of propositions on their irnpor-

tance 

One's 

on t 

should examine the other side of the power relationship. 

position does not depend only on his own resources, but 

available to his potential antagonists. In the next 

section we wi I I review the powers avai !able to the legislature. 

IV. LEGISLATIVE RESOURCES 

Discussing the resources avai table to the governor reveals 

only one side of the power equation. One must also consider under 

what conditions the legislature would be disposed to support or 

oppose the governor. And what resources does the legislature have 

to promote its position. Primary points to briefly consider wiff 

be, f eg is I at i ve weaknesses, ! ega l resources, organ i za ti ona ! 

strength. and the bases for decision-making. 

legis ative Weaknesses 

The state legis1ature is one of the anomal1es of the 
American political system. It has very few pub tic 
supporters~ Is own members sometimes turn out to be 
its most nffexible crii·ks@ The communications medfc 
are most llkely to reoort its affairs when the matters 
at hand are bizarre or when legislators are intransigeant 
whether with one another or with the governore The 
public reputation of the legislature with the pubf ic 
is sefdom as good as its actual warrant to public respec~ 
Its contributions to significant oubi1c poi icy are seen 
more often as legislative resoonse to the initiatives 
of others than as a leg slative accomplishment •••• 
The American state legislature is an insti~gtion 
waning in every respect except resiliency./ 

It seems appropriate to begin a discussion of legislative resources 

with a reflection on their weaknesses. Virtually every commentator 

on the state legislature expresses the view presented by Professor 

Wi l I iam J. Keefe above. If this widespread assumption is true, it 



has enormous consequences for this work. Because if it is true~ 

then he 9?X?rn_9rs may. be powerfu I not because they ar·e so 

strong, but because their opponents are 

Wherein I ies the legislatures• decline and f~I I? First, mo~ 

scho ars assume that the populace, when they think about the state 

leg is ature at al I, see it more as a collection of buffoons or a 

coi lection of crooks than a defender of popular rights and I iber­

ties .. Scandals of the early twentieth century., with fresh exam­

ples down to the present, contribute to this view. The great re­

apportionment controversy during the 195ots and early r960's cast 

further doubts on the legislaturers representative role. Fin6-Flyw 

during the twentieth century the governor, with his claim to a 

state-wide constituency, has wrestled away the claim to the re-

presentative function. However, there is not much evfdence on t~ 

actua oooular view .. Indeed_, cor.sidering the legislaturesr socl'a! 

characteristics. this low status seems curious .. Studies consis-

tent y show that le9islators mirro,~ their constituents' ';birth 

righ characteristics (such as ethnicity and ~eligion). They 

rise far above their constituents 7 wealth, education and occupa-

t . I , I 00 
1ona st~rus .. legislators are not a cross section of their 

constituency, but what their constituency would I ike to be. A ma­

jor study showing actual pub I ic attitudes toward the legislature 

IOI 
was done in Iowa. There, the public had a moderatefy high dis-

position to comply with legislative acts, and moderately high 

preference for maintaining a strong legislative role. Signifi­

cant y, greatest· supper t came from a higher sta ·rus, higher educ:a-

ted, professional and managerial groups. Laborers, housewives we~ 

99 



fess ikely to support the legislature. The study conctuded that 

the former group had bett information about the legislature and 

participated more in politics. One might speculate that the low 

support came from those who couldntt see that they were getting 

any benefits from the system. Actually, the questions used better 

measured generalized support for law than for the lawgiver. Also, 

possibly individuals grant deference to high status legislators, 

but ook ith dismay on the legislature as a body. 

If the governor has taken over the legislature's rote as 

popuJar represent~tive, many believe th9t he then a Isa assumes its 

rote as prime poi icy in tiator. A specific reason for this. and 

a contributing factor in status decline, is the constitutional 

1 • • t · . th I . t 102 T' I . . t b th ~ t I , 1m1 ar 1ons on e eg1s a ure. nese 1m1 s are o 1n erna 

and externale One external limit has been the increas~d powers 

given to the governor~ Another is the regulation of substantive 

legis ative power. Theoretical ly 6 the legislature has all resfdual 

powers not given to the national government, not denied to the states~ 

and denied by the particular state constitution., However~ the 

latter are so numerous as to circumscribe the residuaf powers .. 

The more detailed the constitution, the more I imited the powers. 

Constitutions embody some statuatory type legislation ... Most have 

revenue, debt, and appropriations restrictions. Internally, the 

constitution usually imposes procedural hurdtes such as restricted 

sessions, smal I salaries., several c,~c,qipgs of,bi I ls. 

Scholars tend to view these internal I imitations as the most 

serious. These make legislative work an arduous, unprofitabte. and 

part-time- job .. Amateurs prcdLiced by this system cope wit!", complex 

mo 



contemporary problems on y with difficulty. High turnover in state 

legislatures i I lustrates the problem. Universally, high turnover 

is regarded as a weakness. And it is assumed the lower turnover 

would strengthen the legislative performance. 103 For al I of the 

states one-third to one-half of the legislators are new at each 

sessions. Moreover few egis1ators last beyond two terms. There­

fore, there are very few Jegislators with the knowledge and 

experience to cope with e1ther the system's procedures or the 

state's needs. This turnover rate implies that most legislators 

do not view the legisl~ture as significant either in the system 

or in their own personal ives. Few are defeated. A few more may 

t . b ,. . t . I . t d . . t 1 OLi re ire .;ecause or rotar on agreemen s 1n mu t,-coun y 1str1c s .. 

However, most retire because they cannot see that the legislature 

will enhance the r future careers. 105 Many others leave because of 

economic loss, personal reasons and the job's excessive demands. 

As a result many incumbent legislators contribute little to the 

legislative task. In Connecticut, James D. Barder found that less 

than one-third were "Lawmakers" (men who were both interested and 

active in the legislatur:e). Others were "spectators," "reluctants," 

and "advertisers'': these either did not want to be in the legisla­

ture in the first place 6 or received rewards unrelated to the 

106 
legislative task. 

Now, not a I legis atures conform to this pattern. Presumably 

those feg1slatures with higher salaries, longer sessions, better 

staff support, would also have lower turnover. They would be more 

professional, effective, and powerfui.107 A study by John Soufe 

in the Michigan House ends some credence to this. He found that 



82,/2 were wi I I ing to return. Over 70% of those with future 

political ambitions were wi I I ing to stay three or more terms. He 

speculates trat this is the result of high salaries ($15,000/year) 

and extensive increases in staff, However, a general comparison 

does not reveal any direct relationship between pay and turnover 

rates. Turnover would more I ikely depend on the rate of pay for 

the amount of work expected ( iength of sessions) compared to the 

state's socto-economic level. Ira Sharkansky and Richard 

Hofferbert present evidence that a state's level of governmental 

. I . . I t d . I t . t . . I b 1 OS profess1ona ism Is re a e high y o I s 1ndustr1a -urban ase. 

The most professional legislatures, therefore, should be in 

highly developed stateso There should be a higher potential for 

legislative power. 

Constitutional-Legal ~esources 

In general the basis for all legislative power is its status 

as the central constitutional decision-maker. Supposedly its 

acticins legitimate standards for community conduct. Its actions 

are seen as legitimate because it serves as a representative 

microcosm of the whole community. Admittedly this is idealized. 

And Charles Adrian argues that actually the legislature has 

reverted to its ancient ro!e as the body that mainly declares the 
IC9 

law and legitimizes it. At the most it criticizes or witholds 

consent. Stil J, no matter how weak its initiating power, it must 

be consulted and so has an opportunity to block action. There 

are three more specific formal resources. These are budgetary 

control, administrative oversight, and st~f.f_q_~~i-?tance. 

If the legislature is to control pol icy decisions, its chief 



forma weapon is the power of the purse. It has the final 

authority to raise revenue and approve appropriations. Within 

imits it approves the contractin9 of debt. Finally, it m3y audit 

departmental financial records. But whatever the formal powers, 

al I avai I able evidence indicates that actual legislative review is 

110 
cursory and haphazard. Most legislators are too inexperienced 

to effectively cope with a state's financial system. The 

appropr1at1ons procedure alone is exceedingly complex with up to 

100 special funds to consider in some states. Many of these funds 

lega ly put much revenue beyond the legislature's control. It is 

true that about two-thirds of the state legislatures have some 

staff to faci f itate budget review., and about half have post audit 

faci Ii ties. But these faci I ities are not very extensive. Only 

sixteen states have special legislative agencies for budget 

review~ Others either have some services provi~ed by legislative 

~ I k • b . . • t f 111 counc!,S or war 1s done y appropr1at1on commit ee staf s. 

Even many of the special agencies have too few staff members., or 

they are poorly trained. Even if adequate alternatives are pre­

sented., the legislators do not seem to use them for program control. 

In Illinois neither the Legislative Budget Commission, nor the 

appropriations committees., nor the whole legislature., have any 

substantial impact on budget policy. The California legislature 

is more ad~quately equipped for making independent judgements. 

There a Legislative Analyst, with a thirty man ~taff, provides 

11'.!xceHenr information. However, overal I legislative appropriations 

are virtually unchanged from the governor's recommendations. Not 

all governors in every state get everything that they want. 



Department heads sti 11 fear the great negative potential in the 

legisl3ture. However, the power appears to be largely potential, 

not actua I. 

Administrative agencies could be another direct source of 

legislative power. These agencies encompass the m~npower and 

expertise to supply legislators with extensive informati~n. And 

most proposals for legislation come directly from the administra­

tive branch. Although the governor supposedly has sole access to 

these benefits, his actual control is tenuous in many states. 

There are many devices by which the legislature could substitute 

its own authori for his. General lawmaking powers enable rt to 

create agency structure and establish or review programs. Also, 

virtually all personner guidelines are set by the legislature. 

Hearings and investigations can serve as a potential threat. 

Finally, the legislature may participate directly in administra-

. . . . . I . 112 t,ve dec1s1ons through some version of the legis at1ve veto. 

However, as with other legislative powers, most students do not 

I • t . . , . . I . t 113 be ,eve tha adm1n1straT1ve oversight has much actua 1mpor ance. 

The administrative apparatus is simply too large and its problems 

too technicaf ly complex for amateur legislators to have much 

impact. Also, state Jegislatures lack the central leadership., 

staff, and continuity to provide direction. 

This deficiency could p~ssibly be corrected ~y increasi09 

legislative professionaf ization. Three measures of p~?f!~sional­

ization., tenure., salary., and leg~s1ative session length, have 

already been discussed. Many writers believe that increased staff 

services wi I I be the most potent boost to professionalism. The 



assumption has been that legislatures need expert information 

supplied by an experienced source independent of the executive. 114 

Services would include policy research, bi I I drafting, and 

financial review. Committee and individual assistance has been 

.c • • 1 • • 115 the weakest ,eature of reg1s at,ve services. In 1954 Be I I e 

Zeller reported that only twelve legislatures provided staff for 

committees (and that primarily clerical). This had increased to 

forty states by 1967, but most assistants were secretarial and on 

a pool basis. Less than twenty states provide personalized 

clerical or secretarial assistance to each individual legislator. 

Even today only six states provide individual office space. The 

oldest staff services are the legislative reference bureaus. 

Wisconsin established the first bureau and many more fol lowed. 

These supply research and technical information, and assistance in 

• . p f t .. h 116 b, I I drafting. er ormance has been ra ed n19. The 

potential ry most powerful tool developed has been the legislative 

counci1. 117 These are "super" interim committees that oversee 

staff work on program development. Most are composed of legisla­

tive members selected from both houses by the presiding officers. 

In a few states the governor also appoints members. The staff 

prepares reports as directed by the counci I or upon request from 

individual legislators. Approximately forty-three states have some 

sort of council. Not al I have met with equal success. In 

Illinois, Wisconsin, and Maryland from sixty to eighty percent of 

the programs suggested have passed. On the other hand counci Is 

are primarily control led by the governor in Virginia, Kentucky, 

Louisiana. and Delaware. ~bviously, in the second case they are no 



source of legislative power. In no case have they perceptibly 

improved executive-legislative relations. Staff services have 

not yet uniformly promoted legislative independence and strength. 

Perhaps with greater funding they wi I I become a more potent tool. 

How can one assess the relative importance of formal legis-

lative resources? Precise measurement is not easy. Any scheme 

must necessarily be crude. How~ver, perhaps an index comparable 

to Schlesinger 1 s executive power index can be constructed. The 

index wi I I use four indicators of professional ization: 1) legis­

lative compensation 2) length of legislative session 3) total 

expenditures on legislative services and 4) number of feg:slative 

services performed. The relative importance of these factors have 

been discussed previously. A high ranking on these will not 

assure th~t a legislature has power. However, it should then 

possess the tools necessary to exercise power if it wishes to do 

so. Legislative compensation is the total effective compensation 

in 1960. Session length is measured by the maximum number of 

effective legislative days available to the legislature in 1960. 

Legislative services are measured by the total expenditures for 

the year 1960. And number of legislative services is the pro­

portion for each st~te out of a possible total of eleven (these 

include fiscal, research, and fegal functions). 118 Each measure 

was divided into five groups with from five points to one point 

assigned to each group !n order of descending strength. The 

pointes were then totaled for an overall index. 



Tab le II-7, 

Strong Moderate(11-13) Weak(9-10) Very Weak (L_-,B) 
(14-19 points) 

13 Ft :::iri da 10 A.rkansas 8 Georgia 
13 Nary land 10 Delaware 8 Indiana 
13 Missouri 10 Kansas 8 Iowa 

19 Penns y ! van i a 
1 8 Ca I i forn i a 
17 New Jersey 
17 Ohio ·13 Oklahoma 10 Kentucky 8 New Hampsh i r·e 

13 South Caro Ii na 10 Mississippi8 Nort· h Car·o I i na 16 Massachusetts 
15 Texas 12 Colorado 10 Nevada 8 Rhode Island 
15 I I I i n:::i is 
14 Mkh i gan 
14 N,a.; ne 
14 Nebraska 
14 Ne·N York 
1L1 Wi scans in 

12 

:~:ii 
12 
11 

Connecticut 9 
MINNESOTA 9 
Oregon 9 
Tennessee 9 
Louisiana 9 

9 

Alabamd 7 
Ar·! zona 7 
New Mexico ·7 
Nor-t-h Dakota 
Vermont 6 
Washington 6 

5 
l+ 

Source: Book of the Si-ates, 1961-62 

power- t-he I eg is I a ture t·,a::;,. 

Organizational Setting 

Montana 
South Dakct-::i 
Virgin!a 

Utah 
West Virgintd 
Wyoming 
Idaho 

If the legislature is to have any force independent of 

governor, party, or o·rher extern a I acto,~s.: it must hav,2 i h; own 

leadership strength. The stronger this leadership, the more 

cohesive should rhe legislature b~. Five variables affect 

organiz3t1ona! strength. Th~se are seniority, informal rules, 

committee system., caucus organization, and official le-ad9rship 

positions .. 

Seniority can be dismissed rapidly., It seems doubtful that 

seniority has the impact in any stnte legislature that it has in 

Congress., 119 Nowhere does seniority automatically give men access 

to pow9r. This is caused primarily oy the high turnover rate., 

Junior members can usu':31 ly control ,3 chsn:ber if trJ::y de~3ire tc do 



so. Seniority has importance primari1y because it gives superior 

experience in procedural and substantive matters. Seniority's 

relative impotence may actually enhance the power of others such 

as party organization and formal leaders. It could also enhance 

outsider's power. In a few states a smal I group of senior men 

do dominate. Examples -are Arizona, South c~rol ina, Virginia, 

Texas, and Florida. If these groups are cohesive, they can lend 

organizational strength to the legislature. It is a strength that 

likely would ignore governor and party. 

Informally, many other rules besides deference to seniority 

grow up in a legislative body. None operate without some 

"rules of the game". John Wahlke, et. al. The Legislative System 

. I . k h 120 1s the c ass1c wor on sue norms. 

behavior from the perspective of roles. 

They discuss legislatJve 

The rules reguf~te a 

legislator's role vis-a-vis his fellows. Functions performed by 

these rules include promoting cohesion, increasing predictability, 

limiting conflict, and expediting business. The rules caution a 

legislator to keep his word, respect other's rights, and keep 

conflict impersonal. It is impossible to know how states vary on 

this point. One might speculate that the greater the rule 

acceptance and the more "club-like" the atmosphere, the stronger 

the organization would be. James Barber suggests a different set 

of essentially purposive roles - lawmaker, reluctant, advertiser, 

121 and spectator. Significantly, he found that lawmakers con-

stituted only one-third of the Connecticut legislators interviewed. 

The other three types help in a representative sense but provide 

little constinuity and drive for the legislature. A final role 

f08 



worth mentioning is subject matter specialist. Most states have 

b . . t . I • t 122 su- Ject mat er spec I a Is s. 

are far fewer than in Congress. 

However., it is probable that these 

Less continuity again means that 

fewer could accumulate the required expertise. 

Although there have been few studies on state legislative 

committees, most scholars agree that they are not independent 

123 
sources of strength. Primarily committees and committee chair-

men Bre control instruments used by others. Smal I staffs, short 

sessions., high tur-11qyec,. and no seniority rules weaken committee 

potential as an independent power base. In most states chairmen 

are ln their first or second terms. Also, most chambers have a 

huge number of committees. More men have chairmenships, but these 

are mere ciphers. The largest volume of bi r Is are channeled into 

a few committees stacked with members loyal to the leadership. 

These have great power potential, but they are so overworked that 

they can't make the potential a reality. For example in 

Louisian3 five senate committees have 77¼ of the bi l Is. Four 

. t - I 70(,1 . • I 124 . . house commit ees hand,e ~ of its bt I s. Rules, appropr1at1ons 

and judiciary appear to be favorite control committees. Reformers 

nsist that an excessive number of committees disperse responsi-

bil ity and unduly fragment the legislators' time. Currently, 

ississippi leads with ninety-six, New Mexico {of two house 

egisiatures) has the fewest with twenty-three. 125 Presumably, 

the fewer the committees, the stronger should the legislature be. 

Thomas Dye speculates that committee strength wi I I fluctuate 

under the fol lowing conditions: J) committees exercise less 

ndependent inf !uence in two party states where party discipline 

109 
,,I 
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is high; 2) committees exercise less independent influence in the 

party states when the governor and legislature are of the same 

party, but exercises more influence under divided government; 

3) in the states when governor~ party, or faction exercises 

strong inf1uencG, co~nittees are not ! ikefy to play an indeoendent 

role; 4) in contrast, committees are likely to be influential 1n 

one-party states where the gcvernor does not exercise strong 

126 
leadership. In summary, not I ikely to 

"""~""", """"'" ac,,_,,,,,,,,,,,cV,'"''',,",'_,",,,'a,, ,,,,,,,,,,, 

be an independent source of Jeg:slative strenQt'h. 

The caucus as a leadership too! depends quite heavily on 

127 
two-p?rty competit on. In one-party states caucuses are not 

needed although al ones may sometimes function. Caucuses sre 

not inevitable even in two-party states. But in two-p~rty states 

the m:ijority group is i ii-<e;y -ro hold caucuses., and many m1nori i·y 

groups wi 11 tr.en fol low suit,. Even when a cEwc 1.1s exists i1s 

1egisfature. Few caucuses are used frequently on pol icy questions. 

In these a vo~e wi I I be taken on most issues but, except in 

128 
Connecticut and f,Jew J,2rsey, HH.:se ar·e seldom binding. In some 

very strong party states the governor may appeal directly for 

caucus support on key issues. Caucuses are strong and compel ling 

in states s~ch 35 C~nnecticut, Massachusetts, Rhoae Island, 

Indiana, New Jersey, New York, and Pennsylvania. It has a moderate 

significance for organization and policy in Delaware, Ohio, 

Illinois, and Wisconsin. Colorado and Washington have caucuses 

for Jimited policy discussions. Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming use 

it for organization on y,. In Ore<JOn ,'.:H:d Nevaoa the par CcUCLiS 
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pla1s I ittle rote. In California both houses had factions that 

crossed party caucus lines. After 1960 there was some caucus 

org~n7z~tion in the house but not the senate$ Curiously, a few 

weak two party states use the caucus more than some highly 

competitiv9 ones. For example, in New Mexico and Maryland the 

majority party at least uses it for some organizational and 

pol icy decisions. In Vermont and Arizona there are strong faction­

al contra; groups. In most Southern states there are not even any 

factions of any significance. However, in Florida a senior faction 

rules through overlapping committee assignments. 

The state les!slatures would probably need strong leadership 

if they were to compete en an equal footing with the governor. 

Traditionally most state legislatures have been formal !y 

organized for strong leadership. The central figure has been the 

presiding officers In the lower house the soeaker is Q~~eral ly the 

single rrost powerful figure. In fact the election for speaker, 

whether· a Ieng party or factional ! ines, has been cal led the glue 

that holds the organization together. 129 The speaker may select 

committee members and chairman. Since he is not tightly bound by 

seniority, he could switch and demote chairmen who were not loyal. 

Appointments to major committees particularly are based on 

personal and issue loyalty to the control I ing group. He also has 

power to assign bi I ls to committee. Where there are numerous 

committees; he has great discretion. Finally, he presides over 

debates and floor procedure. No single officer has quite this 

power in most upper houses. In fourteen states the senate 

selects its own leader and his pa~er may be com?arable to a 



speakere A i ieutenant governor probably shares his power with a 

president pro tem or a leadership committee. Few speakers could be 

termed czars. For one thing not many have the opportunity to 

accumulate personal power. Jewel I found that in only one-third of 

the legislatures had a man served for as long as six to eight 

130 years. • In twenty-three legislatures rotation practices limited 

the leaders to a two year term. Also, potent1al speakers must 

pledge committee assignments to get elected so their future 

options are I imited. Where speakers do serve a long time they 

probably serve as part of a group of senior insiders. 

Leadership committees are an additional power center. These 

include rules, pol icy, steering, and committees on committeese 

The l_atter are commonly used in upper houses to make committee 

assignments or appoint conference committees. Steering and pol fey 

committees are not ordinarily formalized, but may be a leadership 

tool for formulating a program and planning strategy. Rules 

committees are al I powerful only near the end of a session when 

they can regulate a bi If ts access to the floor in the fast minut~ 

rush. 

Finally, floor leaders may assist presiding officers or be 

powers in their own right. Not al I bodies operate with formal 

floor leaders. n1 Only about thirty use them regularfy. J In two 

party states they may serve as party leaders to plan strategy. 

regulate scheduling, and act as the manager for administration 

bills. In one p3rty states, floor leaders, if they exist, are 

probab t y chosen by th~ governor. On a I ess f orma Ii zed bas rs. 

factions may use floo~ leaders. 

I 1.2. 



How can we classify legislatures on strength of ieadershi~? 

Based on an incomplete rough sampling of thirty-two states we can 

divide the states into four groups. 132 First would be the 

extremely tightly organization through caucus and floor leaders. 

Here the presiding officer and committees are extensions of the 

party organization. The leadership can enforce its decisions with 

party sanctions. States in this category are Northeastern, 

highly competitive, and highly industrialized. Examples are 

Connecticut; Rhode Island, Massachusetts, New Jersey, and possibly 

New York. 

The second group afso has strong internal organization. 

However, it has factional power based on long standing senior 

leadership. Again, the presiding officer and committees are 

extensions of the in group. The states are one party or very 

weakly competitive. Examples are Florida, Arizona, South Carolina, 

and perhaps Virginia and Texas. 

The next group has somewhat weaker org~nization. There are 

moderately strong leadership tools, but they are not as complete, 

nor as firmly exercised, as in the first group. Usually the 

speaker focuses organizational power, probably through a strong 

rules committee. Caucuses are used both for organizing the 

legislature and for pol icy debate. Examples are Delaware, Ohio, 

Wisconsin (since 1955), Iowa, New Mexico, Maryland, and perhaps 

Oklahoma. In the case of the last four states, the organizational 

structure describes the majority party. 

The last group might be divided in two depending on the style 

and degree of weakness. Gener~I ly, organization is weak and highly 



fact i ona I i zed. leadership is highly personalistic and lacks 

continuity. Again, power centers around the presiding officer~ 

Caucuses, if used, are largely for organizaticna! purposes. 

Senior men are probably influential, but there is little central 

control or lead~rship guidance. Three types of states are include~ 

One are the culturally developed, highly competitive western 

states. Examples would be California, Washington, Colorado, Idaho, 

Montana, Nevada, and Oregon. Second are some w€akly competitive 

states, South Dakota, New Hampshire, Maine, and possibly Vermont. 

Finally, some are one-p3rty states. These differ from the above 

chiefly because no formal caucuses are used. Leadership is 

purely factional. Senior men are more influential, but they do 

not use the influence in a fashion independent from the governor. 

Examples are North Carolina, Mississippi, Arkansas, Kentucky, 

Alabama, and Louisiana. 

Party Voting 

Most observations on party caucus strength are impression­

istic. There is a more objective measure. The party's effect 

on formal legislative decisions should be some indicator of party 

strength. How often do legislative parties muster opposing 

majorities? How internally cohesive are these parties? Roi I 

cal I votes do not measure al I decisions. Not al I party voting is 

based on organizational strength. However, the roll cal I does 

reflect a legislator's public record. 

As measured by rol I cal I voting, party influence varies great­

ly from state to state. In many. two party states party influence 

rs the most significant of any on voting. In most respects one 



party states are no party states and factors other than party take 

precedence~ 133 Not al I two party states exhibit the same degree of 

party voting. And there is no necessary correlation between the 

intensity of two party competition and party cohesion. 

Strong party organization, discipline, and residual party 

,oyal can be an independently effective source of cohesiveness in 

134 
some states. As Lockard points out in these states sanctions 

need not be used often. legislators develop a habit of conformity. 

leadership can be especially effective where the external party can 

control access to office. This is not usually true since most 

states candidates are largely self starters. When parties do 

affect legislative elections, the legislator not only owes the 

party a direct debt. He is also more I ikely to have extensive 

pol iticaf experience and so be more closely emotionally aligned to 

the party. 135 Even in organized states party discipline is not 

pervasive. The party needs support only on its crucial program 

and organizational issues. Parties wi It not waste their own 

. t. I . I 136 organ1za 1ona resources on non-essent1a matters. 

A second factor I inked to party influence on voting seems 

to be party control. This involves both control in the legisla­

ture and control of the governor's office. The standard 

hypothesis seems to be that the majority party wi I I be more 

· · • 137 A I I th cohesive than the m1n9r1ty. so, the p3rty that contras e 

governor wi I I be more cohesive than one that does not. The theory 

is that the majority wi I I have more at stake. The minority wil I 

feel less efficacious because it cannot determine things even if 

it does stick t her The governorship ~rovides the party with 



extra leverage and gives them an incentive to make a record~ Few 

studies have found this hypothesized relationship to be con­

sistently true. 138 First, majority control and gubernatorial 

control do not necessarily go hand in hand. The hypothesis did 

not state which factor predominates when they are not congruenta 

Secondly, the hypothesis did not consider how numerous the 

legis:ative party was. Thirdly, it did not specify the overal I 

party competitiveness. Finally, it did not specify whether 

these variables affect~d interparty conflict, intraparty cohesion, 

or party program success. These many factors interact wfth one 

another in a very complex fashion. High party confl rct (votes 

with majorities opposed) is associated with divided party control. 

Closer party balance may increase conflict in two party states~ but 

not w~ak!y competitive states. Neither minority nor majorfty is 

consistent1y more cohesive. But a growing minorrty 03rty 

definitely increases its cohesion when it elects a governor. This 

in turn may force greater cohesion in a party marked by faction­

alism when it was in the ascendancy@ In two party states the 

major it' y group w i I I be mor-e cohesive when the two parties are 

very evenly balanced, esoeciai ly if it also controfs the governor-

ship .. In two party states with strong party organization,. majority 

stat us pr-oduces high cohesion '.JVhether accompanied by t·he governor­

ship or notp In two party states with weak organization, the 

minority is consistently more cohesive3 The governor gives 

marginal strength to his caucus in these states. The sam& pattern 

ho Ids true in weak f y competitive stah~S@ Fina f ty r- ma Jorrty status 

and c~ntroi of the governorship does correlate with suc~ess. 

L16 
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Constituency base is related to legislative p::1rty unity more 

than any :Jther variable. Consistently, voting studies show that 

this is the differentiating factor between two party states that 

have high cohesion and those that have low cohesion~ In the 

larger, highly urban-industrial states, where each p3rty has a 

substantially different and intern31 ly homogeneous constituency, 

the highest party vot;ng wi I I b2 found. 139 Jsua! !y this means 

that Democratic constituencies are urban, lower SES, highly 

ethnic, minority, and blue collar. Republicans are suburban and 

rural, middle to upper class, and we! I educated. Frank Sorauf 

specu:ates that this gives parties an 11 inarticulate ideology" 

derived from constituency interestsQ Since the constrtuencfes 

are homogeneous. the legislator can easily suit his canstftuents' 

naeds by fol lowing the party line. When neither party appeals to 

a cleariy differentiated consi·ituency.!i more legislators may have 

to choose between constituency and party@ This is further con-

firmed by studying mavericks in strong two oar-'."y states. Con-­

sistent ly~ those who come from districts most atypical of thef~ 

party are most I ikely to deviate from party ' 140 i 1nes. The party 

is not only its constituencys Constituency influence works 

within the party mold~ Party is stii I a better predictor than 

constituency in strong two party states$ Comoetition is also a 

constituency trait. The general hypothesis is that i-he more 

c1osely competitive the election, the more likely wilt a legisiatcr 

1L.1 
by a maverick~ · Those from safer aistricts wi ii s~pport the 

party mon~ strong I ye Presumab J y, a , r-:ss secure man can l1ess-

afford to ~ontravene constituency w1sheso It may be that 

i 



competition has a curvi I inear effect. It is possible to imagine 

that a long time incumbent from an extremely safe district could 

deviate from the party with relative impunity. It is difficult 

to deter-mine the independent consequences of competition. Since 

most highly compet!tive wi I I also be atypical socio-economically 

for both parties, the relative impact can't be differentiated. 

Party cohesion also varies with the issues under consider-

ation. The party has no reason to take a stand on many matters. 

Other issues typical !y promote party battles. Taxes, labor, and 

appropriations elicit a party response. Matters that affect the 

party as a group are important. These are legislative organiza­

tion, elections, reapportionment, local and state administration, 

and civil service. Finally, some issues spark party battles in 

industrialized states but less frequently in others. These are 

regulation of business, education, welfare, and heaith. 142 

Finally, and most significantly for this study, issues on which 

the governor has taken a stand often become party votes. 

Alternatives to Party 

Even in the strongly organized two-party states some issues 

are decided by factors other than party. As competition decreases 

and party organization becomes progressively more feeble, these 

other factors become more and more predomin~nto At some point 

party ceases to have importance and some kind of fa~tional arrange­

ments take over. Occasional iy these factions have a stabi I ity and 

continuity that somewhat resembles a party system. Florida and, 

to a degree, Arizona seem to have this pattern.143 Some may have 

a bi-factional ism that is much weaker and shifts from ses~ion to 

8 



session. Arkansas, Louisiana, Georgia, Tennessee, North Dakota, 

Kansas, and Vermont have been mentioned as examples. However, any 

bi-factional I ines for govern~r seldom carry over into legislative 

factional division. A final pattern is true multi-factional ism 

where legislative cleavages change with each issue. The best 

example of this is Samuel Patterson's study of Oklahoma. He con­

cludes that "when party organization or stable factional alignments 

are not available to a legislator, the patterns are I ikely to be­

come compartmentalized,/11 44 That is, Patterson found stable 

opposing coalitions on most educational issues. But there were 

different coal it ions for taxation, a different patt&rn yet for 

elections laws, and so on for each policy area. 

Variables commonly affecting voting patterns are urban-rural 

divisions, pressure groups, ideology, and sectional cleavages. 

Bel le Zel ler's old study indicated that pressure groups were 

high I y inf I uent i a! in twenty-four states. 145 Nineteen were 

modified and one-party states. Exceptions came from the West. 

Groups are seldom the basis for st3ble factions because each 

concentrates on a narrow range wiih issues vi ta I I y important to 

itself. Some liberal-conservative dichotomies are found in 

California., Tennessee., Texas., Florida., and New Mexico. California 

has a very marked north-south split. Alabama has a north v. 

central/south division on issues such as transportation and race. 

Not long ago political scientists would have almost unanimously 

accepted the fol lowing proposition: 

There are metropolitan and non-metropolitan interests, 
disting~ishable and incompatible1 each wi I I forward its 
own interest; since the metropo! itan areas are oJer-



represented they wi I I prevai I; if the condition was re­
dressed, the metropolitan areas would prevai 1.146 

Numerous recent empirical studies cha I lenge this view. 147 At 

least they indicate th3t such a view is unjustifiably over­

simplified. It is certainly true that in most states rural areas 

had greater legislative representation than a purely population 

standard would warrant. It is also true that after reapportion­

ment in the 1960 1 s metropolitan areas gained legislative seats 

and often majorities. However, Dsvid Derge, and others, found 

that neither metropolitan nor non-metropolitan delegates vote to­

gether with great cohesiveness. Especially in strongly organized 

two-party st~tes, rol I cal I studies consistently showed that party 

was more important. In the one-party states the urban-rural div-

ision may be a more compelf ing force on its own. In any state 

internal metropolitan divisions may blur the conflict. By the 

time reapportionment occured the suburbs, not the central cities, 

benefitted most. Suburban rnterests are by no means compatible 

with those of the centraf city. Divisions do occur on some is-

sues. Clearly day I ight savings time, colored o!eomargerine, race, 

and reapportionment itself became urban-rural 
. 148 
issues. Div-

isions also occur on state aid for schools and highways, on school 

district organization, pubt ic morals, and on city self-government. 

General problems in taxes, health, education, welfare, and labor 

are less consistently found fo cause urban-rural strife. One 

should not conclude then that such factionalism has no importance. 

Roi I cal I votes do not reveaf al I decisional patterns in the 

legislature. Subtle rural control over the legislative power 

strutture may have prec:uded the raising of crucial issues. 

120 



And certainly legislators in many st3tes perceive a real or 

potential cleavage~ It is far too soon to tel I what impact recent 

reapportionments have actually had. 

v. Environment, Poiitic5, The Governor and the L8gislature 

This chapter has been devoted mainly to a discussion of 

gubernatorial and legislative powers. Here wi I I be briefly 

summarized some environmental variables associated with those 

powers~ Not al I of the resources mentioned can easily be I inked 

to those variables for al I states. The fol lowing wi I I deal with 

only those that can. 

Environment and executive-legislative relations 

Environmental and political factors are associated with 

formal gubernatorial powers. Highly industrialized and urbanized 

. . . 149 states have the greatest powers, as do highly compet1t1ve states2 · 

See Graph II-2 for the environmental relationship which is not 

strong; p = .38) Joseph Schlesinger speculates that as the state's 

problems grow more complex, the governor is given greater potential 

for coordinating an attack on those problems. However, Schlesinger 

also cautions against assuming that governors in highly developed 

states wi I I necessarily hav~ preponderant power. In a highly 

developed state the governor has more competitors within and 

outside government than would a governor in a less industrial 

state. One should especially note discrepancies between the 

apparent potential complexity of a state's problems and the 

governor's potential powers. States with gubernatorial powers far 

below their development level include Massachusetts, Delaware, 

Indiana, and Rhode Island. States with powers above their 



122 

GRAPH II-2 ~'::L\TIC?<':lIIP BETl.'iEJ.:'N F,JU,1/.\L 
i\ND INDUSTR.IALI Z, , I Z/1,TI -- 19 60 

0 

[ M.;.\~ 
5 pA 

i 

RI 

10 

~..., VI• 

~~ 15 
WI 

WA 
~~ : 

~ 
v~\ i 

it? 20 

SC GA tr 

t) 
') ,. 
L,,J ME6 

Ii' 

' •·I·tV 

~'l 0Rd 

~~ 
30 

VTJ 
itL• 

-l~ 
FL• KY1-' 

~~ 
35 COi:. 

UT~ 

\-4~ ts OK.~ 

~~ 40 
NV. ~t ID.i 

~ ~45 SD, MTi 

NM l'lY • 
\4A4:. ~ 

·..Jc:: 1 l 
.,, L ?l 

8 9 10 11 1 '") 13 14 15 16 17 13 19 -" 
HIGH 

FORM_l\L GlJD ADMINI PrniEil; SCHLESL~G.i.: . .3. 

POr(ER INDEX • 

p= • 38 

center line represents perfect correlation 



industrialization levels are Utah, Wyoming 1 and Montana. There is 

almost no relationship between competition and formal powers. 

(See Graph II-3, r = .17) So usually a governor wi I I not have both 

the party resource and strong administrative powers at his 

disposal. The associations mentioned between environment and 

gubernatorial resources also hold true for the legislature, 

although sometimes to a lesser extent. Legislative competition 

can be predicted quite wel I from the cultural-affluence level 

( See Graph II-4, p = • 72) It must be remembered th3t when a state 

has even a relatively high level of legislative competition, its 

absolute competitive level is generally substantially below that 

for governor. Industrialization is a less satisfactory predictor 
, 

for legislative professionalism. (See Graph II-5, p = .52) 

Notice that the legislative professionalism level for almost every 

state is relatively low. 

Connections between competition, environment, and legislative 

organizational strength exist, but are less demonstrable because 

of the great subjectivity involved in classifying legislative 

organizations. Even then the relationships are not absolute as 

the fol lowing table shows. 
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Table II-6 Relationship Between Industrialization, Political 
Culture, Legislative Competition, and Legislative 
Organizational Strength 

Industrialization 
1st Quart i I e 2nd Quartile 3rd Quart i I e 4th Quart i I e 

1st Q* S.,S,M-S,M-S, "M-W" TT M-wn s nwn., nM-W" 
n M-W" nwn nM-W" 

w 

2nd Q* S,S,M-S,"M-S" M-S, M, 11 N·.1' nM" (M-S) 
M.,M w 

3rd O* M "W" (M-S) (M) 
"M","M-W 11 nwn, "W" 
nwn, (w) 

4th Q* (M-S) (M) (M-S),(M) (M) 
(w) (w) (w) (w) (w) (w) 
(w) 

Sources: Industrialization- Hofferbert., "Socio-Economic 
Dimensions of the American States rr/v\itjwest Journal 
of Political Science (1968); Elazar., American 
Federal ism, on pol ltica! culture; legislative 
competition., see Tab I e I-1+-> 

S=Strong 
M-S=Moderately Strong 
//\=Madera t e 

M,,..W=Modera te I y \'leak 
W=Weak 

no sign=Individual­
istic 

" " =Moralistic 
( ) =Traditional-

istic 

With few exceptions even the moderately organized legislatures are 

in states that are highly industrialized, competitive, and have an 

individualistic culture. California and Washington have less 

organization than most competitive., industrialized states. 

Michigan is more strongly organized than most moralistic states. 

Wyoming and Nevada, both Western, are the only weakly organized, 

individualistic states. Arizona is an isolate, being a 

competitive., low industrialized state with a traditionalistic 
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cuJture, and sti I I having strong organization. Am~ng less 

competitive states, there ~s no clear relationship between indus­

trializai"ion and organization,. A.I I of the moralistic states but 

Kansas in this group are weakly organized. Several of the 

traditionalistic states have strongly organized factional leader­

ship, but this does not appear to be related to industrialization. 

Executive and Legislative Resources 

One thing that becomes apparent from the foregoing is that 

general Jy speaking when the governor has highly developed 

resources, so does the legis!a~u~~• That is, a state that 

possesses the requisite environment for high gubernatorial com­

petition or strong formal powers, wi I I also have the requisite 

environment for high legislative competition and professional iza­

tion* Where there is the base for strong party organization.,, t·here 

wil I also more likely be a base for strong legislative organization. 

The major deviations from this are the st3tes to look at3 One 

would f ike!y find the most obvious gubernatori3I strength or 

weakness in those states with the greatest discrepancies in 

gubernator i a I or I eg is I at i ve resources. It shou Id st r l t be kept 

in mind that a sim1 lar ranking on legisl~tive competition or power 

and gubernatorial competition or power does not imply the same 

absolute strength. The governor's absolute power position would 

sti 11 likely be greater. 

Actually~ the relationship between gubernatorial formal 

power and legislative professionalizatibn is very weak. (See 

Graph II-6 1 r = .·17) There are enough extreme deviations to give-

the overall scattergram the pattern of almost a square. States 
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where the legislature has a far higher rank than the governor 

would include Massachusetts, Wisconsin, Maine, Nebraska, Florida, 

and South Carolina. States where the governor would have far 

higher rank than the legislature would be Washington, Idaho, Utah, 

Wyoming, Montana, and Virginia. 

It was argued earlier that divided control hampered the 

executive-legislative relationship. At least when each is con­

trol led by a different party there is no strong incentive toward 

cooperation. The best predictor of the incidence of divided 

control is competition, but gubernatorial., not legislative 

competition. Malaoportionment, another variable assumed to cause 

divided control, does not show the expected patterned relationshipe 

In fact there is a weak tendency to reverse expectations. The 

higher the malapportionment, the less divided control. (For 

conformation see Graph II-1, Graph II-7, and Graph II-8.) This 

means that in those states where the party is most disposed to 

support the governor, it is highly likely to be in a minority. 

VI SUNVv\A RY 

In the United States the relationship between the executive 

and the legislature has most often been a struggle For dominance. 

The promising framework for evaluating this struggle is the 

bargaining approach. This assumes that no actor in the decision­

making process has complete or dominant control. Each actor's 

relative power position depends upon the resources avai I able to 

him, and the resources available to his potential competitors. 

Resources available to the state governors can be divided 

into legal-constitutional, institutinna!~ political, and personal. 
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governor in any state is likely to have a maximum position on 

at I of these. Governors in highly industrialized competitive 

states., with a strong party organization, are likely to rank 

ighly on the first three. However, where party organization is 

strongest, the incidence of divided control wil I also be highest. 

Then the political resource is partially negated. States high 

on cultural- affluence, and also competitive., wi 11 I ikely have 

strong formal powers and wider ooportunities for popular appeals. 

In this case party organization is lacking. States with lower 

ndustrial ization and cultural affluence do often have lesser 

gubernatorial powers, particularly in the political area. The 

pattern on formai power is mixed. However, governdrs in 

traditionalistic states can often make up for this weakness by 

ide use of patronage powers. Also, one should not oniy consider 

the absolute power level. One must consider the governors' 

powers in light of the problems and potential competitors in their 

environment. 

The legislature as a potential competitor is generally in a 

somewhat weaker position. They are less competitive politically 

and most do not have a high degree of profess anal and organiza­

tional strength. Stil I, many have a strong negative position. 

Afso, states with more competitive and more professional legis-
. 

latures also are most apt to have strong gubernatorial powers. 

That is governors with strong power advantages are I ikely to be 

faced by legislatures with strong power advantages. The clearest 

incidences of gubernatorial power or weakness should occur in 

those deviant states where there are the greatest ·discr-2pancie•S, 

positively or negative, in resources. 
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149. (continued) industrialization but not cultural-affluence. 
When the governor has great formal powers, so wi I I the 
legislaturec Patronage is also less I ikely to be a resource 
and local constituencies wi I I not be as dependent on the 
state. 
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Introduction 

CHAPTER THREE 
RESEARCH METHODS 

This thesis 1 contribution to comparative state politics wi I I 

not be by exam ning every state, but by probing cne in some depth. 

The previous chapters isolated those variables most relevant to 

understand1ng executive-legislative relations. This chapter 

summarizes the major h eses about thos~ variables. Then the 

state wi I I ~e classified along the several variable dimensions, 

establishing some expectations about variations in the relative 

strength o gubernatorial powers. After that, by seeing where 

Minnesota ranks among al I of the rest, one can establish expect-

ations about gubernatorial power in that one state. The balance 

of the chap : I I specify how thEse expectations can be tested 

within Minnesotai Also special attention must be given to the 

officially non-partisan egisla-J-ur-e arHJ it:; possibie affects upon 

power relations 

I .. HYPOTHESES 

The many vuriables discus3ed preceeding chapters can be 

conceptualized as fal I in9 into on(:) of three dimensions environ-

mental. gubernatorial or legislat ve~ Sixte@n variables are 

included. The environmental dimens~on encompasses industrialization, 

urbanization, education. income. @thnicity, rac~, and political 

culture, Dir~ct gubernatorial var able~ include gubernatorial 

competition. participation, formai powers, party organization, and 

divided control~ Final y. legisla ve variables includ~ 

legislative compe ition, apportion~ent, legislative professional-



ization, and legislative leadership. Fol lowing are sets of 

propositions for each dimension. 

A. Environment and Politics 

I. Proposition One - The greater the states cultural­
affluence, ~he greater wi I I be its party competition. 
(moderate; see Graph I-3) 

2. Proposition Two - The greater a states cultural­
a ff I u enc e , the greater w i I I be i ts po I i t i ca l 
participation. (moderat~; see Graph T-4) 
a) Coral lary - The greater the participant 

quality in a society, the greater will be its 
po! itical participation. 

3. Proposition Three - The greater a states indust­
rializetion-urbar,ization, Hie more pr·oportionately 
equitable will its apportionment system be. 
(moderate; see Graph I-5) 
a) Coro! lary - The more urbanized a society, the 

more the demand for and power by urban citizens. 

4. · Proposition Four - Moralistic and Individualistic 
cultures wi 11 have high political competition. 
(moderate; s~e Table I-9) 
a) Coral lary - States with a traditionalistic 

~ulture wi I I hav~ low competition. 

5. Individualistic cultures wi I I have moderately high 
participation. 
a) Coro! lary One - Moralistic cultures wil I have 

moderate participation. 
b) Coro I lary Two - T~aditional istic cultures wi I I 

have low competition. (moderate; see Table I-10) 

B. Political Variables. 

I. Proposition Six - The higher a states pol iticai 
competition, the higher wi I I be its political 
participation. (moderately strong; see Graph I-10) 

C. Environment, Politics, and Gubernatorial Power. 

I. Proposition Seven - The greater the complexity of the 
socio-economic system, the greater the focus upon the 
governor and popular expectation of action by him. 

a) Coral lary One - The greater the complexity of 
th~ state's socio-economic system, the greater 
shbuJd be the aov@rnor's formal power potential. 
(moderately weak; see Graph II-2) 
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Proposition Eight - The greater the state's industrial 
development, the stronger the party organization. 
(strong; see Table I-11) 
a) Coro! lary One - The gr~ater the party competition, 

the stronger the party organization. (moderately 
weak; see Table I-1 I) 

b) Coral lary Two - The stronger the party organ­
ization, the greater the leverage the governor 
will have (over his party members) in the 
legislature. 

Proposition Nine - The greater the participant 
qua I; ty of the srate, the gn2ater shou Id be the 
governor's pub I ic opinion potential. 
a) Coro I lary ~ne - The higher the participant 

qua Ii ty, the greater· the potent i a I audience the 
governor has. 

b) Corollary Two - The higher the participant 
qua I i ty, the greater the numbers who wou Id 
potentially present demands to the l~gislature. 

c) Coro I lary Three - The higher the melapportionment, 
the greater the governor's potential power as a 
popular spokesman. 

Proposition Ten - Individualistic cultures should 
have the strongest orofessional party organization. 
(strong; see Table I-11) 
a) Coro I lary One - Moralistic and Treditional istic 

cultures should have weaker professional party 
organizations. (moderate to strong; see Table I-I I) 

Proposition Eleven 
istic cultures the 
should be moderate 
I-10) 

In Moralistic ana Individual­
public opinion power potential 
to strong. (moderate; see Table 

a) Coro I I ary One - In a Trad it i ona Ii st i c cu I ture, 
pub I ic opinion potential should be weak. 
(strong; see Table I-10) 

Proposition Twelve~ The stronger the party organ­
ization, public opinion potential, formal power, and 
personal resources, the greater should be the 
governor's legislative success. 
a) Carol lary One - The greater a governor's power 

sense, political experience, and legisiative 
knowledge, the greater should be his personal 
resources. 

D. Environment and the Legislature. 

I. Proposition Thirteen - The greater the socio-economic 
complexity of a state, the greater its legislative 
competition. (moderately strong; see Graph TI-4) 



2. Prcposit or Fourteen - Moralist c and Individualistic 
cu ures have the greatest leg s!ative competition. 
(moderatE to strong; see Tab II-7) 
a) Carol ary One - Traditionalistic cultures have 

low legislative competit on (strong; see 
Tab e II-7) 

3. Proposition Fifteen - The more Industrialized­
urbanized he state, the more equitable the 
apportionrnEnt system. (moder.at;; see Graph I-5) 

4. Proposition Sixteen - The more industrialized­
urbanized a state, the greater the legislative 
professional ization. (modera e; see Graph II-5) 

5. Proposition SE,venteen - The more industrialized­
urbanizec a state, the stroncer the leaislative­
leadership organization. (m;derate; s;e Table II-7) 

6. Proposition Eighteen - The greater the legislative 
competition, the greater the Egislative leadership 
organizat on. (mcderately-weak; see Table II-7) 
a) Coro ary One - In comoe itive states, 

legislative organization wil I be weaker in 
mora istic cultures than in individualistic. 
(strsng; see Teble II-7) 

7. Proposition Nineteen - The gre~ter the industrial­
ization-urbanizaticn, legislative competition, and 
legislative organization, the greater the caucus 
voting cohesion. (moderate) 

8. Proposition Twenty - The greater the legislative 
professional ism and internal organization, the stronger 
wi I be t'h€ legislative power potential. 

E. The Governor anc the Legislature 

I. Proposition Twenty-one - The greater the aovernor's 
power potential, ana the less the legislative power 
potential the greater wi I I be the oovernor's program 
success. 

2. Proposit on Twenty-two - In competitive states, the 
stronger the party organization, the greater wi I I be 
the governor 1 s legislative party support. 

3. Proposition Twenty-three - In po1itical ly competitive 
states, the stronger the party organization, th~ 
greater the governor's program success. 
a) Coral ary One - In competitive states, the 

stronger the party organization, the less the 
governor's success under conditions of divided 
contro i .. 



b) Carol ary Two - The greater the legislative 
malapportionment, the less the divided control. 
(moderately-weak; see Graph II-8) 

c) Corollary Three - The greater the legislative 
competition, the greater the divided control. 
(~oderate; see Grcph II-7) 

4. Proposition Twenty-four - In modified one-party 
states, the greater the governor's legislative 
majority, the less the legislative suopor·;· for his 
program .. 
a) Coro I !ary One - The governor's program success is 

unaffected by the size of his legislative 
majority. 

b) Coro! !ary Two - For a minority party governor, 
the greater his legislative party size, the 
greater his support and success. 

Since these propositions are restatements from earlier 

chapters, I itt ~ space wi Ii be devoted to explanation.. After e-ach 

proposition there is a note evaluating the strength of the 

,relationship@ Evidence for this evaluation is based on correlation 

studies cited previously and graphs found In chapters one and two. 

A state's cultural-affluence level explains both legisfative 

and gubernatcr a competition bettEr than the industrialization 

level. There is a moderately strong positive relationship 

between legislative and gubernatorial competition, with fegistatfve 

competition be~ng markedly lower for most states. There is a 

moderate re!at onship between environment end participation and 

there is also a modest relationship between partic1pation and 

competition. •~ithin the competitive group of states there rs not 

a clear differentiation. But one can find a sharp break between 

the one-party states and the rest. Political culture shows only 

a moderate relationship ith gubernatorial competition~ This is 

not stronq exce~t that trad;tional istic states have much fewer 

competit on th2n the rest. Thf same comment applies to culture 

and participa ion Trad tionalistic states are unTformly Jew. 



However, slightly more individual ist~c states than moralistic 

states have high participation. 

The propositions connecting environment, politics, and 

gubernatorial power cannot be ful !y tested on a nation-wide basis. 

This work on Minnesota wi I I be a start on this task. A few 

propositions can be checked out, however. For example, the 

relationship between environment and gubernatorial formal powers 

is not impressive 1~hen either industrialization or cultural 

affluence are used separately~ the relationship appears to be 

very weak Also party organizational strenath is not directly 

related to compet:tion. Only those competitive states that are 

also highly urban-indus ial, and heve individualistic cultures~ 

have developed really strong party organizations. 

The hypothesized re at1onshios between ~nvircnment and 

legislative characterist cs also appearo There is a reasonably 

strong connection between cultural affluence and legislative 

competition. A less sa isfactory relationsh]p exists for indust­

rialization and Egislat ~e prefessional ism. And the reJatTonshTp 

between malapportionment and environment is moderate. Connections 

between competition, environment and legislative organizational 

strength exist but are less demonstrable. Actually, rather less is 

known about crofessiona ization and organization on a genuinely 

comparativ@ basis than is known about the governors. Informatron 

on these factors is very weak, crude, and incomplete. 

Testing the final set of hypotheses wi be the major task in 

this papero Work by Sarah McCal ly discussed previously, provides 

empirical evidence for the orooositions on ernatorial support 

15 
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and SUCCESS .. The hypothes~s proposed go one step beyond McCal ly 

in attempting to expla:n her results. Proposition Twenty-on2 

appl i~s primarily to one party states,. There, competition, party 

conrrol, and lenis!ative pi:irty size has no meaning and ::::o can 

profitably be el imin~ted from the equation of gubernatorial succc3s~ 

However, this proposition as it stands is too simo!e for othe~ 

states~ One must difierentiate betwe2n competitive and weakly 

competitive states. 0n2 mu:;t al.:;o diffen:=ntiate arncnq the 

ccmpetiti,1e states. Party organization and !egislative party 

size are not so important to a majority governor in a I in1ited 

competitive situation .. He can wel I afford to 1\vrite off" vorEs 

from his large surplus. However, a minority governor in the same 

situation cannot~ Also, he elmost inevitably faces a divided 

control situation that reduces his po~er somt. Gover~ors in 

highly competitive states with strcn2 party organization have 

3rJvantages with a n0ady made instrurnenr for cont-r-cl .. Howc•1er~., H-ic 

very strength of party cohesion makes diviced contra! 2 serious 

obstacle. It wi I I be much morE difficu!t to bui !d a bi-partisan 

coal it ion. A governor in a weak carty organ:zation state does not 

h,::ive th,2 n:ady made instrument. However, rH~1t·her is di,1id.c:?d 

control so serious. tf perty means I itt!e, divisions bstween 

parties wi I I have relat'.vely I ittlo impact on legislative operations~ 

The c;ove1·nor w: ! l probably bui Id his own coai it ion regardless of 

which party controls~ The I ink ~etween dividEd control and 

ccmpetitic•n is quite stror:g .. However·, divfded control dces n,-1 t 

have the same impact in all situations. 
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Il., CLASSIFICATION OF SUBERNATORIA.L P0\'1[-F~ 

Based on t-he abo,,e pr·cpos it ions one can cons true t an idea I 

situation for maximum gubernatorial influence and success. Con-

versely, an abso!utely minimal situation could also be constTucted. 

Obviously, no state conforms to either ideal type. There are a 

ide range of possible situations in between the two extremesQ 

Because there are so many posslbie combinations with mixed results 

for gubernatorial oower, lt may be impossible to rank the actual 

states on degrees of gubernatorial power potent;a!. One may be 

6ble to construct several groups in betwEen the two extremes. 

These may differ not so much in tho level of power as in guber-

natoria! style. That is, while overal I resource levels may te 

the same., cui1·e different resour-ce s1·yies wi 11 be c-:ivai !able to 

the governor in each type. 

Table III-! Idealized Gubernatorial Power Configuration 

A. Maximum Power 
I. Er.vironment 

High Industrial and Cultural Development 
Individualistic Culture 

2. Gubernatorial Power 
High Competition, Strong Party Organization 
High participation 
Unified party control 
Strong Formal Powers 

3. legislative Power 
High legislative competition 
Low professional ism 
Weak organizational leadership 
High malapportionment 

B. Minim~I Power 
i. Environment 

Lew Industrial and Cultural DP.velopment 
Traditionalistic Culture 

2. Gubernatorial Power 
Low ccrnprtit1on, weak party organization 
Low part i~ipation 
Dividf:' control 
Low fo~mal power 

3. Legislative Power 
High orcfes5i?na! is~ 
Low rnalacpcrt;o~menr 
Strong oroan i z e: t i c)na I ! eader sh t ;:· 



The classi cation system de loped is necessarily crud2. 

States were ranked on each variable dimension. Rankings were 

divid~d into quartiles. For po! i ica! culture party organization 

and legislative organization, states are assigned their qua I itative 

designation. (See Appendix I) Then by inspection states were 

grouped according to similarity of rankings. Probably one-fourth 

of the states cannot be uniquely placed with any single groupQ 

Even within the J arger c I usters there are srra I 1 er- groupings of 

states These groupings are out I ine~ in Tab e ITI-2. 

Table III-2 Amer can States ClassifTed by Gubernatorial Power 

Group L 
A 

B .. 

EnvironmEnt 
Highest Industr al izaticn 
Moderately high culture 
Individual~stic culture 
Governor rs FowET 
Modera y high competition 

to strong perty crganlzation 
Madera to hi divided central 
Moder at- to hi forma I cower 

C. Legislative power 
Moderate to hi competition 
Madera e to hi prcfessional ization 
Moderate to strcng party orgenizat 
Madera e to apportion~Ent 

Group II.. ' 
A Environrr:ent 

Moderately lcw ndustrial ization 
High cultura! affluen~e 
Moralistic culture 

B. Governor's Power 
Moderate to high comoetiticn 
Moderate to high participation 
Moderately weak Garty organization 
Moderate tc high formal power 
High divided control 

C. Legislative Power 
High legislative competition 

Connecticut, 
Massachusetts, 
Pennsylvania, 
New Jersey, New York, 
Rhode Island 
Indiana, Dela¼~re, 
Ohio, I I I i no 1 s 
Maryland 

Colorado, Idaho, 
Nevada, Utah 
Oregon, Wyoming, 
Montana 

Mod~rate to low legislative professional ization 
Moderate to weak legislative organ zation 
Mixed apportionment 



le, 

Group III.. 
A. Env i ronr.ien t 

Madera€ to industrialization 
cultural affluence 

Moralistic culture 
B .. Governor's Powers 

Madere to I competition 
Weak party organization 
Madera divided control 
Moderately low participation 
Moder a e to I forrna l po·✓ver 

C .. Legislative Power 
Moderately competition 

South Dakota, 
North Dakota, 
Vermont, Iowa, 
Kansas, Maine, 
New Hampshir~ 

Moderately !ow professionalization 
Moderate to weak legi~lative organization 
ModErate to h gh malapportionment 

Group IV .. 
A.. Environment 

Moderate to Industrialization 
Low cu tural affluence 
Tradit ona! ist c culture 

B .. Governor's Powers 
Low corr:petiticn 
Low participa on 

c. 

Moderate o wea colitica! organization 
low divided con rel 
/i,~.oderate to I forma I power 

Kentucky, Tenness~e, 
Alabama, Louisiana, 
Georgi a, Ncr-th 
Caro I i na, i\\ i ss i ss i pr:, i ~ 
Arkansas, Florida, 
Texas, South Carolina 

legis ative 
Moderate or 
Modera e to 
Madera e to hi 

legislative organization 
Drofessionalization 
ma!aooortionmEnt 

Isolates 
Michigan (I) 
California Washington (II) 
Wisconsin, Minnesota (II and III) 
Nebraska (III) 
Missouri (I and 
Oklchoma (III and 
Ari zone, New "exico III and IV) 
Virginia, West Virginia (Iv) 

Source: See chapters one and two of this thesis. 



Governors in Group I states have great potential power 

politically, formally, in popular appeal, and in personal oppor­

tunity. In Rhode Island, Massachusetts, Delaware, and Indiana 

governors might be handicapped by weak formal powers. The 

legislatures in those states do have strong potential power. 

However, this strong position can be turned to the governor's 

advantage if the men in control would fol low him through party 

loyalty. On the other hand governors in these states can seldom 

fully wield their power potential for their own party rarely 

fully controls the legislature. The predominant style for 

governors would be that o,f party leader, SecondBri ly, he might 

be an administrative leader and popular spokesman. Success 

would be hi9hly variable depending greatly, but not absolutely, 

on legislative control. 

In Group II the governor has a ready made political organizstion 

neither within or without the legislature. Here the style would be 

more that of administrative head and popular spokesman. The 

governor's success potEntial would sEem to be fairly great~ perhaps 

depending on how wel I he can develoc his own organization. The 

legislature would not be in a good position to oppose him if it 

wishes to do so. Even if the opposing party controls the 

legislature, this may not mean much to gubernatorial success. 

Except at a symbolic level the opposing legislators may have neither 

the organization nor the disposition to oppose him. 

In some respects the governors in Group III would have the 

least power but not necessarily the least success. At best they 

would have only a moderate power on any dimension. A governor's 



power may be based more on his own personal resources here than 

in any other group. His success may be fairly large for two 

reasons. First, the demands on the governor in this system would 

not be unduly great* Certainly they would rarely be of a crfsis 

nature. So the governor's proqram may not be extensive or 

controversial. Second, the legisleture is not in a great position 

to oppose thE governor. Although perhaps more than in any other 

group the relative powers of the two forces are evenly balanced~ 

Finally, Group IV contains three d~stinct sub-groups~ 

Generally, governors in this group would neither have party 

organization nor great pub I ic appeals potential. In Kentucky. 

Tennessee, A I abama, and Louis i ena, howEver J the governor i's in a 

strong position. He possesses rel~tively qreat formal powers. 

The legislatures are weakl; lead and orsanized. In Florfdar 

Texas, and South Carolina however. the governors have relatfvely 

weak powers, and the legislatures are moderatety wetl organized. 

In Georgia. North Carolina ~ississfppi, and Arkansas~ both are 

relatively weak. Even though few governors in the entire group 

have strong powers, they don't face the great potential cppasftion 

present in Group I. Also, unlike the governors in Group II, they 

have patronage powers that can be effective in their underdeveloped 

states. A personally dynamic governor can probably have greater 

legislative success than one in any other group. 

Unfortunately, Minnesota must be view~d as an isolcte state. 

However, it does seem <t:lear that states in groups I and IV c.an 

generally be excluded as models .. Minnesota woufd fan somewhere 

between Groups II and III. It also ~assesses simi !ar character-



istics to isolates such as Wisconsin and Michigan. In view of 

this one can study Minnesota most effectively by considering 

each dimension separate Iyo For each variable it wTI I be best 

to examine those twelve or sixteen states that rank closest to 

Minnesota, no matter whkh quartile t·hey fa! I intc. Environ­

mentally, Minnesota most closely resembles Connecticuts Oregon, 

Ut~h, Idaho, Iowa, New Hampshire, Maine, Kansas, South Dakota, 

Michigan, Wisconsin, and 1vashington rn the gubernatorial 

dimension Minnesota was closest to Connecticut. Indiana, Rhode 

Island, Maryland, Pennsylvania, Massachusetts, Utah, Nevada. 

Wyoming, Idaho, Colorado, Oregon, Montana, Iowa, and Oklahoma. 

On the leaislative dimension it is closest to New York, Delaware, 

V/yom i ng, New Hampshire, Ken ruck y, Arkansas• Sou th Care! i na, 

Tennessee, Michigan, Wisconsin, Arizona, and Missourr. Minnesota 1 s 

isolate position ran be clearly seen from the many states that 

have some relationship to it., Environmentally it was aligned 

with the West and Midwest. On the gubernatarral dimension it 1s 

r~lated to the West and East., Legisiatively it has e1 conn~ction 

with the isolate states and the South. Considering al I three 

dimensions we should takE the fol lc\ving for models: Connecticut, 

Indiana, Utah, Wyoming, Idaho, Iowa, i n e , M i ch i g an ,, ~ n d 'Vi s cons i n., 

III. TH~ MINNESOTA POLITICAL SYSTEM 

B~sed on the system-wide classification one would ex~ect 

Minnesota to demonstrate the fol lowing characteristics~ 

I) Moderate I y high on i ndus tr i a I i zat ion and cu I tura 1-aff I uenc~ 

2) Moralistic political culture 3) Pof itical i'y compe-trtr·1e- for th~ 

governorship 4) High popular participat;on 5) Moderately high 
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formal gubernatorial powers and 6) Moderately high malapportion­

ment. It is not possible to predict in advance party organizational 

strength, gubernctorial style, or gubernatorial success. Also, 

legislative operations present a soecial problem because of legal 

non-partisanship. However, based on what is known, one should be 

able to predict how these factors wi I I perform, and test to see 

if the expectations are true. Specifically, the fol lowing 

hypotheses wi I l be t~sted. 

I. Proposition One - Since Minnesota has a moderately high 
industrial izaticn and cultural level, there should be 
a r~lativeiy high popular expectation for gubernatorial 
leadership. 

2. Pror~sition Two - Since Minnesota has a high cultural 
level, high particioation, Bnd a moralistic culture, 
the governor should have a high _pub I ic opinion potent fa I. 

Proposition Three -
high industrial and 
high formal power 
powers should be a 

Since Minnesota has a moderately 
cultural deve opmFnt. and a mcder~tely 
ential, the povernor's formal 

moderately high potential resource~ 

4. Proposition Four - Since Minnesota has high party 
competition moderately high industrial development, 
but a moralistic culture, its party orgenizational 
strength is not entire y predictablee At best the party 
wi I I be a moderate source of gubernatorial strength; the 
probability would b€ a moderate to weak party organization. 

5. Proposition Five - Since Minnesota has a moderately high 
cultural affluence and a m~ral istic pol it7cal culture, 
there is a great potential for moderately high legislative 
competition. 

6. Proposition Six - Since Minnesota has a moderately high 
industriaJ level, but a moralistic culture, there is 
potential for moderate to weak legislativ~ org~nization 
and moderate voting cohesion. 

7. Proposition Seven - Since Mi~nesota has moderately high 
professional ism and moderate to weak organization 
potential, there is potential for moderate legislative 
power. 

8. Proposit)on Eight - Since MinnPsota has only a moderate 
to weak organizational potenti~I, potential party 
contr;buticn to governor's support ~nd success would be 
modest at best. 
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9~ Proposition Nine - Since Minnesota has a moderately high 
potential for divided control, but only a moderately weak 
party organization potential, divid~d control would not 
greatly affect gubernator·ial success 

10. Proposition Ten - srnce Minnesota has a moderately-high 
pub I ic opinion and administrative power potential, but a 
moderately-weak party and legislative orgoniz~tional 
potential, gubernatorial resources would be no more than 
moderate. 

The first thrEe propositions woulc apoear to be self­

explanatory. Those on party organization and the l2gislature are 

not. Party organization wi I I be discussed firsto In the ~re~ of 

gubernatorial power Minnesota clearly has marked similarities 

to both Eastern and Western states~ Both have rel2tively high 

political comp~tition. Minnesota 1 s industrialization leveF 

draws it more toward the rather strong party organization found in 

the East. However, its moralistic culture should draw it toward 

the weaker party organization found in the ~est. Minnesota's hfstor-

icar political experiences have I ittle in common with the East. 

Our conclusion is that, since not even al I the moderatety 

industrialized states have a tight party organization, we can 

expect Minnesota to have only moderate organizational strength 

at best. The actual organizaticna level would have to be found 

by empiric~l examination. 

The legislature presents a more difficult problem. If the 

legal non-partis~nship reflects an act~al practice there is no 

point in discussing party organization. If legal non-partisanship 

reflects an actual non-partisanship, the governor would have no 

party leverage av~i !able to him and his power potential would be 

weakened. He would have the popular, formal~ and personal resources 

to dr~w on. Howev@r, one cannot assume that leoal non-partisanship 
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wi I I reflect the actual conditions. The reference point here is 

to local non-parti~an politics~ There has been consid~rable 
2 

empirical rese~rch on this There appear to be three predominant 

patterns. First, po! itical parties may go right on operating 
3 

under the non-p~rtisan facade. The best example of this is 

Chicago. Even when national party participation is removed 

politics does not necessarily cease. Organizations that perform 

at I the functions of parties may grow up on a continuing basis. 

They may even function under local party labels~ However, in most 

non-partisan cities continuing organized activity does cease and 

politics becomes a highly personalized candidate oriented 

~ffair. Again, we cannot definitely conclude what shape legislative 

activity wi I I take without empirical observ~tion~ We ~an start 

with two alternative hy~otheses. 

The first hypothesis assumes that the leglslature is non­

partisan in facto This does not mean that there would be no 

legislative organization and di sci pl ine. One might find continuing 

groups performing some, or a! I, party-I ike functions. These 

would be to seek and support candidates choose legislative 

officers, present and discuss legislative pol icy issues, and 

provide voting cues. Or there might be no or highly fluid 

organization with decision-making being essentially personefistic. 

In either case communication with an outside party organization 

or the governor would be unJikely. If one accepts that~ one 

party system 1s the same as a non-party system, the most appropriate 

models would be the one party legislatures. As was previously 

indicated, Minnesota does have marked simi larit,es to Kentucky, 

Tennessee, South C~rol in~, and Arkansas on legislative 
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characteristics (excluding competition). Most, except South 

Carolina, have a weakly organized legislative leadershipe There 

is I ittle organizational discipline on voting, although South 

Carolina and Tennessee have a mi Id, and declining, bi-factional ism. 

These seem to have a genuine "non-partisann system with little 

legislative organization Decision-making is personal and based 

on fluid factions. Where there is organization, as in South 

C~rolina, it is centered around senior officers and committee 

leaders. 

However, these Southern states provide inexact models for 

Minnesota with such different cultural~aff!uence pol itica! 

culture, and external competition syste~s. On these vari~bfes 

the more competitive Mi~western and Western states would be 

closer. It might be wel I to first considi2r Nebraska and Catifornia .. 

Both had legal provisions that par~i-icil ly negate the 11 natural" 

legislative system,, Nebraska is the only other non-partisan 

legislature. It is similar· to Minne~ota in apportionment and 

legislative professionalismo By al I accounts Nebr2ska does have 

a genuinely non-partisan system,. There is a lack of both strong 
4 

organizational leadership and factional voting. Ca I i forn i a is 

~ more interesting example, partly because we know more about rt. 

Wi I I iam Buchanan produced an excel lent study on California using 
5 

non-partis~nship as a model. California legislators were efected 

on a partisan ballot. However, the cross-fi I ing provision in the 

primariesj combined with th~ strong anti-party rhi losophy from 

the Progressive period, severely weakened parties as an 

organizational force .. From 1934 to 196J the legislative situation 

fluctuated between non-partisanship and a very modest partTsanship. 
6 



However, California legislators did not operate without any 

organization. Even during the most non-partisan period it die 

have factions organized around the struggle for presiding 

officer. Ar.d these factions were fairly stable from 1951-1960. 

Other Western states such as Idaho, Oregon, and Utah also have 

partisan elections. However, at best they have only very moderately 

organized legislative leadership. And they s~idom have much more 

than very moderate partisan voting on rol I cal Is. In most states 

party major1ties would be oooosed on less than one-third of the 

rol I cal I votes. So, if Minnesota practice would fol low thfs 

model, party would count for I ittle whether therE was formal party 

designation or not. 

There is one more set of states that resemble Minn~sota 

aside from competitive factors. These are Kansas, South D~kot2. 

Wisconsin, Iowa, and Michigan. Al I have party design~tfon. Most 

~re moderately competitive for the legislature. Kansas and 

South Dakota are close to being one party. However. it would be 

inaccurate to say that these states were non-party for the whole 

period under consideration. Al I except South Dakota have at 

least moderately we! I organized legislative leadership. Party 

considerations do not completely dominate the legislotive process. 

However, p~rty majorities are opposed forty to sixty per cent of 

the time. The party cohesion index ranges from fifty to sixty. 

If Minnesota followed this rrodel, clearly non-partisanship 

would be a facade that masked actual party divisions. 

It is possible then to predict several alternative moct~rs 

for Minnesota legislative practice. If it fol lcwed true one 



party practices or the Nebraska and earlier California models, 

there would I ikely be true non-partisanship. A complete!y fluid 

situation would be as likely as factionalism .. Probcbflity would 

indicate that the legislative leadership would not even be wel I 

organized or modest at best. In this situation the governor 

would be completely deprived of party contact. He would have to 

bui Id his own legislative coal it ion. And he would have to do 

this without th~ strong patronage powers avai I able to Southern 

governors. His power would be weakened and his success should 

be lessened also. If it fol lowed the Western model the situation 

would not be far different ~hether party designation existed or 

not, party would not be a particularly strong resource except as 

a basis for symbolic appeals. There is no evidence that the 

legislative party has very strong campaign ties to the external 

party under these circumstances. Party members do not vote 

together with any great consistency. Temporary grouprngs, rrct 

parties, settle most issues. The govc:::rncr, especiaHy a- minority 

governor, wi 11 have an advantage in the absence of organized 

party opposition. His success wi I I definitery have to be based 

on popular and administrative, not party or patronage, leadership. 

There is a third possible pattern. It may be that there are 

factions with a party base that are at least moderately we 11 

organized. These can be counted on to hang together on a-bout 

half the votes .. Probably a majority governor. w i l I have far 

more votes than he needs and won't have to rely on party much for 

success. A minority governor might f~ce more cpposrtrcn tharr 

under the Western model. EvEn here, party (or faction) support 



would be only a modest power resource. 

IV TESTING HYPOTHESES 

The first procedure wi I I be to examine the possible power 

resources available to the Minnesota governors. For each governor 

formal powers, pub I ic opinion leadership, political organization, 

and personal resources must be evaluated. The first two should 

be relatively constant for al I governors during the period@ The 

Schlesinger index shows where Minnesota ranks on formal power 

potential. One task will be to sEe if this general, crude index 

has any specific substantive meaning. Based on material taken 

from the Minnesota Leqis!ative Manual the legal requirements 

for tenure, veto power, budget powers, and administrative 

eppointment can be examined in more detai le Also, personal 

interviews with both governors and legislators should show how 
7 

influential this power is perceived to be in practice. Fina I I y , 

one can examine how important these powers were for each governor. 

That is, how are they actually used? How many years do governors 

serve? How many bi I Is are vetoed per session? What proportion 

of key office-holders does a governor actually appofnt in each 

term? The same process wi I be repeated for political organization 

and public opinion powers. This evaluation must be Jargely based 

on interviews and secondary sources* However, more precise 

information on primaries and general elections success can be 

gathered from the Minnesota Legislative Manual. PGbl ic opinion 

support can be examined throuoh public opinion pol Is taken from 

the Minneapolis Star and th Minneapolis Tribune~ An evaluation 

of personal resources wil I come exclusively through interviews 

and secondary sourcess Based on these four resource types we c~n 



roughly rank each governor from greatest to least power potential 

and out I ine the predominate style for each. 

Secondly legislative resources must also be evaluated. Here 

again source material wi I I be primarily The Minnesota Legislative 

Manual and interviews with veteran legislators. The manual 

supplies basic data on rules, committee assignments, committee 

structure and leadership positions legislative respondents 

were not chosen randomly (See Appendix II) Because such a long 

time period was covered, resources were more effectively used 

by selecting only those who had served eight years or more~ A 

representative sample was not desired Wh~t was desired was a 

sample of men with the experience to discuss legislative activity 

over a period of time. An attempt was made to see that the 

whofe time period was represented. Also, the sample had a 

proportional representation from both caucuses (ConservatTve and 

Libera! or DFL) and rural/urban areas. A specia! effort was 

made to contact those who had held !eadership positions. 

Finally, a few men were suggested by other respondents as being 

especially knowledgeable. Unfortunately, not al I men selected 

respondedQ Some had died or moved o~t of the states Some were 

unavai I able because of age or i I lness. A few refused outright to 

be interviewed. Crucial omissions include Charles N. Orr (Senate 

majority leader !935-1949)., Archie Mi Iler (Senate majority leader 

1949-1959), John Zwach (Senate majority leader 1959-f966)~ Charles 

Ha I sted (House mi nor i ty I eader 1945-1946), and Roy Dunn (Haus~ 

majority leader 1939-1954). 

Since the level of legislative professional ism is already 



known, most attention wi I I be devoted to discovering leadership 

and voting structures. Who are the leaders? How much directive 

power do they have? What are the major leadership tools? What 

are the basic voting alliances? Most information wi I I come from 

the interviews. That is, judgements about power wi I I be essectial ly 

attributed power. A second measuring devic~ wil I be legislative 

committee assignments. This was used by Wi JI iam Buchanan in Cal­

ifornia and Malcolm Parsons, Wi I I lam Harvard, and Loren Beth 
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Minnesota has a caucus structure divided into 

Conservatives and Liberals (DFL). A fairly good indicator of 

this caucus affi I iation is the vote for Speaker in the House 

and President Pro Tern in the Senate. Once the caucus affi I iation 

for each legislator is established one can find which csucus 

the major committee chairmen come from. Also, one can evaluate 

the proportionate distribution of caucus menbers on important 

and less important committees. (Committee importance rs based 

on attribution by the members)~ A second factfonal basis to be 

evaluated wi I I be metropolitan v. non-rnetropotrtan divisions. 

Again, the proportionate distribution of chairmanships and 

committee assignments can be measured. Ffnal ly, power within 

the majority group must also be considered. Is there a smal I 

group that controls, or is power comoletefy decentralized? 

For each man one can specify the proportion of important assignments 

to tot a I committee ass i qnments. In each case a I arger than 

proportionate assignment to important committees wi I I be taken 

as evidence of group or individual power. 

Roi I cal! voting is a second technique for evaluating 



factional divisions. Primarily students of legislative politics 

have measured the strength of pre-determined blocs-caucus and 

rural-urban. The frequency and strength of these blocs can be 
9 

measured by techniques developed by Stuart A. Rice. Only 

contested rol I cal Is are used Contested rol I cal Is wi 11 be 

defined as those in which 10% or more of those preseni- and 

voting differed from the prEvai I ing side. One can then determine 

what proportion of al I contested votes had majorities from 

each faction opposeda Secondly, the Index of Cohesion wi I I 

measure how internally a11ke each faction was on these contested 

votes. An Index of Cohesion is derived by finding for each 

group the percentage voting yea and the percentage voting nay. 

For e~ch group the percentage for the minority posrtTon rs 

subtracted from the percentage for the prevai I ing posit Ton. For 

example, if a group votes 75 for and 25 against a prcposftions the 

index would be found by 75% 25% = 50. This measures internal 

cohesion. The Index varies from Oto IOOe Ref I caf l votes 

should not be viewed as a definitive expression of legislative 

decision-making= One cannot assume that a legislator wifl act 

at other stages in the declsion precess as he acts at the voting 

stage • A I so , i t i s d i f f i cu I t to i n fer ca us a l i i' y from r o I I ca I I 
10 

voting. However, rol I cal I voting does at least reflect the 

public positions of the legislators. Also, the research~r does 

not have to rely entirely on the rol I cal Is. The interpretation 

can be supplemented by studying committ~e assignments, private 

interviews, and pub I ic press accountsa Further, the Ind~~ ef 

Cohesion based on roll cal Is has the advantage of comparability. 

Since indices h-i3ve be€n compt,ted for many states.f one can at 

least judge how Minnesot~ caucuses performed compared to party 



organizations in other states. If the legislature was non­

partisan in fact one would expect caucus voting and cohesion 

to be below that in other states. Of course, ~ven if there is 

caucus cohesion, it cannot b~ assumed that the caucus functions 

as a party outside the legislature or in its relation to the 

governor. That must be tested by other means .. Finally, bloc 

voting can be computed not only on al I contested rol I cal I votes, 

bu 'l- on r o I I ca I I s i n spec i f i Ed i s sue are as .. I f th e I e g i s I a t w· e 

is non-partisan in fact, one would expect that different divisions 
11 

would form on each issue, as was thE case 1n Oklahoma. But, it 

has been clearly shown that parties are more cohesive on some 

issues than on others. Tf the caucus biocs atso show great 

regularity on these issues, it would be some indication that the 

group performs party~I ike functions. 

This examination of legislative structure is largefy a 

preliminary to the primary concerns. The main task is to evaluat~ 

the major elements in gubernatorial support and program success. 

Success w i I I bt: measured by a fam i Ii ar "box scor such as can 

be found in the Congressional Quarterly material on the President. 

A legislative program has been constructed for each gcv2rnor. 

Program items were taken from the governors' addresses and budget 
12 

messages, newspaper accounts, and personal interviews. Using 

the Minnesota Journal of the Senate and the Minnesota Journal of 

the House for 1945-1969, program it ems wer-e I inked to specific 

bi I Is. A list of these bi Ifs was presented to the governor for 

confirmation. Bi I Is that were not definitely acknowfedged as 

being part of the program were eliminated. Then a simple percentage 



figure of 1 terns passed to the tot a I i terns presented wi I I stand 

~s the Index of Gubernatori Success (note that one bi 11 may 

contain more than one progr·am item). The efficacy of guber­

natorial powers wil I be tested by comparing the ranking of 

governors on power factors to their ranking on success scores. 

Overal I one would expect a moderate success lev~I. Southern 

governors enjoy very great success, 75 to 80 per cEnt. Some 

Arizona governors have seen only 15 to 20 percent of their 

programs pass. A U.S. President generally has a success rate 

in the 50 percent rang • A Lyndon Johnson who could get two­

thirds of his program through was very success f u I indeed .. 

Therefore, to consider a 40 to 50 percent rate as moderate seems 

reasonable,, 

To evaluate more specifically ½hat legislative elements 

contribute to gubernatorial success rol I cal I votes wi i I once 

again be usede For each governor al 1 program bi I Is that 

encountered contested rol I cal I votEs were ~ssemblede From these 

were s~lected a smaller number for analysis. Usually no more 

than two rol I cal Is were used for any one program item unless 

the votes on that item clearly involved distinctly different 

issues. It was felt that to use, for example, ten votes on 

one bil I in a s~mple of 30 votes would unduly inflate that bi f f's 

importance in th~ overal i program. This is esp~cial ly true 

since many votes on c single bi i I may b~ on redundant procedural 

motions. This set of bi I Is may be subject to two separate 

ana~yses. On~ evaluates the relation between session potiticat 

conditions and the governors 1 success. The other examines 



patterns of individual and grcup support for the governor. 

The first analysis fol lows work done by Sarah P. McCal ly. 

She developed an Index of Adffiinistration Support and an Index of 

Admin1stration Success. These were then correlated with 

variabies on electoral comp~tition, party structure and control 

of the legislature. The Index of Support is obtained by dividing 

the number of votes cast by the party members who voted for 

the governor by the total number of party members who voted. 

The session index wi I I be the average for al I administrative 
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program votes. The Index of SuccEss is obtained by dividing 

the percent of those who vo~ed in favor of the governor by the 

percent of his party votes he needed in order to pass his 

legislation- Again an average is us~d fer th~ entire session. 

Of course the caucus wi I I be substituted for party to compare 

its performance to that of other states. Then product-moment 

correlations are run between the indices and the political 

variables. The variables are: l)Eiectoral - mean% of vote for 

sev~n elections preceeding sessions won by the governarts party, 

% of preceeding seven elections won by the governor's party~ 

governor's 1 of pre-session vote~ and governor's% of post 

session vote; 2)Party structure - Governor's% of total primary 

vote, pre and post session, governor's% of highest two primary 

candidates, pre and post session; 3)Control of legislature -

% of seats held by governor's caucus, absolute number of seats 
15 

held by the governor's caucus. Actually only th~ governorts 

post session primary support and party~ of legisfatfve s~ats have 

very strong relation to the indices. And the relationship 



between party~ of seats and legislative support is negative. 

Primary success ls the most important variable. And this is 

true whether the governor has a legisl~tive majority or not. 

Presumably primary success demonsrrates the governorts strength 

within his own organization and this serves as a potent proqram 

I ever a g e .. Mc Ca I I y a I so fo u n d th a t ma j or i t y con t ro I make s a 

difference for success., but not for support. ThE number of seats 

held has an inverse impact on support. This set of exolanatory 

variables is evidently incomolete., however, Tn McCal ly 1 s work 

the variables accounted for only h4 pErcent of the governor's 
16 

sunport variance, and 30 percent of his success varia~ce. 

In the Minnesota setting one wculd expect party strength and 

legislative seats held to be cf Even less imrortance. That iss 

in a genuiGe non-oartisan setting, caucus control should make 

Ii tt I e di ff erencE in partisan terms Personal factors, such 

as gubernatorial elEcto,al and primary success should be 

magnified. If caucus control does make a difference. ft should 

indicate some connection betwEen caucus and governor~ pErheps 

between caucus and party. 

As a second test of orouo impact one can use a simpler index of 

gubernatorial support. This is computed for each regfstator. It 

wo u I d be s i mp I y the n, .imb er o f r o i I ca I I s on w h i c h the I e g i s I at or 

supported the oovernor's oosition divided by the number of those 

rol I cal Is on which the leaislator voted. Gubernatorial suoport 
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can then be compared to such variables as caucus affil ration~ urban/­

rural constituency~ IEadershtp oosition, and seniority.., The strength 

of the relationship between these variables could be measured bv the 



average index of support within each category. If the situation 

was genuinely non-partisan, conservative caucus support should 

not be significantly different from I iberal caucus support. If 

there was a connection, on2 should expect to find the conservative 

caucus more highly supporting Republican governors and the I iberal 

(DFL) caucus more highly supporting DFL governors. On~ would 

also expect metropolitan IEgislators to give more support to 

O~l governors and non-metropolitan legislators to give more 

support to Republican governors. If party was si9nificant, 

caucus leaders should show hiqh support for the governor. If 

party was not significant, they miaht show even less suoport 

than the average leoislator, since there would be more basis for 

independence. (This is somewhat ambiauous~ A leader might show 

high personal support for a governor whether there was party 

influence or not) Finally, men with hhher· S€niority should 

have greater independence and so show less support. Electoral 

variables can be compared in a slightly different manner. Far 

each district the governor's percentage of the vote for each 

election was computed. If the governor's program suoport is 

related to his electoral strength, the high~r his electoral 

support, the higher should be his program support from that 

district's legislator. A second factor would be the individual 

legislator's electoral success. If the legislator was quite 

strong in the district, he need not be so concern~d with the 

governor's ~!ectoral popularity. On€ might hypothesize thst 

the greater the legislator's election vote, the rower woutd be hfs 

program suoport for the qovernor. 



., 
V. HISTORICAL ANALYSIS 

The last task wi 11 be an e val uci ti on of changes 1n guber-

natorial powE:-r over t im~ .. If the variables previously discussed 

have any predictive value, they should predict changes within the 

state as we 11 as across state I hes., 

Since 1940 Minnesota has risen steadily on the industrial-
17 

ization-urbanization dimension from 30th rank to 21st. It has 

fluctuated 9reatly on the cultural-affiuence dime8sion •. In 1940 

it ranked 13th, during the 1950 1 s, 27th, and 17th in t"he 1960's. 

There are no avai I able indications of changes in political culture. 

But presumably Elazar's classifications span a long time period. 

So, Minnesota's political culture wi I I be considered moralistic 

for the Entire period. Based on these environmental changes, 

one would expect that pc,ssible corrpetii·ion and participation 

should increase, although not in a constant mannEr~ Gubernatorial 

and leg is I at i ve fcrma I powers shou Id increase. And part·y organ-

ization should become stronger$ 

As a matter of fact cor:petition for thE governorship d:id 
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increase fairly steadily .. DFL candidates for governor began 

winning in 19540 After 1954 only once did a losing candidate 

receive less than L~6 percent of the popular vote .. Before 1954 

no losing candidate had received morE than that. Caucus com­

petition for the legislature also increased. In the Senate the 

minority I iberals (DFL) went from iO to v maximum of 24 seats. 

They actually control led the House from 1955-1962. Participation 

increased slowly but steadily. In 1946 50.8 percent of the 

eli~ible voters turned o~te Tn 1966 the figure was 63.1 percent. 



H0wever, the governor 1 s formal powers changed very I ittle. 

The veto power is constitutionally designated and was not altered 

significantly during the period considered Basic budgetary 

and appointment powers were established ,n the major reoroanization 

of 1939. No real changes occured ~gain unti I the 1967-1969 

sessions. This came right at the end of the cerfod under study. 

Its impact on power relationships would be too recent to be 

measured. The gradual additions to the number of departments 

wou I d add on I y the s ma I I e st i n creme n t s to g u be, n a tor- i a I power • 

The only real change was in gubernatorial tenure beginnTng in 

1962. Beginning with the 1962 elections the governor has had an 

unrestricted four year term. So although Minnesota had a 14 on 

the Schlesin19er index from 1945 to 1962, this chc.nge alone would 

increase it to 17 from 1963-1969. Legislative professional ization 

shifted more radically .. Using the same criteria as in 1960, 

thE legislature would have had an index of 7 in i9h5. In 1969 

its index would have been i5@ This encompasses changes on al I 

four measures usEd., Session I ength r ncreased from 90 t·o 120 

legislative days Compensation increased from $2,000 to $12,000 

per biennium. The number of legislative services offered increased 

from flve to nine. And appropriations for legislative help went 

from under $100,000 to t155,ooo. 

One way to examine chanqes in the governorst resaurc~s would 

be to divide the period into two different eras. The first era 

wi I I be 191-J+-1954, the modified one-party era. The se-cond wi I I be 

195h-r970, the two'.'8party era. In the first no DFL candidcte 

ever won the gover~crship. Republican candidates averaged 58 



percent of the two party vote. In the Senate the minority caucus 

never had more than 18 of the 67 seats. In the House they nEver 

hild more than 46 of 131. Participation averaged 53.5 percent.. 

The governor had a formal power index of t4. The legislature had 

a professional ization index of 7. If one plugs these figures 

into the forty-eight state rankings for the entire period, 

Minnesota's rank drops considerably (See Table III-3). Also, the 

states that best serve as models change9 rnvrrcnmentai ly, 

MinnEsota rears a close resemblance to the Midwest, 'Vest, and 

upper New Enoland (Iowa, Kansas, South Dakota, North Dakota, 

Wisconsin, Michigan; Washington, Oregon Colorado, Utah; Maine, 

Vermont, New Hampshire). On the gubernatorial dimension the 

comparable states are Western, Midwestern, and Southern (Colorado, 

Oregon, Utah, Nevada; Kansas Nebraska, South Dakota, Oh!o; 

Tennessee, Alabana, Kentucky Missouri). And on the legislative 

dimension models are Western, Midwestern, and Southern (Utah, 

Montana, 111yoming, New Mexico, .Arizona; South Dakota, North Oskcra., 

Iowa Indiana; North Caret ina, Virginia, Kentucky. West Virginia). 

Ov~ral I, Minnesota bears similarities to South Dakota, North 

Dakota, Iowa, Kansas, Utah, Oregon, Colorado, Kentucky, and 

Vermont. In none of these states did party as an organization 

loom very large in legislative decision-making. In six states 

the minority party was generally too smal I to cha I lenge the 

mQjority. In Utah, Orr-gon, and Colorado organizational strength 

for either party is modest. This carries over to legislative 

politics. Only Iowa ~nd Kansas had a moderate legislative 

organ i z a t i on ., pr i rn a r i I y w i t h i n the ma j or i t y par t y • Th e part y 
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Table III-3 Minnesota Rankings on GubErnatorial Power Resources, by Quartile 

Years !ndust .. - Culfural Po! it i ca I Governor Partici- Formal nivided Malappor- Leg is. Leg is,. Urban Affluence Culture Comp. pat ion Power Control ti onmen t Comp .. Pro ff,. 

!945-1970 2 2 M 2 I 2 3 3 2 2 

1945-1954 2 2 M h 2 2 11 3 3 4 
1954-1970 2 2 M 2 I 2 4 3 2 2 

Source: See Appendix I for a comparison to other states 



resource, then was not apt to be a great source of strength 

for Minnesota governors. On the other hand, the probabi I ity 

is that the legislature was not strongly organized either. The 

maih gubernatorial style should have been through oubl ic appeals 

and administrative power. It is difficult to predict success 

level. He should have had an advantege over the legislature, so 

success should not have been exceedingly low~ On the other hand 

his success is not likely to have been as overwhelming as the 

Southern governors Probably success would depend very heavily 

on personal incl rnation to bui Id his own organizational base. 

The era from 1954 to 1970 was much more competitive., In 

1954 a DFL candidate won the governorship for the first time. 

And the DFL party won four of the six elections. But its candfdates 

averaged only 51~ of the two party vote. Although the Liberal 

(D~L) caucus never controlled the Senate, they had more than 

one-third of the members for at least half the sessions. Caucuses 

spf it control in th~ House for the eight sessionse One caucus 

had as much as two-thirds of the seats in only one session. 

Participation increased to an average of 60.5%. In half the 

sessions, the governor sti I I had a for~al index of 14. In the 

other half the index increased to 17. On the other hand legis-

lative professional ization increased so rapidly that the 

differential between governor and IEgislature was not as great 

as in the earlier era. On the environmental dimension Minnesota 

was close to Washington, Oregon, Idaho, Iowa, South Oakcta, 

Wisconsin, Michigan, Meine, Vermont, and New Hampshire. This 

is not substantially differE-nt from 'the earlier time. On the 



gubernatorial dimension change s much more marked Close states 

include California, Colorado Utah, Nevada, Wyoming, Washington, 

Idaho, Montana, North Dakota, Ohio, Indiana Connecticut, 

Delaware, Pennsylvania, and Maryland. The reader should notice 

that the Midwestern states have decreased markedly the Eastern 

states increased. One finds no clear pattern on the fegislative 

dimension. The close states are Oregon, Whoming Colorado. Idaho, 

Michigan, Wisconsin, Nebraska, Missouri Kentucky, Tennessee, 

Arkansas, South Carolina, Delaware, and New York. Overatl the 

best models are Idaho, Washington, OrEgon, Colcrado, Wyoming, 

Michigan, and Delaware. Notice that the similarity to the 

Midwestern plains states has disappearede In this era the governor 

wi It be operating in a cle?r!y competitive situation. This may 

add smal I increments to his power. This does not mean that ·his 

party orqanizational power wi I I be gr€atere Of the comparable 

group only Delaware and Michigan have rooderately we! I organized 

parties. The probabi I ity would be against strong party organ­

ization even in this era~ Strong legislative organrzatron rs 

also found only in Delaware and Michigan. There are some party 

t i es i n Co I or ado , 1 \/ash i n gt on , and Id ah o a I so , bu t t hes e are no t 

overwhelming. ThPre appears to be stronger potential for guber­

natorial leverage in this era than previousfy, but the dffference 

is not great. And if caucus did stand for party, the governors' 

success might be lessen~d, not increased. Because if the 

assumption held true, three-fourths of the sessions would have 

been under divi~ed controi9 So, the style might be expected to 

shift s1 ightly more partisan, and pL1bl ic opinion oriented, 
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slightly less to administrai ive powerm Success would probably 

sti I I be a personal matter~ It is by no means clear that governors 

should be more successful in this era than the +ir-st. A changing 

environmental system probably would increase pressures and problems. 

But it seems prcbable that political pressures would not have 

increased much. And the governor's relative advantage in formal 

resources would be less. 

In summary, the potential for gubernatori61 power certainly 

increased during the period examined. Increased urbanization 

might bring increased demands for his services. The parties 

would be more closely competitive and the potential for strong 

party organization greater. There would be smal I incre~ents in 

form a I and pub I i c op i n i on pot en t i e I .. However , I e q i s t a t r v e power 

potent i a! a I so i ncreast=:d.. Especi a I I y in the area of fcrma I 

powers is this noticeable. Also, the environ~entaf potential 

for organization, and perhaps party, strenoth increased. 

Certainly the relationship betwEen caucus~s changed from a 

situation comparable to a modified one-party system to a fully 

competitive one (at least in the House). This coes not necessarily 

mean that partiEs had greater influence. Only the potential 

wcu I d ex i st. A I so, even i f par t y i rr. pact d i d i n c re as€ , i t wo u I d 

not necessarily m€an greater leverage for the governor. Because 

if one makes the assumption that caucus is equated with party, 

divided control then increased mark~dly from the beginning to 

the end of the period. In all perhaps the governors obtained 

increased power potential e The increase would be margfnal. 
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VI~ SUMN1ARY 

This chapter summarizes the r€lationships between those 

variables thought imoortant in describing gubernatorial power. 

