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PREFACE 

The Tucson Unified School District No. One, more commonly referred 

to by its old name, District One, was formally created on November 18, 1867, 

by the Pima County Board of Supervisors. It was the first school district 

created in Pima County. For its first year, the district was administered by 

three men, merchant John B. Allen, ex-Tucson mayor William S. Oury, and 

politician Francisco S. Leon, known collectively as the "school committee. " 

It is possible, but not known for certain, that Leon resigned and was replaced 

by Wheeler Washington Williams, a local retail merchant, sometime between 

the date the district was created and the date the first class was formed, given 

by James F. Cooper (1967) in his book The First Hundred Years: The History 

of Tucson School District One, Tucson, Arizona, 1867-1967, as either 

December 1867 or January 1868. 

The first teacher of record in District One was New York City-born 

Augustus Brichta. The first school enrollment showed that the district in 1867 

consisted of 55 Mexican boys. There were no classes held between 1869 and 

1872 for two reasons: a lack of money and the fear of attack by the Apache 

Indians. Classes resumed in March of 1872 with the arrival of the district's 

second teacher, John Spring, and have been conducted every year since. 

Between 1941 and 1978, the scope of this study, the district has had 

only three superintendents of schools: Robert Morrow, Thomas Lee, and 
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Wilbur Lewis. Many observers believe that it has always been traditional in 

District One for school superintendents to enjoy long tenures in office. This 

has, in fact, been true only since the administration of Morrow's immediate 

predecessor, C. E. Rose, who became superintendent in 1920. There have 

been, then, only four superintendents in the 58 years between 1920 and 1978. 

iv 

If one does not include the short reign of Wilbur Lewis, each of the superinten

dents from Rose to Lee has served a term that has averaged out to 19 years. 

Yet, in the 19 years before Rose assumed the superintendency, 1901 to 1920, 

there were six different superintendents, and between the inception of the dis

trict in 1867 and the turn of the century, 12 other people held that office, in

cluding two women, Miss Lizzie Borton for one month in 1895, and Mrs. J. F. 

Warren, who replaced Borton, through part of 1896. In that latter year alone, 

five different people became superintendent in District One. Thus, long 

tenures as superintendent were the exception rather than the rule in the district. 

The first person recognized as superintendent was Dana Harmon, 

who served for one year, 1886-1887. He is considered the district's first 

chief executive because aU district schools came under the control of a single 

principal, Harmon, for the first time in 1886. 

Until the administration of S. C. Newsome (1908-1916), aU superin

tendents received a one-year contract, after which time the school board could 

either rehire him or select a replacement. Thirteen superintendents before 

1920 either resigned or were not rehired after relatively short terms. Of those 

13, one resigned for health reasons, and five either resigned or were not 
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rehired with no reason given. Two 19th-century superintendents did not have 

their contracts renewed after claiming that the trustees owed them money in 

back salary, and Mrs. Warren was not rehired in 1896 because one of the three 

trustees objected to a woman assuming such a high and responsible office as 

the superintendency. 

Four superintendents left the employ of the district for especially 

interesting reasons. J. N. Pemberton (1896) was fired when it was discovered 

that he could not obtain a teacher's license because of "the absence of his 

diplomas." In other words, he could not prove that he had ever received a 

college degree. F. M. Walker (1901-1906) was not rehired after the district 

was shaken by the scandal of four female teachers reportedly observed in 

Sabino Canyon drinking beer and wine and smoking cigarettes. His successor, 

William M. Ruthrauf (1906-1909), resigned in protest of what he called "flag

rant and open insubordination on the part of a few teachers, " and the man who 

succeeded him, S. C. Newsome (1908-1916), resigned as the result of a dis

pute with board member Harry Drachman. 