Not al I are related in the manner expected. Most of the relation­

ships that do exist are only moderate on a forty-eight state 

basis .. Cultural-Affluence and Political Culture. can pretty wel I 

explain differences in gubernatorial co~petition, legislative 

competition, and participation. However, here culture does not 

operate exactly in the manner expected., The Individua[iitic 

cultures are more highly associated with high competition and 

participation than the moralistic cultures Industrialization 

and political culture are highly associated with the strength 

of parry and legislative organization. Highly industrialized., 

individualistic states consistently have stronger organizatfon. 

No envircnmental or pol itica! factors seem to be good predictors 

of either gubernatorial or legislative formel powers. And there 

may be great disparities b~tween gubernatorial and legislative 

formal power resources within each state. In the end it is 

not easy to use these varrables to predict gubernatorial program 

success. For one thing the power rescurces do not cluster high 

or low in any one state. For another, when the governor has 

high power resources, the legislature also tends to have high 

resources. The clearest extremes in success or failure wift be 

found where power disparities are greatest. Also, there is an 

extermely complex relationship between competition, party organ­

ization, and success. In those states where competition is 

highest and party organization tightEst, the party resource is 
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usually not available because of divided control The variables 

discussed are better indicators of gubernatorial style~ In the 

Eastern states power resourses are fairly evenly balanced. 

Governors rBnk high on al I resource dimensions. It is here 

that thG governor is most likely to be a party leader. In 

Western states the party resource is weak so the governors would 

probably fol low more of a public opinion and administrative leader­

ship style. Their success may be fa1rly high because of legis­

lative weaknesses. In the Plains and New England states both 

pressures and power resources are less for governor and legislature 

alike. Gubernatorial success probably depends highly on personal 

resources. In the South a variety of styles are possible. Party 

leadership is unavailable. 'Nhere governors ere strong it is 

becaus~ of administrative and patronage powers counled with 

legislative weakness. In a few states governors lack even these 

powers whi ie the legislature is fairly strong. 

Unfortunately, Minnesota does not fal I clearly within any 

of the groups described. For the entire period it would fal I 

somewhere betwe~n the WestETn and Plains states, with some 

similarities to other's isolates. Public and administrative 

leadersh1p potential would be fairly great. However, party 

r€sources are ambiguous. Party organizational strength wi I I 

likely be modest at best. This is further comp I icated by the 

formally non-partisan legislature. A good part of our study 

wi II have to be ~evoted to exptorihg the way in which the 

legislature actually operates. If the non-partisanship is reaf, 
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the party resource would be el iminatcd entirely. However even 

if there w~re no formal non-partisanship. and Minnesota follow~d 

most of th states close to it, party leverage in the legislatDre 

should be only m0derate at best. This, coupl~d with a moderately 

high egislative professional ism, leads one to predict no more 

than modest program success for the governors. Their success 

should depend highly on personal resources. 

These expectations can be tested in a number of ways. Basically 

each governor wi I I be ranked on the power resources studied. 

They can a I so be ranked en a ubox score n for pr-ogram success .. 

If the expectations are correct, those that rank highest on power 

resources should also rank highest on success. The examination of 

legislative decision-making is a I ittle more complex. This can be 

ested in two ways One wi I I be by the distribution of committee 

seats and power. The other wi I I be by legi$~ative rol I calls. 

A Rice Index of Cohesion wi I I be used en catecoric groups. 

Political variab es wi I I be I inked on both a s~ssfon and an 

ind iv i dua I I eg is I a tor basis to support and succE ss of guberna tori a I 

program bi I ls. Finally, the predictive abi I ity of the power 

variables historically wi I I be analyzed. In the period 1941+-1954 the 

party resource should be entirely absent. In the pericd 1954-1970 

there would be at I east more potent i a I for such a rEsource. 
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CHA.PTER FOUR 
MINNESOTA: tNVIRONMENT AND POLITICS 

The opening c~apters have examined Minnesota's standing, 

envi ally and politically, in the nation as a whole. Now 

it is 1~e to look more closely at its sacfal, economic, and 

oolitic31 systems What is thE:? natur·e of Minnesota's people, 

econcmy, and ool itical bel i2fs that might affect its politics? 

How true are the assumptions that have been made about its 

pol it cal competition end party organization? How have these 

variab es chan9ed over time? And are there any major subsystems 

or reg ans within Minnesota that have theTr own distinct social, 

economic, and political charactEristics 1 

I.. THE MINNESOTA PCL ITICAL EiNIRONMnH 

inn~sota's pol iticai environment may best be understood 

1n four parts. Fol lowing the patt~rn previously laid down, this 

sect 1 shal I examine in turn its industrial-urban character, 

ts cu tural affluence, and its politrcat cu~ture .. Then those 

environmental subdivisions that might have po~itical significance 

wi JI be considered. Finally, the significance of these factors 

for Minnesota politics and gubernatorial power can then be 

assessed .. 

Industria ization-Urbanization 

Following national trends Minnesota fncreased in urban­

ization and industrialization from 1940 to the or€sent (See 

Table IV-l)o However, this advance did not keep pace with the 

rest of thE nation.. A I though Minnesota went from 62;,{ to 86% 

1n non-agricultural employment, it slipped in rank from thirtieth 
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Table IV-I Environmental Change in Minnescta, 1940-1960 

Year- Indus. Urban Ethnicity Income Education 
Minn .. Rank Ninn Rank N:i nn .. Rank N. inn .. Rank ·Minn Rank -- -- --"- --

1940 61 .. 8& 30 49 .. ff;s 21 10 .. 6% 12 N., ,A . ., N .. A" 8 .. 5yr .. 23 

1950 77-~ 35 54 .. 5% 25 7 .. 0% 16 $2683 2i 9 yr.31 

1960 85.5% 40 62 3rt io 27 25 .. 61o 8 t3054 24 I0 .. 8yr .. 2! 4 

Source: Henderson and Kreuger: National Growth and Economic 
Change in the Upper Midwest; U. S Bureau of the· 
Census;°Census o F the Popu I at ion, 19h0 s 1950, 1960. 

to fourtieth. It changed from a majority rural to a majority 

urban state in the same period. But it dropped from the twenty­

first rank to th£ twenty-seventb. It did have a modest 

population growth rate that was sGfficient to maintain its over­

a 11 popu I at ion ranking. In other words Mi nnesot-a move(i f r·:Jm a 

rural-agricultural to an urban-industrial state in the oeriod 

that is being considered. However, it did not do so as rapidly 

as the nation as a whole did. And most of its growth rate was 

due to births over deaths. It actually experienced an out-
I 

migration of nearly 100,000 people. As population was moving 

out of the state, it was shifting around within. For example, 

its urban arEas had a growth rate of 21/2'/2 from 1950 to 196o, 
2 

slightly below the national averag~. However, its rural-farm 

population dEcreased at a rate of 2.3% per year. As a state, 

Minnesota was standing sti 11 in' population. And its run:I areas 

were experienting a marked d~cl ine. Most of the population 

movement within flowed to the Twin Cities mEtropolitan area. 

M1nnesota's metropolitan areas contained 41.1% of the population 
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in 1940, 1.+L~ .. 3t in 1950, and a majority 51 .. 3:lo in 1960 .. Although 

this is sti I I below the national average, Minnesota had become 

not only an urban state but a metropolitan one. In fact the 

overwhelming proportion of its urban population is metropolitan. 

There are few ev€n smal I cities outside the Twin Cities and Duluth .. 
3 

The Twin Cities itself had an average growth rate of 2.3%. And 

this was concentrated primarily in i·he suburban countie:3.i Anoka, 

Dakota, and Washington. So Minnesota became not only urban, or 

metropolitan, but increasingly suburban. One suspects that 

this trend accelerated after 1960. 

The movement toward industrialization was also marked., 
4 

Agr i cu I tura I emp I oymen t dee I i ned a I most l..~ a year .. A I though 

Minnesota employment was expected to expand frcm 1960 to 1975!' 
5 

more than 57,000 people would probably leave farm employment9 

(Paranthetical ly, mining and rai !road emoloyment would also 

decline.) Agriculture's significance to the state has declined 

only gradually. For example, Minnesota slipped from the number 
6 

one agricultural state in 1945 to number five in 1955. The 

other primary industries dee! ined even more rapidly .. Income 

added from forestry took a downturn after 1961. Tourism barely 

held even. The tonnage of iron ore produced slipped downward 

after 1953. After 1961 the production was no longer so much 

high grade ore as the lower grade taconite. Actually, manu­

facturing produced as much income as farming by as early as 1953. 

By 1969 its annual income production was $2.5 bi I lion dollars, 

But, of course, even this manufacturing was, and remains, highly 

r~lahd to a primar-y economy .. Even in 1960 23'.;5S of manufacturing 
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employees were in food and fabrics, 20% in forEstry relat·ed 

7 
industries. It was not unt i I 1961 that the state became 

t89 

prominent in such "brain" industries as electronics and chemicals. 

[ooking to the future, agriculture manufacturing is €Xpected to 

decline an average of 1% a year Fabricating, metals, chemical, 

and electronics employment wi 11 increase -from 4 to 6% a year .. 

These increases in manufacturing employment wi I I offset the 

losses in agriculture. Services and governmental employment wi I I 
8 

grow even faster. 

The state's ethnic population should also have a signTficant 

impact on its politics. No matter what measuring stick for 

ethnicity is used, Minnesota has always ranked very high among 

the American states. Although it was slightly below the natfonal 

average in population foreign born in !940 ar;d 1950, it still 

ranked twelvefth and sixteenth respectively. Under the new 

census definition of ethnicity (foreign born plus those wfth 

one or more parents foreign born) in 1960 it ran~,ed eighth with 

26% 0f its population fal I ing into this group., This is weH 

above the national average9 Although Minnesota is famous as 

the home of the Scandinavians, this is not quite accurate., ni~ 

first territorial settlers were primarily New England Yankee 
9 

Protestants who located along the southern river valleys. 

The next settlers were the German Catholics who populated the 

same areas. The Swedes, Norwegfans, and Danes came in about the 

1870's. The.ir highest concentration was in the North and North­

west. Ther@ was some Irish settl~ment in the cities, especfal ly 

St. Paul. And later, heavy concentrations of South and Eastern 
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Europeans populated the Iron Range. Although the Scandinavian 

peoples are not the only ethnic groups in Minnesota, it is true 

that they have had an impact on Minnesota politics out of 

proportion to their numbers. For example, al I seven governors in 

this study had Scandinavian ancestry. 

Cultural Affluence 

Minnesota's cuitural affluence level has fluctuated over 

the last three decades .. In 1940 it was relatively high .. By 

1950 it had droopEd considerably. By 1960 it had risen again. 

Its rank on per capita income has remained fairly steady. 

Although often below thF national average, it sti I I has managed 

to rank in the upper half of all the states .. Within the state, income 

did increase from 1940 to 1970,. And thE' rate of increase quickened 

over the period. It is projected to increase sti l I more rapidly 
10 

in the future. A secon~. and stable, component in Minnesota's 

cultural rank is the virtual absence of black popuratfon 

(Minnesota has a somewhat higher non-white populatfon with its 

Indian peoples). The proportion of black population rncreased 

from only .ltfo to .7%. Its rank decreased from thirty-sixth to 

thirty-ninth .. Within the state's political system, the b-lack 

population becomes a crucial issue only in Minneaporis and St. 

Paul. Even there the pooulation is only three to four per cent 

black. The major component of Cultural fluctuation was in the 

area of education .. In 1940, Minnescta ranked twenty-third., 

slightly above the national average. In 1950 it had slid to 

thirty-first rank. After a major educationat effort rn the 1950's, 

Minnesota ranked twenty-fourth and slightly above the national 
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average again by 1960. Rut even in 1960 only three of Minnesota's 

counties had over 50% of the population with a high school 
11 

education. Aside from th~se specific indicators, it is probably 

true that innesota's cultural-affluence level increased notably 

from 1940 to 1970., In the late 1960 7 s a national study placed 

Minnesota second on I y to Ca Ii forn i a in !Iqua Ii ty of Ii fen .. 

Educationally, it has a large state university and a growing 

college system. Both the Mayo C! inic and the University of 

Minnesota Hospitals are nationally known in medicine4 The Twin 

Cities has become a major entertairment-cultural center ln 

theater, music, and professional spcrts. Recently, the state has 

undertaken an ambi~ous program to renew its emphasis on multiple 

outdoor recreation faci I ities. 

Politicai Culture 

Minnesota 1 s political culture has been classified moralistic. 

The characteristics of a moralistic culture in~lude: common 

effort for the promotion of the good life, governmental promotion 

of the public interest, citizen participation, issue oriented 

politics, no emphasis on party renulerity, high valuatfon of 

honesty and merit in governm~nt. Minnesota certainly has a 

refativefy high political participation. In the 1940's average 

turnout was over 60%. The other cultural characteristics are 

more difficult to demonstrate. However, based on dEscriptions 

by John H. Fenton and G. Theod6re Mitau, one could conclude 
12 

that Minnesota generally fits the moralistic mold. Fenton was 

particularly impress~d by the programmatic, pub I ic interest 
13 

criEntation. This is especially in contrast_ to states such ii:1S 



Ohio, Indiana, and II I inois, For example although Minnesota 

ranked on y twen y-fifth in per capita inccme, it spends more 

and taxes more than most states. It ranks in the top t~n in 
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itures for vvelfare,. .Education programs ar-e well funded,. 

It has onq been a leader in mental health and conservation 

programsc As another example, a man I ike Luther Youngdahl had 

nod fficuity in making politics ,n general, and his administration 

n par icular, a moral crusade. In political motivation, both 
I l+ 

the parties and he electorate are highly program oriented. 

At €ast since the !940 1 s there has been no patronage base for 

either party. The voters have learned, more than rn most states at 

least to associate parties with particular pol icy stands and vote 

accordingly. 

Voter indf'pendence from party, however, seems to be unclecr .. 

At one point Fenton argues that party voters are hfghly loyal. 

County voting returns are pretty much at the same level fer each 

par r~gardless of the candidatee The voters do not respond 
15 

excessively to personalities. However, he a I so shows that a 

many voters are not party oriented at al I. TTcket-spl itting 

and oyalty to dominate personalities are also notable .. "In a 

space of thirty years, the people of the state had watched, applauded, 

and voted for F oyd Olson, a Farmer-Labor GovE!'rnor; Harold 

Stassen, a Republican Governor; and Hubert Hu~phrey, a DFL U.S. 
16 

Senator .. n Mitau insists even more strongly that party labels 
17 

are not sacred .. He argues that voters are inclined to support 

y. One indicator of this non-party attitude is a man, not a 

he strong support for non-partisanship and third party movements. 
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Only tw€n+y-two political offices within th~ state are on a 

partisan electoral basis. Minnesotans supported the Populist 

and Granger movem~nts, the Non-Partisan Leaoue, and the Farmer-

Labor oarty from 1916-1939. From 1931-1939 the Farmer-Labor 

party control led the statehouse. Moreover, Minnesota utilizes 

th~ open primary for political office. And it supports a legal 

party structure that opens the possibi I ity for more popular 
rs 

control than is true in most states. It is possible that this 

tndependenc~ was more notable Earlier in the period we are 

considering. Party lines seemed to have stabilized more since 

the late f930'so It is impossible to say whether this is a 

result more of a voter turn toward partisan loyalty, or the lack 

of attractive and dynamic personalities in Minnesota pol itics6 

Finally, Minnesota ranks high on merrt in government. s;nce 

a comprehensive governmental reorganizai·Tcn and civil service 

law under Harold Stassen in 1939 the opportunrty for party 
19 

patronage has been minimal~ 

It would appear to be fairly ctear then that Minn~sota does 

fit th~ moralistic category a The only doubts would b~ on the 

scor~ of partisan loyalty and party organization. It may be that 

Minnesota has veered toward the Michigan exampl@ in this regard, 

even though this is atypical of moralistic states. This point 

wi11 be explained in more detail later on in the chapter. 

Environmental Regions 

Minnesota is not uniform environmentafly throughout the length 

and breadth of th~ state. Economicaf ly and socratly there are 

many gradations. No two of the 87 counties are exactly alike. 



For purposes of discussion the stDte wi I I be drvided into eight 

regions (See Table IV-2). Initially th~ state can be split into 
20 

four areas based on types of farming. These are: I - Dairying, 

Wood Products; II -·Dairying, General Farming; III - Corn, 

Livestock Feeding; IV - Smal I Grain and Specialty Crops. However, 

agriculture no longer adequately explains al I of the states 

oc cup a t i om1 I pa t t er n s ., 1N i t h i n Group I on e can d i st i n g u i sh f i v e 

counties that contain th€ Iron Range. The rest are really 

primarily timber areas with very marginal smal I dairy farms. 

Group II contains four distinct areas. First is the five county 

Twin Cities metropolitan area that supports almost no agricultural 

activities. The second is a group of ten countfes that have a 

dairy agriculture., but also have a substantial tourist indust-ry .. 

Th~ third group of counti~s can be d~signated Easi Central~. These 

,count i E'S - Benton., Chi sago, Isc1nt i, M1=eker, Pine, Sherburne, 

Stearns, and Wright - are located on the west and north of the 

Twin C, ti es. Thes~ are not rea 11 y resrn~t areas but n~ i ther do 

they have quite the economy characteristic of the South Eastern 

Counti~s. The latter ten count1es are traditionally dairying· 

areas., but they also have a number of smal I citi~s that are 

rapidly bui iding a new industrial base. Region III has two 

sub-areas. The first are mostly South-Southwestern corn and hog 

counti~s (plus Freeborn, Mower, Fillmore, and Houston)~ This is 

a fairly prosperous farming region .. The twelve West Central 

counties are poorer and hav~ a morE marg i na I agri cu I tura I.. Region 

IV, although it contains m€tropolitan Fargo-Moorhead, i's what has 

b~en cal led the Red River Valley. 

As on~ can read i f y see from Tab I e IV-2 a i I ar~as but- one- ar~ 



Lf\ Tab I 1? IV-2 Fconom i c and Social Reg 1 ohs i h Mi rmesoh, 1960 °' 
% Pop .. % Rural- % Non-Ag. % Families tncome % Uhem- Median Family % Htgh 

Region Change Farm Occupatior1 Under- *3,00 ployed Income! School Ed. 

I. Iron Range - .. 22 13 .. 5 90,.3 2Ll,5 10 .. 5 $4854 37.6 
ForPst 11 Dairy -1 .. 56 22 .. 2 79.,6 27 1-+ 9.,3 tLJ-+_08 35.5 

II .. TC Mei·ro Area +2 .. 28 2 .. 5 96.,5 9G7 5.9 ~6698 49 .. 5 
Central Resort -1 .• fl? 40 .. 2 67 .. 8 41 .. 2 7" I ~3853 30 .3 
East c~ntral Dairy - .. 64 37 6 7L8 32 .. 7 L+ .. 6 *4269 31 .. 9 
South Fast Dairy - ,.27 28.,7 75 .. 8 26 .. 1 5°3 $5085 38.3 

III .. South Central -1 .2 I 38.,5 66 .. 6 33.,3 4.,6 $4273 37 .. 3 
West c~ntraf -1 .92 43 .. 6 60 .. 8 L~ I .. I S~2 $3594 35.5 

IV .. Red River Valley -2 .. 23 43 .. 6 63 .. 3 33.,8 6.9 ~4.135 32.5 

Source: Henderson and Kreuger: National Growth and 
Economic Change ;n the Upper Midwest; pp. 207-220. 



declining in population. The Twin Cities is the only exception. 

The Iron Range, East Central, and South fast have had the l~asi· 

dee! in~. If one drew a I ine from Duluth to Rock County in th~ 

South West, most counties south and east of this I ine would be 

fairiy stable. Those areas north and west, excepting the cities 

of Moorhead and Virginia, have lost substantial population. As 

can be seen from the rural-farm population and the non-agrfcul­

tural occupations, the northwestern half of the state is also 

the most rural. These agricultural regions are also the poorest 

economically. And the very poorest are the farming-resort and 

the 'Nest Central .. The wealthiest are the metropolitan and South 

East ~reas. However, in another sens~ the greatest economic 

problems are 1n the north .. Although median incomes ure fairly 

high, unempioyment is markedly higher in the Iron Range and 

Forest regions than in the rest of the state. The next most 

depr·essed areas are the Red River and resrn-t regions. These 

northern and western regions have also had the greatest decl fne 

as trade areas, and their potential going into t·he f970ts is t'he 
21 

poorest. Manifestly a principal component in this oicture 

was the decline in the mining industry through the 1950 1 s. 

(S€e Table IV-3) Only the Eas·f- Central Mesabi range (around 

Vir~inia) held up wel I. Under the Ared Redevelopment Act the 

upp~r northeast was the principle redevelopment area in 1963 .. 

One environmental characteristic, €thnic distribution~ only 

partially fol lows these regional I ines .. Fenton describes thirty­

elght countres as being native Protestant. The rest have either 
22 

b stronq Catholic or Scand1navian representation. 
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Tab) Changes in Employment and Reserves by Tron Rang Area 
frorr, 953 to 1961 ~ 

Area Mining Employment 
Amount ~ Change 
( I 96 I ) from 1953 

West sabi 2,073 -56% 
Central Mesabi 2,593 -58°/o 
East ntral ! 795 -56% 

Mesabi 
East sabi 3,831 207% 
Cuyuna 1-+20 ~~62% 
Vermi I ion 782 I% 

Iron Ore Reserve Valuations 
( thousands of do 11 a1-s) 

t % Change 
from 1953 

2~6 - 97o 
756 -36% 

22. 787 -Lili% 

20 ~663 17% 
765 -21-i;1 

'1643. -L+7% 

Source: Adaoted from Henderson and Kru National Growth and 
Economic Chanqe in the Upp ff Mi t; p 8b. -------~-----...;..,..:. _____ _ 

of the nnativist 11 countries are in e corn arid hog 

agricu tural region. The V~stern counties seem to be evenly 

split between nativist and ethnic. Other regions with stronqly 

nativist counties are the Southeast, metropo itan, and resort 

areas. Regions with the least native Protestant counties woufd 

be the Red River Va! ley, Fast Central d2i • the Iron Range, and 

the forest areas. Western innesota, the Red River Valrey, and 

the t mbered north are strongly Scandinav an0 The Iron Range Ts 

composed argely of people with South and East European descent. 

The Northern Scandinavian regions hisior cally were the major 

sources of radical political dissent in previous generations. This 

is re-enforced by the fact that the same areas are also the 

poorer agricultural reqions. It might also be notabl€ that the 

non-nativist north ~nd northeast have the h ghest unemployment 

rates. 

Political Consequences of Environmental Chanqe 

~hat difference does all of this make oolitical ly? On one 



198 

level some socio-economic characteristics have been definitely 

I i nk e d i· o supp or t for d i ff ere n t po I i t i ca I par t I es • 0 n e wo u l d 

expect that a state wit-h strong rural leanings in the 1940 1 s 

wou~d also be mor€ likely to support the rural party, the 

Re pub I i cans However, the marked shift toward an urban industrial 

economy should also indicate a decline in that party's fortunes. 

On~ should not push this prediction too far, however, since 

a gr i cu ! tu re s t i I I p I aye d a s i g n i f i can t part up i n to the I 960 r s • 

But certainly there would have been more basis for Democratic 

support as the state moved into the 1950's and 1960 1s. The 

internal distribution of narty support within the state should 

also be predictable. Urban, ethnic, poorer, industrial workers 

have a greater tendency to suoport the Democratic party. But 

these characteristics are not distributed among Minnesota 

counties in a consistent way. Highly urban areas such as the 

Iron Range and the Twin Cities also have the highest income and 

educational levels. Highly rural areas., such i:Js the resort 

region, West Central Minnesota, and the Red River Valley, also 

tend to be poorer economically. In the next section an effort 

wi i I be made to I ink these regional environmental characteristics 

to political party strength in more detai I. 

The environmental conditions may also have direct consequences 

for gubernatorial strength. For example, an increasingly urban­

industrial state should provide the potential for increasing 

formal gubernatorial powers. Also, environmental complexity, 

and Especially environmental crises, provides the climate for 

popular demands on and popular suoport for, the governor. 
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Tnat is, they may provide an opportunity for gubernatorial 

leadership .. One may surmise that in the 1940's domestic problems 

were not as intense in a rural state. However, increasingly the 

oroblems normally associated with urbanization and industrial ism 

wou Id press upon the po Ii ti ca I I eadErs.. 'Phat major chanr:ies or 

crises were there? 

The first was the chanqe to an essentially metropolitan 

stat€ .. What was the gubernatorial response? The First request­

for a metropolitan authority came in 1953 under Governor C. 
23 

Elmer Anderson. Requests on specifically metropolitan themes 

cont i nu e d on a r a th er m i nor key up u n t i I the I 96 7 s es s i on wh en 

it became a dominant program concern. 

Along with the industrial shift came the change to an 

industrial economy. Labor relations battles were prominent 

throughout the Youngdahl administration. OisputEs over workmen 

and unemplnyment compensation have continued ever sinceE Problems 

of welfare, heali·h, education, cind mEntal hEalth werE prominent 

in every administration rem YcGng~ahl to Rolvaag. Governor 

Youngdahl rEquested the first Business Research D~partment. 

Surprisingly, agricultural programs were prominent in none of 

the administration recue5ts. '~at proarams existed wEre sponsored 

largely by the national qovernment. 

A third problem is the reverse side of urbanization­

industrial izationq This is the severe decline in the rural 

arEas. This received rel~tively ! ittfe attention, except as@ 

part of the general welf~re-type programs mehtioned. Greater 

attention has bFen directed to one particular depressed area. 
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For example, Governor Freeman spo1,sorEd educational aids for 

depressed areas much of which was directed at the Iron Range. 

The great tacon e amendment debate durinq the Andersen admin­

istration was a so a by-prcduct of this. In 1963 both Governor 

Andersen and Governor Rolvaag stressed a comprehensive North­

eastern Minnesota re-development program. 

A fourth great program area, not isolated within Minnesota, 

was the pressures cf war. Governor Thye's program was oriented 

almost excli..,sive!y -ro the consequences of World Vv'ar II This 

included post war planning, veterans' bonuses, and a delayed 

bui I ding program. Governor Youngdahl was concerned with major 

housing·prcgra~s to ccmpensate for post-war shortages. 

Other pressures for gubernatorial action arose from specfal 

environmental changes .. In a way nlaw and order" was a theme for 

-both Governor Levander and Governor Ycungdahl. Perhaps pressure 

on the latter arose out of war dislocations, pressures en the 

former from an Tncreasingly metropolitan environment. A second 

example is conservation. Conservation has always been a concern 

in Minnesota. However, it was not really a central guhernatorial 

program concern unt i I 1963 when both Ro I vaaci and ,~ndersen pushed 

a major 11 crystal waters 11 program .. Perhaps it was just that by the 

1960 1 s population pressures were so great that coriservation was 

once again a crisis issue. In al I, there has been no dearth of 

pressures upon innesota governors. Every adrninistrBtion faced 

problems created by a changing environment. 

II. MINNESOTA PARTY COMPFTITION 

To know a state's environmental system is not sufficient. 
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A governor's powers wi I I also be strongly shaped by the kind of 

political system in which he operates. On one level one needs 

to know the configuration of political competition. How closely 

matched are the two parties? Is their competitive status the 

same for al I offices and across al I elections? What is the basis 

for party support? How does this constituency base affect the 

party's int€rnal unity? Secondly., one also needs to know what 

kind of organizational base the governor mcy rely on if he 

should wish to use the party to promote his progrem. Indicators 

of pady strength would include its abi I ity to control nominations., 

how essential it is to electoral success, and how unified its 

constituency, ideoioqy, and leadership is. Pased on its 

environmental characteristics, Minnesota shoGld have a competitive 

electoral system, but a moderately weak party organization. The 

first wi 11 be considered in this section .. The latter wi 11 be 

examined in the fol lowing section. 

Level of Competition 

Minnesota does have the reputation for being one of the 

most politically competitive states in the nation. John H. 

Fenton comments that the electoral division between Republ leans 

and the Democratic-Farmer-Labor party was close and narrowing 
24 

into the 196o•s. This division reached its narrowest poirit 

in 1962 when Karl Rolvaag (DFL) won the governor's race by 91 
25 

votes after a four and one half month recount battle. Although 

the parties were competitive, the edge in popular support was 

with the DFL by' 1962. But independents he I rl the ba I a nee of 

powEr. In Janua1-y 1962 the Minnesota F'0 I l showed DFL - 471, Rep-

ublicans - 32%, and Independ~nts - 21%. (See Table 1v~4, re-
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produced from Stinnett and Backstrom, p.21). This competitive­

ness was not uniform for al I electlons or al I offices, however. 

(See Table IV-5). It is fair to say that the DFL was stronger 

for national office than it was for state-wide offices~ Even 

then, the average vote shows that both Presidential and Senatorial 

contests were highly competitive. n,e state-wide constitutional 

offices do not fol low quite the same pattern. Except for auditor 

and treasurer, they were definitely competitivee The Republicans 

swept all state offices from 19W-+ through 1952 .. The DFL took 

El 1· offices, except the governorship in 1960, from 1954 through 

1962,, The Repub I icans made a comeback, except for s~cretary cf 

state, in 1966. There is no way to tel I whether the last 

comeback is a temporary deviation, a swing to a new cycles or 

the beginning of fui I competition .. Actually, three constitutional 

offices, treasurer, auditor, and secretary of state, can only 

loosely be termed partisanly co~petitive® Stafford King (R) was 

the on I y rr.an tc be e I ected auditor.. Ju Ii us Schmah I (R) and 

Val Bjornson (R) held the treasurers office for al f but one 

term. Mike Holm (R) and Joseph Donovan (DFL) held the secretary 

of states office for al I but one term. This appears to be a 

personalistic politics .. Still, even in these personafistic 

offices, the dominant party averaged no more than 55% of the 

popular vote. In the other three offices the average vote was 

even more closely dividede Election to these partisanly­

oriented offices appears to d~pend more on partisan affi I iatron 

than individual popularity. 

Obviously the Republican party was more dominant in its 



The Ninnesota Po! I 
January 12, 1962 

In politics do you consider yourself a Democratic-Farmer-Laborite, 
or a I ican., or a member of some oi'her pari'y? 11 

DFL Republ ican IndePf.':1den t 

Total Slate La 32 0l 
,:.:.1 

N,~n 49 28 23 
'J/VorriE· n 45 35 20 

,f<\ges 21-39 5: 28 2f 
.J\ges ho-sq 49 31 I')('\ 

' _,, / 
r..-V 

es 60& over 36 ·39 2S 

Grnde Schoo 51 28 21 

i t~h Schoo 51 28 21 
Col lege ~o La 23 

Bio 
,"J 

Ci 50 26 24 
Smal I Cit iEs LtB 35 17 
!O'Nn.3 )-40 3L1- 26 
Far·m::.; li8 31 i! I 

ProtestB'1t~ 40 AQ 
.// 

r'.)f 
t:_~ 

cr~tho! ics 63 13 !8 

Ur, ion N,ernbers 69 13 18 

voters '77 7, 20 f I ,,/ 

ters 8 72 20 

Source: StinnPtt and Backstrom: Recount: p. 21 
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Tat> ! t:· I V-5 , Par -;-- y Co mp e t i i· i on for· Po i i t l ca I Of f I c e i n {,,1 i n n es o t a 

Presi- Senator Gover- Lt. Gov- Atty. Secy. Stat~ State 
State Auditor Tress. dent 

1:944 52~3;t 

1946 

1948 61 .. 9 59~8 

1950 

1954-- 5f:. ... L:. 

1958 

1962. 

Ave,,~G 

c::; '7 ,.., 
..I I " ( 

OFL 53.2 49.3 
Vo_+:7::-

% 
DFL 71.,4 75.0 
Victories 

Ne. of 
affic~ 6 
ho I ders 
191-6-70 

4 

nor ernor 

39 .. 7 

Li-6.o 48 .. B 

53 .. 0 

5 i .o 

57.,0 

50+ 

7 

53.,5 

52 .. 6 

58 .. 9 

55.,3 

50.,2 

5 

Generc:I --- __ .. __ ---- ·--·--· 

45.,6 

50.2 

55.,7 

58.2 

59.,6 

46 .. 8 

48.0 

5 

37 .L~ 

42 .. I 

51.6 49J-t 

51 .9 

59.3 

59 .. 6 45 .. 9 

55 .. o lJ+.8 

4 2 

39~5% 

37.9 

49,,7 

09. I 

3 

Sourc~: Mi!lnEsof·a Leoislative Manual, i945-1969 

Percentage figures exoressed 1n terms of the proportion 
of the DFL vote to the total popular two party vote. 
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period than the DFL was 1n its. In five elections the Republicans 

never averaged less than 55% of the vote in the latter period. 

It reached its peak in !958 and 1960. The other elections were 

extremely close. So the earlier period might accurately be 

cal led modified one party Republican. And in this setting 

Republican personalities did appear to be as important as party 

organizationo This was the era of Mike Holm (Secretary of State, 

1921-1951), Julius A Schmahl (Treasurer, 1939-1951), J. A~ Ae 

Burnquist (Attorney General, 1939-1955), Stafford King (Auditor, 

1931-1969), and C. Elmer Anderson (Lieutendant Governor, 1939-

1943, 1945-1951)~ The DFL was not perceived as a perilous 

threat during this times Indicative of this attitude is the fact 

that a chief electoral preoccupation of Holm and Schmahl was a 

personal contest as to which of the two would receive the largest 

popular vote. In the latter period the only DFLer with comparable 

personal security was Joseph Donovan (Secretary of States !955-

1970)a The DFL period was more an era of highly competrtive 

contests between two oarties, not so much contests among personal­

ities. 

Constituency Base 

In assessing the charact~r of a competitive party system, 

however, one needs to know more than just the degre~ of electoral 

support for each party. The electoral bas€ far the division 

between parties is also of importance. Internal oarty stabi I ity 

may be governed by how homogeneous the electorate base is. 

Inter-party divisions in governmental decision-making may also 

depend on the degree of intra-party homogeneity. The central 
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question generally h6s been, do the two parties reflect the 

socio-economic and ideological divisions, growing out of the New 

Deal, that characterize the national parties? 

Based on state-wide surveys it would appear that the 

characteristic differences do exist. (See Table IV-4) Catholics, 

union members, and those with less than a college education 

disproportionately support ,·he ocL .. Fenton comments on the 

qreat differences between the parties basEd on ethnicity, 
- 26 
occupation, and income. But the traditional urban-rural 

differences are not so clear6 It is true that the DFL gets • -I-
I Is 

greatest proportional support from big city dwei lers. However 

support from farmers and smal I city dwellers is almost as greats 

On the other side Republ leans receive about the s~me proport-

ionate support from al I but the big cities. So in the end the 

only clear differences are between big cities and towns~ The 

weight of OFL support is in the first, that of the Republicans 

in the second. But even these differences are not overwhelmfng. 

Tab I e IV-6 a I so shows the re I at i ve I y sma I I differences in party 

urban voting support. Again the weight of DFL support has been 

more in the big city and metropolitan areas than has the 

Republican. In the statewide picture thEse areas are more 

important for the DFL than they are for th~ Republicans. In 

the three main cities the difference has been a definite, but 

not ovErwhelming, six to eight percentage points. The difference 

has been more marked in all metropol ital counties. However, by 

the 1960 is this too had become a ra·the-, narrow four percentage 

points. Also, comparisons ~mong al I metropolitan counties is 
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Tabie Iv-6 Pady Voting in Minnesota Mefro Areas, 19LJ.+-1966 

Big City Areas A I I Metro Areas Twin City Metro Area 
Years 

1944-~G 

1950-58 

1960-66 

DFL 

38 .. 0 

32.,4 

28 .. 6 

GOP 

29,.7 

26 .. 5 

22.8 

Total DFL ---
32.,9 49,.2 

29 .. 3 51. 3 

25 .. 6 53o4 

GOP Toh) I DFL GOP rota I 

37 .. 8 42,.5 37,,7 31 .. 9 L~,.3 

4L,7 45.4 39 .. 0 36 .. 3 r4 .) ( "' 

49 .. 1 50 .. 8 44.5 41 .. 8 43., I 

Note: Each column represents that groups percentage of the total state-wide vot@ that came from 
the big city metropolitan, or twin cities areas. 
Big City - the central cities of Minneapolis, Ste Paul, and Duluth. 
Metro Area - Al I people I iving in standard metropolitan statistical ar~as. 
Twin Cities - Al I people I iving in counties around St .. Paul and Minneapolis defined as 

me tropo I i tan. 

Source: Minnesota Legislative Manual, 1945-1969 
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somewhat misleading. This includes al I of StM Louis County. So 

the substantial DFL advantage is accounted for largely by the 

Iron Rcrige o ':1/h i IE the Iron Range is high I y urban, it is nd 

re a i I }' metro po I i t a n • If ju st th e Tw i r, C i ti es me 1-r-o po I i t an are a 

is considered w~ see that the difference between Democrats and 

R~publ icans has faded to a narrow margin indeed. Republicans 

have traditionally had strength in Hennepin County. Since t'he 

1950's this is accounted for by suburban support for the 

F<epublicans .. However., for many years i'he cit-y of Minr:eopo-lis 

was mar€ Rspubl ican ihan orL. Even now the Democratic advantage 

is v~ry smal I. It shouid also be clear from the table that the 

big city contribution tc, the state-wide vote has diminished 

over t i me .. ( fr om I /3 t o I /4) And i t s con tr i bu t ic n t o t he e Ft. 

Republican. At thE same time the metroooi it2n contribution has 

gradual !y ;nc.1~:eased to the point where it d:d sun·,iy, ben~iy, 

a state-wld~" majority by the 19t-0's .. (This growth is pan:nl ly 

misl€ading as there were more counties in the metropol iten 

category in each succeeding decade.) And here there is a v~ry 

srnal l rliff~rence between the parties .. The DFL gets a majcrity 

of votes from metropolitan areas, the Reoubl ic~ns ~o not auite 

do sc .. It is clear that the importance of metropolitan areas 

to the two oarties has become more similar, not !ess so, over 

t ;me,. 

If one considers • arty support on a county and regional, 

not a state-wide b3sis 1 the lack ot a sharp urba~-rural difference 

is re-enforced. The economic and occ tioral differ€nces 
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t:,et weJen '1-hP. hvo parties are a I so b I urrEd" This approach 

measures neither party identifiers, nor the rPlative voting 

mport~nce of a county to state-wide victo~yJ but the degree of 

I ectora 1 support for E:,ach party in a county Pearson product 

momPnt correlations were run between average percentage of 

two party vote for the DFL gubernatorial candidate and median 

tami iy income, percent pooulatlon in urban areas, percent 

0opu ation ethnic, and percent of population in industrial 

occupations (not agricultural, forestry, or fisheries). The 

basic unit was each of Minnesota 1 s 87 counties. Correlations 

were run for each decade. A positive correlation should show 

a positive relationship between that variable and Democratic 

pe,rty strength .. (See Table T'✓-7) .. The degree of urbanization 

shewed nc relc:tionship to the p2rty vote. Th:s confirm~ the 

------·-·-
Table- IV-7 Relationship Between Soc10-econorn1c Va,iahles and 

Democratic Party Strengt~, Minnesota Counties, 
1941+-1966. 

Year 

i940 

Urbanization 

.069 

-.013 

• 177 

Ethnici'i"y 

0 579** 

.830** 

.484** 

* - siqni ficant at the 
** - significant at th2 

I~dustrialization 

level 
level 

.226* 

.273* 

Source: c~r.sus BureaL': U. S. Census of the Popu I at ion, 19~0, i 950, 
!96o; Minnesota LegiElative: N,anual,, 1916-1969. 

earlier discuss;on on the blurring of urban-rur~I divisions 

b-£:twef:•n the two c,art i E'S,. One wou Id then not expEct to find c I ear 
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rea Ii y are different po Ii ti ca I i ntE:rests betwf,en urban and rura I 

dwellers., this might be a basis for intra-party dissension. 

Wealth shows a significant relationship to degree of party 

support only for the 1960 1 s. However, it is the reverse of the 

expected directicne The co;relation shows that the higher a 

counties median family income the higher should be the percentage 

of DFL vote. This is partially the result of the f~ct that rural 

counties have a lower average income than urban counties. Even 

thouqh the urban-rural differences are not marked between the 

two parties., a few urban DFL counties, such as Lake, St.. Louis 

Anoka, Dakota, Ramsey and Mower, that have high incomes could 

make the difference Also, the results are part,al ly misleading 

because they do not account for income differentials within 

metropol ital') counties. Suburbs, which a1,.e Republican, would 

probably have much higher incomes than central cities, which are 

more Democ~-a tic Industrialization shows a steady, significant, 

but surprisingly low relationship to party voting. It would not 

be a very efficient predictor of party strength The best 

indicator would be proportion of the population ethnic. This 

would appear to confirm Fenton 1 s observations on party bases of 
27 

support. Although ethnicity covers immigrants from al I 

countries, 1n many counties Scandinavians are the most significant 

€thnic group. Another significant ethnic concentrat'ion is the 

Southern and Eastern Europeans on the Iron Range. And the third 

great concentration of ethnic groups is in Minneapolis-St. Paul. 

It would appear that the importance of the ethnic-party 

association deci ined between the 1950's and the 1960 1 s. But 



211 

one must be a bit cautious in this interpretation .. In 1940 

and 1950 the word ethnic was defined as the proportion of the 

population in the county not born in the U.S. In !960 thE 

definition was expanded to include those whose parents were 

not born in the U.S. If there was an actual decline in importance 

it would make some intuitive sense,. Supposedly, as an individual 

gets generationally further away from the ethnic tie, it has a 

lesser effect on his votee The correlation for 1950 is 

surprisingly high. There is no explanation as to why this should 

be so. In summary, the urban factor was not associated with 

the county party vote. There were associations for income, 

industrialization, and ethnicity, but excEpt for ethnicity, the 

correlations were quite low 

Another way to examine urben-party relationships en the 

county level is not to measure degree of urbaness or DFL support, 

but to compare those counties that are majority DFL or urban. 

Table IV-8 shows this relationship In each decad~ a slightly 

higher proportion of the DFL counties are urban than is the 

case with Republican counties~ But in no case is this difference 

statistically significant.. On the basis of the chi square test 

one cannot reject the hypothesis that there is no relationship 
28 

between DFL support and the urban-rural nature of the county. 

Even though there is not a clear urban-rural difference 

between the two parties, there is a definite regional pattern 

to party competition in Minnesota9 Table IV-9 shows the political 

characteristics of the states major economic subdivisions. 

The table gives the average % of DFL vote for a I l the 
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Table IV-8 Relationship Behveen Urban Counties and Party Control, 
194h-1966 .. 

1940 

Repub Ii can DFL Total 

Majority Urban 9 ( 11 .. 3%) f") (18 .. 2%) I I ( , ,.., t'.o:1) 
C , c.,O,h 

Majority Rural 67 (88 .. 2;1o) 9 ( 81 • 8¾) 76 (87.6%) 
Total 7b -,-1 Ff 

2 
x = .. 338 not significant; contingency coefficient is 

Cramer's V= .. 004 

1950 

Repub Ii can DFL Total 

Majority Urban 6 ( 1351a) 8 ( 19.,5%) I Lt ( 16 1%) 
Ma jo, it y Rural 40 (87%) 33 (80~5%) 73 (8'.2 0,4\ 

.,) "/JO) 

Total 46 41 Ts[ 

2 
x = 0670 not significant; contingency coefficient is 

Majority Urban 
Majority Rural 
Total 

2 

Cramer's V=.032 

1960 

Repub I ican DFL 

7 (21 gt) 
25 (78$!%) 
52 

Total 

16 ( tB .. 4%) 
7 f (81 .,6%) 
bf 

x = .327 not significant; contingency coefficient is 
Cramer's V = aOOh 

Sources: Bureau of the Census 
1950, 1960. 

Census of ·rhe Population, 191.LO, 

Minnesota Liegislative Manual, 1945-1969 



l _ 
lt11:,, 

K°\ 

(\J 

TablE IV-9 DFL Support in Gubernatorial Electlons by Economic Regions in MinnesotaJ 19Ut.-1966 .. 

1sUi--1966 1944-1952 1954 ... 1966 
Ave .. % Ave,. % Ave .. 70 
DFL %DFL DFL %DFL DFL %DFL 

Region Vote Majorities Vote Majorities Vote Majorities 

Region I 
Iron Range 55.,9 '74 c::: 

I <J 50 .. )-i 56 .. 0 60 .. 8 90 .. 0 
Forest 5Li .. 3 66 .. 7 48. ! 46. 7 59.0 83 .. 3 

Region II 
Twin City Metro 51 .. I 53 .. 6 L~6 .. B 32 .. 0 54 .. 7 73.,3 
Resort 42.,4 15.,5 35.,9 oo .. o l+B .. o 30 .. 9 
Fast Centra I l..+4. 5 23 .. 9 36.,8 02.5 50 .. 7 4 I .. 7 
Soui·h East 37 .. 4 07.3 31 .. 8 02 .. 0 43.,0 II .. 7 

Region III 
South Central 31 .6 09 .. I 30.,3 'JI .. 0 41 .. 3 15.9 
West Central 46 .. 7 40.9 38 .. I 03.,3 53 .. 7 72 .. 2 

Region IV 
Red River Va I I ey 52 .. 3 60 .. 0 43.,0 24 .. 0 59.,3 90.0 

Source: Compu·ted from stai·istics in Minnesota Legislative Manual, 1945-1969. 



counties in each region or area. Within each group it also gives 

the percentage of elections for al I counties in which the DFL 

candidate had a majority .. Consistently the Iron Range has be2n 

the strongest DFL supporter Next have been the forest regions 

and the Red River Valley. And fourth is the Twin Cities metro­

politan area. The most competitive regions have been in the 

central part of the state. These are the West Central farm areas 

and the East Central dairy regions. They turned from a fairly 

strong Republican orientation from 191.+4 to 1952 to a marginal DFL 

support in 1954-1966. Finally, centers of Republican strength 

have been the Southern and Southeastern farm regions, and the 

central resort area. 

So the DFL doEs have centers of strength in urban areas such 

as the Iron Range and the Twin Cities. Rut it has equai ly strong 

support from northern and western rural areaso Likewise these 

DFL regions range from the wealthiest to the poorest. The most 

consistent characteristic that they have in common is a rather 

high proportion of ethnic population. Even then only about half 

of the counties in the West Central and Twin Cities areas have 

this characteristic. Significantly too, the DFL rise to power was 

marked primarily by a dramatic shift in support in the most rural 

western parts of the state. It is doubtful that the DFL could 

have commanded a majority without these areas. On the other side 

there are also demographic ninconsistencies". The resort and 

South Central counties art= definitely rural-agricultural in 

charact~r. But the South East is much less so and sti If is a 

strong Republican supporter. The South East also ranks high 
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economically and educational ly0 But the South Central area only 

has a modest ranking ir this regard0 The strong resort area 

support for the Republicans is the most curious as this reqion 

ranks at the bottom both in income and education. Perhaps 

Fenton's explanation that al I of these counties have in common 

a fairly low ethnic population is as good as any. There is, 

then, a definite regional difference in party support. The 

north-south character of this difference can be more readrly 

visualized by observing Figures IV-I, IVT2, and IV-3. This also 

clearly shows the change and growth in DFL support. 

What lhen can one say in conclusion about party support 

in Minnesota. Perhaps the name Democratic-Farmer-Labor party 
29 

best i I lustrates the nature of ·rhat party .. The party is an 

amalgam forged together~ from several diverse elements in 1944 ... 

The Democrats were an urban working class party heavrry bolstered 

by Irish Catholics. From the Farmer-Labor party also came 

support from organized labor in manufacturing, mining, and rail­

roading. But it also contributed a generous portion of North­

western, rural, low income, Scandinavian grain farmers. And as 

the party developed it was more and more influenced by .urban 

liberal intellectuals. The Republicans have a strong electoral 

base in higher income I ivestock and dairy farmers from the 
30 

southern part of the stat€. Also, since World War I it has 

been heavi ty nativist. However, it too has support from 

metropofitan areas, particularly the Hennepin County suburbs~ 

and the industrializing smal I cities So, afthough the two 

parties do represent somewhGt different constituencies, the I ines 



Figure tion in ~tlnnesota,1944-1952 

County ;tsu carried 
candidate • 

DFL gubernatorial 

GOP candidate • .::Ounty carried 

. Majority did not carry more 60% of 
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elections of average more than 55% of the vote .. 

Source: The Manual, 1945-1953 
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Figure IV-2 tion in sota, 1954-1966 

County usu carried by DPL gubernatorial 
candidate .. 

County usu 
candidate,.. 

w""P gubernatorial 

Source: The 

counties: Majori party did not carry 
more than 607, of the elections or average 
more than 55% of the vote. 

a 
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Figure IV-3 Party Competition in Minnesota,1944-1966 

County usually carried by DPL gubernatorial 
candidate* 

County usually carried by GOP gubernatorial 
candidate. 

Swing counties: Majority party did not carry 
more than 60% of electio~s or average 
more than 55% of the vote6 

Source: The Minnesota Legislative Manual., 1944-1966 



are not rigidly drawno There is no great difference between 
31 

parties on the farm and urban vote. More significant are 

regional divisions that are marked by ethnic, economoc, and 

occupational differences. There would, then, appear to be a 

basis for internal party divisions along urban-rural I ines .. 
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One cannot say with confidence on the basis of demographic data 

that the parties wi I I be internally unified. Perhaps one should 

not insist too strongly on these potential divisTons, however. 

Fer even if the constituency base is blurred, the parties do 

appear to have internal phi losphical harmony. Fenton made a 
32 

great point about the programmatic nature of Minnesota parties. 
33 

And this impression is reinforced by Thomas Fl inn. He concludes 

that for the DFL especially the platform is a confession of faith. 

And this faith is consistently New Deal-Farr Deals Furthermore, 

they insist strongly on a responsible party's obi igation to 

enact this faith once it controls the government. 

III, POLITICAL PARTY ORGANIZATION 

A f though campaign competition inf I uences party organ i z:at ion, 

it does not entirely describe that organization. Organfzati~n 

entai Is many facets .. On one level is the formal structure 

prescribed by statute. But formal organization may obscure as 

much about actual organization performance as rt reveals. 

Since parties are primarily ·electoral devices, a better fndfcator 

of organizational power structure may be who can control the 

party's nominee for public office. Final fy, most parties go 

beyond the recruitment function and assist their chofce rn the 

general election. In this section, each of these facets of party 



organization wi 11 be examined in turn. 

Legal Structure 
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As is true with most states, Minnesota has very thoroughly 

regulated -its political parties This has been so since the 

1890'se Legally, a group can be cal led a party only if fts 

can d i d a t e rec e i v e d a t I ea s t 5¾ of th e s ta tE -w i de vo t e i n th e 

last election, and received at least some votes in al I of the 
34 

counties .. This does not seem stringent, but it does work 

against third parties in that their support must be spread 

throughout the state. Also, in order to hold a primary in a 

county., a par·ty must file a pei·ition with signatures equcJI to 

5% of the county's last general election vote., V'iH, i·hese 

limitations practically speaking there have been on!y two 

parties of consequence sine~ 191-J+. 

The organization prescribed for these parties rs quite 

fami I iar throughout the U .. S .. The structure focusEs around 

electoral units. It is decentral izede But, contrary ta practice 

in many Eastern states especially, it is also quite open. The 
35 

basic structural unit is the precinct caucus. Here local 

officers are selected, campaign work supervised, and delegates 

for the next higher organizational unit elected. Any voter may 

participate in a local precinct caucus if he voted for that 

party's candidates in the last general election and int€nds to 

do so in the next. Practically., this I imitation has no significance 

because it is inherently unenforceable. Participation Tn local 

caucuses is mainly limited by one's own energy and incFfnatforrs. 

In ascending order above the precinct caucus are the county 
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convention, congressional district convention, and the state 

convention. Delegates to each higher convention are selected 

primari ty by the one below. Each level has its own executive 

commi tee and set of officers. The county and congressional 

distr ct committees are virtually left on their own, and have 

the major responsibility for elections at their own level. 

The state convention has the final legal authority over internal 
36 

party affairs. 

During the intervals between conventions authority lies in 

the state central committee. However, this is a rather unwieldy 

body of two hundred to three hundred people. Its membership 

is a disparate collection of major party leaders, the executive 

officers of the state, district~ and county levels, the 

executive officers of the auxi I lary groups, nominees for pub I ic 

office, and, in the DFL, members of the DFL fegislative caucus. 

Perhaps the smaller executive committee, which meets once a 

month, offers more effective direction. But legally, and actually, 

Minnesota parties are quite democratic and open. 

NomJnations and Recruitm€nt 

-The party's most important task is the recruitment and 

nomination of candidates for pub I ic office. Patterns in this 

recruitment process can be the single most important indicator 

of party power structure. Of course the parties do not entirEly 

govern this nomination process. Minnesota has long had 

nomination by primary. Since 1933 party organizational control 

has been further weakened by the institution of an open primary. 

Pr;mary participation doEs not then reouire l ic registration 

37 



of par·t·y membership .. BEcause of this, nraiding 11 across party 

I ines has occurred~ So the recruitment process is legally quite 

as open as other features of party organization. 

It should be quickly pointed out that Minnesota parties 

have taken more effective steps than most to reassert some 

control· over. nominations. Since the DFL started from a rather 

weak po s i i on i n I 944, i ts do m i n a n t I ea c er s have i n s i st e d th a t 

pre-primary endorsement is essential to hofd factions in check, 
38 

and to maximise chances for electoral success. Accordingly, 

county fonventions endorse state legislative candidates and 

congressional district conventions endorse Congressional candidates. 

The party constitution directs the state convention to endorse 

state-wide candidates. This endo~sement procEdure is often 

long and arduous since ii- requir2s a 6[Jf'o, not a s;mple, majority .. 

Also, some elements within the DFL do not favor endorsement. 

The arguement has raged down to the present time. The more 

popul istic elements feQI that power should be kept with the 

voters and free from machine influence. General Iv, the 

proponents of Endorsement have won. And generally the system 

has worked. G .. T. Mi tau reports that from 191..J+-!954 791 of 
39 

those endorsed won primary victories. Since then the 1966 

primaries represent the only massive successful cha I !enge to 

endorsement. The Republican party has not embraced endorsement 

so Enthusiastically .. The Republicans have really used 
40 

endorsement onl since 1958. Probe.bly during their pe;iod of 

dominance party leaders did not feel the need for unity. Also, 

since Re licar, no;ninari::,n was sc desir·able, arrioiti::::us candidates 



may not have honorEd endorsement anyway~ By 1958, after two 

successive defeats, the need for unity may have become more 

salient The Republican endorsement system has been highly 

successful since that time. 

Let us first examine the actuaf DFL primary contests. 

(See Table IV-10). The table shows the number of contested 
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primaries For each office and the average number of contestants 

entered. It also indicates the number of ''serious" candidates~ 

Such a candidate is one who received at least 20 percent of the 

primary voteo Finally, it compares the average percent of 

primary votes gathered by the winning candidate and the top two 

candidates. The 5ame figurEs are shown for the two political 

eras in the period being covered The patterns on party organ-

ization emerging from this table are not Easi !y interpreted. It 

does seem clear that on four offices, governor, lieutendant 

governor, attorney genEral, and the U.S. Senate, are highly 

competitive. The other three are not~ Probably the long trme 

incumbents in those three offices e~lained the depressed 

competTtion. And even the U.S. Senate races seldom have more 

than one serious candidate. This is even clearer when one 

observes the winning candidates proportion of the vote. Secretary 

of State, audltor, and the U.S. Senate races are really ouite 

non-competitive. The treasurer'~ office is virtually so. For 

these offices there is usually on~ candidate (probably a 

sacrificial lamb for auditor) with an infrequent two-way contest. 

It would appear that for governor, I ieutendant governor, and 

attorney general, thsre was possib!y bi-factional compEtiticn 



Table IV-10 Democratic-~armer-Labor Primaries, ; 94L~-1966. 

-• Number of 
(\) Number Number Contest12d Ave. Ave. t\Jo .. of Ave. % of AvercHJe (\J 

of of Pr imar-i es No .. Candidates Vote, Two % of 
Nomin- Contested with of 20% 01- .More Highest Vote by 

Off ice at ions Primaries Incumberd· Candidates of Vote Candidates Nominee ---- -
Governor I I " 

I 3.7 I .. 5 89.0% 69 .. 3o/~ 4 
Lt .. Governor II 7 0 3 .. 2 I .. 7 82 .. 2 64.,'7 
Atty. General 11 7 I 2.4 I .. 8 91.4 69 .. 5 
Secy .. of State 11 5 2 I .,7 i .. Li 95.6 85.3 
State Auditor 6 2 0 1 .. 7 I .. 5 95 .. 3 76 .. 3 
Treasurer 11 5 0 2.5 1.6 95.,3 76.,3 
U .. S.. Senator 8 7 3 2.5 1 .. 4 93 .. 5 80 .. 5 

19M-1952 
Governor 5 5 0 4 .. 6 2.0 77.3 51., I 

Lt. Governor 5 5 0 4.2 2. I 71 .. 6 )-+2. I 
Atty.. Gener a I 5 L. 0 2 .. 2 2 .. 0 9L.L, 61 .. 8 
Secy., of State 5 2 0 1 .. 8 1 .. 6 91 .. 8 77.,:3 
State Auditor 2 0 0 I .. O , .. o 100.0 IC0.,0 

Treasurer 5 3 0 I o 1 .. 8 9)-i-.8 68 .. 1 .. u 

U.S .. Senator 3 3 0 2 .. 7 I. 7 89.4 62 .. 3 
195Li-1966 

Bli .. 3 Governor 6 6 4 3 .. 0 1.2 98.5 
Lt. Governor 6 3 2 2.5 1..5 92.6 83.6 
,\Hy. General 6 3 I 2.5 1 .. 6 89.2 76.0 
Secy. of State 6 3 f') 

t::.. 1.7 1 .. 2 98 .. 8 90.0 
State ;\uditor 4 2 0 I. 8 '.8 98.0 77.,5 
Treasurer 6 2 0 I .. 8 f .5 92 .. 0 83.2 
U .. S. Senator 5 L~ 3 2.4 I .. 2 97.7 90.2 

Source: Computed from statistics in the Minnesota Legislctive /v\anual, 191.J+-1969 
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Table IV-I I Democratic-Farmer-Labor Pri~aries: Comparing Primary 
Competition With and Without Incumbents Running, 
I 944 - I 966 .. 

A II No 
Primaries Incumbents Incumbents 

If) (fJ (f) (f) ({) (fJ 
IV w w w w Q) ....... .. +- .. +- . +- .. +- .. 4--

0 (0 0 (f) (0 0 ro 0 (/) (v 0 (iJ 0 (/) (() 

Zu z :J v Zu z ::, l:J Zv z ::, u 
0 ·- 0 ·- O•-

"u .. ·- u • u "·- u • "D "·- u 
CJ C QJ L C (l,J C (lJ L C ai C {.jJ L C 

Office > (0 > Qi ((J > (iJ > {lJ (Q > (0 > (l; (D 

<( u <C (/) u <C. u <C (/) u <C u <( (/) u 
---- ---- ---
Gover-nor 3 .. 7' i.5 3,.9 I .. 7 3 .. 5 I .3 
Lt .. Governor 3 .. 2 I .. 7 4 .. I 2 .. 0 1 .. 0 I .. O 
Atty .. General 2 .. 4 1.8 2 .. 9 2 .. 0 I .. 5 I .. 3 
Secy. of State 1 .. 7 I .. t J .. 8 I _,8 1~6 I .. o 
Aucitor 1 .. 7 I 5 1 .. 7 1 .. 5 
Treasurer 2.5 1 .. 6 I .. 9 I. 7 ,.o 1 .. 0 
u .. s. Senate 2.5 l .. 4 2.8 1 .. 8 2.3 I .o 

Source: Computed from statistics In MinnE'sota Legislat·ive Manual, 
1945-t969 .. 

The winning candidate had a substantict, but not ovenvhelming,. 

proportion of the vote. So there is nc evidence that a multi­

factional system existed. There may be some tendency toward 

bi-factional ism. 

This tendency becomes more evident when one takes account of 

incumbency .. (See Table I\/-11 ). With incumbents running al I but 

the governors and the at-rorney generals office had one nsericus 71 

cand i cat€ for each primary.. 11hen no DFL incumbent was running, 

al I but the auditors office cveraged very close to two serious 

candicates. Overal I 58 percent of the contests had one serious 

candidate, 32 percent were bi-factional, and 10 percent had three 

candidates When contests with no incumbEnts are considered., 14 

percent have thrEe candidates, with the balance equally split 

between one and two candidat~ contests .. Tne endor·sement system 
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evidently makes the organization strong enough to usually detE:rrnine 

the primary winner~ But many party members apparently feel no 

compunction in bucking this endorsement And a substantial 

number of party supporters vote against the endorseee Only 

incumbency can completely discourage primary cha I lenges. When 

there are no incumbents, party endorsement can sometimes discourage 

cha I lengers, but more frequentiy something I ike bi-factionalism 

breaks out. 

As might be expectEd, there are some differences between the 

earlier and later periods.- Except for auditor, primary contesting 

did diminish. But this can be accounted for largely by the increase 

in DFL incumbencies@ There is an even more marked increase in 

the percent2ge vote for primary winnerso Virtually no office 

was competitive. Primaries from 1956 through 1962 were ~arked by 

almost complete party solidarity Tn r95l~ ha If the contests were 

one candidate, the other wer-e bi-factional .. The 1966 primary 

was an exercise in d€liberate party bi-fccttonalism and this will 

be discussed in more detai I presently. By contrast, the earlier 

period showed marked tendencies toward bi-factionalism. In 1950 

party dicipl ine broke down into a largely tri-factional pattern. 

Further, it might be argued that even in the cases during 191-+4 

and 1946 where there was only one major primary contestant; this 

was more the result of the apparent futility in running against 

the Republican incumbent that an outcome of party discipline. 

In short, an examination of the primaries woul~ suggest that the 

OFL. in spite of pre-primary endorsementj tended to a br- and 

€Ven multi-facticnal ism in its formative period .. After its 



electoral success a stronger party discipline e~erged, undoubt-

edly bolstered by the electoral potency of 1ncumbentse 

However, this tel Is us I ittle about the basis for party 

factional ism that does exist. It cannot demonstrate th~t such 

factions as do exist are continuing. It does not even con-

elusively prove the existence of factions. The bi- and multi-

factional prim~ries that emerge may be based solely on temporary 

~ers0na! a! ignrnents. And there is I ittle other systemat;c evidence 

on thi~ point. In 1948 there 1Nas a c I ear bi-factional a! ionment 
41 .. 

based on ideological issues of some consequence. ,A. moderate 

wing under Hubert Humphrey and Orvi I le FrEeman fought a bitter 

batt I e to keep Hr:nr-y '·' 1a I I cCE suppor·ters out of the convention :.::ncJ 

the primaries. Their opponents 1;ver0 a moi--e r-~:,jicc! left wing 

group, some left ovEr from the communist orien~ed wing of the 

o I d i: armer - Labor pc r t y .. The ,. r ; g h t w ; r.:~/ c err i e d t hr: pre c i n c t , 

county, and state conw,ntions. Howe'JE'r, the left !-1elci a rump 

convent i c n an cl put· u o c po o s i ri q can d t d c t e s i n t he pr i mar· y ,. The 

moderate regulars WE:re par'!-ial!y successful w:th regular can­

didates losing to INal lacities only for attorney general and 

treasuret-. However even in 1943 the ideolcgicai bi-factiori::il-

ism was muddied with ths regul~r candidate !csino out tQ a~ '1 Irish 

r,ame".fcr- I ieutendant governor. 

Th€ source of factions in the ether earlier electicns is 

unclear. One could surmise that there would be latent factional-

ism between eleme11t~ from the older Democratic and Farmer-Labor 

parties. Indeed, based on candidate names, there may have been 

some ethnic con-fl lc1·s rJSsoc1a ec ·.vitn this di is en. On€ freqi..:,?nt!y 
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for many positions. It is possible thGt the Irish condidates 

were associated with the urban Irish Catha! ic Democratic party. 

The Scandinavians would have been more associated with the 

Farmer-Labor party. And the multiple candidacies, such as in 

1950, rt1ight arise from the fact that many party activis+s, such 

as Orvi I le Freeman and Karl Rolvaag, became politically active 

after World 1·:ar II and had litt-le affiliation with eii"her of ti)e 

older organizations. 

By the time of DFL successes, the older bases for factiona! 

division should have become muted .. Other than in 1954 and i966, 

any internal party factional ism did not spi I I over into the 

primaries .. Only once did a fut! scale conflict break out. 

was in the 1966 primary when the regular party organization 

cha I lenged its incumbent governor's right ta s~cc~ed himself, 
42 

and I ost. 

This division was apparently not based on ideoloqy. No one 

argued that Governor Ro!vaag was not a good, loyal OFLer. No 

one questioned his I iberal credentials. Nor was the sp! it 

rural-urban. Nor was there an ethnic split. Opposition arose 

on two grounds. The first was the matter of appearance and 

style. The younger, more middle class, "ini·el lectu31n croup 

quEstioned Rolvaag's electoral appeal., He did not present an 

at tractive persona I image. He was not adept at using mass media. 

He had not made a good impression in hand I ing several public 

controversies during his administration. Most regular party 

leaders arrayed against the governor on a second grounds. This 

was the cherge that he hnd been inept in hand! lng party organizot-
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!om=d problems. A.~ainly, he iackEd eff2ctive communicat1ons vvit·h 

state party executive leadErs, county chairmen, and state 

egislative leaders. So not only younger members, but most 

establ ishPd party leaders concurred in the decision that Rolvabg 

was non-electable and m~st step aside. Governor Rolvaag mainly 

relied on personal acquaintances who had stood by him during the 

9ruel I ing e ecf ion recount of 1962. Most of these close associ6tes 

had not had great party stature prior to that time~ Secondly, he 

had 9reat organizational and financial support from labor ur11ons. 

This support became especially crucial after th~ Governor had 

been den1ed pre-primary conv€ntion endorsement. Finally, in the 

orimary he had overwhelming support from party rank and file. 

This was partly a sympathy vote~ But it may olso hcve been 

b d t , t· c· • + • I • . ;,. - t ; cc- ,.1 ,.; ,..... . ,, : ;;,. l • ·,, ose pa:- , y on r0 1 i I one po;::iu 1 1 s, an. agon, _,,•ii , e __ .,_,ec, .,, 1 1 1 

prevaient among old Farmer-Labrites) toward party organizational 

control. In any event, party leaders too~ the resk of cha I !Anging 

an incumbent. At the conven~ion Lieutenant Governor Sandy Keith 

n€ver trailed Rolvaag in the balloting. But it took twenty 

ba f t cts be fore he cou Id get the necessary 60% for endorsement. 

After the convention~ the Governor rEfused to supcort the endorse-

ment system, cha! lenged the party in the primary, a~d won a 

substantial victory. Even though it is difficull to find a 

csting basis for the 1966 division, it was not merely a persona Ii ry 

dispute. Nor was it I imi ted only to 1966. The sp Ii t endured 

for a timE after the 1966 E:lection. And it had some ba.sis at 

least four years earlier. A number of younger party members had 

questione then LiEure~2nt GaverGor Rolvaag's riqh to tne 

gubernatorial nomination in 1962. Sandy Keith and Fifth District 



Chairman Forrest Harris had spearh~aded an effort to support 

,A t torn e y Gener a I 1 
~/ a I t er N;o n d a i e • The a r gum en ts were s i m i I a r 
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to 1966., N.ondale was a young, attractive, and popular campaigner~ 

Opponents questioned Rolvaag's abi I ity to win. They questioned 

whether long party servlce was a sufficient condition for 

nomineticn .. The movemEnt was aborted early because Mondale 

himself thoroughiy squelched it., The 1962 primary was probably 

the most unified in the party's history. 

Based on the nomination process, it is difficult to assess 

the DFL party's organizational strength. A fair guess would be 

to cal I the organizational strength moderate. In the early years 

the party was moderatPly weak. But in controst to many parties 1n 

moralistic states, it had the ab; I ity to develop pFe-primary 

endorsement. Even though the endorsement was often cha! lcnged. 

and sometimes successful lyJ the party could usual !y make it stick. 

Th~ primary contests themselves rEvcal a fluid bi-factionalism. 

Beginning in 1954 the party organization. bolstered by its 

incumbents was moderately strong .. The endorsement system was 

rare I y cha I I Enged, and never success fu I I y unt i I 1966.. The 1966 

experience cautions against a definite conclusion on contemporary 

party strength. In one respect the party's decision to char renge 

an incumbent is in itself a sign that the party believed in its 

own strength. Few party organizations in the U.S. have the 

tem€rity to cha! lenge an incumbent and risk the probable general 

election defeat that this challenge threatens. Even fewer do so 

successful !y. On the other hand the DFL party lost both the 

primary and the election. It is impossiblE to determine at this 

time what direction party organization wil I take in the future. 
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In contrast to the DFL, the Republican's primary pattern 

was highly uni-structured. (See Table IV-12). Usually there was 

only onE serious candidate for any given office. Occasionally 

the leading candidate was cha! lenged by a second person or 

group. The only exception to this generalization is the 

I ieutencnt governor 1 s off ice which was highly competitive and 

shows some tendencies to bi-factional ism. There is no other 

continuing indication of either competition or bi-factional ism. 

Curiously, there appears to be I itt!e substantial difference 

between contests with incumbents and those without (See Table 

IV-13)e There is a slight indication that non-incumbent contests 

were more competitive, but the difference is substantiel only for 

the treasurer's officee ThErc was even slightly more compei·ition 

for governor and U.S. Senator when there was an incumbency. When 

no incumbEnt was ,-unning there were contests abot...:t ho% of the time. 

These contests almost uniformly fol lowed a bi-factional pattern. 

There were no substantial differences between the earlier 

and latter periods for the Republ leans. The only noticable dif­

ference was a greater tendency for more competition in gubernatorial 

and senate primaries in the earlier time. More significant 

differences were found by splitting the entire period into three 

sections (See Table IV-12). The first encompasses the three 

primaries during the 1940's (The results would probably be the 

same if 1940 and 1942 were also included). The second includes 

four primaries from 1950-1956. And the last includes al I primaries 

from 1958-1966 .. 

Th e f i rs t an d I as t per i o d s are v er y s i rn I l a r o The re were 
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Table rv ... 12 Re pub I i can Party Primaries 1 1944-1966 

0 Ul 
~ Q; u v I- -1-QJ (I) QJ (0 

-1- -1- .c ~-I- QJ ·o 
(/) (/) -1- 0 0 -+- ·-w (I)·- C\l > OU (/) -1- -1- 5'. 4- ...... > C (jJ Cl) C C C U) 0 U) 0 
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Governor II 8 4 :z: 1 .. 3 98. I 8L1 .Li-..) 

LL Governor II 10 3 4 L6 81. I 5664 
Atty. General 11 3 0 I .. 5 1 .. 2 96.5 90.,5 
Secy. of Stah~ 11 6 3 3 I .4 94. 0 80 .. 8 
Audi tor 6 0 0 f I 100.0 100.0 
TressurEr 11 5 2 2 1 .. 2 94.3 85e6 
u .. s .. Senate 8 7 3 3 I • I 95.,9 82~0 

1944-1948 
Governor '7 3 2 4 I .7 94.Li- 70 .L~ ) 

LL GovErnor 3 ~ 2 5 I 82.9 65 .. 6 j 

Atty .. General 3 0 0 I I 100 .. 0 100 .. 0 
Secy. of State 3 I I I. 3 I 100 .. 0 96.,3 
Auditor I 0 0 I I 100.0 IOOaO 
Treasurer 7 

I 2 I 94. I 90 .. 8 ) 

u.s. Senate 2 r-, 2 4 1.5 95.,3 68.4 C. 

1950-1956 
GovE-rnor 4 3 2 3 .. 8 I .,3 97.5 83.3 
Lt. Governor 4 4 ' 4_.,8 2 75.l1- 42. 7 
Atty .. General 4 2 0 2 .. j 1 .. 5 90-3 74.0 
Secy. of State ! 

4 2 6.3 I, .. 8 83.4 60 .. 2 4 
Auditor r, 0 0 s f: 100.0 100.0 C 

Treasurer 4 3 0 3 I .. 5 88.7 69.8 
u. s .. Senate 2 2 f 4 I 89.5 83.3 

1958-f966 
Governor 4 2 0 1 .. 5 I 100.0 95.9 
Lt. Governor 4 3 0 2.8 l .8 85.3 63. I 
Atty. General 4 0 0 r I 100.0 100~0 

Secy. of State 4 0 I. 3 I .3 100 .. 0 89.3 
Auditor 3 0 0 f I 100.0 100 .. 0 
Treasur-er 4 I I ,.3 I 100.0 97.5 u.s. Senator 4 7 2 99 .. 4 90.6 ) 

Source: Computed from statistics in the Minnesota Legislative 
Manuat, 1945-1969 
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Table IV-13 Republican Primaries: Comparing Primary CcmpEtition 
With and 1Vithout IncumbPnts Running; 19LJ+-1966 

A II No 
rPr i mar i es Incumbents IncumbE'nts 

1/) 1/) 1/) (/) IJ) 1/) 
(JJ (J) (i; Q) (lJ (l) 

4' +- .. +- " +- -1- • -1- .. -1-
0 (Q 0 IJ) (Q 0 (0 0 IJ) (0 0 ro 0 CJ) (I) 
zu z ::J "D z u z :J u zu z ::Ju 

0 •- 0 ·- 0 ·-.. u • ·- "D .. "D • ·- u .. '"O • ·- u 
Office 

Q) C Q) L C (l) C {!J L C {l) (lJ L C > (1J > (.I.) (() > (\) > OJ (D > ro > (lJ (\J 
<( u <( (I) u <( u <( (I) u <CU <. tn u 

Governor 3 .. 0 1 .. 3 2 .. 2 I .2 3 .. 7 
Lt.. Gover no,- 4.,0 1 .. 6 4 .. 8 1 .. 8 2 .. 8 
Atty. General 1 .. 3 1 .. 2 I .8 I 3 1 .. 0 
S2cy,. of State 3.,0 1 .. 4 4 .. 0 1 .. 5 I .5 
Auditor 1 .. 0 I .0 LO 
rr-easurer 2 .. 0 1 .. 2 3. 7 I .,7 r.s 
U.S. Senate 3.0 I • I 2 .. 0 I .O 4~0 

Source: Computed from statistics 1n the MinnEsota Legislatrve 
Manual, 1945-1969. 

ve~y few primary contests in either@ 1n the earlier time there 

was some tendency toward bi-factional ism for governor and U~S. 

Senator, In the latter there was slightly more comprtition for 

I. 3 
1 .. 3 
I .o 
I .,0 
I .,0 
1 .. 0 
I .. 3 

lieutenant governor and secretary of stateo However, the unf­

dimensional structure in the two cases probably springs from 

different sources., In the first, the period of Republican dominance, 

th e u n i t y was I a r g e I y i mp o s e d b y a 11 tyranny n of t he i n cum be n ts • 

Only two of eighteen primaries did not involve incumbents. Only 

twice were incumb~nts seriously cha I lenged. The first saw Edward 

J. Thye unseating veteran Senator Henrik Shipstead in 1946. The 

second was when Stafford King vigorously, but unsuccessfutly, 

cha I lenged Governor Luther K., Youngdahl in 194a. In the latter 

period, however, the Reoubl leans had incumbents running in only 

one-third of the primaries. No incumbent was seriously cha I !enged. 
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But there were on I y three S€r i ous cha 11 enges., two for Ii eutenant 

governor and one for secretary of state, in the other eighteen 

races. It seems reasonable to assume that the pre-primary 

endorsement system, adopted for the first time in 1958, was 

working rather effectively. l~atever differences existed within 

the party were largely sublimated after the convention was over. 

It seems fair to concludf' that this is the mark of a very 

effective and strong organization~ 

The early 1950 1 s reveal a quite different pattern. Something 

approaching bi-factional ism emerges from the liPutenant governor, 

secretary of state, attorney general, and treasurer races. 

The first office is clearly competitive .. The rest marginally so. 

By this time Republican incumbents were fading out of the picture. 

Julius Schmahl retired before 1950, J.A.A. Burnquist retired 

before 1954, and Mike Holm died in 1951. C. Elmer Anderson 

stepped up to the governorship in 1950. As a result almost half 

of the twe11ty-four primaries were seriously contested. And two­

thirds of -~he primar·ies wi-t-hout incumbents fel I into this category. 

The primaries do not reveal What the basis for this faction­

alism in the 1950's might have been. It has been suggested that 

ever since 1938, when Harold Stassen bEcame dominant in the party, 

there has been a continuing ideological rift between conservatives 

and liberals. Earlier an Old Guard, centered around state office 

holders, opposed the personal organizations of Stassen and Luther 

Youngdah I. Contests between Youngdah I and ·Stafford King ( 1948 

for governor), C. Elmer Anderson and Anche~ Nelsen (1950 for 

I ieutenant governor) and C. Elmer Anderson and Stafford King 

I I 
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(1950 for governor) might be manifestations of this. Later, 

urban and suburb2n liberals, especially for Hennepin County, 

opposed more conservative members from the non-metropolitan 

areas. If there was such a division, the party had great success 

in muting it during the last twelve years David Lebedeff 

particularly contrasts the gentlemanly Republ fcan convention to 
43 

the D FL con f ! i ct s i n I 966 • In I 966 1- here 'N ere a t I ea s i· ·r h re e 

major contestants for Republican gubernatorial endorsement: 

Harold Levander (Dakota Count·y), John Pi I isbury, Jr. (Hennepin 

County), and former governor Elmer L. Andersen (Ramsey County) •. 

f. f t er th i r t e en b a I I o t s no one had rec e i v e d -r h e n e c e s s a r y 60% 

for endorsement. The principle contestanrs got togeth2r and 

agreed that after a stated number of addTtional ballots, they 

would a! I accept the highest man :is v1 inner w;-,ci·her he had 60% 

or not. Accordingly Levander was conceded victory on the 

seventeenth ba! lot. No major opoonent cha I !enged him in the 

primary .. 

Based on the primary evidence, Republrcan party organ­

izational strength varied greatfy. Rarely were contests 

wide open. Very early, incumbents kept competition in check. 

In the 1950's the party organization seemed at best moderately 

strong with a tendency toward bi-factional ism. Since 1958 

party influence in the primaries has been very strong indeed. 

Political Campaigning 

At the campaign, as wel I as the nomination level, the 

Republican party seems to be better organrzed than the DFL •. 

For one thing Lebedeff comments th~t the Reoub! icans have more 



campaign funds Of course, this is true at the national lev(C:I 

as wel I. The Republican party has easier access to more large 

contributors. However, in Minnesota they have been better able 

to raise smal I donations as we! I .. /rnd by the 1960 7 s at least 

they had a more efficiEnt centralized operation for fund 

raising and disbursement. By 1952 the DFL also had a party 
45 

sustaining fund, but it was not as large. Before that time 

it is doubtful that they had a very strong state-wide campaign 

organization at al I. 

Apparently Republicans are also more proficient at other 
46 

campaign techniques. Although in this regard, the DFL, at 

the peak of its powers in the late 1950's, also had good organ­

izational people. On the county level candidate organization 

was rare. Candidates for the less important state-wide offices 

relied exclusively on party organization. 

Perhaps one reason that the OFL party is less effective 

in campaigning is that it is less essential for OFL candidates 

than the Republican organization is for theirs. To some degree 

they can rE'ly on organized labor for funds, workers,. and organ-

izational support. Governor Rolvaag could ignore the party in 

1966 partly because labor strongfy aided him in the primary and, 

to a degree, in the campaign. 

Republicans have not always relied so heavily on party 

organization either. Especially down to the middle 1950's 

campaigning was more a personalistic thing. In part this was 

a candidate-oriented politics based on incumbency ... Long term 

office-holders had the oower of name fami I iarity~ and, to a 
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degree, the resources of their office. For example., with motor 

vehicle regis·rrars in evei-y county., the secretary of state had 

1·he most extensive patronage potential in the state. 1n part 

also this was the result of the stronq personalitiE's of Harold 

Stassen and Luther Youngdahl. Stassen made over the party in 

his own image from 1938 to 1946 largely through the Young 
48 

Republican League. In campaigning he sidetracked the regular 

party organization with his own personal machinery. When Luther 

Youngdahl came to power in 1946-1950 he rel led heavily on his 

own personal popularity., and heavy volunteer and church suppoit. 

County chairmen were set up to organize local support and 

49 

coordinate the church people Particularly in 1950 church IEaders 

were heavily committed to organized campaigning 

public e~dorsements. 

Some even gave 

So probab I y for both oart i es caripc i gn i ng from the 19L14 to 

the 1950's was on a personalized candidate basis. For the DFL 

this resulted from electoral weakn~ss., For the Republicans it 

was an outgrowth of incumbency Since the 1950's the parties 

have become progressively more essential for financial and campaign 

support. The process has gone further for the Republicans 

than for the Democrats. 

Party Organization - A Summation 

It is fairly clear that the DFL was the weaker of the two 

party organizations. In the first half of the period the party 

was fir.st characterized by a transitional leadership. This grew 
50 

into a clear ideological bi-factional fight from 1946 to 194.8. 

The new, more moderate New Deal leadership (Humphrey-Freeman-
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M,cCarthy) won over the radical Marxist el~ments .. From 191-1-8 to 

954 there was a fairly cohesive visible leadership that sought 

to use the party as a reform vehicle .. However, the party was 

not wef I equipped to turn this unity into electoral success. For 

the most part it could not completely control nom1nation to 

office. Pre-primary endorsement was a strengthening tool. But 

numerous primaries were contested and often marked by a bi­

factional patter~n. Party offices were n<:ver filled, half the 

counties had only a handful of regulars, and the party was often 
51 

nactive in campaigns. By 1954 the party had taken on more 

itatity and began to win elections. Aided by incumbency, the 

endorsement system was fairly effective. However, along with 

electoral success divisions appeared. The division does not 

appear to be ideolog1cal or urban-rural. It seems to be between 

the newer urban middle class intellectuals en the one hand, and 
52 

more popuf istic farm and union elements on the other. As 19t-b 

showed, with this split the oarty cannot absolutely count on 

control ling the nominai~ion, nor on supplying effective campaign 

help. 

In the earlier period, too, the Republican party as an 

organization was neither strong nor unified. Success was based 

on popular incumbents and personal strength added by Harold 
53 

Stassen and Luther Youngdahl. But by 1946 there was close 

to a three way split among liberal Stassen Young Republicans, 

nOld Gaurd" office holders, and refcrm oriented independents 

brought in by Youngdahl. This clash boiled over in 1950 with 

a break between Youngdahl and legislative leaders. It came 
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to a head again in 1952 when Governor C .. Elmer lnderson 

successfu ly had Roy Dunn removed as national committeeman~ 

8y 1960, however, the party was organizationally strong. 

Through convention endorsement it virtually eliminated serious 

primary cord"ests .. There was sti 11 an idE:ological cleavaqe in 
54 

the party between suburban moderates and rural conservatives. 

However, they were able to submerge these differences in the 

interests cf campaign unity. Not only did the p2rty effectively 

ma nag e n orri n a t i on s , i t co u I d offer subs tan t i a I f i nan c i a I and 

worker campaign support. 

From what has been said it seems fair to classify Minnesota 

as having at least a moderate party organizational system. T .1-
J... I 

clearly excEeds the western states in organizational strengthe 

#-.nd both carties would sEem lo be stronger rhan those in the 

ess comoetitivP midwestern states. It would not seem aoproprrate 

to c assify it with Michigan, the only moralistic state with a 

moderately strong party organizetion. This Ts so primarily 

because neither Minnesota party has the homogeneous constituency 

and ideological base found in Michigan8 Obviously both parties 

were weaker in the earlier 194Li-l952 period. Then they seemed 

more comparable to parties in the traditicnal modified one 

party system. Even then the DFL was able tc attempt nomination 

control. ftnd the Republicans were able to maintain unity into 

the elEctoral campaign. In the latter period it seems fair to 

cal I Minnesota a moderate organizational system bordering on the 

moderately strong .. Even though the OFL was marked by internal 

factionalism, it was able to maintain great organizational 



disc i p Ii nE unt i i 1966. The Repub ! i cans se0med to have deve I oped 

a str·ong organizat iona I system, except for their own, mi Ider, 

internal factional ism. 

IV. SUMMARY 

innese>ta appears to have been a po! itical ly competirive, 

n,oderate pady organization state from 19LJ-i_ to 1970. In the 

earl ;er part of the period competition was less and veered 

toward moderate one party Republicanism. During the same 

period, the Democratic party organization was moder6tely weak 

and th€ Republican organization not much strongEr. During the 

latter part of the period, competition was intense and beth party 

organizations much more important in the political scPne. This 

change makes sense in I ight of the state's increasing urban and 

industrial chfirocter. It is somr:-,w:1at remarkable and unusuDI 

in fight of the moralist-ic political culture. 

D1visions b2tween i-he twc parties tend to follc.w farr:iliEH .. 

netionai ethnic, social, and economic line3* This probeb!y 

accounts for the re!ative!y clsar po! icy differences bGtween 

them. The one exception to this is the relatively weak urban-

rurat diff2rf.'nces b":,tween the hvo .. The DFL has as! ightl',/ 

grEa1er dFp~ndence upon an urban electorate, tut the difference 

is not sreat. Fth~ic ties are much more imcorrant in intsr-

on:·t'ing difffTences in party sue:riort among count1E:s. Thi5 

ethnic factor also partially explains ~he very cleer regicnai 

difference in party suoport. The DFL has its power base in 

the Iron Range, forest, metropolitan, Red River Valley, and 



a~1r i cu I tur-a 1 3outhea::;'i" and so\.1tt, c en tn3 ! , and in the north cen'tra I 

The I ack of urb;:rn-rura I d l f fer12nc2s behveE'n the two p21r·t i f,S 

part i cl I l y, but weak I y, ~ccounts for· fact i cna Ii srn within the 

parties~ This 1s more true for the Republicans than for the 

DFL. As it is, thouoh, both parties are remarkably wel I 

organized when matched with their counterparts ir al I but the 

e6stern sta es. One would hypothesize that party could be a 

moderate I y important resource few the gover·nor who can wor·k 

through the party machinery. At le2st lt would be o more 

imoortant ET n e tor i a I rE: sou r c e th an i s norm a I I y found i r' a 

moralistic state~ 
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CH1'PTER FIVE 

THE MINNESOTA GOVERNOR: FORMAL 
RESOURCES AND LIAPILITIES 

In a sense all that has been done up to this point has 

been preliminary. This chapter finally begins to concentrate 

upon t he c en t r a I p rob I err; " 'Nh a t are the rn a j or power r es our c es 

available to the Minnesota governor? In answering this question 

the various types of potential resources out! ined in chapter two 

wi I I be taken up pc int point. In order, these wi I I be legal-

constitutional 3 institutional, political, and personal. The 

first two are covered pr marl ly in this chapter. The latter two 

primarily in the niext., Generally, the overal I potenticl for 

each resource wi ! I be evaluatPd. However, changes in resource 

potentirl over time mus also be traced. And the use of this 

resource potentiel ever ime must also be traced. And the use 

of these resources roust be i r lustrated by reference to par-

ticular governors_ Final judgements on effectiveness wi I I be 

based almost exclLsivel by attribution. That is, very little 

11 hard " d a ta ex I st s on r E source e ff e c t i v en es s • As a res u I t the 

greatest reliance is olaced on the opinions of governors and 

legislators most inti~ately caught up in the process. After 

this general examination each governor wil I be evalubted as to 

his retative power and effectiveness. And from this can be 

est2blished a rank order of probable rrogram success for each 

man. Ac tua I success w, I b€ examined in chapter ten. 

I. LEGAL-CONSTITUTIONAL RfSOURCES 

Leg~i-constitutional resources cover a wide r3nge of 

specific items~ In general these resources are based on con-



stitutional previsions. They include miscellaneous factors 

such as mi! itary powers saecia! sessions, and messages. The 

veto end tenurE oowers a so derive prirnari ly, but not exclusively, 

from the constitution. The ~overnor s control over the admin-

istrative branch, an~ h s levFraqe throu9h the budget, rest more 

on statuatory law. 

Miscellaneous Ccnstitut one! Powers 

fxcept for tenure and veto powers, one compact paraqraph 

sum mar i z es t h e cons t i tu i c n c I o ow E rs a I I o t e d to t h E A~ i n n es o ta 

governor. 

Powers and du es of the aovernor. SEc. L. The 
governor shal I coffimunicetE by m~ssage to each session 
of the IEgisla ure such information touching the 
state and cond~tion of the country as he may deem 
€XP€diEnt. He E,hal I be comrnendcr-ir-chiEf of the 
mi Ii tary and ava I forcFs, and may eel I cut such 
for- c E s to F x Pc u t e l he I c v1 s , s u '.)pr Es s l n sun- E c t i on 
and r€:::::el inv,5s1on .. He rnsy r2quirE' the opinion, 
in writin7 o the princi~IE officer in eacG 
executivE deo2rtment rel2tin~ to the duties of 
their respect ve offices; end hE she' I ! have power, 
in conjunction with the boerd of p2rdons, of which 
the governor shal I be ex cfficio a membEr, and 
the other merr.cers, which she 11 ccns1st of thf 
attorney qene I of the State of Minnesota and 
the chief justice of the S' .. JD1Eme court of the 
State of Minnesota, anc wh:,se f\mvers end duties 
sha I I be c~ f d and re CH..! l c ted by I aw, to qrani· 
reprieves and pardons aftEr convictions for offenses 
agains-r the state, except in cases of irrpEach-
ment. He shE ' have power, by and with the 
advicE and cor'sent of the Senate, to aopoint not­
aries oubl ic, end such ether officers as may be 
apoointed by aw. He shal ! have oower to apooint 
commissioners to take ackncwledqement of deeds or 
other instruments in writing to be used in the 
state. HE sh:el I have a negative upon al I laws 
passEd by thE leqislaturc, under such rules and 
I imitations as ar~ in this Constitution prescribed. 
He may on extraordinary cccassions convene both 
houses of the IFais!atur~e He shall take care that 
the ! aws be fc: i thfu I l y ExecutEd, f i I I any vacancy 



that may occur in the office of secretary of 
state, auditor attornEy general, and such other 
state and district offices as may hEreafter be 
created by I , unt i I the end of the term for 
which the rerscn who vacated the office was 
elected, or t e first Monday in January fol lcwing 
the next general election whichever is sooner. 
and~ til jhe r successors are chosen and 
qua I if i ed .. 

The secondary grants of power contained within this paragraph 

include com~andEr-in-chief, parcioning power, special sessions, 

and messages. No governor mentioned the pardoning power as an 

asset in de~I ina ith the legislature. Indeed the govErnor does 

not have ful I control over the pardoning procedure. He shares 

this with the attorney general an~ chief justice@ The posrtio~ 

as commander-in-chief has net yet bEen critical either. Many 

governors heve used the National Guard to alleviate natural 

disaster~, particular I,' sp1-ing floods .. Gove:·nor Or·vi r re Freeman 

attracted qreat public attEntion when he cal led out the Guard 

during the Wi Ison meat packing compeny strike in December, I959~ 
2 

But although such actions may affect the governcr's publfc Tmage~ 

they have little impact en his legislative position. 

The ability to cal fi special sessions is a more direct source 

of legislative everage. However, this power is more restricted 

in Minnesota than in many states. Although the governor may 

cal I a special session, he cannot limit its character, subject 
3 

matter, or adjournment date. The primary force of the session 

is to focus public opinion on certain ;ssues, and on the governor. 

During the period 1945 1·0 1970 there were no I ess than nine 

special or extra sessions .. Such sessions were hefc in r951.,, 1955,. 

1957, 1958, 1959, 1961,, 1962, 1Si66, and 1967. It could hardly be 

:,, I 
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said that these frequent sessions generally enhanced guber-

nator·ial power. The 195 session lastEd one day. It resul tEd 

from a deadlock between he Conservative House majority and 
4 

Governor Luther- K .. Youngdahl (1947-1951). ThE House had passed 

an essential approoriat on bi I I on the last day~ The legislative 

I ea de rs took the b i I I to Young d ah I a t I I : 4 5 p • m .. o f th e I a st· day 

that' he had to sign the bi I I.. The fur i cus governor ref usied to 

accept a bi l I that he would not even have time to read. There was 

no choice b0t to cal I a session to extend the appropriation for 

educational functions the state. 

Multiple factors produced the frequent extra sessions from 

1955-1962 .. First, the state's business was becoming too complex 

to handle within the constitutional biennial 90 day sessions. 

(This was partially al levieted by 2 constitutional amendment that 
5 

extended regular sessicns to 120 days starting in r963.,) Secondly, 

divisions between a Liberal House and a Conservative Senate stewed 

decision making. Governcr Freeman's ambitous programs magnffied 

these divisions. The 1955 and 1957 sessions were relatively brief. 

The first passed needed tax bi 11s., the fatter handled mandatory 

appropriation bi I Is. However, the marathon f959 and 1961 extra 

sessions practically became entirely new tegislative sessions. 

They too had been cal led for tax and aopropriations purposes. Rut 

they also covered everything from egg candling regulation to aid 

for deoendent chi ldreo to legislative reapportionment. 

The 1967 session was again relatively limited, the main 

subject being the sales tax. However, other major items such as 

home rule, a metropolitan sewer bi I I, and a new Department of 



Labor and Industry were also debated. Only three special sessions, 

1958, 1962, anc 1966, could be restricted to one topic. The first­

concerned bringing the state une~ployment compensation laws into 

line with new fEdercl legislation The second dealt with the 

politically divisive Congressional redistricting. The last resolved 

the again politically exolosive st2te legislative rEapportionment 

question. In each case the governor established a prior informal 

agreerrent with e legis ative leadership to restrict the sessions 

scope. 

In no case did the special session markedly demonstrate 

gubernatorial leverage over the legislature. In no case did it 

markedly increase his public prestiege. In most cases the session 

was mandatory to kEep the state government operatinge Some 

sessicns probab hurt e governor. The long drawn out 1959 

session, with its intense oartisan wrangling, hurt Governor 

Freeman's prestiEge. Previously, the 1958 session caused him 
6 

apprehension when its length cut into campaign time. The 1966 

session on reapoartionmcnt culminated in a bitter and disastrous 

split betwHn Governor Karl F .. Rolvaag (1963-1966) and both the 

Sencte and House DFL caucuses. And in 1967 Governor Harold 

Levander (1967-1970) saw the Conservatives in both houses over­

ride his v€to of the sales tax that he had consistently opposed 

in pubJic. Overal I the governor cannot control the special 

session sufficiently for it to be a major power resource. 

The governor's message power is a final minor constitutional 

resourceff This has been expanded into an opportunity to also 

transmit budget2ry and special messages. Every gcvernor begins 

I 

I I 
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Every regular session with his inauguaral (or state of the state) 

message. This out I ines the major substantive program changes 

the governor would I ike to see. It also contains a preview of 

his revenue program. Most messages are fairly elaborateo They 

have become progressively more so over the years since 1945. 

The budget message fol lows the inaugural by two or three weeks. 

This describes the various revenue funds. It afso outlines 

approoriation reauests for generaj oroaram areas with some specific 

requests for new or specially emphasized items. And it concludes 

with a revenue program designed to balance the appropriation 

requests. These presentations also have gradually become more 

detei led and elaborate~ Finally, there arE the special messages. 

These, more than any other, serve to focus pub I ic attention on 

one specific problem area. Topics inctudEd have been education, 

government reorganization, tax reform,. menL:3 I hea l'th,, ci'vi I rights, 

er i me, and consumer pr·otEct ion.. Governors Freeman and Levander 

made especially extensive use of these. 

So, the message device is avcr-lable .. What is it''s legislative 

impact? No gover~or mentioned it as a potent device. Governor 

Elmer L. Andersen (1961-1963) best summed up the prevailing 

attitude. The messages are simply en opportunfty to point out 

the major programs that he felt necessary. 1t is orimarily a 

publicity device that enables the governor to high I ight certain 

issues. It also presents a legitimate excuse to enter the 

legislative arena. One suspects that this is not a n~gligible 

consideration in a state where most veteran legislatc._~s' fTercely 

guard legislative independence. Although legislators do ~ot 



welcome gubernatorial 
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I i ng 11
, they acknow I edge his forma I 

rights under the constitution. And a majority of legislators 

interviewed de regard the inaugural message, coupled with the 

budget message as the governor's major expression of his program~ 

However, even meny who regarded the messaqe as a program state-
9 

ment, v1~wed it es incomolEte at best. The formal message may 

be taken only as an out! ine, as the governor's Tntroductory 

remarks on a srra I I set of issues., Not a i I i terns wi 11 be equa I I y 

valued by the governor. Some merely serve as a bow to ~he party's 

pletform. Others he inserts to please certain groups, such as 

education activists. Most legislators regard the real program as 

those issues t e governor actually pushes during the session. 

Through inforrna cues he i I I indicate his true prforities. 

But few egislators fe t that these governatorial priorities 

serve as determinative decision-making c~es. Even those few 

largely qua! ified their statements. CGfy a very few Conservatives, 

such as Senator Stanley Ho mquist (i955-!958) felt that there 
8 

was even partia voting on the basis of administration support. 
9 

Most flatly rejected such a notion. Afthough most DFL le9is-

lators also qua ified their resoonses.,, they were much more likely 

to see caucus voting for or against administration bi I Is. In no 

case would OFL caucus members automaticat ly suooort 100~ of the 

DFL governor's message. However, those parts that came from 

the party platform would be supported. As Speaker A. I. Johnson 

(D~L, 194l-155~J put it, the caucus and the gover-nor'·s phi lcsophicai 
fO 

position generally coincided. 

The messag~ then is also a very I imited tool. It presents 
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a legitimate ooportunit for the governor to offer a legislative 

program. He may focus ouol ic attention on certain issues and 

make a pub I ic record. And the OFL caucus may support the party 

portion of the DFL governors' platform. But the message is 

mostly seen as a beginning, no morE. 

The Veto Power 

Article IV, Sec. r: of the state constitution most clearly 

spel Is out the r'\~innesotc: governor 1 s veto power .. /i-11 bi I Is, after 

passing both houses, mus go to the governor before becoming law. 

If he approves, he signs ;t and deposits it with the secretary 

of stijte~ If he does no, he returns it with his objections to 

the house of origin 

vote in each house 

The veto can be overridden by a two-thirds 

The governor may also object to one or more 

items in an appropriations bi I I. These objections cen also be 

negated by~ two-thirds vote on each item. There has been one 

significant limitation on this veto power., Until 1968~ the 

governor had only three days to consider a brt1. If he did not 

return it wfthin three cays, it beceme faw unsigned. Whe~ a 

larse volume of bi I rs cross the governor's desk rn a short time, 

his opportunities for care fu I scrutiny become- terr ib I y Ii mi ted. 

Then the initiative for toing comes not so much from hrmself, 

but from other parties that have objections. One furthEr 

consideration partially alleviates this timitation .. If the 

legislature adjourns before the three days expires. a brl I may 

not become law without the governor's signature (he has. fn effect, 

a pocket veto). The veto power potential for the governor 

remained virtually unch2nged throughout the period. A smal I 
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increase 1n pow~r was effEcted by constitutional amendment on 
I 

NovembEr 5., I 96E3 As of that time the legislature has three 

days after the session ends to pr£sent the bi I Is to the governor 

The governor then has fourteen days after adjournment to consider 

bi I ls passed in the last three days. This change was mainly 

seen as a technical improvement to handle the tremendous volume 

of bi I Is passed w thin the last few session days. But it also 

extends the time for gubernatorial review of bi I Is. And it 

extends hii discretion in using the pocket veto. 

According to Joseph SchlesingEr 1 s power index (discussed ,n 

chapter two) Minnesota would be classified as a nstrono 11 veto 

state. This places it in th~ second rank. Ten states place 

ahead of it as be ng very strong. But the veto power's signif-

icance resides not so much in its potential as in its use. Compared 

to many bther sta es, Minnesota governors simply do not exercise 

the veto power ver frequently& (See Table V-1). On the average 

only six bi I Is are vetoed per sessiono And only two governors. 

Rolvaag and Youn I, exceeded th Is figure.. These two men 

accounted for alrrcst 60Jo of the vetoes in twenty-six years. 

Youngdahl avercgEd nearly 9 vetoes per session. Rolvaa9 averaged 

10 .. By way of contrast, in -11,... • 
\, 1 scans In, sometimes regcrded as a 

"sister-'' state to innesota., then? were 395 vetoes during a 
12 

comparable periods 19h5- 967. That is five times the number 

by Minnesota governors., an average of about 33 per session. One 

cannot easily co~pare Minnesota to the nation as a whole because 

figures are not read1 ly avai I able,. However, the state probabJy 

would rank towarc the lower end of the spectrum. Certainly the 

aver~ge of 18 to 22 veto~s a session 1n states I ike Texas and 
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Tabl V-1 
Vetoes by tnnesota Governors, 1945-1970 

Total bi Is Vetoes 
Session vetoed overridden 

At-tempts to 
override 

1945 
1947 
1949 
1951 
1953 
1955 
1957 
1959 
1961 
1963 
1965 
1967 
1969 

3 
8 
,3 

10 
5 
2 
C: 
,.I 

h 
3 
6 

14 
6 
4 

Total 78 
Average per sess en 6 

0 
0 
I I 

0 2 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
I 2 
0 0 

2 r-; 
t 

.2 .,5 

Note: The total ncludes reqular· 1 item, and pocket vetoes., Source: 
The Journa! oft e Minnesota Senate, 1945-1969; The Journal of the 
Minnesota House, 945-1 

Michigan exceeds he Minnesota averages And Minnesota lags fer 

behind California New Jersey, and New York where the average is 
13 

from 90 to 290 per session. On the other hand, once a Minnesota 

governor vetoes a bi 11 the action s rands as being pretty much 

absolute. The legisiatu e overrode only two vetoes (2.5~) in 

twenty-six years About 5.6;% of the vetoes in \Visconsin were 

overridden. Onl seven override attempts were even made. Most 

occured during Governor Younqdahl's battles with the Conservative 

legislative majority. And most involved not matters of high 

po I i c y ., but I o ca I I i qu 6r b i I I s • In I 96 7 the vet o bat t I es were 

over a major issue, the sales tax. 

cew governors, then, ·exercise the veto power. For what 

purpose is it used? VetoEs do occur across a wide spectrum of 



Tab I e V-2 
Vetoes by Minnesota Governors 

By SubjEct Area 

Subject 

Liquor 
Commercia regulation 
State administration 
Taxation 
Conservation, nat ral resources 
Judicial, law Fnforcement 
Labor 
Local 
Education 
Motor Veh1clEs 
tlections 
Vie If are 
Miscellaneous 

Number of Vetoes 

16 
11 
10 
8 
6 
4 
4 
4 
3 
3 
2 
2 
5 

7f3 

25~ 

~ of Total 

20.,5 

14" I 
12 .. 8 
10 .. 3 
7.7 
5 .. I 
5., I 

5., I 
3.,8 
3.,8 
2 .. 6 
2 .. 6 
6 .. 5 

Tc.xr--
Source: Journal of the innesota Senate, 1945-1969; Journal of the 
Minn~sota House, 1945-1969. 

pol icy areas, Many affect important social issues. However, a 

majority are concentrated in five issue areas. And a majorfty 

affect very narrow, technical bi I Is. Twenty percent negated 

I oca I I i qu6r bi I Is¢ Most of these rPsu ft 2d from Governor 

Youngdahl's moral crusade from 1947-1951. The commercial rea­

ulation category covers highly diverse issues. They range from 

rice harvesting practices to an attempt to abolish rent controls 

in 1953. Many dEal with banking practices and loan rates. The 

state administrat:on category also encompasses a multitude of 

issues. A very narrow issue would by Youngdahl's veto of an 

attempt to regulate capitol par-king. The largest number involve 

personnel snd salary questions. However, some vetoes atso 

invofve larger issues of gubernatorial control. For exampFe, 

Governor Rolvaag over-ruled an extensive reoraanization in the 
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Department of ConsErvat on. Governor Levander took exception 

to an attempt to place a time I imit on his appointment power 1n 

1967 .. Tax vetoes also were a major issue in th~ Rolvaag and 

Levander administrations Rolvaag twice vetoed reciprocity 

aare~ments with \fol" • v·, 1 scans, n. And Levander twice vetoed sales tax 

bills. Natural resourcEs is the last, and least significant, 

of the major veto categories. Three vetoes concerned bounty 

bi I ls. /1.nother negated acouisition of the Hastings spiral bridge 

as a state ~onument. Vetoes in the other categorfes ranged from 

a line item veto on a technically deficient claim involving one 

person, to school bus I icensing, to state wide reapportionment. 

To repeat, most vetoes co not concern great pub I ic pol rcy 

involving the general population or major political disputes. 

Seventy percent come on narrow issues encompassing srnal I pop-

ulations or technical I ems. 

Some scholars have argued that the veto is mafnly effective 

as a bargaining hreat, a "cun behind the doorn., Thi's does not 

appear to be the general practice in Minnesota .. Governors 

Andersen, Younqdahl, Freeman, and Levander al I viewed the veto 
14 

as a I imited negative toe!. Governor Freeman nicely demonstrates 

this position. He refused to play "cat and mouse games" with the 

legislature. That is, he seldom tradEd his support for legis-

lative measures in return for his own program success. According 

to executive secrEtary David Durenberger, Governor Levander would 

at least sometimes use the veto as a threat to kill unwanted 

I eg is I at ion~ Tht:: prime Exarnp I e was a qun contra I bi' I I that had 

been pushed in a form unacceptable to the governor. However, 



Levander would not use the threat as a oositive bargaining tool, 

even thounh the occasion arose over such issues as highway 

bonding, a metrooo itan sewer bi II, and the sales tax. He 

personally viewed such bargaining as being morally unacceptable. 

As a general rule most legislators approved of this I imited 
15 

view concerning veto. Many !eoislators, especially veteran 

senators, acknowle that the veto was a legitimate tool. But 

few believed that cou a be effective for· bargaining .. For 

one thinq, 0eto overuse could we! I alienate legislators. A 

governor might threaten a legislator with veto of his pet local 

bi I Is. But the legislators en any qiven committee could band 

together in retal ion. They might indicate that the governorts 

program would not get out of committees The veto threat may wel I 

lead to lesser, no greater influence. A very few legislators 
t6 

directly rejected the contention that trading was not done. For 

choias Coleman (DFL 1963-) indicated that 

some legislators experience great local pressures to obtain 

special favors. The governor's item veto can also negate pet 

proj€cts on highwa s, dams, etce, in appropriation bi I ls .. But 

this interoretati appears to be a minority view. Some governors 

could not make the veto stick as a negative threct even when 

they wanted to. The most publicized fa1 lure in this r~gard was 

Governor Levander's battle over the 1967 sales tax. Not only 

did the legislature ignore the veto threal, it overrode the 
17. 

governor's actual veto twice. 

Only one governor saw the veto as an effective and usuabEe 

tool. Only one governor used the veto very frequently to affect 



major poi icy decisions This governor was Kari Rolvaag. 

Roivaag did beliEve that thP veto could be a strong weapon if 
18 

used properly .. He would veto legislation that he regarded 

as bad. He would bargain for his own legislation by threatening 

a veto or holding up bi I Is on his desk. But Governor Rolvaag 

a!so indicated that this must be done with some discretion. 

He f e It that vetoes wi I I not cause rEsentment if they ar-e 

presented correctly. The bi I I author certainly deserves prior 

notice and a ful I explanation. (Senator Coleman indicated that 

Rolvaag did not always follow through in this regard. He related 

that an Iron Range legislator told Rolvaag that h had two iron 

mining bi I Is, but he would not press them if the governor 

objected. The aovernor told him to go ahead. But after the 

bi I Is passed a veto message came down without warninge Leg is-

lators do not like to take pub! ic defeats that mfght adversely 
19 

affect thEir elEction chances. Most DFL€rs particularly 

emphasized Rolvaag's effectiveness., Senator Peut Thuet (DFL,. 

1959-66) as Senate minority 1£ader worked in tandem with Rolvaag. 

In neither 1963 nor 1965 did the Conservative caucus have the 

votes to override a veto on its own. Thuet could guarantee 100% 

caucus loyalty on veto issues. Under these conditions they could 
20 

bargain on major issues. Representative Martin O. Sabo (DFL, 

1961-) maintained that then:i was a similar disciptine in the 

House DFL caucus.. _DFLers p I edged not to vote to override a 
2f 

veto even if they had voted for the bi I I originalJy. As a 

specific example, Governor Rolvaag used caucus cooperatron to 
22 

make the junior college system a state function in 1963. 



We can reason~bly conclude that the veto is of minor 

importance in Mi nesota. Only Governor Rolvaag used it as a 

major tool aos his number one resource. Undoubtedly the 

minority position of the DFL caucus forced him into this 

position. Judgea bv freo~ency of use 1 the veto was of descending 

importance for governors in the fol lowing order: Rolvaag, 

Youngdahl, Levancer Andersen- Freeman, Andersen-Thye. However, 

by his own admiss on, Youngdahl used the veto primarily to ki I I 

special interest egislation, not for major pol icy. Despite 

his defeat on the sales tax, perhaps Levander was second to 

Rolvaag in using he veto as a major policy tool .(albeit in 

his case it had s rictly a negative function). At least he i? 

the only other go rnor to acknow!Edge fts use as a threat. 

Tenur- e 
The term of office for the Governor and 
Lieutenant Governor shall be four yearsr 
and until the r succes~ors are chosen 
and qua ified Each shaf ! have attained 
the ag of 25 years and shal I have been a 
bona de res dent of the state for one 
year next prEceeding his election~ Both 
shall be citizens of the United States. 

innesota Constitution, .Article V~ Sec., 3.,_ 

According to Jose Schlesinger the magnitude of the governor 1 s 

tenure potential s determined by the length of the term plus 

the rPstraints en e-election. Thus a four year term with no 
23 

restraints on re-election grants the greatest tenure potential. 

Beginning in 1963 innesota governors have enjoyed this maximum 

potential. Before that time Minnesota governors had a two year 

term with no restraint on re-eie:ction. Schlesinger believes 

thet this situat;cn provides considerebly less formal power 

·paten ial. Firs it is assumed that the longeiF' a man is: in 
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off1cF, i"hE better he wi I! be eouiopeo hJ handle that office 1 s 

duties. Most new governors have precious I ittle tim2 to develop 
24 

a program or a budget when they come into office Mosi· 

general elections are he d in November. In just a little over 

two months the new man must prepare a program, oversee a budget, 

and make numerous aopointments. If he has a four year term, 

however, he has been through the whole procEss before the second 

legislative session. He has had more time to become acquainted 

with the administrative apparatus. He and his aides should be 

more aware of the legislative process. Secondly, veteran 

legislators and administretors may not look at him so much as 

a new man. Even in the first session they must be aware that 

he wi I I be around at lee~t one more trmee Thirdlyr a governor 

wi·rh a four year term me not be bothen:0 d so rm1ch with electoral 

distractions$ need not be continuat~y runnina for office 

with the urgency found under a short term. By these standards 

Governor LevandEr and Rolvaag should have had 1·he greater formal 

power potential. The otners would have had less. Actually, 

Governor Rolvaag never got to enjoy the fui I benefits of a four 

year term. 

A.side from tenure potentia!, what has been the actual 

gubernatorial ten0re in innesota? Table V-3 compares tenure 

both in years served and the terms to which a man is -2IE:0 cted. 

The total number of years were divi~ed by al I the men who had 

served in each office. The total number of terms were divided 

by the number of mEn elect€d to tr.at office ... CompariSons were 

made across the whole period of s.ct.e-hcod, th€ curre:nt cen;-ury, 
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and the specific eriod under study. Most Minnesota governors 

rec~ived more than one term in office. The average since 

statehood is 3.5 v~ars elmost two terms. This increased 

slightly for the 2resent century. Recent governors have had 

somewhat less success. HowevEr, the differences are not great 

So Minnesoten shave been wi I I ing to give their governors 

time to acquire exoeriencE beyond that one would ex • Ect from 

the formal limitc ons. SeventE'en (of thirty-two) governors 

were elected for or more terms. Governors in the twentieth 

century were give even ore~ter tenure than in the nineteenth. 

Only John S. Pi I ( 876-1882) had three terms in the 

orevious cen ury In the twentieth centure three term governors 

included John A 

( 1925- 1930) , F I 

(1939-191-~3), Lu 

Freeman ( 1955-1 

nson 1905-1909), Theodore Christ·ianson 

8. 81son (1931-1936),"Harofd Stassen 

r 'V. Ycunqdhal (1947-1951), and Or•jil le L .. 

On the other hand, proportionately there 

were as many one erm governors in the twenti~th as fn the 

nineteenth centu In the n i netEEnth century governor·s 

lasted either one or two terms. In the twentieth century the 

governor either had one term or three. Either the governor 

was very popular or he was not popular at al I. The three term 

governor's tenure ~as usually cut short by death or high~r 

political ambition. In the earlier time, the two term timit 

seemed to be imposed by mutual agree~ent. The sharp dichotomy 

between the one and three termers can be seen rn the recent 

periodp Youngdhat and Freeman had three terms~ Atl of the 

rest ha~ only one Of course for qolvaag and Levander this 1s 

' i 
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Table V-3 Tenure for Minnesota Constitutional Elective Officers, 
I 856-! 970 .. 

1858-1970 20th Centur~y 1945-1970 
A,vE'·rage A,veragl A.veraoe Averaqe Average Jl.verage

1 
Years Tenure Years Tenur~l Years TEnure 

Governor :z:, c:: 1 .. 8 3.9 I. 9 3.,7 1 .. 6 ./ "'../ 

Lt.. Governor 3 .. 0 I .. 7 3. I 1 .. 8 3 .. 3 2 .. 2 
Atty. General ). r:, ~•,,, 2.5 4.2+ 2 .. 6 6 .. 4 3 .. 5 
Treasurer 5. I 2.7 6 .. Li. 4 .. 1 ,4 .. 0 6 .. 3 
Secy .. of Sfate 6 .. 6 3 .li2 

11 .. 7 6 .. 62 12 .. 5 7.,72 
Audi tor !0.2 2 .. r 13.6 4.,2 20.0 10 .. 0 -

I. Averaae tenure renr€sents the total number of terms 
avai I able during the period divided by the number of 
me~ elected to the office. 

2 .. A four year term; others had four year terms only 
since 1963 .. 

Source: Computed from statistics in the Minnesota Legislative 
Manua I, 1969-1970, pp .. 22.+5-6 .. 

is mitigated by tne long~r time span encompassEd by a term~ 

Governor Edward J., Thye ( 1943-1946) and Governor C .. timer Anderson 

( 1951-1954) had I onger than two yecrs in office because they 

finished out prev;ous governors' ter~s~ The fast three governors 

were elected for o~ly one term each., Never before had there 

been such a str r (!;'.J of one term governors., It wou t d seem that 

although the average st2y in office for governors had increased, 

their electabi I itv had diminished in recent years. 

T~ble V-4 shows how long each governor actualiy held 

office. If the assumption that the length in office increases 

gubernatorial power is true, Governor Freeman ranked highest 

on this resource. Governor Youngdahl rated second~ and the 

others would follow· in order, with Elmer L. Andersen last. No 

recent Minnesota governor was restricteo to only two years in 

-offic~; none had mare than six. Cnty Freeman and Youngdhal 

possess~d legislative exoeri€nce running over three sessions~ 
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Table V-4 Tenure in Office, Minnesota Governor, 1945-1970 

Governor Date Entered Date Left Total time 

Orvi 11 e' L. Freeman January 5, 1955 January 2, 1961 6 yrs 
Luther y\/ 

J • Youngdahl January 8, 1947 SEptembff 27, 1951 4 yrs 9 
Harold Levander January 2, 1967 January (2, 1971 4 yr-s 
Karl F. Rolvaag March 25, 1963 ,.January 2, 1967 3 yrs 0 

/ 

Edward j. Thye /\,pr i I 27, 1943 Janucry 8, 1947 3 yr·s 8 
C. Elmer Anderson September 27, 1951 January 5, 1955 3 yrs 3 
Elmer- L. P,ndersen January 2, 1961 March 25, 1963 2 yrs 3 

Source: The Minnesoi'a leqislative Manual, 1969-1970, p., 245 

Their success should contrast s~arply with Thye, C. Elmer Anderson 3 

and Elmer L. Andersen. Levander should rank somewhere !n between. 

Rolvaag presents a unique case in this regard. He really did not 

have even two ful I legislative sessions. 

When Schlesinger discussed the power potential affected by 

tenure, he was mainly comparing the governor's position vis a vis 

th e a dm i n i st re~ t i v e branch , esp e c i a I I y o t her e I e ct i v e o ff i c i a I s • 

Article V, Section in the Minnesota Constitution makes it quite 

clear that Minnesota does not have one top executive office. 

"The executive department shal I consist of a governor, I ieutenant 

governor, secretary of state, auditor, treasurer, and attorney 

genera I, who sha 11 be chosen by the e I ectors of the state. u 

Although the state constitution refers to a division of oowers 

into three distinct departments, it does not say that the 

executive power is lodged in thE governor. On the matter of 

tenure, al I executive officers, except the auditor, have been 

formally equal. Up unti I 1963 a! I but the auditor received a 

two year term. As of 1963 the others werE advanced to a four 

year term .. 

The actual tenure has differed greatly from one office to 

another, however. And the differences fol low the I ines descrJbed 

mo 

mo 
mo 
mo 
mo 



by Schlesinqer for the U.S. as a whole. Only the I iEute~ant 

govf'rnor has a sher t er I i f e expect anc Y' than the gover-nc:ir ( sef~ 

Table V-3).. And from 1945 to 1970 the differences h.ehwen thern 

was not great. In fact th~ average I i0utena~t govcrncr hod 

greater re-electabi l i The offices incrEased in tEnure fro~ 

attorney general to treasurer to secretary of stare to 2udltor. 

In r-ecent 

governors remain feir!y stable, those for tre2surer, secrerary 

treasurer end secret cry cf .srare r,ad three t i:"'1"::'S i-he -:-enurF of 

the qovernor. The auditor had five t1mes the aver09e 

time incumbents who have the exper~ence to carry out primarily 

custocial duties. Isa, these are no+ crucial ool icy oositions 

so that the longer tenure rr2sent~ few real cbstac!es for the 

governor.. Sti I!, thE lcnger tenure for aud:t<>r al lowe<j Staffon~ 

King to ch2l !enge both Luther Youngdahl and Ca Elmer Anderson 

for the gubernatorial nomination with impunity. Even though 

he lost, he had his auditor's position to fal I back on. And 

if the governor did want so~e action from these officials, he 

could not count on a friendly response. Perhaps more serious 

is t~e division between the governor and the attorney general. 

Th e ,:i r t c, r, e 'l fl 2 n er fj t i s f:. c i· I v ; -r i € s do h a v c (J r ::' ,3 t 0 c) i i c y c c1 n ".::· e q J c r, c £: s 
1 



if the two incumbents were at odds, it could hamper the governor. 

Practically, t1tough, nc, instonces of such conf I ict have ever 

been mentioned. 

In summary, how inf I uE=:nt i a I is temwe potEnt i a I'? In 1966 

the Minnesota Historical Society asked state scholars to rate 

the governors anrl r2nk them. It found a positive ccrrelar-ion 
?C 
---_) 

bet ween IE ng th of service and executive performance ra rings,, 

Ho•,,vc-::'v€, t no govf:'rnor~ made 1f' f E:rence to tenure as a significant 

factor. Only one legislator did so. In Chapier 10 an attempt 

wi I I be made to correlate tenure with program success. 

J\dm in; ~.drat i vc_:; Resources 

Accordi~g to classical administrative theory the governor 

is suopased to bE the state rs chief executive officer. As such 

he shoulc: have the ful ! 2-;drr:inistn:!t"ive apparetu::: nt his ccrr,~:ancL. 

He should be abie to appoint arid r·prrove h;s sut.-i~_wdineh~s .. Hi_::, 

should be ablE to issue directives and have them GDEyed. In 

the purely leqislative contExt this administrative aopBratus 

can be a resource. Primari iy it can furnish the governor with 

program ideas, suppo~ting testimony, and group suppcrt. Also, 

the governor might uti I ize apooiniive positions fer bargaining 

with the legislators. These resources wi I I be considered in 

three parts: administrative.structure, appointment and removal, 

and the use of these fer program levErage. 

Administrative Structure 

As has already been pointed out. constitutionally Minnesota 

does not have a sin9le executive. The governor exists as only 

tenure and functions indepEnd2nt of the other. These fellow 

executives could Got be desiqnat~d as the governor's agEnts or 



subordinates. They may we! I belong to a different political 

part 1hey may be philosophically estrBnged from the governor .. 

Even the J ieutcnant governor, theoretically second in commandJ 

may be at odds with the governor •. For example, relations 

betwt?en Governor El mer- /rndersen and Lt. Gove:--nor Kar I Ro! vaag 

st have b£tn somewhat strained. Rolvaag successfully defeated 

/lnder·sen for the govErnorship in 1963 .. Fellow padisans fal I 

out a so. For example friction existed between C. Elmer Anderson 

as eutenant governo~ and both Governor Harold Stassen and 
26 

Governor Youngdahl. Lieutenant Governor Sandy Keith cha I !enged 

R:olvaag for· th·::o guber•wtoi·ial no:nination in 1966 .. F<epub! icar. 

cfective offictrs genera! ly have bE'En more conset--vative thar1 

their fr!iow qovErncrs$ This was mcst evident under Youngdahl~ 

Ano men from either perwty could protfct their own jurisdiction 

from fei low pa:tisuns ir, thE:: q:::,vETnor's ch2.ir·. ,~1/)st notable In 

this regard were Mike Holm (Rep., !921-1952) as Secretary of 

Sta Jcseph Donovan (DrL, i955-1970), as Sc_;cretai~y of :3tste:; 

and Staffcrd Ving (qep .. , 1931-1969) as Auditor- .. tven though 

this potential for conflict exists, only the two DFL governors 
27 

iewed the elcct;ve officials as real obs~acles. And for 

Freeman thrs was not even very serious. He fe!t that the 

gove,i-nor genera I I/ est.sb Ii shed good working re I ct i onsh i ps even 

with Republ leans. And although seldom in recent Minnesota 

history did one party control al I offices, only Elmer And~rsen 

faced apolitically hostile majority (see Table v-5). 

Limitations on the governor's administrative powers are not 

restricted to thE ei~ctive affi~ers~ Mi~ncsote, as is th~ case 
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Table V-5 Party Affi I iation cf Minnesota Elective Admin-
istrative Officers, 191.i-5-1970., 

(V 
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cu > +- l) Q) -0 a: E " > 
Cl) 0 +- +- (l.J L ::J . 0 0 0 
>- (.:) _j < (J; r- < a: u zc 

1945 R R R R R R 3R 6 
1947 R R R R R R 3R 6 
191J9 R R R R R R 2R-IDFL 6 
1951 R R R R R R 2R-JDFL 6 
1953 R R R R R R 2DFL-IR 5 
1955 o.-, DFL DFL DFL DFL R 20FL~- If~ r ,_ 5 
1957 DFL DFL DFL DFL R R 2DFL-IR 4 
1959 OFL DFL DFL DFL R R 3DFL 4 
1961 R DFL DFL DFL R R 3DFL 2 
1963 DFL DFL DFL DFL R R 3DFL 4 
1965 DFL DFL DFL DFL R R 3DF"L 4 1967 ~ R R R DFL r-~ R 2DFL-IR ), 

1969 ~ \ 

R R R DFL R R 2DFL-IR 4 

Source: The Minnesota Leqislative Manual, 1969-1970, pp. 245H7 

in most states, has never observed th2 canons of good gover·nment 

organization .. The efficiency and economy movement had limit'ed 

impact .. The constitution does make the governor responsible 

for the faithful executicn of the laws. He may require in 

writing the opinions of the principal executive department heads. 

But his statuatory power is much l~ss clear. That is, the 

28 

hiErarchical principlE does not dominate the MinnEsota government. 

The governor possesses only a weak and uncertcin command over 
29 

administrative ag£ncies. So, administrative loyalties may be 

given to the legisl21ture as easily as to the governor. The primar-y 

formal obstacles include the !2rge number of agencies, Ieng and 
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Table v-6 Administrative Structure in Minnesot2 Government, 
19l6- l 969. 

Appointed by Governor Not by 
Total Single- Multi- Longer Gover·noi-
No .. headed headed Tenure Same 

1945 
Constitutional* 4 4 0 0 0 4 
f\dm in i sfrat i ve 

Departments 27 14 13 20 5 2 
Pol icy and 

Advisory 12 0 12 3 2 7 
Examination Bds. IB 0 18 17 0 I 
Retirement Bds. 4 0 4 0 0 4 
Semi-State 

Agencies 4 0 4 0 0 4 
Total w- 18- 51 46- 7 22 

1969 
Constitutional* h 4 0 0 0 4 
Adm in i strati ve 

Departments 35 20 15 10 22 3 
Po I icy and 

J>,dvi sory 39 0 39 10 13 16 
Excmination Bds .. 20 0 20 19 0 
Ret i r~ement qds 5 0 5 0 0 5 
Semi-State 

.A.gene i es 5 0 5 I 0 4 
Total 108 ~ 84 w 35 33 

Qi> 

Source : The M i n n e sot a L E:· g i s I a t i v e Ma nu a I , I 9Li5 a n d I 96 9; 
Classification of administrative agencies based nn the 
manual. 

* other than the I ieutenant governor and governor. 

overlapping terms fer agency heads, multiheaded rather than single­

headed agencies, and functional dispersion among many agencies 

(see Tables V-6 and V-7). 

The comp I iers of the Minnesota Legislative Manual divide the 

executive branch into six types of administrative agencies: 

I) constitutional officers 2) administrative agencies 3) pol icy 

and advisory 2gencies 4) examining and I icensing boards 5) 

retirement agencies~ and 6) semi-state societies. Constitutional 

· officers are those that are electivee None of these are directly 

I 
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responsible to the governor Through 1969 the secretary of 

state had four basic dut·iese He recorded state documents; he 

kept certain commercial records; he was the chief state elections 

officer; and he registered motor vehicles, issued dealers 

I icenses, anc issued chauffeur's I icenses. The state auditor acts 

as the state's chief accounting officer and conducts the pre­

audite He also maintains encumbrance controls over aopropri2ted 

money. The state treasurer is principally the custodial of al I 

state funds. He also records state indebtedness and collects some 

tax revenues. Finally, the attorney general is the most 

important pol icy maker of these four constitutional officers~ 

He acts as the state's chief legal officer. As such he issues 

advisory opinions, assists in bi I I drafting, reviews bi I Is for 

possible veto messages, and appears for the state in court cases. 

In addition he enforces anti-trust and consumer protection laws, 

and sets standards for pol ic~ trainingo 

The administrative agencies are those departments, boards, 

and commissions whose principle functions are directty administrative 

(executive) rather than primari !y advisory. The most important 

agencies would include administration, agriculture, civr I 

service, commerce, conservation, education, health, highways, 

labor and industry, oublic welfare, rai !road and warehous~ 

commission, and taxation. The pol icy and advisory agencies 

cover a wide range. These are primarily study groups that 

advise the governor or administrative departments on specific 

problems. Ex~mples would be the Governorts Citizen touncil on 

Aging, and the Minneapolis-St. Paul Metropolitan Airports 



Commission~ Th~ examining and I icensing boards pursue the 

narrow function of certifying professionals in spFcified fields. 

They act as supervisory devices to maintain professional 

standards. They operate largely under the control of the pro­

fessional societies. These boards range from the State Roard 

of Med1cal Examiners to the Minnesota Board of Examiners in 

Watch-Mak1ng. The retirement agencies oversee retirement funds 

for slat€ ernployEe groups. These include highway patrolmen, 

state employees, game war-dens,, pol ice officers in the Bureau 

of Cr minal Apprehension, teachers, and other pub! ic employees. 

Officers electEd by the members covered control these boards. 

Additionally some state financial officers serve in an ex officio 

capacity. Finally, therE are the semi-state societies. These 

are the Agricultural Society, A~ts Counci I, Historical Society, 

Horticultural Society, and the Sibley House. A private member­

ship controls the officers a~d functions. However, these groups 

receive support from state funds. 

l,s one can sEe from Tab I e V-6 the tot a I number of agencies 

has grown considerable. In 19Li.-5 Governor Thye had to deal with 

69 separate entities. When the legislature convened in 1969 

there were approximately 108 such entities. The numbers of 

actua administrative agencies, most si9nificant for our purposes, 

grew rather slowly. Only eight were added over the whole 

period. Phenomenal growth occured in the advisory groups. And 

this group accounts almost entirely for the total growth in 

agencies. It sFems fikely then that in terms of structural 

size all governors faced virtually the same administrative 
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situation. The ool icy boards, although numerically abundant 

were not likely to make a sionificent difference in administ­

rative powers. If anything, the increased numbers might slightly 

increase the governor's power as added informational and 

I i city sources A I i·hough the I arqe number of direct I y 

administrative tepartments might hamper the governor, their 

numbers did not ncrease sufficiently to add to this discomforte 

Of the administrative departments added. most came before 1955. 

And most were not of great functional significance. The major 

new functions cam€ under th12 \'farer P::::,I lution Control Commission 

and the Fair Emplcyment Prectices Commission, with the Governor's 

Commission on Human Rights, set up in 1955. Other changes 

mainly represented a reshuff1 ing of functions into new structures, 

or departm(nta! name changes. 

This ack of bcsic change can bE seen by comparing the 

functional spreed among dc.parrmen-rs in 1945 and 1969 .. If any­

thing, th€ orinciple of functional departmental izati~n (each 

function located within one agency) was formally weakened 

during this time. Al I areas except welfare had some rncrease 

n agencies. But only natur~I resources, administretion, 

nances, and personnel had large increases. One should note 

again that these changes were not so much in basic agency 

structure as in advisory boards and commissions. That is, 

diffusion came not so much in action authority as in pol icy 

planning and research. So al I governors ooerated in similar 

circumstancPs. But according to administrative theory al~ had 

to deal with functions diffused among ~any power centers that 



could resist initiatives. Commerce, natural resources, and 

financEs are exceptionally diffuse. One would expect· that 

governors have great difficulty coordinating these areas. 

The potential gubernatorial limits inherent in this 

administrctive size and diffusion are reinforced by specified 

and overlapping tErms for depcrtrnental heads. Ext~nding lhe 

gubernatorial term to four years somewhat lessered this obstacle. 

Back in l9l+5, 22 agency heads were not E:ven subject to guber­

natorial aopointment (See Table V-6). This constitued almost 

one-third of the total number. Only seven (10%) had the same 

term as the qovernor or served at his pleasure. In remaining 

agencies either a single department head served a lonoer term 

(4 or years), or the Dgency was headed by a board whose 

members ser~d for s~aggerEd terms~ Usu2tly the term for these 

members anged from four to sevFn ye~rs. On a seven man board 

with seven year staggered terms a governor could normally hope 

to appoint only two members durfng his own term. It is true 

that most major departmental heads were subject to gubernatorial 

aopo i ntment.. However, 71-vo st i 11 served I anger or stagoered 

terms~ The only heads who served coterminously with the 

governor were in th~ 0€pertment of Administration, Bureau of 

Criminal Apprehension, Iron Range Resources and Rehabi I itation 

Commission, Minnesota Research Ccmmissio9, and the Department 

of N\i I itary Affairs. By !969 about the same proportion of 

agency heads were sti I I completely independent from thE governor. 

But the proportion serving the same or shorter tenrrs had 

increased greatly .. This was espt:cI.:::i! !y true in the major 

',) 
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Tabfe V-7 Functional Spread Among Minnesota Agencies, 1945-!969 

Function 1 

J;dm in i strati on 

Personnel 

Finance 

icu I ture 

Commerce 

[ducat ion 

f!E'ct ons 

Hea I th 

Human Riqhts 

Labor 

law fnforcE'ment 

Local 

Natural Resources 

Transportation 

Admin. 
DEpt .. 

7 

6 

2 

0 

3 

4 

0 

Boc:rd or 
~cm~iss-
1on 

0 

2 

5 

8 

9 

0 

0 

3 

2 

0 

3 

Q. 

0 

Tot-al 
Number 

5 

9 

6 

3 

2 

10 

0 

3 

7 

2 

4 

4 

4 

Tota i 
Number 

6 

9 

10 

7 

17 

6 

3 

12 

2 

8 

5 

4 

If 

7 

4 

Adm in .. 
Dept,. 

7 

6 

3 

4 

0 

3 

3 

4 

3 

Boar-d of 
Corn~iss­
i one:: 

5 

8 

3 

6 

11 

3 

2 

10 

2 

4 

5 

8 

3 

Admittedly the functional areas chosen are somewhat 
arbitrary; the number could be expand2d or contrccted 
according to taste. 

2. 

Source: 

When the table refers to boards and comm1ssions it refers 
to al I agenciEs not included under constitutional officers 
or administrative departments. 

The Minnesota Leaislative Manual, 1945-@nd 1969 
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administrative departments. The great changE came not 1-hrough 

statuatory enactments but through lengthEning the governor's 

term. Little real action was taken specifically to shorten 

department head terms to coincide with the governor's unti I the 

1969 session .. 

Finally, the Minnesota legislature has not been overly 

concerned with oroviding the governor a direct chain of command 

th a series of single headed agencies. In 194-5 26% of all 

units had a single director at the head. In 1969 the proportion 

was Ag2in there is a major difference between admin-

istrative departments ~nd the other units. In both years a 

majority of these departments did have single heads. But the 

proportion has not changed significantly over time. Major 

departments with multiple direction include the Department of 

Commerce, Department of Civi I Service, the State Board of Health, 

the innesota Pollution Control tgency, and the educational units -

State Board of Fducation, State Col lece Board~ and the State 

Junior C0Jle9e Board. Tn these agencies the governor must wait 

for a col IFgial decision, or try to deal with many men. 

innesota governors have possessed few formal coordinating 

too Is to put I this di ff use structur2 toge th ff.. Ther2 is no rea I 
30 

cabinet. ~n executive counci I helps to some degree. However, 

this counci I consists of the other constitutional elective officers, 

except the lieutenant governor. None are very amenable to 

gubernatorial directione And the c0uncif ts pcwers are quite 

mi nor.. Its major brnEf It wou Id be an i" n forma I opport'-un i tv to 

exchange information. Informally, incumbent governors have also 
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periodically assembled department heads for meetings. The 

Comm i s s i '.::in er- o f Jl d m i n i st r a t i on arr a r) ~ e s t he a g end a for these 

meet nos. As a third coordinating device departmental heads do 

submi weekly reports. However. the prime control factor since 
j2 

939 has been the Department of Administraticn. The commissioner 

oversees budget formation (and al lotmsnt), central procurement, 

phys i ca i pi ant construe ti on, computer- services, and monagernen t 

studies He also issues pol icy directives to department heads. 

good commissioner, backed by an active governcr, can insure a 

fair amount of coordination with these tools. 

Few governors have attempted to revise the 9overnmental 
33 

structure to ensure greater formal coordination. The major 

r€organization in 1939, sponsored by Harold Stassen, established 

the subs€quent administrative pattern. Gov~rnor C. Elmer Anderson 

did endorse the "Little Hoover 0 recomme,1dations in 19~;3 but did 

not push it.. However, GovErnor Freeman and Governor· Levander did 

push major reorganization drives. Freeman fei fed almost tota! ly. 

comprdiensive bill passed in 1955. tJnfodunately the governor 

nadvertantiy signed a bi I I that differed frcm the soecffic 

form passed by the legislatur~. The reorganization 1 s validity 

was chatfeng€d in the courts. On January 20, 1956., the state 
34 

supreme ccurt found th€ act invalid because of the defect. 

Further attempts at rEorganization failed in 1957. Levander, on 

the other hand, partially succeeded. But most of the reforms 

passed under him wi I I potentially help the governors subsequent 

to his administration. The general failure to rearganrze can be 

attribut€d to legislative resistance. Legislators suoport a 
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muitiheaded Pxecutive and independEnt executive officers precisely 
35 

because this weakens the governor. The departments themselves, 

and special groups, also resist change. For example, Stafford 

King, long time state auditor, enjoyed a large legislative 

fol lowing. Freeman proposed to remove the auditor's pre-audit 

unctions and give them to the Commissioner of Administration. 

The state auditor would then perform a post audit function and 

be responsible to the legislature. King vigorously ooposed such 

a change .. It failed. Conservation groups successfully kept the 

Department of Conservation away from direct gubernatorial control. 

Veteran 1 s groups maintained an independent Deoartn1ent of Veteran's 
36 

Affairs with a separate Soldier's Home Board. Vested intErests, 

who have contacts with the legislators, do not want changes in 

their wcrking arrangementso Legislators, working from a separation 

of powers t~eory, are reluctant to enhance gubernatorfal influence. 

A review of the administrative changes that were proposed 

may reveal what at least two governors viewed as thefr greatest 

obstaclEs ithin the state structure .. For example, both ~reeman 

and Levander sought to reduce the long terms for administrative 

"subordinatesn .. Whereas Freeman largely failed, Levander largely 

succeeded by 1969 .. F:xtending the governor's term to four years 

in 1963 eased the latter's task .. Only a few heads had a six year 

term. Currently, exceptions to the coterminous term exist 

largely within agencies that have multiple heads. Freeman also 

wantEd to eliminate al I other elected executives except the I ieuten­

ant governor. He failed. Levander sought to have the governor 

and lieutenant governor elected on the same ticket. He failed also. 
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In a second area both governors attempted to increase their 

administrative coordinating power. Freeman would have added the 

Archives Commission, the pre-audit, and the personnel functi6n to 

the Commissioner of Administration. The Commissioner would also 

have been empowered to transfer funds and personnel among 

depa~tments. None of these rtcommendations passed Levander 

sought a simi l3r transfer oower for the commissioner. This time 

he succeeded. In fact the 1969 reorganization act provided the 

Minnesota 9overnor with the greatest executive initiated reorgan­

ization power in the nation. The Commissioner of Adminfstration 

may transfer ~mployees, functions, and cppropriations from one-

department to another with gubernatorial approval. LEgislative 

appropriations committees must be informed, but no legislative 
37 

approva is necessary. During the Levander udministration the 

governor's planning power was also increased. A state planning 

agency was placed directly under the governor in 1967~ In 1969 he 

receivEd additional power to establish regional plannTng districts. 

The final type of reorganization were suggestfons to fncrease 

funct onal departmentalization. Freeman worked especral ly on 

changing Commerce, Conservation, Revenue, Agriculture, the 

Attorney General's office, Labor, Corrections, and the Railroad 

and '.'}an~house Commission.. Freeman's single permanent success 

came with the creation of a Department of Corrections. The 

Youth Conservation Commission, Parole Board, and the corrections 

functions formerly under welfare, al I came under a department 

heeded by a single executive (with a s;x year term). In addftion 

to th~':cSE t_evcndEr made initiatives for change 1n pol !ution., 
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welfere, education, and pub! ic safety Most changes under 

Levander were not far reaching. The Minnesota Pollution Control 

ency added functions in air pollution, sol id waste, and land 

use plann ng. The governor obtained greater control over the 

agency 7 s operations. There were two very major triumphs for 

tori a I contra I.. In 1967 the Ra i I road and q 1an:house 

Commission was changed to the Department of Pub I ic Services. 

Most administrative tasks were moved to an administrative head 

appo nted by the governor for a four year term. The commi ssi onETs, 

who act as an aopeal board, wi I I be gradually shifted from 

elective to appointive status. The second great change came :n 

1969 with a new Department of Public Safety~ Functions pr-eviously 

scattered under the Bureau of Criminal Appreh~nsionJ Civrl Defense, 

State Fire Marshal I (Insurance DepartmEnt), th~ Motor Vehicle 

Division (Secretary of State), the Highway Patrol (Highway 

Department , Driver's education (State Board of Education)~ 

Drivers Licensing (Highway Department). registration of private 

detectives (SEcretary of StateL and Caoito! Security Force-s 

inistration) al I came under a single department. The removal 

of these functions from the Secretary of State culmfnated a very 

long battle,. 

Few major reorganization attempts have succPeded since 1939 

although agencies were gradually added. Th~ most significant 

change was lengthening the governor's term to four years. Most 

changEs in functional consolidation came during the Levander 

administretion. Legislative dissatisfaction with the prevafl ing 

structure, and Reprcs~ntative Robert Renner 1 s qreat prestiege, 
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cccou n t e d for t h i s as much as g u be r n a tor i a I i n i t i a t i ve .. Even 

so, these changes occured too late to affect even Levander's 

abi I ity to uti I ize administrative leveraoe for his IEgislative 

program. 

Appo1ntment and Removal 

The appointment power Is gm era I I y considered to be the 

mosts gnificant gubernatorial control ovErthe administrative 

branch This theory holds that when a man owes his positions to 

the governor, he wi I I be loyal to the governor's program. Of 

course, this expectation does not always come to fruition. Once 

a person acauires the position, the governor's hold over him 

diminishes® Perhaps more siqnificant then would be the oower to 

remove$ Faithful service would be rewarded with retention~ 

Rebel ious execu ives would not remain long. 

The Minnesota governor possesses wide appointment powers over 

S,'J-cailed "policymaking\! officials. Under the constitution he 

appo nts notaries pub I ic, and· ai I othEr officErs provided by 

aw. ver, al I such appointments are subject to senatorial 

confirmation. The governor also fi I Is vacancies in the con­

stitutional elective offices, except I ieutenant governor, and 

other state and district offices. For governors Thye, Youngdahl, 

and Anderson, these interim appointments served only to the 

next annual Election. Since 1955 the appointment period extends 

unti I the end of the officers term or unti I the January fol lowing 

the next general electione FurthEr, the governor fil Is in 

municip~1, districts, and supreme court vacancies. These interim 

appointmEnts do not require Senate confirmation. Aside from thEse 
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policy-making offices, the governor's appointment power has 

beEn highly restricted since the 1939 civi I service law. In 

fact the governor is almost totally isolated from this general 
38 

personnel function. He does appoint the three man Civi I Service 

Board. But the board members serve staggered three year terms. 

Th e board a pp o i n 1- s the c i v i I s er v i c e d i r- Ector e F i n a I I y , 1' he 

39 
removal power, too, is virtually non-existent. Generally., only 

_the Adjutant General, the Director of Civ; I Defense, and the 

Commissioner of Administration are subject to removal at the 

governor's pleasure. Other department heads may be removed 

only for cause. 

fxcept for the attorney general, the governor's actual 

opportunity to appoint elected constitutional officers in the 

interim has bP.en quite smal I .. The great'est intc-:rim appointment 

opportunities arise within the judicial system. tlthough judges 

officially come to thE bench via non-partisan elections, most are 

; n i t i a I I y a pp o i n t e d • In I 969 a I I bu t one of t he seven st a t e 

supreme court justices had b2en in it i a I I y appo i ntEd; 80% of the 
40 

seventy district judges I ikewise had been initially appointed. 

The largest volume of appointments, and the greatest oppor­

tunities for administrative control I ie in administrative agency 

appointments. These aopointments are al I subject to senatorial 

confirmation .. This has not become a great practical I imitation 

however. Charles Adrian comments that up through 1950 most 
4, 

gubernatorial appointments were approved routinely. The Senate 

apparently feels that apnointment discret~6n should be left with 

the governor. Since 19h5 few appointments have been disputed. 
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None were defeated on the floor. A few may have been held up 

and a few withdrawn The only real battles occured under Elmer 
)-t2 

L. Andersen,. In 1961 a highly contested floor vote upheld 

his appointments for notcries public .. Thirty-four conservatives 

voted for, none against Only four DFLer's voted for the 

governor, seventeen against But the real clash came in 1963. 

This was a calculated move by Senate Minority Leader Paul Thuet. 

Under the con st i tut ion /\ndersen retained the governorship unt i I 

a successor was officially named. The long recount battle 

delayed Rolvaag's accession to officee Meamvhi le many administrat-ive 

terms had expJred Andersen felt that since he still held the 

office, it wns his prerogative to fill the vacancies .. The Senate 

Conservatives agreed and preoared to support his action raut­

inelye The minority disa9reed. They felt that the -new governor 

should make the appointments. When Andersen held firm, Thuet 

made the appointments a partisan issue. The DFL caucus proceeded 

to make a pub I ic record on the SPn • te floor. In afl there were 

92 recorded rol I cal I votes. Most concerned advisory and 

examining boards. But also included were siqnificant adminfstrative 

posts such as Commissioner of Benks, Commissioner of Aeronautics, 

Liquor Control Commissioner, Commissioner of Taxation, the ·~ter 

Resources 8oard, and the Board of Heal the Every vote usually divided 

along perfect caucus I ines. Th~ DFL lost evEry one. 

Lengthly and overlaoping terms have been a much more signif­

icant I imitation than Senate aporoval. This limitation was 

potential !y significant for every governor except possibry 

Levander. One can ·rest the actual I imits by E'xamining guberr1atorial 
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~ success ln apoointing administrative agency heads. As can be 

seen from TablE V-8 the govErnor had appointed a majority of 

agency heads by the start of eight IEgislative sessions. ThEse 

include Governors Thye, Youngdahl, Freeman, Rolvaag, End Levander. 

Only Governors C. [!mer Anderson and f!mer L. Andersen failed 1n 

this respect. ~ppointment success appears to depend directly on 

length of ti~e in office. Only Governor Thye (who tock office in 

19h3) and Governor Levander appointed a majority in their first 

session. By the end of the governor 1 s second legislative session 

second and 931, by the third term. Levander appointed 771 by 

his second session. Only Rolvaag deviates 1n this reso2ct. If 

one were to rank individual governors on their actual aopointment 

powers, it would look as fol lows: 

Youngdahl, Freeman 
Levander 
Thye 
Andersen 
Anderson 
Rolvaag 

757~ 
69. 51s 
56% 
~-~ 
37.,5% 
36~5% 

Not al I departments are equally inaccessible, however. Those 

departments especially protected from gubernatorial appointment 

are the Board of Education, Board of Health, Civil Service 

Board, Commissioner of Taxation, Commissioner of Insurance, 

Commissioner of Securities, Department of Labor and Industry. 

Joseph Schlesinger does not consider the governor's over-al I 

oppointments as the crucial variable. He selected sixteen major 
43 

functions and offices for special scrutiny. For Schlesinger 

the measure of formal aooointment power is the degree to which 

the governor shares this oower with another bcdy. Appointments 

at his own discretion maximizes his power. A popularly elected 
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Table V-8 Appointments by Minnesota Governors, 1945-1970 
Number of No .A.ppo i nted No not % not 

Year Dept. Heads by Governor % Appointed Arpo ~ nJed Appointed 

1945 27 15 56% 12 1Jd ~/0 

1947 29 13 45% 16 55% 
1949 30 26 87% 4 13% 
951 30 28 93% 2 7% 
953 32 12 37-5% 20 62.5~ 
955 32 15 47% 17 . 5 3;/4 

1957 36 31 86% 5 I~% 
959 35 32 92% 3 8% 

1961 35 17 49% 18 51% 
963 36 7 20% 29 80% 

1965 36 19 53% 17 L.r-?1 
967 34 21 ·62% 13 38% 
959 35 27 77% 8 23·fo 

Source: The Minnesota Legislative Manual, 1945-1969 

executive gives him no power. On a value scale from 0-5 points, 

nine Minnesota functional areas rate a four, three rate a one and four 

a zero. Schelsinger constructed a formal power index by adding 

the points for each office. This appointive power index ranked 

the states from 15 to 79. Minnesota fel I into the second strongest 

group with 51 coints. This formal ranking changed not at al I 

from 1945-1970. For-ma! power is not the SE:1me thing as actual 

power, however. Table V-10 shows the actual opportunity rate. 

The maximum possiblE proportion of appointments is nine agencies 

(56~). For the Board of Fducation and the 8oard of Health, the 

governor may be able to appoint a majority of the group that 

aopoints the administrative director. Pn asterick indicates 

the occasions on which this occured. Only Youngdahl, ~reeman, 

and Levander reached the ful I appointment potential. Only governors 

who served more than one legislative session cppointed a majority 

of agency heads. The ranking of sessions remains the same as that 

.for a! J administrative agency acpointments. Again, of those 
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Table V-9 Appointments by ~~inncsota Governors, 16 Major Officers, 19~.5-1970 

Office i 945 1947 19~9 _1_251 .1953 1955 .J..957 ~ 1961 1963 1965 1967 1969 

Administration Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Agriculture Y Y Y Y N Y Y Y Y N Y N Y 
At tornc y Genera I N N N N N N N N N N N N N 
Auditor N N N N N N N N N N N N N 
Budget N N N N N N N N N N N N N 
(onservation N ~ Y Y N Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Pub I ic Examiner Y Y Y Y N Y Y Y Y Y Y N Y 
Fduca ti on N N N* N* N N t\! N* N N N N t\l 
Health N* N N* N* ~* N N* N* N N N* N N* 
Hiqhways Y N Y Y Y N Y Y Y N Y N 
tnsurRnce N Y Y Y Y N N Y N N Y Y Y 
Labor Y N Y Y N N Y Y N N Y Y Y 
s~cretarv of State N N N N N N N N N ~ N N N 
Taxation Y ~,! N v N ~J Y Y Y t\l N Y Y 

Treasurer N N N N N N N N N N N N N 
'\1e If are Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y N · Y Y Y Y 

Number by GovPrnor 7 5 8 9 4 5 8 9 6 4 8 6 9 
Percent by GovernorL.4 .. O'.% 31.,3% 50 .. 0~ 56.,0'Js 25% 31,,3¾ 50% 56% 37.,57o 25% 50% 37.51, 567', 

y = The governor appointed the officer N = The governor did not appoint the officer 

The Ii c EXc;mi ner I s off i c0 wtis substituted for comptro i I er 
* Althouqh the governor dici not appoint the executive officEr, he did appoint~ majority of the 

bo~rd in these rs 
Source: Computed from information 1n The Minnesota Legislative M~nual, 1945-1969 
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functional areas that the governor might appoint, Taxation, 

Labor and Industry, Highway~and Insurance are most resistant 

to his control. 

Expertise and Patronage 

Control over the administrative apparatus may have legislative 

benefits for the governor in at least two important ways. First, 

ad m i n i s tr a tor s ha v e mo r e exp tT i· i s e i n , and spec i f i c i n form a t i c n 

about, pol icy programs than any other single source. They know 

the major problems in their own areas. They often must draft a 

general decision for pol icy change 7nto specific bi I I form. They 

have to provide suoporting evidence to get proposals through 

eaisl~tive committee and floor de~te. This support may be 

especially crucial to the governor since the legislctors lacks 

a I of thEsE assets. Up unti I very recently the Minnesota 

egis ature was poorly equipped for in depth research~ Legislators 

couid not hoce to equal the rEsources avar I able to depaftment 

heads in any case. Of course, if the administrators oppose the 

governorts prooosals, thEse samE resources can be used for 

lukewarm suoport or outright ooposition. 

It is uncertain how influential this factor is rn Minnesota. 

Only three governors emphasizPd it. Governor Youngdan! acknow-
~ 

!edged that his administrative experts could je a great he!p~ 

However, he quickly pointed out that they were useful only in 

an informational capacitye The govErnor has to push and fight 

for program acceotance himself. Governor Rolvaaa meinly empha-

sized the benefits that mav bE de.rived from innovative cte=-oartrnent 
' ' 

45 
heads. They can sugqest bold new programs. More important, 



they could shape his own rough pol icy ideas into legislatively 

and edministratively acceptable f0rm. Particularly helpful 

were 11.'ayne Olson in Conservation and John Jamieson in Highways .. 

However , no on E re I i e d more he av i I y c n ad m i n i s t r a t i v e c x p e r t s 
46 

than did Elmer L. Andersen. He rel icd primarily on their 

judgement to evaluate legislative prooosals suggested to him. 

Also Essential for Andersen was the political support they could 

muster. C iente!e groups that had a special interest in certain 

bills could be found behind each agency. The governor insisted 

that these were not neccssari ly selfish or economical Iv motivated 

groups. ~ssociations such as the Counci I on Special Education 

or Friends of the Menta! ly Retarded could appea~•to special 

pub Ii cs., 

Most fegisl6tors emphasize these administrative resources 

much less than the governors. Reoresentative Robert Renner did 

feel that the governor's greatest strength would be to surround 
47 

himself with strcng depcrtment heads. These men then v~uld 

primarily dev~i0p the programs and crovide information for 

messages. They, not the governor, lcrgel y carry the bi 11 through 

testimony in hearings. However, Renner never mentioned any 

governor \Nho systernat i c5 I I y succeeded in this mcnner. Senator 

Robert Dunlap (C-1953-1966) emphasized the potrntial rather than 
48 

the actuality of this resource. But he cont£nds that ~dmin-

istrative officials are far more influential in initiating policy 

than either th€ legislator or the governor. 

Theoretically a second great administrative resource that 

gives the qover~or legislative leverage could bP bargaining 

with patronag~. Resoondents gave a mixed reaction to this 
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device. No leq slator er governor saw it as a powerful tool. 

Some insistEd on its ccmpiete absence from Minnesota pol }tics. 

GovErnor F mer L. Pndersen even took some offense at the suggestion. 

The appointment power was to be used to secure able personnel. 
49 

It was not to be nprosti uted" as c bargaining device. He USEd 

it neither as a reward nor as a punishment. Speaker Lawrence 

Hal I (C-1935-1943) affinned that no governor 1n his EXpffiEnce 
50 

attempted to use apoointments for bargaining. Prior to 1939 

therF had b~en more opportunity to use bargaining. But because 

the Farmer-Labor party under GovFrnor El~er Benson so abused 

the patronage power, Conservatives gladly supported Harold Stassents 

suggestions for a strona civi I service in 1939. However, the 

Republicen ::,arty put greet oressure on Stassen to remove old 

emplcyees and get ub icans blanketed in under the nFw civi I 
5t 

service. Out of some emoloyEes, 2752 wEre fired. Since 

then patronsge opportunities havE been highly restricted. The 

attorney gEneral nd the secretary cf state control as much 

significant patronage as the governor. By 1969 the governor 
52 

appointed some 459 positions. This included administrative 

agencies - 98, advisory boards - ;'.243., examining boards - 107., 

and semi -st2:,te a gene i f:s - 11. Of these on I y 42 received a f u 11 

or necrly full t me salary. TwE'1~.ty-sevEn of these wen: in 

administrative agencies, many subject to st~ggered terms. 

No one discuted the strong limits on patronage. However, many 

felt that, if properly used, appointments could bring some leverege. 

SenBtor Raphael Salmore esoecial ly insisted that qovernors can 

and do trade on aooointments as we! I as on oriorities for highway 
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development and ocblic bui !dings. Senator Karl Grittner 

( D FL , I 95 9- I 97 0 ) !owed that appointments to certain boards 

might be used to bui Id support o~ items such as welfare and 
5~ 

hospitals .. ReprEscntative Roy Schulz (C-1951-1970) believed 

that no governor possessEd much tradirg stock. But board 
55 

appointments can add smal I increments to a governor's position. 

He felt that wit experience Governor Levander became astute 

at this. The technique aopears to be not so much by direct 

bargaining as bv creating good wi I I through strengthening a 

legislator's pub! ic prestiege. Schulz also indicated that some 

governors created irritetions by not perfcrming astutely en this 

matt~r. For examoie legislctors aooreciate being notified in 

advance when major apoointFes come from districts. They do not 

appreciate surprise appointments. Of course trading in marginal 

areas may become a two way street. Senator Rudy Hansen (C-1955-

1970) related that during the Levander administration some groups 

wanted a farmer on the Water Pol luticn Control Board Legislators 

introduced a bi I I hat woLI~ have made such appointments 

mandatory to be sure that the governor got _the message. Patronage 

is not of greet importance in Minnesota then. But a governor so 

disposed can create good wi l I through exercising care in the 

appointment proces5. 

Administrative Resources: An Fva!uetion 

Formally, Minnesota governors do not possess very great 

powers over the administrative structure. The greatest potential 

exists in the appointment oower~ The governor appofnts most 

top agency decision:naker·s. The major exception would be the 
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five elec ive deoartments. The Minnesote Senate never success-

fully cha IEnges gubern0tcrial appointments. And the state 

ranked among the top fifteen in formEI power throughout the 

period. However, remova power is al~ost non-existent4 And 

thE edministrative structGre does oresent significant potEntial 

obstacles ftgencies are numerous end the number has grown 

steadily. Funct anal di us ion among many separate agencies also 

increased. Because of long and overlepping terms few first 

term govern6rs can appoi t even a majority of agency heads 

forma ly under their con rol. A governor must serve at least 

into a second legislative session before he can overccme this 

obstacle. ftnd s nee reorganization movements failed up untfl 

1967, this structural sihJction cr;anqed little to increase 

gubernatorial power potential. Harold Levander probably enjoyed 

entia! r'OWE-r ovE:r· a,jn,inistrati0n than any 

other governor. Sut the reforms directly af~ecting the governor's 

office occured mostly in 969 when they would affPct only future 

governors .. 

Curiously in I ight cf the for~al provisions. few governors 

found the administrative crrangements a marked handicap. But 

few found them a marked a~vantage either. Governors seemed to 

regard the admin strative branch as a potentiel advantage. but 

a practical minor irritan • Only EfmEr L. Anderseh strongly 
56 

emphasized the advantages from administrative support. He 

sought good personnel an~ rElied heavi ty on them for program 

ideas and evalua ion. Tn addition these departments entfsted 

client~le groups to fight for programs that Andersen accepted. 
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Even though he appreciated administrative support, it is not 

clear the Anderson could control department heads who opoosed 

him. Karl Rolvaag recalled that Highway Commissioner Marshal I 
57 

opposed Andersen's wishes successfully. Marsha I I, a strong 

wi I led retired Army general, was an Andersen appointee. But 

he believed that his decisions took precedence over the governor's 

1n highway matters. Actually Andersen seldom really tried to 

ucontrol 11 administrators. His pETsonal philosophy rebel led 

against this approach. Andersen said that he remained flexible 

on such matters as agency program clearance. He talked over 

programs with deoartment heads, informally suggesting that he 

desired their support during committee hearings. However, he 

did not hold them to this. Especially if asked by legislators, 

the heads remained free to express personal or departmental viewso 

Governors Levander and Rolvaag put perhaps the second 

greatest emphasis on administrative resources. But while Levander 

found the structure a minor stumbling block, Governor Rolvaag 

found it a ma_jor obstecle. Governor Levander, as did Andersen, 

considered the appointment power important as an opportunity to 
58 

obtain trustworthy and efficient people. Hebel ieved that once 

a governor obtains high qua I ity administrators who are wi I ling 

to serve, the apparatus should run fairly wel I. RolvaQg too 

appreciated the benefits to be derived from alert, innovative 

agency heads. But Levander did not feel that the administrators 

had greatly hindered him. He stressed reorganization more from 

theoretical ideas of good government than because of his own 

practical problems. HE acknowledged thet splintered governmental 
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But this was not because 

entrenched bureaucrats de! iberately opposed him. The governor 

could not completely run state government now simply because 

the number of contacts required exceed the governor's time 

capacity There were so many supposidly reporting to him that 

he never really saw the majority of them. Levander also stressed 

the failure in coordinatione He felt thai' legislative program 

success would be enhanced with the governor only had one admin 

istt-ator to dEal with in a functional area. Then that man would 

genuinely become the governor's key aide in legislative 

negotiations. The single headed Department of Pub! ic Safety 

stands as an expression of this conviction. Governor Rolyaag, 

on the other hand, felt hampered by many potential opponents 

in the bureaucracy. This apoecrs logical since his actuar 

appointment opportunities for key oositioMs ranked lower than 

any other governoro He did not imagine that his own apoointees 

would be completely loyal, but they were more likely to be so. 

HE bel iev€d that reorganization to shorten department head terms 

would have al lowed him to work with more men of the same phi r­

osphical bent. Commisioner of Highways Marshal I, -replaced in 

1965, and Commissioner of Taxation Roi land Hatfield, became 

particular obstacles. The governor admitted that the bitter 

public dispute between Hatfield and himself had probably been 

unwise. It lowered pub! ic confidence in Rolvaag. But the point 

is, whether Hatfield was right or not, Rolvaag never felt that 

he could trust a man appointed by his political opponent. 

Governors Fr·eeman and Youngdah I apparent I y viewed the 
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administrative branch as a neutral resource. Neither found 

positive power values in it In both cases some administrators 

did resist the governor But both were perfectly caoablE of 

beating down such opposition. Governor Youngdahl experienced 

the fewest obstacles. He cal led department heads together for 

periodic meetings. In these meetinqs he ~aid down the law. If 

an administrator pub I icly spoke out against the governors pro­

gram, he would be col led on the carpet. If he persisted he was 
59 

out. Youngdahl apparently experienced no difficulty in removing 

those men that he found objectionable. He also indicated that 

many administrators appreciated the merits of his program, so 

few hard-nosed tactics were actually necessary. Onry one 

administrator persisted in open defiance. That was Reuben 
60 

Brustuen, director of pub I ic institutions. Youth conservatTon 

was a key Younqdahl pro9ram@ The three social service heads 

fought over who was to have the program, so Youngdahl decided 

to set uo a separate commission. The institutional people 

opposed this. But Youngdahl, not a man tc tolerate opposftfon, 

ordered those officials to cease. Brustuen persisted in lobbying 

against the bi I I and or~anized opposition in the Senate Judiciary 

committee. Youngdahl obtained the desired orgenizationaf 

structure; .however. He also eventually replaced Brustuen. 

Governor Freeman, another strong wi I led man, pursued much the 

same I ine. He, more than Youngdahl, felt that speci fie tErms 

for department heads a~d his own weak removal powers could cause 
61 

problems. But administrators usually cooperated with him cut 

of common goa!s. As insurance, his commissioner of administretion, 



292 

Arthur Naftal in enforced prior central program clearance on 

a I I department heads. These men WETE bound to support key 

gubernatorial positions .. To FreEman's knowledqe no adminis­

trator testified against him in the IPgislature. He warned 

several men that he would not tolerate such opposition. In his 

view this would have constituted proper grounds for removal~ and 

he would have exercised the prerogative if admir,istrators had 

gone too far .. 

Among Minnesota governors, then, Governor Andersen rated 

administrative resources as imoortant, with Governor Rolvaag 

and Governor Levander valuing it to a lesser extent. Youngdahl 

and Freeman re9arded it as more of a neutra I for·ce. In potent i a I 

and actual control, Youngdahl, Freeman, and LEvander would rate 

highes"i-, Governor Thye next, then r-lmE::r L • .Andersen, and last 

Co Elmer Anderson or Karl Rolvaag. 

Budgetary Resources 

Perhaps the governors most significant power over admTn­

istrat;ve agencies is the power of the oursep Most adminfstrat­

ors are program or at least agency oriented. No matter how 

extensive an aqency's orogram authorization, it remains a paper 

program without sufficient funding. Appointment controls are 

episodic, but to a degree fiscal controls are continuing. 

Legislators, too, recognize the budget's importance. Many do 

not value highly the governor's inaugural message. For them 

his real priorities are established in the budget document. And 

most state governors do oossess strong formal budgetary powers. 

The efficiency and economy movement succeeded more thoroughly 
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with the executive budget concept than any other part of its 

programe As a measure of this Joseph Schlesinger rated the 

state governors on a five point scale according to the extent 

to which budgetary authority origi~ates in the governorts office. 

In the strongPst category the governor shares budget preperation 

only with persons directly appointed by him. Minnesota, along 

with 28 other states, r~anks in rh is group.. However, no st·ate 

governor could claim abso!utP authority over the budget. The 

legislaturE' bestows final approval on al I requE'sts. Then major 

responsibi I ity shifts back to the governor to execute the budget. 

62 

To achieve a complete understanding of the Minnesota governor's 

fiscal powers al I three of these - prfparation, aoproval~ execution­

p !us funding wi 11 b€ considered. 

Minnesota has had a formally strong executrve budget since 

1939e The basic 1939 law sti I I governs the whole budget process. 

Under that act the commissicner of administration supervises the 

budget compilation* By law he acts as the governor ts rfght hand 

man. /\I I state departments, except the University of Minnesota, 

the legislature, the courts, and som€ examining boards~ are subject 
63 

to his direction. Actually, the governor does not directly 

appoint the state budget director. That position is under civi I 

service. Rut apparently this imposes no problems. 

The governor proposes the biennial budget, which runs from 

July I to June 30. The budget division performs the spade work 

for this prooosal. It prepares the forms for the brennial budgets 

and receives pre I iminary reouests from each agency. Apparently 

this fc,nral central clearance is quite vvel I mainh::incd Off i c i a I I y 



no agency request goes to the I e1;1 is I a rur·e unt i I it has bf'en to 

the Department of ~dministratior. Governors Freeman Youngdahl, 
64 

and Levander particularly insisted on this. Freeman, with 

Arthur Naftalin's h2lp, succeeded especially well at this control. 

In 1969 Commissioner of Administration Roi land Hatfield went one 

step further on this clearance by presenting only the governor's 

recommendation to the legislature. Once the requests come in, 

the commissioner helps the governor establish priorities. He 

holds hearinos on each request, with the govPrnor sometimes 

sitting in. The governor largely accepts budget bureau recommen~­

ations for the final decisions. Usually this means cutting, or 
bj 

"removing thf' water 11
., as Governor Youngdahl c-xpressed it. The 

govErnor does coordinate a I I reouest s to br i nq them into Ii nt?. He 

may raise er lower a few requests in major pol icy areas... Even 

an exoansicnist I iberal aovernor such es Orvil le r=-reeman fol lowed 
, - 66 

the basic cutting pattern. He car!1pa i gned for major program 

increasEs, especially in education and welfare. However, the law 

required that he balance the budgete At the same time he faced 

declining revenues. In response the govErnor asked departments 

to hold the I ine. But seven asked for large increases. So he 

cut al I requests except in welfare, personal safety, and conservation. 

After· th€ governor decides, the commissioner of admi,nistration rr.ust 

convince departments to accept gubernatorial priorities. 

Governors Freeman and Levander spent a great deal of time 

mastering the budget. And Freeman felt that the only I imitation 

on budget prepe.rat ion wr,s the time factor-.,. and a qove-rnor's 

per son a I i nc I i n a t i on s .. Howe v er , th i s t i me fa c tor be c ori es Dar- t i c -
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u!arly acute for a first term governor. Thomas Fl inn, covering 

the Freeman administration in 1955, gives the best insight on 
67 

this. Freeman wcs elected as the first DFL governor 1n Nov-

ember, 1954. He then had 2 1/2 months to prepare a comprehensive 

program. No DFLer had government experience. As governor-elect 

Freeman commanded no personal staff Fortunate I y, incumbent 

governor C. Elmer Anderson d;d consent to oppoint DFLer Arthur 

Naftalin as Commissioner of Administration before Freeman took 

office. However, the Commissioner of Taxation, G. Howard Spaeth, 

a long time Republ lean incumbent, was not asked to resign. Freeman 

large y by-passed him and worked with economics professor WaltEr 

He! ler. Freeman also attempted to reach out for legislative 

assistance. He held thrFe meetings from November through Dec€mber 

with DFL legislative leaders. Freeman rEceived some advice on 

things that couldn't be done, but I ittle positive helo from this 

quarter. The leqislators felt that they could not compromise 

their independent position before the session started. Naftal in 

and He! !er then drafted the message substential ly on their own 

with no legislative consultation after Freeman took office. 

!though the governor virtually dominates budget preparation, 

legislative authorization ls another matter. The legislature 

accepted no governor's budget completely. Governor Rolvaag said 

that som£ of his requests were greatly altered. David Durenberger 

flatly stated that the legislature does not believe in an executive 
68 

budget at all. 

Under the constilution al I appropriations bi I ls must originate 

in the House. HowE:vEr the Senate also conside1-s bi I ls. And both 



296 

houses have had strong wi I led men es approoriations committee 

chairmen~ Dur-ing the period under study Claude ti IE'n (chairman 

1939-1954) was thE strongPst chairman 1n the House. He ran a 

tight comMittee during his tenure end was for years regarded as 

the IEading expert on the Minnesota budget. REfusing to use 

subcommittees, he could keep on top of the whole process. Contrary 

to .Al !Fn the other house chairmen did use sub-committees. Robert 

Fitzsimons (1963-) did not attempt i·o totally dominate the 

committee. · But, he enjoyEd influence as one of the most respected 

men in thE House. Leo ~osier (1955-1958) and i I I iam Shovel l 

( 1959-1962) were chairmen during the period of DFL contro I. Ne i thc,-

served I ong E'nough lo te,ke strong command. Si nee A .• .J. Rockne the 

Senate has had no tough chairman comoarable to Al !en. Rockne 

sE-r-ved even lonqer than J::. 11 En and was kriown as the "watch-dog" of 

the treasury. HQNever, his tenure ended just at the beginning of 

the period under study. Henry Sul liven (1947-1954) and Donald 

Sinclair ( 967-) were both able men. Sul I ivan took the tougher 

stance as chairman. Sinclair did not attempt to exercise such 

close central control, but was influenti61 as a member of the 

"active minority 11
• He came in after power had been formally 

decEntralized in the committee. This was instituted under Senator 

Val Imm (1955-1966'). P.s a more ecsy going man, he did not ath:mpt 

to dominate as strongly as his predecessors. Plso, he felt that 

business could be handlEd more efficiently under the decentralized 

subcommittee system. This more specialized structure has given 

the total committee more opportunity for detailed budqetary 

aopraisa! .. 
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The c r u c i a I I e g i s I a t i v e s tag e for th e governor I s budge t 

is the committee hearing. Actually the committees do not consider 

just one big budget. By the 1939 statute four budgets are p~e-

sented. These cover education, welfare, state departments, and 

semi-state agencies. The committees also work on pub I ic bui I ding 

bills for capital improvements. The legislator·s do not have 

extensive independent information from which to make their 

decisions. But they do have some. A budqet examiner wi I I serve 

as chief committee staff member. And the budget documents present 

three figures for each item. The first is the actual expenditure 

for the previ0us biennium. The second shows the departmEntal 

requests. And the third is the qovernor's reauest~ This means 

that thE governor's judgement does not stand alone. The legislators 

may carefully compare previous appropriations with current requests. 

They also note large discrepancies between departmental and 

gubernatorial requests. ThE:se they scrutinize most carefully, 

whether it be a large increase or a large cut. Most legislators 

jealously guBrd this basis for independent judgement. Under 

Governor Levander, Commissioner of Administration Roi land Hatfield 

attempted to create greater gubernatorial leverage by presenting 

only the governor's requests. Both appropriations committees, 

but especially the Senate, reacted negatively. They cross 

examined department heads mere closely than previously to bring 

out opinions contrary to the governors. And they passed an 

appropriations bi I I that required al I three appropriation figures 
69 

in the future. 

ftpprop~iations hearinos start off with the presentation by 
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the Commissioner of Administration and his staff specialists 

He wi I I defend the governor's recommendations. And he may also 

make a point of attackinq departmental reauests that the governor 

thought too hiqh. Next, the committee hears department heads 

testify on their own areas. This point is the determinative 

stage for a truly eff£ctive executive budget Formally these 

department spokesman must go through the Department of Admin-

istration. However, in committee the opportunity exists to 

reverse previous unfavorable decisions if the department head 

so desires.. It is unc I ear how frequent I y they actua I I y do so,. 

Legislative informants appeared divided on the question. Pl I 

acknowledged that deoartments cha I lenged the governor. But a 
71 

number felt that this was not a frequent oracticc. St i I I, on 

a few occasions each session, departmEnts tried to restore cuts. 

For example, Senator Imm oErceived little real pressure on 
72 

department heads to supoort the qovernor. Independent depart-

ments such as the Board of Education, Board of Health, and the 

University of Minnesota 1 are especially prone to question the 

governor 1 s decisions. ldl legislators agrE:'ed that appropriations 

committee members encouraged department heads to chai lenge 
73 

gubernatorial decisions. Mainly members seek explanations 

for discreoacies between departments and the governor. On some 

occasions departmEnt heads set up the opportunity for such 

questJoning. Certainly Senator Dosland and Senator Dunlap 

affirmed that administrators come to committee members informally 

to request changes~ On the other hand Claude fl len denied this. 

He discoureaed government spending. He had little use for 
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administrative contacts where the plea would inevitably be for 

more money. Considering the strong legislative insistence on 

independence, an assertive department head could we! I perceive 

great possible benefits from encouraqing legislative questions. 

If he worked under a strong governoi-, he wou Id need to be 

circumspect. But he might wel I feel that the legislature was 

more his master than the governor. 

Few besides legisletors and administrators appPar at committee 

hearings. Very occasionally some interested private groups may 

testi ReprEsentative Al !en sometimes brought in such groups 

to testify against excessively high requests by both administ,etors 
74 

and the governor. The governor participates in the approval 

orocess very indirectly. One governor asked to appear at a 

commit ee hearing but was turned down. Both Youngdahl and Freeman 

calied in legislators to reouest restoration of big cuts. These 

r€Quests largely encompassed programs developed from popular 

campaign promises. Claude Allen indicated that sometimes these 

encounters grew quite stormy. Usually, though, legislative 

members listened politely but very seldom reversed decisions. 

Governor Rolvaag developed a more active, but sti I I circumspect, 
75 

role. One major examole would be in mental health. He tined 

up lobby support from organizations such as the Mental Health 

Association and the Minnesota Association for Retarded Children. 

They could carry the fight for state hospital improvements into 

the legislator's own distrlct. He also directly lobbied legis­

lators, mainly between sessions. He took trios around the state 

ith le9islative IEaders to hospitals, prisons, and col legc:s. 
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The goven--,or a I so wor--ked c I ose l y 1,v1 th Sena tor- Faye Chi Id when 

the attFr chaired the Senate Finance subcommittee for pub! ic 

in~ti utions. As long es he kept the approach low kEy, making 

his points nicely, quietly, without frontal attacks, there 

were no adverse reactions. No other governor used quite this 

same approach so successfully. 

\'.fh a t i mp a c. t do g u bf' r n a tor ; a I n:: q Li E st s have on th e ! e g i :::; l cd u n ? 

This question should be divided into two parts. First, how much 

attention do legislators pay to the governor's po::::ition? Second, 

how much do they change his monetary requFst? Most felt that 

the govErnor's reouest imposed no determinative obi igat;on on 

the cgislatur2. A few, such as Senator Jack Davies (DFL, 1959-) 

and Senator e .. C. N•ii-chel I (C - 191..J-7-1966), saw the governor ts 

t as highly determinative~ Others such as S0nator Salmore 

and Senator Tmm felt that the !eqislature largely disregarded 

the governor. By far the most common ev~!uation was summed up 
76 

by Governor Freeman. The legislature uses thE governor's 

budget as a starting point-, bL:i- does not foi low it exactly., 

ReprEsentativE Al !en was even mor~ restrained. His committee 

did not nEcEssari !y disregard the gov€rnor's requests. It could 

be used as a starting ooint, but they made independEnt judgements. 

The governor was not conclusive. And, perhaps more significant, 

the department head's request would be more likely to stand than 

the governors. Legislators felt that the administrators should 
79 

be closer to the problem and know the needs. Legislators view 

the governor's budget as informative, I ittle more. However~ in 

spitE of this attitude, the final budg~t document varies I ittle 
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from the governor's total monetary requests. Put simply 

because the total appropriation comes out nEa~ly the same as 

he governor's request does not rule out the possibility of 

major re-arrangements on imoortant items witt1in the total. 

Youngdahl had to fight herd on mental health and lost on youth 

conservation commission funding. Legislators wi I I also drastically 

change areas involving bui I dings and pet projects. The overal i 

appropriation is not so important for thE governor (except that 

he must balance budget) The l~gislature can hurt him most 

severely on those relatively few items that he high I ighted as 

in his messages. 

In the third budgetary stage, ,execution~ the governor again 

gains great discret~6n through the budqet di~ision. Simply 

b2cause an agency is authorized to spend a certain amount does 

not necessarily mean that they wi I I. They must receive affir­

mation for each transaction that the expenditure they desire 

1s IEgal!y approved. Also, they cannot spend at the rate they 

ish .. The budget division ooerates a fairly rigid quarterly 

a Jotment system that regulates this flaw. Wfth these tools the 

gov~rnor may exercise great leverage at the end of the biennium. 

Since at !east r939 the unexpended balance in a department's 

author1zation may not be automatically carried over into the 

next fiscal period. And the appropriations committees scrutinize 

surpluses quite closely. Departments bringing in surpluses 

experience great difficulty in getting appropriation raises the 

next time. Under these conditions agencies seek to spend sur­

pluses at the end of the fiscal year. Governor Youngdahl rigidly 
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attempt~d o preven this. Hcwevcr, it would also be possible 

for a governor to receive administrative support by al lowing the 

practice. The only real limitation on the governor's powEr 

over expenditure is the functional dispersion discussed previously. 

The independent treasurer ma:ntains al I accounts of receipts 

and disbursements And although the budget division determines 

the leg0I avi labi Ii y of funds, the primcry res;:;onsibi I ity for 

this resides in thE elective state auditor. Legally a department 

cannot expend money without his warrant. He also, rather than 

the governor 1 s aide, maintains the accounting system. Rut 

these limi s are rather minor. The governor has firm controls 

over expenditures. 

There is one other area that presents ~7rect forrna I I imi ts 

for the governor. This is revenue. Since by law the governor 

must balance the budget, revenue is intimately associated with 

bud g et i n g • The f i rs t I i m i t i s th a t up u n t i I ! 96 7 t he governor 

often had no chance to appoint his commissioner of taxation. 

And beyond the tax department sat a Board of Tax Appeals (now 

cal led Tax Court) with three men appointed fer overlapping six 

-
yecr terms .. 

Rigid compartmentalization of revenue through trust funds 
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presents a greater potential limit. Not al! funds are so 

restricted. The general revenue fund receives input from 

departmental receipts, utit ities taxes, gross e2rnings tax, 

cigarette and tobacco taxes, insurance premiums, inheritance 

and gift taxes, dEed and property taxes, and, since 1967, a sales 

tax. The second large budget fund under the governor's control 



s the ncome tax school fund. This is supported by individual 

and corporate income taxes and ~s al located to ~lementary-

secondary education. 

But in al I the 1969 Budaet Address I istE'd nineteen 
80 

categories of funds. Four are constitutionally dE:signated 

These include education, highways, and rai I road bonds .. ,A. good 

examp e is thf large trust fund that supplies highway needs .. A 

936 canst tutional amendment Established the highway users trust 

fund, broadening an older provision for a trunk highway fund. 

tor fuel and motor vEhicle taxes go into this fund. The consti 

tution in turn divides this into thrEe sub-funds, trunk highways, 

county-state aid, and municipal-state aid. Moneys are al located -

to each r Espe c t i v e I y by the F o I I ow i n ,~ form u I a : 62% to th e f i rs t , 

2S~¼ to the second, and g! to the third .. A subseouent amendment 

did broa~En legislative discretion somewhat. Since 1963 the 

€gis ature may act to appropriate 5% of the total revenue among 

the three funds as thEy wish. The b6lance must then be dis­

ributE·d by formula. Highway funding is then virtually beyond 

gubernatorial control. Not al I funds derive from a constrtutional 

origin. But it would servE no purpose to enumeratE al I statuatory 

provisions in detai I. ~ sampling includes five retirement trust 

funds, natural resources cigarette tax, state airport construction 

fund ., and proper t y tax re I i e f fu n d • In I 969 on I y 3 7;/o o f t he 

approprictions were subject to legislative (and gubErnatorial) 
Bl 

action .. 

Other fiscal restrictions abound in the constitution. Just 

two wi II be meritioned • .t..rticle I><, Sec 6 governs state debt.. 
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governor wants lonq term debt legislation, he must round up a 

. + 
SIX. per cent legislative majority to pass it. A second major 

potential limit wculd be thE taconite amendment in 1964. Undei~ 

this 'Unt i I 1989 no I eg is I ct i ve ad may i ncr·ease taxes on i"acon i te 

the total effective 1n 1963 or the burden that would be 

iab E under laws applying to general manufacturing corporations. 

In a least these two ways the governor's revenue options are 

restricted. 

Thomas Flinn make quite a point of these rEstrictions as 

circumscribed decisions during Governor Freeman's first 
82 

administration., Freeman found the genera revenue fund wfth 

a 1n;.::~ mi 11 ion deficit and an impending J'.35 mi 11 ion ddicit in the 

income tax school fund. At the same time the conservation, hf-

, and oermanent school funds retained large surpluses~ The 

governor wished to alleviate the prob I Em by diverting some 

revenue from the permanent school funds to qeneral revenue. 

fter extensive legislative consultation he found that this 

woutd be constitutionally difficult and pol H1cal ly unwise .. 

Surprisingly, Governor Freeman in looking back did not feel that 

dedicated funding was such a real problem. He acknowledged that 

his job might have been somewhat easier without the I imits. But 

he felt that he could work around them fairly well. He concluded 

that he would have had to fund each program to the same extent 

and n ~uch thF seme way with or without the formal restrictions. 

Governor Youngdahl, on the other hand, perceived these constft-
83 

utional ty desiqncted funds as grave road blocks. It is unclear 



why thP two men Expressed such conflicting views. Perhaps to 

a strong wi I led man such as Youngdahl any restriction on his 

iscretion apoe2rcd as irtolerablc But Freeman also acted as 

a s governor. (Actua I I y, Youngdch I ind i n:c t I y admit tee 

that constituticna! restricticns were net the only funding limits. 

On certain funds and taxes there were unbreakable '1gentlemen 1 s 

' !! ) agreements. No other governor besides these two mentioned the 

unding restrictions Perhaps the less assertive took the legal 

imits as givens and did not sericusly auEstion them for that 

reason. 

Overal I the Minnesota governor possesses wide formal powers 

over budget preparation and execution. Even informally these 

powers are virtually unchel lengEd .. Ho·NevET.s there are real 

poten ial I imits on fonding his progr-am and achievi·ng legislctive 

.accFp ance '1/hethET acknowledged or noi" numerous canst i tut i ona I 

prov sicns restrict his ability to raise funds and distribute 

them as he p I Eases,, , Most I eq is I a tors accept the governor's 

appropriation dEcisions as informational startfng point •. But 

they reed1 ly encourage dissent from department heads and regard 

these pcsitions as more useful. This does not mean that final 

budget toteis deviate greatly from the governor's recommendations. 

However, specific items crucial to his program may be changed 

greatly .. 

II. Institutional Resources 

Up to now the resources examined were provided either by the 

constitution or by statute .. This chapter- shall now turn to 

resources bui It into the governor's personal apparatus. These 
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have some basis in statute and constitution, but they are 

prirrc1rily a result of practices built up within the governor's 

office. 

Uni ike chief executives in very larg~ industrial states, 

Minnesota governors have had to work with very little staff 

assistance. In 1945 GovErnor Edward Thye would count en three 

non-clerical assistants. By 1969 SovErnor Levonder had seven. 

The largest increases ceme d~ring the Freeman administration. 

84 

Four staff ~ides assistEd Governor C. Elmer Anderson 1n 19530 

But in 1955 Governor Freeman used five and by 1959 he had seven. 

The staff has remained ~t that ievel since. Governor Thye used 

a secretary, executive secretary, and an executive aide. During 

Governor Youngdahl 's tenure an executive assistant was added. 

Governor Freeman added two administrative assistants, a second 

executive aide, and a personal aide. Considering the importance 

of mass media in recent years it seems incongrous that no 

Minnesota qovernor unti I Elmer L. Andersen in 1961 used a special-

ized news secretary. This completed the personel assistance 

complement for the governor. There have been up to eight 

additional clerical-secretarial people (including a personal 

secret~ry)o But these provide no policy assistance. :n fact 

the governor sti I I has only threE real pol icy aides. Many 
e.5 

outside observers have felt that this is far too I ittle. But 

the legislature consistently opposes large staff increases. 

Since there are so few personal aides, most perform multiple 

duties. The assignment of duties probably varies from one 

adrninistra~ion o another and within each administration. But 
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when the Little Yoover Commissicn first proposed a basic staff 

set up, it did assign rather specific functions to each position. 

The secretary should handle the govErnor's appointment schedule. 

The executive secretary took care of extradition, liasion with 

the attorney general, ano office management. Under Levander, 

executive secret~ry David Ourenberger essentially took over 

the duties of beth. Instead of a secretary Levander had a special 

assi slant posit !one Functions sGch as correspondence, bi 11 and 

statute review, Egislative and party I iasion, and speech writing 

were assigned tc the administrative assistant. srnce the governor 

now commonly uses two assistants, these tasks are divided between 

them~ Under Levander one supervised department I iasion and the 

screening of gubernatoriel appointments~ The news secretary 

promotes the governor's I ic image. This completEs the pol icy 

personnel. The executive aide does not serve 1n a pol fey capacity. 

He acts as door kEeper and keeps track of the physrcal locaticn of 

bi I Is and documents. Usually, the same man serves many governors. 

Billy w; I Iiams helt the post under every governor from John A. 

Johnson in 1905 until 1954 .. Charles P. .• Graham has served since 

1955 .. 

It would bE inaccurate to say that the governor's pol icy 

advisors are ent rely I imited to h7s 0ersonal staff. Esoecfal ly 

for legislative col icy the governor draws advice and assfstance 

from numerous scurces. Some of these are semi-official .. Many 

governors had part or ful I time research assistants. These may 

be partly supplied by the party organization or through arrange­

ments with col leses. Governor Rolvaan found bright young lawyers 
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from the attorney genere 's staff to be helpful For example 

once he had made the decisions, they drew up the veto mEssages. 

Another~ semi-official source in 1969 v,es the state planning stafL 

Legislation passed in 1967 made the oovernor the sttte planning 

0 ff j Cf' The stete olenning staff ther works directly under 

him. Levander assigned them to work on inter-departmental 
88 

1Pqislati8n (regional developmentJ water resources, welfare). 

The Department of Pdmiristration acted as a third official source. 

As previously mentioned the commissioner servEs as the governor 1 s 

man. A strong commissioner can helo the governor in pol icy areas 

other than the budget. The drawback here is that a large~ 

primarily civil servicE staffed department, is not so responsive 

to the governor one pErsonal basis. More personal, informal 

sources, arE also numerous. For example, the party chafrman may 

sit in on stretegy meetings and supo!y rEsearch facr1rtres. 

FiMal ly the governor may draw on personal friends with legislativ€ 

experiencea For example, Arthur Gi I len, Harold Levanderrs law 

pertner, served extensively in both houses~ He supolied Tnside 

knowledge and technical advice on difficult problems. Also~ 

Vii I I i am O r Br i en , former I e g i s I a tor a n d I a t er a po o i n t e d a u d i tor , 

worked on natural rEsources for Levcnder. 

Most legislators regard staff performance as of the hTghest 

importance for gubernatcrial legislative success. Only former 

Speaker Lawrence Hcl I felt that stc::ff make no difference.. Rut,: most 

legislators also concluded that recent gu~ernatorial staffs 

have not fulfilled this potential im• ortance. In fact they rated 

most staff persornel as either ineffectual er downright detrimental$ 
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Only Freemen's staff received fairly consistent praise from 

legislators. J\nd evE:n this did not aoply to al I of his staff 
89 

members Surprisingly Conservatives praised them as frequently 

as DFLers. Governor Freeman himself rated the steff highly. 

Singled out for particuler praise was the secretary Thomas 

Hughes • Hu g he s was e v i den t I y a person ab I e f e I I ow whose s i· y I e 

fit within the bounds of leqislative proprieties. On the other 

hand the administrative assisi-ant, Dorothy Houston Jacobsen, 

alienated members anc caused D~L caucus dissension by her manner. 
90 

Gerald Heany, a DFL party staff man, also irritated leoislators. 

Governor Youngdahl also rated his staff highly, although he 

though1· it numer i ca! I y too sma I I ., However, no I eg is I cJtcr 

reciprocated these feelings. In feet the stcffs under Thye, 

Youngdahl, C. rimer fnderson, and Flmer L. AndErsen made no rea! 

im~ressicns on legislators. They emerqe as nonentities. In the 

case of Thye and Anderson this is probably because neither pushed 

a legislative program. Youngdahl and Andersen ected as their own 

legislative contact men. 

Most legislators criticized Levander's siaff not so much as 
91 

irritants as simply being inexperienced. Indeed both Governor 

Levander and his staff acknowledqed this. In 1967 he appointed 

very young men vvho were nqrE·en" not only in legislative politics 

but about political realities in qeneral. They were not knowledqabl e 

on pol icy problPms. They lacked a sense of timing and a feel as to 

how the legislature would react. But more crucial was not knowing 

who to contact (and not knowing who not to contact). For this 

reason they often lined up inaopropriate men as sponsors and 

stepped on sensitive legislativE toes. At best this irritated 
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veteren legisl~tcrs. At worst it jeopardized IEgislation. With 

one session under the bE It in 1969, they at I east did not hi ndET 

legislation even if their positive ccntributicn was not qreat 

either. 

Undoubtedly virtually every legislator who would commEnt on 

the problem viewed Governor Rolvaag's staff as destructive to 
92 

effective relations. The charge against them was partly the 

same as that against Levander's staff - inexoerlence. Most aides 

possessed 1·ittle statewide political experience and were I ittle 

known in the OFL rarty. Most had been the governor•s recount 

friends. Secondly, soMe creat€d enemies within the party. 

According to David Lebedoff party leaders felt that Jim Rice, 

Rolvaag's secretary, interferred in local politics too much. 

But primarily the criticism seemed to be that the personality 

and approach by Rice and executive assistant Sally Luther turned 

the legislators off. Luther should have bEen influential as she 

had long legislativE experience. Most legislators acknowledged 

her high intelligence, abi I ity, and dedication to the work. 

However, she was a poor choice. Her personality irritated 

legislators. She had fought with other DFL caucus members when 
93 

they control led the House from 1955-IS--62. Jim Rice alienated 

members also. But more felt that he was simply inexoerienced 

and didn't do much. This inactivity isolated Rolvaag more than 

he should have been. And Rice also hindered Rolvaag's one 
94 

effective aide, William Shovel!. Several legislators commented 
95 

on Shovel I s abi I ity. He had been an effective DFL House 

member, chairing th~ appropriations committee for four years. 

I 
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As c nlEgislative type" he enjoyed DErsonal pooular-ity with both 

caucuses. However, power struggles within the staff hampered 

h i m ,. Shove I I I e ft a f t er th e I 96 3 s es s i on • S rn a t- or N i ch o I as 

Co I em c n s urn med up I e g i s I c t i v e f e e I i n g wh en h e con c I u d Ed th a i· 

ooor staff work was the key to Rolvaag's downfal I. Governor 
96 

Rolvaag himself firmly rejected this conclusion. When the 

question was put dircdly to him he loyally defended his staff. 

They did not cause his problems. He insistPd that they were 

effective i~ legislative liasion. The governor exp:ained away 

criticism of individual members. Some DFL leaislatcrs resented 

Sally Luther because she had outsmarted them when she was in 

the House. Although Jim Rice was not an organizer, he got along 

V✓el l with peoole. So Ro vaag's view of his staff differed 

diemetrica! ly from the l2gislative view. [ven if the governor 

was correct in his be! iEf thfit his staff was able, they would 

have been in€ffective because the IEqislators beiieved so strongly 

that they were not. 