The first criticism of the district by the local press appeared in the 

Tucson Citizen on March 15, 1895, charging the school board with corruption 

and waste of the taxpayers' money. Superintendents Fred Arthur Nims (1918-

1920) and C. E. Rose (1920-1941) were constantly derided by the press, al

though the severity of the criticisms was miniscule compared to the editorial 

attacks leveled at Robert Morrow (1941-1968) by William R. Mathews, editor 

of the Arizona Daily Star. 
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Robert Morrow is to be considered the first of the modern superin-

tendents of District One. Under him, the number of schools, teachers, and 

students in the district rose dramatically. While Morrow was superintendent, 

Tucson was transformed from a small western town to a modern city. The 

school district also developed, not only in size, but also in the types of prob

lems and challenges that had earlier confronted other large school districts 

across the United States. He, more than any other single person, brought the 

district out of the territorial period and into the modern era. 

Growth and the development of other problems within the district 

continued under Morrow's successor, Thomas Lee. Besides social and 

economic problems such as ethnic tensions and lack of funds that had plagued 

other districts in the past, the close working relationship between the superin

tendent, the board of education, and the Tucson Education Association, the 

local teacher organization, that had so characterized District One since at 

least 1941 was coming to an end. A new period of tension and strife between 

teachers, trustees, and the superintendent was beginning. 

The pressures of these new problems and changing relationships 

within the district reached its climax during the superintendency of Wilbur 

Lewis. Two major events occurred within Lewis's IS-month tenure that 

symbolized the friction and distress that existed within the district: the teacher 

strike of October 1975 and the decision by the board of education to purchase the 

remainder of the superintendent's contract two months later. 
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This historical investigation focused on the relationships between 

the superintendent of schools, the board of education, and the local teachers' 

professional organization in Tucson School District One for the period 

1941-1978. 

The approach to the research for this study was divided into three 

parts. The first major source of primary information concerning the district's 

history was found in the library files of the Arizona Daily Star. For almost 

one year, this researcher read every article and editorial printed about the 

school district, its trustees, and its superintendents between the years 1941 

and 1978. The Daily Star's files also included numerous articles from Tucson's 

other newspaper, the TUcson Citizen. 

The second major source of information was the School Board 

Minutes of District One, located at district headquarters at 1010 E. 10th 

Street, Tucson, Arizona. For 13 months this writer read almost 20,000 pages 

of official district records of formal school board meetings, which included 

votes taken on decisions and summaries of debates, arguments, and discus

sions between the trustees and included at times private citizens as well as 

the superintendent. 

The last, and perhaps most enlightening major source of primary 

information was the year spent personally interviewing and transcribing the 

remarks of the 16 surviving trustees and the three superintendents of District 

One who served between 1941 and 1978, as well as four out of the five trustees 

who served in Parma, Ohio, while Wilbur Lewis was superintendent there. 
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Secondary sources on the history of the district are virtually non

existent. The only two that were of any aid at all were James Officer's pri

vately published study of influential leaders of Tucson, Power Structure in the 

Old Pueblo: A Study of Decision-Making in a Southwestern Community (1961), 

and James F. Cooper's history of District One, from which many of the histori

cal facts in the introduction were taken, The First Hundred Years (1967). 

This dissertation could not have been completed without the kind and 

enthusiastic services of many people. Frank Johnson, then the managing 

editor and now the executive editor of the Arizona Daily Star, gave me permis

sion to research that newspaper's files. Beth Miner and the rest of the excel

lent employees of the Daily Star library helped me find my way through the 

files of that influential newspaper. Without the invaluable assistance of Jimanna 

Albertsen, LaVerne Foster, Catherine Epple, Irene Slanina, Toni Schwartz, 

Kathryn Ford, and John Bockman at the headquarters of the Tucson Unified 

School District, I would never have completed my labors there. I also owe a 

debt of thanks to Dr. Richard Wilson, Dr. Thomas Neel, Nancy Thomas, Dr. 

Darrell Sabers, Virginia Houston, Dr. Richard Scott, and Dr. John Welsh, 

all administrators or trustees of the Amphitheater School District in Tucson, 

Arizona, for permitting me the sabbatical leave for the 1980-81 school year that 

allowed me to complete many of the requirements before I began this thesis. 