GovErnor Rolvaag concluded with an observation that has 

great import for all legislative-staff relations. He had heard 

criticism of al I goven1or 1 s staffs by the legislators. In his 

view the qulf is inevitable. Instituticna! separation promotes 

this gu If.. An activist governor, who i nevi tob I e bruises I eg is­

l ct ive sensibi I ities, widens it. The staff must do the dirty 

work. For example, they must take a veto messaqe on a powerful 

fegis~ator's pet bill to that IEgislator. His anger at the 

governor rubs off on them. This observation does net appear to 

be ourely raticnal izaticn on Rolvaag's part. Others expressed 
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the same feeling. Representative Donald Wozniak (DFL-I951 ... 1966) 

had seen the same problem in every administration. The mechanism 

fol lowed a fumi I iar pattern of initially friendly relations t-hat 
97 

gradually de1·eriorated. 

Why does this deterioration occur? What havE b~en the major 

defects in gubernatorial staffs? In order of importance these 

appear to be inexperience, lack of legislative contacts, an 

institutional arrogance, and insufficient compensation. Many 

legislators mentioned inexperience. Most legislative aides are 

relatively young men who have participated I ittle in the general 

political arena let alone in legislative politics. Senator 

Dunlap summed up the feeling by saying that instead of aopointing 

naive young lawyers the governor should get together befor·e the 

session with the most important legislative leaders and get 

their views on what kind of staff members would work out best. 

Secondly, most staff members in• recent years have not known or 

understood the legislative process. This was doublely crippling 

because few governors did either.. And by "knmv i ng the process n 

most legislators apparently mean nknowing who to contact". In 

turn only an insider can know this accurately because "who to 

contact" m0y shift imperceptibly from one session to another 

or even within a session. Thirdly, several iEgislators mentioned 

undesirable traits that can be summed up in the phrase 11 institutional 
98 

arrogance". These problems are to a degree inevitable because 

of institutional separation. Staff members tend to see the 

legislators as a group with quite different objectives than their 

own4 They may come to see the legislature as an enemy and wish 
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their bo'.:,S to take a 11 hard Ii n~ 11 aga i r,st ; t to save his own 

program. Some of Levander 1 s staff drifted into t~is feeling ,n 

1967. Some supported an editorial, suggested by the Republican 

perty, askina the governor to crack down on the legislature. 

It was ii 1-tfmed and i I I-conceived to increase legislative 

support. Fortunately for the governor the reection was not as 

bad as it might have been because he maneged to remain dis-
99 

associated from it. A I so , f r om the I e g i s I c tors po i n t o f v i e w, 

staff members develop an inf lated view of their own importance. 

They wi I I either put pressure on so hard as to become obnoxious; 

or thE'y may take the legislatur for granted. Finally, in a 

desire to maximize their own position, and to serve the governor, 

they tend to take over and shield the governor from outsfde 

contDcts. If the staff is not astute, this may leave the 

qovernor isolated. A final deficiency is mEntioned more by the 

governors than the legislatcrs. This is that the staffs are 

too smal I and underpaido Governors recruit the best people 

that they can. But people with great oolitical experience. and 

legislative expertise, are reluctant to takE the kfnd of jcib 

that a staff position offers. 

Despite these many criticisms, legisletors do believe that 

a good staff could maximize gubernatorial success. Two attributes 

stand out here .. Again the most important is legislative "know-how". 

The second is something almost universally cal led "personality". 

Legislative know-how is important because almost al I gub€rnatorial 

contacts with the legislaturE are through the staff .. The: aov~rnor 

steps in personally cnlv on the most impor·tant issue~. HP simply 



does not have time to do more. So the main impressions come 

thr the staff. Aoain, know-how mecms knowing who to contact 

and who not to. It means knowinq th~ legislative history of 

bi! Is so that one can anticipate wherE supnort and opposition 

wi I I come from, what can and cannot b2 done. It means possessing 

the sensitivity to anticipate in advance how the legislature wi I I 

rEact tc a proposa I. It means bE i ng ab I e to approach and contact-

1 e:gi sl ators in the right way. This last blends off into the 

personality factor. No one was very specific on what constitutes 

this personality factor. (But they evidently meant that a person 

should fit the legislative type. And there 1s a legislative 

type i n M i n n es o t a • Th i s w i I I be e I ab or a t e d on ! n ch a p t er e i g h t • ) 

t least a staff member has to be able to ao0roach legislators 

on their own terms in th2ir own style. A few legislators 

suggested that the best way to qet this was to hire a former 

legislator. Cthers Exnressed skepticism. They pointed to 

experience with Mrs. Luther. Also, it would be hard to lure an 

Exoerienced legislator into a staff oosition .. Finally, the 

peivading institutional separation would diminish the legislator's 

effectiveness once he had left that body. Advocates of legislative 

experience 1n staff members ooint out that not just any former 

legislator wi 11 do. He must· hcve been knovvled:eable when he was 

in the body. He must have cultivated friendships, not animositiEs, 

whEn he served. Of past staff members, only Wi I I iam Shovel I fits 

that description, and he was hampered by other political conditions 

during the Rolvaag administration. 

During the pEriod under discussion no gov0rnor's staff fit 
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the ideal~ Only Freemen's was viewed as a positive asset. Rolvaag's 

s seEn as a positive failure The others appeared to be non-

enti iEs or at best weak It must be concluded that, in general, 

personal staff has not been an effective tool for Minnesota 

governors. 

Summar 

Th€ review of constitutional, statuatory, and institutional 

r€sources, doEs not appear to have revealed any consistent basis 

for gubernatorial success@ Al I have more or less severe I imitations. 

These resources w i I I not be sum rn c r i zed here • Ra i· h E' r , t ha t w i I I b E 

postooned unt i I the f i na I po ver rankings for the Ni nnesota governors 

are made. First, though, pub I ic, political, an~ oersonal resources 

must a I so be reviewed. Pcr·t of t hE next chapter wi 11 be devoted 

to that tc:sk The chapter wi I I then conclude with fhe over-al I 

power rank in,~ .. 
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CHAPTER 6 

THE MINNESOTA GOVERNOR: 
INF.OFWAL. RESOUc~u::~; ,li,t\JD LIABILITIES 

The last chapter surveyed those power resources available to 

direction~ Tnis chapter wi l I conclude the survey by ex~mining 

these resour-·ces provided ·ro the gov2n1or by rhe po I it i ca I sys tern, 

and by his oNn personal ~bi l ities~ ~irst to be considered wi I I be 

the legislative leverage that comes to the governor from his 

position as pap~iar representative of al I the people. Secondly, 

one r11ust look at those powers 21vai !able to h1rn as a partisan act-

abilities wi ! ! be assessed. The fin3! section wi I I SLmrnarize al I 

nJsources, fcnnal and 1nfcrmc!, avail?lb!e to h,e f\';inn~~sof-:3 govern-

covered in this study. This in turn wi I! enable us to make some 

estimate of their success program success~ 

I. Popular .3urpoi··J-

Char· I es ;\ dr· i an., at one • .j. 

[JO In l 1n his discussion of th,=? non, .. 

partisan legislature, comments ~hat if the governor lacks the 

diplomacy and ability to rally pub! ic opinion, there is no effec-

tive substitute to promote his proaram. Not al I Minnesota 

decision-makers would agree to this proposition. But pub I ic 

opinion ~as mentioned more often as a potential fy important source 

than any other~ And a goodly number ra~ed it as first or 5econd. 

governors. Only Luther Youngdahl and Elmer Lo Andersen enaorSed 
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its importance without qua! ification. However, one-fourth of the 

legislative success. And two-thirds believed it to be an effec­

tive device. Moreover, a majority of both DFLers and Conserva­

tives, both senators and representatives, responded in this 

fashion~ It should be quickly pointed out that House members 

emphasize pub I ic support in greater proportion than do Senators. 

And DFLers support the proposition in far greater proportion than 

do Conservatives In fact the only group in which a majority re-

jected the proposition was the Senate Conservatives. This 

response pattern makes sense. Traditionally the Senate has 

asserted a greater independence from the governor, and would resent 

any pressure from him. Also, historically the DFL has been in a 

minority position more often They would need more the extra 

support generated by the governor's leaderships 

Pub I ic appeals should not be viewed as a direct~ simple, 

mechanistic process$ Senator Harold Schultz (DFL- t951-1962) 

agreed that the governor's paramount power is his access to the 

0 

people through pub I icity~L This power is mainly a dramatfc one. 

According to Schultz, he can focus attention on one issue as no 

legislator can because the mass media is more responsive to him. 

But this does not mean that the goverr1or can fabricate support. 

There must exist a genuine public support, latent or overt, for 

the particul3r issue. If this prior support exists, an effective 

gubernatorial appeal can generate a sufficient letter-writing 

response to put unbearable pressure on the fegisfaturee3 Another 

qualification of the techn1que's effectiveness is the frequency of 

use. Most appeals must be I imited to a very few issues that are 
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extremely important for the governor In the first place few 

governors enjoy the luxury of unlimited time in which to address 

the pub I ic. Even if they did, it would be unwise$ Over-exposure 

blunts the dramatic effect. Also, constant exposure tends to 

bui Id up a negative reaction in the legislature@4 Some legisla­

tors felt that such tactics helped push through legislation in the 

short run. But in the long run it helped destroy the governor 1 s 

personal credit and future success Response also depends on how 

the governor approaches his task Gently persuasion is more 

readi fy accepted than violent chastisement. But even then 

response depends on the individual legislator's particular 

position. If a particular proposal appeals to the legislator and 

his district, he wi I I respond positively. Representatfve August 

Mueller (C-1941-)., longtime higl"1v1a 11 ccmmi Hee chairmar: 1 also feli-

that such 3ppeals can make the chairman's task easier by in-

creasing pub I ic knowledge about an issue" Senator Nicholas 

Coleman (DFL- 1963 -) was bl~ntere Most long time legfslator3 

wontt stick their necks out and endanger re-eJection chances. 

However, if the governor runs interference for them on important 

controversial issues by bui I ding pub I ic suooort, they can go 

along. On the other hand, a legislator who opposses an issue, 

especially if it may hurt him in his constituency, resents such 

tactics. And legisl2tors whose personal philosophy precludes such 

gubernatorial pressure wi I I ignore such appeals, or re-act 

negatively@ However, most legislators felt that even when resent-

ed, public appea Is do more good than harm. Because- most accept 
r-

this as part of the game.? 
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Given this general legislative acceptance, the next question 

must be how wel I have Minnesota governors used the pub I ic appeals 

technique? Pub I ic appeals are not equally open to al I governors 

First, for some the conditions are not right. One must be popular 

before he can make such appeals appear credible to the legisla­

tors. Of course, this is a two way thing; a governor may attempt 

to increase pub I ic support by the active use of the media. Pub I ic 

opinion pools serve as one measure of this basic support. 

Secondly, even if the governor receives pub! ic support, he may not 

possess the ski I I and inclination to capitalize on it~ He may not 

feel that such appeals are necessary for his success He may not 

feel that such pressure is proper. He may be an rneffective 

pub Ii c speaker"' The next section w i 11 examine popu I :1r support ci 

Then attention wi l I be directed to gubernatorial use of appeals~ 

The Pub! ic Aooea! of Minnesota Governors 

In general the earlier governors within this period enjoyed 

wide popular appeal"' And in general more recent governors have 

not9 The turning point seems to have come sometrme late in the 

Freeman administration .. Since th~t time, except for a bri'ef 

period early in 1967, no Minnesota governor enjoyed majority 

popul3r approval. The public response recorded in Table VI-1 is 

only roughly 



Table VI-1 
Governor 

Popular Approval for Minnesota 
Average ;; Range--oT 
Arproval Approv3! 

Gov:c-r1·:•~i:-: ,M! s1l ~7-!]70 
Year ~v2ra90 % 

Luther w .. Youngdahl 

• EI mer Anderson 

Orv TI I e Freem::1n 

Elmer L .. Andersen 

Kart F .. Rolvaag 

Haro Id W,,, lev::-rndet· 

60% 

1. l cr1 
.{Lj./o 

LI. -723/i u.:...i- , . 

37-48)~ 

1947 
19t9 
1951 
1951 
1953 
1954 
1955 
i956 
1957 
195.g 
1959 
i961 
1962 
t9:S3 
19SL~ 
1~;65 
1966 
i967 
1968 
19~:9 
l??i.J 

.D .. pprova I by 
Year 

76% 
c32}{ 

39% 
6Li.;~ 
66% 
72% 
591a 
66% 
70;:{ 

72Y~ 
5 l}l 
I 7.0/ 
4)/0 

h5% 
l+-1 1?~ 
39~'~ 
3L({ 
1iO% 
Jo,.,,' 
.:...j.U/J 

L+O;•(; 
36}{ 
35j'; 

* This percent 3ge approval ; s the re~u It of 3dd i ri~j t-0;12t her 
the proport-ion of responses eirher good c;r fair' :.i::::ed 1"0 
describe fh,2 performance in t)f-r;C(:; 3s suc71 it n?pr·est?nfs 
some inf lat ion over the s,;cceedirH,; rat·ings. 

S:Jurce: !v\innes-:ita Pol ls, l9G.7-1970; ,:dso see A Ou0rtc.:r 
Centur·y of the /J\inneapolis Triburn:1 1 :::~, !,\innc'}SC>t.J 

Pol I, 191.J..i-!969, P• 16. 

comparable from one governor to the next. In the f;rst place the 

differ·ent from the rest. The initial question was ~'Do y::::,i1 think 

Luther Youngdah! (or C. Elmer Anderson) is dcing a good, fair, or 

poor job as governor of Minnesota?H Since !955, however, the 

question has read~ "On the who!e do you approve or disapprove of 

the way Orvi I le Freeman (or other governor) is hand I ing his duties 

as governor of Minnesota?" Also, relatively few such pol Is were 

reco(•cied for sar lier .. '::ch1 in i stra t l ons 2 Si nee Freeman 1 s ti me t·he 
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much larger number of pol Is perhaps justifies greater confidenc~ 

in the averages expressed for each governor6 Unfortunately. no 

comparable materials readily avai lab!e for Governor Thye. Never-

the fess, these figures are the best hard data avai I able$ 

Minnesotans generally seem wi I I ing to give the governor a 

chance when he first come into officee Only Governors Andersen 

and ~olvaag started out lacking a majority pu iic approval. 

Rolvaag took office late after a wear~y recount battle., He began 

in March 25, 1963 with 3LJ~ approva I and 48;~ di sapprova I. EI mer 

Andersen started out ·w i tn an even sp Ii t, L~;{ acpr·ova 1-421~ 

disapproval. Governor Levander enjoyed the advantage of starting 

Dut with approva ! (20;:~ di saoprova l, 2h;~ neutra i) He s I i pped 

J:Jly 1967, :3nd by !ate May 1969 disupprovai cor,-

sistently outweighed approva1. Governor Freeman, on the oth~r 

He nE,v~1r lost this majority position until Nay !959, and ~hen only 

So an earlier governor could with some justific~tion argue 

that he did have wide-spread public support~ ~owever, Governors 

Andersen_ Rolvaag, and, to a lesser extent, Levander, could not 

make thfs ciaim with substantial credibility. Also, earlier 

governors received increasing pub! ic support as their administra-

tions progressed. This changed during the Freeman period. His 

popu!::1ri ty p;2aked at ?21' approva I in December 1958. By -J 1 
•• n1e 1959 

. . d l d t I ...,.-, . I t • , i r:·r;...,,, • rh; s ha c.roppe o 4-~/o ano rose on y s, 1 ghr I y to 7·<•::. 1 n t .... ugust. 

Governor ;~aersen 1 s popularity fluctuated within a sm31 ! range, 
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tion we find the first serious indication that familiarity breeds 

contempt. Again, his popularity fluctuates somewhat, but the 

average reveals a steady decline from year to year. The higher 

average in the last year is somewhat misleading. It largely re­

flects the ~-3'% approval in September 1966. And this in turn 

largely reflected pub I ic sympathy resulting from the governor's 

fight for renomination0 Governor Levander recorded the sharpest 

dee Ii ne of any governor. He start,ed w 1 t·h 567o approva; in January, 

J967~ By Apri I 1970, the last recorded usounding 11
, this was down 

There is no sol id basis for explaining this popularity 

decline. In part very recent governors did not possess the ski I I 

of a Youngdahl or a Freeman. It may be that the pub I ic had come 

to expect dynamic, publicity oriented governors, and then reacted 

negatively when the expected performance did not materialize. At 

least recent governors have not possessed the kind of personal itv 

that excited great popular interest. In Recount Ronald Stinnet 

and Charles Backstrom comment especially on the rather neutral 

reaction of the pub I ic to the candidates in 1962.6 
But this 

cannot be accepted as a complete explanation. Certainly c. Elmer 

Anderson presented no very dynamic pub I ic image. He never very 

seriously attempted to arouse pub I ic support. Yet his support 

remained high. Some have also argued that legislative performance 

affects pub Ii c support as much as the reverse. St i nnet and Back­

strom especially emphasize this in the case of Elmer ~ndersen.7 

A Minnesota Pol I pub I ished on July 9, 1961 revealed that half of 

those who disapproved of the governor did so because he lacked 
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eadership, especially with the legislature 

dominated almost to the exclusion of any other However, it is 

diff cult to trace this influence for other governorsm No other 

pol 1 reveals so clear a crystal ization of opinion. An indirect 

way of measur"ing this is to compare approval levels before and 

a ter he egislative session Table VI-2 reveals a fairly con-

sistent decline in public 

Table VI-2 
Pub I ic Approva I for Gubernator i a I Performance., Before 

and After Legislative Sessi8ns 

Year Date % Approval Before Date ,5/._ 
;o Approval '/o point 

Session after change 
Session 

955 ,Janu:3ry 5% July 57'.rfo -2 
1959 Decernber ( 1958) 72;; June 40-1 7/0 -23 
1961 F ebnJary L+2% ,June 37 -5 
963 N\arch 34;,t June LiD1~ +6 

1965 36;~ June 34}{ -2 
967 ,January 56;;~ June 54;S -2 
969 Janua1-y 40:d -'/0 June 32 -:; 

No compan::ib I e data ts avai I able before 1955 or for 1957 
* Rolvaag took off i Ce in March 
Source: The Minnesota Pol I 

approval during the legislative session (the legislature convenes 

in January and usually adjourns early in June; dates closest to 

these times were used). But generally the decrease is not large. 

The only starting drop was for Governor Freeman in 1959. He 

fought bitterly with the Conservative senators during this 

session. And a long drawn out special session during 1959 further 

damaged h1s image. Andersen (1961) and Levander (1969) also show 

significant drops. Apparently Rolvaag's popularlty had I ittle to 

do with his legislative performance It may be that in some vague 

way the pub! le expects a cooperative and productive relationship 
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between the governor and the legislature It may react negatively 

to the governor if no such relationshio develops. But the overal I 

idence is not very conclusive on this point 

Legislative response to gubernatorial popularity depends 

partly at least on what the governor is I iked for. This can be 

measured with some specificty for party response (See Table VI-3). 

Generally gubernatorial approval 

Tab I e VI~¾3 
Public Suoport for N\innesota Governor-s·, by P:::irty Affi I iation 

Governor DFL Rep. Independent Difference be­
tween the 
governors and 
the opposite 
party response 

Luther Youngdahl (R) 
C~ Elmer Anderson (R) 
Orvi I le Fr_eeman (DFL) 
Elmer Andersen (R) 
Karl ~olvaag (DFL) 
Harold Levander (R) 

84;t 
65% 
74% 
33/~ 
551~ 
24:J{ 

97)~ 
83;{ 
1+371

~ 

6ifa 
21:;~ 
60,:0 

Source: The Minnesota Pol I 

76JZ 
57% 
4L~?~ 
32}s 
33;; 

+13 
+18 
+31 
+28 
+34 
+36 

fol lowed party I ines. Every governor received greater approval 

from his own party identifiers than from the opposition. Every 

governor received more support from independents than from the 

opposing party. There is quite a difference between pre-1955 and 

post-1955 periods in one respect. The partisan response sharpens 

beginning with Freeman. There would have been no popular basis 

for partisan legislative opposition to Youngdahl and Anderson 

(and one suspects the same was true for Thye). The Republican 

dominance at that time would blur the need for partisan response 

anyway. But as partisan competition increased, partisanly in-

cl ined legislators would have had no particular popular reason for 
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supporting the opposing party governor. If one accepts the 

actuality of a non-partisan legislature, these considerations 

would not be gre3t anyway. But it would also mean that no legis­

lator would have had reason to supoort the governor. After 

Freeman the gubernatorial support from independents was quite low. 

It is very difficult to appraise the personality content of 

popular response. The public is not very clear why they respond 

to a governor the way they do. The response probably comes more 

from vague impressions than from specific issues~ Also, the 

Minnesota Pol I has not consistently reported the content behind 

public response. Such information exists only for Governors 

Andersen, Rolvaag, and Levander0 Most Minnesotans, and especially 

supporters, perceived Governor 

Tab I e VI-4 
Qua! ities or Characteristics of AndersAn and Rolva~g ---------Qua Ii ties Andersen Rolvaag 

Capable 
Sincere 
Inte ! l i gent 
Experienced 
Thoughtful 
Conservative 
A Leader 
Decisive 
Du 11 
Not Sincere 
Libera i 
Not Friendly 
Rash 
Not Experienced 
Not Competent 
Indecisive 
No Opinion 
Other 

Viewed by Viewed by Viewed by Viewed by 
Andersen Rolvaag Andersen Rolvaag 
Supporters Supporters Supporters Supporters 

72% i 81~ 14% 56% 
68 16 9 38 
59 
55 
37 
33 
31 
21 

6 
0 
I 
2 
I 

8 
2 
2 

23 14 36 
22 I I 31 

8 6 15 
19 4 9 
9 7 29 
4 5 17 

13 9 2 
23 16 l 
5 22 23 
2 5 O 
5 23 

10 2 
23 21 
29 13 
iO 29 
2 2 

2 
10 
0 
2 

12 
l 

Source: The Minns-sota Pol I, October 30, 1962, as adapted 
from St i n n e l a n d Back s fr om, p .. 2 8 .. 
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Andersen as capable, sincere, inte! Ii gent, and experiencede But 

only 31% of his supporters described him as a leader. Only 21% 

saw h i m a s de c i s i ve • A. n ear I i er . po I i taken i n J u I y I 96 I rev ea I e cl 

the same defects. Specifically the charge was th3t he lacked 

leadership qualities. He was n8t forceful with the legislature© 

Significantly, popular response to bath Rolvaag and Levander was 

quite similar. Rolvaag's image appears to have been less clearly 

defined in 1962. But by 1966 a majority of his supporters saw him 

as capable.· experienced, and sincere. Response from various pol Is 

between 1963 and 1965 e Ii cited just· a genera I favorab I e r-esponse 

without specific content. 

table VI-5 
Pub I i c Descr i ct ion of f<3r I r<O j V:'33 9 and Harold Levander 

Persona I 
QucJ I it i es Viewed by Viewed by Viewed by Viewed bv 

I 

Rolvaag Levander Levander Rolv:::1ag 
Supporters Supporters Supporters Suopoi-ters 

Experienced 80-~~ 41% 23% '?fa 
Capable 64 22 72 28 
Sincere 58 16 65 2·7 
Ini'e I Ii gent 45 19 65 38 
A Leader 34 13 43 14 
Thoughtful 29 II 25 9 
Liberal 25 30 2 3 
Decisive ,-,-,;:_ 

C..j 9 26 9 
Conservative 9 3 39 26 
Not Competent 0 37 0 7 
Indecisive 4 34 I 6 
Not Sincere 2 29 0 6 
Dul I 5 23 2 5 
Rash 2 17 0 2 
Not Friendly 2 5 0 3 
Not Experienced 0 2 0 28 

Source: The Minnesota Po I I., October 2., I 966 

Rolvaag's detractors were not much more specific in 1962. By 1966 

large proportions described him as not competent., indecisive, arrd 

insincere® Specific defects from 1963 to 1965 included his 1962 
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campaign tactics., a 11 do-nothingn governor, and lack of leadership •. 

Even only one-third of his supporters would describe Rolvaag as a 

leader. Almost monotonously Levander supporters repeated the 

adjectives of capable, sincere, and intel I igent. Even significant 

proportions of his detractors acknowledged these traits. A 

surprisingly large proportion of his supporters in 1966 also chose 

to see him as a leader. However, in subsequent surveys from 1968 

through 1969 this image dimmed. Favorable comments became more 

and more general support responses. He continued to be rated as 

honest, good, a h3id worker, and sincere. His detractors, on the 

other hand, developed more specific criticisms. They concluded 

that the governor was not politically astute, not a dynamic 

personality, and a weak leader .. Generally, then Minnesotans be-

I ieved that their recent governors have besn intelligent, sincere, 

capable, and hard-working men. But these same governors came 

across as indecisive weak leaders .. None really possessed the 

dynamic persona Ii ty to impress the pub Ii c .. 

Finally, does the public associate specific issues with the 

governors? Conclusions on this point must also necessarily be 

inexact .. By scanning Minnesota Pol I surveys done during this 

period one can glean some information. But it is not consistently 

complete for al I sovernors. Governor Youngdahl stands out above 

al I others in the impact he made in this regard. On August 19, 

1951 the Minnesota Pol I posed the fol lowing question "Luther w. 

Youngdah I has been governor s i nee Januar-y 1947. What do you 

think are the two main things his administration wi I I be remember-

ed for'??f The resoonses 1r,'ere: 



!/1.en ta I 
nti 

Hoalth Program 
Ii ng 

cw Enforcement 
Youth Conservation 
liquor Con tro I 
Honesty,. Ef f i cency 
His Chr stianity 
~ork for the FEPC 
Other 
No Ansv,.:er 
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The governor- had effectively impressed upon the public fllind at 

least six subs ntive issuese But actually only two issues 

penetrated to a !args pert of the pub! ice And Youngdahl had been 

at it for five years The poll did not ask a comparable question 

for other s. Taxes and iron ore industry pol icy were 

mentioned, ith disappr:::val, for Governor .l.\ndersen (July 9, 1961)$ 

A very few people mentioned Govsrnor ?olvaag favorably for his tax 

policy and menta healt action. A few on the other side reacted 

negatively to h s Sunda closing veto and tax policies (June 2, 

1963; June Under Governor Levander the sales tax 

caught the oubl c attention as no other issue did. The Minnesota 

Poll conducted a rather exhauctive survey published on June IS, 

I S 67 ., s r, or t i y c t er the I e g i s I a t ur e pas se d t he s a I e s ta x over the 

governor's veto 531 c the respondents would have voted against 

the sales tax psck3,~e .. 65;1 supported the governor's position. 

This did not influence legislative action. Perhaps conservative 

legislators were aware of how volatile pub I ic opinion is. The 

Minnesota Pol I conducted subsequent soundings from 1968 through 

1969. The level of support for retaining the sales tax vvas pro-

gress i ve l y 5L};,.r, , and 59}~.. The po I I a I so queried the pub i ic 

on other ~avander progr3ms including government reorganization 

(52}~ opps5ed) t6 year cdc vot 1 ng (52/~ fer), and the governors 



• 
333 

1969 tax package (e.4;t for). The governor did get the last two 

proposals, and part of the first. However, it would be stretching 

a point to say th~t there was great public awareness on these 

issues. Levander never made pub I ic plans for these issues. Based 

on such information as is avai !able, the pub! ic does not seem to 

nliken a governor for par-ticular programs, bui· from a general 

impression.., 

Pub! ic Relations Sk1 l Is and Use 

Before.each Minnesota governor can finally be ranked on 

pub I ic opinion resources, the approach to public relations that 

each adopted must be considered. Only two governors, Youngdahl 

and Freeman, really possessed the ski I Is and inclination to 

exploit this resource. Youngdahl believed that pub I ic appeals 

were his greatest strength., Under the non-parti::cin sysi-em direct 

pub I ic appeals became the only means by which he could reach the 

legislators and combat the special interests that he regarded as 

8 
his opponents. He believed that this method helped him pass some 

essential fegislation0 El~er Andersen, a senator at that time, 

recalled that Youngdahl could so whip up an atmosphere of public 

support thai· the legislature did not dare oppose hime9 As the 

legislative session warmed up the governor would appear on radio 

twice a week to plead for his program. A flood of favorable 

correspondence poured into his and legislative offices as a 

result. Also, many private organizations promoted direct personal 

delegations to the legislaturee Youngdahl could not push every 

bi I I in this fashionm But the radio programs promoted youth 

conservati.jn, general !avv enforcer-rent, the a:-iti-gamb! ing bi 11, 



mental health, fair P.mµloymeni· practice~, family courts, and 

arrest powers for the Liquor Coni·rol Commissioner. He succeeded 

in at least brin0ing must bi I Is to the floor. Such success 

imp I ied some costs however. =n his pub I ic appearances the govern-

or tended to command rather than persuade. And senior legislators 

did not react kindly to the governor's repeated assertions that 

spec i a I i n t ere s t cc n tr o I I e d t hem • The House ma j or i t y I ea cie t-

pub I icly replied that the governor was the most pernicious lobby 

k . I . I 10 war 1ng on the eg1s ature. Many \/eteran legislators felt tnat 

the governor's devotion to issues such as mental health and anti­

gambling were phony. They perceived his tactics ~s a bid for 

political support at their expense., Eventually_., such a blttEJr 

feeling developed that both his total program and his personal 

health were we~kened. 

Orvi I le Freeman did not rely quite so heavily on puDlic 

appeals~ But he was an effective and astute speaker. Like 

Youngd2hl, Thomas Fl inn felt that the governor had few other ~eans 

b h . h + .- fl ·h I . 1 • I! y w 1c 10 1n uence re eg1s.arure. Freeman pursued t~is 

tactic with daily rress conferences, weekly r5dio appearances, and 

3 weekly newspaper column. During the session he made two to 

three speeches d3i ly for his fiscal program. Between sessions he 

12 
carried a heavy public speaking load around the state. Freeman 

himself t-ended to downgrade the ultimate impact of these tactics. 

He felt that only one or two issues a session could be strongly 

enough dramatized to develop appreciable support~ He had concluded 

that the pub I ic really doesn't pay much attention to rhe governor's 
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13 them, or really care about theme The governor bel i~ved that 

appeals to special groups paid better dividends® These friendly 

special groups could then directly manage portions of his program 

in the legislature. 14 Surprisingly legislators, especially DFL 

legislators, rated Freeman's pub! ic contact efforts much more 

highly than he did. 15 They recalled many more pub! ic issues that 

he had pushed. These included his tax program, reorganization, 

opposition to the sales tax, bui I ding program, higher education, 

school aids, welfare, and mental health. As with Youngdahl, 

Freeman's public appeals became less effective as his administra­

tion wore on. The Senate es~ecial ly began to react negatively as 

Freeman adopted a progressively attacking., ublasting 11 style .. 16 

Freeman's most disastrous exploit was his decision to camoaign 

against conservative legisla1·ors in the 1958 election. This 

highly direct appeal to the public seldom works in U .. S® politics. 

It failed in Minnesota. Freeman even failed to accomplish his 

immediate purpose. Senator Robert Dunlap (C- 1953-196.6) recalled 

his experience with some amusement. The governor came to 

Plainview, Dunlapts home town, on a speaking engagement. Dunlap 

sat on the same platform while Freeman urged his defeat in the up­

coming election. The senator be! ieves that the incident insured 

his re-election. The attempt also hurt Freeman in the long run. 

Representative Lawrence Yetka (DFL- 1951-1960) attributed 

Freeman's downfal I, in pub! ic esteem and program success, to this 

electioneering. He believed that Conservative Senators deliberate­

ly set out to get Freeman. Few programs passed in 1959. Moreover, 

they forced a lengthly special session that hurt his public image~ 



Governor Freeman then did not quite enjoy Youngdahl 's ski! I, but 

up until 1959 at least he used public appeals with fa!r success;> 

For the oi'her governors the oubl ic appeals resource was 

negligible. Since neither Governor or Thye nor Governor C. 

Elmer Anderson were directly interviewed, any observations on 

them cannot be regarded as conclusive. However, during the many 

legislative interviews neither man wss mentioned in connection 

with pub I ic appeals. The impression was that neither man was 

ski I I ed in· pub I i c speaking.. Pr·obab ! y neither f e It- that such 

tactics were necessary. It may even be that neither viewed such 

tactics as legitimate. 

Governor Elmer Le Andersen 1 s fai l~re to use public appeals 

appears to be more puzzl in9. Better than any other governor he 

articulated the phi 1osoph'y' behind puhl ic appe2ls Lict;cs,. He 

out I ined the position as fol lows. The chief executive can easily 

make news simply becsuse he is governor. As a conspicuous pub1 ic 

figure he enjoys far more opportunity for pub I ic exposure than any 

individual legislator .. If a governor believes that a program is 

sufficiently important, he can uti 11ze public pressure to such a 

degree that he is difficult to withstand~ However, extensive 

pressure may cause controversy that does not enhance a person's 

future political chances. A governcir who uses public appeals 

then risks legislative anger, loss of future policies, loss of 

political status, and loss of physical wel I being. He must cal­

culate whether a particular policy is worth such risks. 

Evidently Andersen se!dom took the risk. He could have 

capitalized on public appeals if he had wished to do so. 
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Most commentators regarded him as being personally ski I lful in 

using pub I ic relations. His office did use the standard tools. 

During the session there were daily press conferences with re­

leases produced and distributed in advance. The office maintained 

a weekly newsletter. The governor appeared intermittently on 

radio and television. However, Andersen I imited these tools to 

very special legislation such as civi I rights and taconite. Other 

than this he consciously pursued an internal rather than a public 

appeals strategy. Undoubtedly his own personal philosophy 

prevented him from pressuring the legislature from the governor's 

chair. 

The pub I ic route was probably never open for Governor Rolvaag. 

Although he works effectively in face to face situation, he does 

not produce a great impact over the mass media. Secondly. 

Stinnet and Backstrom comment that he failed to get sympathetic 

. 17 
vibrations from the pub I ic. Most were opposed to him. No 

governor assumed office with less pub I ic approval. Partly this 

was beyond his control. For example Senator Salmore felt that the 

internal party divisions, and Sandy Keith's political ambitions, 

ki I led the governor's pub I ic image. But Rolvaag himself admitted 

that unseemly pub I ic quarrels, such as that with Tax Commissioner 

Roi land Hatfield further hurt him. As a result Rolvaag simply 

used the pub I ic route very little. He did promote the mental 

health program this way, but even then the method was low key. 

Governor Harold Levander uti I ized public appeals no more 

than his predecessor. But he began with fewer handicaps. He 

enjoyed majority approval upon assuming office. Physically, he 
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prese•nts the persona I appearance tm t Duane Lockard finds essent i a I 

f . h f t I . . lo or governors 1n t e age o e ev1s1on. His background included 

extensive experience in forensics. Yet he could not translate 

these speaking ski I Is to the pub I ic media and the political 

19 
idiom. One problem was that he had little experience as a 

political campaigner. And I ike Rolvaag, his favorable personal 

characteristics did not ucome across" on talevisiont) 20 But the 

governor never really attempted to take the pub! ic route anywaye 

According to David Durenberger, he did not have the personal 

inclination. Also, there were not many major issues that would 

have benefitted from that tactic. Governor Levande~ himself 

stated that he consciously pursued an internal route$ He put out 

gentle hints through the media. And he confessed that late in the 

1969 session, with much of his program in committee and increasing 

pressure from the press, he considered making a public appeals 

"blast''• But he believed thet his original strategy paid more 

long range benefits. However effective this was with the legis-

lature, he threw away what pub I ic support that he started with. 

He failed to project a leadership image. The resulting lack of 

approval certainly must have affected his decision not to seek re­

election. In October 1969, looking back on his two sessions, 

Levander confessed that he had failed in the public relations 

department. He sti I I believed that his approach was successful 

Jegislat1vely, but failure to dramatize this materially damaged 

his public credit. 

Summary 

Since the d::1ta ,snot complete for~ all governors, it is 
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difficult to rank them on the pub! ic appeals resource. This 

ranking should include at le0st three facets: l) public appt-oval 

2) pub! ic relations ski I is and 3) public appeals use for program 

promotion. On the first dimension "I-he governors would rate in the 

fol lmving order: Youngdahl, 1\ndsrson, (Thye'?), Freeman, Ander~sen, 

Levander, and Rolvaag~ On the second dimension the ordering 

would be: Youngdahl, FreeG6n 1 Andersen, Levander, (Anderson-Thye) 

and Rolvaag. And finally, based on the legislators• recollections, 

the rank1ng on use would be Youngdahl, Freeman, Rolvaag-Andersen, 

Anderson-Thye, and Levander., Clearly Luther- Youngdahl stands out 

as the most effective in public relations. Orvi I le Freeman 

follows just a little behind{} Then there is a large gap. Elmer 

Andersen possessed the skills, but refused to use themo Kart 

Rolvaag lacked the ski l Is but used them on occasion because he had 

no· choice. No legislator or commentator mentioned either Thye or 

Anderson. Governor Leva~cier's strategy positively hurt his publ re 

i mageill 

II Political Party Resources 

Most political scientists would regard the governor ts party 

rofe as the essence of his political leadership. One easi iy 

assumes that the state 1 s chief executive also reigns as his party 1 s 

chief. The governor's party resources may be thought of as 

falling into four types. He may use the patronage avai I able to 

his office to trade for support both within the party organiza-

tional reprisals, or offer reNafds, for legislators. Thirdly, as 

party camp3 i gr1 I ec:(,jer the g,wer·nor 3ppesrs i·o head the ticket. 

And his success ,,my ref lr:ct on the !':::'gisiator's c2mpaign. Finally, 



the governor may appeal directly to the loyalty of his fellow 

oarty members in the legislature and receive program support on 

that basis. The legislative group would be expected to cooperate 

in pushing the program through6 Each of these four factors wi I I 

be discussed in turn. 

Political Patronag~ 

The patronage power may be dismissed immediately. The reader 

rnay recal I that when the appointment power was discussed in 

Chapter Five, it was pointed out that very few positions are 

avai lab1e to the governorc Most positions are neither ful I time 

nor salaried. The last governor who enjoyed any extensive 

2f 
patronage potential was Harold Stassen~ But Stassen success-

fully established the extensive merit system that remains today .. 

Since that time governors have possessed very marginal bargaining 

power with mainly honorary and interim .Judicial appointments at 

their disposal .. 

Party Organization 

Most respondents dismissed organizationar support almost as 

readi fy. In part this is a logical outcome of the non-partisan 

I . i . 22 eg1s:arure. Most legislators did not owe thefr seats to the 

party. None ran under a p3rty !abef. Few received campaign 

support. This situation certainly existed up until the mid-1950's. 

It existed for the Conservative caucus up until the 1960 1 s. And 

it sti I I exists for many Conservatives today. People also dismiss 

party organization because the 6rganizations often have not tried 

to exert an influence. In ~-he pre-1954 period they were probably 

too we3k to nave a gre3t imoact (see Chapter 4). Finally, party 
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organizations were not always at the governor's disposal. Whatever 

their internal strength might have been, in examining this factor 

more closely one should first di'stinguish between the pre and post 

1954 period., Secondly one should distinguish between the DFL and 

Republican governors~ 

In the 1940 1 s and the early 1950's the dominant Republicans 

did not possess a strong party organization .. The party organiza-

tion was very loose and deoendeci heavily on the governor's 

• 4- . 23 popular, ,y. The governor then could control what organization 

there was through personal loyalty .. Harold Stassen demonstrated 

this position better than any other man .. But Stassen did not 

actually function as a good party man .. He circumvented the 

regular nold guard 11 organization to become governor.24 And in 

effect he bu i It a new persona I I i be ra ! party. Governor- Thye be-

1 onged to the Stassen wing .. Stassen picked him for I ieutenant 

governor in 1942. So Thye had good connections with one party 

wing, but one could hardly cal I him the party leader~ There is no 

evidence that he ever used the party connection to put pressure on 

the legislature .. 

Youngdahl stepped into a rather awkward party sftuation. 25 

He did not function as a party man either .. He appealed directly 

to the people, over the party's head, and so alienated much of the 

regular party organization .. An especially deep rift grew between 

him and the pre-Stassen nold gaurd 11 
.. But he could not count on 

the liberals, who looked to Stassen, eith~r. Still, he must have 

exercised some influence .. P .. K .. Peterson refate-d that he became 

state party chairman from 1949-1953 mainly on Youngd.shl 1 s 
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recommendation. And the governor actively shaped the party plat-

26 
form. But probably thrs position stemmed from this immense 

popularity, not from his grasp on party machinery. A conversation 

with Youngdahl revealed his isolation from party organization. 

Yet at the same time it also revealed a certain ambivalence. He 

insisted on his "non-political 11 approach. He detested the par1-y 

\
1,rard heelers who blocked dir·ect contact vVitl1 H1e people. But he 

wanted, and missed, party support.. As governor he expected IOOjo 

party support for his program. And for him the non-partisan 

legislature became the greatest block to his effectiveness. 

Youngdahl believed, and sti I I believes, that the non-partisan 

legislature should be abolished. He resented the fact that the 

party organization could exercise I ittle influence in his favor 

under the non-partisan system. 

Youngdahl's successor, C. Elmer Anderson, operated in a 

different situation. Originally he advanced within the Stassen 

Young Republican orbit. But after he was dumped from the lieuten-

ant governor's spot in 1942, Anderson 1 s ties to Stassen could not 

have been great. On the other hand his anti-Taft posrtion 

alientated the old gaurd wing. Anderson's strength lay mainly in 

his effectiveness as a campaignero He won five elections for 

lieutenant governor. In 1952 he defeated Freeman by a sol id 55% 

majority. He received 70}~ of the primary vote in 1952 and was 

unopposed in the 1954 primary. Also, he was able to oust veteran 

national committeeman Roy Dunn in 1952 and replace him with a 

27 
pro-E i se,nhower man. St i I I, one wou. J d hard 1;y count Anderson as 

a dynamic powerful psr·ry leader. No one mentioned th::it he used 



the party lever3se in the legislature& 

Orvi I le Freenan's position wl th the DFL party contrasted 

markedly with the previous governors. Of al I the governors 

Freeman possessed the greatest influence within the party organiza­

tion. As one of the DFL founders Freeman was an established party 

28 
leader., He had been both party secretary and state party chair-

man., In 1950 Freeman ran for attorney gt~ner·a I. And he acted as 

pcirty standard b2::3rer for governor in 1952 befo1-e winning in 1951+., 

Opposition within the party appeared to be minima le. He faced some 

opposition in the 1952 primary~ But it was the least opposition 

in DFL primaries up to that date. Backed by the party pre­

endo1-sement-, he faced only token primary opposition from 1954-

1960. These strong party connections did not pay off directly in 

legislative benefits. Even though DFLers generally be! ieve in 

responsible party government, the legislators do not welcome 

Thomas Fl inn did observe some casual 

meetings between oarty and caucus leaders. And the party does 

possess some sanctions to back up its wishes~ In extreme cases 

party leaders mi~ht swing some local party support away from a 

legislator. Sar~le ballots have been used increasingly in metro-

pol itan areas. Lsbor endorsements also carry great weight in many 

districts. But Fl inn did not believe that these sanctions were 

. 30 . 
overwhelming. ,_.p through the 1950 1 s local organizations were 

weak in the state as a whole. DFL legislators needn't campaign 

under the party fabel if they didn't want to. And party neglect 

was also at fault. Some legislators sought greater campaign help. 

But the D3rty ~ever placed great emphasis on this. Legislative 
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leaders assert independence, and some resentment, to this day 

31 
because the party has never backed them ful !y. But even though 

party sanctions and rewards were not great, Freeman surely had 

more at his disposal than any Republican governor. 

Potentially Karl Rolvaag also should have been able to rely 

on the party organizations But he could not. Although Rolvaag 

had not been as influential as Freeman in the party, he also had 

served as party chairmane He faithfully ran for Congress in 

losing DFL causes. And beginning in 1955 he served as lieutentant 

governor for four consecutive terms. Only in 1954 did anyone 

seriously cha! lenge him in a primary for I ieutenant governor. He 

averaged 55% of the popular vote for I ieutenant governor, con­

sistently surpassing Freeman 1 s margins in the gubernatorial races~ 

Rolvaag's party troubles began when he sought the governorship. 

An influential party segment had favored Walter Mondale over 

Rolvaag in 1962. 32 Rolvaag's party relations worsened with the 

long recount in 1962-1963. The DFL leaders first contributed to 

the widening rift when they abandoned Rolvaag after the state 

supreme court declared Andersen the winner. 33 Personal supporters 

fought on to give Rolvaag the governorship. After 1963 Rolvaag's 

organizational contacts, previously very strong, steadily eroded. 34 

This poor rapport was reflected in the Sugar Hi I Is (July 1965) 

party executive meeting when no state party leader would speak in 

his behalf. Curiously, the governor's status with the party rank 

. I . . t t t. . t 35 and f1 e seemed to 1ncrea$e as I decreased among par y ac 1v1s s. 

The state party convention held on June .18-19, 1966 became the real 

turning point. The convention decision to dump the incumbent 
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governor shifted popular approval moderately, but significantly, 

away from Sany Keith and toward Rolvaago Rolvaag went on to win 

the primary. Nevertheless, his 68% of the primary vote was the 

lowest since Youngdahl's mat-gins back in I9l.i6 and 191+8• No other 

winning gubernatorial candidate has done so poorly. So the point 

is, Rolvaag did not draw 

Table VI-6 
DFL Approval of Karl Rolvaag anci Sandy !-<eith 

Strong Aoproval 
Mi Id Approva I 
Neutra I 
Mi Id Disapproval 
Strong Disapproval 

Rolvaag 
June 3-8 July 8-12 

1966 1966 
14~ 41 cfo 22}~ 50% 
2T/o ' 28;~ 
2 I ;lo I B{o 
23% 38;o 24>~ 
15;~ 8% 

32% 

Source: The Minnesota Pol I 

Keith 
June 3-8 July 8-12 

1966 1966 
I 5 Jo 46

1
ct I O~~ 3 rot 

3 I;~ 29,1/~ 
710 

25% 26% 
22/,to -r I ()J/~to 1 

29/o 71 35'.}o 
7J~ I 6'/o 

upon the party as Freeman did. Perhaps organizational support 

would not have promoted legislative success anyway* Governor 

Rolvaag claimed that the party should have been an extension of 

his personal staff, but it was not. Although party people were 

invited to DFL caucus meetings, they did not attend. Even on 

legislative items critical to the, such as reapportionment, they 

failed to lobby. But Freeman at least enjoyed some support along 

these I ines. Rolvaag failed to elicit even the marginal leverage 

that should have been his as a DFLer. 

Since 1955 the Republican party organization has not put on 

. . . 36 
great lobbying efforts for its governors either. For one 

reason, conservative legislators have always been more resistant 

to party ties than have DFLers. Governor Levander did benefit 

more from party ties than Governor Andersen did. David Durenber 
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said that George Thiss (st3te chairman) and Jerry Skovold from 

the party organization served the governor. Their primary role 

was to furnish the governor with larger staff services to gather 

information~ But, Durenberger pointed out that no occasion arose 

where the governor really needed direct party lobbying. Levander 

also benefitted from the increased party recruitment of legisla­

tors that began in 1962. Youngdahl and Bernhard Levander (then 

state party chairman) had urged such activity before 1950. And 

party participation grew slowly from that time. But there had 

been no I a r g e s ca l e e f f e c t i v e e f for t u n t i I I 962 • And i· hen t he 

driving influence came more from Young Republicans than the regular 

organizatione One should not over-emphasize the impact of this 

campaign help. Not all legislators who receive help respond to 

the party I ine. But it did create a large pool of Conservatives 

who were inclined to help the governor. 

Neither Levander or Elmer Andersen could be termed the party 

leader. Elmer Andersen worked for· the party for years, but he 

never held high party office. By the time he ran for governor the 

Republican party had been bui It into a moderately strong organiza­

tion. Under the strong pre-endorsement system Andersen faced 

primary competition neither in 1960 nor in 1962. But his campaign 

successes were not overwhelming. And he did not receive unanimous 

support among party officials. Essentially a I iberal with support 

in the Twin Cities, he lost rural conservative party leaders 

during his administration. But this was not serious enough to 

divide the party openly@ And Andersen's standing among the rank 

and file remained fairly high. The 196! session marked his low 

I 
l 
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c J i mbed to 67:fo appr·ova I in October, and remained there i ong after 

leH office Harold Levander did not have Andersen's campalgn 

experience He had worked for the party since Harold Stassen's 

time,. He also knew Youngdahl and had ties to the party organiza­

ion through his brother, Bernhard Levander. But he had to fight 

much harder than Andersen for the nomination .. He received endorse-

ment on1y after a tough convention contest against John S,. 

I lsbury Elmer Andersen, and Wi I I lam Randal I,. Pi I lsbury, a 

favorite in Hennepin County, led through the first ten convention 

ba I loi-s,. Levander, backed more by rura I southern conservat iv<::s, 1;-.m 

on the 16th ballot after an agreement lowered the necessary winning 

n°rc-~+gge to~~~ 37 
t---1-• .. it..~l!,i_.1:_·. J.,,1rOt1JJ Levander was less known to the rank and f i !e 

han Andersen, who had been a pre-convention popular 
7iR 

favorite.,,/ -

But he picked up partisan approval after the convention. Th~t 

poculariiy remained fairly high unti I after the 1969 legislative 

session. Then by October 1969 he dropped to less than 50;{. 39 

Levander then was not a party leader. And his partisan support 

id not remain as consistently as high as Andersen's. In spite of 

this party leaders appeared disposed to go along with the governor 

for the 1970 election .. The organization probably calculated that 

nothing was worth an internal party battle. They appeared 

genuinely shocl;ed when the governor removed himself from contention 

on January 26, 1970. 

In conclusion only Orvi I !.e Freeman could be designated a 

strong party leader. He matained support both within the party 

and among p3rty identifiers. Governor Youngdahl developed a good 
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personal apparatus, and maintained high popular support, but he 

could not count on a weak~ factional ized party. Governors 

Andersen and Levander worked within a wel I organized party, but 

neither could be cal led the party leader. l ... ndersen was probably 

somewhat stronger than Levander as he drew on greater po1 itical 

experience and higher partisan approval. Thye and C. Elmer 

Anderson possessed some party leverage. Anderson exercised this 

a little more although neither acted as leader. The Republican 

party at that time was not a tightly knit group. Karl Rolvaag 

probably suffered from the worst party relations of any governor. 

But in any case the party organization, facing a non-partisan 

legislature, was not an effective I iasion-lobbying tool for any 

governor. 

Election Success 

One piece of political folklore contends that the legislature 

wi If respond more readily to a chief executive who carries a large 

electoral majority than one who produces a smal I margin. For 

fellow partisans a popular governor can mean an easier campaign. 

This feature applies very I ittle to Minnesota. Formal non­

partisanship for legislators provides effective insulation. How­

ever, a large electoral margin may be an alternative means for 

measuring public popularity. Legislators might hesitate to cross 

a governor with wide pub I ic support. This applies with special 

force when a governor carries the legislator's own district. By 

the same reasoning a legislator need pay less attention to a 

governor who does poorly in the district. 

Objectively speaking few Minnesota governors could claim a 



great popu ar mandate (see Table VI 7)$ No governor carried more 

than 62% of the vote Over ha If received I ess than 55%~ In order 

of popularity the governors would be Thye, Youngdahl, Anderson, 

Freeman, Levander Andersen, and Rolvaag 

T3ble VI-7 
Percentciqe of Tv-10 Pa,-y Vote for N1 i nne::::ot21 l~ove1-nors i 19LJi-1966 
Govern~r- Year Gov2rnor ~ of 1wo ~arty Vote 

Thye 
Youngdahl 
Youngdahl 
Freeman 
Anderson 
Youngdahl 
Freeman 
Levander 
Freeman 
Andersen 
Rolvaaa ~, 

19~ 
1950 
191+6 
1958 
1952 
1948 
1954 
i966 
1956 
1960 
1962 

Source: The Minnesota Legislative Manual 
pp .. 1_~07-•8 

J.,ry;-/ 
UC.;u 

6 I~ 

5q, ,, ., 

57~ 
55 II T1~ 
54~ 17~ 
53,;{ 
52~ 
51,,,6~{ 
50 "7;1o 
50 

Even though i nne5ota governor·s h::ive not genet--a ! i y pu I I eo 

an overwhelming popular votes, they have carried legislative 

districts. No governor has failed to 
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L::ib le VI-e 
Number of Leaislators Whose District was Carried by the Governor, 

19Li-5 to 1969 
Year 

191+5 
1947 
1949 
1951 
1953 
1955 
19:>7 
1959 
1961 
196~ 
1965 
1967 
1969 

House 
Total 

' Legislators 

95 
98 
92 

106 
86 
73 
69 

- 36 
- 33 

39 
25 
35 

- 5d 
- 62 

91 ~ 40 
7L4. 57 _ 
6[3 673 
68 ~ 6/1 

87 - 48 
87 - Li-E3 

Cons,. 

90 - 17 
90 - 15 
71 - 15 
82 - 5 
76 - 9 
19 - 46 
11 - ~10 
2Li. - 35 
L~9 ~ ~;1 

¼ - 56 
23 - ~17 
r?4 &Q 1•9 
6-3 - f7 

DFL 

5 ·- 19 
8 - 18 

21 - 24 
2L1- 20 
20 2'6 
54 - 12 
58 - 12 
67 - 5 
25 48 
LJ.4 ~ 10 
~~5 =, l 0 
13 - 29 
19 - 31 

Total 
legislators 

5? - 15 
252 - 15 

L.8 19 
55 12 
49 18 
39 - 28 
36 - 31 
50 = i7 
40 27 
11 - 35 
32 - 35 
43 - 24 
43 - 21+ 

Senate 

Cons., 

48 - 9 
46 - 9 
Li-5 12 
45 6 
l.~.1 I I 
21-i. -~ 24 
22 - 26 
27 - 16 
35 8 
11 - 32 
11 - 32 
36 - 9 
36 = 8 

DFL 

4 - 6 
L. - 6 
3 - 7 

10 6 
8 7 

15 .., 4 
14 =· 5 
23 v~ 

5 - 19 
21 - 3 
21 - 3, 
7 = 15 
7 -- I B 

I. In each case the first column represents the number 
of distTicts car;-ied by the governor. The second 
colJ~n represents the number of districts lost. 

2. Includes two independents. 
3e Includes on~ indeoendent. 

Soun:e! The /,\inneso-ra Legisl3tive Manual,, f945-1970 

carry a majority of districts containing a majority of House 

members. Rolvaag came the closest to fai I ing. Every governor 

also carried a majority of those districts with caucus members 

whose philosophy was closest to their own party. But on~y 

Youngdahl had a m3jority in districts for both caucuses. Nearly 

the same sltuation exists for Senate districts. Rolvaag did fai I 

to carry a majority of districts in 1962. But again the relation-

ship between caucus and the governor's party generally holds~ 

There were three exceptions~ Youngdahl and C. Elmer Anderson had 

a majority of the opposing caucus· in 1951 and 1953. Freeman 

managed the same feat in 1959. If legislators reatry fol lawed the 

governor's elecrion success, cne would expect the governors to be 
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t?ffective in the follov,ing order: Yo'Jngdah!, Thye-ll.nderson, 

Levander, Freeman, ~ndersen, and Rolvaag. Again assuming that 

legislators respond to gubernatorial succ0ss in their own distri~ 

the fol lowing should have support from the opposing caucus in the 

Hous.o: Youngdahl (19L~9-1951), Freern~n (1959), .~nderson, and 

Andersen$ In the Senate the fol l~wing enjoyed considerable 

success ir1 opoosins causus districts; Youngdahl, Anderson, and 

Freeman. This 1s not the place to test such speculations. We 

will specifically follow up on this in Chapter- Ten .. 

Caucus '.:;;upport 

In the course of studying reorganization in Minnesota. Klaus 

Herrmann concluded that whatever legislative influence the gover-

nor had, it certainly did not depend on p3rty loyalty .. The for-

mal non-p3rtisanship. created a situation similar to a one party 

state. The situation ~efinitely harmed gubernatorial leader-

h . 40 
S Ip,. On the other hand Thom:=ss Flinn concludes that: 11 The one 

method of cbntrol I ing legislative response to executive programs 

which was effective was used by the governor of hTs posftion as 

• l, I 
leader of his party''.~ This apoarent contradiction only reveals 

that one must make some careful distinctions when examining the 

relationship between governor and caucus. Elements to distingu-

ish include Conservative v. DFL, Senate v., House, older v. newer 

legislators, rural v. urban, and oast v. the present. In each 

ca~ the first mentioned factor tens toward a non-partisan or anti-

party. 

Conversations with iegislators revealed that nearly 6ot 
perceived a strong partisan element in the governor-caucus 
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relaticnship The rest were divided between qualified and 

negative responses Most often the latter came from Conservatives. 

DFL legislators (general y cal led Liberals up unti I the 1960 1 s) 

have always responded more to the party affi I iation., The DFL 

would get behind 

Party loyalt was 

he governor as a caucus and a party matter., 

. 42 
simply understood on tho DFL side@ This 

aft i ni is not based on external organizational efforts, howevere 

But both governor and caucus shared a common symb:J!ic identity., 

And they shared a simi !ar phi losophica! outlook on critical 

political problems Up ti I the last eight years a majority of 

Conservative legis ators have never shared that common feeling 

with Republican governors. A few always did. And Repubi ican 

governors have alw3ys attempted to make partisan appeals But 

they could not push too hard with much success 

The Senate h~s alw3ys resisted partisan appeals more than the 

House. For one thing more House Conservatives have been 3ctive 

party people Also. the DFL did control the House for four 

sessions, and its party nclinations sharpened the division The 

prevai ling·phi loscohy among veteran Conservative Senators alw3ys 

favored strong ins i tut i ona I i ndeoendence., Gut DFL Sena tors were 

party -oriented a I ;;;-:)st as much as the House. Sena tor Sa! more 

attributed this to caucus weaknesso As the hopeless minority they 

sought help from any quar er. The Conservative Senators never 

needed any hefp. 

Recently, the foregoing patterns changed somewhat., Since 

1963, and especia iy since 1967, an increasing number of younger, 

party oriented Conservat ves entered both the Senate and the House. 
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Most are from the metropolitan areas. Senator Dos land claimed that 

he had noticed this trend since 1959. He attributed it to 

reapportionment and more vigorous campaign activity by the 

Republican party.43 So no the governors can make increasingly 

open party appeals. There are more legislators to appear to. In 

discussing individual governors then a distinction wi I I be made 

between the pre and post 1954 erae But more important wi I I be the 

distinction between Republican and DFL governors. This distinction 

applies with even more force to the caucus relationship than it did 

to the organizational connection. 

Thye, Youngdahl, and Anderson operated with virtually no 

caucus support. One should remember that they functioned in a 

situation that would be designated modified one party were party 

labels used. Thye and Anderson seldom attempted direct appeal of 

any kindo Youngdahl, although elected with great independent 

support, did attempt pressure on a party basis, and so ran into 

44 
trouble. The legislative leaders regarded Youngdahl's actions 

as a breach of decorum. Veteran Senators believed him to be 

domineering. Actually Youngdahl's relations with the caucuses 

were partially reversed from what would be expected. Especially 

in 1949 and 1951 the Conservatives were cool or hostile to his 

program.45 The governor came across as being far more I ibera! 

than the Conservative caucus could swallow~ As a result Youngdahl 

came to rely on a shifting coal it ion of party oriented Conserva­

tives, some I iberal ly oriented Conservative caucus members, and the 

DFL caucus. Often the OFL caucus gave him greater support than 

did the Conservatives. No wonder Youngdahl could say that the non-



partisan legislature was his greatest obstacle to program success 

Elmer L. Andersen encountered a similar, but more frustrating 

situation. By then the DFL caucus control led rhe House The 

Conservative Senate largely opposed his program on philosophical 

grounds He complained 11 0ne house was against me and the other 

I couldn; t count on 1146 
.Andersen mentioned vtisHul ly that at 

least a DFL governor could work through the DFL caucus for his 

program. He had to work on an individual basis bui !ding ad hoc 

coalitions for different pieces of legislation This coalition 

usually consisted of some friendly Conservatives and the DFL 

caucus. 

Orvi Ile Freeman experienced a totally different sftuation. 

The DFL caucus, with a House majority, strongly backed his major 

initiatives Thomas Fl inn summed it up this way. The DFL caucus 

shared a common allegiance to p~rty responsibi I ity§ And Governor 

F th . . I. b I. La reeman measured up to e1r image of I era ism and competence. 

So Freeman appealed for caucus support on al f of his major items. 

And Freeman enjoyed a privelege that no Republican governor could 

have gotten away with. The caucus leaders acted as an inner 

circle. They met with the governor regurarly. On particular 

issues they would seek a sense of the caucus, and then exert 

pressure on a party basis if the division was close. When the 

issue was especially close the Governor might appear before the 

whole caucus to plead his case. This caucus connectron weakened 

slightly as the administration wore on and tensTons gradually 

developed., On the other hand Freeman found that the Serrate was 

impossible to work witha Other Minnesota governors were fortunate 
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in that they d!d not have to face a determined major~ity opposi-

h8 
tion 

Karl Rolvaag enjoyed much the same supportive relationship 

with the DFL caucus.49 His poor party relations did not extend 

to the caucus to the same degree. Rolvaag greatful ly acknowledged 

the assistance received from caucus leaders in both houses. He 

met with both them and the entire caucus, although less frequently 

than Freeman had Paul Thuet and F~ed Cina maintained good caucus 

discipl inee More sources for friction arose than under the Freeman 

administration, however. Conservatives control led both houses. 

Rolvaag had felt th3t he must work with Conservative leaders, 

especially in the Senate. He seemingly developed very good 

relations with theme In fact most Conservatives rated Rolvaag a 

much better governor than either the pubfic or the DFL party gave 

him credit for. But this closeness promoted increasing frici·ion 

with the DFL caucuse DFLers, especially mrnority leader Thuet, 

working on a bi 11 wer·e frequent I y embarrassed because Gorden 

Rosenmeier, or another Conserva~ive Senator would know the govern­

or's position better than they did. The real break came between 

the 1965 session and the 1966 special session. Reapoortionment 

r;o 
caused the blowup.~ The DFL legislators were determined not to 

al low a law that would give advantage to the Conservatives. 

Although in the minority, they counted on the governor's veto. 

Rolvaag did veto a reapportionment bi I I during the regular session. 

So Conservatives demanded a special session to r-esolve the ques­

tion .. DFL floor leaders, Thuet 3nd Cina.,, urged the governor not 

to ca I I such a ::::ess i 0n w i t:,cu t pr~ or agreement on a comp I e te I y 



acceptable bill A group of Conservatives, headed by Senator 

Rosenmeier, brought a court suit to force a session Rolvaag met 

with DFL legislators, who sti 11 urged him to hold ou-1-,. The 

governor felt that a court suit against him was not in keeping 

with the dignity of the office Legally he felt that he had no 

choice but to see that reapportionment was accomplished. One day 

Senator Norman Walz (DFL) was attending an interim committee 

session. He noticed a workman repainting the men's rest room. 

The workman informed him th3t the painting was being done prepara­

tory to the upcoming special sessiono Angered, Walz cal led Thuet 

and demanded why the nrural boysn weren 1 t kept informed-. Thue-r 

knew nothing about the session either He cal led Roiva~g and 

exchanged angry words on the matter. Later, they exchanged in­

sults pub I icly. Thuet announced that he would do nothing on the 

reapportionment bi I I durinq the session. Later he and the gover­

nor worked out a truce for the special session. But D~L legfs­

lators remained bitter towards Rolvaag0 

Governor Levander occupied a position not available to any 

other Republican governor The Conservatives heJd a two-thfrds 

majority in the Senate both sessions, and in the House rn 1967. 

For the first time a large proportion of the newer Conservatives 

in both houses acknowledged a party connection& This support was 

stronger in the House, but Majority Leader Holrr.quist helped in the 

Senate. Some legislators sat in on the Republican party pol icy 

task forces~ Also, non-party oriented Conservatives shared 

many policy ideas with the governor. A committee of thfrty 

representatives, not al I party men, pub I icly suoported Levander n 
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the I campaign In a sense they ran on the same platform. 

Uni ike Andersen and Youngdahl, Levander never had to work with the 

DFL caucus But uni ike Freeman and Rolvaag, the party appeal was 

not made so directlye According to Representative Robert Renner 

(C-1957-1970) Levander merely indicated what his program was and 

intimated hat it was in their mutual interest to pass it He 

never appeared before the caucus. The leaders never put on the 

pressure for him. With such a large caucus majority they didn't 

have to~ Still, he could rely on bui It in support within the 

caucus frameworke 

Summary 

Formal legislative non-partisanship certainly has blunted, but 

not destroyed, the Minnesota governor 1 s party resources. At the 

east he can get some leverase based on popular electoral supcort. 

This is especially true if the governor is popular within the 

legislator's district. In this regard Thye, Youngdahl, and 

Anderson had the greatest advar)tage. Orvi I !e Freeman and Harold 

Levander occupy a middle positione Andersen and Rolvaag were 

weakest. Non-oartisanship largely restricted the party org~n­

ization's role, However, most Minnesota governors 1 except Freeman, 

have not been top party leaders anyway. Under weak competitive 

conditions the parties were not even strongly organized up unti I 

the 1950's. Whatever, the party organizational state, they simply 

did not enter into the legislative process. The most important 

party resource is the caucus connection. DFL governors Freeman 

and Rolvaag, too a lesser extent, benefitted from the DFL's strong 

part san orientation. Youngdahl, Anderson, Thye, and Andersen 
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had develop their own support. With increasing party orienta-

ion among Conservatives since 1963 Har·old Levande,~ had n.ore 

levera than other Republican governorse But he sti! I ranked 

behind Freeman and Rolvaag in this respect 

III Personal Resources 

personal resources is meant those strengths, and weak-

nesses, brought to the office by the individual These depend 

neither on constitution, nor on statute, nor on partyo One should 

know about a persons occupational career and other life experiences 

that may have prepared him for the governorship& One should also 

exami e the man's personal philosophy about what the governor 

should and how he should do it. Since his success may depend 

not on his own expectations, but on what others expect 

comparisons should be made between the go1ernor's philosophy Qrd 

that of the legislature and the public. Finally,. the g:=>vernor may 

i n trod u c e person a I tech n i q u es f c r i-1 a n d I i n g th i? I e g i s ! a t u re • A. g a i n ., 

these techniques do not depend on statute or caucus 3ffi I iation, 

but on the governor's own initiative~ 

Career Experiences 

In a sense every Minnesota governor must be treated as en 

individual. None developed in exactly the same way. Yet if one 

be! ieves that background does influence act ans in office, he 

must search for career patterns to compare with success patterns 

in office. Recent governors do demonstrate some common traits. 

Al I have a Norwegian-Swedish background, thus perpetuating the 

myth of M:nnesota as a Scandinavian state. At !east politicians 

appc~ r o f hat d Scandimwian 5ur~n::im2 is essential to 
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campaign success. Al I but o~e have been lawyers or businessmen 

Strangely, few were major party officerse Al I had been active in 

political campaigns before achieving the governship but only two 

he!d top party officee Most reached middle age before attaining 

office Freeman was the youngest at 37, and Levander the oldest 

at 57. This seems natural as one must probably tiave considerable 



Table VI-9 
Career Exper i enc(::, N1 i nnesota Gove:--nors, 1945-1970 

Governor Age Party Ansce;try Occupation - Pa ty Office Pub I ic Office 

Edward J. Thye 47 GOP Norwegian Farmer None (active) Townshio Board 
School Board (!O yrs) 
Asst9 Comm. of Anri-

:::i 

culture (h yrs) 
Lt .. Gov .. (2 yrs) 

Luther W. Youngdahl 51 GOP Swedish Lawyer None (active) Asst .. city Atty. 
(3 yr-s) 

municipal judge 
(6 yr~s) 

dist jg (6 yrs) 
sup .. ct (hyrs) 

C. Elmer Anderson 39 GOP Swedish Sma! I business None (active) Lte Gov .. (12 yrs) 

Orvil le Freeman 37 DFL Norwegian- lawyer State secretary admin asst. to mayor 
Swedish- State chairman of Minneapolis~ yrs) 
English 

Elmer L. Andersen 52 GOP Swedish- Business None (active) St .. Sen (!O yrs) 
Norwegian execu ive 

Karl F .. Ro!vaag 50 DFL Norwegian Insurance State chair:nan L1r Gov .. (10 yr~s) 
executive 

Harold W. Levander 57 GOP Swedish Lawyer None (active) Asst .. Co,. Atty .. 
(2 '/'"" y- ..... ) t C. ' :::, ) 

Source: The Minnesota Legislative Manua!~ 194:5-1969 
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experience before reaching high political office. Most put in 

at least a moderate amount of 1 ime in other pub I ic office* The 

average appears to be about ten years. Levander had the least 

experience with 21/2 ye,3rs as assistant Dakota County A-t'i·orney~ 

Youngdahl offered the greatest experience with almost twenty years 

in various !av, enforcement posit-ions" The qua I ity of the orE:vious 

experience offers something of a surprise~ Joseph Schlesinger 

has done considerable work on gubernat~rial careers. For the 

period 1914-1958 he found that most Minnesota governors had great 

prior experience 1n the state legislature, although the state 

51 fol lowed no one career- pattern. Dur-ing the current· period only 

one governor, Elmer L. Andersen, could claim such expe,·ience~ 

Compared to al I states, Minnesota underplayed legislative and law 

enforcement experience in its governors. It overemphasized admin-

i str-al i ve and state-wide elective There appears to be 

no reat route to the governship~ The lieutenant governorship 

stands as the most common prior office. Thye, Anderson, and 

Rolvaag advan~ed this way. The second is local administrative 

positionse Freeman served five years as administrative assistant 

to Hubert Humphrey when the latter was mayor of Minneapoliso 

Levander held a county attorney position~ Minnesota governors 

offer a curious lack of variety in their individual public back­

grounds~ Five held only one office prior to the governorship. 

Freeman and Rolvaag somewhat compensated for this by their party 

offices. Three gov0rnors were lawyers by profession. But con-

sidering the nredominance of lawyers in LI~S. pol :tics, rhis pro-
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g0vernors have not- possessed the ::;cope of pub I ic, party, and 

professional background that one might expect~ This lack of 

prepBration might not fully acclimate them to the policy-making 

process within which they had to operate as governor. Especial iy 

notable in this regard 1s the lack of legislative experienceG 

One hesitates to argue that the last is essential, howevere Few 

legislators felt that Elmer Le Andersen had been effective. 

p l D' • I t , ersona I n;. osop ,y 

The best way to eva I uate a gove,~nor' s persona I phi I osophy 

iS to cornpat-e i"hat philosophy to whai~ is expected of'him. One 

pertinent audience 1s the pub! ic. Unfortunately no one real !y 

has a cfe3r idea as to what 1-hese expectations arec Youngdahl 

bluntly reol led that such as question is naive. He didn 1 t fpef 

that the puhl ic really forms any clear ideas about the governor's 

role~ Orvi I re Freeman expressed puzzlement over the question. 

He really didn't know what th~ oubl ic expected. There is one 

objective indicator, altnough it cannot be projected through the 

entire period. In Apri ! 19r/O i'he !'v\innesoi"c3 Pol I specifically 

asked for the pub I ic expectations about the governor (See Table 

VI-10). This pol I is not an ideal measurement. It was not open 

ended, so this is a forced choice measurement of popular opinion., 

Also, it does not offer some logical alternatives, such as being 

an able administrator. However, even within these I imitations 

two things appear to be notable. Few persons refused to offer an 

opinion. Seccndly, the legislative relationship domfnates the 

popular view., .It even r·anks substa:-it ia I ly above his role with 

the public. The !ow evaluation af previous experience and party 



loyal y accords fairly we! l with th0 actual situation 

Table VI-10 
11 For each of the fol lmiinq, tel I me whether you think it is 

very important, fairly important, or not too important that 
the governor have this qua I if ication.,;' 

Is able Fol lows Ha~, a Held Be 3 

to work the wi I I col lege some loya I 
with the cf the education previous member 
state p 12op :e e I ec ti './e of his 
legislature off ke pol it i C·:l ! 

par-ty 

V&ry 87fo 72;s 6Lf~ lJ..t1 .l '/1) 40}~ 
Fairly I I 22 22 ;~9 29 
Not Too I 5 17 ,) 26 30 
i\lo Opinion I I I I 

WO 10() IOD 100 ,~· 
for recent goven-:ors. But the expectati8n of qreat faci Ii ty wi rh 

the legislature does not I+ is not clear th~ the electorate 

has held this posiiion However, more governors 

in the past playad this role. Certainly Theodore Christianson 

(1925-1930), Floyci B .. Olso:-1 (1s;31-,1s;36), and Harold Stassen 

(1939-IS43) effectively pursued this line. Perhaps they helped 

mold public expectations9 In recent tim2s only Luther Youngdahl 

and Orvi i le Fn:-2man oerformed in this fasnicn. Some observers 

agreed that the press has also fostered an s-x;>ectation for a 

legislatively active gover~or. For example Governor Rolvaag, 

Reoresentat;ve Renner, and Representative Yetka felt that this 

53 was so.· But al I three agreed that this was a false expecrE-

tion. The Minnesota governor simply does not possess the ful I 

range of resources to effectively pul I off this role. It may be 

that t~is discrepancy has contributed to the 0npopularity of 



scene have voiced similar expectations of legislative leadership, 

and have chastised gover·nors fer not i iving up to therr.,,. For 

example Charles Adrian concluded that the governor wi I I accom-

pl ish a less systematic program if he does not fully assert him-

self. Since partisan ties are absent, there is nc substitute for 

great personal diplomatic ski I I and effort.54 In other words this 

position favors the n hard I i ne 11 approach to I eg is I at i ve-execut i vc: 

relations that was discussed in Chapter Two. 

Most legislators adopt q~ite a different view. Their ex-

pectations lie closer to the 11 soft I ine 1
' appr(>3ch.. But not r:! I 

hold that position. RepresPntative Re~ner insisted th3t the 

governor must lead and give energy to the governme0t~ Reores~nt-

ative Lawrence Yetka went further~ Bac~use of party weaknessJ 

own supremacy, the governor must be personally strong-wi ! led 8nd 

active, or he wi I I get nothing at al I. He concluded that most 

governors do not do this. The legislature runs government in 

Minnesota because the governor is weak legel ly, politically, 3nd 

personally. Sen?tor Paul Thuet added that the non-assertive 

governors have progressively I imited their successors. The leg is-

lature, especially the Senate, eagerly fi I Is the power vacuum. 

These men agreed that the legislature would resist an 3Ssertive 

governor. Yetka telieved that this aopl ies to both caucuses. 

The DFL applies to both caucuses. The DFL accepts gubernatorial 

initiatives more readily~ but in the end both view the governor 

as an institutional enemys 8ut these men also bel iev0d that in 

th2 end assertivem.::::;s pa/S off evei, if ii' do:;1s arouse legisl:it-ive 
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The pusition just out I ined must be seen as a minority 

nosit on First most legislators defended the efficacy of 

strict separation,. Some senior Senators virtually developed 

this dea into a religious tent.55 Senator Walter J. Fr3nz 

C- 955-1970) explained it this way .. The rhree consi"itutional i/ 

distinct branches shoulj operate separ-ately .. The govE::<rnor should 

be primar; ly an administrator-, not a decision-maker. Most who 

hold this position insist that a hor-d driving governor harms his 

program more than he helps. Senator Val Imm bei ieved that per-

sona persuasion works, dictation does not .. Cug0ne Knudsen 

agreed. The governor should not antag-:inize the legisl3f-ur-e but 

work on a personal !evel. The three key elements i'o a succ::p::;sf 1.,i 

rela ionship are persuasion, personal iry, and knowledge of the 

egisl3tive process .. Representalive John Hartle (C- ! 1:f55-! 

contended that the proper approach was to work closely with the 

legislators, promoting communication and developing a cooperat;ve 

attitude. The personality factor is a more elusive conceot. 

Some men can control situations others cann~t. r\- i m,ff i ! y, 

lators seek an attitude that does not insist too stubbornly that 

only one p3rticul3r way is right. It is not quite fair to say 

that this legislative view resents al I assertive governors. A 

number of senior Conservative representatives referred to Harold 

Stassen with great fondness. 56 Certainly Stassen behaved as a 

dynamic, hard driving, exciting governor. But he knew how to 

approach J2gis!ators privately also~ He assiduously cultivated 



tives dropped away from him later 1n his administration when they 

felt that his poll ti cal ombitions overrode his legislatlve con­

siderations. Representat·ive E.,J,, Chi lgren (DFL- 1927-196h) surnrne(1 

up the feelings of all .. The biggest pr~oblem has been that far too 

many gover·nors have beon inexperienced both in politics generally 

and in the legislative process. Almost· a 11 legislatorsji both 

•
1hard line 11 dnd "soft linet1, concluded that no recent A\innesoia 

governor 1-eal ly affected the legislative process greatly~57 

Cons i de r i n g t hat no governor s i n c e l 916 ha s 1- ea l ! y i rn Dre s se d 

the legislato1-s, how do rhey rank the governors for their 

philosophy and approach? To assess this each legislator was ask­

c8 
ed to evaluate the governors with whom they had served .. J Since 

relatively few legislators were wi I I ing to make an assessment, 

one must view the results with caution .. Also, a positive or 

negative assessment does not m2an the same thing for- a! I l.2gi.sla-~ 

tors. For some a positive assessment meant that the governor was 

dynamic and strong .. For oi"hers it meani that he operated 

cooperatively and was we! I I iked. For al I it meant that the 

governorrs phi losoohy and approach helped to achieve his program. 

Clearly Orvi I le Freeman was regarded as the strongest and most 

effective governor by the legislators interviewed. Youngdahl 

ranked close behind. Clearly also, C. Elmer Anderson and Elmer 

L. Andersen were regarded as least effective in their personal 

approach. Thye, Levander, and Rolvaag ended up somewhere in the 

middle. DFLers were much more prone than Conservatives to react 

in a strong positive or negative way to each governor. They gave 

Youngdah! ~nd Freeman high marks and rather discounted the rest. 



The Conservatives seemed to rar1k I ess act iv l st governor-·s higher .. 

They put Freeman first, but Levander, Thye, Rolvaag, and Andersen 

al I stood higher than Youngdahl. 

The mos·/· common ;:::idjectives applied to F1-eeman, by friend and 

foe alike, were strong, able, effective, and dynamic. Freeman 

spoke of his approach in similar terms. According to him this 

operating philosophy ~i·emmed mainly from his s-:,rong orient-at ion 

c::q 
toward programmatic reform.~/ Freeman did not profess to know 

what actual pub! ic expectations were for his performance. But he 

simply assumed that the electorate operated on a mandate basis. 

He presented a detailed program in the campaign and assumed that 

his election meant programmatic approval. His tough legislative 

tactics became a means to carry out the higher end of er:o::orn i c 

and social reforme DFlers especially appreciated this approach~ 

Even Conservatives attested to his ability in carryiing ii" ouL, 

But the tough approach was not always cordially received. 

Freeman created enemies. Conservative Senators especially re­

sented his "arm-twisting!! tactics. Rather than persuade., he would 

60 
cal I people into his office and lay down the law. Even DFLers 

commented upon his hot temper and overly aggressive attitudes. 

They be! ieved that he did not entirely understand the leg is lat ive 

process. As an example Representative Yetka mentioned the 

negotiations over unemployment compensation during the 1958 

special session. Freeman cal led the session to extend unemploy­

ment benefits during the recession. But Conservative and DFL 

legislators agreed that the entire unemp!oyment statute needed 



they :n;3de great pi"O'.Jr·ess.. Then during one maet i ng a kn,:)Ck came 

at t door~ Senat·or Donald \\right answered and with a greai· 

flour-ish announced that· Mr .. Thomas llughes, Freeman 1 s pooulai-

executive secr·e tary, V✓ i shed to see Mr~ Yetka Yetka demanded to 

know what the governor wanted. It turned out th6t the governor 

wanted to know what was going on. He wanted the session to end 

soon so he could move into the election campaign. Yetka went 

back the meeting, but negotiations broke up. The governor had 

broken the sanctity of secret conference mee ings that both 

caucuses honored. The Conservatives declined to continue under 

the c r·cumstances. Freeman's 11 hard I ine 0 aporoach el Ici ted 

general respect then. But his insensitivity to legislative 

sensibi I ities hampered his effectiveness. 

Luther Youngdahl elicited much the same reaction~ He too 

appeared as a very strang dynamic temperament4 If anything he 

poss2ss0d greater personal magnetism and poouiar appeal than did 

Freeman. He emph~sized the governor 1 s programmatic role. This 

too, extended beyond Freeman's position. No one referred to 

ly aopear 3S a champion of the people. Ye-r one could hardly 

ave id ariply;ns; these terms -to Youngdah: .. 
61 

Youngdahl himself did 

not t 1eli2ve that th0 public harbored any par icular expectations 

for the governor. He knew wrnt they should expect. They should 

expect courage, honesty, far-sightedness,. and a non-partisan 

aµproach. The governor has an obi igation to push s~rongly for 

the solution of a few outstanding problems. Again, DFLers 

apprecl + d th2 substance of this Qpproach. t Conservatives 



d 1 d no t • Ph i I o s p h I c 3 I I y , he v; a s i oo l i be ra I 

accept his operational methods either Youngdahl 3c..tsd even 

more aggressively than did Freeman L\djed i ves f r2q0ent I y ap~ Ii 2d 

to him include abrasive strong-headed, uncoopera ive, and dis-

cow-teous The governor severely • I-. • ' err·, 1 c I zeo commit ee cha i r:-r,e2n 

who had his bi I Is refused to ! isten to theirs temoi-s '.':;f. 

explaining why progress was slow Fina I I y legislators reacted 

negatively to Youngdahl 's crusadin9 zeal. The governor oenuinel 

believed in the moral ri tness of his position This m3de an 

opposition morally intolerable. Opponents must be evi I and 

corrupts Legislators do not relish being pictured in these 

terms. As a result many painted him as a pub I icit seeking 

In some respects Governor Karl Rolvaag does n~t really fal I 

wiH·iln the 11 sofi' ! ine" cah::gory. He posse;::sed str::,n~l orog.~au,-

matic convictions. He vigorously wielded his for~31 powers, 

especially the veto, to achieve liberal ends. 2ut he did not 

push these progr3ms in a vigorous pub! ic manner. ~olva3g be-

I i eve d t h 3 t he thorough I y kn e v: t h e I e g i s I a t i v e process .. H i s 

party's minority position further tempered his apcroach. 

Ba s i ca I I y , t hough , he be I i eve d th a t t he so ft s e I I w .:i s most 

effective* As a result Conservatives reacted more favor3b!y 

to his tactics than did DFLers. The latter were disappointed 

that he did not fight harder for legislation. Many felt that he 

gave away too much before bargaining. This weakened their 8wn 

position. Perhaps they expected too much gain from a minority 

political position. Senator Dunlap best summed up the Conserva-
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HP knew the process. Most importantly, Rolvaag did not act in 

an abrasive manner. He would cal I a conference with his !egis-

lati opponents, and then at least listen to attempts to 

persuade him. 

Perhaps Levander too would not accept his classification as 

being completely a soft approach. Certainly he developed an 

extensive program, especially 1r, 1967, and imp I ied that he would 

like to see it pass. But according to the governor he con-

sciously adopted a soft sel I tactical approach. He worked hard 

at program development. The quiet way most effectively put it 

across. Conservative respondents, especially House members 9 

agreede This soft s2I I was enhanced because the gov2rnor de-

tiberate!y sought out legislative desires in advance. L1:~~;isla•• 

tors i f i i n g j y v1 en t a I on g on a program t ha t a I r· ea d y r-E: f I e c t e d c. 

/\ o- ' C'. t I k D • ( I •·v- f') ' t I- t cons,ensus. r, , Ler, --1ena or ,nc, :=iv I es ~l)'j, a greeo , 1a 

Levander was effective. But his evaluation came out ~s sort of 

a back-handed compliment. Accord:ng to him Levander unconscious­

ly assumed the best c,ossible a~:.,proach for the rime. Problems 

were intense and the legislet~re was ready to do good things. 

G . • t . d ' d . d 62 
r- ' t 1- ' t b I 1 ve n i s n,2 a I t _ 1 so.. , JT h 2r~ s were no so c, i a r I a e • 

Predictably, DFLers who accepted the hard line approach saw 

Levander as a weak and ineffectual governor. He was a neophyte 

who dealt with legislativ~ neopnytes. An inabi ! ity to make 

decisions made the governor appear to ~ea vaci I lator. 

Governors Thye and Anderson definitely fit the soft I ine 

category. Thye was much r:ore effective in this regard.. Ch6:--- I es 



371 

Thye did not possess the personality to achieve influence. He 

really made no attempt to be a policy leader. But these very 

traits endeared him to he veteran legislators Legislativ9 

respondents accepted this evaluation. Representative Larry Haeg 

(C- 1941-1954) remembered Thye as a man of ! 111i ted capacity who 

needed a great deal of halp Others agreed that the governor was 

poorly prepared by educaiion or political exoerience for the 

office* He was neither strong nor agressive in his legislative 

contacts. But in his way Thye could also be characterized as 

being right for his time .. r3ecause legisl:itrn-s alsc> sgi-eed en r·1is 

many good qua I ities~ The governor 1 s blunt, honest, and open 

manner did net grate as Youngdahls did~ Senator Gerald Mui I in 

(C- 193:-~958) praised Thye 1 s ability to operate in a n3tura! 

ative r;oy Dunn (C- 1935-1966) found him mcds::~s and e3sy ro ·wcrk 

with. Represent3tive Haeg developed a close personal friendsh;p 

with governor and found him fun to work with~ In 31 I Senator Val 

Imm accurately r~eflected the nold timers:' sentiments when he said 

that Thyc was the most cersonally popular of the governors .. 

Governor C. Elmer And~rson, operating with much the same I imit-

at ions, received few such comp! iments. Representative Haeg 

rendered rhe mcst favorable evaluation when he said thst in a 

quiet way Anderson got more done than he is g ven credit for. 

Anderson did have the reputation for being a good strong 

p~rliamenta~ian. From ll years in the presid ng officer's chair 

he developed close ties with the Scnoi-e "in group". Almost al I 
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by at I. He respected the legislators and they enjoyed open 9 

easy access to him~ However almost al I also agreed that he 

lacked ability. He was not "heavy1'. Anderson was not a good 

speaker, and was so quiet as to be termed retiring and shy& He 

never attempted forceful leadership on a progr-am. Senator 

Dunlap felt that the governor was not much in evidence during the 

session. One veteran DFLer flatly said that no one paid any 

attention to the governor. Representative Roy Dunn concluded 

that Anderson was a nsquare peg in a round hole". He was a weak 

leader and a weak man~ 64 

No governor expressed his basic personal phi losochy more 

65 
articulately and fully than Elmer L. Andersen. For no other 

governor can such a direct re I at i orish i p behveen be! i ef and ae: r ion 

be found. Andersen De ieved as deeply in the governor's program-

matic responsibil ty as did Freeman and Youngdahl. Hs further 

believed that the essence of gubernatorial le2Jdership iS to arousE~ 

the pub! r c to an m,vareness of the most pressing needs.~ However, 

no gover~or could claim sole resp~nsibi I ity for this role. This 

emphasis on sharing responsibility undoubtedly stemmed from the 

governorts long legislative experience. Considering Andersen's 

programrr,atic differences with Conservative Sen~te le:3d<.?r·s,. it is 

surprising how thoroughly he internalized their operational 

phi fosophy. Even after he became governor, Andersen retained a 

legislarive rather than an executive cast of mind. He sti l I had 

a deep respect for the legislative process, and the independence 

of the body. This respect was reinforced by a classic~! view of 

u.s .. Gment. Andersen ul ly accepts the need for a balance 
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and division of powers~ He fully opposes executive dictatorship 

over the legislative process. Bes;des the be! ief in legislative 

independe~ce, Andersen placed great faith in rational decision­

making. Decisions should be by rational discourse and persua­

sion, not by force and bu! lying. Fina! ly~ he maintained a very 

strong sensitivity to the needs of those who most strenuously 

oppose his own pol icy beliefs. In sum, Andersen refused to use 

certain means to achieve cherished pol icy desires. He refused 

the hard line approach. This stand made him appear a fai iure to 

those who favor a strong executive. 

The Minnesota House of Representatives, control led by 
the Liberals (DFL) during Andersen's term, gave him 
no comfort or consolati8n v1hen he found that he had 
I e ft too rn u ch to the d i s c re t i on o f r ht=; I e g i .:=.; I b t 'J t" c, " 
Andersen had misjudged the role which the Executive 
and the Legislature must p!ay in the democratic set 
up of checks and balances. He triGd to ooer~t0 fro~ 
the governor's chair much as he had work~~ from his 
seat in the state senate~ He could not be as 
democratic as his natural inclinations a:--id background 
urged him to be. This basic misunderstanding of the 
role of the governor in relationship to the Legisls­
ture was as much a cause of the quick rece~sion of 
Andersen's aura of authority and of his ac9laimed 
ability for leadership as any other fact~ 66 

Stinnet and aackstrom concluded t~ t the legislature wi I I devour 

any governor who attempted to share decision power with it. 

This precisely reflects the DFL legislat0rs view of Governor 

Andersen. Senator Karl Grittner (DFL- 1959-1970) c61 led him a 

"dud'1
• He was weak and wi-rhout influence. But the Conserva-

tives did not defend Andersen either. Since he reflected their 

view on the oroper gubernatoral role so closely, he should have 

expected their commendation. Mo~,t agreed that he was knowledge-

5bie about the legis!ative process~ a~~ 20 a !e guy. But his 
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Ii bera ! I ean i ngs ~rnd p2;-son3 I c I ashes when a caucus member 

6ffended powerful Senators too deepiye The probably regarded 

him as no more a conservative than Youngdah • Also, some 

doubted his ability to put his legislative knowledge into praG­

tice~ Specifically they charged that one could not count on his 

word. He was too changeable and independent.- In any case 11 h:::1rd 

liners 11 use Andersen as their primary example that the nsoft· 

ii approach won't work. The independent egislature doesn't 

I ike to be pressured, but they do grudgingly give in. When a 

governor does try to live up to their expect~tions, they ignore 

him 

A Minnesota governor faces a serious conflict between 

~cademic and popular~ expectations on or1e side, and legislative 

exr.)f:~c}atic,ns on the other .. The first prefer the: 11 har-~ iine 11 

ac•prc.,ach, the sec::rnd the fl soft· I ine". Only two governor"s, Fr~seman 

and 'founs1dahl,, fully pursued the assertive aoproach,, The others., 

whe her from personal !imitations, persona! inclinations, or- both., 

fol lowed the opposite approach. The legislators certainly rated 

the two assertive governors higher than the rest. Both caucuses 

down~Jraded C,, Elmer .Anderson. and Elmer L.,. Andersen, who were not 

assertive. However, the Conservatives gave moderate approval to 

Thye, Ro I vaag, and Levander. A I so, ne i 7her Younr;idah I nor Freeman 

fu ly carried off the hard line role. Their abr~sive person-

a Ii ti es off ended most' I eg is I a 1'0:-s to some degree. And 1\nders2n f s 

performance does not conclusively indic3te which philosophy 

achieves gre~ter r8sults. If he had not alienated ~onservatives 

i s l i tJ er a i subs i .=-; n i- i v e ; de a s ,. he n a v h 3 v e p u I I 12 d o f f h i s 
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tact! ca I ph: l more successfu 11 y. The cf feci' iven2ss of 

these alternative i losophies wi I I be left as an open question 

to be further explore n i"he chaptsr on progr3m successe 

Legislative Contacts 

This section on personal resources wi I I be concluded by 

briefly examining hov the governors put their philosophy into 

practice~ The possible methods for direct contacts are numerousQ 

The governor might cal I members into his office individ~al ly or 

in smal I gt~oupsc Sometimes these are nget- acouaint·ed 11 or general 

contact meetings,. More frequentiy the governor wishes ~o I ine 

up votes or work out accorncdations on particu ar bi! Is. Not al I 

respondents felt i'h'.'.lt these contacts resulted in rnucn substantive 

payoffs. N~ other technique is used as frequently as these 

informal personal meet;ngs. However, governors may aiso regular­

ly meet with special groups, such as the ca0cus !eaders~ip, the 

entire Cducus, or committee personnel~ Some governors prefer 

non-face to face contacts, such as ohone cal Is and written 

messages~ Some governors apparently felt th • t the quick~st way 

to the legislator's vote was through his stomach. Anderson, 

Youngdahl, and Freeman uti I ized formal dinn~?rs. Fr·eem~n, .A.nder::.,en, 

and Levander conducted weekly breakfast meetings. F;nal ly, the 

governor could step directly into the legislative orocess. He 

could form his own teg slative bloc (only Ycungdah! did). He 

might also attempt to nfluence committee and leadership selec­

tion. Legis!ators would resen~ such action bnd it would backfire. 

As would be expected frcm his aoproach to the governorship, 
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governor. Formally, he met with DFL f lcor leaders and the House 

67 Speaker every Wednesday mon1ing for breakfast meei·ings ,\nd 

he held informal conferences with them many other times. Ch~ir 

men also came in on imrortant questions. Freeman extended his 

contacts beyond this leadership circle in several ways& He would 

meet with al I House and Senate DFL committee members on issues 

h 1 . t. 68 sue as ·axat1on Eir,d educ3 10n. On one occassion he invited in 

a I I DFL caucus members to discuss the t·Qx program., On other 

occassions he spoke directly to the caucus meetings. Unfor·tunate 

ly for the governor this close contact deteriorated over timep 

expecial !y by 1959~ :-\Cl u, L. members felt that the governor drifted 

away from them. He held fewer meetings and relations began to 

breakdown@ Freeman did not only seek out his own caucus., Since 

they heid a majority, h~ deliberately attempted to seek out 

Senate Conservatives Initially this was on a very informal 

social 
. 69 

basisll And the governor went directly to the Senate 

leadership. The principle confrontation came in a series of end 

of session meetings wii·h the Senate' leaders on tax pr-oblems. 

These Sen9te contacts seldom paid any dividends. After the 

governors electioneering attempts in 1958, senior Senators such 

as Rosenmeier, Wright, and Welch refused to have anything to do 

with him., 

Governor Freeman used one other direct tactic9 He directly 

influenced the internal DFL House leadership structure. He felt 

that this act tied in closely with his previous position as party 

chairmanc He knew many DFL legislators and he was directly con-

tact'ed on chairmansltip appointments~ ""-S ~~epresentativ2 Yetka 
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remembered it he Speaker A 1. Johnson the party secretary 

and the governor met early in Freeman suggested men whom 

he be! ieved to be his friends Johnson acknowledged that the 

governor tried to influence appointments, and the speaker tried 

to accomodate him if he could Johnson fo it that the govenior· 

had legitimate stake in party program success The goven1cH· did 

not contact Speaker Chi lgren so directly in 1959, but Chi lgren 

was a loyal friend so direct contact probably was not necessEry. 

DI) Wozniak (DFl_- 1951 1966), assis1-3nt majority leader, be-

I ieved that the governor and external party played more 8f a veto 

70 
role. They would step in and indic3te who they didn't want~ 

There are some spectacular- exarnples of this gubernatorial in-

f lue11ce11 Freeman definitely wan-red Chi lgren a:_:; h:ix chainnan in 

1955e He also suppod2d Sally LuthE:1 for i·he civil administrai ion 

· · · o ~o ,_,r 1 
C h ,:, 1 ,,.. n' .C'· r-i -::-: h • r' 1 n I r:. --..... ...1 t ,,!~::I ._,t/lr_J /_,,,/,/0 The governor blocked the appointment of 

Peter Popovich as appropriations chairman in 1955 when others 

felt that he deserved it for his abi I lty and committee seniority. 

However, real resentment grew up when the governor (anri party) 

steoped in on the speakership fight in 1959. According to 

Representative Yetka, Majority Leader ~red Cina planned to become 

speaker when A.I. Johnson left the legisl~ture in 19580 ~ozniak 

then would step up to be majority leader. They felt that they 

had t'he positior,s sewn up. However, Yetka als::, 'Nai1ted the 

speakership. But in seeking votes he found th3t he fel I two 

short. Vii th party bad, i ng he then Ii ned up sup pod for- Chi I gren ~ 

Freenan also favored Chi lgren~ and, directly or indirectly, in-

dic~ted his prefere~ca ta caucus members. Chi lgr2n won and the 



furious Cins almost ·walked out C)f the caucu3., HA. felt th~it the 

party had c3used his defeat~ And in fact p3rty leaders, and the 

governor, trusted Ch; lgr,ents parl·y loyalty more th2n Cinas or 

Wozniaks .. The caucus prevailed upon Cina to stay on as floor 

leader., But obviously the relationsions between Cina 1 s support-

ers and the governor were somewhat strained in 1959. 

As the other octivist go',1srne:r, !...uther '(otirgrlohi al:::o took 

a direct personal role in the legislative proc:ess .. /:.ut Your,gdahl 

lacked the direct caucus contacts to aid his efforts. And h;s 

initial attempts to develop such contacts were not too success-

ful., He would call legislative 12:iders up t::::> his office and 

lecture them on wh3i they must do. He would c:1I I bi 11 authors 

and committee chairmen in to demand exp!anations for 

Occasion~I ly this was successful. For ex3~olc !n 
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delay. 

he conv;n-

Dunn, to s00nsor 

his tax package .. 73 When the gave~nor found tha~ lecturin9 f3i !e~ 

ne turned more to social contocts. He, like Freeman, held a 

series of dinners. 74 These were dro~ped as relations deterio-

rated. Youngdah!, although he frequently hiked i·o individual 

legisl~tors, concluded th.::Jt these attempts 3t pe,-~onal persuasion 

made I i~tle impact. From his point of vlew t~e legisl3tors were 

too closely tied t8 special :nterests to respond favorably to 

gentle persuasion .. By late 1949, 0nd certaitily in !951, Youngdcihl 

h3d informai ly bui Ir up a b!oc of DFL and C::)nservative legis-

75 lators who would support him. ~hese suoporters 0ere headed 

up by P.K., Peterson, St3n!ey Holmquist, and .F. R~gosheske on 

, I 

I 



379 

bi I Is on an individual basis. ~or example Carl Wegner (Cl and 

A*O. Sletvold (C), judiciary committee chairmen in the House and 

Senate respectively, worked effectively for the youth conserva-

76 
tion act. However, Youngdahl's personal contacts were seldom 

as successful as Freernans. 

The governors with the soft sel I approach used personal 

contacts far less than the two previous governors. Cs Elmer 

Anderson approached contacts primarily from a social point of 

view. He kept up some semblance of the iegislative dinners th3t 

Youngdahl had dropped. He also used to take legislators to such 

events as bal I games and boxing matches. Karl Rolvaag fol lowed 

Freeman's procedure to some extentJ but on a reduced level. He 

did keep up regular breakfast meetings with the cauc~s leader-

shipe He also appeared at caucus meetings a few times. However, 

he restricted himself mainly tcJ personal meetings in his own 

office. And as already mentioned, he met far more with Senaie 

Conservatives than Freeman did. Governor Andersen also used 

breakfast meetin3s, but more with the general Senate membership 

than exclusively with the leadership. This produced few pol icy 

payoffs. Senator Dunlap saia that members attended and I istened 

politely. But they went away without much change in position. 

Andersen used his open office contacts more for general contact 

than specific bi I I pressure. The.governor could recal I only two 

occasions on which he directly co~tacted the legislators on a 

specific bi l I. He insisted on a congressional apportionment 

compromise in the 1962 special session. And he sent a personal 
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fair housing bi I I contrast Harold Levander pushed general 

personal contacts less than any governor since C. Elmer Anderson., 

Espe C i a I I y i n I 967 he ma de f e w d i re C t p e I s On a I CO n t a C t s w i t h t hE1 

legislative rank and f i lee, He simply did not cal I legislator~; in 

for face to face cont0cts Most contacts were I imited to written 

messages. The one exception to this was regular breakfast meet­

ings with he legislative leadership and co~mittee chairmen. 

Even these breakfast meetings were not pol icy oriented, as under 

Freeman a Rolvaag} but primarily informatioriul., This lack of 

direct contact can be ai·tributed to the governor's personal 

reserve and dis-inclination to bargain on issues., The governor 

made a deliberate attempt in 1969 to meet more with the rank and 

file., The staff left the period from 10 .A .• /,\. to 2 PM,, daily 

open for legislators to come in freely. These efforts met with 

some successc Levander stepped in extensively on only two ma 

pieces of legisl5tion., the sales t:3x (1967) and the metropolitan 

sewer b i I I ( I ),, In each csse he cal led a dozen peopfe who 

might have been persuaded,, Other than this the governor 

deliberately restricted his efforts to only a few issue areas, 

such as education and appropriati~ns. 

Sun:mary 

This examination of personal resources would not suggest 

that the Minnesota governor occupies a very strong position, 

especiaily if one adopts the 11 hard line" approach to executive­

legislative relations. In the first place, although Minnesota 

governors usually come into office with a moderate public b~ck-

gro most have h3d no extensive 03rty exoerience. Even more 
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serious from the legislators' point of view only one possessed 

any previous legislative experience Freeman 

and Yo hi, fut ly adopted an agressive approach to their lesis-

lative role. But this approach, combined with their abrasive 

personalities, offended the prevai I ir.g legislative expectati-:ins 

or the governor 7 s role. Outside observers do not feel that the 

ri soH se I 111 governor-s did much better" It appears that the 

i nnesota governor is 11 damned if he does and damned if he doesn 1 t1
~ 

s an expression of their personal philosophies, few governors 

entered extensively into the legislative process on a personal 

basis~ Freeman, Rolvaag, and, to a degree, Levander, did main-

tain regular contacts with the legislative leadership Freeman 

went too far in his direct contacts and alienated his own 

memberse Youngdahl 3ttempted extensive contacts, but felt th3t 

hey were largely useless. The less assertive governors re­

stricted t·he i r contacts more i·o a soc i a I I eve I.. It is not· 

surprising that most legislators, and some governors, conclude 

th3t- the governor rea I I y has Ii tt I e continuing inf I uence in the 

legislative area. 

IV Ranking the Minnesota Governors 

The review of the Minnesota governors in the preceeding two 

chapters may leave the reader more confused than enl ishtened. 

Few clear cut patterns of gubernatorial performance emerge. No 

two men have emphasized quite the same resources. Nor have they 

uti Ii zed these resources in quite the same way. The author had 

hoped to be able to rank the governors in terms of power 

resourc~s. Then these rank ngs coulc be compared to progr3m 



success. Unfortunately, a precise power ranking of the gover-

nors does not appear to be possible In the first place the 

existing theory on executive-legislative relationships provides 

no sufficient guide I ines on how to weight the various resources 

So a ranking on a combination of these must be misleading to a 

Also, the measures of gubernatorial resources are not 

uniform Some consist of 11 hard 11
, others of llsoftn d3h,. An 

OV(~ral I ranking must combine the'se two types. Th2 combined rsnk-• 

ing, therefore, wi I I be based on an imprecise measurement con~ 

struct d in a manner somewhat comparable to Joseph Schlesinger's 

formal power index. Within each resource dimension the governor~ 

wi I I be rated from 5 points (strong) to I point (weak) on each 

power resource within that dimension These points wi I I be 

averaged for each dimension The final ranking wi I I be based on 

an aver~qe of these ratings for each dimension. 

There are five dimensions in al I: legal-constihJt:onal, 

institutional, political, pub I ic appeals, and personal. For the 

legal-constitutional dimension both the formal power potential 

and the actual use of the power are considered~ The formal 

. . , . 78 ratings are based on Joseph Schlesinger s evaluations. Al I 

governors started with alrrost the same formal power potential 

Up unti I 1963 Minnesota would have r,:rnk8d about in the middle of 

the forty-eight states. The budget powers were the strongest 

possible, with appointive and veto potential being moderately 

strong. Only tenure potential rated 35 moderately weak. But 

from 1963 on, Minnesota ranked at the top of the tenure paten-

t ia I, and in the top eight on toi-a i rormr3 I power r This forrna I 



powe potential can be somewhat misleading The actual use 

varied greatly among the governors Only Youngdahl and Rolvaag 

actually used the vei·o power with any frequency. Even RolvaafJ 1 S 

4 vetoes appear smal I compared to the general use nationally. 

For this reason al I Minnesota governors but Rolvaag are ranked 

weak on this resourceD ~olvaag 1 s moderately weak ranking may 

even be questionable On actual gubernatorial tenure no state 

79 
had an average tenure of as much as 8 years. About 38% avera 

below four years and 37% over four ;ears 83seo on Schlesinger 1 s 

categories of average tenure 5 years plus would be 5 points, 

.,9(1+)~ 4 years (3), 3-3 9(2), and under 3 years (1)., On 

that basis Freeman ranks highest on tenure, Andersen lowest. 

·Jn administrai-ive appointments thet~e are two rneasLwes of actual 

posi ion control. 0n,2 measures the proportion of 1-imes the 

governor actually had to put up with opposing partisans in the 

other six elective offices. Six offices with fellow partisans 

would be 5 points, five tel low partisans (4), three of four (3), 

one or two (2), and none (I). On this Youngdahl and Thye rank 

highest, Andersen lowest. The other measure is the percentage of 

16 administrative posi 1·ions that the governor· was able to 

fi I I. Among al I states the theoretical maximum would be 100% .. 

By simply dividing these into 20 percentile blocks one gets 

801~ + (5), 60-7% (4), 40-59;{ (3L, 20.,39% (2)., and 0-19/o (1). 

The governors did not differ much on this dimension,. No governor 

cou d hope to achieve more than moderate power ranking with a 

maximum appointment rah? of 56%. The rating on actual budget 

powers is no~ based on hard data, Rather legislator and governor 



384 
Der f or ma rice e v a I u a t i on s we re used I!' The c 1- i t er i a i n c I u de d how 

much a ttent l on the gover~nor per::-:ona I I y devoted to the buds1et, 

how rigidly he enforced central clearanceJ how often administra-

tors cha I lenged the budget in hearings, and how much the governor~ 

budget was finally changed. In this regar'd Freeman ranked ai" i'he 

top on al I criteria. Youngdahl did not put in quite as much time 

on the problem, and ackGowledged that his success was a bit 

spottly~ Levander, more than on any other area in his administra-

tion, devoted a great deal of time to mastering appr~prlations. 

Although n8 governor was entirely weak, because he always had a 

good budget bureau to back him up, none of the othGrs was very 

strong 

The staff resource can be disposed of f3 i r I y qui ck I y.. l\lo 

legislator regarded any governor's staff as highly ables 

Freeman's sh:iff received 1·he mosi" favorable comments, and the 

least unfavorable, The others were largely ignoredc Rolvaag 1 s 

staff appeared to be a decidedly negative factor. 

The pub I ic appeals dimension can be dealt with with some 

confidence. There is a definite range of hard figures for pub I ic 

approvalo Any governor who could command 6Q/4 or more approval 

was rated as strong (5). Those with ~t least two-thirds 

approval were rated moderately strong Ui). It was felt th3t no 

governor who has less than a majority approval could be rated 

as moderately strong (3). And any governor who dropped below 

one-third aoproval would be considered weak (1). The ratings on 

ski I Is in oubl ic appeals, and on frequency of use, were based on 

!egis ative-gu~ern3torial 3ppraisa!s Quite clearly only Luther 



Youn hi and Orvi ! le Fr--eernan could be rated high on these 

r·esources * The others were fair I y weak~ 

Party-political resources are also evaluated by one hard 

and two soft measures® On electoral popularity any governor who 

could draw over 60% of the vote in a fairly competitive system 

could wel I claim a mandate This was rated 5 points 16.. person 

ith also possessed a respectable majorii·y (4 poinis)., 

Even could be considered a respectable showings althou9h 

h3rd y overwhelming (3)~ Those with 52-53% could hardly claim 

great popular support (2)o And a governor who received less 

than 51% should appear in a weak position indeed (1). Most 

governors and legislators alike stressed how weak the party 

organization was as a resourceo Therefore organizational support 

was never rated as more than moderate (3 points) The er i "I- er i a 

for differentiating among Minnesota governors include how in-

ternat ly cohesive was the or95nization, how influential was the 

governor within the structure, and how effective was its direct 

contact with the legislature~ Freeman could count on some help 

n organizational matters~ And Levander found the party helpful 

on pol icy research. Youngdahl and Rolvaag are given secondary 

ratings primarily on the basis of their persona! influence .. 

Governor Andersen is given a 2 ranking pr.imari ly on the basis 

of general organizational strength .. There has been sufficient 

documentation on how much Freeman could rely on the DFL caucus. 

He does not get a 5 rating becaus0 relations slightly deterio­

rated in 1959. Rolvaag is rated only moderate because of fric-

tion resulting from caucus mi~ori ty st3tus Levander is rated on 



a par wit Rolvaag He did not have the automatic caucus 

response 3ut ne her did he have to cope with an1mosit es~ 

Thye is ra ed 2 because at least the caucus heads would coocer­

ate with im on matters in their own interest. 

Personal resources are by far the most difficult to rate 

because ther~ is no hard data® The ratings on career experience 

were based on the lengtti and variety in previous pol itlcal-

publ ic experience and whether the governor had any previous 

conracts th the legislative process. Youngdahl had the longes1 

pub I ic experience on the local and state level He was not 

given a 5 rating because he lacked variety and legislative con-

tact in his experience Rolvaag, Anderson, Andersen, and Freeman 

are rated on a par at a moderate level. The first two had be-

come acquainted ith Senate operations. Elmer L. And2rsen was the 

only govern~r with legislative experience, but his experience 

hurt as much as 1t helped. Frepman 1 s ranking here may be some-

what questionable. However, his lack of experience in 0 11b! ic 

office was compensated by his long p3rty and campaign activity. 

It is most difficult to rank governors on their approach to the 

legislature, because there is such a difference of opinion as to 

what const1tutes the most effective mode of action. For the time 

being it i I I be assumed that the hard I ine approactl benefits the 

governor the most. Clearly only Freeman and Youngdahl fol lowed 

this I ine. They Qre not given a five rating because they lacked 

the proper personality to fully channel their drive into the 

legislative process (as Haro!d Stassen, for example, did not). 

Thye. Roi ag, and Levander are given a 2 rating becau5e their 



low key approach was fairly we! I received by the legisla ure 

Finally, fhe governors are rated ?.iccording to the frequency, 

variety, and effectiveness of these personal legislative con-~ 

tacts. None merited a perfect rating Freeman did the most, 

but gradually dropped off by the 1959 session Youngdahl was 

the next most active, but his contacts were 3brasive as much as 

pleasing Rolvaag did not pursue his C8ntacts as vigorously 

but he had more cordial relations. C. Elmer Anderson is rated 

on the bottom because he is not recalled as having any contacts 

at a I I .. 

Table VI-I I sums up these ratings. The final rankings are 

not based on an average of eac~ of the nineteen resources rated 

To ~o so would have been to in effect weight legal-constitutional 

resources three times as important as any other. At this ooint 

one cannot consider any one dimension as more important than any 

others For that reason the final ranking results from a composite 

of the average ratings for each dimensionG The final ratings 

make a rather sharp distinction between Youngdahl and 
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Freeman on the one hand and the rest on the other. It is 

surprising that Freeman rates slightly ahead of Youngdahl, and 

this may refleci· an erTor in the rating systern 

s i on s w o u i d c: on f i rm t he gr ea t er s tT en g 1- h of Free ma n a n d Young d::: h ! • 

But most observers have generally considered Youngdahl to be the 

stronger of the two For the rest Levander and Thye are nearly 

evene Rolvaag si·ands somewhat below H1em., Elmer L* .l\ndersen and 

C. Elmer Anderson rank on the bott·om., It should be noted that no 

gover·nor r~ates exceptional I/ high Even Freeman would be p!~ced 

somewhere between a moderate and a moder3tely strong ~osition on 

power resources The last five governors would appear in the 

moderately weak category., in this result of the rating system 

accords rather wel I with the legislator's impressions of Minnesota 

governorst strength. 

Both the ratin~ system and general int€rview impressions 

suggest th3t the non-legal aspects of the governar 1 s power re­

sources an.=:: most- often used .. The only device mentioned with any 

frequency 1Nould be the appointment power" 3ut most legislators 

rated public appeals as a more formidable resource. After 

appointment power legislators mention personal resources and 

party (caucus) ac-pea Is in order of use. The budget' and veto 

power occur to them much less frequently. Staff resources are 

mentioned fairly often., but usually in a negative sens0. Leg is-• 

lative rankings of the best potential resources accord fairly 

we! I with the use rankings. Most would simply indicate that the 

governors failed to utilize these resources up to their ful I 

potential~ Leg;slators Del ieve that personal resources could be 



the most important This probably reflects the personalistic 

ar,proach to inter~nal legislative decision-making The thing ·1hat 

counts the most is the individual's personal traits and how we! I 

he fulfil Is the expected legislative ,ole .. · The problem is that 

legislators' role expectations for the governor are sh3rply 

dichotomized. But both sides do put the greatest emphasis on 

the governor's personality And both agree that the governors 

have failed to I ive up to expectations This emohasis on personal 

traits also makes sense in a moralistic political system that 

I imits the party resource. This is reinforced by the rather 

fragmented administrative power system For the same reasons a 

strong emphasis on the pub I ic appeals potential also makes sensee 

A great many respondents said that this was the only really 

effective resource open to a Minnesota governor. A majority of 

legislators agreed that it was an important potential device. 

Most agreed that few governor took advantage of ite Somewhat 

surprisingly party-type resources were mentioned as third in 

importance, although opinion was greatly divided on this. Most 

agreed that DFL caucus support was important. Conservative 

support was not. Fourth in potential importance was staff. 

This achieves some importance because it affords the main con­

tact between the governor and the legislat~re. Again, most 

agreed that few governors used this effectively. Apparently 

formal-legal devices occur to few legislators even as a poten­

tial force. Only Conservative Senators emphasized the impor­

tance of things such as appointments, veto, and the budget. 

In earlier chapters there was speculation that governor~ 



should fol low quite distinct power styles as poi itical con­

dit-ions changed,. Specifically, it was suggested Hn t in the 
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pre•~ I period party resources would be weak This meani- that 

in apolitically moralistic state the style should be more toward 

pub! ic appeals, supplemented bj an administrativ0 style, as 

found in many western states In the post-1955 oeriod, with 

greater party competition c:ind stTonger polir-ical or-gar.iz3tion, 

the party leader style should develop more regardless of formal 

I imitations on the party. These expectations are not completely 

bor·ne out., In the ear Ii er period Governor Youngdah I's tactics do 

closely approxim3te the predicted pattern He strongly stressed 

personal drive and public support. Party appeals did not exist., 

However, he did not emphasize the administrative tools Thye 

and Anderson did not fol low the pattern to any marked ex1ent. 

Legislators mentioned their personal resources to the exclusive 

of al I others~ But neither attempted to be a popular lead2r., 

The post-1955 governors did not exactly fol low expectations 

either., Caucus appeals became much more important (except for 

ElmE.~r L., Andersen) .. But personal characteristics still highly 

determined gubernatorial performance., Only Elmer L. lrndersen 

fol lowed an administrative sty I~. The others differed I ittle 

from their predecessors in ignoring this factor. So the two 

periods differed I ittle in this .. Also, pub I ic appeals declined 

much more radically than one would expect. Even Orvi I le Freeman 

des i g n a t e d t he pub I i c a pp ea I s re sour· c e on l y th i rd i n i mp or ta n c e .. 

The test of this rating system wi I I be how wel I it can 

precJ!ct actual pro,gram success for the Mlnnesora governors., 



Given the rather r.iod2st pov;ei· r-esources :ivai lab! 

nors one would not expect even the most able governor to have 

exc1::: tionally high successo It is difficult to predicr 2x::1ctly 

h ON h i ~t1 th i s s u cc e s s r a t e v; i l I be .. Pres i den t J h 11 son w a s c C) n 

sidesed ·robe hi ly successful when about two-thirds of his 

program passed~ Success r3tes of up to have been reported 

L~O 
sta.te~~e \ ~ I >) ~ N1scons1n g:-:-iverT1ors pr ,-j,Jc:'2 success 

nors see more than of t he i r Dr- o gr a rn pa s s E' d " Su cc e s s h 3 s ~1 Gen 

the fo I I oo,•;; 11:J 

wi; ! be pt·oposed: Very His;h~ 7:.5-! High- 7 A\:Jdera r -

Vr:~ry Low- 0 i-o Ne i r he t" h? 

very high nor· the ve,y low ranges ar2 impossibilities baS(:>d ,:.:ln 

reported experiencee Sixty percent success would appear to in-

dicate a fsirly high level of success based on presidential Expe~;... 

iences~ It may- arpear questionable to al low a rate to st3nc 

as moderate. Jut less than one-third of a program passed would 

certainly be regarded as very low. Based on the power resource 

rankings one would expect that Youngdsh! and Freeman w8uld have 

close to program success, Levander, Thye, and perhaps 

Rolvaag from 35 to , and C. Elmer Anderson ~nd Elmer L. 

Andersen for ~Oto 35%. 

The rankings as expressed are not quite complete. Chapters 

F;ve and Six have explored one side of the power equat;o~. How-

ever, l0gislative strengths ~nd weaknesses have not been consid-

er-ed 3 t :J ! I.. Th(=' next ·h-;b chapters vii I i go in to t'1 is in s, . .:x>:e 

ciei'c. i I"' 
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Footnotes: Chapter 6 

Charles RG Adrian The Non-Partisan Legislature in Minnesoi 
( p h C) t he s i s u n j Ver s j t y 6 f /1\ j n n e s O ta , I 9j0 ) 4 0 s 
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CHf-.PTER SEVEN 

THE f,:\INNESOTA U:GTSLti,TURE: G::"::t~~FAL p,JWE.F~ RESOUFKES 

It has been a gued th;:-i -r- cne canned- judge gubernc tori a I in-• 

fluence solely the positive powers avai !able to him. One must 

also 1.veight the oiher side of the equat-ion@ What power has ifv~ 

legislature to ch3! lenge the governor? And does it have the dis-

position, to do so? Just as 1~ tho C5~B of the governor, there JrG 

several pot-eni,ial re-sources avai iab!e t-o the legislc:lture. The 

fir~st ar0 ccinst tutional-•legal powers., These include const·i-rut1on°~ 

a I g n_rn t s lo 1"!-1 e ! e g l s I a t u r 12 to I e g i t i r:-i c: t e I c. w , to r, r c, v i c e 

finances, and to estab! ish governmental 

also include con rol over the administra ive branchD A second 

power is the dogree of !eg;sl~tive professionalism~ That is how 

we! I 2qui is thP legisl=:i" 1J1·e t-c ca r~y cr1 fui i tirr.e poi i::::~.,-

making? Popular ~uoport wi I I be considercd as a ~hird tyoe of 

power. How much can the leclslaiure c0~vincingly claim t0 0e the 

representative of the peop e? Could It expect popular suoo~rt ,n a 

showdown with 1-he governcr? Fina I I y, i nrerns l I eadf,rsh i p w i I I lY2 

considered as a fourth set of resources~ What factors of internal 

organizational setting, informal rules, committee system, formal 

IGadership, caucus organiz3t~on, contribute to legi~!ative strength 

or weakness? The last item to check wi I I be rol I cal I voting$ 

This w i I I I arge I y be used to dernonstra i-e caucus and urban-rura i 

Patterns of decision-making. The first three sets of resources 

wi I I be briefly discussed in this chaptere Chapter eight wi I I 

examine legislat1ve organization in some detai !. Finally, patterns 

of rol I cal 1 v8ting ~i I I be covered in chapter nine~ 



Based on the genera condition of state legislature, one wot1ld 

expect tha these resou~ces would be relatively weak rather than 

strong .. However the Minnesota legislature is not necessarily l ika 

most others 

Those who have said goodbye to legislative bodies al I 
over the world should visit Minnasota The legislature 
is very much alive and involved in the governing process 
oft state It is I ikely to be so for a number of 
years .. 

From this perspective one should be alert to those factors that 

contribute to this unusual strength 

I~ CONSTITUTIONAL-LEGAL 

The state constitution bestows the general grant for pub I ic 

pol icy-makfng on i"he ~i'ate legislaturee Howr"ver·, no stat,3 legisla,,, 

ture receives boundless powers Minnesota is no exception. The 

same constitutions can~ and do. imoose quite specific limits on 

sL?bstantive laws) financial (iiscretion, and internal ie-Jlslath,e 

pressure. The legislature may a!so be restrained by the conditions 

under which it must work. If it ;5 not equipped to competently 

deal with a large volume of business, it may not even ful !y perform 

the posltive powers granted to it. Substantive and procedural 

powet-s wi I l lar·gely be examined in the next section .. The section 

after that wi 11 focus on legislative structuree> 

Legislative powers under the Constitution 

Theoretically, except for specif le restrictions, the state 

I • 1 t t. 1i I f it t 2 .eg1s,a ure re a1ns a I p enary powers o s·a e governmen s. But 

the Minnesota Constitution is quite vague on this point. It 

specifica! ly grants only the power to raise taxes and appropriate 

funds Much more prom;nent are specific I i~its on pol icy-making 



powers /\ most half of the docurneni~ deals with ;rnportant sub= 

shrntive policy. /,\sjor ari"icles sun1ey policy on educ3tion, 

banking corporations local government, mi I itia high~ays, 

forests, and aeronauticsa Many of these do grant some discre-

tionary au hority For example the legislahire m?.Jy esrabl ish c1 

general banking law Other articles impose specific requirements 

on the legislature For exa!rp ! e;, it sha I I be the duty '.)f the 

legislature to estab! ish a pub! ic school system If in fact the 

legislat-ure retains p!enc1ry p,:::>wersJ these grants should be un-

necessary But within each article ostabl ishing grants cf pcwer, 

spec i f i c pro h i b i t i on s v.' i I ! be fo u n d ., /\ genera I b a n k : n] ! 3 w ma y 

be estab! ;shed only with a two-thirds vote (Article section 

13)¢ ,4nd Article IV, secticns 33-34 i b i t s spec i cl I ! e g i s I a -~ 

tion for a long lisi· of enumer·ated subjects~ /\ loc31 ref2:-enda 

must· be cal led fe>r special local legislation@ 

The Min~esota Constitution pl~ces even greater restraints on 

fiscal powers. A previous chapter already discussed the five 

revenue funds, which impose as great a 11mit on the legislature 

as they do on the governor. In additiori, the legislature must do 

some things. A.rticle IX, sect-ion l.1\. stats,s that mining companies 

shal ! pay to the state an iron 8re occupation tax. On ~he other ---· 
hand Article XXI restricts legislativ12 d1screi"ion rn taconit-e tax2s 

A f i n a l f i s ca I I i m i ta t- i on concerns the st a t e debt. ,;\ n amend m,2 n t 

passed· in 1962 did loosen these I imHs SOfnt::IJ and repe31ed th9 

previous $250,000 debt I imlt. However, ~ertain bonds cannot be 

issued for mcire than twenly years. ;;nd bond authoriz3tion 

requires 3 3/5 vote,., In genersl, ciebt- rnay be incurTed ::ini'/ fc.:,r 



specified purposes 

Constitulior10I limits extend beyond substantive pr~ovisions 

,A.ri·icle IV '.='ection L~ grants each house ful I auH1ority io detennin2 

its own rules Then the article procAeds to enumerate a dozen of 

these rules No bi! I may be introduced during the last 30 days of 

the sessicn except on written request of the governor Al I 

proceedings must be recorded in~ journal Al I elections in the 

legislature shal I be vive voce. Every bi I I must be read on three 

different occas i ans un I ess a 2/3 majority suspends i· he ru I es Two 

of these readings must be at length~ A majority of the total 

membership in each body shal I be a quorum. And no law may be 

passed except by an absolute majority of al I members elected in 

each house Now these requirements may not appear to be onerous~ 

But Hie poini" is the leois!atui-o is not free to fol low any set of 

rules that it chooses. 

Le9 is I_ flt i ve r.:irocedure 

The legislature has developed a large body of formal pro­

cedural rules that supplement the constitutional mandates. These 

have changed very I ittle over the last twenty-five years. As a 

body, the rules attempt to strike a balance among the individual 

legislators rights, the ability for a majority to work its wil I, 

and the opportunity for the body to act with dispatch. Formally 

they appear to do this wel I. They do this by covering three major 

stages. The first is bi I I introduction, the second the committee 

stage, and the third floor debate and final passage. 

7-
In the Hcuse, bi I Is are deposited with the Speaker.J The ch;ef 

c ! erk nsv i eNs e:Jch bi I I to ensure proper f orrn The President of 

L:.OC\ 
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the Senate,, and the Senate Secreh:iry perform sirni lar funci-icns in 

the other body Since the Constitutional requirement for three 

ful I readings of each bi I I would seriously hamper legislative 

business, it is comp I ied with in form only The clerk reads only 

the title for each bi I I. At one time any bi I I could have been 

blocked at this point A majority could object to introduction at 

the first re~ding The Senate abolished this rule in the late 

1950's Now every bi I I at least goes to committee6 The presiding 

officer retains some discretion in bi 11 assignment .. Bui" l·he author-

may request a committee And a majority may reverse the presiding 

officer 7 s decision Further, to ensure coordination al I bi l Is 

re fating to appropriations must eventual iy go to the approporia­

tions committee. In the House al I bi! is dealing with changes in 

state government operations must go to the civi I administration 

commit-tee 

The committees, then, sit astride the legislative process 

The fate of most bi I ls is decided there. So the chairmen (and a 

committee majority) possess great power. Most formal rules on 

commiHees go\/ern publkizing of the proceedings. 1-\ny member may 

request- a f orr.ia I r·o l f ca I I voh2:. A I I dee is ions are made by 

majority vote~ A majority constitutes a quorum and the rules 

generally have provided for some pub I ished records. But these 

were restricted to roll cal I votes@ In 1969 the House moved toward 

ful !er legislative information on committee bi I Is. A majority of 

the House may order a Revisor's analysis (on the form of the bi i I) 

and a fiscal note (on financial consequences). Also, a committee 

may no a bi I I bot~led up entirely on its own of 



the body may always recal I a bi Ii At one time Senate committees 

had to report a bi I I 

abolished in 1963 

ithin twenty five days This rule was 

On the House side an author may recal I a bi I I 

on his own Prior o 1955 if a committee retained a bi I I for 

fifteen days withou taking action, the author could request a 

return to the floor. If there was no action w thin seven days 

after that, the bi I automat:cc.1 ly come out of commit-teeG .ti_fter 

1955, the time I imit was extended to thirty and fourteen days 

respectively. 

On the floor both houses attempt to I imit debate. One wi I I 

find no provision for fi I ibuster or di !atory tactics. The 

presiding officer recognizes the memb~r who is to speak. No member 

may speak more than twice on the same bi I! without majority per­

m!ssion., In addition the Sen:":te imposes a five minui-e I imit on 

speaking. The House al lows no one to speak twice on a bi II unti I 

al I those who wish to do so have spoken oncee Most decisions are 

made by majority rule. And no bi I I passes without an absolute 

majority. For this re3son no member may be absent without leave. 

Al I members present must vote ~nless given permission to abstain. 

B8cause the DFL caucus did use delaying tactics over the 1967 

sale~ tax, the SenBte in 1969 provided that when someone has a 

chance to vote and fai Is to do so, the body may close the role by 

majority vote. Even with this emphasis on dispatch and majority 

rule, there is room for indi ✓ idual influence. Any member may 

request a call of the body, which brings al I members in to ~ote on 

a bi I I. A member may a!so move the previous question to cut off 

debate He may a I so ca! I for the ays·s and nays i o r.ake a pub Ii c 



record on an issue Decause of lts gre3t size the House usually 

requires severai members, from t'en to sixteen, to instii'ute sc.:ch :-1 

motion ,A.s a measu:---e to exped i 1-e business a 2/3 major i 

suspend these rulese 

After a bi I I comes out of committee, it receives a second 

reading and goes on General Orders Each day the whole body re-

solves itself into the Committee of the Whole to consider the 

General Orders Calend~r~ Under this procedure normal rules a e 

suspended fbr freer debate committee considers bi I Is in the 

order that they appear~ on i·he calendar, unless a majority orders 

otherwise. Most debate and amendment takes place at this time. 

Bi I Is reported favorably from the Committee of the Whole go on 

the calenda for consideration under the normal ru ese Each bi i ! 

receives c.1 third reading and is voted on for +inal passages Upon 

two day notice a member may ask for a special order to move a bi I I 

up for consideration. But such a request needs a two-thirds 

approvala Again to expedite business both bodies instituted a 

Consent Cs!endar (Calendar of Ordinary Matters in the Senate) in 

1955. If a m3jority of a co~mittee believes a bi I I to be non­

controversial, it may send a bi I l directly to this calendar. These 

bi I Is a re voted upon prior tc the Ca I endar of the Day., However, if 

there is objection (three members in the Senate and ten in the 

House) the bill is put on General Orders0 

lhe rules do not always function as formally prescribed. 

Some observers, especially DFL legislators, insist that the rules 

were consciously formulated to be manipulated by senior membersd 

Up ro his poird only the fonna! potential of the rules h:ss been 



considered Later actual operations wi 11 be discussed. Bur as 

they stand the rules do seem to faci I itate legislai·ive dispatch 

in decision-making, whi 18 st\! I ai lowing for an individual role 

Administrative Powers 

There is no need to go into l0gislative power over the 

administrative branch in great detai I here. The reader is referred 

to Chapter F;ve where the many administrative I imitations on the 

governor are documented Most of these were imposed by the legis-

latui-e This section wi I I just briefly summarize the conclusions 

found there .. 

The legislature rnay forrnally set- up administrative s-1-r-ucture,:-,1 

establish personnel regulations, grant and withdraw funds, and 

gr a n t· a n d w i t h draw pro gr' am a u t h 0 r i 1· y ., H ca n exam i n e a d rn i n i st r a -

tive practices through hearings and investigations. The latter 

has not been used much Nor has the leg~slative veto. However, 

the legislature works closely with departments on appropriationse 

It may, and often does, disregard gubernatorial recomMendations. 

Also, administrators find legislative approval of far greater 

i~portance than the governors for substantive legislation. The 

'legislature has been extremely reluctant to grant the governor 

control over administrative structure. Most gubernatorial requests 

for administrative change have been rejected. Those that passed 

were greatly molded by legislative desires. Not unti I 1969 did 

the legislature bestow executive initiated reorganization. The 

tegislature has al lowed the greatest leeway in gubernatorial 

appointments. The Senate rarely rejects or even questions the 

qovarnor 1 s initiatives. The only legislative aopointment power 



comes over the University of NI i nnesoi'-a Boa1~d of Regeni·s The 

legislature's university committees act as nominating commlttees 

for at large members For those regents selected from congress-

ional districts the legislative delegation from that district 

acts as the nominating committeec The legislature may impeach acL 

ministrative officials but this is rarely usedc But even with 

this discretion the governor's personnel powers ares! ight. fhe 

legislature placed most government employees under civi I service 

adMinistered by an independent Civi I Service Board in 1930. 

The Limited_-Legisl3.tuna? 

Although the apparent enumerated constitutional limits on 

the I eg is I a ture are substant i a I Professor Char I es t3ackstrom 

argues that these constitutional or statuatory I imitations are 

self-imposed. 5 That is, the legislature retains as much power as 

it wishes to have~ His evidence is that the Minnesota legislatu·e 

remains the sole channel to constitutional revision Under Article 

XIV a majority of both houses may propose amendments~ Ratifica­

tion depends upon a majority of al I people voting in the general 

e I ect ion when the amendment is on the ba I I ot The legislature 

could also request a constitutional convention by a two-thirds 

majority. If a majority of the electorate at the next general 

election agree, at its subsequent session, the legislature 

provides for the convention. 

These formal provisions do entrench the legislature as a 

great negative force. No change takes place without its approval~ 

Although several governors have requested co~stitutional conven-

tions, no legisiatur2 has given its ~pprovBI On the other hand, 

l 



this does not al low the legislature a positive means to remove 

formal restrictions It is true that voters have shown a greater 

wi 11 ingness to approve legis!Jt-ive initiatives in the last t 

years But this has not al s been so. From 1960 to I 

of the proposed amendments received approval. But from 

6 
through !958 50% lost This means that over the whole period 

roughly of the suggested amendments p0ssed 

legislature has proposed about threa amendments per session The 

electorate has approved about I 7 of these per session And this 

does not count suggestions that were not made for fear of popular 

political repercussions So, whi !e it is trua that the state 

constitution imposes no barriers that the legisl~ture cannot 

aHempt· to woi-1, around, it sti i I imposes sorne i imits on absolute 

legislative discretion$ 

II. LEGISLATIVE P~OFESSIO~~LISM --------------~·--· --~ 
In Chapter Two legislative professional ism was discussed at 

some length. This term is meant to designate how ~el I equippsd 

the legislature is to carry on as a ful I time law-making opera­

tion. The criteria for this included session length, compensa-

tion for legislators, legislative research services, ~nd turnove~ 

Minnesota should rate no more than a moderate position compared 

with the other states. This appears to be true. About seventeen 

states r·ate ahead of Minnesota., During the whole peri·od the stai'e 

did rank moderately high on compensation and appropriations for 

legislative services. However, it was moderately low on session 

length and the quantity of servicesw Moreover, there was a sharp 

distinction between earlier and la or periods Earl i er the 



ture would have ranked moderately low However after 1955 and 

espec l ly after 1963 it has been bui It up into the moderately 

h gh range. Each item, session compensation services and 

turnover wi I I be examined in turn 

Under Article IV, Section the Minnesota legislature mee s 

bienniol ly fo1~ 120 legislative days& P:-ior to 1963 tho i imit v.1as 

set ot 90 days However, as business increased the l,2gislature 

increasingly attempted to circumvent the I imit. It resorted to 

such devices as !!covering the clockn (and so offic1al ly remaining 

on the last legislative day) or spec1al sessions. Pressure bui It 

up to such a degree that the 120 day amendment finally passed 

overwhelmingly 706,76! to 393 538.7 

Sonic refor-mers have advoc::1ted going to annu::.il_, unlimited 

sessions such as those found in Massachusetts, Michigan, New Jersey, 

and several other states. They argue that the volume of business 

requires such flexibi I ity. Also, emergencies may ~rise between 

sessions. There appears to be great popular support for such a 

change. The Minnesota Pol I reported approval that ranged from 

61% in 1952 to 74% in 1970~ It should be pointed out that in 

1968 a m3jority 

TABLE VIl-1 

Popular Support for Annua I Leq is I at· i ve Sessions 
1952 1959 l's'f6~. 1968 

For 61% 68}~ 65;~ 717~ 
Against 2-4 19 21 21 
Dontt Know 15 13 14 8 

IOO Too- Too IOO 

Source: Minnesot2 Pol I 

did oppose un imitGd sessions u th i 

1976 
71-+:{ 
14 
12 

·,Jo 



would be a idea or- a t both suggesti8ns that 

isJ to have the egis!cture meet every year for !anger than a 20 

day session'?n thought it a good i dc:>a j) 6J:l be I i eved it wc:u 1 d be 

a poor idea The Pol I did not report asimilar question on other 

occasslons In spite of popular sup Professor Backstrom 

r-eports thi':' . .d many of the most- power f u I I eg is I a tors opr)ose annual 

sessions .. ey fear that this would lead to a different kind of a 

legislature mostly composed of professional politicians A.nd such 

a change would requi higher pay At the sarne t-ime of a i I 

legislators r·espcnding -t-o a survey favored ~:rnnual sessions Even 

8 
those who oppose it feel that annual sessions i I I come soon 3ut 

those changes are in the future Over the past twenty-five years 

Minnesota had a part time legislature 

sat ion 

Minnesota legislators have also been paid at a part tlme 

scale~ Salaries are set by statuteo The only constitutiona 

I imitation forbids an increase during the period for which a 

particular legislature was selectede Howeveri politics! consider-

ations prevent egislators from raising salaries greatly. 

From 191-5 through 1950 legislators received $2,0C-0 biennial ly4 

From 1951 through about 1956 this increased to t3,ooo bienni3l ly* 

Since 1957 salaries have shot up d1~amatical ly. Innitied iy they 

doubled to 000 biennially (per diem living expenses pushed this 

to almost ~7,000 for some legislators). Increases came again in 

1966 and 1968. Currently, b3se pay stands at .$4.00 per rrionth for 

two years. This adds up to $9600 biennially. Living exoenses put 

m:iximurn co:>ipens3tion at fjimost ,812,000 .. So the N\innesot-:3 lec:isla~~ 



tor has acted as strictly a part time member 

Legislative Servi~es 

y reformers consider legislative services to be the key in 

improving legisla ive performance They argue that the legisi~ture 

cannot· funci· ion s a professional oroanization unless it has at 
~) 

I ea s 1· a m i n i mum clerical staff to perform housekeeping functionss 

Beyond ihis it r,eeds a minimum of research assistance in 01-der· 1-0 

develop the dent sources of infarmai·ion necessary to 

compete with th2 governor, ad~inistratsrs and press~re groups 

First the genera assistance available to the ieg:siature as a 

who I e i I i be cons l de rE·: d (; Then the r- ea d er~ can t urn i" o a d m i n 1 s t r a -

tive staff, committee staff, and individual assistance. 

First at a minimum most legislators need professional 

technica I assislance to draft bi! is in the pror)er fonn., The 

Attorney General 1 s office has al~ays done this to a degree. Since 

19L4-7 the office of Rev i sor of Sta tuts·s has a! so assumed bi I l 

drafting duties These two sources probably provide sufficient 

assistance. But one should notice that neither depends on the 

legislature. The first is elected, the second appointed by the 

Supreme Court. Assistance on financial matters has been scantier. 

The appropriations co~mittees are al located some staff. The only 

other agency set up to supp I y f i nanc i a I inf orm::i ti on wou Id be the 

Public Examiner. He conducts a post audit and reports to the legis­

lature. But the report also goes to the governor and administra­

tive agencies. The governor appoints the Public Examiner. 

The Minnesota legislature has formally provided for somewhat 

greater researc assistance. Fol lowing the practice in many other 



stat0.s, it esi-ablished a Legislati",-s, 1:~es,:::-arch Cornmii'tee in i 

The eighteen legislative member·s v12 1~e, drav;n equally from boH1 

houses The Director supervised four research analysts 

completing studies, the director was to issue factual reports to 

legislators, the governor and the pub I ic There is no evidence 

that these reports were widely used Professor Backstrom con-

eluded that the legislature al lowed the research committee to 

fossilize. 9 Perhaps for this reason it restructured research 

faci I ities in 1967 and 1969. The Senate estab! ished an Office of 

Sena-re Counsel in 1967,, The counsel retains four assisi,anrs 

lhey provide basic leg31 and technical services to Senate commit-

tees and interim committees By 1969 the legislature completely 

abolished the Legislative Research Committee@ Tne House replaced 

it with a House Research Departmente This was staffed by a 

director, assistant director$ seven research assistants, and three 

legislative interns. Also, the majority ~nd minority caucuses 

each retain one or two research assistants Fina I I y, i" he two 

houses joini·ly established a Legislative Reference Lihrary to 

store research materials. This has a trained librarian as 

director, and an assistante 

Another source of research information has been the interim 

committee. This reached its peak in the last half of the 1950 1 s. 

In 1953 the legislature authorized two permanent committees and 

. . . . 10 . . ten temporary 1nter1m committees. A total of thirty committees 

were authorized in !957r
11 

The number of permanent committees 

continued to grow with twelve 3uthorized in 1969. However, no 

temporary committees were authorized in I 10 Only six emerged in 



1969,,, As an a I ten1ai· ive, be!;] inning in .fhe legislature 

supplying staff and funds to the regula1· standing com~ittees for 

interim workQ So in this respect the Minnesota legislature has 

slowly moved to a serni-coni"inuing basis Howeve1- J ny quesi-i on 

the substantive impact of this interim work Since m0ny legisla-

tors feel that the results represent the views of only a few 

people, they 1nsist on going over everything again during the 

regu ar session 

Perhaps the most extensive assistance is that generally 

avai I able to whole legislative body during the regular session. 

Throughout the last twenty-five years there has always been 6 

n 

fairly adequate staff to carry out administrative and house ing 

dutiesm These services changed very I ittle over time. The Senate 

employed twenty-one administrative officers and clerical staff 

(excluding pages, sergeants-::1t=anns, janitors) in 1953 

12 this had expanded to thirty Most administrative personnel 

acted essentially as clerks who supervised the flow of bi I Is and 

recordse The number of House officials, twenty-one, remained the 

same Both houses have been fortunate in one respect Personnel 

holding the major positions have been characterized by long 

experience. Most would acknowledge that the clerical side of the 

legislative business runs very smoothly. Minnesota seldom has to 

resort to gubernatorial veto of technically defective bi I Is, as 

happens frequently in some other states~ 

Individual and committee assistance differs markedly from the 

previous picture. Most committee assistance consists purely of 

clerical and stenographic help 



perform some research functions The I Senate rules author~ze 

twe~ty-seven clerks and twen -one stenogr phers, a total of 

forty-s~ven 13 Four commit es Finance (3), Judiciary (2) ~ules 

{2) and Taxes (1) has assistance specificai ly assigned~ Pre-

sumably the twenty-two general committee clerks assisted the other 

thirty-four committeesc The seventeen general stenographers ~elp-

ed these committees and the twenty-nine senators who had no 

chairmanship. The 1969 legislative rules authorized thirty-two 

clerks and forty-four stenographers, a total of seventy-six. 

gain four ma commitfees had specially assigned help~ The 

Civi I Administration and Local Government committees shared a 

Twenty-one research and genera! clerks were available for 

the other thirteen committees and forty-nine members without 

cha i nriansh i ps The House differed very Ii Hie from thise If any~,, 

thing, considering its greater size, the House provides less 

assistance for its members. Authorized personnel increased very 

ittle over the period with greatest increases in stenographic 3 

not policy, assistance. Although by 1969 the Senate averaged 

more than one clerical-stenographic position per member. The 

House sti !I had less than an averace of one per member. 

Office arrangements v1f..re equally spartan up until 1969. Only 

floor leaders and moJcr committee chairmen enjoyed individual 

office soace. Most committee chairmen shared offices. Individual 

senators may have had one or two rooms to share in common. On the 

House side, members, other than chairmen, had no desk space 

excep on the floor of the chamber. In 1969 al I state functions 

except the legis!at~re, Supreme Court, and the governor, 



ieuienant governor, and cd·toc-n-=::y genen.1!'s :::;f-fices were ret11ov,:::-d 

:t=r:?m the cap i to I bu 1 Id i ng. He;::w i ng rooms and COPim it ree spac2 were 

added as a result~ 

After surveying this picture one may agree with Professor 

Ba ck st r om t ha t be i n g a M i n n es o ta I e g i s I a tor i s a f r us fr a t i n g a n d 

demeaning I ife for the serious member. 15 Even today most !ac~ 

adequa e physical faci i ities or staff. Staff is prob~bly even 

ess adequate than has b£en indicated. Most committees have not 

been able to hire al I of the authorized personnel for the part 

1 ime work available. Many legislators are not satisfied with this 

situation. Three-fourths of al i members replying to a survey 

believe th3t ail cornrrdttees should b.::~ staffed .. E:ghty per cent 

would ike tc at leest share 3 legislative assistant with another 

16 
member,. So Minnesota h~s morles+ legislative services at best. 

C~11pared to most other state legisiaturss th~y probably do not 

rate too low. Comp~red to Congress they rate poorly indeed. 

Althoegh the situation has slowly been improving, throughout the 

period under study the Minnesota legislator worked mostly on his 

Tenure 

Formally, the Minnesota constitution specifies a two year 

term for House members and a four ye3r term for Senators. But one 

would expect that the relatively poor working conditions, low payJ 

and cart time status, would act as just an effective check on 

lon9 tenure. Certainly high turnover characterizes most states~ 

(See Chapter Two) In 1963 the national average turnover for both 

upper and I ovr:::r house:: s 



nineteen states had hi + fre ch-e-n) ~~n k~~ _,/ltd $ It::, ~10\.J 

moderate turnover ( ) and seventeen had low turnover (under 

) 17 

Based on these figures the Minnesota legislature does not 

I ive up to expectations The House has low turnover the Senate 

moder-ate I y low., 0 n t ne average 24~{ of the House mernbers v,ere 

freshmen (see Table v11 .. ~2)., The Senate aver·ases freshmen 

The highest House turnover came in I with )J. I On four occas-

sions the S2nate had as many as L.O;{ freshmen No t on I y doe s 

Minnesota rate fairly low on turnover but its legislature retains 

a fairly J3rge proportion of long term veter2ns ,A,s a rough rule 

of thumb, some would argue that a man does not really become 

effective in the legislative process unti I his third or fourth 

session this criteria the House h3s enj a majority of 

experienced veterans in al I but one sessione The Senate has 

averaged 42/S in veteran status11 A few House membe1-s ser~ved as 

rn a n y a s h: en i· y t er ms "' 0 n I y one s e s s i on ( I 94 5 ) had i t s rn o st sen i or 

member with as few as thirteen terms The most senior Senate 

members have lasted as many as nine terms~ Only one Senate session 

(1955) had the most senior member with as few as six termse Most 

members do not last nearly this long$ But the average House 

member had four terms. The average Senate member served 2.6. 



Tenure in the Minnesota Leaislbture 
Year ---1-:c,, __ ;_F_r:.eshmen % 2r,cJ T12r-m % 3 ~- Ten,s /\verage /\ve;~age Yrs .. 

Terms ! at 
Beginning of 
Session 

Senate 

1945 
19La* 
1949 
1951* 
1953 
1955* 
1957 
1959,~ 
1s61 
1963* 
t965 
1967* 
1569 

l·lou::;r:~ 

19L4.5 
1947 
I Sl~9 
1951 
l rn;::, 

/.,, ,/ 

1955 
1957 
1959 
1961 
1963 
1965 
1967 
1969 

29 .. 9% 25~h% l-tl-1-., 7% 2.6 se,L-
28e:4 22 "l+ Li.9.,2 2.8 7.2 
32,,8 22 .. t_ l~h"B 2<i,6 8 a.lj. 
29*9 22 .. L+ L7 .7 2.9 7.6 
31 ~ 3 22,J~ 46"3 2,,7 8~8 
1+0.3 18.0 41.7 2 .. 6 6.4 
40 .. 3 !BG, 41 .. 7 2"6 8.4 
2e.,L~ 32 .. 8 38.8 2.,7 6.8 
28 .. L~ 32 .. 8 38.,8 2,,7 8,,8 
34~Li- 22.,4 43 .. 2 2.D 7 .. 2 
40.3 20 .. 9 3EL.8 2J+ 7~6 
37.3 28 .. l..1- 34.3 ,-, 4 LQ 5,.6 
40 .. 3 28 .Li 31.,3 2 .. L~ 7.,6 

-33.cJ% -~217.-~.- 21.TA, ,--~6- 7X-

22e:2% 2') 0% L.., c.. 0 55 .6/o 3 .. 3 4 .. 6 
2Ll .. h 20.6 55 3., I 4.2 
25.,3 19. I 55 .. 7 3.J1- he 2 
26,,7 I 9. I 51-i,,2 3.7 5 .l+ 
lcL3 19 .. 9 61 .. 8 3.8 5.,6 
30 .. 5 13.,7 55.8 3,.9 5.,8 
19. I 22a9 58 4., 8 6,,6 
20.6 19.,9 59.,5 L.i-.,4 6,.8 
15 .. 3 20.6 6L~ .. I 4.6 7.2 
40 .. 7 10.,4 Lr-8.,9 4 6 
IL~.8 33.,3 ~51 • 9 4.2 6 .. 4 
3 I .. I I I .,9 r::r,• 

J/ 3.6 5.2 
20.,7 25~9 53.4 3.,7 5 .L~ 
231t8% -20 ;~ 55":23{ 3.8 --~r:G-

*Indicates session in which there was a Senaiorial election 
I - Note Senators have 4 year terms. House members have 2 

year terms. 
Source: The Minnesota Legislative fi\anu~d 1945 through 1969 

Some evidence suggests that over time Minnesota legislators 

have extended their term of service. Charles Adrian attributes 



label, and t-he !ow visibilii'y created a prot-ecif:d cond11ions {o,-~ 

legislators Adrian surveyed al I elections from I In 

1903 the House had 77% freshmen In 1949 25% were freshmen The 

same figures for the Senate and 33% re sped i ve I y,., The br-eak i ng 

point appeared to come at 1925 for the House and 1935 for the 

Senate<> Before that time a rnajorii'y of legislators wet~e usual !y 

freshmen AHer i~hat time o majority were usual iy holdovr:rs., Tho 

House averaged 50i~ freshmen and the Senate 55;{ This contrasi·s 

raHi21- sharply wit·h the 19h5 t·o 1969 pet-iod Within the receni-

period the Senate demonstrates a slight tendency to reverse the 

trend Certainly sessions with i-he hif3hesi- turnover· aopeared from 

I 95 5 on @ There i s no cons i s ta n t pa t t t: i~ n f or t he House ,.. Ho v; ever, 

again sessions wiih the gr·eatest tui-nover came• aHe1- 19550 Most 

of this increase can be attrlbuted to reapportionmentG This 

certainly was the case for the 1963 and 1967 sessions~ Both houses 

showed a marked decline in tenure after 1961. But increased 

competition also partially accounts for the turnover& The Senate 

demonstrates this point most clearly. A DFL governor won for the 

first time in 1954. That date also marks an increase in DFL 

attention to legislative elections. Whatever the cause, recent 

heavy turnover brought in many young metropolitan legislators~ 

These men are seen as being better educated and more capable than 

their predece.ssors. This may be so. If it is true, it may 

strengthen the iegislature. On the other hand fewer of these men 

may be dedicated to the legislature as an institution. Since they 

have greater professional and political opportunities, they may be 

less inclined to make the legislature a second career This coul 

I 
/1 
>---1 



weaken one important source of past legislative ;rciepe~denceo 

One might ask why do Minnesota legislators servo so long? 

This cannot be answered directly without questioning the legisla­

tors themselves. This was impossible to do on a large scale for 

all IE,gisiat·ive sessions .. However, another way to ~1et at the 

problem would be to determine why incumbents do not come backe 

This could be caused by voluntary retirement, death, er election 

defeat. The last can be measured most easily. (See Table VII-3) 

Relatively few senators go down to defeat in any given elections 

The greatest numbers occured in 1954 and 1966. But this factor 

has remained fairly constant since 1950. Only I~~ of those in­

cumbent who run ge1· defeated. This low rate of defeat is to be 

expectede Incumbents enjoy great advantages in UeS. politics& 

Incumbency success cannot be entirely attributed to non-partisan-

sh i p however- • In s p i t e of t he non-pa ri· i s an e I e c i" i on s y s t em 7 U}S of 

the incumbent losses meant a change in caucus affi I iation. This 

pattern was not so marked before 1958 when many veterans were 

defeated by men who assumed the same caucus membershipD However, 

since 1958 the Minnesota situation diffe~s only si ightly from a 

partison system. 

The relatively few incumbents losses do account for nearly 

ha If of the? non-returnees.. In 19~6 most Sena:·ors who failed to 

return stepped out voiuntari !y (or at !east not because of defeat 

at the pol Is). In 1962 probably many incumbents retired volun­

tarily because reapportion~ent had radically changed their 

distr;cts., However, in the other four elections a majority re-



Year 

Senate 

19)+6 
1950 
1951.i 
195E3 
1962 
1966 

A. ver·age 

Ho us€~ 

l~leb 
I 91ifl 
1950 
195;~ 
1951~ 
1956 
1958 
1960 
I ~)62 
1901 
1<//) 
I </)U 

/1..ver·aqe 

TABLE VII-3 
Incumbency Success in Minnesota Legislative Elections 

Number of Incumbents Defeated 
GEneral ;_•rimar-y Tobi 

Election Electton E ied ion 

4 I 5 
II 0 I! 
15 0 15 
IQ 0 10 
8 I 9 
lh 0 14 

10.3 7-, 
•:J 10.,6 

IL+ (' .,) '~-
!9 0 19 
16 0 16 
16 0 16 
20 0 20 

0 23 
10 0 iO 
12 I p: 

./ 

21 0 2: 
I~~ I 17 

·) 
') 7-
l.) 5 
1 !l 0 p:i 

,.) 

T6.5 .. 5 --rr 

Perceni' 
Involving 

Caucus 
Chan9e 

6ofo 
63 
5l+ 
BO 
89 
79 
71/S 

53 
~lL 
50 
75 
O'l 
CJ I 

90 

Bl 
!OU 

711 

Hj 
6t\~ 

Defe~ts as 
% of Incumbents 
Running 

9 
19 
27 
17 .. I 
17 • I 

25 
l 9 .. If~ 

12 .. 
16Q2 
ll+,Jl-
13., I 

lB 
t'7 0 
If") 

EJ .. 8 
9 .. 8 

~~o .. .s 
q ,-, 
( -" f 

19 e 
1)1 1.1 

-,1~-2;r-

De fea i-ed 
Incumbent 
as 1r: of al I 
Non-r-ei"urnees 

26 

55 5 
52 .. 6 

I 

1+7>~ 

7 

l~ ! .. 2 

~)} ;, 0 fJ 
() \_ !J 
?~1 o ~~>s· 



tired involunt3ri ly ,\n ev(:Jn sma I I er- propori- ion cf Hou:3e i ncc_;n-,~~ 

bents were defeated On the average about two-thirds of ihese 

contests represented caucus change Th2 differences between the 

pre and pos-t- 1955 periods is m.Jch more distinct here than in rhG 

One does not find the same sharp distinction on sources 

of re 1- i 1- e r"1 e n t • t3 u t on the ,,.,, ho I e a rn a j or- i t y a f House i n cum b en Ls 

retired from election defeat, not from volunt~ry causes. 

Sumrn:s 

/;,i- best the N,innesota leg:Jl-c::Jnstitutional set"i-ir.:~ offers ~)n!y 

a moderate basis for legislative power~ Ther& are numerous con-

stitutional restrictions on its substantive ~nd financial ool icy-

making. The constitution also circumscribes legisl~tive disc~e-

tion on its own procedures Although it msy block constitutlon-

al change it opposes, it cannot n,2ce:::sari !y f:xce desired positiv2 

changes. On the other hand legislative leaders bly do not 

f e E? I u n du ! \' ha rn p e ,- e d by the s e re st r i ct i on s .. F u r t her , such re -

strictions I imit the governor as much est do the legislative 

body It has been able to develop a set of procedural rules that 

strike a good balance between individual rights and the abi I ity 

for the whole body to operate with dispatch if it wishes to do so. 

Also, since the l950's the electorate seems to accept legislative 

initiatives for change fa!rly readily .. If the legislature wishes 

to change its constitutional status, it would seem to be able to 

do so .. Finally, the legislature has managed to ret-ain at least as 

strong a grip on the adminis~rative brdnch as has the governor. 

In some respects a lack ot legislative professi~nal ism 

Early in the period these resources 



were especial y weak They have improved since to put" 

M i n n e sot a i n a moder a t e i y s iT on g po s i t i on St i I I, sho1t se:::s i ons.r 

I ov-1 sa l a ry a very .s ca n t y s ta ff i n g prevent /,\ i n n e sot f r om ha v i r, :;1 

a ful I time legislahn-e in in one re =t this obstacle is 

more apparent than real At leasi· a m3jori of leglsiators 

demonstrate very strong I t y to H12 i n s t l hJ t i on by s ta y i n g on 

longer ihan v;ou I cl be the case in rnost- s,·ates.. ,1:,, rna ity retir2 

not vo!u:--ii·c.1r-i ly but fro:n de{eat The naclive minor-i n cerlain!y 

have much ~ore experience than do most governors. This experience 

and loyalty oives the legislature some strenoth from which to ~· 
work,. 

IIL POPUl..AR SUPPOFH 

Histor·ical fy, t·l,-1e ie~1islatur0 was considered to be the main 

defender of ihc peeiple againsi- the: kingly (e><ecutive) ;-:iower* Ovsr 

the ye a 1- s t h e ch i e f exec u t i v e gr· a cl u a I I y r· e p I a c e d t he I e g i s i a t u re 

as popular spokesman~ To the extent that a legislature can under-

cut this dominant position it strengthens its own standing. It 

has already been der.1onsi-rat-ed that many recent Minneso-t-a governot-s 

have not received high popu!::ir favor., The question he(e wi 11 be 

has the legis ature benefitted from executive unpopuldrity. 

First, wi I I be examined whether the legislature can credibly 

claim to represent the entire people. Secondly, popular support 

for the legislature wi I I be directly evaluated. 

Legislative Aooortionment 

Under Article IV, section 2 of the Minnesota Constitution 

both houses must be apportioned equally throughout the state on a 

popu l .-:1 t : :):7 basis 



decennial censuso Senators ~ust be elected from contiguous 

single member districts No representative die ict may be divid-

ed in arming a sena e district There can be no more than one 

senator for every 5 000 persons, no more than one representative 

for every 2 000 persons0 

These constii-ui-ional requirerneni's have not always beN1 

honored The Minnesota legislature apportioned itself jusi before 

World War I in 19130 No other apportionment passed the body untl I 

1959 (and triis went into .effect for the 1962 election)., 2€fore 

the major U Se Supreme Court reapportionment decision in 1962 only 

four states had delayed reapportionment ionger than Minnesota. If 

one accepted numerical population equality for districts as a 

standard, the J\r\inne~~o-i·s Senaie r·ankea ~?6th ;n malappot~fionment 

the House 31sL Hah.wal !y ur'L.::in cour·ries ::::l:ffercd the must. By 

the 1950 CE';'iSUS -rhe Hennepin-Ramsey cGunty ai-ea contained 35% of 

the population. It received 22;{ of the 4ous2 r11embers and 23:,·~ of 

the Sena t·e., 19 This tha ~- it had 
,., 

less S2nate seats and 16 means d 

less House seats than it deserved under an equal population 

standard., 

Reapoort i onrnen 1- became a re(-::ur-r i ng l e,9; s I at' i '✓G strugg I e from 

1945 through 19C"6,,, The stale supr-eme coud ref used to ru i e on a 

reapportionment suit in 1945 on rhe grcunds th3t it was a 

l ·t· I t· 20 po 1 1ca ques iOn.s So proponents turned to the legisl3ture. 

For many years Representative Alf Bergerud., from an extremely 

under-apportioned suburban district., authored the principle 

reapportionment bi l fs. His efforts c8nsistently failed up unti I 

1959 session J oh n Bon d a t t r i bu t e s t h i s f a i i u r"Ef t o t hr ,2 e f or c e s 



rural fear of the ities. conservative fear of increased DFL 

strength, and leg s!ator self 2 
ection 

Judicial pressure in I finally r·eversed the long str;n9 ot 

defeats A federa district caurt accepted a reapportionment suit 

i n I 959, but a I I he egis!3ture to proceed with its own 

reapportionment The 959 act increased the number of House seats 

from 131 to I five Sen8te seats shifted to metropolitan areas 

About I I additional House seats moved in this direction 

TABLE VII 

I itan Se0ts in the Minnesota Legislatu~e, 

o1 Mc~tro Number % N,ei·ro r Number /0 . 

Non-:T1e t ro Met1~0 Non-metro 

19L-1.5 27% !8 Li-9 2~1_;6 35 96 
1951 3ot 2J l.t7 2[i,{ 37 9L. 
196! 31?~ 21 h6 AO 

. ./ ./ 

1963 L~o;s Li I 50 8S 
./ 

1967 h5% 3·i 36 61 71-1-

Source: Co~puted from The Minnesota Legislative Manual. 
I 945 I 95 I , l i , l 96 3, ! 

The 1959 apportionment was based on the 1950 census. It was 

obsolete before i went into effect. This became especially 

evident under the increasingly stringent court standards for 

population equali y,. Under i"he 196o census 39.I'.¼ of the poe>u!a­

t ion cou id theore ti ca I I y e I ec t a Senate majority, 35% cou Id e I ecr 
22 

a House majorityt Again under court pressure the legislative 

reapportionment in a 1966 special session amid heavy partisan 

wranglingc This reapportionr.:ent shifted about five Senate 

seats and eleven House seats to 1·he metropolitan areas~ 

Reapportionment b3ttles are n2t at amend in Minnesot3. Te ! 

! ! 



census will 

50% of the state's popu at ion. The legislature wi I I have to go 

through the process againe 

For our purposes the central question is did the high 

malapportionment negatively affect popular attitudes toward the 

legislature? The best guess would be not muchQ Bond commented 

th a t du r i n g fr1 e I 95 0 1 s po I I s sh avv e d Hi 5 t p e op I e were e i -i- ho i" 

apathetic or unfamiliar with the issue~ 23 By the early 1960 1 s, 

when the issue received greater pub! icity awareness may have been 

greater. Even then one doubts that those favoring reapportionmeni 

felt passionately about it Minnesota remains less metropolitan 

than most stales. t3oth Bond and t3:3ckstrom cone i uded that mo.st 

major state issues are not urben/1-ur·a: in nai~u,-e.,, The division 

was more psychological . 24 rhan actual 

Popular Perceotions of the Leqislature ___ ........,,. ___ ,,__..,_ .... _____ ..... .,.--~.....,,.~ .............. 

General reactions to the legislature may be a better in­

dicator of popular support~ Such evidence as is available is not 

reassuring. For one thing most people simply do n~t pay any 

attention to the legislature. (See Table VII-5) Very recently, 

Great Deal 
Some 
Very Little 
No Answer 

TABLE VII~5 
"Do you pay a great dee I, some, or very I ittie 
attention to the state legislature?" 

195f 
9)~ 

32 
58 

l953 
q-rf _,/0 

37 
54 

1969 
14% 
51 
35 

Source: Minnesot3 Pol I 

probably in the late 1960 1 s, interest increased. But at best only 

about of the population fol lows the legi~!ature closely 



As a result supportive attitudes are highly neutral. This was 

especially iTue before 1959. (See Table '✓ II-6) In the early 

I 95 0 1 s a rna j or i 1- y r a t e d the I e g i s I a t u re n f a i r~ 11 1 n h 2 n d I 1 n g t h e 

s 1- a t e I s pc ob I ems ~ A I mos t one - f our th saw i t a s II goo ci H ., N1 u ch a s 

with the governor these supportive attitudes eroded over 

Good 
Fair 
Poo1-
NA 

time., 

tion 

1963 

T/\BLE VII-6 

11 In genera ! \\ o u I d you s a y t ha t the ( ye a r ) I e g i s I a t u r- e d i d 
a good, fair, or poor job of hand! ing the state's important 
pr-ob! ems ?n 

1951 1953 1955 1957 i959 1961 1963 1965 1967 
27;{ 2T}~. 2:z-d ,)/0 21% I 0/o Li,.9~;; J~:i ~/;J S/\ 4¾ 71o 
5L~ 59 46 1+1 31 50 !Ati, 22 27 
13 I ' 14 12 48 36 20 N 30 24 
6 3 17 26 I I l i 16 ND 28 25 

SD 16 17 

Unfortunately the questions asked w3s not the same 1n every 
year. In 1961 i·he good and fair categories were consoi idatec. 
In 1965 and 1967 the pol I :'lsh:::d do you strongly a~~ree, 
moderately agree, moderately disagree or strongly disagrEe 
that the !c,gislatu,e has done a good job11 r1Ni: equals 
neutra If; 

Source: The Minnesota Pal I 

f--or the f I r~st time from 1959 t-hrough 1967 a large propor-

rated th·2 legislature as ooor, or "'✓ i th disapproval .. On! y 

was an exception,, Significsntly~ for much of that session 

the legislature had no governor to contsnd with because of the 

long election recounte Except for 195! the sessions with high 

disacproval reflect times of high pub I ic disagreement between the 

legislature and the governor. The years 1959 and 1965 mark severe 

part!san differences .. In 1967 the ~truggle over the sales tax drew 

pub I ic attentiono 

Summary 

The Minnesota legislature would not seem to rate htgh marks 



on popular resources. Up unti I one coulc1 noi- say that the 

apportionment sys1-em accurately reflected state population 

distribution. Metropolitan areas were especially at a disadva t­

age. At no time have general pub! ic supportive attitudes been 

extraordinarily high And since 1959 the legislature has often 

met with high disapproval On the other hand one should 

probably conclude that this dimension is as much neutral as nega-

tive The apportionment system did not create great suoport, but 

the pub I ic was not much interested in the question In the last 

decade if the legislature has not met with great approval, neither 

has the governor Neither reap any great advantage. 

IV CONCLUSION 

The general powers of the Minnesota legislature are not very 

strong@ Constitutional-legal powers are moderate at best. And 

these have not changed appreciably during the period under con­

sideration$ The constitution checks legislative discretion in 

procedures, policy-making, and finances. But it imposes much the 

same restrictions on the governor Lack of institutional re-

sources present a greater potential handicap Only since 1963 has 

Minnesota taken steps toward providing a ful I time legislature 

Staffing, compensation, and session time were relatively low 

during most of the period. One would not expect the legislature 

to have had as great an access to technical information as would 

the governore But it did have one advantage. Minnesota has 

relatively high tenure among its legislators. This means that a 

fair number devoted extensiva time to legislative business There 

were always several dedicated men who had extensive experience 



And on this score the legislature enjoyed clear superiority over 

Minnesota governors 

The legisl3ture does not fare any better from popular re-

sources than from professional People do not pay much attention 

to it When directly asked they do not express strongly sup-

portive attitudes Minnesota b!y have not uti i ized 

their relative potential 3dvantage on this dimension as they might 

have. 
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CH/cPTtR tIGHT 
THF rVHJNFSOTA LEGISLATURF: CRG.llt\JI1/,T IOI\IA L. '3ETTH:G 

Even if o leg Is I citure c:oes not oossess qreat fcr·rnc::01 I r-escu.-·cfs 

it may be cohesive and strono because of lts ti~ht o~~an1zationel 

discipline and st-rong intt=:-i-nal leadership. This discipline 2rnd 

leadership may revolve around the party c~ucus 1n stronq party 

stctes~ The cc:ucus may act in concert becouse 0f cc:~,r~Oi1 oo! i C'y 

crnd con~d-ii'u2ncy ties. Or pcrty IPcdcr"S may E:xeri disciolin 

thrcugh control over nominations. patronag~, and intFrnol lEgis-

Leqisiativc si·r·er:g h rnay al~;o dEr;s,e fn)m 

rlisci~)lined c,cl·ion under stronq able: lecdc-r-ship. This leadr~rs~1; 

I! 

efficiEnt, unified fashion. Power may al~a f 1o~ from the ccr-

rnitree systern, If the bcdy gives greet ci.screi·ion to it's c0m-

rr: i 1· h?. € s o \/ r r s u b s tan 1- i v e n c l i c i e s , a n d i f th es e cc m r.·1 i t t e e s are 

stronq, able, and Pxpert chairm~n, the ccm~ittees ccult 

and form~I leaders are weak~ some IEoislat~res re+ain 1nceren-

den c e t hr o u ,_:in ci s e t of s tr on g , i n c e pen o 1 = n t 3 e n I or ! ·= -":: de r· :3 • The s E 

men, with long experience at the state capitol, can and do reg~rd 

the governor as a 11 new boy 11 whose irdErests ar.d der:;21:ds need be 

of sma I I concErn h:> them. The im['ortE:n-:e of Eccn of thEse 

organizational factors in Minnesota wi I l be co~siderE~ in turn. 

' .L • THE C.tiUCUS 

Aside from Nebraska, Minnesota 1s unique 1n DOSSEssing a 

non-part;s~n leoislatur • That :s, no party desicn2~ion a oe r~ 



o n th P E,· I e c t i o n b a I ! o • A n d , o f f i c i a I I y , t h e r- E a r e no p c: :--- t y 

caucuses 1n the IEg slaturE As extensiv~ resEarch on oca! 

non-~pariisanship has made c!ear, the leg,:::il abscence of pcrty 

dPsiqnation does not assure the abscence of partisan influence 

in pnsctice And e n if parties are absent, crgAnizations may 

devel tha·r pErfor·m pcrty-1 ike functions UndrT I ega I non-

purely on an individual basis with no continuing organization 

wha 1-socvE:T * · / I Ii ances wou Id for-m for H.:ch bi I I er each po Ii cy 

area. Or temporary organizations may grow uc for e6ch session 

only~ During the I 'sand 1950 1 s this a• pEared to be the 

pattErn in California. Each session a new fectional structurE, 

crossino party ! ines, grew up around the contEst for spEaker or 

majority !Eader. tnother alternati would be the dcvelooment 

of perrnanent caucus organizations i-hat ocrform party-I ike funci ions. 

Member-ship, par~ticu ar-ly leadership,. in thEse caucuses would 

continue from session to session. This orgenization may h2ve 

a purely legislativ~ existence, or it might be tied to the 

extEnHd Pcffty 01-ganization. The functions thct such an organ~, 

ization might perform would be: a) recruit and run candidates 

i n E' I €ct i on s b ) organ i z e t he l c g i s I 2 tu re and f i I I I Eader sh i p 

positions and c) nrcvide decision-making cues both in committee 

and on the floor. It seems clEar that the Minnesotc legislature 

has had continuous organizations that perform the functions. 

The basis for caucus organizations, and hew they have performed 

these functions, wi I I be Examined in the remainder of this section~ 

Caucus Development 



Ch r l es fa,dr-i an, an rar l i 

latun:,, has at-

lature by accid~n. 

':Vh en th c 1- h I r- t y - e i t h ! cg i s I .::, 1- u 1- F o f i" h E st -e i 

met in January, 1913, not on2 rnG0 mber- of that 
body had ti~F sl ightEsi- ideas rt,c:1t before the 
s c s s i on c n cJ e d t h E: s t c1 t c w.::: u I d b e i h c s u r- pr· i s e d 
possEssor of a I kinq body chasen without 
• arty desiqnation. 

Some v0teran leqislstors viqorously deny Adrian's cG1c!usions. 

They arque that non-oartisanshin has positive benefits end was 
2 

a deliberate act. Th e s u th or i s not ; n r E: res t "'.:' d i n d e b a t i n ~1 t h 

merits of the case here Th orinciple ini·erest is in discovering 

how the system hes 2ctuai !y functionEd. Ii· is fair to say thc:d 

up until the general p1 1bl le percei".1ec! :no.---c: mErit than 

deficit in the non-pcrtisan system • .Acccr-dinq to thE Minnesota 

Po' I on I y 

3 
supcorh:d such ch nge and i"h is had qnJ'·Nn to 65;t in In 

we! i rcflt:cts changin~1 practice within the legisiaiurc ii"sel f. 

In the early years Minnesotats non-partisan syste~ reflect0d 

a tr-- u f> non - par t i sans h i rJ -,v i th c r q a n i z n t i on and d E c i s i on - rn e i-< i n g 

resE-mbl ing tt1E: orcctice in one•-oarry Southen1 leoislc.:tures. From 

1913-1929 the Republ icen oriented legislators enjoy~d such large 

majorities that they WE re split by factional ism. The Hause had 

a pErson2listic orgenizaricn that revolvecl around speaker candi-

dates who used committFe assicnments as a bargaining tool. Under 

this arrenqement some Democratic oriented IEqislators were 
~ Li 

included in the leedership arouo. The patterns were not even 

nEt~. Adrian ccnclud~s that the irr ortant 



1; 3 ! 

chainnen controlled i-he body through lhe r·ules cornmiti-ee. 

pattern changed somewhat in the 1930's ~ith 1hc succes~ of 

Farmer-Labor governors Farmer Labor~tes in thP House began to 

m2et on the governors program and formed the nucleus of the 

Liberal caucus. This caucus ccmoosed of Farmer-Laborites, 

0Frnocrats, and liberal ub Ii ccns, erg an i zed H,e House ft~om 

1933 to ISJ8 Th e y n e v e t" c Oil t 1- o I I E d t· h e c; E n a i f: • A s a r e :::, pons c 

to the Liberals, the ConservBtives became more orqanized with 
6 

Roy Dunn as floor lead0r in 1933. Th e ca u cu s (' s st i I I WET e n ct 

cohesive, bnd did not enj6y a stable membershio. But there wes 

some sernblence of organization 

t- h c Conser v cJ t i v E ca l.l cu s t· co k o v E: r and 

form2d the basis for f-hE conservative organiz5tion that dominated 

Jcaisletiv2 affairs th 
.,) 

out much of the nsriod under stu 

This dor1inance pcTtial ly ,€'suited frcrn Har·old Stcjsscn's victory 

for governor in 1938. The Conservatives electEd Lawrence Hal I 

(a Democrat) as speakff from 1939 to 1948. Roy Qun11 as majority 

lead0r at least held prE-session caucus conferences where 

7 
officers were selected and some pol icy matters decided. /.l!so, 

the majority Senate caucus became more tightly organized under 

Charles N. Orr. However, up unti I 19LJ.9 or 1951 (oerhaps 1955 :n 

the Senate) tr~P majority lacked a cohesive minority oppos1ticn. 

Although the Liberal caucus elected floor leaders, it only 

gradually became cohesivE as its numbers grew. the Con-

servatives held such overwhelming majorities there was no neEd 

to exert tight discipline. But a-t- least there was regular leader-

ship an~ a fa;rly st~blE mE~bership Adrian demonstrates th t thE 



Table VIII-I CaucusEs, Minnesota Legislature i970 

Year 

19L6 
1947 
1949 
1951 
1953 
;955 
i957 
1959 
1961 
1963 
1965 
1967 
1969 

SUMTF 
ConsETva ti ve 

57 
55 
c·'7 ;; ( 

51 
52 
Li8 
48 
L+3 
Li-3 
L13 
u~ 
L6 
1+4 

al 
-~FL) 

10 
10 
IC 
16 
15 
19 
19 
24 
24 
2)_j 

23 
22 
23 

Ind 

2 

HOU SF 
ConsErvative 

107 
105 
86 
87 
85 
65 
6! 
hCI 
_..l 4'., 

5c3 
BO 
78 
93 
85 

r-a I 
-~{DF-L) -

21+ 
26 
l+5 
Li)_,_ 

46 
66 
70 
72 
73 
54 
56 
1-i-2 
50 

Ind 

The Minnesota Leqislative Manual I l 
of the Minnesoi-a Senc'.te 1945-1969; 

-1969 _; the ,Jo1Jrna I 
the Journal of the 

h\ i nriesota House; I 1969. 

prop ens i t y f or rne rnb e rs t o sh i f l c o cc uses from c, n e s es s i on i' o the 

othu- had slowed dovm by the !940 1 s. From 1933 to 191+9 c1n ave,c,qE 
8 

of twelve members shifted caucuses oer sEsiion. During the 1930 1 s 

seventy-six members changed But- du r ; n g the I 9)-J-0 ' s th i s w rJ s cut 

to forty-four. 

From 19~-5 to 1970 the ccucuses had become fairly stcble, 

coh~sive orgenizations for conducting legislative business. And 

they became more so, not less, during the pEriod. Earlier in the 

per i o d t he m i nor i t y cc u cu s w c, s weak , a n d th e ma j or i t· y cc r- r c -

spondingly IPss steb!e. Not unti i 1959 did Senate Liberals pcssess 

the more than one-third votes needed to bicck extra-ordinary 

action by the SFnate majority. The House Liberals achievEd 

sizeable strength by 1949,. /\nd ·thPir accessi00. to mejority 

contra I In l S55 rea I i y mar·ks the beo i rin; nri of strong caucus ors]crn 

izaricn rn the House .. Besides th2 :wowing Liberal strEngth, 



declining caucus switching also indicates increased orqBniz tion 

(See Table VIII-2) Caucus switching is measured by thE r1umbpr of 

legislators with continuous leqisletive service who mcved frcm 

one caucus to another between two continuous sessions. This 

phenomenon occurred relatively frequently in thE House dur;ng the 

1930's and 19~0 1 s HowevET, dur-ing i-he 1950 1 s such swilches 

Table VTI1-•2 Caucus Sw1tchinq N\inncsota Legislahwe, 19Li5~.1970. 

SFNATF HOUSF 
Cons. to L; bE·r=aT-fnd to Cons. fo Liberal 1 nrl. 'fO 
Liberal to Ccns Cons. Liberal to Cons Cons, .. ------ ___ .,..._"""'"_ ... ..,.,._, 

1gL7 
19119 
1951 
1953 
1955 
!957 
1959 
1961 
1963 
1965 
1967 
1969 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
(-\ 

\) 

0 
0 

-b-

I 0 
0 2 

0 
0 

0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

--=;--·- -2 ) 

2 4 0 

7 I 0 
() ,_ l~ 0 
0 I 0 

3 0 0 
0 I 0 
I 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 () 

0 0 0 
C 0 
0 0 0 

13 T-1 ~-!-

SourCE::: The Minnesota Legislative Manual, 1945-1969; The Journal 
of the Minnesot-c SrnatE, !91.~5-1969; The Journal of the 
Minnesota House, 1945., 1969. 

-------------··--------=· 
averaged only two per session And there were none after 1959 

Switching occurred hardly at al I in the Senate. No such instances 

are record~d after 1953. So, although caucus I ines were hazy 

during the 1940's, thq became quite shar·p in the 1950's, and 

have been absolute in the last decade. 

Orqanization 

Caucus aff i I iction rnani f0st-s itself most s ly in crq :l-

izationai matters. One recent student of the Minnesota legislature 



observes that the majority c3ucus exercises IC01 control. The 

rr\f.o, ity selects the prGsidinq officers end committee chainne:n, 

n10k12s c;thE:-r committee ossigr1rnents, pron-,ulf;ates procedur,31 ru!es, 

and hires legislative steff. Every committee chairman belongs 

to the majority caucus And that caucus enjoys majority control 

on ell comrnit·tees. The minority caucus hes Enjoyed few righi-s 

Of.'yond seiEci;nq its own caucus leadETS. In t h e S en a t E i t h a c] 

no r-i~Jhi- to 1:.1rpoin·t its ovm committee members uo until 

Sterting with that session most minority requests have been 

chennelFd through the n1inority leBder. During thE DFL do~iGance 

in the House a formal rule Ecknowl m i nor i i' y r· i g h t s i n co mm i i't e E 

ass i ~inmen ts Although the speaker finally mck:es 21 ! assi(inmcni·s, 

i-he mir,ority :eackr's rTnuests for his own pec.>olE 0re us:.iaiiy 

sonic n:_:-search staff. 

Caucus membersrip is based ririrrct-i ly on self-selection. Since 

1953 et least both C6UCGses in each house have held pre-session 

meEtings to which I ikely caucus members are invited. s~ppos~dly 

the Senate Conservative caucus members must approve new members 

by m3jor·ity vote .. But- veteran membE-rs could not recal I turninq 
10 

down anyone who wished to belong. Caucus officers are selected 

at thesr meetings. And members are committed to vote for caucus 

c~ndidates fer legislative office, rulPs, and committee assign­
! I 

ment.s. IndPed, these ere the only matters on which members ~re 

b cu n d to ad h ET e t c ca u c- us po s i l i on s • Th i s e spec i a I I y ho I c s true 
12 

for Senate C0nserv2tives. No Conservative Senators could recai I 

b : n d i n q .: n ni m ; t t rn,:: n t s on an y t h i n a b u t or g a n i z a t i c: n a I ;-n a i r E r· s • ,1\ n d 



the Senate organizcJtion generally has been mon: inf<:irmal lhan 

that in the Housee This was probab ya functio~ of the weakEr 

Liberal (or DFL) orqanizction They had only a very loose and 

ineffective on!anization unti I Harold Schultz became minority 
13 

I Feder in 1955 Prior to 1953 they did not even nominate a 

candidate fot- P1-esiclent Pro Tern. FvEn under Schurtz the caucus 

seldom met except for pre! iminary organizational matters. The 

caucus rEachecJ th EC' peak of its unity from 1963 1-o · I 966 under 
lh 

Pau I Thu et. Thuet usE:,d Governot- Elmer L. Ander-sen's 11 1ame 

duck 11 appoinhnents as a t"allying point· for caucus discipline~ 

Thls di sci pl ine continued on pol icy matters in cooperation with 

Governor Rolveag. The Liberals also fcuqht thE majority caucus 

rules suggestions each session, but with no succPss. 

ThE' House Conservativr:os achieved ticihtrT c:aucus discipline 

rathE:r ear I ier than did i·he Senate. Before 1955 the caucus mei" 

prior to the session to make orqanizational decisionse These 

early mEetings mainly provided thE leadership nn opoortunity to 
15 

s i z e up th E' c oD i-:: b i ! i t i e s o f new me rn be rs • Rey on d th a t th e c au cu s 

rarely met more than" three times a session. Occassional ly the 

I ea de r , Roy Dunn , wo u I c ca I I t he c au c us t o g e t· h er# to t e I I l hem 

what must be done. Rut because they had such large majorities, 
16 

greater discipline was seldom needed. During its ye2rs out of 

power from 1955-1962 the caucus decided that qreater discipline 

would be a prerequisite tc regaining its majority position. So 
17 

mEetings were held more frequently. Th i s h e I c true u n t i I I 96 7 -

1970 when increasing majorities again lessened the need for tight 

organization. As with their Senete coun erparts the House Liberals 



U3 
remained smal ! and poorly oroanized prier to ! ThE1 y h c I ,j 

meetings under caucus leadership prier to that time but lacked 

the numbers suff i c i Ent- for organ i zat i ona I nmusc I c::- 11 • /:, bGre 

caucus majority, couoled with a DFL governor's victory, created 

a v e ,-y i· i g h i" end d i s c i p ! i n e d or q c1 n i z c'l i· i on i n I 95 5 Several DFL 

House leaders referred to the tremendous spirit of togEtherness 

fostered by 1-'he hc:1--d won rna jor i ty amJ i rs prcecir- i cus EX i stenc2 

(The 1-erm Ii bera I and DFL have been used i nh=:,changeab I y up i-o 

this point. J\HcT 1955 many Liberals sought to m:ienly identify 

their caucus as DFL and that usage shal I be used from here on 

out.) As the caucus margin gradua I I y increased throuqh 1961 th2 

discipline gradually weakened. As a minority party from 1963 

on the DFL cohesion weakened further 

Ji. I t ho u g h b o t h c a u c u s E s p re s e n t e d a u n i t e d f r- on t on or g a n ~ 

izational matters, it 1s uncertain how much influence they exerted 

in pol icy decisions. SEnior Senate Conservatives especially 

insist that the caucus pErforms no pol icy role. Senator Gordon 

Rosenmeier flatly stated that the caucus met once at the begin­

ning of the session and nevFr afterv,2:r-cl. ~ol icy matters were 
19 

never discussed. Others were not so ~ateaorical c But 6/ I agreed 

that under no circumstances did the c~ucus take a binding vote. 

Such a vote could not have been enforced. Some Senators indicated 

that pol icy was discussEd at times. Pr:or to 1955 this was 

probably on an. •informcl basis through personal contacts among 

chairmen. Even at that Senator fancher NEisen, whose service goes 

back to the eer! ler period (IS -l ), reca! !ed that- they did 



meet to discuss major substbntive c,pcsa Is /v\ernbets, i'he 

I ea de rs h i p a n d t he b i I I au t ho r s c cu I d know ,, h En v•A'-1 Er· e 1· h i :-1 q s 
20 

stood on a particular issue. 1\n-:-J €. vcn though most se na i ors 

dee I are that the cc:ucus as such never discussed policy, they 

acknowl r,d that from about 195.5 or- 1957 a 11 study groupn hes 

me t· f or t ha t p ur- pose • Sorn e sen c' tors n ct c I o s e to t h e pi"" e v c i I ; n g 

nin g,oup
11 

initic:::h=·d Hie WEE·kly meei-ings, and grc:idually most 

21 
members b2gan to attend as~ means of kEEplnq informed Now 

chairmen, and others who heve pending legislatior1, make reports 

on i·he stcdus of legislation. /,\embers exchange oninions. Tn 

this mcinner a I I members know whether· the caucus is united or 
22 

sp Ii t. Outside observers be! ieve that caucus impact g8es 

beyond this. Charles Backstrom concluded that a requisite for 

caucus membership is to sup•ort committee recommendations o~ 

the f !oar·$ This would mean that c2ucus affi I iation greatly 

inf luenccd rol I cal I voting. And some argue that the Minnr:-sota 

legislature splits as much a Ieng caucus I ines as the Congress 
24 

dofs clang party lines. 

The Conservative House caucus hes more cleerly become a 

po I i c y body • F' r i or· to I 95 5 t h i s hap per: e d i n fr e q u rn t I y • But 

F v E' n ;-h en , a cc or d i n q to So Ea k e r La r r y Ha I I , r h e y w ou I d m 2 e t en 
25 

big pol icy issues. Starting in the late 1950 1 s, the caucus 

bege.n meetinq on a regular basis to discuss pol icy. And after 

1963, when it regained the majority, these meetings were used to 

give some coherence to decisicn-makinq. The caucus meets weekly, 

and sometimes daily late in the session. The orimary ruroose 

is to al low th€ IEedErship and committee chairmen to report on 



pendinq legislation Members a,E:0 free to speak fr·om i'he f I cor 

and bring up matters on their own. Feelings may be measurEd 

by informal discussion or an informal show of hands. On me: 

pol icy issues the caucus did take a definite stand by vote. 

These werE not exactly binding, but members were ~xpectEd to 

usually qo along~ Deviai'ions V'✓ ETE al lowed fo, ccnstitutency 

interest o, necessity. In this way chairmen anrl the IPadership 

ccu I ci know whether an issue cou Id be brcuoht to the floor--- with-
26 .. 

out seriously sol ittinq the caucus. The caucus did not 

enforce these decisicns through sanctions Veteran legislators 

Emphasized thE;t no ccucus mEmber had ever told them how to vote. 

Rut common philosoohy, common constii·utcncies, and s,:Jme loyalty 

to the caucus mEans that few deviate on rEal iy biq issues. The 

fr-eqL;Ency of caucLs pol icy influence has var-ied grE:atly evu1 in 

receni· years~ With the large majorities in 1967 and 1969 ·the 

leadership used meetings less frequently. Indeed some younger 

members thought that the caucus was not used nearly enough as 
c'E3 

a pol icy shaping tool. 

Since the OFL caucus has become bettEr organized, and have 

had a chancr at power, they have always been more inclined to 

take a d i s c i p l i n e d st a n d on po I i c y ma H er s • A_ t I east s i n c e I 95 5 

the Senate caucus has met to discuss and ~ebate policy. Over 

27 

time these b~came regularized weekly meetings. Under the driving 

influence of PaL1I Thuet (1963-1966) meetings were held daily 

toward the sessions end. Thuet sometimes asked for tempor8ry 

~djournment of floor deb~te so that DFLers could caucus on a 
29 

major issue. These meetings were mostly informational fli th 



positions esh:1b Ii shed by a show of hands 8ut on major- i s~")us::::, 

whcrE the party DFL governor or caucus had previously td~~n 

strong stands, men Ii ke cchu I tz Thuet, and Sri ttner acted a:~ 

pol icy leaders. On the 11 gut issues 11 i"hey deliberately made a 
30 

forma! partisan record tc take into the next election. These 

positions were no more binding on the DFL than on the Conser-

3i 
vat-ives. Rut m hv i s t i n g 71 a n d "mo r a I s u a s i on 11 we r- e us e cJ 1- o 

tt-y to keeo members in Ii r:e. More of ten than with the Conser­

vc:,t i ves, th0 DFL group ccu id s imp I y assum2 po Ii c y unity. 

House caucus become a stt--ong po Ii cy or(jan i zal ion somewhat sooner. 

Sh.H--ting in 19L~9 the caucL:s riet regulcTly, sometimes WEEkly or 

daily, as a pol icy conferencP. Thr,se meetings dEveloped a 
32 

general program for the caucus This process was steoped up 

in 1955 when the caucus atrernpi"E-d to put across th~ governor's 

progrc:m with their one votE m,:,jcrity. f\s Speaker A. I. ,lohnson 

Expressed it, the caucus tried to work out in advance a program 
33 

that al I membETS could succEssful ly support. As with the House 

Conservatives, the leadersh,o., committee chairmen, end bi 11 authors 

would explain pending legislation, then op0n the floor for 

discussion. As leader, Fred Cina ~ou!d s£e that votes were taken 

on major pol icy (esoeciul ly 9ubernc1t-oria! issues) and the mcmbE:rs 

would be expected to fol low the majority position. Some of these 
34 

votes were regarded by the leadership as binding. No sanctions 

were directly brought to bear on deviants. However, extessive 

mavericks could not expect loyal caucus support for their own 

bi I Is. The IEadershio took a more active role than in th€ 



Conservative caucus to sway members on close votes. Bui, as 

with Sencite DFLc-Ts, cohesion qenE:Tal ly cc:irnF abou1· bECc!U:'",c of 

common beliefs, common constituency, and a common cause. 

1:,40 

Ii· s e nris e v i den t t ha t a I I ca u cu s es w or f' us e d to a t I ea s i-

d i s cuss po I i c y • And a I I bu t- th E SE, n a i~ e Cc n s er v a t i v es def i n i i· e I y 

used it to shcpe a po I icy s hrnce on ma issues Does this 

stance serve as a cue for floor votes? That question cennot be 

answered definitely at this point The frequency and strength 

of caucus votinq wi I I be examined more thoroughly in Chapter 

Ni nee 

Rec,-u i tment 

,4 final pc1rty-type functicn is the recruitment and campaign 

support for legislative candidBtes. Under the non-partisan 

system, candidates run in primaries whe~~ nc caucus or party 

des i 9nc:1t ion appEars on the ballot. The two highest voi-E· getters 

thE>n 1-un 1n the general election. Again no party dE:s i qnat ion 

35 
appEc.=rs on the sepa,cte ba I I ot No parly labF.ls are used 

during the campaign. Up until recently this system discouraged, 

but did not completely eliminate, party influence 1n general 

elections. As in partison systems, othEr qro0ps, such as unions, 

fa nr1 E rs , c i t i z ens , and bus i n es s , ens, a ,:J e i n n:· c:r- u i t me n t • Un de t-

the non-partisan system they are simoly morE active. Also, as 

might be expected in a non-partisan system, incumbency oroduces 

special advantages. It reduces competiticn for a post. There 

have b~en morE uncontested elections since partisan identific~tion 
36 

was e I i rn i n ate d. On the other hand iGcumbency does not produce 

an absoluh: advantaqe. /\s was d2mons·tTcted ear·! iE:r in this 



chaptrrJ an averaoe of from 14 to of the i ncumben1-s are 

dffeated 13ut i ncur:ibents b!y can develop a more ciut~nomous 

existence when no party tie exists. 

Under this sysi-em the coucus per-ticirahes as one amcng m.:1ny 

recruiting groups. House Conservotives have always provided 

some recruitment and campaign he[p Earlier thE activity wc,s 

v c r- y I o o s e a n d i n form a l • BE g i n n i n c:i i n i 95Ll i h i s qr cc u u cj I I y 

became more organized and rEfined. Before 195~ influential 

Conservatives, largely on -~hf Rules cmnmii·i-eE, did some vork 

on an individGal basis wii-hin their own congressional districts. 

Majority leader Roy Dunn carried the burden in encouraning 

candidates. He also reised financial assistance frcm orivate 

qroups. Afh:T he lost his netiona! ub I i ccrn commit t eem,-::c,n rs 

post in 1952 he I Et recruiting activities sl i~e. This ln turn 
3t3 

par l i a I I y c e: n t , i bu t E' d to t h c Con s c r v e t i v e d 0 f ea t i n I 951+ ~ 

The caucus as a ~ole picked up the slack and gradually expanded 

i t s cc t i v i t· i es • S i n c e I 96 3 th E s e a c t i v ; t i e s have been c en t ere d 

around campaign ccmmittees within each congr£ssionai district. 

,t, I though they perform some recruitment, t·h is is noi' the ma jar 

37 

task. More frequent I y.., se If-starters wi I I ccn tacr ceucus members 

in their area. The caucus then provides some funds and pol icy 

information in the general ~lection. Very recently the caucus 

has hir€d an aqent who goes into the d;stricts with campaign 
39 

materials.on bi I Is and DFL voting r2cords. The Senate Con-

servative caucus, by ccntrast, do~s not provide ca~paign servicFs 

as such. The caucus leaders may discuss problems_. see if an 

incumbent 1s in trouble_. anc1 try to irnrwovc his constituency 



posii-ion with assiqnrrients 1n the lc~gislc,ture 

{JD 
campaigning has been left to other groups. 

But external 

The DFL House caucus did very I ittle prior to l HowevEr· 

in that year a few caucus activists organized a Liberal Legis­

lature Volunt~er Committee with representatives from each 

Conqressional District Repr~sentative Lawrence Yetka raised 

funds, pr-imar~i ly from lc::bor unions~ The DFL party al lmved some 

proceeds frcm the Jefferson Jackson day dinner tickets purchased 

41 
by ! ab or· u n i on s t o go to 11✓ a rd th e I e g i s I a t i ve com o 3 i g n • re-

seniative Donald 'Yozniak oroanizEd most of the actual carn0aign 

wor-k. This included r-t'cTuitino ca,-1didates financinq campaigns, 

and providing booklets on caGpa1gn issues and campaign techniques. 

Organizers also held regional ccnfercnces at which top ~ubl ic 

relations and r~search men ceme in to brief candidates. In 

al I, forty-six 4ouse tandidates (and t~el~e Senate candidates) 

received aide 0n requEst the committee grented up to $100 per 

candidate. Sirce that time a formal caucus recruitment committee 

has carri~d on campaign activities.with varying scope and success. 

Before 1958 the Senate DFL caucus was too smal I to de very much. 

The DFL party and labor unions dominatEd campaigns here. 1n 

1958, the caucus, with party hE!o, did FntFr the fiFld. These 

li3 
activities became large scale only with the 1966 election. The 

caucus hired a ful I time campaign agent and had funds (;~25,000) 

for the first time. Mfnority leader Paul Thuet traveled exten­

sively on behalf of DFL candidates. 

Caucuses then have done at I east modest carnpa ism work si nee 

1954. Generz:il ly, their fforts t1lcnq thE,se I ines hc::ve been 



gro·ni nq. l t i s u n c er- t a i n h ow f c r t h £ c. c. u c us f a c tor c ;=-; r· ,- i e s o v ,e 1~ 

into the final party-type function, providing cues fer vorers. 

Certainly in ihe I 1 s and l950's there was I ittle information 

to Drovide such cues. But al I Conservatives and most DF.Lers 

bel,1i,ve that even i'his ir:fluence has bE:en ;irowing since thE' 
LJ_i 

political systern beccrne ccmpetitivf' in 1954. SincE candiddes 

increesinqly hcive run as GFLers or ConservatlvEs, th~se legis-

lators believ'2 tha thf' votlno public possesses arnp1e cppo,}--un1ty 

to make tlv: ccrinec ti on. Prob ab I y this connection bf'c cme nDD an: nt 

sooner in the Twin ~ities than in the rural areas. And certa;nly 

a f e \V ca n d i d a t es st i ! ! r u n c s i r: depend en t s • i3 u t co n s i d E' r i n g how 

low voter informat on is even in partisan campaigns, the ccnnEction 

r rob ab ! y i s s i i I I not f' x ~) er as I on q o s no d s i Cl n a t i c n a DD :? a rs on 

Par-t· I I\C t ; vi t y 

The foregoing discussion indicates that the MinnEsote !egis-

latur~ does not oc0rste und~r A purely non-oertisan system. ~airly 

stable caucus~s hevE increasingly pfrfcrmed party type functi ens. 

The nexi· I oe: i cc I ouest i or~ wou ! d be whEthf.'1 the ccucuses arE not 

simply the Repub! icen and DFL parties und2r another gLiise? Or 

do these caucuses mBin+a;n a purely !E~isl~t;ve existence? This 

question cennot be answ~red ith any degree of precision. On the 

one hand, even if one could establish that the leqislators had 

pcrtiscn eff i I i2.Hon this 'Nculd not nec~ss2ri ly mean that such 

affi I iation carried ovFr into their legislative activities. 

Nor wcc Id i !· n2cess2r ii y rned0 thai' the extern a I party organ-

th12 0H1E:r hand, cnE c0nnot rncessar: !y c1rtribut€ a lack cf 



exte1-nal party inf!uenCf:' to a formally non-·D,:~r·1"1scrn situation. 

Fven in stat~s under pBrtisan elections thE legislative group 

often operahs indEpEndently from the party. This is especially 

true in ~liidwestern and 'ifE::shrn states with rnor·al istic politic:-:l 

cultures es Minnesota has& 

Influence from direct pertv crg2ni2ational activity can 

readi iy be dismissed. Legislators from neither caucus 2nd ne:ther 
45 

house perceived much lobbying ectivi ty. Governors from beth 

par·t:es affirmed this observed ion. fat them( st such lobbying 

a c t i v i t es may have i n er· e used s I ; g h t I y i ri the I as t hv o c r· t hr- e e 

sessions. 

Legislators do acknowledge phi losoohical and psychological 

affinity to the oarties howev~r. And this affinity definitely 

has ir:creased since i955, The Conservctlve ccucus., especially 

in thE Sf'nGtc, ref!EcrFd J·,-,is oari'y affiilation !Dter and lo 

a lesser de1r~e than hes the DFL caucus. 1n commenting on the 

1953 session ProfE'ssor Ralph Fjelstad no-1-ed t-hat' about 20< of 
46 

the Conservatives had held Republ icen party office. Party 

a ff i I i a t i on ha s a cc e I er a t e d so s i n c e t- ha t t i me th a t by I 969 

85% of House Conservatives and 75·7, of Senai'e Coriservati ves oi::;,en I y 

47 
2cknowledged somE reletionship to the Republ ic~n party~ 

Certainly many House IEaders held hioh office in the Reoubl lean 

party. Rov Dunn was the long time party national committeeman. 

Speaker John Hartle ond Representative P. ~. Peterson both were 

stete party chairmenp Odin Langen, ~lbert Ouie, Ancher Nelsen, 

and John Zwach a! I advanced to Congress as Re pub Ii ccns after 

s er v i n ~~ i n ·the M i n n c so t ::i 1 q i ::,::.; l b r u r E' c s Con s c r ,,,.. a t i v e s • Th er E 



were severe I exceptions, par r i cu I ,3r ! y ; n Lie 

to ihis gEneral relationship. Sorne old I ine Dernocrcl1-s, Farmer~­

LaboritEs, and gEnuine indEoendents held major legisletivr posts 

within th~ Conservative Caucus. Lawrence Hall, Speaker from 

I939-19Li8, was a Df'mocrat when he entei-ed the legislature., 

Promenent Conservative SEnators such as Gerald Mu! I in (1931-1 

Thomas lch (1939-1962), Jcirncs Carley (1 

Senator Gordon Rosenmeie, (19h!-1970) must be consider d a qenuinc 

independ nt 

considerably. 

s u i· b y t h F I 960 ! s t h E s e e X CE' p t i O n s h a d c! vv i rl d I t° d 

DFL ccucus shave always more orenly demonsrrated their 

allegiance to the DFL parry Most caucus mFmbers have • referred 

the DFL label to Libera!, at least since 1954. By I 
~3 

of 

th caucus ac1knowl Edged the pad·y c1ff i Ii at :on. Many legislative 

leaders served as county and district p~rty chairmen. The caucus 

has official representation on ihe DFL central committc0. The 

only major scurco of ccmpEtinq lcyaltiEs would be the labor unions. 

The unions, more then the party, were responsible for promoting 

influential D~L legislators such as Karl Grittner (House- 1953-

1958, Senate- 1959-1970), Rcpreseniative Joseph Karth (1951-1958), 

Representative Wl I I iam Shovel I (1953-1 

Popovich (1953-19621, and Prnresentative 11Acrtin Sabo (1961-). 

St i l I, by the 1960 's D1-L caucus equa I I ed DFL party in both houses. 

1n many respEcts the affinity between the caucuses and the 

political parties cen be traced thrcu their common constituency 



Districts, nor do DFL caucus members alw~ys come from DFL dis-

tricts Rut the majority in each caucus docs so 

of congruence can be seen from Table VIIl This reflects 

the tote I percentaqe of districts in each session wherE DFL 

legislators came from DFL districts and Cons£rvatives came frorn 

Republ lean districts If one accepts that there should be a 

congruence between party and caucus, then the remaining districts 

Table VIII-3 Relationships Between Caucus and Party Minnesota 
Le q i s I a t u r e , I 945 I 

HOUSE SEN/',F 

% Distrfcls + CFL 2 
Yeai~ Con_gr~uen i· Seeds 

-·--~-·--.--

1945 83~~ -12 8 l;S - 5 
1947 s3s{ - 6 80% = :; 
194_9 7 + 6 7Bt 9 
1951 +19 7y,i -+ r-, c_ 

,953 7fJf +I I 73% - ~2 
1955 7(-;t, - 8 58% -•2:'.0 
1957 Bc,i; + I 6Cf)s -17 
1959 76·;:, rir"'1 -c.c. 581o -26 
1961 ?L+:11~ +16 81% -~ 3 
1963 7://4 -ll.1- 79:lo ., 8 
1965 76';: -12 79}{ 8 
1~7 76;~ - Li 81% -~ I 
1969 75'1 + L-1- 83% . -- ·cs-

·=r:-1 ·-t:s 
I. Congruency designates theta distr-ict carried by the Republican 

gubernatorial candidate was helc by a Conservatiw; a distt-ict 
carried by a DFL gubErnatorial candidate was held by a DFLer. 

2. This indicates the number of seats over or under the amount the 
DFL caucus n::~hould" havP based on the number of districts 
carried by DFL guberna~oriel candidates. 

Source: The Minnesota Le0islctive Manual, 1945-1970. 

are udeviants 11
• In both houses over time t'he deviant districts 

hDvE:- c,:::,nst- i tuted o srna I I~ but st i I I s i CJn; f i cent, pronor t; on of the 

tctal, averaqing The House pet-fc:irmcHKE? n?mained fairly srcblE 

throughout. Bui if anything congruence hr;s dec!ined slightly. This 



goes contrary to what should have happened if incre SEd competition 

really sharpened voter per-cept-ion of the 1-e! tionship bei-ween 

party and caucus, and if votE:rs rea 11 y m2de dE:'C i si ons on that 

basis~ The Senate too has n:mained fairly sl-c:lble, except for ihe 

Fr-eernan acJminisiTai·ion (1955-l960L Then almosi· l-1-0~S of the d1st,-ich 

fel I ini·o thE' 11 deviant 11 category. ThEse an° lai-gely accounted 

for by districts thal cast their votes for FrEeman as governor 

while sti 11 elEcting Conser-vei"ive ~~enator-s. Table VIII reveals 

i-t")at thEre has tradidior1al ly been a str-ongu· 1-elationship bei·ween 

Rt~pub! ican districts and Consen,,at·ivps than betwePn DFL dist icts 

end DFL legislators. Over time men electEd from DFL districts 

consl·itutod aboui' 70% of the Df:"L House caucus. Rut this f!uctuat-Pd 

Gn'ci- I y ~ From 19h9 i"o 1953 a I most ha If of H1 c caucus came from 

G: 2 pt J b l i can d i s i-r i c t s • The r e l ,:1 t i on sh i p t h c n q n:=: 'i': s tr on g er , p E' a k i n -::1 

uncJEr Freeman in 1959 In the last two sessions thE rElationship 

declined again. ConvErsely, men cl2ctEd from DFL districts usually 

do caucus DFL, but not always. Ther-e 1Ncre many 11 rnavFricksn ear-ly 

i n th e p € r i o d • Th i s n de v i an c e II de c rec. s e d sh a r p I y du r i n g r h e I 95 0 ' s ,, 

but then shot uo again 1n the 1960 1 s. Again this is contrary 

to expectations if one assumes that increasing competition should 

sharpen the caucus-party relationship. The Conservatives have 

usually relied on Re-:,ubl ican districts for their House membership. 

f-nd only 1959, vvhen f'.:"reE'man carried an oven,.1helming majority of 

the districts, oroves an exception to this. Only rarely have 

membE-r-s elected frcm Repub! ican districts cr~ossed caucus I ines. 

The Senate does not deviate from this pattern of party-caucus 

f' e ; a t I on sh i p , w i t h one o~ c e o t i o 11 • Th e D = i_ Cc u cu s h as a I wa y s r E l i 



Tab le VIII Re I a t i on sh i p Be 1 ween Pa r- t y cm cl Caucus f\\ i n n cs Di a 

Year 

1945 
19~7 
19LO 
1951 
1953 
!955 
1957 
1959 
1961 
1963 
1965 
1967 
1969 
.Averaqe 

19l+5 
19L7 
1949 
1951 
1953 
1955 
1957 
1959 
19S1 
1963 
1965 
1967 
19S9 
Average 

Legislature, 1970 

<}; DFL Leg is•~ 
lative Seats 
From DFL 
Districts 

70 
53 
~5 
57 
82 
q~ .__..,,:; 

93 
66 
81 
qr_> 
\..cc 

67 
62 
7Tc;~ 

6o% 
60 
70 
50 
La 
80 
7L~ 
96 
79 
88 
88 
73 
74 
rz/o 

% Cons 
Seats from 

ub I i can 
Disfricts 

H 0 u 
swr 
87 
83 
9.L, 
90 
69 
82 
51+ 
84 
70 
70 
80 
81 

s t N 
8Lf'. 

t1J_+ 
SC 
88 
81 
50 
54 
37 
81 
7L~ 
7L~ 
84 
86 
--·c1 7¼/) 

s 

.A 

% DFL 
Dist-ricts 
Held by DFL 
Legislators 

F 
53% 
58 
62 
80 
7L!-
73 
st 
71 
E3l+ 
65 

61 
67 
69}~ 

T C 
L 

40% 
40 
37 
57 
40 
38 
39 
46 
70 
66 
66 
61} 
7L~ 
52;,1, 

c;{ ub I ican 
DistTicts 
Held Cc;r1 " 
Le islc'.lors 

77 
77 
79 
80 
8! 
86 
66 
85 

92% 
92 
91 
85 
84 
,33 
84 
9h 
:38 
92 
92 
86 
86 
89,fo 

Party control of a district is determin~d by which gubernatorial 
candidate carried the district in a give~ election. 

Source: The Minnesota Leg is I at i ve fv\anua I , 1945-1970. 

he av i I y on D FL d i s t r i c ts for i t s members h i p • The gt~ ea t po Du I a r i t y 

of Youn9dahl (1950) and C. Flmer Anderson (1952) broke this patterr; 

only temncrari ly. If anything the relationship has qrown stronger 

over ti rne. The Conservative c-=:1ucus hcJS t2krn i t':::i r:11:-:mbersh i p fron: 

Republican districts as much as had its House counterpart. Again 



the one histori~al break camE curing thE FrEeman era. D~L sen-

ai·ors from Republ icar districb:3 hcwe been v,"',y rcrc hcl0ed~ This 

was not the case for DFL districts. One orEat source of Senate 

Conservative strength has b~en the fact that a majority of men 

from DFL disfrict-s often crossed caucus I ines Beginning in 1961 

there was a sharp break with this pattern. OFL districts gener-

a I I y produced L Se n a t or s f t .. om t h F n on • Th e gr e c i er- nu rn l) ET o f 

"devi ants 11 prob ab I y part i a I I y accounts for t·he gr-eatET independence 

and much looser discipline reported in the Senate Conservative 
49 

caucus 

In Chapter Four the Lwban~rura I base for the hvo oo Ii t- i ca I 

part i es w a s e >~am i n e d ¢ Th E ca u cu s es q c n er a f ! y r· e f I cc t t he same 

bases for support. The OFL rEI ies morE heavily on metropolitan 

areas for caucus membershio The Conservatives rEly overwhe!~ing!y 

on non-,rret-ropol itan arec1s. However, one should remember that fhe 

relationship is not an absolute one. Over the last twenty-five 

years the majority of DFL caucus members hav~ corne frcm ncn-.•metro­

po I itan ar~as. The greatest rural dominance was evident wher1 the 

caucus contra I I ed thE House.. On the Senate side metropo Ii tan 

memhership qradu2i ly grew unti I it provided a majority of the 

caucus durinq rhe early 1960 1 s. (See Tab!e VITI-5) Also one 

should note that over time a majority of metropo! itan seats have 

gone es freouently to the Conservatives as to the DFL in the House. 

Except for 1959-1966 a majority always went to the Conservatives in 

the Senate. Rut the Conservative caucus has almost always enjoyed 

greater homogeneity than the nr:-L on the urbar1-rural dimension .. 

Also, they retain a much stronger hold on the rural areas than 



are sharp pol icy differences between rural and urban areas, one 

wo u I d pre d i c t a gr ea t e r poi- en t i a I for cc n f i i c t , an c i E: s s ca 11 cu s 

cohesion, on the D1-L side. Ho·r✓ever, through the late 1960 1 s the 

caucuses grew more alike in their ur·bcn~-rural composition. ,, . 
,-ga In 

operating on the assumption of geographical pol icy diffei-ence~, 

Table VIII-5 Urban-Rural Composition of Minnesot~ legislative 
Caucuses, 1945---1970. 

% DFL ~ Cons. % Metro % Rur-a I 
from Metro from Rutai Districts Districts wi rh 
Districts Distr-icts with DFLt:rs Cons er v a t i v t::-:-: s 

191.i-5 
1gla 
19h9 
1951 
1953 
1955 
i957 
1959 
I ')6 I 
196j 
1965 
1967 
1969 
Average 

1945 
1947 
1949 
1951 
!953 
1955 
1957 
1959 
1961 
1963 
1965 
1967 
1969 
Averc'lge 

50% 
46 
36 
4, 
1-16 
38 
34 
38 
-38 
46 
42 
48 
Li6 
42% 

30% 
40 
40 
31 
33 
37 
37 
46 
50 
58 
58 
16 
L~3 
IjI°"% 

H 0 
79; 
78 
78 
78 
81 
82 
79 
83 
81 
69 
l--6 
56 
55 
74Jo 

s E 
14rt.--
75 
75 
71 
71 
73 
73 
79 
79 
72 
72 
56 
55 
71~~ 

u s F 

3Li~ 85% 
34 85 
46 70 
1-9 ?2 
57 73 
60 

'·' 56 
t:5 51 
'7~, 52 
,-,r, c:; I I c.. ., , 

50 65 
L+-6 62 
33 70 
38 64 
5 1;1 ?5'5% 

N A T E 
1% 86% 

22 38 
22 88 
20 77 
20 79 
35 74 
35 74 
5r:: ../ 72 
57 74 
5)-+ 76 
5L 76 
33 68 
~~ 65 
~r;(Jf 77~fo _.,....-'JO 

Scarce: Adcr-ted from s\-(}i·istics !n thE !V1 innesoh.1 Legislative 

this would create an incr€6sed potential for divislo~s within both 



c.aucuses,. 

~1e basis for rural DFLers and urban Conservatives can be 

found by i~ecell ing the reqicmal distribution in the po it-icc'JI 

oarties. As with the Reoubiican party, thr Conservatives show 
50 

unexpected strength in Minneapolis. And since 1963 the Con-

served· i vcs cc benef l t from th2 expected strength l n suburban 2r·E-2;s. 

rhc OH. u:;ual ly controis sEats from the f\lorthern Tron Range, which 

s essf.ni-i,Jlly non-metropolitan. In m;_::iny r~espccts the nortrrvvest, 

centrai, and western part of the state have been swing areBs. They 

are overwhelmingly rural. The western and cPntral areas shiftEd 

n c:2ucus allegiance from ConservativE to DFL par-al lel inq the 

nart'y shift. The shift die not occur so drcstically in the Senate 

i:1s in .the HousE .. Th~~ nori·hwe-::;t oiso shiftPd up unt-i ! 

th 1 s t:'JrE~"l.. These t hr€?e n~:::: i on.s account for o I ~::rgc p~r t- of + hr: 

v;e.nt'i cases frr-1orin:-, C:-.'.nservat ivr::,s,. 

0 arties influence the caucuses throuqh more than ccmmon 

consfituency. At least since 1954 they have exerted an incrEasing 

nfluence in the electoral process$ Prior to 1950 neither party 

ook much !nterest 1n legislative campaigns. fven when ocL 

egisl2tors wantea to work for a legislativE mejority thE DFL 
Sl 

:StatE:' centrol cor;1mittE<': was eso<::cially neqligent. But in l 950 

the or-:-L beoan to plan a more aggresive campaign uased on dues 

o6yinq ciubs at the county IEvel. Concentration centered on 
r:0 
.,i-

rn?rq na! ~istricts. Sredual ly this actlvity expanded. Ry 1954 

he party w~s active in thirty-two close primaries. The rcqLllar 

s u :Jo l i e d run ci s u o t o 



campaion SQfakers, and semp!E ballots with endorsed leqisletors 

listed alonaside candfdatPs for partisan office. Precinct, county, 

and wan1 organ ind i C~$ recruit:= d cand i datP s and vo+ 0d on ['ndcrse•-
53 

ments. One should not overEmphasize party influence. P~rty 

t attemot to use financial assistancE and encicrse~ent 

to maintain legislative disciol ine on issues, but thE sanctio~s 
54 

are nor- overwheirninq. Party activity is not ext~nded to al I 

districts. Indeed, ur to the oresent time DFL IEgislators have 

resented whit they consider e lack of effort by thE party ,n 
,...i::; 
?./ 

I e g i s I ct i v e races • In par· t th i s i s i n adv Fri" an t • The p <"'rt y 

organization has not been stronq enough throughout the state to 

brin0 sufficient resources 1·0 bear ar the lcqislctive level. The 

party did not evFn attemot to push ~andid~tes for the Senate unti I 

!958. 

Th~ RE'oublican state cEntr-fl commit-:-ee c:lso iqnor-ed lt?gislative? 

elc,ctions frori7 191.u uriti l 1950. The RE::p 1.1t,! icans did send one 

fiFld man for F6ch house to encourage candidates. AftEr the orim~ry 

they would o+fer so~e financial aid to thos~ who wanted it. 

Support2d ccindidates were encouraged to caucus Conservative. 

focused sn ct:stricts where 2 OFLer had no opposition or wher~ e 

Con·3Ervarive incumbent was not runr,ing. Re~ubl icar. activity 

56 
increased markedly with thE 1962 eiecticn. SincE reapportio~ment 

crEated new distri~ts, the party saw a chance to el2ct more party 

orlented.~en. Even thPn the r~gu!ar party organization left th~ 

majo~ task to the Young Reoubl ic3ns. The party st3te-wide can-

didate seerch ~csmitt~~ did :nc!ude a legisiztiv~ d:vision for ~c 

first time. C0ntr~1 headquarters provided a resEarch staff to 



ci-eai-e campa i qn book IF ts on , ssues and techn; ouf:S Tl alsc 

sugqestEd financial sources Th pcrty estc:ibl ished t- ionel 

block workET3 and in HEnner,in County at lccst endorsemen 1rs 

t h n .. J u 1 h s crn c~ I E' b c:i I I o t :5 The pcdy orCJan i zat ion sr i 11 rcfusEd to 

challenge-:: Conservativf incumbentsq It did net go into districts 

where the organization was weak. Although not restricted to 

urban and suburban areas, mos,- activity took place there. Cat-oline 

W c: I f c on c I u de s t ha t t h '? p a r t y c f f or t pa i d o f f • fa. ! t h OL: g h r e c r- u i t· e r- :.3 

d i d not i ns i st on pa t-1- y \ o ya I t y ~ of those recruited had held 

rari·y offict or done party wot·k. /\nd pcrl·y aid was man1inal ly 
57 

helpful to candic:ah?s 

So by the 1960 1 s both partl2s engaged in viaorous recruiting 

thr-ough sec::irch commit-1-ees. Legislative races vverE highly Dcr·t·1san, 

In almost every district both candidates are supported by op~os'.nq 
58 

per~ties. In faci" a numbEr of obser-vffs bEI ieve that the ma 

remnant of non-partisanshiD is 1-he voters' failure to cPrceive 

the connection ~etween caucus and party. On the other hand many 

Conservative legislators, and some D~Lers, contend that voters, 

Especially in urb 0 n areas., Eire aw:':lre of the connEction. 2ut ever; 

when they do know they choose not to vote for caucus on • arty 
59 

labEI but for the man. 

<: .... ,ummar y 

The caucus has served as a source of organizational strength 

i n th E M i n n es o t c: I f: g i s ! c t u r E • A t no t i me s i n c E I 94 5 has e i the r 

house opera tE:·d i n an entire I y form I ess fashion. Si nee 1955 the 

cnucus l i nes hcJVE: become hi (Jh ! y s i ab I e The caucus doEs serve as 

a tool for selectinq legislative IEadership and setting procedural 



rules ''fith the nossiblF- exccpticn of rh0' c;cr-i:::,tr:. Con:::ccr-·vc:itives 

the caucus also becomes ab sis for· pol icy cu(~:::; EvFn Senate 

Conser v a t i v c-3 ha v c d i s cu s s c d po I i c y f; s ci s t u d y g n) up s i 1·1 c r: t he 

late 1950 1 s. And the caucus has incrEasingly acted to e~ruit 

members. Minnesota caucuses 1·hcn perfcnn, at I r2asi· to c1 modest 

extent, functiors attributed tc oarties fa. n d the re I c i- ion sh i p 

bFtwFen caucus and party also h~s been sharpened for both the DEL 

( I 9~~1 ~) on ) D n d H1 r- Cons c r v c t i v E s ( I 96 3 on ) • P c3 d i cs st ; I I do not 

dir-ectly lobby in the lcgislatu,-e, but 1-hey do rec1-uit·members., 

fnd the caucuses draw on the same constituency base cs do the 

counterp~rt parties. 

II. Lcaislative Lea~0rshio 

They can act as a source for· alter-natives to i"he qov2r-r-1or~ /rid 

long continuity of servicf within the leadership can Even give 

the legislature so~e advantage ovEr the shorter- term,gov2rnorship 

There are three principle sets of leaders in the Minnesota IEgis-

lature. Presidins officers function as formal leaders for the 

whole body. The floor leaders for each caucus ect as partisan 

spokesmen. Final !y, some senior men may perform as an informal 

leadership group based not on position but on experience and 

legislative expertise. 

Th0 Presiding nfficers 

r-;residerit Fr-o Tern (c;enc1te) and Sr.iecker (House). 
' ' . 

The f i r~s1· twc 



may be dismissed fairly quickly. The I ieu1·~n nt ~ov~rncr is a 

constitutional officer dirLctly elected by the people 

outsider he has little influence within the Senate HE once 

possPSSEd the power tc aopoint committees, but the Senate removed 
60 

this power in 1931 His sole powErs now are to recognize 

members on the floor and to rule on procedural motions. A majority 

Table vrrr.~6 Candidc1tes for Mirrnesoi~a Pnsiden·i· Pro TE:rn, I 

Year Conservative 

1945 J ¢ \/ ~ Weber 
1947 N,. I • 

LI hwr 
1949 GPr-ci Id T. ~J~U I I ,n 
195i A. o. Sletvold 

1953 Done Id r. w, i qh t· 

1955 Val Irnrn 
1957 Thomas Felch 

1959 Har y '·'
1ah I st rend 

1961 Nm-man Lar--son 

1963 Gcwdon L~osenmr i er 

1965 DoncJ!d Si nc I a it~ 

Consecut-ive 
Ter-ms Upon 
Selection 

4 
5 
5 
r 
) 

5 
I' 
0 

~ 
j 
I' 
() 

6 
/ 1/2 b 

5 
1967 Fr-nE'si· J. .f.nder·son 4 
1969 Walter- ,J • Franz 4 

DFL 

~fone 
None 
~✓ one 

None 
George Sieoel 
B. C~ ~ 1'kwak 
Hc,rr•c-r- C3 rT 

C.E. Johnson 
rimer Peterson 
Thomas Vukelich 
Rapah e I Sa I mor~ e 

Ncrman w. Hanson 
Harold S~"ilina 

ThE: Pro Tern has a I ways come from the Ccnservat i ve side. 

SourcE: The Journa I of the Mi nncsota Senate, 191_~5-1969. 

Consecutive: 
Terms 
Se I ect 1cm 

0 
0 
0 
0 
6 
5 
6 

c:; _,,. 
I 

~. 

), 
'-i 

h 

may overTule his decisions evE.n on t-hesc. On an infcrnrnl level 

Edward Thye., C. Elmer /\ndc:-son:. and Karl Rolvacg gained a farni 1-

iarity with senatorial practice that helped them some when they 

became govern or s • The P ri-? s i c en 1- Pro Te m i s p r i mer i I y a n honor i f i c 

position. [ech cc:wcus usually nom:nates tJ canc!idate (See Table 

VTII-6). The post goes to the most senior member of the majority 

who has net pr~viousi y rcc~ived the honor. ThE caucus decides 

· among those who have eaual seniority. No one with less than four 



terms has ever bEcome pro tern in th last twenty-five years [-(ut 

any powf.T that thEse men had came from i·h12ir own s·b; Ii i'y and 

experi nee, not the Dosition. 

The House speakership is quite a different matter It 

possesses morE fonna I power them cny other position in 1- he HClL...,E" 

Some duties, such as signing IEgislative acts and schedulins1 

has great influence over floor debatE through recognizing members 

and ruling on crocedural motions HE may be overruled by ma ii-y 

vote. Rut sincE the soEaker represents the majority caucus, this 

seems un I i ke I y. Fina I I y, a I thou the soeaker cannot control 

House com~itt s, he can directly mold the conditicns of committe 

operation .. He assigns bi I Is to cc-mm1Hecs. With o largr :-1urnber-

of comrnitt·ees he has some discr·etion· in this matter .. 

seldom abuse this oowEr nnd usually consult w~th the bi 11 author-. 

Rut he sti I! has the formel ~uthority to make the final decisicn. 

Th e c1 b i l i t y to ma k E corn rn i t J· c e as s i ~ n rn E:- n t s w o u I d be h i s e: i-- ea h--- s i· 

pow E· r ., Usu a I I y he cons u I t s w i t h i n: po r t en t m c j or i t y rn em be r- s , bu i· 

again the final choicE remains his alone. 

Each speaker goes about making assignments 1n his own.way. 

But the general procEss remains about the same. First, the speakfr 

does not -function in isolation. He probably consults sorne mc::jor· 

committEP chairmsn (especially on appropriations) as to what 
62 

members they would I ike on their own committees. But he a i so 

consults with a group of senior mEn to get their advice. Under 

Speeker Ha! I (1939-1948) this aroup consisted of mejority leader 



Speaker .John Heid! 0 ( I 

carry on the col !egial decislon-makin1 fa group consisting of 

senior men from every conarFssionai district provid~d advice. 

But he felt tha1· thE procr·ss did not wo1-k WE Ii (ped16f:JS because 

of qrowinq factional ism within the ccjucus) arid he finol ly touk 

64 
to making most decisions on his o~n ThE DFL caucus reasserted 

lhe col! C::'f] i ci I concept fr·orr1 1955-1 , using it even more than 

,;· h e i r i cum be n t s w i shed , s i n c e b o th A ~ I • I '"· f~ '"1 ~-:; n I" ( I \)'--" l½ ,_...,._, I ) and 

F.J~ Chilqren (1 1962) requested such a c,-oup. This qrouo 

of about a dozEn men came larqely frcm the leaders that constit-

u h::·d the Ru le s commit tee. Soeokct- Chi I qren reduced the gr~oup to 

about six or seven men who reoresented most of the congressional 

dis·!-ri ts. The pattern changed scme 3t under t'cker L ! oyd 

Duxbur- y ( l t for the soeakership 

in 1963, thE caucus turnFd sole authc,rity over- to him, and Duxbu(·y 
66 

made most dee is ;ens on his own. 

In addition tc group consu I tat ion, al I speai(Ers di r-ected 

attention tc two othEr sources of advice. Fach began by sending 

out to every member !Etters requ~stinq his desired committee 

assignments. Usually the sp~aker requested three to six choices 

Duxbui-y asked that a I I cor-irni t-tees be rar•ked by pr-eference. /1 n 

d- +· , l twas made to q1ve every member et !east one of his m~jor 

requests. SpFakers also considered majority-minority relatic~-

ships. Rasica! ly, al I spenkers claimcci to ao,:ortion seats in such 

a ~ay as to achieve proportional represEntation. 



teach put a different emphasis on the f3~tor involved. The 

factors, both fer chairmenships and committee assignMEnts, 

uic include sE:niority, ool icy, geooraphical distributiorij 

eqislative experience and abi I ity, backg 1~ound and in!·r-1-est. 

In general CcnsErvetive l0gislators considered seniority and 

ical balance morP important ThE DFL IEgislators gave 

mo n? a t t en -j- i on t o po I ; c y po s i i i on , e so e c i o I I y I o ya I i' y l' c t- h E:-: 

Ca u Cu s , [) a r t· y , a n d 9 LI be r ncd· 0 r i C I p Os i t i On • A I l a gr fc e d H1 (.] t 

seniority, •,vhi le a majrn- considt-Tction, contain(c no automatic 

ef ence as it docs in CongrEss. Sp~akcr Cuxbury be! icved that 

seniority wa:_.:, not paramount, but it 1das hard to dE?ny a very 
67 

senior mBn a position if he 2sked for it. 

women competing for the same pos7tion are rel tivEly Equal in 

c Fl a n ha ::=., a po s i t i on , h c n_: h 0 i n ~"o i t u n i- i I h e re q u es t s a d-: a n q e ~ 

~3ut one shoulc remember that net- ell! SEnior men n:oe12ive major-

chairmanshics. SinCE:: ihF House ooerat2s with mariy ccmmittees, 

all men 'Nith scme exp2rie:1ce w; JI receive a chairmanship ancJ the 

orest cge that goes with it& Rut those senior men who lack 

apiitude, dc.:,sire., or '3bi I iiy for i"h2 leC1islativE' pror..:css can be 
68 

Especial !y when the 

OFL first came to power in 1955 it put great oremium on abi I ity 

end caucus loyalty in makirg the key assi0nments. Since no 

member had a vested interest in a oosition, this was easier to 
69 

do. Fven the rule on vested interest from pest assignments 

may DE broken. This can be done discreetly by moving a man to 



the is an cdvancernent$ Under the ir-on c;iscipl in..-., rn2:iniained 

y th Dunn-Hal I group the changes might not be so sutd-lE., Re,. 

mo'✓cl as a ciiscicl incry tool extended even to chainnanshins. Geor·,:JP 

Champ I 1 n ( Cons r'·cnkato) had held th: rnodEr-atc ly impot-tant moior 

v_ehic committ~e chairmanshio for a coup!e of sessions. Gut he 

n to vot consistently against ;rho "in group 11 position. tA.nd 

e openly quEslicned ihe integrit·y of Maj0rii"y Leader· Sioy Dunn 011 

70 
h2 f oor. In the 19~7 scssicn he held no chainnanship at al I~ 

The fl. i nnt?sc re:.: speakErsh i p has prcv i ded continuity of I eadu -

shio despite batt!Es over the selection. More than in most states 

innesota speakers retain thF position unti I th0y retire or their 

caucus suffers cr:fEaL The House does not practice rotation as do 

rnany IEcislatures Rather the speaker rel a i ilS office unt i I he 

ish1::_:s le re! inouish it* Table VIII r~f!ects this continuity& 

Table ''III-7 Candidates fer Minn~sota House Speaker, 

Year 

19~5 
91.+7 

191-:9 
951 

1953 
1955 
19:/! 
959 

1961 
1963 
965 

1967 
I S,t,9 

Conservative 

LawrEnce He! I* 
H n 

* 
John Hart le * 

H !i 

* n ll 
* 

n ,, 
Odin Lang12,n 
Lloyd Du><bury 

II I! 

fl n 
* 

I! ll * 
lf !I 

* 
n 11 

* 

I 
Term 

8 

3 
5 

* successful c~ndidate 
Lincrc:ares tEnn when ncmimcted 

DFL 

Ch<"irles Halstead 
Joseph Pr~ifrel 
Fe I • Chi lgren 
Fr·ed Cina 

lt II 

A .. L Johnson * 
II ll 

* 
E" J. Chi I g .. -en * !! II 

* ll !t 

Joseph Pr if re I 
Richard 0 1 Dea 
Joseph Prifrel 

Tenn 

5 
5 

12 
2 

7 

17 

I 4 
8 

16 

2.Hal! was f:rst norninai·ed in 1937 (hi::, 2nd h-rm) and ron in 1939, 
and l 

Source: The Journal of the Minnfsota House, 19L+5-,i969. 

----------------------------------------·----·-·· 



and 

The avera~e comes to just ovPr thrEe sessions~ Also, most candid-

ates ad a fair amount ct seniority Defore they were nominated 

or- elEch:d. Hal I was the most junior, beir:q electE:,d in his thit-cJ 

term Rut the othETS had at least· seven terms. The avf.rc1oe comec., 

to just over ei i· sessions .. 

The I ieutEcnant goVE-·rnor and Pre:::ident Pro Tern, then, cfhT 

I ii" t I e con t i nu i n g I ea de rs h i p • 1 f 1 he SE n a t e does ha v c 

leadership to cor:1bet· the qovernur, it rnus1· 1-1:::sicc elsewhere. ThE 

s p E a k er sh i p does prov i de pot e n t i a i I € ad er s r·1 i D i n t he House e The 

speaker is not the so IE I ceder. H,:= c:crnsu Its wi th other exp er i enc,.::d 

men .. 8ut hE does cive J-he opportunity i·o assert leadership at ever-y 

lonq le0islative experi~nce a~d re~6in the leadership oosition for 

severed ytcars. i=inally, they are sc-'IEct"r:-d b\1 the majority caucus 

and act as sookesman for it. 

ThE Floor Leaders 

The Senate majority leader oossessEs more formal power t~an 

does the 0ro tern, but 1he rositi~G Irsplf is net powerful. As 

chairman of 1·hr Rules committee, he does hEad a qroup which proposes 

new proc~dural ru ~sand channels bi I is from rhe substantive comm-

ittees to the flcor. Late in 1he session thE committee may control 

access to thr floor through grenting soEcial rules by which a bill 

may bypas.s the crowded ca! endar. HoNever, most Conserva ti 'tES 

emphasizEd that thE Rules rommittee by its~!f is not en independent 

71 
OOWErfu! fCWCP. s;:::ec:cJ!!y S;nce l, whF'n 211 choirmer, wert=-

i n c I u de d i n th f' me m be 1- sh i p , i i ha s s c:- r VE-' d a s I l t t ! e more t ha n a 



consultation and ir1fcr:nc:1tion exchange, but· ihis stem:.::; frcrn tr,e 

r, a t Lj r E of th e me m ~; Er sh I D , no t t he corn rn i t t e e s ' pow fT • Th E f I oo r 

IEBdcr then does not even exert great lndependen1 influence ov0r 

i ! i scheaul ingo This is done on a col leqial basis, with ec1ch 

chainnc::n having a q,eot say in his own area According tc SEnior 

rrt:TnbErs thE•' IE'accr acts as ci clerical ccordinator. He must 

72 
e calendar ord€rly and nrocPdures movin~ on t~e floor. Members 

73 
certainly do not view him as a caucus pol icy snokesman. DFL 

reflected the wishEs of dominant senior members. 

Considering the relative weakness of the position, most 

.lcumb0nts have rei-ained it fo(· a sui-or-isinoly lonq tirr1E. (Sec 

Table VIII-8) One man served eight ccnsrcutive sessions. And 

hE group as a ~1ole aver~7ed four and one-half sessions in office. 

Charles N Orr wes first elecf~~ tc the le r sh i p post in 

He retained i1· until he died ec.Jrly 1n lhe session. Crr did 

ex er c i s e o r ca i" c e n tr c: I ! ca de rs h i p .. He wa -s a l ou g h , h a,- d = d, i v i n g 

man who dEcdiCai·ed practically al I his time o the Senate. The 

dominant members in the Conservative groun coalesced around him. 

is death dFmanstreted that oowEr deriveri from his person~! ity, 

not the office. Perhcps thE' other members were r·ebel I ing againsl 

Orr's tight r-ule when thr?y selected lrchi0 Mi I ier. \-le had been 

a member of the leadership group under Orr. He was also a popular 

fEd low. But he was noi' a for-cE,ful leader. Such influence as he 
74 

possessed derivEd from qent!e persuasion. /\fter .Archie Ni I IET 

died the Conservotive caucus selected John Zwech. ;7wach had 

ccuse cit his 



i ck n pET f orma nee in t hE Hr:>u sc. Ye 

uring his ft 1st Senate session. nut gr~adua! ly t ,2 ConservativE 

lcadershio accepted him Sti 11, ocL legislators bei ieved thal 

while Zwach wes ~ fairly effective legislator, he was not a 
75 

ader. They saw him as a front man used by others. 

Holmquist cc.me to off icf' unclET different circums1-2H1CFS and h.ss 

attempted to a Ii-ET the past pat-tern@ /, combination of younqer 

oushed Holmquist through. falthough hE admitted that his job made 

hiM prirnari ly an overseer of procEdure, Holmquist also wanted to 

act as a caucus pol icy spokesman. In 1967 he selected eleven 

----------------~--------------~-----------
Table VIII-8 Floor LEac1er-s, Minnt~scta '~rnate 5 1945-1970 

Year Conserved i VE TErn~ DFL Tenn 

1916 Charles f\~ • Orr gl NonE 
914/' 11 !! 11 

2 
Or rch i e Mi-i ·I er 5 II 

1951 I! ti B .. G. Novak(?) 

1953 !I I! ll 11 

955 !I I! Harold Schultz 
957 11 I! II rt 

1959 John Zwach '4 I: !1 

961 11 n !l !I 

963 I! II Paul Thu et 
1965 H 11 l! 

,., 

967 Stanley Holmquist h Keri Gr-ittner 
1969 II II 11 11 

14 Orr was first elPcted majority leader in 1935, his sixth term 
2. Orr was killed in en euto~nbi le accident; Mi Iler was selected 

durinq the session to take his piacE. 

Source: The ,Journal of the Minnesota SEnate, 19i5-1969 

I q, 

2 

2 

3 

areas of caucus concern and I ined up votEs for these. He also tried 

to prornorc th epubl :c8n governor's~· o~rcm where it coincided 

with caucus interests. 



I adership. So weak was the organizetion prior to I 

mEmbers could not aqr~e who thE l2ade~s were, or ev~n that any 

e>zisi-ed. '-!~:,olc Schullz b(cbrn,:-: :-t,e f ii-st ful i time active minc.r-i 

~ader in 1355. Ye had voiced the ooinion that the caucus should 
T7 

e bet t er on~;,:': r 1 1 z e d , so 1 h c o t h er m cm b E' r s du rri p e d 1- hf: job on h i m 

ec,di:=-r took ever Thuet was defeated in the I E, I e:c ti ons The 

form0r assista11t minority leader, Karl Grittner took his place. 

inority ieaccr~s Drobab!y last fPvver terms because the job is suci, 

-:;chu I tz I s organ i zai i ona I t"o I e was to pi ead with 

the majority for better committee assiqnments and rule ch6ngEse 

Eeoinnino in 
J J 

, when the min0rity possessed more than one-third 

c,+ the scats, the I eader cou ! d 1n en bi i I sch~du! ing and 

leaders could finally make committeE assianme~ts that were honored. 

But in marked contrast to the majority !EadEr, the minority leadEr's 
7(j 

primary role hes bEen to act as pol icy spokE'sman. On agreed upon 

m,D t t E rs the I e e de r rev i ewe d a l I b i I I s to p ro h::, c t ca G c us i n t f: r e st s ,, 

the floor he pushed bi I Is to make a rr~ord for the canna i gn .. 

Some members be! ieved that Schultz w~s too interested in his own 

constituency bi I !s, and carriEd too rH,avy a locd, to perform his 

role effectively. Paul Thuet, with his fierce oartisan instincts, 

p ;er r or med tr1 e le ad 0 r sh i p f u n c t i on to th e u t mos t. Gr i t t n 2 r I a c k E' d 

e nerson8I ity to be such a dyna~ic leader. Also he was handi-

ca~ped as thP D~L caucus membership nad again slipped below twc-

irds of th ~enatc. 



,... 

H c use f l co r l e a cJ e r s h a v e p I a y E: d i3 rn u c h r,, ct- c ,~ o:r, i n c' , .. 1 t r o I c • 

w th th Scnah: leadn--ship, ihrrc: is greR1- conrinuityj especially 

on the Conservative side 

Tab I,/ \/III Floor Lec:ders, N,innesota House 1945-1970 

CC:i'-JSFR\//\ T1\/F 
Year Name 

Roy DL:nn* 
l1 !l 

* 
II fl 

* 
1951 !I !! 

* 
1953 ff 

* 
Joh Hart· le 

1957 Odin Lc:ngt:n 
I Lloyd Duxbury 

I ll n 

1~i63 Aubrey Dir-lam* 
l I! If 

* 
1967 11 

* 
II !I 

* 

* ma ity leader 

Term 
I 

8 

10 

4 
4 

12 

Dunn had bEEn floor !2ader since 1933 

Source: The Ninnesota Leaislative M~nual, 

DF!_ 

Charles Helstead 
.Joseph Pi- i fr~e I 
F. J. Chi lgr~cn 
Fn.d Cina 

!! I! 

11 

* ll !I 
* 

Tl ft 
* 

II l! 

* 
11 !t 

II n 

1! fl 

lAa,- ·r in Sabo 

-1969 

5 
C::.: 
_,,/ 

12 

3 

Dunn achieved the longFst tenure acting 2s Conserva1·ive floc1~ 

5 

leader· from 1933 to 1954., He ls rernembered as a firm ond decisive 

(almost dictetorial) leader who wielded great power as chairman of 
79 

the qules Commii·tee. As was the case with Charles Orr, Dunn 

devoted his I ife to the legisl2:1ture (as we! I as bEina Minnesota's 

Mr. Recubl ican). He ·~athered about him a snal I croup of abiE men 

who n1n the House from 1939 through 1954. His r'OWET peaked when 

he cou d work closely with Speaker Lawrence Hal!. tubrey Dirlam 

acted as floor !e~der for eight years. His pcwer was considerably 

lr~ss then f)unn~s part·! bccc:use pc,,.\'fT hac: sni ftcc' ,nore decisivel 

·to Duxbury as spcakEr. The higher turnover in ConsErvative leader-



r 

ship rorr, I o I 

peri 

i-een ccnsecut· i ve years uni" i I his c I ector·a l 

~ven h;s Conservative opponents viewed Cina as 

a par t i s c n I e c de r wh o de m c n s -r r a t e d b ct h a n c x c e i I e n t ~::; u b sh: n f , \/ e 

and procedural knowl 

clrno~:t fou,- sessions 0ach. DFL 10:ac!ers avera.:Jed two and one-half 

House floor IEaders provic:e boi"h prccFciur-al and pol icy dit-l:'C'I",:, 

tJO 
ion. ial ly from 19L5 through I the leader- wie-lded th,s 

power h the ~ules committee. The leader schedules the ordEr 

in 'Nh i ch bi! Is apDecT on the floor-, and suqoE'sts permanent ru I es, 

The K'ti l es commit tees I power s reatly durino the closin0 

weEks of i"he session. N,.ost important leois!ation does not ?oSS 

out of H-ie substant" i ve commi t1 s unt i I ver-y I ate in the sessi ono 

As thE ca en~ar becomes very crowdPd net al I bil Is can be heard. 

The committee can then advance or block a bi I I by grenting or 

deny1nq a soecial order. 'Alhena bi I I nEeds an order to gEt to 
Bl 

the floor- at all, the ccmmittec assumes absolute power. At one 

time h~ Ruies committee consisted of the most senior ~nd influEn-

tial men reoresenting each conaressional district. Since these 

men could n:gulat-E the flow of bi I ls, they ouite consciously 

functionEd as a pol icy agency. Curing Dunn's time the committee 
32 

was thP majcrity caucus' ool icy making body. So the floor 

leadEr also functions as a po! icy maker. He assigns men to guide 

b i ! t s 0n th floor, rrdjor ccuci.Js I qis!ation he oftEn assL:rr s 



t-his s k h I m s e I f • He cl r; f e n d s i' h c c o u c u s on t he -F l o or- a n d m i:1 kc 

the nccessai~y c:c:,rr,oa1qr: record. ~;ornetimcs Especic:l iy er: th€ [iFL 

side., his assistant·s aci· cs 0 whipsn to inforri mEmbers oLJO:_r;· 

issues and JE them oui to vote The mincri+-y lrader perfonns 

similc=x functior,s hut he leeks i"h(c--: IE-vETaoc to mcinh:iin ciisciplir,c-

and sass his leoislation. Since I er- I 96 7 th i s c en fr a I ! c:1 c! er,. 

exoanded its meetings bEcamF unwiEldy. PrepcndErsnt Conserv~tive 

major ties lessened t·he neEd for clcse controlo 

Sen;ority Le~ders 

One additional set of leaders hold power not necEssari ly frcm 

ormal pos;tion, but be--::ause they heve scrved long within ths 

!e:Jislci·ive body This experiEnCE provides thEm with certain 

persona! advantages. Thfsc advaniag2s may be reinforcEd by forme! 

positions b~sed on sEni8rity~ Acditional ~o~Er comes from a set 

of i formal rulfs fosterEd and passed on by thE sfn1or men. 

SEniority is much more importent in the s~nate than in the 

House. Governor Flmer Andersen c~I led sEniority an absolutE rule 
83 

in a I aspects of Senate I ife. Senior men rEceived a orepon-

derance of the dEsirab!e officP spccE and clericcl assistance 

that was avai !able. The 0 ro Tern and floor leader were always men 

who had SETVc?c! at least four tenns. _h~ore irnc•ortantly, commith?e 

chairmanships were assianed by legislativE "class 0
• That is, al I 

men Nho had Sf:rved at leoast a certain numbf:r of terrris would have 

a chzirmanship. Others did not. Senior men also receive more 

important committee assignments. This rule preserves a formal 

E. c; u f: l i t· y c: ri1 c n q a I i rn e n c, f E q u a I l e n s l t I v ~" e x p r r I e n c e- This 



snot mean th t al I senior senators enjoy actua: eau~I ir 

Many senior rnen ith lesser abi Ii i·y and d,~ivic: wi l I enc.J up with 

chairmanships l~ss important than those assioned to their juniors 

In fac several senators ~eniEd that sEniority as such bestowed 
85 

pO\l,/E1. But seniority doEs at least arant a chairma~shio ~· /'· 

chairman can affect other- appointments to his comrniti"ee. He nwy 

in by holding up other' nit:inbcrs' bi I ls Seniority 6lso creates 

o t her· a d v c: n t a ~le s i f a rn an has -r h e m i n i rn um c c1 ~) a c i t y to c a p i t o I i z e 

on H·1 E: m • Th 1~ o u a h exp er i e n c e a sen i or ma n ma y Ex of' n d h i s kn m 1tl e d g c 

of procedural rules. Also over time he develops Expertise in a 

special pol icy arEa. 

Finally, owT time he also develoos a knowledge of, and 

n:,ver ence for, t hr-: in forma I r-u I es Manv informal rules maximize 

the pow2r of senior mEn De f er· E n c e lo sen i or i t y i s i t s e I f 

one t' ru I e 11
,. Imo the r Is d E f ETC nc e to c O'':m it t 2 e po'.:", it l on s on the 

floor. The argument is that only the committee has sufficient 

ime and Exp0rtise i-o thorouqhly uncierstand a bi! I. Once a bi 11 

comes to the f locr the whole body should respect 1-hat com1nittee 1 s 

judgement. Senator r-<:arl Grittmcr- al IE'dged that by this means 

the dominant senict- group rna1,ntcirH::'C control .. H2 '.)eiieved that 

comrnittEes are 11 stacked 11 to t'avDr- certain policy positions. Then 

the whole body is supposEd to accept the position of such commit-

tees. Snecialization is closely linked to committee dominance. 

Each man <..~f' ve I ops an expertise in one or a fevv po I icy areas. He 

then exerts disproportionate influence in these arEas simoly because 

h~ knows more and others rely on his word. This also fits in 

1th the r le cf 



legisl~tor as thE c~nter of 1h2 d~cision proc ss. ; fifth rule 

hard rk, h.os little 1-0 co with seniority. J\\ost IFgisL:::tive 

wcrk consists of bot-inCJ, tEchnical ccmplex tasks Those who ur0 

wi I I ing to apply the~selvEs and become legislative craftsm~n 

exPrt powe,- $ PE-rhaos thE most import2nt ru I r0 is SE'nate i ndcocndcnc , 

not to say dominance Senior Senators develop immense pride in 

the Senate as a body., They profess srnc: i I i·e:Jc:!r'd for· H1f House., 

For examp I 2 ::;ena tor Thuet re I cted "i-hat h( oncE ar~gued for a bi 11 

in committee on the ciro 1 :nds i-hat the House haci passed it unanim--

ously- The chairmen, S2nator Thomas !ch, rep! led that the 

Sena e did not care what the oth~r body did. The othEr body did 

not exist ThP SenatE made its own decisions. This independent 

fePI i~q extends to gubernatorial rel?tionshlps Many SEnior 

insignificant. The Senate and governor rech have their own 

tesks to perform. Neither should int€rfere with the other. If 

a large number of powerful senior Senators hold to this norm, onE 

would not expect the qovernor to easily pass his leqislative 

pr og r a rn • .t f i n a I r u l e , r E I a t e d t- o i n dependence , i s non-pc r t i s c n ~m 

ship. senior members deeply and sincrrely be! ieve in the 

merits of the non-partisan qovPrnor. Not al I members accepted 

indE'pendencc and non-partisanship. But these were prevailing 

attitudes at least up to 1967. 

One should hcsir,;:n to ooint out tha1· not al I informal powe, 

resources deoend on seniority. Some characteristics inhere in 

the per sen. Ernonas i zEd as most important was i nte 11 ect and ab i Ii t-y. 
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i n f I u n c e t hr m, g h p (~ rs u cs i v E s p e 21 k I n c; a b i I i t y • P, n d he 'N i l I or~ 

ive-n r-E'sponsibi Ii f/ if he is w111 ing to put in the effrJr-·t en 

unlEss he has thF drive and ambition to seek it SEna 1·or Dos I and 

(C) ar~gucd ·rhet sc few Sr.:nator-s possess c, l I of thc.::se chcTc,ctcr-

istics, thct no cne real Iv has to grab for pcJ'vV(:T. Given the h v.,1 

Senate wor-k I ocd anyone who shows c-iL; ii 1 y crid i ntETest wi I! L>t:-

qiven al I of th(0 responsibi I ity he can handle. 

One unanswered question so far- 1s does a senior c:ir-oup cKt 

1n concert to ielo precomlnant r in Hie Senah? 11- mc1 _jor it y 

of observers ar~ced that such a power qroup has a!~ays existed. 

Some mcintciri that 1n any cnJcnizai ion 1r1ETC is a strivinq (or 

i n f I u E n c e • ,l, n d t h c.' y cc· n c i u d E i· h a t a s ma l : gr o u D a I v,1 a y s do ird n = 

88 
ah:s. These men, ccmmunicatinq throu overlapping assi~nmEn s 

on key committees, inform2! ! y co0oerated to achieve com~on inter-

Ests .. They usual !y conh"ol led the Rl:l2s commdt·ce, Comrnitt(::E:' on 

CommH·i-s?es, anci rr:ost, but not a i I, i rnportant commit h::E chc i rman-

ships This group always came from the Conservetive caucus. Now 

some senio1~ Senators, inciudina mcny cl leqEd to be in the ni,rner-
89 

cir-cie", deny that such a group existed. They ar-gue that 

influence flo·.•Js frc,m individual PETsonal ski I ls. fny "inner cir-cle 11 

would be an artificial crouping of subject matter soecialists. 

These men wield oowEr in their own arEas but do not act in ccncert. 

If there is such a grou0, the membership is fuzzy and changing. 

The power relationships chanqe over time as attrition removes 

previously influential members. And perhaps more than one po~er 

group exists si~ultenEous!y~ "- l ':3 c , pc-'.'/ er- f u l i n c i v i ci u a ! s m Ei y 



r 

ts indicate that perhaps fcur qroups existed durinq the 

iod under study. Before I tly knit grouo of committee 

chairmen ccalFsced around the driving inf lucncE of majority !eadEr 

Char·! s ~~. en- /}1ernbers inclu•::Fd A .J. Rockne,, Henr~y Su! I iv2n, 

()scar Sv1.enson f-<arl Neumei2r, /\ C Sletvold, ;,,-chie Mi I le,, and 

n I ti-:e same =?!~ouo 1-emainPd in coni",ol under a mon:c decentra!--

z e d co I l e r1 i a I 1 e ad er sh i p • Dower f u 1 ch a i r rn 2 n ea c h con tr o I I d 1· h e i t~ 

o vm comm i t l E es a n d coop e r a t rd 'N i 1r h on E an o 1· her- 'N he n t he i r 'i i CH s 

co i n c i d Gd • ..A... r ch i e Iv\ i I I ET as f I o or I E' ad r::r- , fun c r i one d I c r g e I y as 

an irc-'1
• Startinq in 1951 tht? 11 on- grouc declined in power as 

its membc,rs grc1dua! ty faded from the scene. ,,bout- this tims 

fui posit-ions .. Also during this transition time Donald ~~ight 

rEcchecl thE pE'cJk of his inf I uencF. HE fanned t!w core of e.n 

nu r b 2 n gr~ o u p 11 t ha t eve n t u a I l y i n c l u de d Thom a s 'Ne I c h , Ch a r I es Root , 

and ~--lcwo id ·J 1 Lough Ii n. Danie I Fe i dt' sometimes wcrkEd with this 

- I 96~~ a n r ur-a I qrouo n arounc--! Rosenme i Er acted as 

e comneting oower center. Refore i 1'"r-iqht was rrore influentiaL 

Aft0r that time RosEnmeier gradually came to the ascendancy. Frcrn 

1963-,966 i"he Rosf'nmeicr qrouD domin3tcd action. Since most of 

the othe:-r urbcn men had left, Wt-ioht operateci on his own as an 

ndE'oende::t force. The nRosenme i er grouo n inc I udE:d at its core 

Donald Sinclair anc Robert Dunlap. At one time or another Val 

,- y r·! a r· ,· ::.' n , S c r· ,j c;,, n ~~ u t- l P r· ., J ; rn N c ~< f 0 , a n ci 



ill am Dosland adhered more or !ess c!o:-;;ely t-o the group. Two 

successive recpoortionments in I and I 

precess thE old !Eadcrship group was on the wan£. 

new urban p~rty-oriented group was just comlng into power. 

Senator Holmquist act~d as spokesmon for the new group, and as 

hei bri E to the oldPr members. InfluEntial members inclu~ d 

Rober Ashbach. Wright Ooslend, and Yarold Popp functioned as 

endent influentials One must keep in mind that these 

1:qrouo i ngs cir-2 over! y s i inD I if i ed and VETY f I ex i bl e. The 0 dcrn-, 

Nor did they always act in concert. 

Rut experienced sbservcrs viewed th~m as a collection of th0 most 

infl nticl ,:;enatcrs at any qiven r::-,;1.~. 

The House re! lEd far IEss than the SEnate on seniority as a 

basis of power. Yet rEspondents aqreed alrrost unan;mously that 
91 

an inner circle always dominated the decision process. Bes i cies 

the lesser emoha:3is on SEniority., the House differed on one 

other point. The power groups werE tied more closely to the 

formal structure. The dominant group invariable clustered around 

the c:rH?aker and/or floor leader. Members c2::ime from the r-u-les 

comm ttee and major committee chcirmen. ':hat other- criteria 

determined membershio? Seniority helped. The House never 

accepted an absolute seniority rule. Seniority gives a man an 

edge in exoerience with oroceciurBI rules. Alsc, senior men tend 
92 

to control the major com~ittee chairmenships. However, no one 

neFds twenty to thirty years to accumulate either exoerience or 

chuirmcnsh;os~ bl 
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avP received sufficient experiEnce. More impori·ant ih2n senior-

t-y would bE obi 1 ity, eSD cial !y a~~,i I ity in DE:rsucsion or- sceci f 1c 

sub ct mat1er areas Senior men 1.-vho lack ::1bi Ii tv unde1-st-crndlnq, 

nd exoe,-tise never really makE: it ini"o thE in1ET circle. Dut 

ither do all a')!e, specialized men, A mernber must else 1-ate 

93 
ic~h on thE infor-rnul rules. He rnust have Est ab Ii shed a rEco,d 

f rEiiabilii-y arid loyalty to the group and its policies HE' 

should possess some concept of what is QOOd pol lcv~ He should 

dernonstrate good judqHneni" aboui- the political necessii-ies of hi3 

qrouo. tcbove a 11 he musl have a 11 worcl 11
• Once he hes commi lied 

hims~lf one bi I I qivf"n his oromise to one of his leoislative 

co I I ea SJ u e s , he mus t s t i ck b y t ha }r com r,-1 i t hn E n t ., An e f f E c t i v e i n n er 

qrou~ cannot toleratF someone who is too i ndent, too unrel-

able In summcH-y, inf luE:ricE beco:;t?s a vEry pE:rs·.-:)nal mei"t'er_ .. 1r 

residPs in those who le~rn how to communicate and barqain with 

others in thE le9islativ0 system. 

Fram 19i5 to 1970 there were thrEE di ffer·en·t- power conf i ~1-

urations in the Minnesota House, The Conservai·ives dominated the 

House from l to 1954. During this time oower revolved about 

ker LawrrncE Hal I and Majority leader Roy Dunn$ Dunn's Rules 

comm , t tee , a I on -::i w i th a f e vv ma j or· ch a i r rn en , a c i- c d o s the po I i c y-

making body for the Conservative caucus. Once a decision had been 

made, all grouo members ·.ver-e expectir:d tc fall in line. In addition 

to Hall anci Dunn the core group consisted of Claude Allen, Larry 

• Gear •~ French~ Fred ~chwank~, Robert Lee, Howard Ottinger, 

Gorck:;,n Forbes_. !="n-·d Ncmmf'r_, A.F. Obt:ro, end Trvin Tai 12. After 



cdua Ii y c ccrirnct i n:J qr-oup qrew up ar-ound i'he ncN ::::,r .. r;J<(T s John 

tie This ~roup wished to check Dunn's autocratic powers. 

had been Fc.rmer-Labor i 1-es or Dunce rats who took a mor~e ! i br:ra I 

icy I ine than Dunn OthErs were oriented toward the modErate 

w ng of the Republican party, or toward Governor Youn 

f whatever reason they did not always cooperate with Dunn al 

lits cruup rE:'n 1aineci don1incni·., Hc:sidcs f·1ari·!p p1-ornim,nt 

t:TS included, • Pc-i·Erson, ~tanky Holmquist, 'lerncn \A/elc:h, 

Schulz, H.q. n~erson, Alf BergErud, Clarence Lanqlcy, and 

:;:· 1 F om. 

:\hen Hw DFL caucus took ov,pr from 1955 to 1962 a new pcwer= 

group emer ed. As ith the Ccnservatives its membership centered 

around thE lulcs committee. The ma leader wes Fred Cina along 

ith SoEakers fl~ I. .Johnson ancj E"J, Chi lg7-en. Oi"hE':t"S incl ucied 

D.De l1Jcznic1I-'(, Lev1rcnce YEH:a~ Char-!es Hal5ted, Leo :V.csier-" "1,,i I l iarn 

Shovr::11-" Joseoh Prifrel, enc) i'(a,-! Grith"1ET. Except for thE bat"i"le 

r frie speakership in 1959 this ~Jr-oup remclined fairly homogcnEous. 

They differed from hE Cnnserv2tive influentials mainly in their 

a 1Eaianc£ to party and quhernatorial programs. 

The I e I Ecct i ens br-C>u t another change in I l?cdE-r-sh i p. LI 

Duxbury bc:Tt'IY won the speakErship by one voi·e over- .J1uhrey cr,rlam .. 

The contest wes largEly a oersonality mattEr. However, there were 

overtones of the old Dunn-Hartle sG! it. Remaining mFmbers of the 

former tended to back Duxbury, the latter backed nirlam. Duxbury 

a so rece I vec1 si.Jooort from nor-thern rura I mf'mbers and indE'riEnc,ent 

\tqisl.::il-ors from the metrcc,ol i tan ar-ea. However., frf'shman constituted 

se s;on 



n 11 c D i r, co u n J- y 

attFmpted to exert influence by backing Dirlam The Uuxbury 

eadershio included l France Robert Fittsimons, Robert Renn0r, 

Sal isburv J,d2::;ms, ~en FvErson, Thor AnoE'rson, '-11.
1~1 lace Gustafson, 

11,. K. Heostr~om, and /IUC}ust NIUE 11 er Lya ! l Schvvarzl·<apf, Gary 

;:: ! a kn E P i I I P re n z e ! , 0 t· 1- o Ba: ·1 q , Joh n Y n ~-1 v e a n cl Joh n Joh n son 

both sides fait-ly and thFy wer·c workinn toqE-thE-r fair-ly srnoothlv 

/\s a symbol of i-his he cJr-ast ical ly en! cd the Rules 

comm i tee l n and 1969. It could nc longer be said to rEoresent 

the leadership group. Also, oower becam2 much mere decPntral ized 

han oreviously There were just too many able, intellioen1-, and 

ao'lress i ve yocn<7 men to be contra I led as n in groups 1! had in the 

st. Gre~ter sp~cial ization meant that the men of pow~~ depended 

on tht:: issue. 

Summary 

In summary then both House end :SFnate have been di r·Ecr€d by 

stron , aggressive leaders. The leedership adherEs more closely 

to formal oosts, spfeker and floor ieadfr in the House. Aside frcm 

thE Dunn group the House le~dFrs had no soccial antioathy towards 

governors. They were inclined to be cooperativE if possible. 

·µ th t. I I k 
> ,CWF VE' r, . Cy s I SC o. e as representatives of the House. /rnd 

they were able to dev~loo some ce~tral direction~ Fxceot for the 

eedershir, of Ch2,rles On~, oower in thE' Senate has not necessarily 

concFntratFd 1n formel lradership rositions. Rather a group of 

able, senior committe~ c~a1rrnen exert~J prenond~nant influencE, 



i s r d , bu t i t w a s no -r c € n h-- ,J I ; 7. E d i r i n 2~ i u r- c • Ho 'N -

v er up u n i· i I I (l 

qovErnor. 

I II. THF CC/N\\ITTFE SYSH~M 

Prof essrn- Ch.::;r I es P,acksh·orn 2,rques lhat· cc,:rirn it tEe. dom i nc3nc0 

is the single most important charact0rlstlc of the Minnesota 

Those bills not repor-!-Lci frcm committFe nevt=T· 

i:)oSS. Those reported almost always pass. Floor amendments 

seldom succcec. If committees are this important one shou!d 

th e r ca s :H1 s wh y • If one wants to knew where the power 

I ies_, he sho'...J!d 1nquir-e as to who contr·ol~-:; thE0 romrnittees 

Most s~n~tors concur in Professor Rackstrom's judgement. 

Ar,d most wou Id c2fend thE'- system. The Senate must hand I two to 

three thous~nd bi I Is fach sFssion. Pusiness would comE to a 

sh:indst' i I if every member had to considEr every bi I I on the floor. 

The ccrnmittee systFm lessens tne workload. SincE no memb0r sits 

, on al I commitlees., he rnusi- rely on rhE: v.ord of comrnitteE members h::' 

shape his judgcmFnt on mDst bills. /i-,s a result any givEOn committEe's 

decisions are seldom overturned morF than once a session. ~s one 

can .seE fr-om Table VITI-,10 the deorr-e of specialization throuqh 

committ.c:cs hes varied irnmc-nsely since 1g45. GE'neral ly., the trend 

has been fr'leY fr·om Extrernt=- spf'c i ;::i Ii zat ion i"owarc c rE I ct i VE7 I y fev: 

committees, each with a diffEren+ substantive jurisdiction. The 

numb2 of MErnDers 0n 03ch committ slso v~ries ore2tlv. The 

---~------
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b!e VIII !O Minnesota Senate CornmittEes 

ear 

f\veraqe 
No. Pei~ 

No Size Commit- t· C: -------
42 5-28 14 
36 5-24 14 
36 5-25 14 

5 IL 
32 5-23 16 
r,,-·., 
c..u l 18 

7 19 
IB 8~27 21 

fa.ss i gn- Per Tenns of 
mrnts MEmher Committ e 

Rane Averaqe Chairmen 

6-10 8 
7~3 
7 I 

5-10 7.6 
5-1 I 7 6 
3-10 5 5 
5-10 6.~ 
5-08 5.7 

a I I 2 er rnor 
c~ I ! 2 or- ,non: 
c I I 2 or· mo r-
E; I ! 2 or· rr:cn:-3 

a I I above I 
a I I 21b O'i:-

a I I :, o i- rn u­
a I ! 3 or- mo 1- E 

Two mfcmber·s w:-·o nshoulrl 11 have h0ci chairmanships did not 
2~ One member- who 11 should 11 have hcd chairmanship did not 

one rnE1T1bc:r- ,:✓ ho had I 1/2 terms did~ 
One member- who h:::id I !/2 L::nn:=: did. 
0nE member with two terms did. 

Commiltee on co1r1rr-it?f' s which detEnr,incs i-he composii-ion of 

conference committres, has remained s~al I The others averag 

ram 14 to 20 members. In one respect Senate practicE permits IEss 

mEmber- spEcial ization than in thE- Congi~ess. fach Senah-: member 

must carry from 5 to 10 committee asslr:nments. If a mfmbn· would 

attE:inpt to consciEnticus!y meEt cl I cJf his duties, hE woulc face 

an intolerc.1blE assi gnrnuit. TherE: has beEn a slight trend away from 

his heav,1 committee load since 1945. Power considerations, as 

well as efficiency, govern deci~i0ns in the number of committees 

end assignments. The number of committees chenges to coincide with 

the number of majority members who share the same legisl~tive class 

consecutivE terms in the Senete). niminishina the number of 

committees has conccntreted chair~~nsl1ios among the mere s~nior 

1H:mbers. SEnior members also tEnd to acouirf' more commit-tE='e 



impot- c,r,t ccmrnith::' s. t,Jot DI I comn:iilccs ar·r::, of Pt7u 

Sonw ancJIE rnore irrnortanl (and a gr·Eab,- volurnE of) bi I ls th n 

Of course thE imrortance of a committee n<:s to a 

dEgr on c Sen o tor- 1 s cons i" i tu enc y a n rl p Er son a l i n t c- n, st s . Yer 

most senators can agreE on th~ committeEs of general imoortance 

In rcu order of lmpcrtence the top nine would be Finance, TexesJ 

C ivi /\dministrat·io,1, [ducation, Judicic::r-y, Publ:c L/igh·N2ys, 

Commi h::e on Ccrnrri 1riE=:es, Rules, and F'ubl ic \'·.1elfan°. Five other 

com~i t es of secondery imcortancE would be Commerce, Labor, 

qriculture, Game and Fish, and Pub I ic remain. The rest were 

ccnsidered less sianificant. The two pr~cEdural committees (Rules 

and Committee on ConmittEes) rate f~irly low beceuse many senators 

refusEd to rank them wit~ the substantive committees. They have 

;~portant powers but wer~ regarded as be inn di fferrnt in nature. 

(omr0ii·tFes pcssess hNo irnpcrh.:nt confr·ols over bi I !:s. First-, 

they de1-ennine wh2ther a bi I l n':i-:Ches thE. floor or~ not. Secondly, 

they det2rmfne the ord0r in which bi I Is receive floor consideration. 

If a bilJ doEs qo to thP floor thE' negative report v:ould be to 

inciEf1nitely postpone. ThE committEf, mcy also suggest passage or; 

:more freouEntly, passagE as amended. Technically no co~mittee 

may ki i l c:~ bi I I .. Under the rules al I committees but· Finance must 

report a bi l I within twenty-fivE days cf receiving it. After that 

a bi It may bP reccl led upcn the motion of a sinqle senator and a 
C)(j 

ma j or i r y v o t E. /'. c t u a I I y t h i s r u l e i s s e I d om used • t,. resp e c t Ed 

99 
senior majority member successfully uses this tool. These 

committee proc€dures larqely frustrate minority caucus irnoact. 

:>' 1 • 

I T V C UC\., S n .'3 S ct) lure coni-r-ol ever al I ccrr:rndteE<3. The 

97 



hey c! i cal I y fuse to accept minor i ry caucus c:1rricnd:nrnts on 

hE fl The Sfnate Rules committee ~oes not Even ex~rcise 

restraint on the ccrnmit-teE"s by r~egulating the bi 11 calendcT Bi I! 

go on ih calenda in the order that they come out cf committee. 

So indirectly a cornmilteE shapes bill consiceration by speEding up 

or c:i y 1 n g a b i I I 

fiour ~1 

dEPE 

i thin the ccrnm i ti ee the chairman usuo l I y becomes the ceniT0 I 
!CO 

This c1ocs not rnec-=n th2t al I chairmen domirwtE. Thai' 

on the individual personalii-y' anc! approcKh<· Al! d1c11rmcn 

possess thE formal tocls neec!ed io lead if they wishc This pEJti-ern 

of leadershlo by chairmen was most freauently violcted from 1967 

when th€ You no ET. ~.r _,, agressivc metr-cool itcn rnembfTS beoan t·o 
IC I 

lc'.kE contrcl away frorTi the old0r chainnen The chainnan 

controls fleer schedi..;ling and subcomniit·r~:oes, Put his qr-ea test 

forn-al pcv:er is settinq rhe a:ienda. Thf; chainian schedules 

r:-ieet i nqs HE determines what bi I ls wi 11 be heard and vvhether 

ecrl or late in the session. He e.rranges hEET i ngs. 11,f i tr', in thE 

hecring he estcbl ishEs who wil I be hecTd, how much time a bi 11 

receives, wrwn during each hec:ring the bi 11 wi 11 come up. Tough, 

ski I !~d chairmen may use up time thrcugh questioning. Or thEy may 

schedule c bi I l so late in a hearing that it rEceives I ittle 

consid2raticn. He may also set the tone for committEe action by 

how he vo 1- cs • /,. fE w w i I I e v f' n n s i t 11 on a b i I I , on c e the corn rn i tt e e 

approves it, to delay its arrival on the floor. However, DFLer's 

end Conservatives alike emohasized that few chairmen act arbit-

r a r i I • Tri t: ma j or i t y u I t i ma t e I y h as i ts wa y • An ab I e f.\ e rs i s t e n t 

f i on on h I s h i I l • Th y ei I so F n, p h E ::; i z 
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ity w2mt the 

chai n to cunt-rol procedu,Es. /~~.est c:orc.rn:i'tees havE: crO'HdEd 

calEn:-i,?rs and vEry little t·lme. Not ai I authors want 2:ction or1 

a I! t bi I ls tt-iey introduce. Somconi:=, must de term inc which bi i ls 

are so i~oortant that they must be heErd. SomEone must wEed out 

the i~conseauEntial. Chairmen also exert power frcm knowledae, 

Exp e r· '2 n c E , a n d r x per l i s e • Con s i de r ; n g how f e w t e nn :::; rn o s ·r s r f:I t e 

ors usu a I I y s e r v e , th E cont i nu i t y a rn rJ n g ch a I r· m F" n for 

i n n es o i· a S Er1 c t e comm i t t c e s i s orn a z i n g • For a I I c ha i rm 1:: n 

-Yvho served durinq the Deriod 1945-l970 the averagf· was 3.3 con~, 
102 

SE-"CUt i sessions in the sarnP post. As might be expected 

seven longer, 4 sessions. on the nine most imoortant 

COffllT' ees. ~hP Everage wes 3.3 fer the next eight committees, 

a7d 2.6 for the rest. Sixteen percent ~f the c~air~en SPrved 

six consecutive sessiors or more in the sa~e 0ositicn. M~ lor 

10)_; is!,~~nnan L.crso11-Publ ic Highwcys (io), Charles Orr-,Ru!~s (B'':,~ 

v~i Im~-~inEnce (6), A.L. Almen-Education (6), 2nd j.Q. SIEtvold-

'1 
J • 

If cheirmen wield th2 greatest influerce in committEes, 

wh o SE: ! E c t ::: th E ch o l ,- rnE r. ? 0 f f i c i a i ! y 1 J-h E: who 1 E body ,::i ppr o v es 

al I a:;si(,nmEnts • This actually ra1·ifi2s cec:sion.s madE' by the 

maJ-:::,r;ty c-r-,ucus .. tnd the caucus usually ratifies sel€ctions mace 

by its stEering committEe. This co~mittee has varied somewhat 
1c3 

in co~position over the years. Generally sreakinq it includ~d 

one ma0 from eacn congrEssion~! district and the m3joritv !e6der. 



nine or tPn from l -! e1 

:967 1he committee was expanded to two men from each district 

to orovide additional representatio~ for th2 newer metropolitan 

The members SE I ectet:: wer·~ usua I! y, but not a! v:ays, 

the mosJ- senior frcm each distr-ict. Sometimes the dish-ict 

de!egation el0cte~ the member, or at least chose from among men 

of equal seniori ry. SomErir,:es the n-1ost senior 1nan r:1ight defer· 

to on E' o f I Es s Er s E n i or i t y • .A I so a t t l m E? s , esp e c i a I I y f r o rn ! 

1966, the Congressional ciisfrict I ines wer-e riot exact !y fol lowed. 

ftccomodations wErc made to include a very SEnior man whose district 

was already represented. So, even mPmbers who had sPrved on the 

comr.:itter~ we,E not cl Par on the scecif ic membership. Put in 

r.::- s s enc E H1 F comm i t i E' E rep re sen t s a not h c r E x a rn D I e of th<: i n st ; L-

approxi~ately five terms 1n exper en~e. 

This do~s not mean hat seniority sole!y guidEd the selection 

of co0mittEe m~mbers and chairmEn. Senator RosEnmcier summed it 

up bFst when he said that thE committee fol lows a set of informel 
ICJ+ 

rules; within these it can be fiFxible or arbitrary. The 

co~Mittee sends oct lettErs to all memb~rs solciting their 

reouests. bt least one or tvvo 

major assignments. rhe committee cives some attention to 

geogr~phical balance, constituency, personal competence, and 

cccuoation~! Ex• er1ence. 1f there is comoet tion for a particular 

assignment, the ~cs+ senior man rEceives oreference. If a senior 



SomP oJrhE, vP,y particulc.:r n.:l2s eoo!y. ThE:" corn--

ltt e attEmpts to place some expPrl ncec men on eech committ e 

Iv lawyers ar~ assigned to the Judici~ry committre. No fresh 

n JO on thE ~inance And Tax~tion committEes. Cnce a oerson 

0c0ives an assi nmEnt inclucing a chairmanship~ he is seldom 

,r-crnovecl without his a~,rr-oval. Seniority more direc'rly affects 

cha ,,...rn?nsr1ios. ·ThE Sen h: fol lows r10 absolui·e seniority rule 

dPtermining prcf~renccs fore specific comrni ttce chairmanship, 

seniority both in the s~natE end on that committEe may be con-

sldered. The standerd rule seemed to be thEt the mcst s~nior 

man who want d a particular chairm~nship received . +-
I I. Tab IE 

\/ I I I - l ! g i v ~ s on r t: r o u 1 ri ; d r a a s t o w h i c h s e n i c r i t y m E a s u r· e i s 

e nF -r i (;12 s 

hAt the chair~anshio went t t h E rn ::, n r:1 n i· h E c Off' m i t t c E v· i t h t h E' 

gr- e c· t es i· o v" r cl I I sen i er i t y • The second g : v e s H1 c· o er c € n t E: q c of 

Tab! VIII-I I MinnPsota Senate Chairmanship Assiqnments, !970 

A I I Too Second 
Cc~mittees Nine* ~ive* 

Most overal 1 SEniority 
Most seniori t; on committee 
Most senior man who did not 

have a ' 1tcth::r 11 ass i qnment 

I 17,' 
11~% 
571; 

Based on interviews with leq;slators 
Source: The /,\innesota LE:gislative N,anual, 

6% 
,zi, 
38¾ 

I:::~{ 
10% 
33~~ 

times it went to the man with the qreetEst previous service on the 

ccrr:mittn: itsr,,lf. Re:ccusE so m2ny senior men servf' on several 

c:::.r<Vi1itte s 1 DnE :Tien rr•c1Y h,:-ilc: ,.::1ni<inq ,c1csition on m2ny ccrnrn:rt 

The third mc2sure attEmpts to account for a junior man bein0 

~ic d 0~ chairman. i r· s r , o nE' f I i m : n e1 t e '.'-~ fj l , o f t h o s e rn c n o n 



e2ch committre who had chairmanships on eo~al or mere desirebl0 

ccrnm11i00s Ther, on sees if thE: rnosi senior man c:monc those 

remaining was chosen as chairman Th i s pr c v i des f_, r· o u q h i rd i Cc.:, tor~ 

f the ru!E 'rhat the most sEnicr man who wants the nost -qt:-1-s ii, 

This assumEs that those with eaual o~ better posts ar0 satisfl~d 

w th what they havE It con be n='ad i I y seen i·hc31- SE I dorn did /·h 

ff, o s t sen i or rr. c r, r· E c e i v e t h (" j ob • In fact In over of the 

cases a junior men received p EfErence ovEr 

c I cs s i mp or t a n t po s i t i on • Some Dr=- L SE n 2 to i--· s c I I c q ecJ t ha t ., 

beecwsc Each rnan ser'vEd en so many cornmiti-eEs, the caucus leaders 

As long as a!! members with a minimum seniority 
105 

we r- e ch a i r rn er. , ·r h c form c2 I r u l c c f e qua I i t y was s e 1- v E d • C·n the 

other hand thP rules were se!com so far bent as to p2rmit a man 

with no expr-:r: 2nce en o cornm i 1- +-ee h_; becorrE i i,-s cha i rm2n. This 

happ0ned in only 21 of the cas~s (and in only of H1c casE-s 

for the nine too committees). Also when twc er more Srnators 

h2ve an E'Ouol ri t ta a chairmanshio in rer~s cf seniority, 
106 

they wi I I wcrk cut an accomodat ion among themselves. 

i",PC1c-::rEnt I y most majcr- i ty caucus members have found Ii ti" I e 

reason fer complaint. Minority caucus ~Em~ers have been less 

sat isf feci. Most believe thr:1t i·heit- requests t1bvE been ignored 

Minority caucus leaders could not determinr their own members 

assignmsnts. i:=-inal ly i-hEy allege that the c2ucus did net receive 

proportional represcntetion on committees, especially the more 

impo~tant onPs. The matter was somewhat rectified sterting in 

hE i nor i ty c ucus dc~lenn; n rn o s t o f i t s own 

7 



power to any particu!Br qroup othEr than senicr ~en That is, 

do c£rta~n oroups Fnd up with lmport2nt committEe BssiqnMents 

out of proportion to their numbfrs in th2 tote! SFnatc 

has been a suqgEstion that the minority caucus doPs not rec2ive 

cpor i• i one 1 presenlat1cn Tcb!t;;, \/III-12 aDD c:r~s to conf ir1n 

Table VIII-12 'Ainority Caucus REpre ntation en ~innEsota Senate 
Comm ii-tees 

Mi nor it y 
~ 1n 
SEnate 

Mi nm-ii" y % Nino,tty N, i no,- it y Minority 
on 9* c;t on er! on o;! on El I I /.-:. /0 

Cornrn it tees 3Econd 5 Rc:::;t* ( cmm i 1· ti:: s ___ T _____ _ __ "'_.,, ___ 
151a 
15 
15 
?l 
'--"-~ 

28 
36 
-,/ 
_)0 

33 

B 
8 

IC 

15 
20 

23 

As determined by interviews with 
Source The innesota LEgislative 

I~ 
I l~-
15 

2~3 
3i 
3Li 
36 

!coislatcrs 
1v\anua I , 

IL% 
17 IL+ 
15 13 
28 2! 
30 2r 7 
3L ~n 
1~0 32 
38 30 

-1969 

this. In no session did the minority receive the same oroportion 

of s(~ats as their numbers v1cu!d have: W.::",-ranted. HowewT, ovFral I 

thE di screpcr,cy was s I isiht. They weri:o EVFn over-represented on 

the iess i~port2nt committees. But the discreoancy was very marked 

for the nins most important committ~es. This discrepancy is 

somewhat overstated sincE the top ninF include Rules and Committee 

on Ccnimittccs. By tradition no minority member serves on these 

,: cr:-:rn ; t f' c s fven so they c rtainly rcceivEd 1 ss than proparticn?I 

.representation, especially from 1951-1966. Even with the two 

spEcidl cor1:11dtees El iminatr-c, the minority avE'rcqed minus ::.:;ix 

I i 



c1::n 2:1qe r.::o i nts on the tcp seven and rr: i nus o c cJnd cnc-hcd f 

points overcll. 

----~-------------------------·--•-·--·-· 
ab I E V[I I I 3 Ur b n RE' p r Es en h 0i t· i on on /v\ i n n E sot a SE n c t e Comm i i 1· e: c s 

On % on % On Urban f 
in i·~e 

1 
Sena!E 

Top 9 ~ Second 5 
9 

Rest of ~ On A! I 
CommittFesc CommlttEes~ CommlitEES Committ0Es 

27 
27 

28 

% 0 

LeadETsh i r, 
Posit ons3 

22' 

37 
32 
32 
u~ 
30 
32 
41 

33% 
26 
21-i 
26· 
29 
20 
28 
39 

~ of 
A 11 

Ch Ai rrr,r':' n 

33 
31 
2'8 
4i 
30 
!3 
11 

26 
29 
20 

~?9 
27 
29 
31 
32 

% of 
ConsErvctive 
Caucus 

25 
25 
~)7 
27 
21 
28 
1,t2 

Ur·ban dEterrnined by districts in Metropolitan arEas - Twin Cities 
and Duluth 

2 As determined by interviews with IFqislators. 
3~ I 1958 this included members on Rules, CornmitteE en Committees, 

and chairmen of Finance, TaxEs, Civil Administration, Judiciary, 
Public Highways Education, and Public '"ElfarE'. After 1959 only 
the chairman of rules is included with the rest. 

Source: ThE 1\i\inne~,oh3 Leqislative Nanual, l91-JS-1969 

The urban-rural division is another aroupinq co~monly discussed. 

The al leqation has been that the urban areas receive less than 

proportional represPntation as rural leaders sEek to maintain contro!. 

T i:l b I P V l I - 1 3 o c s n cit cc n f i nn t h s ::: s 

l~gislators received committee assignments in procortion to their 



numbci-s. F"soecial iy before i they wer also ExcessivEly 

riSpresEn-1-ed c1mon~~ H1e leadcr·ship posi·rions. r=<espporticnmenr 

brouqht in morE urban legislators from 1963-1970. But since thev 

were vir·tuai ly al I nE:w memt;e,s_,, they recr iveci nri thE0 t~ chcinnar~shi,:;s 

or lec1 dE-0 rship posd1cnse But overall therE seems to be no cliscr-im-

inc1t ion aqainsi ui~ en lEgislctors. 

Similar rnethcc~s reveal I-he influence of senicr·iiy in the 

Minn~sota Sen~te (See Table VTII-14). Long tPnure sees particularly 

Table VITI-!4 tveraqe TFnure of Members on Minnesota Senate Commit­
t7:ES ~ I 9Lt5-1970 

Year~ 

19L6 
19t7 
1949 
I 95 I =- I 95 J 
1955~, 1957 
1959-196! 
1963-!965 
1967-1969 

Total 

/' vE:r-age Tenure 
Of: Top Niny: 
Ccrnrn l t t e C-'S 

3.2 
3~7 
3 ~ I 
3 .. 6 
3.6 
3$6 
3.6 
3.2 

/\.ver·c,:-ie Tenure 
on Second 1ive 
Corr,mi ttEes 

2,,6 
0 P. 
(,_ .. \._,.t 

2.6 
2,.9 
2.5 
2.6 
2.8 

2.,6 

Average TEnur·e 
on Rest of fhe 
C cmrn i t t EE s 

2.4 
2.5 
2 ~Li 
2~6 
2 eL+ 
2 .. 8 
2.5 
2. I 

2 .J-1_ 

I. Tenure exoressEd in numbEr of terms; rank of ccmmittEes based 
on interviews with leqis!Ftors. 

Source: The t,\innEsota LPgislative /v\anual, 19L+5-1969. 

important for membership on the most important ccmrnitteEs. The 

avera0e t0rms on the tcp nine committe€s hes been between thrEe and 

four terms. That on lesser committEes has been a whole term less. 

More important has bEen the rEpresentation of senior leadershio 

oErsonn~! on the too cornmitt ~s • (See Tab I e VI TI- I 5) :.1 en i n 

. leadersh'.p positions rEceive assignmFnts in prcportion to their 



1/36 

nuf'i',bfrs on e I ssE ccmmittEes. Ho~~vcr ih y arE consis1ently 

overrepr sented Gn the tcp n1n~ ccrrmittees. Tf one a~sum2s thet 

these I der workEo in concert, ~nd there is no hard Fvidence th~t 

thry d d, thy cculd have virt·ual ly control led rhe most impori·ant 

committees up thr 1958. Professor fackstrom insists th6t thcsE 

-------------,~--

fable VITI-15 LEadership Reoresentation on Minnesota Senate Commit-
tees 1970 

~ L adErship 
N.ernbers In 
thr Scna1- 1 

cr1: Leadership o1 Leader--sh i o ~ Leadership 

Yccrs 

19Li-5 
19~7 
19li9 
195l .,·531 

I 

19 
20 
22 
25 
18 

Cn Toc1 r✓ i 
Ccmrn it i" E' 

50 
t7 
l~9 
55 
4I 
34 
31 

On Top F~ iv~ on c~est of 
Comm i ti-ces Committees 

21% 16i 
22 12 
20 15 
25 16 
21 22 
1-.z _) 22 
16 0 

/ 

12 9 

I. Members of formal IEadership positions include those on Rules 
Cormnitlce Committee on Comrn,;tiEesJ and chcirrren of Finance, 
Ta>< es , C i v i I 1"' cm ; n i s t r- a 1· i c n , J ,_! ci i c i a r y , F clue,"! t i c n , Pub I i c 

t r-·,e 

Hi ys, Public Welf re; after I only the chairman of Ru I Es 
was included with the rest. 

2 ~ As de f i n e c b y i n t E r v i e w s w i th I e ,~ i s I a tors • 

Source: The MinnE:scta Legislative ltanual, 1945-IS,70. 

senior men did work in concert. He roints out that each member hes 

from sevEn to ten committee assignments. This means that their 

committee assignments overlap a great deal. He concludes that the 

sEnior committe0 chairmen form an interlockino directorate through 
108 

extensive contac~s and oowerful • J.. 
[; 0 S ! I I (, n S • This is difficult 

to document. Tf one takt'S just the rr•Ernbers in important for-ma I 

l2cciershi nositions, there dofs seem to be come over! Tobie 



VIII-16). On thE averaqc each member of the group 5h3r0s thrEe 

to four comrnii-tee assignments with every other member of 1-he q,'"ouo~ 

This ov€rlappinq was especially concentrated after 1959. In Every 

session at least some members shared six or seven assignments~ 

usual !yon the most important comrniHrE:s /\ t I east ha l f of any 

TD b I e '✓ 1 I I - I 6 Sh cT e d Comm i i· t c e Ji s s i g nm e: n t s o y Nie i .1 be rs o f For rn a i 
LE ad~ rs h i r Group , N, i n n e sot a Se nc: t e , I I 969 a 

Year-

1945 
191+7 
1911-9 
1951-53 
195S~57 
1959-61 
, ~;6:s-65 
! 967 .~69 
Average 

i 
Number of HEmbers in Group 

IL~ 
13 
I Li 
15 
17 
I;,:: 

13 
12 

14 

tveregc NumbEr of 
c-;han:ci Ass iqnmE.,r1ls 

Wi·i-hin Crouo 

., I 
) L; 
3. l 
2.7 
2.8 
3.3 
4 .. 3 
L+, o 
7; ~ 6 

.::. .. ,--,-
3 .. q 

!. Formal Le~dership Group defined as members on RulPs rom~ittEe, 
Committee on Committees, and Chairmen of Financl, Taxes, rivi I 
/\ d m i n i s t r a t i on ., ,J u d i c i a r y , F du c a t i on , Pub I i c H i -g h .v a y s , an ,j Pu b ; ; c 
'Ne If a1-e ~ 

Source: The N-inr;esota Legislative Manual 1945-1969 

given m~mbers committee assignments werE en the top nine committees. 

This sti II does not directly dernonstrc:1-e th2:1t the::E men acted in 

concErt. Not a\l members in l€adership positions had numer·oL,S 

overlaDpino e.ssignments. Not al I formal leaders are acrual leaderso 

Undoubtedly somF influential men did not occupy the top formal 

positions. llndoubtedly these men differed on substantivP pol icy. 

The findings onty suqqPst that thP oooorhmity for inh:rc1ction, and 

common sction, existed. 



TfJ; I e VITT-17 Committee System in the Minneso~a House, 1945-1970 

Average Committee Assignmrnts 
YEar Number Size Size Range 

I CJL1~1 35 3-29 17 *0~6 
191.J,7 30 3-29 20 0-5 
i•,lJq 3<3 3-29 17.6 0-6 

3e 3-29 17.5 0-7 
39 5-29 18 0-7 
Li I 9-29 17 .. 5 0-7 
39 5-29 I t3 0-7 
39 5-29 !8 0-6 
~• I ::i-2g 19 .. 5 0-6 .)i+ 

36 5-29 20 0-6 
:i ;;.,; 
..} ./ 5-30 21 0-7 

I 32 15-34 21-t 0-8 
I 28 16-35 2E3 0-7 

* the speaker nevEr serves on a committee 
Also I man with 3 terms; i men with 2 te,ms. 

2 nne man w l t-h 4 or mor~ terms had no cha i nn;=msh i po 
3 ''ne man with two tenr!~~ had c chairmanc~hip. 

Per. Member 
.Averaqe No. 

l~. 6 
L1.6 

5.2 
5. I 
s ~ 
., .. :;; 
5:7 
5 .. 5 
5.5 
5., I 
i::: n 
:; "C: 

5 .. ! 
5.8 
5.7 

Tenure of Committee Chairmen 

Al I mfmbers with 5 terms or mo~e I ; 60'.i of 4 '"" 
Al I with L-1-+ tenns; 3,3 tcrmer-s h::rme:rs. 

..:. 

Al I with 4+ termsh 3,3 termers 
/\ ! I w i th l.1+ r erms 
A 11 with 4+ terms; 3,3 tcrmers5 
A 11 wi lh 2+ tGrms 
Al I with 3+ terms 
Al I with 3+ terms 
Al I with 4+ termsl 1,3 termer 
Al I with 2+ terms 
Al! with 7+ 1'-1?rms 7 

All 'Nith Lt+ terms; 5 undf', 4 ter-ms 
8 

A I I wi th 5-4- terms; l~o'.1 of ~- termers 

~ Three men with 1 or more terms haci no chairmanship; 2 men with 3 terms were chairmen; one man with 2 t2r-ms 
hEd a chai,manship. 

5 T~o men with 4 or morP terms had none; 2 men with 2 terms did. 
6 Tvvo men with undPr 2 h.:rrns hrn:J a cha i rr.,ansh i p. 

7 Two men with under 3 terms ha~ a chai~manship~ 
8 One mc;n with under 3 terms had a ch2: i rmansh i p .. 

~--::-.:,., 
\_,c, 

OJ 

_J 



The House 

inncsota House. Tn 196! 58% of thE- bi l 1s died 1n cornmi ti-i:oe. 
109 

Eut of thosE reported to the floor rassed. In ccntrast 

the Senaie, thou , there arc more competitcrs to committe~ 

i'nfluence. 

The spPakEr has qreat power over Assigning committeE meeting 

time5, m~king committee assignments, anci referring bil Is~ The 

sp~akFr ~njoys some discretion in this duE to numerous and lerge 

corr:r,; t t e cs. (Sre Tabl2 VFI-17) During the IS40's the nun;C:':T 'Ne'::.; 

vr:ry sirni lar to that found in the c;enate .. f:ut the number- ci0 not 

d;~!nish 8S rapidly over time. nne major cut c~me in 1961. Since 

1963 the numbers havl' dEcl ined more rcir>idl y~ HousE committees :nav 

be less inf luEGtial partly because th2y carrv larg~r m2mbershi~s 

2nd 2re mere urwieldy to 002rate. ~specially, since 1965 committee 

size has shot ur to an t,ve:-rage of almost tnir-tv rr.€mbers. s 1n the 

S2r.c:te Each member ec:wries a substantial assiqnment lead. /'-,ithoL·oh 

there ar~ numerous committees, most significant legisla~ion is 

concentrated inc f!'w. ThesE' powerful committees include ADprop-

r1ations, Ta:x:es, Civi I Adm;nistration, Ecucetion, Rul~s, Hi ys, 

and Judiciary. Ru I Es especially served as a foc~I point tor 

guiaing lEgisiaticn. Over the years thE membership include~ senior 

cheirmEn tram other committees. These were chosen with regard for 

con£ressional district balence. But above al I members were the 

most i n f I u ~ n t i 2 ! I e g i s I a t- ors • In t h P Ru l es co mm i t· tE: e strong 

cha i nnen cc•.~ Id in h:rac t w i + h one a not her to contra I the f I ow of 
I I 0 



o-r her- tv10 commit-tees 

f i n a n c i n q n c inc', t t e r wh c r e i t w :, c:: f ·1 , :::; t r 2 h: rT F c' :, c v E n t u c I i y mus t 

c.orr,2 to 

referrinq to stbte administrativE structure must eventually cl ar 
11 I 

Ci vi I Adm in is iT c: ti on ft.any significanJ- bills must pas:::; beth. 

Most House mc~bers bEI icve ihat the chairman is the central 

f i q u n' on i."3 c om rn i t t c e . 1,,\a n y a r g u i" h e r h e c an b E a b so I u t e i f h € 

112 
cl1oosEs to bC" so. A·!· least i'h<:: chciirmc-'n v.'i i l he influenl·ibl if 

h e po s s e s s f' s t' h c a b i I i t v c' n d \' 1 i I I i" o u t i I i z c i' h e t o o I s a v a i ; a b I e • 

These t"ools are ouih:' sirrilar to H1ose in tr1e Senate. Prim2ril'y', 

he ecrn celay. The chairman cietr-rmines vvhich bi I !s vvi 11 be ccns:derccj, 

which wi ! I n?cr ive pub I ic hearinqs, end how those l,Earinos w: 11 be 

conducted. mbers tol0rate this pcwEr because someonE must screen 

As a result rerely does a mejority ov~rturn a c~airman's positio~. 

This dof.'s not mc,:=:,n that c~ cha i nncn U:!n llecessc:r-i I y k i ! i any bi I I .. 

I-Fan author rec!ly wonts rhe bili, hEO cc,n pr--oduce action by 

persistence. He may go furthEr with en informed 11 round robin 11 

(oetition by committee membErs) to produce ~r2ssu~£. Under th£ 

r u I es : t- h e a u t ho r ma y form a I I y re o c..: F:' s t E: b i I l s re t urn i f C' he 

committee has not ected on it within thirty ~eys efter referral. 

ThE· corrr:"it·tE'e has four·leen days to respond. If no action is forth-

coming,1he Euthor may ~cmand an automatic return. fa majority on 
113 

thE floor may n;cal I c" bi 11 at any time. 

Comn,ittee- chairrnf0 n 01Nc the:r olaces tc;. thE speaker. Najar' 

C h i r rn (' n ma V b E 5 n ; C: ir l q i ::3 l c'. t Or s • t3 u r j- :1 i ccunts (or less rhan 



Table VIII-13 SEnior ty end Ccmmittee Chairrr.ar::=:r,io:e, fn rhe 
M nncsota H,:::>use, I 9,~5-1970, 

f\ I I Top 7 
Committres 

Second 9 
Cornmitt2e::-; 

Resi· of 
Comm i ttee:.'3 Comm: t l-E,es 

Most Senior if: f'od 
t/1.ost Sen ior on Ccr.:1:1 it 
Most- c:eniOi- v;ho had 

no more desirab e 
assignment 

ee 237; 
3T5/ 

13% 
17'./2 
29fa 

301s 
40< 

/' 

87% 

26;:s 
32)-~ 

651 

Rank of Committee determined by interviews ith leg;s12.-:i'ors. 

Each figure n:presEnts the percentooE:: of times the "n_1le 11 W<°JS used 
in Each set of com~it ees. 

Source: The Min~esota Leqislative Manual, 945-lq6g 

in the SPnat-e. a in I , major ch c i rmc.n mus bP krwv1 ! 

influent ia, and ~ctivE En~u to ho!d his oNn under a heavy worklced. 

From ! 9L5 re ! 970 n on!/ of the cases w2s th0 men on th2 com-

m1ttce wl~h th€ gr~atest 3cn1orlt; in the boay promot~d to the 

cheirmenship of ths ccm~ittre. (See T?ble VIII-18) And sEniority 

counted for even ~ss 17%) on th~ sEvEr most important committeEs. 

The position went tc i-he n,c=m with the greatest continuous committee 

service only s! i tl more often - 32i. ~s with the Senate this 

seeming disreqerd for seniority arises partially from overlapoing 

p~sition on several co~mitt2es, those ~ith lesser 0xperience wi I! 

str 11 often be apcointEd chairr1en. If one takes this into cic:count, 

the mcst .sen;o;-- ri,an., who did ;1ot oossr;ss a more !'desirable" ch2ir-

manship (as m~~sured comMittEe rankina). was arpointed 65% of 

the t i i"l e • Bu t e vE n t h i s sen i or ; t y ~· r· i n c i c, f £ 0 po l i e d k on I y 371: of 

~he cases on the s~ven key conmittc~s. The 1£adershio aop~~rs to 

woo int, w i tr~ sen I or i t· 

~ 
. '· 



a seccnd2ry consideration. ThE House did fol low one a~pointment 

11 rule" somcvvhct more often than did the St:nah:. In LJ-~% of the 

cases when vicf chairmen were avai I Ab IE to fi I I a vacant cnair-

man sh i p , th E y we re op o o i n t e d • Th i s i s s t i I I f ,:'l r f r cm c r i ,:J ; d r u I €3 ~ 

Surprising I y, men served as chairmen ·,vh i IE c freshman on the 

committee fairly frequently - L1l/f; of thr· time. Rarely did this 

happen on a major committee. E,u1 it was rhe most· frequrnt pc:Hern 

on the leiser committees. 

One finds less ccntinuitv among House than amonq Senate 

committee chairmen. Shorter terms and hi(Jher turnove( cre2te 

vacancies. Changes in caucus control was also e contributing 

factor. E,ecause of the last factor no ch.::iir-man could h2;\/E served 

morE th e.n e i qh t cnnsf'cut i ve t 2 rms. r-our t ETrns wou Id be ['i more 

prob?.b!c upper limit .. Und2r these cc,nditiens the c1v£Taqe tenun? 

fo~ HousE chairmen suffers in comparison t~ the Senate. ~nd the 

degree of continuity differs less ~~th th2 importance of the 

Table VIIT-19 Cont-inu;ty in TE:nure of House Commit·tee Chairrr1en, 
1945-1970 

Top 7 Committees 
Second, 9 
Rest 
Al I 

Average Consecutive Terms As 
Chairman of OnE Committee 

2.6 
2.2 
I .9 

0 ') 
t_. •'-

Source: The Minnesota Le~~islative Manual, 1945-1969 

committee. CommittPes with the greatest continuity include RulPs, 

Appropriations, Highways, Dairy Products, Land and ''later Resources, 

man on a single committee. The more prominent ones inc!uoe Roy 



493 

[:unn (RLilEs-8), Claude Allen (,t,or~i1-;:)pr-iaticr:s-8),. John K;nzer 

(Labor-6), ~red Schwanke (Taxes-5), Howard Ottinger (Health and 

'' te I fare-5), Thomas 8ondhus (Towns end Count i es-6), Vernon \\le I ch 

frci-aft=5L and .John Howard (State Inst i tut ions-5). 71~1\ cf 

comm ttE.e chairmen served hvc terms or less. 

How have speakers used committee assignments to distribute 

power a~ong various groups in the HouseY First, caucus has made 

some difference. Rut there has been less discrimination in the 

House than in the Senate. (See Table VTII-20) Committee assign-

TabJe VIIf-20 Minority Caucus Committee Assianments, Minnesota 
House, 1945- 1969. 

% Mi nor i ty o1 % % at Mi nor it-'/ ;o ;c, 

Caucus in Mi nor i ty 
1 

h1 i nor- i t y N, i nor i ty on /\ l I 

Yecw t'1i:)u se en Top 7 en SEcond 0 on F?e:~t Comrnittees I --•·---------- ·---------
1916 I 8f~ 14% 17% 25% 2 I~{ 

JU? 20 19 21 20 20 
i949 34 30 34 38 '36 
1951 34 30 31.+ 38 '2'7 

/) 

953 35 31 ~-:z: 
./.) 37 35 

1955 49.6 44 45 Lt-6 45 
1957 47 44 45 h3 LJ-i 
i959 45 Wt L:-6 46 45 
961 Wi 43 45 L;.5 41-c:; . _,., 

96_3 40 37 39 42 }3 
965 L~ I 37 38 40 39 

1967 31 29 '?j() 30 30 
1969 37 31 ~J: 36 34 .,_,,,-'"--r 

As determined bv interviews with leaislators 
Sourc<::: Thf· Ninn,s~ote Legislative Mnn~al, i945-·1969: The Journal 

of the Minnesota House, 1·)45-1969. 

ments have never deviated as much as 51 under the minoriti's 

rep~esentBtion ,n the Jouse. Certainly there ha3 been under­

representation on the major committees. Rut partly this derives 

porticnal represPntation was th€ rule. 



Table VIII-21 Urban Committee rE<:."";entction in the Minnesota House, 

C1. 
0 
f-

(\J C C r- C C 4- '+- C 0 0 0 0 " 0 0 .... -
t: - .c C C . r- C C E C C L (1J (;J E 1-C v fD (0 C ,·o .C Cc L .1) c_,, D E .G c_ .D .. D u n (._) _;.] (l_i 

L (!) L 0 L 0 L ··,- L L \.. .. D :::, :J =:J (_; u :::J l0 :::J - --, -- •• J (J _, 
YPar C r.,; OJ 

B'~-- .L ~-['--- ~csz. en "ti~ CJ~ s~< (1:) '8~ .; 

29½ 
I 27 34 17 31 28 , 
1949 27 34 2·2 ,,r 2t c7 
1951 28 36 nr;:: C_J 28 

3 28 36 25 29 
28 32 29 29 

1957 28 36 30 
1959 28 34 31 26 29 
1961 30 39 33 32 ~~~l 
1963 35 L~ I 35 17 51. 5 
1965 35 41 31 35 18 37~5 
1967 46 L-1-5 L:2 ) ,- 31 ~_() L!C 

I ~6 49.7 J..:;7 39 J_~o 

Ranking determined by interviEws with leqisl5tors 
2 Leadcr-shio oositions :,elude ~::J...-:·::ikc:r, Rules z-:onw1ittee r110rnbt1 rs, 

and cheirmen of fapprccriatians T~x2s, Civ~ Adninistraticn, 
Judiciary, Fducat ion, and Highweys. 

Urban legislators are those from Twin Cities rce and Duluth 
District's 

Source: The Minnesota LEqisletive Manual, l 

Urban leqislators also fared wei I. Over the who IE period one 

finds almost ~xect oroocrticnel reoresentation. In fact urban 

legislators w0r@ gen@r~I ly over-represented on the most import~nt 

commii"tees. The degreE of ovEr-representati.:_:;n wcu Id no1· be 

sufficii:=:nt' to indicate urban dominance. Ne her would it sug9E='st 

rura! dominance. Urban men enjoyed a slight advantage in 

one in lead2rshi positions. As might 



1~9.5 

members have been at a marked dlsadvantage only sincP 

Successive chances in district I ines fer I and 1966 brought 

ind host of new urben men whose freshffian status did not qua! ify 

!·hem fer IE--cdcrshic oosi ions,. By 1969 the imbalance wc:1s bcq-

innin9 to be ri ted" 

Tenure dops apoeer to be relatFd to choice committee assign-

meni·s., (~::-iE-e Table VTI1=•22) However, aqcin one sEes the ie::_;ser 

Table VIlI-22 Averaa~ Terms of Nembership on House Committees, 
1Jl-t5-1r;tfO 

Year Top 7 Cor:1m ii' t>? es 
I 

Sec.and R;_c, si" of th Commit tr:.('.?S 
~-----.-

3.8 3~3 :J .. 2' 
3,e 3~2 3.,3 

l9h9 l •'.) 4 .. ~ 
-,, ,, 
'). c.. 3~2 

1951 I~•• 0 7, /, 3.2 j • ...., 

1'?53 ) / 
-~ • C) 

l r~ 
L/ < C. 3.7 

I 4 .. 7 3~3 3,,7 
5.2 3,,9 3.9 

1959 5.3 3.9 4.0 
1961 5 9 l;.. I 4.0 
1963 5.0 3J-;- 7 c:.; 

j . ./ 

1965 5.2 3.5 L~.o 
1967 4.,1 3,.3 3.3 
1969 L~. 3 3.4 3.3 
f,-:., ta I "verage 4-6 -3.E J:r; 

I qanking determined oy leaislative interviews 

Source: The innesota islarive Manual, I -i969 

influence of senfority in the House. Differences among l0vels of 

committees is noi- qn•at. /•!though the emphasis on tenure ao0arently 

increased for~ 1954-!966, it has 0ooeared i"o lessen again recently. 

A, fir:::! consideration -::.in powl:r throuqh committees should be 

c crrn-: i i' tee cs s i g nrne n ts G ;i I n 



this seem5 t'o be I ess the: case in 1-hi::: Hous,co l'h:-:>n ; n th0 SE.na 

co mm i t tees • 8 u t the pr c p or t i on ha s no i" b E'f: n s u ff i c i e n t t o n s u u-

Table VITI Leadershio resentetion on Minnesota House Com~itt-
ees, I -1969 

Lcedership as Leadership as Leaclersh i D as Lr:cicl-21-sh i o on 
~/~ ot fa. I l Hous u:( of Ton 6r, 0h of Second 9 F~Pst of r 

Year t/ Ember~s ' it1-ees 
C 'rornm it t ces2 Cormn i ttecs -~-----·----

1945 I ! ;½ 16f I 1:i 5cr1. /,-

191.+7 I I 16 9 5 3.6 
19t9 l I l E3 10 Li. 
1951 I I 18 9 5 
1953 I I 18 9 6 
1955 10 I? Es 9 
1957 l I 19 7 8 
1959 13 l f3 / 10.5 0 

1961 'r-, (5 8~6 I I '(·.:_ 

1963 I;~, ~~o 8 5 
I o/.)5 Ir) 

(_ 
~ :) 
I •....._j Q 

/ 7 
l8.5 IL+ !Lr 
,e 5 23 ': ll--t- Ii..;. 

LEadership group includes Rules Committee and chairmen of 
Appr·opr\ctions., Ta><es, Civil Administndion, ,Jucliciar-y, Education, 
Highways. 

2 Re~kinqs dPtermined by intfrviEws with legislators; Rules 
excluded for ourposes of this computation bEcause by definition 
included al I 1-eadcrshio oeople 

Source: The Minnesoi·a Leaislative Mrnual, 19L6-1969 

control throuah this means. Ind no resnondent indicated that an 

"1nterlockin0 dir-ect-or-ateit has bpen used. Rather, thf' group thi:1t" 

did exist rEvo!ved eround the SPEaker and majority leadRrs. The 

group operai·ed or imar i I y throurjh the Ru I es committee., not through 

din--ctly centre! I ing the other committees. 

Although lts foni1al and popular resources are noi greet·, the 
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Minnesota legislature does poss~ss one me re sou re~? f c:~ DOW<" 

This ls its O\Wi organizational base. fat !r-ast- sincE i 1-h 

caucuses have bEen a growing source of orgenizaticna! stabi I ii·y. 

Both Houses have been favored with marked continuity in l~ade ship. 

ThE: House leadership centers around the 

Ru I e s comm i t h::: e • In t h E c e n a t e po 'Ne r i s c en t er e d i n a q n) u o of 

dominant senior ml::''n who ind iv i ciua I I y chair i 1T,DO( t ani" comn i j· i eE :-:; • 

The Senate group particularly has not been cordi I to close quber 

natorial cooperation. Party ties through the caucus might be one 

sour-ce of coopE:rotion, esoccial ly ·for the OFL. But if the c<Jr,1'-Tc1 I--

I ing ccucus differed from the qovcrnor, close p;:0 rh.1 tics might lec:d 

to even less coooErai·ion. Information from legisl l·ivF r·esponden/-s 

would indic~tc that if partisanship hed Eny influence on relation3, 

it wauld heve been important on!y afi·0r 1955. 

/\ n a n a l y s i s o f I e g i s I ?J t i v E rT :3 o u r c c s dot s no 1" i n d i c c, i" e tTii.'H • k <2 d 

advanta~es or disadvantages for f,\inncsot2 i;iovc=Tnors. Lenislative 

strengths and weaknesses balance one anothEr out to leave the over-

a I I guberne t-or i a I potent r a I about i-hc same as indicated in Chapi" er 

6. One cou!d speculate that earlier governors would hav~ greater 

adv6ntages than the !ater ones. Increasing le~isl2tiv0 professions!-

ization wouid have creatrd the Dctentiel for a stronger technica! 

base in opoosing gov£rnors' orograms. Also caucus organization 

became some~hat more systematic und ~iqht over the • Eriod. Con-

sidering the increasing partisan orientation this might be an 

advantage for ocL governors, especially after 1955, and especially 

in the House .. Republican qoven1ors probably would have reaped 

I ittlf advant?ge un i I after I : , i t h r o t h ET h a n d g r c \v i n g 



p c:H- r i sans h i D m i g h t h :y L governors in thE Con rvativc \c~ate 

hich would bF more l i~ely to resist aovernors in any case. This 

means that Thye Youn 1, and C Flmer Anderson had some advan 

tac!es over- i heir succPssors. r:::,E.0 erncn wou Id have been he I Ded in 

the, House, hui-t in HH: SEnate. Rolvaag would hove been at a 

disadvantage in both And Levander wculd have merked advantag£s 

over Eimer Pndersen. Pefore ciefiniteiy coming to such conclusions 

en partisan inf luECnc , the caucus pol icy di ffe1-ences wi 11 be 

PXamined c CSf ly in thE next chapter. ThEn gubernatorial success 

wl 11 final 1y be: analyzed .. 
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CHAPffP iHNF 

Ml S0T~ LFG1SLA11VE ROLL CALL VOT[S 

Th2 previoLs chaptEr describ d th structure of power and 

c5ec1s or.~rnc,1<1110 in thE' N'innesota lf.qislcture. This chaoi·er vvi I l 

c l cal l y C<c:rn I nE dee i ~-:; i cn-mak; nq on the f I oor. The pLirpose 

s to ascE:r-tain the fectot-s that influE:nce whether· a bl i I pcissf's 

er- f c i Is. 1t definitE pettErns emergej these may ?iso exp!2ln 

e f f, i I u r-?. 1F s u cc e s s o f au b er n a lo r i c:: I b i I i s . Factors commonly 

u 5 e d t c e x r, i i n r c I I ca I I vc t es i n c I u de p a r t y , u r b ci n - r u r c! I 

Ci j Vi S constituency, re~ion, ccmmittee positions, and ideology. 

Snee ~cl l cPI I voting is not thP major cone rn in this p~rcr, 

I imited to th two most frequently dlscusseci 

t-nat 1 s 1 s sc,, The f; rst section w i l ! cxrim i ne Vihfn, t'o wh3t 

r~•:r0
, .::ird on ,,)v0 i' issues the caucus hes been influential~ As 

importance of ut-ban-rurc"'i divisions. The last SE'Ci"ion wi l I evcl-

twi-e how sa·1 isfacrori ly these tv;o fact-c•rs, 1-okcn toqether., Explain 

rol ! cal I votin? fn Minnesota. 

I. CJ,UCUS 

Pol itica! Scientists hew used rol I cal I votes as a i"oo! fer 

describing legislative decision-making at least since the pioneer­
I 

ing studies of Stuart Rice. Malcolm JEwel I has performed the 

most extensive Nork on the state leaislatures. And this has bEen 
2 

s~ppl mcnted by othPrs 1n recent years. No one would contend 

l ! influ nces on dEcisian-mekin~-



disputes and crucial 

decisions may take place in committeE or bE resolvEd off thF floor 

A I E' s I c tor can v o -r E' c n "'' \' 1 c3 y i n comm i t tE \~ a n d s 'N i t ch on t h E f I o or 

fa Isa rol I cal I votes may s~ow how membrrs voted but not why 

ThP reasons must be inferrEd from thr charectEristics of those 

who te tocEthEr. Or votes must be combined with othEr know-

pc::ssc:::ie of leqisiction. lt forces i- e leqi~~lator to take a pLl)I ic 

prov de some cluEs on how leqislators react to demands by party, 

3 
canst tuency, and other forces. 

Commonly, only non-unanimous ,-ol I cal Is lhat- rEvca! division::::; 
4 

f2. y co n v e n t i on c t t e n 1- i ::::; n , ~; 

str-ic -cc1 to those t)ills with at- leasi- h:n pErceni- of rhc mernlJETS 

prfs.r-r1t and vot i nq in di sc~]r-eement with thE majority. Mebsun:s 

of pc:rfy votinq vc;ry. Some use the per-cE:· tc?,E' of votE-s or. which a 

major ty of one party voted egainst a majority of the other. This 

indicates frequency of oarty conf I let. The i~dex of cohFsion 

measurEs party unity. One computes the index by c6lculatinq the 

percentnqe of those members on the prevai I ing s:df within a party. 

Then the percenteqe of those opposed is subtracted fro~ this for 

t-he ina! index numbt:T. Tf al I party members vote thc- sc-Hne wav, 

the ndex is 100 .. If the pa,~ty is equally divided, the inc!ex is 

0. If threE-.fcurths vote for and one-~fourth ariainst a rnEasur·e 

the index Is 50. This ; s n more severe mecisure of unity than J-hE 

E; s I z s cl i s s r1 v.1 ~ - , r1 

ftp-



Th0 verage index of cohesion for each party on a I! 

cppositlon votEs during a session provides a me sur of intEn ity 

f p ,? t y C en f I i C t Some ut i Ii zc cin evFn mor~e scwcrE rnpasur of 

ty voti~o. They consider only thE oercen 2 of contEOsted 

votes wherE pertv majorities opoos2d onE anoth0r, and each party 

nad a hiah i dex cf cohesion, such as 60 or BC 

Based on exoerience in other states, legislatlv0 party cchesi 

ends so~0wh ton perty elEctoral ccmoetition. One party state~ 

reve,::s! no par-i-y inf!ut::r1cc in lenislaii 11c vot·ir,g. F>arty influcncE 

5 
is more lil<2iy, though not inevit·al]lf, in two pc.r-ty si·at-t=·s. Iri 

pcrty statE=s cohEsior-1 probably d pends on i·he: s,;aronFss of 

cons ituFncy differences and strerqth of party organization 

Certainly party voting is most common 1n north astfrn states and 
6 

the industri~I iz0d mid~est. Frequency cf f)cr-ty vot i no ,12:r- i ES ft-cn1 

7 
to 501 of thr rol I ca11s in Con~r~ss. It has ran~~ 

8 
from 

Ca I i forn i a 'i to (Rhode Island) in the statese Nort·hcaster-n 

states such 2s qhode 1slan~, Connfcticut DPlaware, Massachusetts, 

Penns lvania, New York, and New Hc:mpshire range frcm 60;{ to 

idwFstern states mo~e closely aporoximate Conoressional performance 

j th a r c1 n '.? e O f fr Om L+0°1 t O 6os~. These j n C I u d E iv\ i Ch i g a n J Oh i O J 

II! inois, TncJ1ana, Towa, and South Dakota. 

s ti~ on g cc ;7q e t i ·:· i on , bu t weak car t y organ i z a t i on , f a I I a t the 

bottom of thP sce!F. California, 1daho, Colorado, Montena, 

''sevod::i, Oreoon, and Utah would fa! I 1n a rangE of fr-om ! to 

Intensity of p5rty votinq do0s not fol low such a ne0t oaHErn. Put 

most northeastern stat0s havE an averaqe index of cohesion from 

in I had cohEsion rats 0+ 
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I and 75. Some less competitivE mid~Estern statrs - Iowa and 

3outh Dckota do as wel I as t-heir mon: cornpe'ritive neighbor:::. 

/ 1nd the 'Nestcrn states showed cJ cohr:sion lev<:-1 only sl lqht-ly 

lesse That is, when perty votes occurred, thEy were as intense 

sin the bettEr organlzed midwcstrrn states. But the frequency 

S rnuch J OV.'E I. 

Par~tics do noi clash on al I votes even in H:iE rnosl· inten-

sivel orqenized stai-es. Some issuPs Dcffh:Jke of a qr2,::'1tET parJ·isan 

flavc,r th2n othet-s. Ccmmcn par-tisE:n issues would aripPcT to bf: 

at i en of bus in es s may c:1 I so f o I I i n to ·n, i s qr· o,, iJ, bu 1 i hr-: Ev i nc e 

9 

i n vo ! v e c1 a s an i n t i:=- r~ E· ::; t group Such issues include !eqislativ2 

orgen1zaticn, elections, state a~rninistrEti~n 5 and pPrh ps, local 
10 

Polley questionstt,at c-11ousF littlf p2:ir--·risan 

concE n includE juciciai matters, ti-cnspori·atior., heal1·h, end 

n tural resourcEs. 

MinnEscta Caucus ✓otino 

I f th e M i n n c sot .:.:1 i F g i s I a t u rt= 1.v 2 s non - p e rt i s an i n F a c t 2 s 

v1el I as !cw, csucus membership s!w:_;ld havE no particular· rel t1on~~ 

ship to voling pattE::r-n:.-;. Certairly caucus :::hould anpc2sr +o be no 

more important than carty in the weekest two p2rty stat€s. It 

was 2rqued in en earlier chapter that, based on socio-economic 

tnvironrnent end party compEtiticn, 0inn~sota should bP similar 

to wEstern or less indGstriel izEd midwestern states even lf oarty 

designation existed in the legislature. Early in the period it 



and South Dakota. 

5 J 

Fven as compEtition increased it couid adopt 

the patt0rn of weak party organization states such as Color~do 

Idaho or Urch. Th ETC wos a s Ii ght chancE it cou Id fo I! mv thE: 

s -r r on Q ET pc r t y p a t h o f M i ch i S? c: n a n d \'/j s co n s i n • 

The pr-0vious discussion of legisl('ltive organization should 

aler-1- one tc the possi=.ii I ity of at lecst Gome caucus inf luencec 

I f h c: c1 c t f e c S I c; i- 0 ! t j n l E c; i S I Ci t j Ve O ,-sJci n i ,;:_ a t j O 1"1 • GO f- h 

ConsPrvativE and DFL members accorde it some seccnd~ry importance 

on a few ma r issues. ThE Senate was more divided. Most con 

servatives denied c'ny caucus col icy in lucnce beyoncl ore;anizational 

Hers DFLers accordEd the caucus qreater si9nificance. 

The rol I c2I I anal/sis results c,E summariz£d in Tcblc I><-1. 

In t he ear I i f r ye a,- s c: f n e t e c au cu s v o t i n g r E111o i n e: d o u i t e ! o ,v , Up 

r: l the n:-qu€ncy of party vol- i nq was s i rn i I at- to H:c=.d· 

1n compctit"ve, but weak party organ1z~ticn, st tes. ~t the 

same time this did not refl2ct an absolute nno party 0 sysi-crn sL:ch 

as one mi t find in the South. From 1959 on thE frequrncy of 

caucus vot1na equelEd that found in two party midw~stFrn stetes. 

The overal I avEraoe pieces ~inn~sota somPwhere between these two 

groups, as ~as expected. The intensity of cohesion also starts 

out· low for both ecwcuses. 3ut- aoain this increased shet"ply in 

959 to rival two pc.rty midwesfrrn slates. Incl from 1963-1 

he cohesion Fqualed some st,onq ecstE:-rn states, although perhaus 

ichigan is a more aporopriate model. Tne Senate then appears to 

confirm thE hypothesis relating socic-economic dcvelooment, 

increasina part-y comoetition, and leoislative cohesion. The 

i r as t 1 1~1 1- c I l c 2 \ i '/O t i n >1 :1 r e d n°uch c: s 111cu l c! 
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TcblE IX-I Cnucus qol I Cc! I \/otinq 1n the N,innesohl Lcqislai·ur·e, 

f. Seats 
N1c1 i 1- y 

'Ye a r CcJJ cu s 

1951 
!953 
I 
1957 
l 
I 
1963 
1965 

Ave. 

i945 

1951 
1953 
1955 
1957 
1959 
1961 
1963 
1965 
1967 
969 

/\\/e .. 

85:7{ 
<32 
:=:::c:. 
'-'.,/ 

76 

72 

80 
66 

65 
50 .. 4 

Numb0t-

Ca ucus ~ Caucus 
Vot s Votes 

c;/ Both 
Caucus 60+ 
i ndc>< of 
Cohesion 2 

SF NATE 

29 35% 
28 33 2 

00 
LU 0 

15 ! C::-, . .,/ 
26 2. 

20 7o5 
37 8-
61 19 

56 26 
p:::•':l 

':JC.. 67 I 
/~ C~; 

2~ 
I l 

H () u s E 

6l 
43 5 
5Li 15 
59 27 

'711 
/C 60 27 

53 15 
I 50 18 
135 16 
123 

r::;,, 
_.c 21 
51 20 

71 JI 
43 r)J 

LC 

61 L~I 17 
5?~ - .. f 

I ~11· 

~ Roth 
Caucus '~O+ 
indE>~ of 
C:ohe~:;i 

1~1 
0 
0 
0 
I 

3 
)-+ 

I n u 

14 
47 
31 
17 

c:; 
j 

l~o;; 

l 

4 
10 
8.5 

I I 
6~5 
8 

16 
12 
28 

9 
10 

"10¾ 

DFL 

l~B 
45 
3Li 
L1-8 
45 

56 
60 

57 
56 

70 

71 
(- 7, 

.-' l 

I.% caucus votes 1s based on total number of contestFd votEs. 
2$ '.11 voles ','.ith beth eciucuses ha·-1in9 an indE:x of cohE:sicn of 

60 or 80 is b2sEd on total number of contested votes. 
3. DFL was the mBjority cRucus. 

Source: Comc,uled from roll cal Is in the Minnesota Journcjl cf 
thE Senate, l -1969, anc the Minnesota Journal of 
the HcusFj t)L5-1969. 

Cohe­
sion 

L~.7 

.~~ ~z, 

-; 

c: i 

t3CJ 

------------------------ -------- _______ ,, ____ "---
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per-ic.:d the ccucuses votrc ei'rH'r inc manner simi lcr to 

C0nqrEssioral parties. By the 1960 1 s the caucuse5 ooposed one 

,:not er as frequf-r1tly, c:nd as intFns;vely, as leoislative 0,.:1,tiFs 

The in:--1Fsoi-c'1 House coes not· fcl low the expectse.J Deth:Tn. 

ThE reouency of caucus votinq does not fluctu5i·E 

ab!F oattern. The hi est frcauEncy cam~ in I 

voling was ccnsish---ni-ly above that· of i-he 1::Fsi"en1 si'oJ-es, more 

comp6rable to that in tnf m~dwest. The same obsErvation holds 

truE--:: for the intf"nsit·y cf caucus voting. The DFL. ci3ucus cspeciai ly 

fh::T 1947 t-hE Conservatives show scrnt"0 

tend€ncy to be more cohrsive whrn in a ~a ity. Rut a~ain both 

caucGSES rneintain a cohcs;on compEra~le to th modErately cr~~~iz~d 

t~o party statEs in the NidwEst. 

Table IX~2 Cat:cus Conflict and (ohEsion, Ndnnfsota LE•~islc1 tur·e., 
by Historic2I Periods. 

S t N A T F H O U S F 
%caucus Ave. D~L fve. Ccns. % Caucus favE. nFL Ave. Cons. 
Votes C-ohc-s1cn Cohesion Vot(s C:0hE.0 sion CohEsior: 

l -54 33}~ Ll+ 38 55~t 63 5h 
1955=70 Lt-~r~~ 6l~ 66 49:1, 65 62 

Source: Corr,puied from N,innesota Journal of the SenatP, 19~5-I 
and N, i nnesota Jcurna I of the House, I 9Li5·· 1969. 

It hc.d beeri h pothEsizEd Hwt thF /!\1r1nesota political process 

CCU! bF l VI 

modifiEd one party st?tPs. After 1955 it should be two pBrty 

compEtrt·1ve .. Sench::. caGcus conf! ict rfsponds o:3 one wculd c>~.cecL 
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Caucus cordi ict incr2asEd boH1 in intensity and frcauz,ncy. Th 

se did not fol low the expr=:ctec1 pcJHcrn Conf !ict frequency 

cci-ual ly dirninishr,d. Con fl ici intensity incre2:scd only sl 1°!Yl·!y, 

Thert:= is no rrady E; 11 a i i on for t h e d i f f c r· e n c es be t v; e en 

hf' hvo housPs The Sena h~ fo ! I ows the exnec t0d devc: I Drmu1t 

pattern Th e H ;::>us E" c! o es not • 0 v er c I I t he House d P r.7''.) r: s t r a t E' s 

b u t h c g r· Cc a t c i- f ;- Cl U 0 n C y o n C1 cJ q r· e Cl i f r i il t E n S i t \/ c_, f CD U C U S v O [- i n 'J • 

os one ,.vc;_:ld E rct from ra!kinq with the si-ate IP~~isla!ors. tv\cst 

mcinl"ained that the House was significantly mor-e caucus contr-oi lf:-'d 

then hf' nah::. This c,ppf'crs to be-: i-ruc up unti I I • E~u 1-

after that caucus conflicts became more frequent in thP Senate. 

nd t y becemc at least as intEnsiv~. PErheps form~! ncG-partis~n-

shi[J did ET, the nnorrnc'ln conflict· that one would c<pect. 

SE n c:· t con f I i c t d P v E I op€ d I ci hT th c:, n 1 ~i 1- h 2 '-: o u ::; c b F cc u sf' of t- h E 

strong informal non-partisan norms prevalent among members ;n thr 

ru! inq Conser-vcitive caucus. Thct caucus long rPtained o much 

greBte~ advantege than did any majority 0rcup in thE House. Havino 

been t down longer in thE Senate, the minority DFLFrs respondE~ 

morE stron9ly in a partis2n way as their opportunities for inf luercc 

increesed. And this might have forced the ConsPrvatives in the 

1960ts to be ~or~ rErtisan in return. 

As was cxc2cted the oi:-L caucuses have b:::en more cchesive 

thon t-hF Ccnsf'rvatives. Put again th rol I cal I votes do r,ot 

revEa! as mark2d differences as the legislators had indicatrd. After 

1957 the Senate ConservativEs wen_: usuc I ly more cohesive than the 

I IT0.31-
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iscic! inr- of HousE' DFLers ov1:::r House ConsE-:TvrJtivcs was ev1Jent 

rnuch i or.gE:,,,.. ThEt pattern was rfversrd starting in 

1ncrEes0d soci • -Economi ~evFlopmEnt ~nd party co~petition 

1- :=:ccount for i ncrec:s i ng pdrty conf Ii ct in the SEncit-e. ''h t 

other fectors serm to be associated with chEnqcs in ceucus 

cohesion? Studies of lcgisl2tiv0 02rtics hevE suo7estec that 

uubH-na·ior•;al con'rrol, majority-minoriry stc,tus 2nd sizE of the 

inncsota docs not appe2r to bo associated with any of thEse. 

See Table IX-3) A party that hss the qovErnor should be more 

Table IX-3 Variables fassociateo with FrequPncy of C~ucus Conf i ict, 
Minnesota Lcoislature. 

Hcusc 
DFL Governor in Qffict 
~ecub Ii c.::n Govffnor in Office Lt 
DFL me _jor it y 
C 1 • /\ • ' j l ,_'2,·/J1J onscrvo·,· 1 vc ,,1cJOl~ 1 - y LJ_,, 
11 D i vi dEEl 11 Con tro I 4-71, 
No'f- noividedn 41}{, 

==·requency of ccnfl ict is the% of contesi·EcJ rol I c:,I Is on which the. 
jority of each ceucus was opoosed. 

D i v i de d con tr-o l for· each bod y v,; o u I d b e a D FL Gov er nor w i t h a 
ConservativE majority or a Rcc-,LJblican governor with a Dr-:.·L r;1ajorit:1. 

cohesive to orcmcte his program. J\ pcr·tv with the leciislativ€ 

jority should h~ More cohesivE to promote its own 8ro9ram. When 

control is divided, confl let should increase over contrasting 

nroqrems. Th0 Senate shows a very slight tendency for higher 

confl let with a O~l governor and divided control. (One and the 

1 Put h d; f -f Er· nc i :::; not an-=:,:. t. 
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Th0re are some relstionships bEtween these factors and 1n= 

ens t t y o f cc u c us con f I i c t . Con iT o ! of t h E q o v ET nor sh i p i s no t 

__ soc atEd ith qEneral caucus cohfsion Conservativ~s Bnd DFLers 

r- act diffcTently to hcvinq a qovErr,cx of simi l2r pEr~suc'sion. This 

aonl1es . ; ' 
\V i T n soecic:,l force to th The Ccnset-_Vc31-; v0 s 

become markEd!y more cohEsivE when a DFL governor holds officP. 

The same is true for i·he DFL caucus. This would seem to SUC]q0st_, 

but net prove, thet D~Lers unitr behind their governor, Conserv-

etives against him. Republican governors elicit no such stronq 

react on frcr. Either caucus. Majorii·y as oprosuj to minor-ity 

Table Intensity of Caucus Conflict, Minnesota LeqislaturE, 
19t5-1970. 

C' r n J\ -r t H 0 u C' F J ,J 

Al l Cons. DF1._ Pl I Cons. I --- ----
Have G-ovr r- r,oi" 55 ~8 65 61 58 
Not GovE.:rncr 57 67 51 t\r> 

\.,C.. 60 

f:\3 jor it y 55 55 63 61 
11f, i nor ty 56 r-/ 

)0 60 5~ 

DividEd con1-ro ! / / 67 6r 68 68 00 , 
Not D vided lB 48 51 6c, 56 

GovE.-rnor- + /;\a j. 48 L:.8 60 58 
Non-goverr:01~ + lta j. 67 67 T--C 73 
Governor + incrity 65 (,r:; 

'./ 6L~ 60 
t ✓ on-g()vernor + Al' 

,-: r n • 51 51 58 52 

Jd I f;qure-s ,f'fer to avt= ra9e cohe s i or";. 

c,;::-L 

63 

67 
63 

65 

DFL governor is considered to be closest to DFL caucus; Reoub: icen 
governor- considf'rEd to be closE'st- i'o Conservative caucus. 

stai·us makes no gr Eat ci i ~ ferf'nce In the Senate. : 1ne finds some 

s Ii tE ncy (r--:,r the HousC' mcjority caucus (Esr:, cic-~ll/ Con-• 

servatives' to be more cohesive, but this is smal I •. Divided 
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centre I governor of ~ifferEnt persuasi6n from the ma dy 

caucus) c us~s greeter di ffErrnc~s Thr Hous0 does not respond 

to this f tor to the same degree es does the Sen?te. But th 

Conservat ve caucus does shew? marked sensitivity to a division. 

ThE lnn2r-relationshio bct½een gubernarorial controi, 

rna ity control, tnd cnhesion 1s a com81ex enc. 

1nncsote, IFg1slativ0= caucuses ri1uste-r t·hp grEoi·est unity in 

fa c i n q c n o 0 o o s i no CJC v fC r nor t1 hen t hat caucus hes a m,:J i t y 

But they show thE seccnd most discipline whfn they have the 

aovernorshio ~nd ar~ in a minority oosition. Minority Haus~ 

caucuses show some discipline when the gov~rnor is cf asimilar 

oosition ut the intEnsity is not fF-eaL The wors1· position :s tc 

be withou either thF majority or thE qoverncr, a clcss 

situation. In summary~ N\ i nnesoi-c, I Eg is I ct i ve caucuses show the 

greatest u~ity.when they can battle the governor from a position 

of strencth But i-hey w i I I a I so cooperate 'i1hn1 the qcv2rnor can 

be used a:::, c:.i necEss,sry resou,ce if H 1 ey are in a mi nor- i ty. 

Table IX-5 Margin of Caucus Control, Caucus Conflict, and Caucus 
Cohesion, Minnesota Legislature 

~,eouency 0f Conflict 
Cohesion-Conservative 
CohFsion-DFL 
rohesion-Cons. Mai. 
Cohesion-Cons-. /1

\ in. 
Cohesion-DFL Maj. 
Coh~sicn DFL Min. 

SFN11TE 
Margin of Control 

-.719 
+.,386 
+.923 
+.,8,96 

+c923 

HOU SF 
Nargin of C0ntro! 

- • I IC 
+q ! 
+.2l3 
+.836 
- • Li.en 
+.too 
-. 

FigurFs er€ based on arman rank order correlation coefficients es 
found in Hub rt Rlalcok, Social Statistics, pp. 317-9. 



ThE E: re I c,t- i onsh; p may b e:,.~arn i ned by r-ank 01-der corre-

lat ions cmcnc, maro,1r1 of cor/rrol, fr qucncy of caucus conflict', 
11 

and caucus coh sion faqain thE Senai"E fol lov,1s C)<oeci"ed pai·l-er _, 

Th E Hou s e o ,_:: s not • The n re a t f, th e prop o, t i on o f s E' a t s on e 

caucus con I i ct The relationshio is auite strong. This rela ion-

ship was fven more marked for caucus cohEsion. The narrower the 

margin of ccntn)I, the areah::r thE coht=-sion. The House Pxoeriencf' 

contradicts exp~ctations. There: was a s I i qht neqa ti ve corre I c:-11· i en 

between mcrc:in o control and conf I ict frequency. Poth caucuses 

v1 e r e mo r- e c c n es i v e t h e s m c: I I e r 1- h e r.i c1 r q i n o f co n t r c I , b u t t h P 

relat onshio is very weak. Najority versus minority status alters 

the impact of mergin of control on cohesion The majority caucus 

the rev~rse ls true for the minority caucus There is a sl iqht 

ten~ency far cohesion to increase as its numbers dwindle. 

Cc:ucus TsscEs 

Caucus 1s not equally important 1n legisiative votin~J for-

al I issues. TherEfore 5 the rol i cal I votes Wf.TE broken do,Nn into 
12 

nineteen issue areas. Senate caucus conf! ict occurred most 

frequently on labor, !egislativE crgcnizction, nc.:tk,nal issues, 

s1-ate administration, taxes, and clEction. Liouor, law enforcem0nt, 

appropriations, local issues, and aciriculture least frequently 

became caucus issues. The same six s~ts of issues also aroused 

qreat intensity in caucus conflict. Tn addition sonw voh-s on 

welfare, health, ccnstitutional amencimEnts, local 7overnment~ 

icns prc:noh:.-::d modE:.st c cus coh.::sion. '' 1i th t·he 
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exc 2 p t on of l e ~) i s I c, t i s.r E. or ,;3 c n i z at i on b o th c au cu s Es w ErT e q u c:, I I y 

coi1<.:0 s r ve on thE, most sh2~r-p I y contested issues Si ncE the Con--

!.)rCJcnizationE1I rnattE=:rs might be expech=·d. DFI_ETS shovveci or~Ef'~fr 

cohesion en I iquor lccal maticTs~ constiturional arnendmerrrs 

health, and weif2re. This might SEem reason~ble for a group with 

and E:duca r ion. ercd to other state sFnates 1 Minnesota ceucuscs 

13 
do not appear to be extremely disciol ined. ~innEsota caucus 

cch~sion would equal oarty coh0sion in the most partisan states en 

e Ections, hEalth ond welfare, IEgislctivE orGanization, taxes, 

and stat<? adminish-ation. On most oi-hcr issues such as trDnspor-

at ion, cnforcsmcrit, fduc,-;tion, and n::hir-.::~::I resources it wc1uld 

~louse caucuses reveal a fairly hi frEquency of conf Ii ct ovE:T 

!fare, and constitutional amE-ndments. In addition, when they 

b(::come issuEs, therP is some intensity of conflict ovET approp-

rLeitionsJ b:...1sincss, health, educaticn, and state administration. 

ThE highest c~nfl ict issues would be le0lslative organization, 

nationcl, taxFs, labor, enc El0ctions. The Lj,::;use caucuses would 

hen Equal ocrty ccnfl ict in the most DcTtisan states on IE-cislativE-

14 
orqanization, labor, tBxes, and hE~lth-wElfare. They ·.vou Id 

fell bElovv thE least par~tiscn stales only on local issues and 

natGral resources. 

Caucus confi i t wiH1in House ar1cl nets· 1s c1tJi tf· siri:? iar-

, I 



n <.:: y o f cc n f I ; c i· 1 s mo r E pc r v a s i v E I n t he Ho L's F an cJ co v c r· '.::~ 

rnor issues. '''el fare and constit-ui-ional cFM_ndnwnts are more 

poucn-J- l y coni·estEd in the House. Pus i ness and cducat· iona i 

th:: s becomF of modest ccucus concc•rn in the House while ·rhEy 

Teble Caucus Voting on IssuF Areas, Minnesote Scnatr, ' -1 

Index of Cohes;0n. 
Caucus Non-Caucus 1 Caucus raucus VotEs 

ssue Votes 1/otcs Votes b,cl Cc,,-;s. 

iculturc 18 
porooriations 16 
iouor 30 

8usiness 59 
Local 26 

tura I Resol,,ces 
Constitut:00a! A~end. 10 

aw FnforcemEnt 14 
cci- ions 16 

-{fa l th 
Tr· r:rnspor rat i en 

4 
21 

Labor 52 
le o; s Io i· i ve Or gen. I I 6 
Nationc,I 
;::·ducat ion 

StatF Acmin. 
Taxes 
, .. .'Elf a re 

i see I l aneous 

12~ 
95 
17 
2 

38 
37 
97 
77 
57 
36 
19 
69 
'~-
6 

9 
15 

3 
)--t4 

l~9 
~i-9 
j CJ 

/ 

25 

16 
30 50 
2L-1 Lili 
13 ~.8 
31 60 
39 33 
3L1. 65 
17 35 
53 78 
40 65 
34 30 
85 67 
72 ~~~ 
83 71 
35 .~2 
72 84 
66 69 
~8 65 

8 82 

Source: ComputEd from Minnesota Journal of thE Senate, 

do not in the Sen,3te. Local issues occassional ly become caucus 

mat t er s i r. th 2 Sc n a i· e bu t not i n t he H 0 us E • Con f I i ct o v c r st a t e 

administrati~~ showed thE clearest contrast between Senete and 

House behavior. Caucus di soutes were fc.:r morF ··perv::is i ve and 

53 

intense in the Senate. This deviation can be traced to the S2nate 

oowEr to confirm qubernatorial aopointees. The DFL aovernor cculd 

over such appointments arose. 
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The kinds c£ issues that prEcipitate caucus disputes have 

no i· r e rn a i n E d co n s t ::in t • (~ F n e r a ! I y i· h E n urn b er c f s u c h i s s u P s n a s 

ncnased over timE. From 19Li5 to I only two or three issu£s 

a sEss I on cou I rE'a ! I y be designated caucus i ssuEs in the Senatf:-

Table IX-7 Caucus Voting on Issue AreasJ Minnesota Houts, 

Caucus 
Votes 

Index of Cohfsion 
Non-Caucus % Caucus C2ucus Vohs 

Issue Votes Voh::s 

,icu!ture 30 Li I 36 
prooriations 31-1 1? h5 66 

LI quo1- 58 86 L~o 31 
Busir:ess I IL1. I 19 49 55 
Local 50 100 33 52 

tural Qesources Li2 89 32 39 
or,st i tut i oni" I PrnEnd e 32 22 60 71 

Lew Fn forcemEn t 38 71 35 h6 
I ect· ions 30 10 75 6L. 
t=-alih 0 1r 38 / :J 

T1-2rnsp0rh:1t ion 2E3 70 29 
Lebo, 86 C, 91 75 ./ 

Le~1,slative c·kq. lL-1-9 35 81 80 
N?itiona! L~O I.--) 73 

ducci· ion 40 75 ~35 
c:;i"a t E fadrnin. 68 70 Li9 
Ta;(es 127 56 69 
'f,12 l f ar-e 5r, c_ 23 69 

iscel laneous 18 22 45 

Source: Computed from Minnesota Jour"na I of the HousE::, !9~5-1 

Usu a I I y th i s i n c I u de d con f I i c t ow r i E' ~ i s I a t ; v e orcrn n i z a 1· i on and 

national problems. In other words caucus became relevant mainly 

59 

'7 l 
I I 

e? 

on structural matters and for issues that might appeal to partisans 

that existed within caucus ranks. Less freouently, labor and 

taxes could be included within this group. Caucus conflict became 

most far reach i nq from 1957 to 1966. The Senate th2n did not 

Exactly fol !,:Jw 1-1,e resoonst: pattPrn re c-han,1inci 



that had beEn orEciict~d. The DFL governor in I di c! not i mrnE'O-

iatcly CTE:oi-E intEnse confl ici· CaucusEs became most re!evant 

as po! icy makETS in Govn-nor F·1~eernan 1 s second or third term 

Legislative organization, labor, statE administration, and taxes 

ys caucus issues at this point. National, appropriations 

elections, and 'NElfarE became issues a!rnosi- as frequE-:nt·ly. Durir1c 

admin strations hfaded by DFL gcvErnors, Scn~te caucusEs rEspond~d 

to social and party-as-qroup issues just as e party would havFo 

Howevei~, caucus conf Ii ct c']a in broke from the pn::d i creci pattern 

in I nd 1969. Taxes and legislotive or~anization remained 

major issues. 8ut labor, welfare, and nctional concer·ns dror:, out 

to be rep!eccd by local and busin ss issues. This may reflect th~ 

qi- ow i n g me fr c po l i t an i n f 1 u enc E' w i t h i n the do m i n a n t Cons 0 n; fj t i \/ e 

caucus (.sincE rnfrny local issues 'NETf.· rnch-opo! ii·anJ 

As has a lr-eady been indiccJted Hcuse Cc;ucus conf I ict doE:s net 

show the predictec changEs over time at al I. The number of 

different caucus issues in any given session rEmains almost constant. 

Confi ict did becomE more widespread in the 1951 and 1959 sessions, 

en dynamic governors were fEucing with legislative leedersi-1ip. 

Disputes over legislative organization, labor, and taxes remain 

absolute constant- H1roughout. '.VE'lfarE, business, national, ancl 

stat0 ddministration are also constants, albeit on a more muted 

;:::.n 
1,....,1; 

level. Appropriations and constitutional amEndments becam2 caucus 

matters durin9 the Youngdahl and Freeman periods. Elections aroused 

caucus passions on a semi-regular basis from 1959 on. 

11. URi=W,!-F~URAL C00!FL TCT 

Cc! u c u s c" f f i l I c, 1- i c n ; s no t i- r·1 E on ! \/ f a c t or t h a t m ci y b P t , s ci 



E>:p!ain rol I ccil l voi-cs. ThE' urb2n un-11 divis;on has been 

another- fac or commonly considered in writinq:-3 on strite leqis-

atures In some states the lcgis!~tors perceivE this as b~inq A 

rr,ore in:portcni so1...1t-cE of conf Ii cl- than oc:rtv. 

non-partisan system, one wculd ex2ect latent urban ural diffEr nces 

o come to the fore as a basis for factional ism at least on some 

ssuE·s~ This shoulci Especially be lhe casE in M\innf-:::::C;ota as both 

ca u cu s e s con tcJ i n s ; ;J n i f i ca n t po r t i ,:::ms o f b o th u r· ban a n d nK c: l 

f'gisl2tors., 

Urban-Rur I Votino 

Ur b a n -n, n3 ! c ; v i s i on s ha v e not t) E en ab s E n i" i n t h E M i n n so h:' 

J~gislaturt' 

Egislators dre defined Es i'hose comiri? from 1-hE: Twin nd 

I it-an anos. Run:-d legi::::ilators inciude ci ! I o; the: 

In the Sen~tE a ma it- y of ,each group nP.ver· one 

2;nothEr on more than one-half of tnc contestec roll ca!ls. ThE 

most frequent conf I ict occurred in 1965. The least cc:me in 

Less than one-third of the contest2d votes in the Minnesota Senate 

ref!~cted an urb~n-rural confrontation. Neither group appearEd to 

be very cohesivF on the clashEs that did occur, although the rural 

eq is i ator-s did reach an avErage i ndE'X of 50 both in 1945 and 1965. 

0ver time both group~ averaoed in thE mid-thirties. If the some 

criteria is eopl ied to urban-rural as to party ccnfl ict, one would 

have i"o sc:y that urban-rural divisions were on a very low level., 

both in frequEncy and intensity. 

House votinq reveals very much the same pattern. The p~ak or 

conf Ii ct- \\'if' h cif fh ccnl'cst d r·ol l c I ls 
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Tab I E IX- 8 !J 1- b cH1 _ r::; u r a I Vo t i n q I n th E M i n n r sot a LE g i s i 2 t u re 

No Urban-~ 
~~ura! 

R1xa l \/c-tes 

9L6 7 24 
73 24 

I () 

70 17 
70 21 

21 
17 

1959 5h 
961 62 

1963 108 
I r) C 

55 33 
1959 10 

rcge -37· 

21 
73 

-:,r') 

_')C. 

I 73 34 
1951 72 I / 

LJ.O 

953 72 
72 

1957 72 C:: r 
7J 

1959 72 76 
i961 
963 63 

1965 7, I 
/l 

967 55 
1969 c::;c:; 

./ ./ 17 
/:.veraoE i53;;,' ~~(~ 

% Ur·ban•-· 
Ruro I 
\/otE=:s I 

.Fach gr-oup 
incJ cf 

cohesi 

SEf\JATE 

0 

29 0 

31 2 
27 I -5 
26 " \..., 

29 
15 0 

4c) 0 
Lr~ 
-f ✓ 

0 

l.+6 0 
48 2 
27 i 
12 0 
3 (1a 

H 0 u s F 

2L1;'. 0 
L,2 I 

35 4 
U1 I 

h7 I 
0 

26 0 
31 0 
27 I 

36 0 
•')0 cc. 0 
21~ I 
I I 0 
31% • T/o 

IncJex of 
Cohrs ion 

l.i6 
32 
35 
3") 
28 
38 
l;_ I 
3L+ 
~?5 
n-, 
C:) 

21 

zz 
_.l.,J 

5J.+ 
32 
-z··, 
_JC 

39 
Lil+ 
51 
l.t2 
32 
30 
35 
37 
-37 

50 
)~, 

I 

3L: 
2() 

34 
-Z7-

I 
" ✓ 

37 
12 

30 
31-" 
5T; 

37 
37 
1L< u 

22 
18 
31 
LI 
37 
25 
32 

~ ~rban-rural votEs is based on tot6! number of contested votes. 
2 1 vot£s with beth grcups havina an index of cohesion of 60 is 

based on total number of contested votes; there were no votes 
with SO+ cohesion. 

Urban lc • islators are those from districts in Twin (ities and 
Duluth Metrcpo! it2n areas 

SourcF: Comr,utecl fr-orn rol ! cc:I Is in the .Minnesota Jour·nc ! cf thF 
Sen a tE , I 945 - I 969, a n d t h 2 M ; n n e sot a Jou r n a l of t he House _, 
I 

7 
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h~vin urben ural divisions. ThP bottom came in 1969 with I I 

a1n ran.:!'/ did EiHHT caucus cJpproach even mi Id cohcsivE'nEss 

ThE ht:::, lE01sle.-;-iv2 bodies difffor very littlE. [ach he's 0xc,crly 

he ssme avf::-r-agc- freauency, and a I most t-he same i ntr::ns i t-y of 

urban-rurel voting Poth are low. 

There also aop ar to be a f2w diffErences bctwEcn thP urb2n 

In the '::;encte rura I I qi s i ?•tot~s werr:.0 s Ii 

1n0r-e cchesiv than i"tw ur-bcm. Rut differences wen=· ver·y sl ichi 

F x cc I=' t f C· r- t E I 96 I -· ! 965 s E s '.'3 i on s • Hou s e qr o u p s sh owed ju s t t he 

i-ly 

r-everse ncdterns. Urban rnernbers werE sornP·Nhat more coht::sivc • Rui 

aaain diffcrPnces between each group were relatively sl i t EXCC t-

for I -l r::n DFLErs cont,o i I Ed lhc: House) whu, the ur-ban 

qroup had rnerkedly greater cohesion. 

shifts w0re net as qreet as would be FX• Ected. 0ne w0ult exoect 

i-hat urban-rura I conf ! i ct 'l''CU Id have been grE'ctET ecT ii r· in the 

period. Caucus relationships were more compareble to a modified 

one-party ;:,itu0tion ai' the time. Oi·hET bases for legislati'✓F 

factions shoul~ have been more apperent. As caucuses become 

stronqer they should hc:1ve muted othc-r sort's of conflict. c~ui 

urba~-rural d1visions changed very little in the Senate (cxcEpt 

for 1959- i ). The House does she,,, some decline, but not at ::1 

very stEc1 rate, as time qoes on. There are differences betwEen 

the pre and post 1955 periods, but ag6in these are not marked. In 

the Senate frequency of conflict aci-ual ly rosE sl iqhtly. Urban 

cohesivPness declined. Rural cohesiveness incre sed. The House 



Tab IE Urbcr,-=:ura! Ccnflict :n /v\innesohJ Leqislah.;r-e in 
Histcrical PFricds 

S F ~~ P- T F H O U S F 
Averaoe Index ver,"·qc Incle>< 

% Vot s of Cohesion 
Urban-qural Urban Rural 

945-54 
I 

~ Votes of CohEsion 
Ud::,2:,;11-Rur a I 

37 
39 

i ,r; 
L+'-·-

Source: Comouted from Minnesota Journal of the Sen2te, 
an~ Minnesota Journal of rhe ~ousE, 

Rural cohesivenes~ dropp~d sharply Ur-ban coh es i vP n f ss i ncn2 a sE: c1 

s l i gh i· I y .. 

Degree of control also fai Is i·o E:xplain urbcn=•rural ccnfl ict. 

The rural group has always enjoyed 2 majority 1n both houses. But 

this ma rity droop2d from in by One rn i 

Fxpect that as thE urb~n group came closer to gaining control, 

conflict wculd increase. /Is lonf; a5 they had a tiny minor-it-y i"h 

could not hooe to influence vctes on the floor. And one wa1ld 

exrect that issuEs ooposed by thr rural grcup would never reach 

;.. 
i 

thE flocr anyway. This doEs not aopear to be the case. There 

would appeEr to bE no relat-ionshio at a! I in the St:ndE:~ The smc! l 

relationshio that exists in the House reverses expectations. The 

closer the uroan group came to a majority, the less urban rural 

conflict existed. 

Table IX-IC M~rgin of Rural Cortrol, Urban-Rural Conf I ict, and 
Urban-Rural Cohesion 

Freoucnc1., · f Conf I i ct 

Cohesion- Rural 

Senate 
Margin of Control 

I 
,. I 

.078 

Haus~ 
Marg in-~Con t-r~c I 

- • l C ::i 
-. 119 

Figures ar~ based on SpEarman rank order cor~elaticn coefficients ~s 
found in Hubert Hla!cck, Social Sthtistics, 5p. 317-9~ 
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If onE comoarE0 S caucus to urbcin-r·ur-s ! impact, it bE:comes 

appar~nt that the former is far more si9nificant both in frEquEncy 

and intensit Th urban-rural fee tor has only a w2ak inf luencc~ 

Caucus h c s 2• u 1- i I i y a s cJ t I cc s t c mod fT c t- e exp I an r t er y f e c 1 or-

The diffErentiai bEtwcen i'h2 two intensity} or ' . 
CC~1CSI en., 

s even more rnarked than that on fr-cquency. This becomes esc c i cl I y 

appa1-ur'r on ihe most ir,rensive votes 

urb2n and rural qroups rEachinq a cohesion of 60 or dO arE extremely 

rare Cauc:.;ses do nci" reach that point cf intensity oHen 

thEy do sc ;5 tl~es as frequently as urban-rura! groups in t~E 

Senate, and 19 times as frequently in the House. Caucus voting 

s always b-2cn mor-E impor-tant numerically than urban-n:1-al votes 

;n i-he House The s2me holds true for cchesiveness. SincE caucus 

impact rivE1is it 1n E:-at-liE-r sessions. There WETP morE, urban-rurr;i 

votes in The nroportlon of votes werF the same in 1953 and 

1955. Urban 2nd rural factions were es cohesivE as caucuses in I 

/\nd they v1ere aboui· c1s cohesive : n 19li9 and 195 l. 

Some vctes were both urban-rural end caucus votes. If al~ost 

all DFLers wEre urban and Conservatives were rural, a ~er feet caucus 

vote would oroduce an ruban-rural vote. And the ccnverse is true. 

In such cases an aoparent caucus or urban-rural vote may be merely 

a by-product of a more severe conflict between the othFr grouoing. 

Most such overlaop]nq votes reveal a higher cohesiv0ness within the 

caucus.. ror this reason the urban-rura I influence is probably 

ovErstatEd by Table IX-8. The increased urban-rural voting from 

1-! c n prcb bly be explained by thF mere frequent caucus 



Tnb I e D(-1 I U1-bc1n~~qura ! Vol i nq" By Issue Areas ,\\; nncsota Senat 
-1 

f✓urnb ET 7,'. ui-ba n­
PunJ I 

Index of 
Cohesion Ur· ban-Pur-a I 

\/otES 

Number· [\Jen 

Ur-ban Rural 
\Jot es Vo Jr cs Rur 

'lricultur2 
poro'.Jr i at ions 

Liquor 
Business 
Local 

r ResoUt C'::'S 

Cons .. /\me ncJ. 

La w F ri f or-c crn E n t 
! cc i· ions 

Ht:a!th 
Tran~eort-a·:- i en 
Lcbor 
Lcais Or'._l n. 
i\lat i ona I 
Educetion 
St c t· e I¾ elm i n .. 
T cD<E s 
'-'e ! frw· 

1/. i sec l l c:nE-ous 

30 
13 
21 

21 

17 
IC 
12 
12 
4 

l I 
L7 
83 
10 
22 
77 

18 
3 

28 
39 

!02 
105 
65 
h3 
19 
70 
18 
6 

51 
19 
76 

8 
46 
98 

100 

2i; 
,./ 

18 

32 
lB 
12 

25 
ID 
28 
33 
29 
36 
Li-5 
I 

25 
27 
17 

21 
SLi. 
IC 

Sourc1:-:: u t E d fr cm The .Jo LW n a l of t h e N i n r1 0- ::, o t a S Hi a i E· 5 

clashes. Lower urban cohesion at this time can bE attributEd to 

the fact that the urban delegation was more evenly distributed 

I :: 
../ 

3l 

16 

iL 

betweEn the two caucuses. The rur~! delegation was associated more 

closely with the Conservative caucus. Eased on simi l2r n:asonin(J, 

urban House cohesion orobably increased from 1955-1961 because 

most urban deleaates caucused with the majority DFL. Rural cohesiv~-

ness droppE'd sharp I y because that qroup -..vas split betweEn th€ two 

caucuses. 

Urben-Rural Is-sues 

s was the case 1,v i t h ca u cu s vo t i n g , the urban - r u r c I i n f ! u enc e 

is not unif for l l i.s:::;ue arfas. Si·uciies in oth0r stai' s incic If' 

that urb2n-rural I ines become most sharply drawn over taxation, 



Tcble TX:•ml2 Urhcrn-Ru,01 Voi-ing, By Issue far·eas, t\r\lnne:-;ofa HousP.; 

1945 1970 

r•~umber NumbEr i\Jon st Urban- Index of 

Urban-Rural Urbrm-Rur a I Rural ., f • (o,es1on 

Issue Votes Votes \/oles Urbzrn F?.ur- a I -
------ .._,...,__----=--

9r i cu I hn-e 25 46 70 
iations :7 59 22 33 

Liquor l.;l-1 100 2;1 32 
Rusin ss 59 174 35 
Local 38 I 12 25 L~3 
Nc:1·. Rt:sources 2L~ 107 .1 [3 ~r-

57 
Cons . lme nd. 21 33 Lio 53 
La·,,, i::nfcrct:rnent 28 81 26 32 
r1 cc i~ ions IL-1. 26 j5 37 
Health 6 le 25 39 
Tr~n'.::,poi-tat ion I I 87 I I 43 
Laber 51, 

'-+ 41 57 33 
IS. Organ. L6 I 2Lr hB 

l\,Ja t- 1one1! 27 28 19 31 
EdL:cat ion 26 89 23 37 
St2i·e lc!min¢ 36 IC2 26 30 
TcXtc'S 72 l I I 39 29 I 

1'1e l fare 20 56 27 36 
isce! lar:cous I l r:io 

C/ 2e 1+3 

Source: The N\inn sota Jout·nal of i-he House, 1945-1 

·wElfcre., labor, school aids, housing, ut~ban renewal, mass tn1 nsit, 

hi y location, and regulatory authority for cities. Addit;on-

a I I y some specific issues di r~ect I y inf I uencE the urban ancl rura I 

blocs as intErest groups. These include colored oleo margafine; 

day I iqht savin?s time, and IPgisle1tive reapportionment. Table 

IX-I I shows the intensity and fr2quPncy of urban-rur6l clashes. 

?O 
'-/ 

31 
25 
28 
L5 
r:;o 
j 

26 
28 

31 

24 r,,, 
C:0 

3-;,: j 

31 
3) I 

The two grouos have majorities oooosed a majority of times on four 

ssue areas: aoriculture, labor, IE-gislative organization, and 

national. In addition one finds relatively frequent disputes on 

elections, health, statE adminisi-rat'.on, and welfare. However, it 

is lre::rr,ely difficult' t fine eny issue area in wi:ich be.th bloc~, 

are even moderatEly cohesive. Urban legislators were cohesive on 
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iculiurc,I issues bui' rural men WEXe not Rurul de!e<1ait0 s 

co h F s i , ; e on I e 9 l s I o t i v c or· 1 u n i z a t i on bu t LW b n nJE n we r· E not 

Same cohEsiveness shows up on the fev 1 0ducation issuEs thai· SDI ii· 

r-:e qroups. T2xa1·ion, i-ransport·ai·ion, lcbor, anc! fecal issue:::. 

did not fol low thE oath::-rn expected. '•'elfcrE' and EGUCc:ticr did SC) 

1n only a moderate wey. ~nd if one compares urban-rurel votina to 

b I s it becomes c !e::r· that caucus hcc r1or i rnr,aci· on a I! 

but c icultura! issues. 

Much the s2rne st-or~y o:JDE'cTS in the House. ur-bc=rn-rui~a I di ff 

rences ar~e in the r1e jority only on l2bor issurs C'ther issues 

ere the divisions appear with some quency are nEtional, 

cons itutional amendments, and texes. Rut only on ccnstitutiona! 

amendments wi I l one find both (Jroups with even a mode:rote conesi,~,:n. 

Urban lec1islator~s appec:r very cohesive on aoriculh.ffol issues_; but 

he rur2i mEn are not. In fact urban le1islators are marE coh2sive 

on a I I but four 1 ssucs: ac,propr i at i ens, n2tura I t~cscw·ces, stale 

Edminjstration, and texes. Put except for agricult-ure and !Eois­

ative organization, both svoups an: simi !ar!y cohesive in ec:ch 

areae 

The urban-rurc1l influence hos not e.!vvays been so weak on all 

issues. Urban-rural divisions WEre frequent on a1riculture, con-

stitutional emen~msnts, and educaticn in thE pre-1955 Senate Frcm 

955-1962 the urbc:1-rural factor riractica! ly diseppean'd on br·oc-:d 

ssuc areas. Tt re-emerqed on agriculture end., to a lesser extent, 

we! fare issues efter 1963. Rut in the House it has never bEen more 

than a soori."'idic considrrat-icn. There sern,s to have bren s1 is]f-1t ly 

t i ,; i t y t:, r- f on: in the House. This 
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specially tr-ue c:, const itui'icnal amendments, leuisldtivE: orcic1n­

zation and taxEs~ 

Ur-ban-n.1n,I diffcrE-nces do hcvE- scrnc: rnecnin~. Bu/· they are 

not reflEctcd in broed issue c0teqories as is th case wlth c~ucus. 

They must- be sounht fer on mor-e specific bi Ifs. (Table IX~,13J 

The ha r- cl c or P u dHrn - 1- u ,- a I i s sue s ma y b E d i s cover E d by f i n d i n q a I I 

r·ol I cal Is wiih mcijor-ities opposEd. Th0n el 1minai·e ft-om i~hat 

hose rol I cal Is on which caucuses were also ooposed 6nd had a 

highEr cohesion than the urban-rural grouos. This leEves 175 

13;Enc::i-c urban-nn-al r-ol I cal Is, about !3 oET session. If one siHs 

these do,;"-: to the rol I cei Is where: both delE'.Jaticns had at least 

a modest (LO+) cohesion, cnly votes re rr: a i n • Th E· s E c Ent re I 

issues consist of taxes (8), re0u!?tion of oleo margarine (7), 

schco aids (6), dc:yl i ~ saving~, tlrnE: (5), !EgisL=1i-ivc reapport·io:--1-

n t ( 3 ) , and t he r E s i' s c <"' n ere d ~ Those i s s u E- s th a t· 1, ,; E:T e LW b cF, -

r u r a I bu 1· l e s s i n t E' n::: c i n c I u de d i n a d c i 1- i on l ; quo r , bu s i n e s s , l o C.:' I 

laws, and natural resources (See Table IX-I~) 

Urban-rural issues in the House w12n: quite similar-. Only 

I 92 r o I I ca I I s ( I 5 p e r s e s s i on ) co u l c be c I ass i f i e d as u r b 0 n-• r u r c I • 

About 45 wEre intensive confl lets. The more intensive issues 

includ~ rEaooortionment (14), taxEs (8), day! iqht savinqs time 

, ! iquor (3), and a scattering of others The !PSS divisive 

issuEs include the prEceeding areas plus r·,qriculture, business, 

foca ! , and nctura I resources3 The on I y rea I difference between 

the Sen~te and House would be that reapoortionment issues stirred 

more ccni-rcversy on the House flocr. Educational aids wen less 

mportcn in i-r1f House. 



Tab! Cc r Ur b a n -F~ u r a I I .s s u es , l/\ i n n E:' soi· a L c q i s l a t u n:: 

No. p· , __ , I l Is Ur-ban Number of \/oh: s Number- of Votes 
Rural t,\fJ it j f_S with Both Groups Both s -r· 

Oor)OsEd Lio+ Cc.hr:,:, ion Cohf'sion 
Se r,c, t House Senai'e House Sc na te House ----

18 6 
19 17 
17 15 
9 9 

IL 10 
15 7 
9 17 _, 

16 2Lr 
/ 16 0 

20 24 

7 2 
I 3 
5 3 
L.J 3 
0 _? 

2 2 
2 

3 8 
I 4 
8 I 

-~--
2 
0 
2 
I 
0 
I 
0 
0 
0 
0 

0 

I 
I 
0 
0 
0 
2 
0 

13 IL+ 
I 

4 I 4 965 o 
11..i 25 I 

5 12 0 
L.J 

I 
I 
0 

I 
0 

Bi I Is ith Urban-Rural ma ity ooposed excludin0 those on which 
caucus ma itics ~ere also ooposed ~nd the caucus had a hi~hcr 
cohesion then thE urben rurel gr~u • s. 

Source: The Journal of the ¥innesota Senate, -1969, The 
Journal of the MinnPsota HousE, i -1969. 

Fvcn though the Minnesota legislcture showed conflict on sorne 

tradii'ional urbcn-r~ural issues, in most cnsEs thE two groups so lit 

on only a minority of rol I eel Is in Each issue arE2,. Only day Ii t 

savings time and oleomarqarime could be considered consistent 

urban-rural issu("'S. Tn addii-ion state educ2tiona! aic✓ s in the 

Senate and reepoortionment 1n the House became issues f~irly 

frequn1t I y. F)u~ even the reaprort i onr:-,E?nt issue was morf' of a caucL's 

matter~ PeforE the 1959 session the urban-rural groupings did 

appear to be more cohesive than caucuses. But from 1959 on both 

state legislative and Conaressional re2oportionment wEre strictly 

Cc1UC'.JS issuFs en th fl nor. Cne should rfrnernbEr that relic 11 

voting does not- revEai the full Extent of possible urban--rural 



Table 1X-14 FrequEncy of Urban-Pura! VotE:s on Proheble Urban­
~ura I Issues 

Issue 

I eomarr::cT i r:e 
Ii i- Savings. 

State L~qis. Reaopor 
RE' a D 'J 01- t i on rn en t 

Ta><es 
··e I farF 
Labor 
fduc~~iona! State Aids 

PH' FdL:cat ion 
ighway tccction 

Housing 
Urben RedeveloDmcnt 

tro Ha:::.s Tnrns it 
;irst Class Cities 

Urban­
Rur-a I 

15 
iO 

7 
0 

21 
l+ 
5 
9 
9 
I 

I 
0 
I 
6 

!) ' ,-,u re. 1 

l i 
26 
5 

117 
22 
5L~ 
10 

33 
13 
3 
3 
5 

28 

Sour- c e : Th c Jou r n a l o f t he .1' \ i n n es o t c S Er'l 2.:1· E , 

o f th e M i n n r so t a Hou s e , I - I 969 ~ 

H O U S E 
Ur-ba 
Runi I 

9 
16 

9 
19 
3 
Lr 
0 
8 
l_~ 
0 
0 
0 

9 

1969J 

:✓ ot Ur b c n•" 
Rur-a ! 

2 
2 

Li-2 
2 

186 
l ,o 
-l/ 

108 
21 
70 
15 
7 
5 
/ 

b 

50 

ThE .Jout-nc l 

conf I ict. D1visicns may 2,rise ove1~ issuE:s 11·1 Committee of the \VholE 

or slanding ccmmittEss. t!,ajor- urban-•rural battles mcy be wc,d,ed 

out bcforE:· the floor stage. /.lsc, n1any poh:ntial !y divi~:ive issues 

might not have ev~n co~E up because of orEconderant rur~I control 

I1I. Ct(T0RS IN MINNFSOTA LFGISLATIVF vnTING 

The fin21I QuEsticn to be E'xamined is the:- ovETal I imoortance 

of the two principle explenatory factors. Taken toaethfr can ceucus 

and urbc:n-rut-,;I r1Fcisions account fer- most of the con~ested rol 1 

ca Ii votes? To rnea~un- rh is a ro I I ca! ! is counted as a caucus 

votF if a majority of one caucus was opposed by a majority of the 

other c,::1ucus. If <2 rr1c:jurity of the urban delegation was opposed 

t r,c m2 

the cohesion of these dclFgations w2s higher than that of the 
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procedur·e s used tc celcu!ate urban-rur VOTES. 

n the Senate the two fcctors do arcount for? me ity 

'i of t he tot c I vo t cs. "u t 0 f i· h E C a UC US VO t C C c n n O t f_) e 

Exo!cined i thcr And somE cf the urben-rurel o~ caucus votes 

(esp cc i a I I y 1.vh c n co he s i c n i s v E r y I o '-'-i) m c y \'./ E I I b E cK c i den t c I 

by-c1,-ociucts of oti1ET forces c;cnerc1 l I y, caucus is far mor·e 

mocrtant than the urban-rur?I factor both in frequency and intEn-

sity. Only cqricultun cou!d unquestionably be cal lee c:in u1"'bcn1-

---~--.----
Tab !E IX- 15 rat 1ve In,f)c1c i- of F;_.c.,ci·crs on Issues~ Minne:;ota 

SE nc.., -t- e, 1970 

f~O. of Votes '!'/ i H, r.,Jo • of \Joi-es 1th 
Both GnJ11ps -· ,J.. C Both ~--,;roups + 0 Cl l 

Urbann• --·-.,------ -----
lSSlJ~.:; Caucus Rural Clther '=<ur·a 1 ------ ----

L 26 19 ~~ 3 0 
16 3 36 8 0 3 0 

L ; quor~ 23 i7 31 L,f 0 0 0 
eusi ness 51 15 71 :z, 0 I 0 ./ 

Loca I 10 61+ L~ 0 I 0 
L Res. I I 3-z j I 0 0 C; 

Canst Amend. 10 7 20 2 0 () 

Law tnforce. 13 10 61 0 C) (' u C 
F lcct ions !Li J Q 8 0 3 / 

HE-a Ith 4 I 5 2 \J l 0 
Trunsp .. JO b 36 l 0 r, :) / '-' 

LoL)or~ 47 5 9 /"'\{-, 

0 I,.-., r, c~_ --~ IC. ,J 

Le j s. I 12 JO 29 0 85 () 

> ✓ at i onc:1 j IL I 5 0 3 
~. 
<..) 

Eduec0 l ,on 15 17 31 ' L;. 3 
SL Adm 1n. I 15 10 Li r, 90 C ..J 

TaxEs 72 IL~ L;.o t /' 
I 23 Ll.O 

"'e ! fc:re 13 9 14 1+ I I 
iscel I . 5 0 20 0 0 0 

T:--;tc:i! 587 175 627 303 8 225 3 
(Lr'd) LC.1'.':), ( 13;;) (457-~) 

S•:)unre ~ Th2 Jc; L'r~ r1 a l cf C t\ 1 r1r1E ::;.c; t c1 SenatE·, I 
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Fc'uc.st;on is the only issu1:: area :.thET rrwn ,:.1~Jri•-

caucus~ Div;sion:; on businE:ss, nation I rFsour-ces, ccm:3titui"ion 

emend~cnis, Electicns, h2a!th and Education seem tc dc~rnd one 

xture of forces. One would probably have to examine the specific 

qu s-t- ons 1n ach case to deter-mine the basis for leqis!r0 t ivc 

vc)iinq .. i\l ! but 

accounted fo here. 

C ISSUES LID throuqh 1962 ThE cau us and urba~ 

c x p I c i n e d a l 1:i G :::-;t E cu a I r , r or: or i' i c n s o f I e 0 i s I a t i v E i s s u e s tJ D t h r o u 

Frc,m 

point and caucus irnportcifiCE' incn:,ascd. /I rno 

o al issues were decid~d on csucu~ Ii s from I 

of clear i~oortancc on only on issuE - !ebor - bPforc 

The urban-rur ! factor affEcted only egriculture and educetional 

ids qreatly. Oth~r issues orob~bly had a more fluid patt2rn~ 

Based on st2tc soc; a I dr0 ve I or,ment,, p0dy cor:--ioct it ion, end I ES] is­

let i v0 cornoetitivencss, this was to be ~xoected. Caucus divisions 

be-carnE pre;Jond2rant on f.'lcctions, la~)Or, IEoislrtivE oracnizc:tions 

The HousE' voting bE:c:trs somE resemblance to thF Senate exceot 

thc:t ti,e caucus factor is sliqht!y more important. Caucus end 

urbon-rural fectors to~ether do exol8in a majority (57%) of the 

votes. Moreover, caucus has been more important throuahout the 

entire period than tn the Sen2te. The peak was from 1951-1962 

n c:bou no ccn sted votes wer caucus ~att rs 



( or:-ioan3 ti vc a c i o f F cl c t c r s on Is s u F s , /1\ i nm so ~ a 

House, I I 970 

~1 () 0 f \/ 0 t E 5::; ')/ i t h r✓ o • 0 f Vo t s ; :n 
Both Groups at a 
60+ Cohesion 

U1-ban- Ur-bar1~ 

Both Groups .~ 
80+ Coh s I on 

ISSUE C ,3 u cu s ~( u r a I O t he r C a u c u s R u i- a I Caucus Rl,:I~ ! --- --- --- -------
oriculture 11 21 22 0 

J\ p pr op r i c t" icns 30 3 22 13 
Liquor 37 21~- 72 3 
c_~us i n0ss I 18 I 17 22 
Local 17 81 3 

L Resor;,-ces 16 63 ) 

Const. ,6 mer, c 20 7 12 4 
Lavv' Fnfcn: 111:" nt I I 6Li 9 
FI (cC ions 28 I I I 11) 4 

al th 8 2 l ! 3 
3fE.po1-t t 10n 21 5 fj9 I 

Labor 75 2 7 50 
L gis en 12' l I 4 97 
;\1ational 32 3 lO ,~r, cc 

duc,3t ion 42 7 61 !O 
S-rat Adm in. 57 0 () I l9 / 

Tc)<C0S I IB 19 :;D 
! fen 37 r;i 18 !8 

iscel I ancou s 12 e !Cl 3 '/ 

Totul f528 192 785 
(LhF;) ( I 1;0 (43J<) 361 

Sourer: The Journal -.(; 
01 the Mi nneso·ra House, 

0 
0 
0 
0 
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0 
,) 
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0 
0 
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0 
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5 

0 

I I 

0 
6 
0 
6 
0 
0 
0 
I 

7 
! 
0 

I [3 
,%. 
l2 

5 
() 
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Urban•-rura I 1nf luences hav2 stayEd si'eEdy and low (about 

the voles).. St i ! l, we I I over 4m~ cf the House votes can he 

accounted fer by neither factor that has bcEn usEd. 

O f _,, 

C 
0 
C 

0 

0 
u 

0 
0 
0 
0 
0 

C 

0 

Caucus is important on some di fferEnt issues from those in the 

Senate. Elections and welfare must be adde~ to leoislative orqan-

ization, labor·, national issues, and taxes as caucus issues. The 

urban-rural influence is preponderant in no issue area and surpasses 

caucus only 1n aaricultura! matters. Mixed inf tuences Account for 

vci"inq on c. ric:Jlture, and -l : s ,- arr:: a d rr i n i t 1- a t- i o n s 
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s udi ed ere:= rll'Ji-e irnc,s")1-tant or Ii quor, Ice 

law enforcement end tr ns Un l i k 

t j nlE 

Caucus i rnpac 1- bt--=corr:es mrn-e cl ec:r- I ·1 e f i 11(0 d or1 bu 'inc s 

2 ! cc+ ion:::-, 0 n qi !etivc orn~nizeticn fro~ - I on 

i t· s f; e ;J k on co n s J- i t- u t i on c3 I e l - l 

: orL Ii ouor- and hE"c ! th become c ucus I s-:,lV"", only 

L,t over a Ii one f i ncs Ii t·t- l er, l1 

i n f i u enc es or, r o ! I co I 1 v o t i n 1J f c, t h House a s c ex: 0 c r- ,-:_, r: t c 

Caucus rr,u d an i nC.E' re I ! " 

\/;~,' t i n Ni nn 

IE Vf:: 1 th ·:::n I y i I y 

\ivith fluid 

1! ,cts : n any 

sa 



and ,~ ionmen1 cna cd scrn,·, di 1s10np especially bP 01-e 

shou!G ric:il p11sh ccucus 11~ luE'nc:e oo fer: howevs:=:r-

ai cons au0nces might these findinqs have for Minnesot 

i,si, some issues within the gov2rnor- 1s pt~ocn--:",Pl seem 

be cauoht up :n ccucus conflict. 1he qovETno1,.. wcu!cJ have 

-'r r:, ma k e c l ! o :, c n c e· s f or- c a u c us s E n s i t i v i t i e s on i· he s f' i s s u c s , 

I! nor-s 1-vould face this considerotion 111 the House. 

aov0r-nors wculd not have thE prob!em so much in th2 s~nat~. 

1 r Ii Er qov0rncrs cou Id orobab I y bu i Id thE i r own ad hoc coa I it i en:.,, 

could expect to wcr~ ;th c fairly cohesivr cc1uc1:'.:;~ 

rt? c :::;on to wcr k w: th h; ,r. 

'N·.:rki n" 

sh:iu Id be of cert i cu I ar~ concern for Gover-:-1ors Freeman, [ i n'tT L, 

AndPrs~n and Karl Rolvaao. In addition Sovcrnor Youn 

sf: s s : on s 2 ·.r.1 cc· n s i de r ab I e con f I i c i i n t h E" Youse & 

as a major fa~tor~ Put for the most part oovernors wculd have to 

bur ld o,:'<r-i i:.:-.u lnr coa! it ions on mrl:::-:;t- ~~oecif;c i:',:sues. The sc wcu I ci 
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I • S hHH t i="~ i c r , Cu a n t i tc=:t i v e /Ad hods i n F1 o I i t ; r s , ( t ~ E 'N 'f' or k : 

/ 1 l -~red J,,. t(r;cp f, 1923). · 
2. Sc-2 i/\o!c:olm E, Juvr:I1, T!w c;tct-E: lJoislc:ture: ='ol itics :::nd 

-, 
) .. 
' il. 

~)r a Ct i Ct' 1 SEC c.1n (' Cd i Jr j or1-, FJ~:v··-Yo, 1;: Pcrncorn H OL: St < 195'9);··-
cho p ~ cT 6~ Ch,3r l es • '' 1i c11 ins, l!Pcr-ty-Po ! i 1· i cs in the Io1Nr:1 

L E o i s I cl r u re n , i n M i d w P s t Io u r n c' I o { :::i o I i t i c c I c:: c i ET, c e , XI , 
(~~b.; l ·), p.--i:36-~)7; Hu,Jh Lr::Rlanc 5 nvot·lnq-1nSta1-e S~nc·tcs: 

Pcn-ty cHid Const i tun-icy Inf I u2nCE'Sn; in 1/.idwE-st· Joutna I ::_)f 

?cl ~tica! C,ciu1u, XT11 (F(:br-ucry :969f, C'D .. 33-,.5i; mud1--::..i{ 
-rh::-· ·Nor·k in the fisld is sl_:mmar-izE:d in Thomes Dye, 'ic;1•ah::: 

LE,olslc't1v2 ·)oliticsi; in Herbe1-t ,JcKolJ anJ AE:trnci·h \/inr:s (E-.c. 

Po ! i t- i c s i n t h e ,f" rr. cT i c i'-' n c; t a t e s ( Po s t on : L i t t le _. R i- own , 

J e •'- e I I , oo ,, c i t . , p . I 06-:--- -
J cc. cit., o. 135; LeRianc, op. ·cit., p. 31:; \'. 1 icviins, op. 

C: • , D. 87 • 
. IF· 'i2 I l , OD~ C t t . 3 D, 

Dy f' ' oc . Ci t . ' D • I ss . 
The f o I l v:1 i n r: f i (l u n:, s o :-i c: o rn p ,:-:, r a t 1 v ._,, D or t y vo r I n g i n t h e 
/,mer i cc n s t a i s wen:: co I I e c 1 Ed fro rn C' y c , co • c i t- • , p • ! EJ6 ; 
Je·N1::,ll

3 
er. cit., :)r:. IIU=lll; LrSlanc,cp. cit., o., 7;l); and 

"
1 iqq1nc-:, op. cit., p. 

SEE Dr~, OD. cit., p. 
It> 'i " 

P:J 
·, . .,)l _l ,t 

186--7; LJ:F' ! ;:~ nc; cD, c; t. , r. L3. 

ll~ ~-o:~ i"lit=- cor1,puh::.tinn c:,f Spcarnmri r·ank ordci~ corr~elct-Ion c::>:---ff,~ 
1cir-:i·il' see Hubcrr 3lclockJ C:ocicl '::.tatistics, (f,lc:-w ·/o~-i<: 

I
,,-,, 
e_--: .. T: 1 i s i s a c o rn '.J i n o t- i o n ,~ { c 1 t f' n c r- i e s u ·3 2 c; b '/ L E ~3 ii-J :1 :- , o D • c I t • , 

p • Lf I , f= n d '' 1 i q q i r: S 1 0 P ~ C ; r , 7 0 , 

L 28 l fJ nc t O;J. c i L , p. 1-+3. 
L:x. Cil. 

Cd, 
,;1--,.@ 

For a summ8ry of the findlnqs see DyE, op, cit., 



s ,j 2 t e rrn i W:: h c:, v I s u cc e s s f u I a governor v.' i I l be i n 

\Vil: c:>L::::i ,- 11IF.1i a legisl3tive program is; how it is de,/i:dop,:::d; 

th~t 0ros m success. 

J_., t;reo,:::Jr i ncj tf1G GcJ\/t=:·r-11c:-t~ rs ~~~-c:c1;-~~::rr; 
------'-=-----------------·---.. ---·------· ... ~----~•--•--..... · 

Progr~m ~or~ulation 

Legislative programs spri~g from msny sOLlrc0s. And e0ch 

pa 1~ t i cu ! a r b i i I 17; a y h ave so ma n y f or c e ::-; i mp i n rJ ; n :J u p ·-:::: n i t- ·1- h 3 t 

it is impo~sible to say which is the most important. \It 

r:>:nk '.:Our-ces ,-ough I y in the f o Ii C<'/ i n9 -::-,rder; i) gtoups 2) sdrn in-

• . + • . t .L --,. \ t 1' \ I 1s:·rri, 1ve oe~ar rnen;s )) par y 4-J ~e,sona and s j·3 ff .- \ ' . ?/ Ieq1s-

f3t~rs, and 6) previous messages0 

Int2r-~5t cro;__;os cornP. 1n al I srnpr:::s and tyresQ Principa! 



unions the education lob 

coDpen:~ i i ve of first 

lve30 an1j ndersen rated them second 
,j 

i1at f'h2 gover·nor must- seek supr:,iort from, and act ivah'.? n :sts 

s private nterests Ea ch ha s a s r r, c i a I I e g i s I a t i v e f r· i ~.:: n d 

When work:nu in concert t 
2 

can be invbluab!e 

formulation indirectly 

s Se z in I foun~ 1hat administr3tiv2 agencie~ res3rdcd 

islai"ive 
) 

surport -

ranked above gubernatorial s 

Seitz a I ~;o 

session 

lob ist consui suppc,rt 

t or arlnini trBt v 0 program 

' , . 
J{Jff:lr;1~ 

o the ,\ndersen pe,~iod, Seitz'::: w::rk pr·obably over•~eniohasize~ 

conf i nr: 
c::-) 

forcE·~/ 

t volume o' proposals u~udl !y 0rigin~te with n 

oromisina recQrr~endations 
'.J 

rtrnent~ as of second~ry imoortancer 

n 



'<~?, 

I. 

mental oal icy~ The extent of this iwpact is uncleare A 

majority of department heads felt that the governor's objectiv0s 

w,:=~re in-1porh:1nt, and that he should be consulted$ /;\osi" V/ould not 

actively oppose a governor when he has strong feelings~ Howeve~J 

6 
depc:irtm?ntal bt 11::v 

Third in importance as a source is the party, particularly 

initiativ~sa Party has becoGe more significant as a source in 

recs-nt- ye~r-s. tJut even so, onl'/ Gover·nor '~evande:t~ ,-el led upon 

it as a number one source, and ·1-1~is vv0s largely in 1967,. By I 

b8th departments and groups. Governor· Andersen mentioned the 

party f>latforM mostly ~s an 3ffsrthought. For earlier governors 

part·y was even iess :3ignif lcant because ci the vi:-ul-2nt non-

part i S3 n ! 29 is I at i ve at ·j· i 1· udcs. In any case Governcr~s Youngda h I 

and Thye represented only one wing of a party not very strongly 

organizede Governor c. Elmer Anderson may have relied more on 

por-ty (€::specially for ,:rni·i-crime legisl,;:ition), but he als0 

supported much unfinished business fram the Youngdahl era. t.-ro. Ir,,,_.,. 

too presided over a factional ized organization. Governors up to 

the present day have always found some emb3rrasment in pushing a 
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of the governors total orogram ~sme directly from his own ideas 

However Governor n 1 s rec I !~ct ions do not 

exactly bear th s oui- Governor l.evancler 1 -s adrninistr·a \on rc!nksd 

se!f initiative about t ird At !east· he heiped set up thr-j iask 

for~ces that deve I oped pa ty p1-ogr·3rns But he him~elf said J-i·:i:.ii· 

efforts about hird, just above p3rty influence Gc)vernor· 

Andersen expressed the greatest self-a 1· ion.. He s i- a; e d 

flatly that he ttempted no un1 iatera! per"sonal is 

task was to co ate i Gs frsm o~her sources and shape up a 

ba I anceJ 1Tog s f·o hi 

thaf hsve I it-t le other suppnr·t S:Jch as th,::: 

program started with others Se~stor Harold Schu!t2 (DFL) summed 

up the- I eg is i at i ve view when he ss id Hiat the governor" of ten 

picks up good bi I ! s ( i .. e .. , po I i t; c3 l l y oopu i u r) that or; g i na t ed 

with legislatm-s,i: Several !egislat:::rs voiced resentment over 

Governor Levander's t3ctics in this regard. They alleged that 

hE. would 0 adopt 

Perhaps H1 is resentmeni" was heightened by the low va I ue 

that most governors place on legislative sourcesv Rolvaag men-

tioned IAgisiators not at al I. Neither did Freeman. l noma~.3 

Fl inn indic~tes that although legislative leaders met with the 



the am succe ions And a lmosi half of these were un-

welcom(, suqgesti son t a i tsr~nst ives 

f orrne,- I eg is I a i legislative sources abou third or 

fourth on a par ith previous governors programs This gJp 

between governor and legis ature on program preparation ls pa !y 

th legislators doing 

psychological barriers. fhis ln turn is reinforced 

common institutione ! seDeration Legislators particulbrly stnte 

senators pri2e thei ndence so highly that they are 

re I uctani" to oordize their own ob by a prior commlt-

ment to the governor r✓ ha t the c3use this breach undou~t?dly 

d~es not promote ~ogr~m success 

Only Elmer L Andersen even men :nned o~st pr 

that 

relied he~\'i ly 

t needs~ It m~y be ~!so that 

this reveals a short time persµectivE and a large e0c on the pari 

of the governors Sure I y n s, one· can r~ ea d t hr o ugh a I I of 1- he 

resemblance that t ey ssurne. 3ome items, such as oarty 

assistance and government reorganization, recur over and over 

because they c.onsisi-ent!y fJi I in the leg is ature" Others recur 

because few proqrams succeed :none step but must be adopted 

incr·p,nenfai ly,, E>:2.rn1ples wouid be --:;t-ate educai·ionaf aids and 

imp! i in Senator· Schultz wel i :;uniff't?d uo the le 



I 2-::,l; ve on H,; s. \ . 
.11 mii the governors 1 

t)eeri kicking ths· same ideas around for years. The flOVt:,rnor pi clc:s 

up what he considers best from past messages and the other 

sources thai have been mentioned~ 1he most he can do is 

pub 11 c i ze 1-l-1-2 issue and oush it so,>s ~ 

Gathering program ideas is only ~he first step in the 

by legL:;!at-or~s it mus-/" be-? pui in bill form .. The tooi::-; used -fo; 

this are somewh~t less diverse thsn in program initiation. 

Under·stancicib l y many of the same sour·ces 1-hai· sug~Jesi· bi I Is a I so 

Grouos, ciecartments, 3rd oarties (to a lesser 
i - r , 

E1 xrent) wi I l 

that may be pui" at the g:-wernor 1
::2 :::.':=-pc)sal, especially if their 

philosophies are compatible. Legi~lators seldom help. 

prefer to rework bi I ls within their o~n domain. 

Orvi I le Freeman utrlized perhaos the widest rang8 of 

However, he relied 0ost heavily 

13 
from his own office. He 



c: f i n.3 i fts out 

4 On J he ·:) hand Karl Rolvaag 

h:>,d been cm t rms ith A torney neral Mondale since 

L\nd he ncrned le 1 s successor Robert Martson In the 

s i- a ff con t- r i bu h'.? d he av i I y to b i I I d r a f t i ri •] f or· Gov or· nor Lev 0 n d ,:· ·-

The p re ,/ i o us '.:' e s s i o r, t h E:· n r:o ;,.c p E r- i e n c c (1 s ; a f f h a d n C) t b s en ::_:; o 

vie I I orqan i zed 

So these bi! Is wee i?ken up 

the gove1-nor 
15 

The Bi 11 /\uthor-

Fur groups 

t.,...., ~ 

'-' a ! e~J Is ! 3 i i ve 

betwetHl DFL 3nd serve t l vr:s 

success then h nc;,:::s to a l:Jrge ree c;, his abi I It-/ ~-o I ine uD 

such Key authors 

The so!ect'.8n orocess conra1ns tour ma 

I) p\::Tsonality :'2) subject specializ:Jiion 3) pari"isanshio and 

dcpei~d:r:g .)n ~i\e is3ue, session, and partisan balance. lde"d Iv 

In a 

minority~!? Us0al ly one ¼Oul~ also seloct members of the 

comm ii· tee r h .:1 t 

ly Jnders1anci the subj~ct matter~ One 



., .. 

bi s a n sh i p t h :'J t r e cl u c e s c: on f I 1 c t o v t=, r t he i s s u z::, 

Bu ly stand no chance unless the chief 

aut com2s f H:e ma 
, 18 
1iy caucus Seni~rity provides no 

abso u ea n But a s&nior legislator is more likely to be 

part f the ac 1v2 minority and a committee influential U;=:ua ! I y 

this idea! 0u horship can seldom be attained l,nd the sear-ch 

becom•t,"S rnorE:> di ff i cu it becau~e 0n I y an r ns Ider- C\..")u I c; tr·u i y knoi:1 

which legis:ators rank hiqh on the ele~ant criteriae 

fhe actua selection process used by governors has fluctu-

aled rJreatly 

I ?Ji~ i ve 

part Cbl!Cv.S 

a rnincrit-y 

Thye 

o~vn sponsors 

ing on time period party, caucu J and legis-

basic istinct ior! up tJni·i I 't'o':3 based on 

e~an a~d Rolvaag, could 

Ci i :· e Ct I y t he ecwc1J3 !e2:-,d2rship to I ir;e 

a minority, Governor 

t Conservat:ve au ~rs. Working with 

1--. house ::: , . -<O I v a a g d t o g C> m ·.Jc h f ;.-;1 r t- h c: r-· i n t- h l s 

ncLr~"-':. ana Andersen had to :3t:-ek out t-r1eir 

in bot-h 
20 

houses .. House leaders some-

times went aloGc ~ith Re • ubl ican aovernors when doing so was in 

the formers s2if irterest. This apolies wlth special force to 

Governor Thye far whom he ieadershio felt some responsibi ! ity~ 

The Senate leadership never cooperated closely j:,hl and 

Andersen did dev~lop some fairly regular suppor~ers, mostly from 

. . 21 
non- eaJersh Ip r·ank~.:3~ !-'.ar-,J l d levandei- beca'Tle the first 

I ican governor who ~ould couni on fairly steady leadership 

h2l !- 0 >< C I IJ S I V =-: i y 



0n the House !ea ship 

difference from the DFL 

Senaior Holmquist est~bl shed co0t cts 

"2 in the Senate c · The p,in•~:iole 

most bi; !s over to newer members rather than carrying the load 

thernse!ves 

Bill Oversi t 

Onci,~ aut-hors ar·e Ii ned up a good shar~e of t·l·,e go·/ernor s 

pro9r3m task is finished 

guber~nai·orial influence:, did end a: ihis point t\Jot 

surprisingly Governors Freeman, Rolvaag, and Levander ccu!d leave 

fol low up mostly to caucus membe1-se Al! Hwee met at leosi-

we;::?kiy w1rh the leadership for informai·ion E-?xchange O,i iegisi::~tiv,::, 

i n ~1 J- c r· i s i s ,no me n t s 

major~, ti cs made that unnPce::3.:~:ary., Those gover·nors v,1ho lacked 

caucus i·ies need2d more pers~nal persuasion Ne it- hei- Thye nor 

Anderson did much of this~ Andersen 1 s personal phi I 

prevented him from intervening on any but very essential legis-

lation. Undoubtedly the most active in this respect was Luther 

Youngdahl~ The Conservative leadership drifted away from him 

after- 19L~7e Since Youngdahi naci no int2n1·ior1 of accepi'ing 

defeat, he actively mst with legislators as lndividua!s and in 

gr~oups to bui Id nE:cessar~y contaci·s~ Freeman and F~olvaag enga~Jecl 

in simi !ar personal diplomacy with the majo~ity Conservatives 

And as a counterweight to lax leadershio di sci pl ine Governor 



bL: r 1· hi--ou qh his 

m 

crn ~:~t.Jc::ce:ss \ny measure so far devised appea~s to be 

Success then becomes the number of pr-ogram 

s ccepted, divided the total numGe~ of ~ositions 

The p:--incipai deficiency with this tr-:chnique is that al I 

d equally. Undoubtedly this cloe~~ not r(~f!ect 

Th9 governor m3y ~take his personal prestieg0 an soma 

',;l; t h:~_1'...J So 2'-i r,, s it erTa ti vc 

governors, when asked, ccu!d net ra 

with sny u:rtaini-y. /\ so(0cial ~;ind of l~oy issue wou!d bo voes 

invo!vi , 25 
ve1oes. Sarah McCal !y resorted to this device for 

25 
study,, Sht~ used en I y vol es on c ~tempts al v 1:>f·o 

to susra1n hi::; oositlon .. Considering the widE~ r"ange of oosii i0ns 

most gave nor~ taKe, this seems to b2 a rather narrow busis for 

1,,3.:j .,_t i~-3 impossible to us0 in ;,\:r-tH? I'/. i n-nc s,:..., 1- d 



An at empted override 1s even 

d r::• two a t 1- e rn p t s on t h s a l e s 1· x i :::: u e 

in I There c~uple of attempt during the Young hi 

sdmin siTation Bu t ·r h i s I s a ! ! Vetoes se dom used, become 

absolut2 in prac ice 

The box score met~cd wi I l be ~sed here I11it1al ly oositiuns 

were gleaned from f oubl ic documents These included 

t mess39 s (for new orograms only) 

and speci 

nev,1s papet0 ref ences t g'.::!vernors positions for each :c:e:=:s ion" 

This initial position I ;st then 

lative action 

:~; e n a t- (~ I i s 1r a i b i I l s 

includes brief descrirtio~ of eacn bi I I These bi I I descrip 

And the 

question alw~ys becc~es does the i I I ex~ctly eGbody the position 

the: b I Ii 

c! i C3 i" cl Th,2 n:~lati'..)nship became '.::l:..~arer· v1hen one knew that 

3 1J nor v-1:~1 s c, gubern::: tori a I Final I y 

was asked to cteck th 

nors Thye and e: e 1- s c n ,., 2 re n o t· ?:J v a i I a b ! e f or t h i s check .. ) 

Thomas Flinn 1 s sr provided a final I ist for ihe 

hvo ses:::; ·: ons No ciain, is made H1::1t the f in3l I is'l- includes ·rhi.:,• 



exact r ncI 

pos i 1- i 

n used 

Pt" i m,:;1r i ! y di t·ion is rn:::.: between I is!ative sJccess and 

caucus success Legislative success and 

:::::upport consi response of all memhers to the goverro~' 

etive success is caiculai d by J • • 
(j I\/ i 

pr ogra1ns ach i This is nol-

exactly he ra io bi I Is passed For· 23ch bi I! m3 coil'i"c in 

r- ams 3 ch i eve d i n c I u de c 3 3 s 1 n g l"f\ c ~= e 

b i ! ! :; -r he gov 

he De ":'ats inc I uded tr,e fa i I to oass a governor's 

progr~rn or pass ng Lln item that he o~pos~d. legislative support 

t 

is cm! y re! ! c:'"j vo 1 es ( on gr:::,v'=,: r-· 

or m0~e of hose voti 

f·!ot -:i 11 o :- ! l ca! I votes were used in <' ~ ' r I n'.J; 

So::1e b i ! l s e I i r:13ny voles" To include al of these 1,,vouid 

t3nce Df one issue in the total oros1ram 

~ votes were used for any one bi! I 

is 1,J ti 

divided ;yy al! es ~a si- on governors bi I Is From th i :i can ::0 

calculated overal I support, tha aver3ge caucus support, aversge 

support ands nort each Individual iegis!ah=1r·,,, 

T ! ·, ,:: :. n cJ e >~ :J La u cu s Su pp c r t· a n d th c In :.< i) 5 



The same se of roll cal I 

was us0d for i"his as for" legisia·l·ive support3 dui- now i h::,i-esi' 

focu:'::es on rhE:' t"espons2 of th,2 qcve,nor: s caucus i·o his pr-ogr~:-Hn, 

lhe D~L caucus was used for DFL governors the Conservative 

caucus for ubl icans. The Index of Caucus 

total caucus votes cast for the nor's position divided 

al I caucus votes cast on c0ntest0d governor's bi! is McCall y 

arJues that suppcirt does no~- rea i I y show how succ:Gssfu l -I-he 

governor was with his party. Since he is interested in pass ng 

bi I I=~ the governor need not receive suppo~ from all caucus 

So if the governor's caucus had a l3rJe m~ , he could 

tolerat2 rn:rny devianLs o:, crny given vote" The Inclex c:-f Caucus 

success is ten obt3ined by dividing the ··(;tl J of C3UCUS 

members who voted for the gov0rnor's t,'... t 

DOS I Tl 0:-"l 1-:,y 

caucus votes he needed t-o pass H1P lE:gislcJtion., Since:• a bi! I 

li1d::.d· have an abso I ut e ma jo1- it y to pa.'.-::s e i H,(:c,r· , th(' gover~nor 

wi I I need~~ votes in the Senate • nd 66 votes fr om I 96 3 on) 

mc:Jorii'y it v.,as assi,~ned 100 as the requisite p0r0 cer.t3ge af 

votes. Fol lowing McCal ly an attempt wi I I be made to explaiG 

gubernatorial election vote, primary vote, p0rty elect ion vote, 

and by the legislative seats held by the governor's caucus. 

III. P~OGRAM SUCCESS 



di c l ons have be0n 1Tic:1 6bout probab1 prog~am 

Governors should ~ank in the fol lowing order Fre~ 

Youn hi Levander, Thye Rolvaag Andersen and Anderson Th 

shou Id fa I I in the f o ! ! owing hi/ 
'I / 

Levan lvaag 

/s, n e rn i n 3 i i on o f Ta b I E'~ X- i mm e d i t s· I y re v e (~ I s i h ::rt 

GoveTnor T 

s3ful vii th 7 of h!s program passed 

ft- Lev nder- thrnugn Youngaaii i /\ndersen Freeman, F-<ol vc:FifJ and 

A.nde;-':~:cn,. The top th1~ee men shov1ed high success with rnor-0 1-han 

their bi I Is going throu [ i rn er ;'.\ n de,~ :_; a n r a n k -::, d i n t h 0 

mldd ~ with morierate success Only three governors- dci.h I 

ncl /-rn ,-son- res! ly performed .:::s 2xpccci-ecL, Thye did 

somewhai better success than cxµccted,. Or,ly Governor FreemBn 

The go~erncrs also received only moderate on ro i I 

catl voi\~~;-: As would be expected the House prov 1decl 50rnewhat 

gr·eoter suppoct than did i·he Senate,. This v.ras rwobabl 11 caused 

part ally because Governor Freeman had majority caucus support 

in the House but not in the Senate~ But the Senate 1 s tradi-

differencee Governor Levander developed by far the greatest 

support,. Governor Rolv~ag ranked on the bottom,. Guber~atorial 

sup~ort is not exactly the same thing as success~ Thye 

especia! !y hod much less suppor·t· t"h21n one would expect based on 

rn ~:•'..c;•:::-C '.:3 ndersen a~d nder 
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1 than one would predict based on tho 

received somewhat !ess support than expected 

that- Fr~E•erntH, :;1nd Polvoa f red poor-ly because they were DFL 

governorse F1-eernan di ci d we 11 in i-he DFL dorn i nated House It 

might also be signif fcant that the less personally agressive 

The more agressive ones ranked be!ow the predicted level 

Overal I success does not account for possible variance in 

the performance:: ending on the issur-: involved 

governor may easily pass large quantities on non-controverslGI 

legislation. But he may run into trouble on issues of major 

intereste Table X-2 shows how the governors fared on the various 

i8sues~ M3tters of health, local affairs, natural resources, 

Go'/ernors meet lit-1-le ooposi-i-ion~ State administra1·ion,. educ,3,.;.,, 

iion, business, welfare, and la,N enfcrcernent show mode,·aJ-e 

success At least governors win moi~e often than they fai! But 

lctloi-, i-ransportation., taxes., consti ruticnal amendments,, legis­

lative organization, and elections are highly controversial. 

Gov2rr:or~; seldom have much success on rhess-., It is of more th2i11 

passing interest that al I but one of these low success issues are 

also sources for high caucus division. State administration and 

welfare, where governors have moderate success, also fa! I into 

+his category. No issues where governors have great success are 

also caucus issueso 

Each ~ad some issues h3t g~ve him trouble tove 



; r.,•l•'.•.••·•/»'h/ 

I SS!J•~ 

He,:i it h 0-~0 
·--c~1 c;u , o--.o 

l· i on3 I 0-0 
NA~ural Resources 0-0 

iculture 0-0 
[d,__ic3 ti or, 1-0 
State AJmin. 5-0 

!. i quot- 0-0 
Business 0-0 

I fare 2-i 
l_,0 ;\lj [nforcement O~O 

Lsbor 0-2 
Transportation 0-0 
Taxes 6-3 

Is i ,y;- i ve Or-g" 0-0 
Const Amendm0nt 0-0 
Electio~s 1-0 

T/i,Bl E X-2 
Minnesota Gov~rnors' Success by Issue Area 

· Y o_u_n_s_, c--j~-4 h 1 !1. n d .:? r- ::;cm F r:~ :n.J n /\ n rJc: rs EH, r~o i v a a g _L_e_v_a_-r_i_d_e __ r-· _____ T_c_· t--::-~, ..,..,------~ 
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0-0 
31 !6 
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Source: Governors' programs conflrmsd nterviews witf1 governors. Success 
comouted from The Journ5l of th~ Minnesota Senate ! and 
The Journal of the Mi sota House 



::).! l C' :-i e m I t exp e c l i-c~ .f- 1 n d 

'!ween OF L c' n n gover ors on this t .. nd DFL qo,.1r::rnors 

p3 ·i·er-n ernerqed on other issues Governor Anderson found 

unusua I oppos i j- ion on sever-a! issues" most of which w·::re on! y 

mo den::: 1- e I or non-.con iTO\iers i a I for other· gov er nrn-s., Tht.~ss 

ncluded health l:::Jcal issues sJ-aie adrr1inisi-ration, ond law 

It seems likely that torial neglect! rather 

ihan oppos tion led to !ems for Anderson 

c:reat con tr- o v e r s y o v e r- educ :::i t i on a I a n d a gr i cu I hw a l i s :3 u es <ll 

id ex~anding enrol lmPnts coupied with econ6mic recession 

iet-ed school disr~ric financing du1-ins1 F·reeman's irne~ He 

was more wi I I ing than others to take on a!! opposition to 

A.ndersen lost ou-t- dispr~opoi-t·ionately on iocal und f-ran:~portation 

bi i ls The former marked a b~!]!n:1 1n(; push on me1-ror;o! iL:rn 

ssues The latter was dominated by the controversi 

consent avv Rolvaag also ran into i'rouble on f(\3nspori'?.:irion 

and business i.ssues. !formally cme would say thai' a DFL ~;ovcrnor· 

\AJoutd ruh...:ral !y clash wil-h a ConservGtive dominated legislature 

on commercial issues. However, Free~an was the most successful 

qovernor n Hie transportation area" He dicJ f3c.::: stiff 

opposi 1cn on business. Fina 11 1r Governr)r Lcvon(_:k:r lo~;t-

disproportionately on the natur~al r1c~s'.::iurce questione He for-mu•· 

ated his program when ecology was a growing but sti I l unsettl d 

iv I 



fE,l l:-.YNS Ol=-0cause h2 chooses to push fe:'N 15su,.'='SG This migrd-

r h v 0 ' :: oh en on·, en a I s u cc(~ s s ,, 
I I 

Or an individual ~ay ochieve 

di spi-opc.r t- i ono t e :::~ucce ss HH"O'Jgh his ski I I In ovrxcorn i ng 

opposition where others fai I. Or he may maximize success by 

a~d ih~ pr~portlon of the governor's program concentr~t rl in 

u:-mh·over-:::ial issue areas. Tl:e exceptions ar-9 Thye c:nci 11\nder-son .. 

Kore th~n for any other governor, Thye 1 s program~ ware con-

ceiltrcdeo in norrna l I y controvet'"s i a i issue areas,., Yc·t he:: c:i-ia i nee1 

th(~ highest success,;. Governo1- ,4nde.-son had the hiqhe:-~t- pt-oprn--

i·ior. ::::,f bi I is to fa! I in the non-coni-r-over-sial ar~eE.1Se Yei- he 

Tc bl e ><-~ 3 
Prooo;~ t ; on o -f- Gu benia tori a I Pr·osFa rns in Cori t 1--over s i a I or r,Jo.~-~ 

No. Percentage No. F' e ,- c en t a g ,0 ~fo. Perce n i· 3 g c1 
19~-~5 12 5"7J1 9 43~~ 0 0 I /a 
)()t.6 I r::; 3~ ?~ 61 r-, 

~2 
~ //.,->,.. C. 

!9U-7 1c: 5 p:-: 
·~-.J ,_ 7 31- _,/ 

1951 ''7 24 40 r/ i5 20 j I ?6 ,953 16 :j,I 21;. L+ 12 23 
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k es on ! y a sm a l I co i 1 ti~- l b i i cm 

toward explaining program success The predicted success ra~k 

ings in Chapter Six were based on an overal i resources index 

This index is obviously inaccurate The remainder of this 

chapter tries to explain pro~r~m success in more det6i I h wi II 

e><arnin0 rior-c closely the relationshlp betvveen actual success, the 

overa I l index and mo1-e spec 1 f i c n::sourc0s 

IV. CORRELATES OF PROGRAM SUCCESS 

The overal I poten1 ial resource ranking has proved io be 

i han a in predici ing guben1atoria I pro~~Jrarn succes:::3" 

ever , i -r i s rn ore a cc ur-a t e t ha n l he r a n k i n gs de i v e d i n mos i· of 

the resource sub-areas 

wou Id be be lter 

success and either pub! le opinion or persona! resources~ Legal-

c•Jn~iitutic,nal resources shew:;:;, ·.-::Ii i"lv gre~der but not 

E·normous r·e I al i onsh i p to success P ~) ! i t i ca l s up po r- t e, n d s tr er: o th 

seems most closely relBted to s~ccess~ Pal itica! factcrs are an 

especially good indicator if one takes inlo account ma i ty ':X' 

ncH .. s wit-h divided contr~o1 labor- 1.1nder specia ! handicaps, th.:::, 

Even though the caucus most closely related to t1im had over-

whelming conlrol, his program sti ! I languished., 

Since the general resource categories do not seem to bo 

very accurate as success predictors, perhaps more specific 

resources should he e mi d This 2~<sminai-ion shai! o:::g:n with 
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c. 

Youngdahi;; F:olvaag, and £\nder·srrn show success ccrnmensui-ale wirh 

their leg~! position~ But Thve and Freeman do noto 

The for·rna I po ✓:,;cr-s rnea sured inc! ude actua I use of the vei·c, 

a C t us l 1· en IJ r· e , pr-op Or t i On O + e I e C t i Ve O f f [ Ce ir s fr· 0 m t he Opp Cs i n g 

p3r-iY: pe;·-cenla(::-12 of key appoinhnent-s made, and use of the 

executive budget~ The actual i enurE c:ind c::xecut i ve bu et appe:=ir· 

to be I ittle related to gubernatorial success~ The use of the 

the veto l ittie, RolvJag the most. The use of the veto is 

p rob a b I y a n a cl rn i s s i on r ha ·i· t he q o v ;::· r Po r c 3 :i no i· ; n { I L.U.? n c e H-, e 

I es1 is! at· ure any other way. 

ments does seem to be associated ~ith legislative success~ 

governor does slightly better when fellow e!ect~ve officials 

come frorri 1-he s3me pady. This is probably e by-product ,)f HH:: 

overal I political factor that wi I I b2 considered presently. A 

goven,or- shared office with fellO\!: p::irtisans mainly in the e3r·ly 

per i o d • fie ca use comp e t i t i on v.1 a s I owe r h e w a ~l a i so m or s, I l k e I y 

to ha v 2 2. s u n:>l us o f s y mp a t h i z er s ; n t h 2 ! e i~ i -~ I c~ t i v e c 3 u cu s ,, T h3 

singi2 fact-or rnc,st c!osE,ly rcl::ii-ed to succe:Ss appear·s to be the 

governors' opportunity to appoint key administrative officials. 

The on I y goven,cirs to break this re I at i onsh i p are Thye and 

Freeman. Why there shoLild be such a close relationship is not 

easily expianable. Th~se positions are not r2a! ly used for 



iTa ti \'f' suppo1~ t h2 I ped hi sub 11 1· i a I ! y w i t r. t c ! t.:: g i s l a i u 

in otfke But 1-t::,nurs it If is nol €:speci I ly n:::,!;J ed to 

SUCCE'.?SS Ei the, the govenwr-s \Ven:> mistaken i 11 ·1 heir asse 

of ihe significance of administrative control 

intE::,-vcning variable? that is not r-Pi:lcli !y appareni' 

In Chap te~~ Tht-ee it was hypothesized l ha 1- Minne soh1 gover=• 

n:Jrs shou Id have moder-ate I y hi {-o,ma I powers The l)otent 1al 

does exist. But except for appointment powers these forma! 

n.:>sources do not seem to be much associated \vi lh ,·he gcvernors' 

po I icy success 

Pub Ii c inion Leadershi 

Since Minnesota was classified as a moralistic po! iticai 

cu!hwe ·with a fc:;ir-ly high f)0;1·icipafion level, it w,:1s 

opinion leader. There should also be high popul e><pect~1t ions 

for gubernatorial leadershic This expectai ion may exist 8u'i' 

f.\; nnesota gover~no1-s se I d::::lf11 capita Ii ze on i ·;·.. The gener-a I pub! i c 

opinion index ranks with personal resources as the worst 

pr·ed i ctor of gubernai·ot- i a I success ii' Gover·nor Freeman r::FikE:-:cl 

nrnknd first in success but fifth in pubi ic sk; I !s 

rad,cd i 3st in pub Ii c suppor-t bu1· second in s:.1ecess 

Only Freeman and Youngdahl really artemoted to exploit tt-.e 

puDlic resource. Andersen Rolvaag, and Levander utterly failed 

i'c susialn publ:c support .. E.111" iack of Plhlic ap~:e31 sce:-11s 1-o 

ha-v{: li·rt!c r rJ:) wirh ~·~ucces Neith::•; public uprova1 ski :::-

-, 

',I 



in pub! ;c appealsp ncr thP ttempt u of public ieadershiq 

subs 1- a n t- i 3 I fa c t 01- on l '/ f or Cove n1 or Youn 9 d a h I e 

Ths impn:s5;cn 1s that leJisla·i-cTs care l il-1·1e for· ;'hs 

governor 1 s 5tanding with t!1e public® They believe thar they 

each best represent their own particula constituencyo And 

legislative con~acts Weakness on i- his bet or may be f e It noi· :;.;0 

much on program pa s sage bu -t· ,_:-;n a gov e i- nor· 1 s ab i I i t y 'r o be n> 

eleci'ed For per· sonc1 I succe: s::; a 

the pub! icon his accomp! ishmants 

most by this -f-31 lun:.',, 

Personal roach 

It was i n i i' i a I : y s pc cu l ~, i· e d t- h ::i t 

nor rn u s 'I- b e c.1 b I e i· -:J s E: ! I 

governor's persona! 

r· e- ::; o u r c e s sh o u l d rv=i v e rn u c :" t d :-::i w i i r' h i s s u cc e s s 

powers ware not overwhelming With a nan-partisan !egislature 

he sh o u l d h 3 v E' f e w po ! i t i ca I I eve i- s Thet~efore, it shou Id t3ke 

a si-rong_. ha,d dr l vi ng per·sona ! i ty to put a progn:Hn across .. 

Ti--1is reasoning copears i"o be false .. 

The governors' previous political experiences are related 

no-!- ::it a I I to prograni success@ For- Thye and Levander a I ack c, f 

long state-wide exper·iance seems io have been an asser. 

Youngdahl did have good success, even with his great pub! ic 

oxperience~ But his previous offices had I ittle to do with 

c• x e cut i v e o, I e g i s I a l i v e s k i I I s ® Pr a ct- i ca I I y h i s en i- i r 1? co 1· e er 

had been in la~ enforcement~ Th~se who had great party 



Youngdshl was the most successful hard I iner. But this didn 1 t 

\ci01k fu- r-=-reemsn. !\nd F..:8lvaag took an acfivist ro!e wii-h I iH le 

oo~itive n~sultt, One might make an arguement th2Ji' just rhe 

reverse acproach works better. Thye, LEvander, and possi~ly 

Andersen i~23ped good advantage from a lov1 key siyle. On th2 

o t h {": r ha n d C • '~ ! rn er /\ r; de r ::: on f cff e d 1- he l ea s i we I I o f a I I ., /\ n d 

3uccess~ The i-hree most activisf qoverncws had numer-ous 

obs !- a c '. es i n de a I i n g 1/1 i +- h t he I e g i s ! 3 h,w e • The : r per-son a I di- i v e 

may have een essential to the degree of succ0ss th8y ~ia 

any 

on2 style works best. 

Pol iticat Reso~rccs: General 

Th2 original hypothesis specified th~t the Uin~2sot3 gover-

nor~ shou f d have f ev.1 po I 1 ti cs I r-esow~ces. r3ased on the l eve! of 

industrialization and the moralistic culture it w~s assumed that 

the p3rfy ::,rganizai<ion would be weak to rnoderaie. This was 

found to be truec Org3nization was we3k early ir1 the p2riod b~t 

sirengthened as competition increased. Org~ni2at icn ~h8n should 

be 3 very moderate gubernatorial resourceo The influence of 

party was partially measured by interviews and the governors own 

•8ValL,ation of its irnportance. The conclusion was thai< organrz.a .. , 

tion mad,s, no contribution to succ 12ss .. The rankings in Table X~~h 

becw this ou i'. Levander wa ~:::; pr-·oba b I y tie! r: ed mor-e than any o /· her 



/\noiher· y i" c:, rn e ci s u r t- h I s I s t) / ~J u t., s .r n c.1 t or- i a ! s u cc c ::.~ 2, 

great influence ~n ths pJ ty Tab shov.Js th2 c0r·,- ion 

between prirn3ry success and guborn~torlai success in the legisia-

i" lWe. Thet"e seems 1-0 be no r2 I at ; onsh i p be h1een 1 he gover-r:or 1 
::, 

s i" r e n g t h i;, t h e p 1- i rn a r-y be f or~ e t h e I E, g i s I a t i v e s es s ; on a n cl i 1 · h e r~ 

' I I 
IS a nlC(]E::-.- T 

success. This fol tows S3rah McCal !y's in iatioi-i th.:Jt i-hE:' 

! 0 g i s I a t or ::; r esp or: d to Hi c~ :.:~ 'rr e n g t h t h 2. t t hf:: nor c2:1 n bu i ! d 

within the party after he aitains office However·, the Senstc 

somewhat confounds this irter 

nor 1 s strength within hi:'3 own par , the more difficu!i-y h(~ had 

in passlng legisl~tion Governor's \nderson, Frssman and 

Andersen ~specially did 11 

r·e ! c1 t i ve I y i mv pr-ogram success The /,\innesota exoe,~ience does 

not suppori McCal iy's conclusions at~! l on 0rg3nizational 

strength and suoport from the governor's own caucus Post 

sess~on prim3ries had no relationship to either caucus support 

or success. Pre-session primary strength had a strong negative 

re I a t I on sh i p to the govern ar- 1 5 ca u c us s u cc e ss i n t he Sens t e ., 

Pr;mary success did seem to be r0lated to Senate l r:: o i s l a t· i ve ,, 

caucus support for Freeman, Rolvaag, and Lev3nder. Pertisan 

influence was more marked in the caucus when these men were 

lhe re!ationship is ab3olutely negative for· Youngdahl 

and Andersen, howev2r., ,A.nder-scn was unopp:::,sed ir. the ,orimary, 

but his cauctJs wrJs at cdds v1ith ' " it l i,·: ,, Ycunqr~?:lh [ h:::.id clo~C? pri '/ 
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races , bu t h ; s ca u cu s ha cJ s u c :-1 huge ma r g i n s i- ha t h i s success 

in Jett-ii·ig sufficient votes s/aycd high. In al I" per-ty orgarii 

ance. Perhaps formal non-partisanship has a1 least weakened ths 

external party organization as a factor. 

Another political resource, election success, depends as 

much upon a governor's personal popularity as his organizational 

backing~ Per-haps this should affeci' gubernatcwial legislative 

success more. The hypothesis would suggest that legislators 

would be reluctant to oppose a man with a great pooular mandat0. 

A man who bare!y sqJeezed into office could be perceived • s 

possss:::,in,;i less poldical clout. Thc:•re is a rnodest n::lat;onship 

f C -- 7~ -~ b- l ~ X· I ) , ,_) e e a , t:: ~ -· 1-+ The real !y !~rge msrglns came only in the early 

Y8Jngdahi • nd Thye apparently benefitted from their popularity. 

\ n de r son d i d not 5 H 3 r o I d L r2 v a n de r enjoyed gr e J t ~; u cc cs s i n 

spite of his relatively narrow margin. 

But pre-session popularity seems to be I ittle related to 

general legislative success or suoport~ (Table X,-5) The post 

session vote is more significani-, esocc:ia I 1y for succ2ss. lf 

the govFJrnor had built substantial enough popular suppor,- to 

carry the subsequent election, he received more support in the 

legisiJtui-e.,, However, if he failed to carTy i'he subsequent 

electionjl he received si-ester success the fewe1- votes he rece!ved., 

The relationship between majority governors and logislative 

ff. 

t 
L 



s created almost entirely Thye nd 'i'c,:,ur: This 

d case elections after suffering setbacks in the l0ais: 

tun:1,. H is diff}cufl to esi·c'Jb!ish i-he causal relationship 

One might as persuasively argue that the governor 

attOi ned ent election success because t 

as accompl lshing much within the legislature The others !os·r 

hecause of legislative fai lu1-es~ Only Levander 1 s e:<pc 1ence 

ails to confirm this 

it le to his own legislative party's response to his programc 

This ss,ems t-o be conf i rrned 2>:cec j· f c,r- cac:::us · succes:c. in thr;::> 

Sen~:'J te Th:.re the hi(]her~ the posi-

lh1s might s~ow that af 

~hen making program ~ecisions~ But ;t 15 odd that this should 

nf luence the Seriate (usua I !y rnore in 8nden1-) and not th2 Hm.1see 

The electoral strength of th2 governors party helps him 

I ittle in general program success Here again one finds the 

muting effects o non-partisanship. But the party strength did 

influence caucus support, ag0in contrary lo the McCal ly findi~g~ 

The stronger was the party, the less support the governor 

received from his own legislative caucus. This makes some in-

uitive s2nsec- If a party is auii·e dominant, organ;zational 

dis::::: 1 p Ii ne· wou Id L,e mc.1 t"e I ax e'✓ E:·n in an avowedly p2:rt i sar, sys~em 

I '/ s 



lty to have any chance at influence /.\ I so i he 

L t of en the minorlty party whereas its caucuse~ 

1NhE:? n t· he ub ! i cans 1,1,'ere doni i nant t· 

Con ucu gave ublican gover-nors much l2ss suppo(i., 

The ,2ga ti ve lation5hip between party strength and gubernJt 

icl success 1n h;:::--:; own part-y makes less sense A m 111or it/ 

gov er r:ic,r" c::i n ,1ever hope i'O n:..,ce i ve enough bacl<. i ng i" o a SSL!rt:: 

The sovernor from the ma ity caucus should be able 

lo a g ::: t de v i a n c e a n d st i I l rn v e e no ugh v o t s o c i:'l tT y h i s 

program The expected t-elation:5hip was throvm off partly bee:-iusc 

And2rscn, and ~nderson were so weak or unpooular in 

t n e i own cc u c: us t ha t· t 

' '. 1 a r i \/C 

ture were on y partially confirmed 89sed on the cultural a~d 

ic c imate he legislature shoul~ h~ve had moderately high 

:::ompe ition This seems to be true for the House But 

cornpe it1on la;1ged consider·ably in the Senate.. DFLers came 

reason3bl close to a majority only from I 

genera! competition and industr:~1iz3tion moderate to weak 

leg siative organization and power w3s expected,. 1his does not 

seem to be true~ The legislature probably rates moderately hi 

on both,. .!l.,nd thts in rurn migh"i- check the governor·s more t-han 

initial I expected. This becomes especially relevant when oGe 

us cohe on is at le~sr rnoderatej espec;a: 



7 

the DFL_ The .:or::n:::i c v,c:s low on this early bul became rnodc tr.,iy 

hi f-rom This 1ead to only moderat caucus support 

The DFL ::.:upported its gover~no:~:: nd 

Levander benef 2d some The I ea st exp e c t e d f i n d l n 9 w d s H, :-3 i 

divicicd confro! m5te ial ly affoded natorial success 61 

I east f oi- DFL 

The elect icri or~ocess seemc.; to aHeci· the indivicua I !e91s 

lators response t the governor very I ittle (See Table )a 

It v✓a s hypoH, t-ha t the goven-wr- shou Id receive the most 

legisl tive suco:.xt from th:Jse districts in which he had gr~':7:i 

popular supper • The correlation between these f ctors shou 

be high and post ve This is not confirmed strongly in 

N1 i nn1::sota The n:'lstionship is never· rn::.Te than moderare I: :s 

of the sessions Sornei--; mes r-t-,e n:.1 at ion.sh i ~1 1 s i he n:-ve,se of 

Tl;is w-=:,s especially true for .. 

h I ( ! I), Andersen, Thye, and Anderson The 

positive relat onshio held true, best for DFL governors® The 

re I a t i on sh i p t n e d o u t po s i t : v e b 2 ca L · s e DF L gov e r nor s cl i d v, e i I 

in the same d;s ricts as DrL legislstorse And DFL legis!Btors 

the sessions indicated Anderson, Andersen, and Youngdahl were 

strongly oopo:::eci their nown" cuucus members. Thye ran v;e I i 

but received his greatest program suroort 

from urban dis r, It was afso expected that there should be 



his support for rhe governor is! tors from sa e districts 

co~ld safely ignore 

hold mi t rely more on the governor The results ao noi· conf ir·m 

this There seems to be no I a i- i onsh i p bet wecrn a I 29 is! 21 i er':::: 

victory margin and his response to the governor 

Table X=6 
Relationship between Gubernatorial 

islators Vote in Individu31 Di 
and Governor's Vote or 

19L~5 
!SL(! 

1951 
1953 
19~c:; 
19j? 
1959 
l q61 

! 
1969 

na 
Gove1~nor~ 1/o 
of Voi'e 

-., 
09 
17 

~ .. h9* 
- 06 

.oh 
,,56* 
.,61 * 

•=,,2'1i/-
.,62>l-
63 

=.:JI 
.28it 

G 

Legisla1~cws 

of Vote 

21 
* 

- oe 
., 10 
@23 

-.08 
-~02 

I :z, _, 

i 1-i-. 10 
-,,07 
- 3)1.:1:: 

- .. 01 

:11 
/Ci 

of Vote 

1-.z, 
./ 

I Sf 
.20* 

.. 25* 

Legisia-rc,ws ~;{ 

of Vote 

.. oo 

.. 03 

.. oo 

.,03 
- 3 i >i< 

, I 3 
00 

-,,OL1. 
a02 

- .. 05 

The relationshfps 
corn::.· lat ions 

are measur-ed by Pearson produ::::t-momen 

* -indicaies that 
.. 01 level 

# -indicates th3t 
.. O:j I eve I 

i"he 

the 

con, e I a t i on 

correlation 

is s 1 g ni f i ca n t a+ Hv.=:· 

lS significant :.'l t rhe 

Source~ Cornpui'ed i(:•f1 ;r1 tt'i~?. \\;!H)(:?SOi"-3 Logr:::-ac,; 
I a t i v e Nia nu a I "' l 

tv-, i n n e so t- a Se n a t e , 
Minnesota H8use, I 

1~ he ,J c~ tJ =-~- r1 ~3 1 .(_) f f i1 e 

, and The Journal of the 

As was seen in Chapter Eight caucus has always been a 

significant organizational device in the Minnesota legislature® 

It has been a source of voting cues in 1-he House since 1945 .. 

1\nd caucu~;; confl ici in,::::r-eased mdr-b':ediy in th~ Senate fr·om 1959 

on. It should not be ising /hen ht cQucus is an 



impurranf factor ;n gubcrna orial success ( See Tab! e .\ .. ,?) 

In t·h of t h e r· o I i ca I l s on g u b 1.? tT: a ·r or i a I b i i 1 s 

wer·c caucu5 votes only 

this j urnp,::::d lo The pea f<: ca me I n when 

Ro Iva g's bi I Is caused causus conflict 

per i ~id 71 11 of OFL governor·s bi! Is were caucus I s~,ui:=, Hou:::~e 

conf I ict- would measure even h: 

s I I gh t I y for· Hie I a i er per-; od 

caucus conf I ict than Republ leans but the difference app02rs 1ess 

markE:-cd than in the Senate! Caucus cohesic.n ls also at i,jc'Jsi· 

rnoderat on mcsi· gube natori2,i bi I ls Cohesion bec,'.:JfriE<~ markc,cJ ! y 

h ; g h 8 r i n t- he SE n a t E' a f t e 1- ! The difference was not so 

no~iceable in ·,he House., Just as siiJnificant 2:is per·iod wa':':, 

w h i c h pa r t y co r, r o I I d t he gov c r~ nor~ s :'1 i , J , J <:.~ t' 

cauci.Jses than did 1~epublicans0 r-inaliy cne fine..~::; th2r qcvpr-nt)rs 

dcpendenc0, did not become more cohesive 

como I 0ss -,:i This is not to say that governors necessarily se1 

t hr~ a,y::-nda for caucus sonf Ii ct Governors' ~i I Is constituted 

from 25~~ of a I I caucus ro I I ca I Is 

the primary source of dispute in 1955 when about of a I I 

caucus votes revo I ved around Freeman 1 s progt~arn 

Just· because the go',1en1or I s program of i·en became embro i I ed 

in coucus con f I i ct doi:-.:s not r.1ean tha i- caucus wd s a I 1vays es sent is! 

io Caucus uni y beh'ind a goven:or- relaies 



'{'t::-~ r-

TAE3LE ><-~/ 
The Caucus ~actor in Votina on Gu n>Jtori I 

Caucus Votes A~ 
of Total 

Sena h:? 
C1uc:us Vote Index of Inccx o C:a t . .!C!J 

!-tc,tJ SE? 

us 
1\s ;o Gover~nor Cohesion Co:v:::siori Vo-1- s As Vote 
f31 l I s 1', I I Bi I I s Gcv u i ! I s ~; o F Tot a /\ s 

c;, f 

To al 
DFL Cons DFL Cons. Gov DF'L Cons 

35¾ 
33 
28 
L-1-5 
26 
29 
3l 
L1l+ 
56 
63 
62 
Li3 

71 
27 
50 
30 

7c 
68 
59 
90 
67 
33 

LiB h7 50 ,_ 

LJ~ 
7) 
),.l 

35 tY':3 
30 La 
:J5 67 
55 
6Lt 77 

63 
61 

31 

e 
'7 
{ 

61 
(]() 

6 !;~ 

59 
60 

52 

70 
r- I 
'.)L! 

t')('\ 
Cv 5£3 
c32 66 

7i 7! 
70 
61 
8! 70 
80 

Source: Caucus votes and cohesion. See Table IX-I; Governors bi l Is 

5s 
()0 

80 

72 

based on interviews with governors and the Journal of the Minnesota 
Sen:.:1-i-E=:,, I • ~rnd the ,jourTal of the N\innesota House, I 

.Ln () 

Cohesion 
GCV,:, 

DFL Cons 

71 

--------------·~···-·--·--



ronkino on -~ p;-ograrn sucr.:ess l)F L 

Bui- t he DF L I s 

f n:: q u en 1· m i nor i t y st a t us h i n de r- e d t he gov e nwr· ., I f t he c: a u cu ~' 

reiated to the gover-nrn- control led the legisl3hir-e, ii m:::Hfo 

program success somewhat easi2r~ lhe relationship would be 

almost perfect except that C~ Elmer Anderson deviates so strongly 

that he throws the assaciation way off. Because of this tne 

re i at i onsh i p be h,1een the gc)Vernor I s caucus siTE>rig-/' h and ~;en2ra I 

legislative support or success 1s really quite mcdest (See Table 

But HiP. more seats 1-he governor~ 1 s ceucus possesses, i he 

greater chance he has of succeeding~ The effect does somewhat 

depend on whether the caucus is in 6 majority or a min0rity. 

And it depends some on which body ;s being considered~ For the 

success.(, However, in H19 Senai·e if the governor's cauc:u::.' was in 

a minority, the more seats, the less success. This can be traced 

lo the faci th3t the Senate DFL. r-1ad more se::ds in 1965 th:rn 

previously, but- Conservatives had becomo more pari·isan H,an 1n 

Freeman's time. And Rolvaag was not as adept as Freeman in 

working for nis program. General support also increased as the 

govf?t'"nor-; s ca '..JCUS seat .s increased~ However·, 'Nhen 3 major i t- y 

caucus':-.,, seais inci-eased, gubern:3torlsl suppcrt decreased. Thl'.:' 

makes sense0 A governor cou!d afford to lose some surplus votes. 

And one would expect more deviants in a large caucus. However, 

a 90vernor 1 s minority caucus in the Senate shows the same 

tenc:lency. OnE: wou Id th Ink that suppcrt wou Id increase with size€, 

I. 



f-i on And more deviant majori legislators may ci-oss over-- 1.1 

the so c i rcurri'.:~ cinces Tnis was the sase in the House 

r~·xplanatlori see~ns to be the lesser 2:ibi ii 1v of F~cil•.;aag -t-o 1n 

f I uenr.;c• I E:;s-J is I 1- ion 1- han F r-:c n F:---eernan at least hacj the 

I evera 92 of a ma ity ir: the House v1hich i~olvaag ci1d noi-

The r e I a i i on sh l p be i· lfh::: en ca u cu s s up po r t· n d H. e nu 111 be r o f 

seats held is not- rhe sarne as the nc,lationship +or ge•neral !e;1is-

I 3 t i v e supp o I t " /\ r, d M i n n e so 1~ a d c es not o eh ave i n t he s cHn e 

rnannet- as the states studied by Ssr~ari Mc Ca 11 y Caucus suppot~ l· 

does decrease as the caucus s I ze i ncr·eases,, But" i·h is i ~, as I r·u0 

for a minority gove~nor's caucus as for m3jority. The minority 

caucus seemingly does not make a big oush for inf!uence simply 

because its size increases The gov0r~or w2s more I ikely to g2t 

sufficierit caucus members behind him to pass a program as size 

increased, E,special ly for a w2jor"li'y ce1ucus., But again contrary 

to expectations~ success 1n mustering sufficient votes to pass a 

program decreased as a majority caucus grew larger. It may be 

that the larger minority simply solidified majority I ines 

agJinst the governoro 

examining variations among sessions (See Tablas X-8 and 

Gubernatorial support on votes in .the Senate came largely 

from thP DFL caucus during the last twenty-five years. That 

caucus o hvciys gave m·L governor'.::': morr:: support J·han did the Co,1-

sarvative caucus And the d1 f fer-ences between caucu~es were 

always grc~test under 



ubl lean gove ors more than did the 

t i ve :; This wt1s espec1 I ly signifi nt for· Lut r 

hi I ) Elmer Anderson and E; r L. Andersen 

You n g h I ~ n d /\ n cJ c~ r sen e spec i a 1 I y a I i en a t e d t he Con s e 1-v c..d· ; v e ~3 ,. 

nd h s association s espec i 3 I I y mcJtked after I 

T?Jble X-8 
Fae or" /\ssociated with Gubet"na\·oricJI 

Senai·e 

Legise 
t 

ship One Two 1hree our 
tind 

.. 335 
,522 

5b5 
.. G5J~. 

The Index of Support is c3lculated by clivid1n~J l·he tot·a: 
r,t1r;-1t-•-s•;•· o-r votes cast for the ~~overnors pos 1 ti on the 
tot6! number of votes c3st on his bi I Is 

Source: The N\innesota Jou;--nal of the Senare, 1945-69, 

-----.-~------~--·---~---------
Certainly caucus far better explains differences in 

gubernatorfal support 
. ( 

than uo urban/rural divisions" Urb,rn-

rura differences seem io be slightly more significant frum 

As was expecteds urban legislators did 

suppcwi- rhe governor· more than rur-3 I men. The only Scrnate 

exceptio~s w~re durlng the Levander admlnistr3tion 

tivos 3;so 02cked Lev3n 



Y~ar Index cf 
Legislative 
Support 

623 
Ji.10 
.. 666 

TABLE X-9 
Factors Associated with Gubernatorial Suppor~ on Roil Cal Is, House 

· Legislative Term 
Cons .. DF:L Urban r~ura I Leader::;h r p C:1e Two Three i=--ou 1ve s i )( 

.. 61 
570 .. ~39 613 

.. 652 m61h ., 5£37 
16 ,.66LL ~6!7 ,,366 

~i1fJO Ji)i3 
.. 311 .,900 " 17 
.. 359 .. 867 .770 .. " " .. 6i8 622 633 

r~; 2 I ~ c~eo 06lO - .. .. nm ,:730 '/ 
"I 

.7us •:)06 " ., 170 

.. C72 671 " i 

.. ~.J1L1. 6C)O ;-3 ! I 

The Inde>< of Suppoi- ;s calcuic:::ted by dividing the ~oial nurnbt=:,;- of vo~es 
cast for +he gcvernor's position the totai number of votes cast on 
his bi i Is 

Source: The N1 i nnesota Jounv1: of the Ht)L:Se I 

\<1/.:, ... 
11 

Seven+ 



c!ah! rnor2 

ce'n be ted f8r by hfs great nasis on ~0ral ity 

anti liquor mb 1 i nr3 This moralistic factor may 

ural supo t for Lev~n 

good suppc;-t t-ne :sadei-ship 1.N11ich v1ss la sJe!y ural art 

ti me f3ut nei h in fi~equency noi- i nt-cr1s i t·y cc;u I cl t'he urba 

1 U 1- 0 1 I d i V i S i On ch caucus as factor On the average only 

run1 I votes i qurs· eXCE:,e on l y d u r i n g t he Y cu r, (; 

1- ,10 rs I b i l I s con t r i bu t e d on I y a b o u t -3 

ban ura: vot sp The urba tir- a I inf- ! uen-:.=.t," 

dee I i ne d ov r- as the pa,-1-ies became ncwe c-::)mpetitiv,3e 

One //\inn, - -r gr:)v ei-- 11~)r s 

success is i·ha he isl.Jr·i 

suooor t 1 1✓ c~ i ha + h 

1 30 2@ Only in I , and 

they above aver3 e in support {) ~-

. Andersf:n and hl 95!) coulJ rely Ii tie on th~ 

t e Senate to suoport their aims& lh~ H~use 

::::: responsive in ct lr,ast h:3 ff of the se:::.s ions~ 

rson and ~olva1g faced severe opposi :an 

DF L I ea dE:: ,~ sh ni a I! out· f,::ir Freeman ( :ind to a fe,:;ser 

extent for Ander~en) Thye and Levander enjoyed good supoort 

f ram Con serv-3 r i 

without it 

der 



i-h way0 /\n c3ntagonistic ~)nE' n 

Tenur2 vs.1as noi- a ::::ign:ficani faci-o:~ 2s d been '.:;uD 

They would 

a!s0 be les~ steeped in the value sy=t nd 

on the g:)vc r~o," The :::: c~, e 5 p e c i a I I y d .~) 2 '.:o no t r~ f I e c t t h i s 

3upposed tendency In most sessions there aopears to be no n 

and r- suppor· r .. 

On 1 '/ h; i cc. 

ros it ions.. On I y Thye 1-ea I I y rece i v2d CJ eat sur,::or 1l from older 

members Fn:.:eman 1 s drninish-ati::::in, rJxcept· fer 1959, showed no 

m0rked tendency in any direction Youngdahl, Andersen, ~olvaag, 

and Lev:indei- ( I ) certainly counted most on the new members. 

Th;3 difference from the rlouse m1 t be 2:iccounted for by the 

The~:c> r'u!s-s er:1phasized mere aloof attitudes .. 

This leaves the last factor in support to be discussed. 

The ~1ouse h~s been much more receptive to guvernatorial rrograms 

t~3n has ihe Senate~ The contrast was most sharply marked from 

1-tr,ibu c! 



r~ 

Y00r Died in 
Co~mittee 

8 
I q_ 

19 
22 
21 
27 
31 
2)-+ 
r'.C::: 
C:.._,1 

27 
36 

Total 2L6 

Success of Gubernatorial 

fisiTe 

Died on Defeated Passed* 
Calendar or1 Floor 

2 2 
4 3 5 
5 0 

C. 5 
5 2 5 

7 
3 n :z r...: _) 

6 
10 3 

I 
n r:.. 

2 

ho 18 ;26 

TAGLE X- l 0 
H: l Is : n 

Di E:d in 
Con:m 

Died on Defeated PQssed* 
Ca!$ on Ploor 

I l 2 ! ! 
l7 2 I 
!8 2 2 0 

,/ 

ri I c_, i 3 6 
12 r:; i I .,/ 

l7 !Li_ 
i.2 2 !9 
16 ~- !)+ 
2~ 
-/ I 4 
2() IQ 
,-..7 7 I Ir·• c:J 7 

91 21 I :;; 
.,/ 

. ! 

Died i 
Conference 

I 

4 
4 
2 

11 

*This indicates the number of bi I Is that passed one body but not the other 

Source: The Minnesota Journal of the Senato and The Minnesota 
Jour~al of t~e House, 

"'\.l,.!lt .. l.•· •.• •• .••• 
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20 
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i"c pa fi tio~s than differences in percepti~n of 

! eg is I iV8 re, Hov;ever i-he rE::s canr.of bc--:i a"t-i i but :::i -t-o 

n~;h i p" DF-L House suopo(ted• govern-'Jr /\ncerseri rnor 

i-han d d the <:erva t· i ve na c? Only in I and I V✓ h E'fJ 

the House leadership wa d 5n exceptlona! y strong feud with 

This Hou sec: 

Senah::: ciiffcren".'".::e c.:==ir-r1es over in·J-o pt~ogram success as wel i as 

orogn:1 supprn- Senate was more i ike!y to bott!e up orogra 

th:-it t House passed than vice-versa ( See T3b ! !O) 

s esoecial ly severe from 

again part- i a I I ~ccou1d- d for by pa i' i sansh i r 

is noi- eni-irely ue '\ndei-sen had almosi- as much diff iculi'y 

with the Senat as had Freem3n ~nj even Levander had more 

pet .. iod !'✓ either~ House e ::0~1cc '. :-:i I I y oc posed ThyEi o The House c id 

resist Youngdah 's program more in 

V CONCLUSIONS 

There were ten propositions about li\innc:1 soia r1oiitics to 

be tested These propositions. and how wel I they were confirmed 

are d scussed bel 

Proposit on One: Since M;nnesot~ has a moderately ~igh 
indus ria!lzation :Jnd C:'~J tur-al lev-ei:; rhere shoul::.1 

be a eledivelv high pc:;;Jui3l" 2><peci-aric.ir, for 
guberna or:al le3d-2rship .. (The result V-i:..'iS unclear· 
see Chapter- 6) 

Proposition Two Since Minnesota has a high cultural leve! 
h i g h r t i c i o a t i on , a n ci a :r1 Dr- a ! i s t i c c u ! t u r e , ~- h e 

governor shou!d h:::ive a high public op1n1on potential 
(Not confirmed; see Chapters 6 and 10). 



P1-oposi t·'1on Three SincE, N,inr,eso :::J has a mc.>oci~a-t-ely hi n 
irldusl· i ! and uli-ural developmeni ancl 2J mo,::L?n':liel}' 
high formal pm,1e1- poterdi the gove1- 1::::~ fonna: 

should be a moderately high potential re ce 
r'llct confirmed e:><cept tor cipoointmeni powei---- See 

Chapters 5 and 10) 

Pr-oposi1'--ion Four Since /I.1nn so has ritgh p2ffiy c:::::rnp(0 ti ion, 
moderately hi industr:JI developmE,n·r but a mor·alis·/·i;:::, 

cu I t u re i i- s pa r t y c:n- g a ri i z: a ·i- i on e1 I s iT en S! t h i s not 
entirely predict3ble At best the party wi I I be a 
moderate sour·ce of q uiJ e::r nc::-d ::..1r i '3 I s i-rer1~J i' h i" he 
p r- ob a b i i i r y w i i I be a mode 1- a i e t o we a k r -I' y or c1c.rn ~ 1. e1 

t- ; 0 n ( CO n f i r m2 d a s VI ea 1\ s e t:;' Ch;_~ p ·!- e r s 6 a i l d ! () ) 

Pt"oposttion Five Since:: f/\innesota hcJs a moder,are!y high 
culiural affluence and a rw=w::1llstic political culiur~c 
there is a great entia! for moderately high le is-
l a i· i ve competition., ( Con f i nn2d for House btr:- not for· 
Senate See Chapters ,S arid 10)~ 

::=ir-opos it l on Six: Si nee i nnesoi·a has a moderate I y 11 i gh 

i11dusi·rial level., but rnornlistic culiui-e then-' is 
po i' e n t i a I f rn- a rn oder- a ~ e t o w r.0 a k ! e g i s I i i v c~ o ;~ g a n i z 3 

t i on a n d moder a t 2 v o t i n g c: c: 1 f• s i on • ( Un con f ; r rn e d for· 
oi-f1::i--, i ;.::2·,t; on c::onf inned f,)r v:-:.:t i n:.H Sec:: Chapi"srs 8 ,Jr-,d 
9) <• 

Proposition Seven: Since ~lnnesota has moderat iy high 
profess i rnvJ Ii sn, ,0;,1,:; 1;vxiera h:? to wc~}k or,;;sn i za i· 1 on 
potential then.0 is pc.:,tent·ial for 1-r18der::de leqislative 
power~ (Confirmed see Chapters 7, 8, and 10)~ 

Proposition Eight Since Minnesota has only a moder3te to 
weak organizational potential, potential party contr;bu­
tion to the govern0r 1 s support and success wi Ii be 
modest at best (Unconfirmed, alt h more true for 
Republican gover·nor; See Chapters 8 and i-J) .. 

Proposition Nine: Since MinnPsots has a moderately high 
pot en t i a I for d i v i de d cc rdr o .i , bu t· on ! 7, s moder· a i" e ! y 
weak party organization potential, divided control 
would not greatly affect gubernatorial success 
(Unconfirmed: See Chapters 8 and iO). 

Propoaition Ten: Since N\ir,nesota has a moderately high 
pubJ ic opinion 3nd administrative power potential 
but· a modsrately weak party and legislative or~ganiza­
tiona! potentiJI, gubernatorial resources would be no 
more than moder·ate (Confirned: See Chc=.1pter· 10). 



irs t·e noi- even hi 

s i :gn //,ost bi ! ls suppor red by 

govo :=:_: or~; g i nci l y came e i 1·hc--r- ft~om fVOUps or si·a tr~ adrn in is-• 

s La e in the period and especially for DFL governors 

ol5 orms became a modest source The gover~nors a I so 

p ! aye d o very s e I e c t ; v e re) I 0 i n ca rT y i n g 0 i ! I s H-ir· rhe leg i :>-· 

The ck f cl O'c;e guberna 1·or~ i contaci~ can be e~peci I ly seE!l 

se ection of authors Since most governors were in-

exper enced in the legislative process, by default or design jhe 

ct SP action was left to ~thers The governor 1 s primary role 

e to establish priorities glving some 

ects suggested by orh~rs. 

lhe stion then becoms5 how valuable is th~ governors' 

he have he power to promote its success? The propositions tesi-

ed 1NC11 .. d d ha,1-2 suggesh:-d that toi 3 I guber-nc:i tori a I re sources shou ! d 

bP ea ! I balanced by legislative resources in Minnesota. Both 

woul b~ 3t s moderate level. These expectations appear to be 

true 

he: •~-:1'---•v·c-;, nor ~wd a grea t-ei- I eg is I at i ve caucus organ i z.at ion to 

rely on hen expected Formal administrative resources were 

fairly h The M1nnesota legislsture had less professional 

deve opment than was expected, but the level increased to a 

modera ely high point over the period As a comp0nsating factor, 



So cl 

then 0nt i cl tf-,cJ both h21d cornpensai- i ng sfrc:r1gtns 

This does not mean that al I governors had 

uni for·:n success Some did bei"ter tho11 expected othfT'.:., v,,-cxs 

) Levander ( 

!) Ro!v;::;ag ( 

) rnodE::rately low Elm 12r L 1\nde1-sen r-ank2d in the middle 

w i t of hi s bi I i s passed o 

fhe inn0sota situation does seem io de~onstrate th0 

hes zed rGl3 ionships between environment and politics very 

wel High industrial izati~n cultural effluence, and a moral-

isf !C culi-ure should r· o I ,:; t i v e i y h r political competi-

:::ind pa 1· 1- i c i na t ; on As the poou!atlon becomes ~or0 diverse 

fh,ore should he a greatt,_,- p;)rential for differeni- rFeds ari~-J 

in1ons on pub! ic pol icy. This in turn lays the ground-

w·:wk for competing pol itica! part·ies., Those individ 1Jals v1itr 

3reater income, educ3i ion, and stat0s are more i ikely to take 

part in the pol itic3I system. So, as these elements increasE 

in 5 
o I 

sociery there is a larger pool of potential participants~ 

A mora istic culture emphasizes po! icy alternatives in promoting 

the of the c00monwealth. It also plac0s ~ premium on 

individual commitment to a responsible, active role in the 

system. These relationships were confirmed in some detai I for 

Minnesota in Chapter Foure The division between the pre and 

l 95~7 per; ods part i cu I ar I y shows how the po I it i ca I per· form~ 

er1v onmen d The cu I hwc.1 a -r ! uen.:;e 

Im,,, 



finitely became mo~0 

industrial i dover Since the po! itical cul lure wa 

always moralistic gubernatorial par·t;cipation and competition 

was never very low r3 u over t i me t fl e y i n c ,- s e d a s i' he en v i ,- on,~ 

ment developed The DFL party, n~wly formed in l 

consecutive clE·feats befot~e finally placing Orvl I le F,-eeman ln the 

governor's chai in It won 1-hn• e of the riex t- f i Ve 

elections but the differences between the two parties was never 

very great Legislative competition also increased, but not as 

rapid I y in the S0r1at e as one wou I cJ have expc::c 1-ecJ The DFL 

caucus control led the House from I E3ut f orma I non= 

partisanship longer Sen6te terms, and the neg I igence of the 

opposition enabled the Conservatives to retain con rol t 

Also too many long term Senate incum~2nts ~ere 

too fir~!y entrenched to be ~efeated even :::;uc:h a ropu I a:- Df=- L 

governor as Orvi I le Freeman. 

However, the relationships betw2en potential power 

resources and gubernatorial success are a second deviation from 

the hypothesized pattern The general power index, based on al f 

potential powers, has only very modest value in pr0dicting 

pr-o~jram success. Pub I i c op i rd on and persona I resources secrn to 

be especi~I ly unimportant. It was felt that a moderately high 

industrialization and cultural environment should provid8 the 

hasis for great pub! ic support behind gubernatorial initiatives. 

The rensoning was that 3S the enviro~mental system developed, 

the problems in the syst~m should multiply These problems 



L, 

CJf 

This should hsve speci3l f 1n a :::;t-ate wilh 

the cultural brre for a pa ic pant electorate nd a pol i i- lea I 

culiur-e th":!t encourages t participat-ion 

leadership in Minne3ota would appear to exis 

whc1t ii1 acrual expectafi arc>@ Sor:11::: pol !s do ind;cah:., ihai 

h::wia ! duty And some governors ranked low in popul 

even the most pub! ic oriented governors Youngdah! snd Freeman 

felt th~t popular expectations were very vbgue /\rid few 

But mo(e 

'.ic O0!n1on leadership appears fa 

affect ~" t-r-cn~1 l y the govenDr I s n' -e I ec i ; on chances it h:3 s 

i i H l e t o do w i th I e g i ::.d ::i t ; '✓ r:' re ::, p ::rn s e t o h i ~ pro gr a rn Governor-s 

~v tw l V:l v e h i g h pop u l a r- s up po r- t a n c! g :-e a t i:1 E· cJ i a s k i 1 l s d '.) no t do 

appreciably better in passing programs than governors who rate 

very low in the pol is 

Nor do strong perscilal resoui .. ces consisi·ently improve legis•.~ 

executive-legislative re!al·ions believe that the governor must 

be a dominatin•g force,t That is, tr10 as:::;urnprion is th::it an 

activist- govsr·nor should have more pr-o~wam success than a 

passive, or The sucu::ssf u I gDver·nor wou Id 

have an extensive !egis!ative program. He wouJd use al I the 

f onna I :.1nd pc:.! it; cal p::)';'!er·s 

7 



fur into accepting the :;: f Hie , g s i J· 

ba!ks, he would t ke his C6 direci ly to the oe'.Jple 1-h ri 

media Thi ch 1·0 l2gi 

.::;tJit in gr·,:::at l ~J'isl 1-ive p:J Fs 

1 n /v\ i n n e: sr) a The I ss ssive low key governor who takes 

chbnce for- r0sitive legisls 1ve The best exBmGles 

\',' (' u i d be Gover· n ,Jr s Th and Levand ThE, i,ore acii>.1 i 

governors Freeman nd Rolvaag ~2re not very successful 

'vVC)U Id be i r1 rect to come to the reverse conclusion fhe 

n fer 

any slsn rd., sq I c successful 

d 

i- and 

this The c:ichial use of these powers did chonge fr-orn one 

off icef. the more influence he should heve., He 1Ni i l h ve more 

experlenceJ and his poten ial opo~n0nts cannot v1Gw him so 

Exte~sive ~se of the veto power 

should indicate to legislative opponents th~t the governor 1s 

tn ki I I un~snted legislation Or he could bargain by witholding 



1- the rnor·e 

inf! he ha s o v e 1~ h i s pr· o gr-a m 

He can also use 

this in bsrgaining wl th both legislators and admin:str tors 

Fina I I the apoointment power can aid the governor thro~ 

;ncreasing he number of !oyal subordinates to fi t for his 

0 1- he could use some appoinrrnents ·ro ba,-gain v,i n1 

But differences Among the governors in 

·ren1lr' in c>f f ice use o the veto and 1 ns i stence on bu 

dominsnce, do not seem to account for differences in ~u~cecs_ 

The one exception to this was the appointment power In fact 

ths t ~redictor of program success 3mong al! or the variables 

consi 

gcver i',ci- hes beet, ab I e to rna1,:2 

o;ntments ~re not used for p0rronage~ 

trators as 3 supporting factor. But since administrative depari-

men r s a re a pr, i rn e source for b i l I i n i t i a i v es, a u t ho r s 2 I e c t· i on , 

a n d I e g i s I a t i v e test i mo n y j, i t ma y be i- ha t a d m i n i s h~ a t i v e 

cooperation was far more significant than most governors were 

i I i n9 to ::Sek now I edge 

Political party sources external to the legislature were 

as weak as expected Party structure had developed to a greater 

degree, es;)ecia l ly laier in ·i he period, than one v1ould ha-..,,e 

predicted from Minnesota 1 s political culture~ Most states with 

rnc;rsf istic cultures 'develop only moderately weak pcl itical ,parl·y 

Z3 i~)i1:: .l. ! 
I 



not rank at the top of the indu tri~! i 

dinv~nsi ta seems to h ve develooed b fairly strong 

organi t; on w th issue or i eni-ed 3cl iv i '.:.:ts Thu t- : s , 1 i· f o I ! ow:.:; 

morel pattern of Michigan than the Ea iern stat0s However 

non-partlsanshio in the legislature at least had the effect of 

shu~ting out ac ive lobbying these party organizations~ 

lndicai-ivE: of n1s is i-he f:::ic! -rhal the 9ove1 .. no,- 1 s success 1n 

the pa ty pt~ i ry had .::r:1a I I i mp2ct upon his pt~ogr-am ::::ucccss., 

Only tn0 gave 's personal election success m3de even a ~~c~3i 

contribution ~nd even the governor 1 s electoral strength :n a 

particular leg sl3 ive dis1·rict matched poorly his legislative 

f .r om t t di s -i-.- i er " 

The l e 9 i s ! '3 t Ve r O i t' j C a I f a er Or i :::, ff·. ,JC; h rn O 1- ,2 s \ ;j n i f i C Cl n l 

this was not ~o important 

div is; O!ls wer·e ker, as one v.<):J l .:J i n13g i rie in a weak I y compel i 

tive l09islati syst-em In partisan states with weak competi-

t·ion th,2 party =Tganizations an:: n8t usually significani· in 

I eg is! e i· 1 ve i=ion-making. The dominant caucus represents too 

wide a diversi 2,f constituencies to hold together on pol icy. 

Also, there is ittle threat that the oppositio0 party wi I I 

take advantage of majority divi~:~ions .3nd a~:;sume ccniTo!,, Sefcre 

195L~ Minnesoi·a h:3d a leqa! no-par'i-y system, and i'hc political­

environm2nh1! conditions for a rnodsrate on0-ps;-ty system But 

legislative ca1Jcus organization and cohesion developed even 

more rapidly t 3n one would predict from increasing legisl3t 



~, 
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non-p3rtis~nship should h~ve etarded the deve opmon of caucus 

factions caucus 

faci-c)r· bc:Cnme a betrer pr·r,dictc.r- of legi:-::•!ative support or-· th0 

governor than urbb I ci i v i s i on s I e g i s I a t i v e t C? n u r E' : or 1-1--, E.~ 

islator•s strength in his own constituency Pr·ogi-::Jm success 

especially seems to n d on t he prop o 1- t i on o f s. ea 1- s he I d b y 

the caucus ff i I i ate with the governor~ And the crucial 

C 21 u c us co n f I i c t t h t? n v1 a s a mode r a t e I y s t r o n g 0 I 0 111 e n i~ i n 

deciding the governor's program success esoecial ly after 

This affected DFL governors more than 

DFL 1Ggislators were always m~re clcseiy affi I lated wit~ the 

ex·rer-na I party sysi·em than 'i:'2!"'e lheir C'.:m~ervai ive coun 

Also, the DFL caucus devel a much strctiqeT oh i l csoph i ca I 

sei- ✓ cJt 1ves., The close connection to caucus 1,vas seldom beneficial 

to pro9rarn success to the o~-L qovr:,rn-:xs~ Thc.oy cou!C: acquire 

caucus :~-;l.-;prJcrt, but their caucus never comp i ete I y contr~o I I ed the 

logislc1ture., For DFL governor-sat least 11 divided control 11 had a 

strong nesat ive affect on program success Caucus c:)ntrcl mecH1t 

less lo trie success of r~epub Ii can governor-s, with the possi b I e 

exc~~tion of Harold Levander By the time of hi~ administration 

the f~epublican party had become much rnor-e active iri legislati·✓o 

recr-uitmenL And there were then many young party loyal isrs 

wit~in the Conservative ranks~ 

A final deviation from expectations w3s the lack of clear 

cut :ii+fer ;'2; I q 



---

nf 5 shoul have increased from I to l 

str :ve powers should have been weak in the e~r ier reriod 

d ty rgsources should h~ve been a!most absentr It was 

pred ct ha t i n a mo r- a I i s t i c cu I t ur-e t he gov fT nor \No u I (_,: h :i v e 

to rel 1r ot: a! I on his abi I it-y to c1-ente suppor-tive pub! ic 

coin ~:econdly his success would hinge very rnuc on hi~; own 

oer sc)r;a resources As the environment cha 

ncrea it was felt that th governor would 8 ·ran adrninis 

rat -oolitical s le more typical of The 

public or)inion r-esource would r:ot dim:nish tibso!ui"el buf only 

rela vely to the added resources@ P~rty 

incn::~ d i itt-le due both io WE:ak or-sani 

:-;hip,, Ho':,sve,~ the u:se of f:::;irrnol cdmini::-;rt,0"t·lvc p:)'.'/C s char:qec) 

his s ~ot very noticeable 

style 

signific3rit factor in the later pei-iod..- So 1-he p~ffty oriented 

b me more important, at least for DFL govern8rs~ Rut 

t·his wcs :.Jsua i ly a I 1abi l i ty for pr~os3,arn succe::--:is* In 11 ~here 

may ve been a s I i gh t increase in r he 

power bo1"!1 from caucus and legal changes~ But the political 

cl im3te 'lfc'lS such ihat o,ogr3m success was actually sl ight!y 

lower in the post 1955 period~ 

The :· i ab I es that have ~ienera I l y been thought to be 



---

idi v a r, i a t i on s i n pr- C: g r a m s u c c; e s s a rn o 1·1 ~l 

Minnesota governors The ':J2ner~::: i 1 eve I of success 

rnat-e:y th:'lt one \N:Juld expect siivGn he 1-ot'al resc,urccs cvoi ! bl 

But th :?;JS-cific factors do not differ-entL:ite \veil ammg 

specific governors Nor does the success level and leadership 

style consistent !y change in the expected direction with 

associated ith gubErnatorlal pro;ram success seam to be much 

more cornpr >< rhan the exp!anai·ory 1-heories about the process 

deve!cped so f3r b the d;scipl inee 

The Minnesota experience wo~lci sugge5t that it is most 

useful to t-aik about diHei~en·r styles usccd by individual govcr•.,. 

rors,, And no one of these sty I es leads ro program suco?~~~:; ur•c:,-:,r 

al I ~ rcums anc2s 

the isqislature with few attemots tc bring Ii c opinion 

pressuree This seemed to work best when there was no divided 

controle The gov~rnor coula afford ~he low key a8proach be-

cause 11 h i 

this lype would be f~dward Thye, Harold Levanders and C Elmer-

Anderson The first two we1-e succi::;ssful, th,2 last was note The 

second style was pursued by DFL governors, more so by Freem3n 

than Rolvaas. Th8y f3vored an activist role th~t was wi ! ling 

to uso pub! ic opinion as one reso~rce~ Their partisan approach 

handicapped program success beca~se thev labored under legisla-

tive minorities. Youngdahl and Andersen present slight varia-

tions of these styles The first adQpted the hard driving, 

pub l; tod style 5 but h2 enj , f onr1a : I y 



rna it; e 111 the leci ,J 
these conditions he 

turn2d the assertive approach to rsm SUCCESS Govcrn'.:)r 

Andersen had a low less pub! c ~riented aopro3c~ 

a d m ; n i s rr t i c r, v1 a s u n d r::: r d i v i c e d c 3 Jc us con i r· o I 

less successful H13n Levande , or Youn hl But he w::.."ls 

quantative program success or f 

tion v:ciuld suggest lha"l· self=ab 

has its lrnver lirnits 

suggest thJt gubernatorial aggre s;vsness can be pushed much too 

far l he 

crucia e!erreni· also~ This is ra 

political control are definitive 

given their situation, FreGman and ~olvarig rni.-:_:h'r have had much 

!ess success if t h3d chosen to 8ursue a soft I ine~ Harold 

Levs nder or EI mer L. t-\n dersen might have been rnucr1 more s;_.icce<:--:s 

f u i i .f th e y had chosen to ~ u rs u e a h 0 r· d I i n e • F i n a I I y .~ one 

sh o u I d be c ci u t : o u :.) a b o u t pr-~ s c r i b i n g e i t her s i- y l e ,., Th 2 ~ t y I e 

used deps•nds not only on thf: ci1-cl_;n,~+,srices., bur v1h0t lhe gover-

nor wishes to acccmpl ish$ As defined here, program success has 

meant hi quant i h::,t ive I • ' acn I everne!-,T"'" A governor who seeks 

mainly t'o ?ichie-,JE:) a few very major- programs, t·o define succf-SS 

quantitat'ively, may choose a sly e th::;t sacrifices qu::ntHat-ive 
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Sc f'1 () I CJ f"'S 11 i L ()E1 n F- ti r1 r,j t t):~~:: UT,c: 'iJ Jc f·q; :;,(:tr'; 

5c Scho0I teachers under f~dcra! 
socic I secur: 1 y 

6. Cou ni 'l c 
802-?etei-soi1 

I !6C­
L910, 

207= 

!C!L-

295~;:ut tE>r 

99?,-E" Johnson 
?r-ilh,er 

L) C ,,,Shi pkc1 

s up er i n t (: r (~ 2 n t O f s Ch O O I '.3 ~~ 9 ! = [ • ,'., n d E~ r- s On 1+ 5 7 as, L~ ,3 tt I 0 s 
7 o Run1 I Ii trary se:\' i c0: a i cis~ 

federal matching t2-D0n!ap tC7-Shioka 

B. Wr::lfere 
I. Aid to local mental health 

outpatient c! inics 2L6-E.Andetsen 257-Luther 
2. Stai·e aid for court probation 

and YCC as<?nts 
3" S!cmovc 0/:c..,L CE• i ! in g 
4. Training for cub! ;c 

a s s i s t a n c s:~ 1,\' c;. ;- k e 1 ~ s 
5. Governor'3 Advisory Counci I 

on Aging1 soectal 2ssistart; 
eging program- county services 

1503-Dunlep 806-Prifre! 
! l O ! -- t:· • A n ci er 5 e n i 1 - Lu t h e r 

coordinator I 368-.Schu ! t z 1373-E.Johnson 

c. Minority Grcuos 
I. Prohibit discrimination in 

housing 
2~ Office of Ind19n Economic 

DC'! Vi? I epmE:n t 



D. Cl ii D0f nse 
i ,) Em p i o ye r::: ~n 'i c~ e r c i v 1 ! s er v i c e 
2. Acq~ir0 lend fer eirbase 

F:: .. !·L::run-: i F~e,s.:=,twces 
I .. '11c..iTE'r Pel 1u1-:on Cont-rol 

Comm i ss; or,•,=h ear i r:G s on 

1 ·_7,_(. 1.1,u~'·r·"'\\' 4, •~" I Cy 

I f-,Bur le,· 

i n cJ us iT 1 l p ;:) I ! u i- i on I 3C6u0' Lough Ii n 1776-1/Jet:u:: I 

l s I t ion r=-u nd 
217 ~~ea s -fer d 

877-Lofveqren 1319-Ger! i~g 

F~ Shor,! iHer i I !(opposed) 

c. Busl nt=-ss De· 1 e lcpr0e1,1·- shde 
planning SPrvices for 
rnunicipai ii ie:s 1063-Lofvegren I 105-Newhouse 

H., Acwicult'L:rE:•·•Chanoe rr:ad~et' n°aulat·ions 
that restrict markets for 

157c ... w, ~;•2i-h 

I " L -::; b 01- · 

,~Child Laber Laws 
2 t, f:~r;·;f) ! c~'/t: r:: 

:3 li f) e ~- V ; S 

3~ 1
'
1orkrren 's comp~nsa 1- i en 

Ll ~ U n f': rn p i o y rr• •:.:: n i· c C· n: :.:., f' n s ci 'l' i o n 

J $ Ht ghwa ys 
I ~ Use of H i 1/ User ' s ta>~ 1 L,_ l I -•11\ 1 ; 1 "-= r 
2,, Pec<xl i fy dr- i vc-Ts I Ii c0nse I aws 
3~ Cooperate with federal 

highway oragram 735-N. Larson 

K. Reapportionment 401-Gil l~n 

M. Constitutional Conve~tion 

N. GovernrnEni· Reorgcr: i zat ion 
I. Electronic Data 

Processirq Center 
2. Chauffeur's I icense to 

His;hway De;:-)ar'l'mEnt 
3. Omnitus Reorganization 

O. State Employees 

439-Schultz 

!8ti8=Schultz 
921-Schultz 

c) uridE0 i~ 01\SI i2iE:,.Frds~r 
b } ()/,, S 1 f er f- e a Ch e r 1 S r ft i r" en·,'? r: 'i' ) 0~ Ch i I C 

s t c.: r e 'T. :-:- i c y E: "'' s J c, u b I I c 
re,:;che1·s 

1753-En~st dt' 

I ~:29 .. _r:ir if ;-t:~ ! 
n i .::1 k 

!510-Ho I sL::d 
~>.87-Popov i ch 

49-Halsted 
(~ )-Ha I stcd 
l~-5o~Bergcnid 

909-Wozniak 

2037-')/orn i 2 k 
98L_,.Vv ozn i ak 

1312-ShipkD 



l.b)siat0 employees 
put, I ; c E rn c, I o y 2 e s 

2~ New ~0y r2tes-hl 
· 1,, JC' p2:.i r i mf: n 'r hf ad 

( I2)-Ch: I 
(1;,)-Chi Id 

ie·,ci civi f s2rvice 

E ~j I cT y i n c ,~ E c:, s c s 

P. Sta+0 Age~cies 
fa non-recurrirg activities 

fund 
2 ,., ,V1 i ;\ n e '.'.:5 o t c1 ,L ca c! r, rn e y c f Sc i E· n c e 
3 • 1<or~ e c, n Ve i· e:· r" 2.:111 ' s B cw us 
Li ~ \/ 0 i· c0 r· D n t s Ce n t c n n i a ! 

Cc,mm T ss ion 
?u Art Society Commission 

Q • Ta xa i· i on 
le Governor ·s Fi an 
n) v11tholcing 
b) repeal head tax 
c ) '.Jrn n i bu s b i I I 

2, Bil ls wii·h oad of go'/c:t~nor's 
~) Increase deocndent crEdit 
b) Personai Prooerty Tax 

Rep!acerrent Funci 
c) Sh3h' -l"cochr:rs col ir::ge oui of 

1d.-13uSchu ! -rz 
775•-Burd i ck 

L.5~Ch; I c' 

763-,.Schu IL;: 
f 195.,F,~c1ser 

!05:, ... Sc.hu I h 
666~.P:?, t er-son 

I L23,.,,Sch u l i· z 
plan 

528--Poger•:;; 

i r:coir-c h':'~< schoo ! fund ! L3:~-Schu it z 
d) Carry for rd-carry oacf 

fcx cor·por-2 t· ions 
3 , L l her a I Orn n i bus B l I I 
h 11 ( 0nm 1 h us G i I i ) 

R,. Vetoes 
I • S rna I I I cans 

2~ Wholesale I iauor bi l I 
3. Telephone exch3nae 
4,., s u 1- fa C 0 d ,3 m 3 Cl e CO 1:\ ::, Ens 6 r : 0 i-1 

in mini m~1 
5. Sbrndard ·r irne 

S 11 ~ 958 Spec i 3 I Sess i en 
i,. KorEan eonus 

3) payments movEd up 

b) payment Ju!y I 
2,. Unemp i ,r)yment 

a) conservation orojects in 
distressed areas 

b) Department of ~e!fare­
ai~ to distressed areas 

c ) Pub I i c Pe I i e f Act for 

BL~-~)~~.\V (~ i i-
i ~-'.~c~u I t 7 . 

I 81--. 

I -Chi f d 

7-Carr 

distressed areas 9-Rosenmeier 

619.~cr112 

I 553-.,c Ina 

i 6L 1-Pcoov l ch 
I :-576.,.,Popov I c i'1 

52-Tlem'.'::nn 

770.,.cino 
! 2l4i_j=Gocd i r, 

838-Wc)2n i si; 
3-C i ria 

I 56e.,.-Ch i IS] r· t, r, 

I 953uCh i ! ~ r ,2n 
20c<J-C i na 

( I ) =Ci rn:; 

7 58 .,,,R,~0 e d 
1397-ocs for·d 

2016-NcGi Ii 

2 .. ,ci na 

I 0-Gn: S:~ 1 ns 



31., Unemp I cyn,2ni- compE-r1sa l i c>r1 bE,ne fr i's 
a) Adept fuJei-a! lc.w r)!us 6 

weE·ks of benEf its 8-,Schultz 

Governor Orvi lie Freem2n-i959 

/.\,. Educai·ion 

l=Cina 
7•~French 

I.. ExiE-1 nd stab" aids !605..,,G,-Htner l8,i:8c.R0ec'. 
2 ~ S t a t e ! o a n ~3 

,::1) Schoel cunsh·uct·ion ioan fund 12i13c~R,\f./. Johnson 
b) Sic!t°e school lcand comrnisslon 

725,nFr-i:JSCT 29(L ·:; ch h::r·rnari 

(69)=Gr·,ttncr (6U"'-R~ed 
c) l\ic to schools wr1r:.Te debt" set~tdc(~ t·ax 

fevies exceed reasrnab!e 
mcix i rn1.Jm 

5. St3te school 1can commission 
on scho I ar~sh i ps 

Li" S i'ai-e aid for jun icr cc I i E'(]E: 

con .;l rue 1· ion 

S., \Velf2,r·c: 
r t• R c:· ri ! c v e, s c i 1 ; n. fl on Oi\ 1\ 

:;~" Remove cc• l I i ng on aid lo 
di3ab!2d 

3o State aid to counties for 

I 5Lr5=1'- I I t~n 
(i19)~Alien 

l~L6-G, 1 Hner· 

390.,,sh: pka 
(68)-Pei-rir-son 

ad m i n i s t· r 21 t i v e f· ::<per·, :=:r,. s Si 7 C-l< f:: i th 
4. Stale grants for nur-:::.: 1ns1 h:::mes 

Ce Economic Development 

I. Consumer Proi·ect ion 
a) Consumer Couns~I Office 
b) Loans and credit rates­

simple in,ren,st 
2. Increase unemploymEnt 

cornpensat-ion 
3@ Workmen's Compensation 

a) bendits 
b) Comoensation revo!vi~a 

' 0 

fund 
4., Maxinum interest on 

sma I I .f oans 

D. Fa;r Housing 
and Employment 

IL~iL;-Davi es 

88~~., .. Schu Ii· z 

502-Schultz 

2~~5--s-!,<nudst'n 

517-Gz~s fcni 
859-~~ 1Jrrn i rien 

I060-Mosi8r-

579-Pr i fre i 

452-Pri fn:f 



E. Irnprc,vi -! !1\irine~~otcJ GovE.:rniT1En1-
! .. Rc-appu·i i onmen -r 
n) redisi-ridin:-:,1 

b) Constitutional AmEndment 
(Qnn,·ic;r,cJ ')-t- i·- '- '- C: 

2Q Party designation 
3~ Consi· i lu-r l ona I convention 
1 l- c- E i' h i c_:; i n G c v er n rn f: n t-

a) Con f ! i c i· of in,'-- er· cs 1-

b) Pub I i c ~~en'; ce Uh i cs 
Comm i ::-;s ion 

c) Regulation of lobhyists 

5. Simple majority to amend 
home rule chartEr 

6~ State Atomic Energy 
Comrniss;on 

F. Government Reorganization 
I. Electronic Data Processing 

Ceni-er 

3;! Chau ff urs' Ii cens i n~:3 to 
Hfghwcy Department 

l..i. Oepar'i'rnent o-f CotTE"Ct" ions 

Go Highway Safety 
I. Imp I icd consent 
2c Eye exam for driver 

I i c en SE' renewa I 
3. Double the drivers' 

I i cense fr Es 

H. /'v\iscel !21neous 

!. State Art Society 
Appt~opr i o t- i 011 

I. Taxaticn 

I~ Sales tax (opposed) 
2@ C10ns1e alterncti\,e al location 

formula for corporations 

26!-Beroerud lch 
(10)-Ber~erud ich 

6 I 1-i-t ✓ E' I sori 30- Iversc)n 
(29) ... :i Ive:Tscn 

I 20HC~r ii· t iK r- 6 I-Lu f he:., 
86..,Ho l rTqu isl 181 ~-/;\os i 1":T 

613~Thuei' 
( 61~).., Thu e ·t--

6 I 2,oe,--1·hue1--

(73 )"" Thuei-

328 •. ,F,a~= er-

805;~scl1u ! 'l"z 

28:.i--•F e id i-

763-\\Janqr=:n::;; t c2n 

626, .. La tz 

651..,.Popov1ch 

373=F< ~ f,Jc l son 
1S .3 t\~ 'Y \~-: ·i- ~" 0 

225=f--),- i rrc l 
419~-- '.i:")0'✓ 2: 1 I 

c:;,<I 'A/-~,l~'i·t~°'r--'"" c),,l o---y _,,,,. __ )LL"'··,., d' l ' :::, (. • !\J ( 1.:..-l-L"' cl 

106G0 ,Schu It z I 113-Mann 

I 067.'"~Schu I·;- z 

1547.,•t<e i th 1695-Popovich 

roe-Root 128-F--rench 

286-Vfozn i ,::1;.:: 
3. Accelerated de8reciat!on allowances 

for new invEstments 1633-Fraser 1522-Wczniak 
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5 i tion to Vets ns' 
Ccmr~ensat- ion Fund-Kor-ean 
Bonus 

4 Liquor license to 
cer ain clubs 

E L Andersen 

F<evision 
1· i onrr-ent· of 

Le~;; s I a h-1 
2 S 1· a i e deb l I l m i t 

inc! 2: i r 
sl'in 

3 Investmen1 of state 
trus funds 312•'° Jos<::: f scin 

(11-+ Josefson ( 
Int im islntive 
Cornrn i ss ion for 
Constitutional Revisicn 

B& Ethics in Government 

C 

Con I ict of int res 
2~ Lobbyist Reqistration 
3 Camoai n contributions 

lit-an ?roblems 
1$ Metro Sanitary District 

2~ Local prope ty tax relief 
Loe c I horr1e ru I ei 

Transit Comm i ss i or1 

ids 

936-Ho I rnqu is i· 

577...,,L Larson 

33-Westin 
(68 )-Fraser 
5h2-Davies 

lrnqu; :3 

1053-0•Dea 
(2) ,,,,Q' Ch:a 

51 
(35 Fnrn 
1850~-,Sabo 
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2. Ex~eotional chi ldrEn 
a) demonstrati~n research project for 

hend; ca ed and CJ i Hed 9Li3-+!o I mq1J is i' ~~03-B::issf~ -;· 
( I ?L1) MHo I rnqu i -st ( 20~~) MeELs:::; c 1' 

b) renwdia! r·,:?ac!inq 182-Hofrnqui::,1r c:;nqensti::u, 
c) 9iHed chilckc,n 1487-""est'in 

3 • Voe a t i c r1 a i F< 2 h fj b i i i ta t i on o f 

f; i :::; ab I E d i n Der:,, 1· ~ o f E cl u c c t i c n 22 8 =Ho I rn q u i s i· 2 I 6 .. '' a r n k e 
lJ... Persor1ne I and S,:=: I cW i es­

Dept. cf ~ducation 
5. Liasion i-rt-ee en 

Highe1- Educct·ion 91 I -W c:':if In 
l.+82-,G( ii t ner· 49 / . .,,f',assEd 

6. South~estern Minnesota 
Col lcq~ 

7,; Schoic:r-ship 

a) Indi6n students 
b) Nursing 
c) Student loans for higher 

30f3,;,.zwach 
, · I.-,) ..., v l iL+) <=LWccC,'i 

1.,o_v1r~ j 7 
Li-- / ' - -

83m•Dun I ap 

education 380-McGuire 
(98)-Weslin 

d) Student scholarship fund and commission 
8 • J u n i or c o I I e ~? e ~ ~ .. , s 1- a i E a i d 90 .. , Uk k e I b E r g 

E~ Conser~v,:t: ori 

!. Topogra0hic rnapr;ing 
2., Fort :;n 11 ing Park 

F. Traffic Safety 

t~ Increase nu~ber of 
highway oatrolmen 

2~ Irnolied c~nsent 
~. Driver education 
4- Annual motor vehicle 

inspect;on 
5. Required seat belts 
6c Vision test for driver's 

Ii cense renewa I 

23 ib 
27 I ~.'v\'e s ·r in 

2 13-~<e I I er 
327-Ho Irr qu r st 
340-iAnderson 

L2Lt-A I I en 
408-Bu t I er 

20.:3-Ke I I er 
7. Confiscation of car: ~rrest fer 

drunk driving Bfter 
I icense revocation 

8 f, 8 i I I b c c:n- ci s : s ta n d a rd s by 
Commissioner of HJgh½ays 

G. Public Welfare 

I ., 0/..A based on need 
2. Glen LakP saGatorium 

h73-=i-<e l I er 

469-Ke i t·h 
1206-F(OOt 
( 175)-Franz 

303-=hE I i y 
( ! 5 I ) k, f< e I I )' 

G7 icl·,. 
(86 )_,~'opov i ch 

tB=Popovic~ 
6.3--:<arvone n 

2'38-' 1'2:ngen~',f2E n 
279-~F\:mov i ch 

279--Ha ls-~ ed 
330-~Ha I st ed 
318=, 0 ri fref 

482~~Pr i fre I 
L66-Be2d I e 

33 i -N\ann 

268-Vtoz.n i ak 

L13-t<nudsen 
I I 5 I - ,,/o I s i" ad 
(196)=Vo!st2d 
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7 i\id to clisabl 
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8 ar· s work 
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for Iridi n cl iC:f 
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on i nsi 
i I Specia: pay rates for 

doctors in state s2rvic0 

H,. Human Rights 
I ~ Curnrn i :;s ion on di scr 

in housing 
2 Commission to study orobl~ms 

of migrent workers 

I Workrnenrs 

J., National milk sanitation aw 

Ke Congressional Districts 

L. State Personnel Salary Plan 
I. Salary incredse for off leers 
2. Salary increase -department 

£38~-Novak 
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Vuke I i ch 
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kc! i ch 
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(57) lz 

153'(-Schu ! t'z 
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heads 575-Walz 
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corp0ratP income, t'::ix on new vehicles 

/\., Educai~ i ~)n 
I., HI er eduec:1tion facilities 

commission 1083-Grittner 1155-cugina 
2 • Ma t ch fed er a I funds , I o:.: n s to 

C()I I e~:Je sludcnts 9119-•lmm I 156~aC .l', Jcirjn::.:,or·, 
3~Schooi consolidation 1528-House 
4. UnivPr~ity status for 

Mar1kc·l 6 State (opposed) 572-Imm 635°,S 1::hu I z 

B. St~te Economy 
I. Stat·e Pcdiclpation in 

Econ um i c Ooood unity r.ct l 25B~Perp i ch 12li3=C i na 
2., Workrnen 1s nsation 

a) 1 ncreese 1992-,,''./\nderson 1663-Fucln) 
b) occupational disease 256-Masier 362-Prifr~I 

3 .. Unemo I oyment ensat i en 825--Yl .P.ndersc,n 879 . .,,c i na 
4e Lower minimum waqe for e~ployees 

of rural nEwsparers(opooscd) 30L~Harren 586-McGowan 

C. Civi I and Human F~iqht~:.; 
I. abolish discriminatory wages 

by sex -Thuet 800~-fa,sh b i.'J c. h 

2. Continue Governor's Commission 
or1 the Sh1h,1s of 1i1orn2n !L36A~o!e1nDn i 385-McMi 11,::n 

3~ Discrimination laws ~xtended to 
employers of fewer than 3 oersonsi330-L.Lars~n 1391-Francc 

l~. Discrimination in puc:,! ic 
accomrnodations 

5~ Discrimination in Housin9 
6~ Discrimination by business 

and labor organ;zaticns 
7. Resolution on federal 

intervention in Alabama 

D. Handicapped 
i. State in federally aided 

of community mental 
h ea I i· h c e n t er s 

I ;~6·?,-·R,. Hanson -Klaus 
I 29h~H ~ 3. [~e I son I 407-La i· z 

I 432-Schwar~-z kop f 

Sen.Res~ 5-Co!eman H.Res. 10~ 
Cina 

construction 

2. State grants to daytime 
Ct:>nters 

act iv i tv 
515-t3eck I in 

510-Kucera 

981-S .Adam~:, 

3. Long tenn she I tered 
worksh©ps 

h7' 7>-He, I mou: :::,t 
' .-, I 

925-Holmq..1ist-
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I., DFL p I an 
2gConservative p!an(opooscd) 

G Department of Highways 
I. Traffic Saf ty 
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102~~s in<: I c:: i r 

a)driver 1 s I icen ex~n 172-N Larson 
b) arrnual motor v2h:c1~ i :;pc,cticn 
c ) Dr~ i v e r i m 0 r o v e rn E n t c I I n 1 r: ~:; i u m 
d) Drive, fra i rl; nq sche,c I:;,<~ 

lic0bsed by the state !507-Coleman 
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2. Incrcdsl:'d penali"ie:s for? ·vic1l0t-icris 
a ) D ,~ \ v i no under- i n f l u fT1 c E o -f z~ I coho ! 

-- 30 day o a!tv !20~-E.Andcrson 
-- 90 day oenalty 

b) D~ivers education required 
for t-hose ur,der 18 

H.Natural Resources and Recreation 
!~fappr-oprlat-ion 

I. Sur1da 'y' Ci os i ncJ (opposed) 

.J., Taxes 
I ~ S tW e Cl Up CC ! I CC r i on Of 

cc)rpor-a i- e t oxE s 

25 ... zwach 

5 19·-Thu 0·1· 
2. Persona! property tax on I ivcstcck, 

farrn machinery, noi·ai I in'leni-cry !L38-Thuet 

.1 :::-!O'.:>-t-<u f· 1 r 
1...({L-,:--: 1 chi E 

2i-Dirlarn 

1536-Cina 
3,. !</2 incn::ase 5 indivioual 1nccme 

h:ix 613-,Thue-1· 658,-C i na 
4~ Lower corporate ratE 

corporate income 1ax 
i· c 0 i l :-:1 i n c:i r e -f e d e r a I 

de d: Jc t i on 5 97 - Th u r:: i-

5 " 3°1 E: x c i s e i'i:3 >~ on n e 'N car· ~:; 
and -rrucks 

6 ,. 3% s a ! es 'i cJ x ( op po s € d ) 
7 .. Orn n i t· u s. ni >; b i l I 

K. Ve toed Bi ! Is 

I. Examiners and deputy 
of tit I es of I anci 

2 $ CI aims bi I I 

699-Thuc-r 

61 !-Tl·uei" 
! :3 0 E1

, = t< r- i t' J e r· 
! OT>·'J.i1- ! 
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d) F<e:-oulr·e offtT:ng o-f insui-dnce 

t0 Llninsured motorist 
e) Gauranty fund a~einst 

i~solv?n insurer 
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