A special debt of gratitude is due a most scholarly and hard-working 

individual, my mentor, Professor William D. Barnes. His insight into the 

history and relationships in the district has given to this work a far greater 
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degrep. of quality than that which would have been achieved otherwise. His 

intelligent proofreading and acute suggestions concerning style have also made 

this effort a much better piece of writing than that which I would have 

accomplished alone. 

A special debt of love and thanks must also go to my loving wife, 

Chris, and my wonderful children, Matthew, Leigh, and Brooke, and to my 

beloved parents, May and Edwin. This is their dissertation as much as it is 

mine. Without their love, understanding, and sacrifice in spite of the hard

ships this work sometimes imposed upon them, I could not have completed my 

labors. 

For any mistakes or misunderstandings within this dissertation, I 

and I alone take the blame. 
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ABSTRACT 

This investigation was concerned with the relationships between the 

superintendent of schools, the board of education, and the local teachers' pro

fessional organization in Tucson School District One for the period 1941-1978. 

Because it was the largest school district in the state of Arizona, as well as 

one of the largest in the United States, School District One may be considered 

a microcosm of many older school districts throughout the country. Many 

problems encountered by District One for the first time during the late 1960s 

and 1970s had been experienced by other large school districts in earlier 

decades. 

The relationships between the school board, superintendents, and 

the local teacher organization moved through three distinct phases in the years 

covered by this study. The first phase was a period of consensus during the 

years when Robert D. Morrow was superintendent of the school district. The 

second phase, under the administration of Morrow's successor, Thomas L. 

Lee, was one of transition. The harmonious relationships between the superin

tendent, trustees, and teachers' organization began to become strained. The 

third phase, under Wilbur Lewis, Lee's successor, was characterized by con

flict and ended in a teacher strike in 1978. 

During the years 1941-1978, the superintendents' relationships with 

both the school board and the teacher association changed from that of close 

xiv 
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cooperation to one of increasing hostility. Among the school board members 

themselves, little effective dissent existed prior to 1972. In that year, the 

first of two major critics of the school trustees was elected to office. When 

she was joined on the board in 1975 by the second dissenter, the community 

realized that the era of cooperation and quiet disagreement was at an end. The 

local teachers' organization, the Tucson Education Association (TEA), began 

in 1917 as little more than a social and educational arm of the school district. 

As the teacher groups nationally became more militant in the 1960s, the TEA 

developed a more aggressive attitude towards educational and profeSSional 

conditions in Tucson. 

In 1978, relationships ,within the school district had deteriorated to 

such a degree that two of the most dramatic incidents in the school district's 

history occurred: the teacher strike in October, and the resignation of the 

superintendent the following December. Years later, the effects of these two 

events could still be observed. 



PART I 

THE MORROW ADMINISTRA TION 

1941 - 1968 
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CHAPTER 1 

THE SUPERINTENDENT 

Robert D. Morrow succeeded Clinton E. Rose as Superintendent of 

Tucson District One on July 1, 1941. On that date, he became only the fifth 

superintendent of the district since 1908, and his tenure, 27 years, is the 

longest in the district's history. During that quarter century, the City of 

Tucson was transformed from a small western community into a modern, 

bustling city. The school district also grew. With Robert D. Morrow as its 

superintendent, it entered into an era that saw school districts all over the 

country attempt to solve lingering local problems and at the same time con

front recently identified national issues having racial, economic, political, 

and educational implications. 

Robert Morrow was born on June 14, 1903, in Pawnee City, Nebraska. 

He spent most of his youth in Washington, Iowa. After graduating from high 

school in 1921, Morrow moved to Fulton, Missouri, where he worked in a 

drug store and attended Westminster College from 1922 until 1925. While 

working in the store, he became interested in the deaf children from the 

Missouri State School for the Deaf who came in to browse or buy sundries. 

Morrow then moved to Washington, D. C., where he attended both George 

Washington University and Gallaudet College. He received an M.A. degree 

2 



from Gallaudet in 1927. Later educational degrees he received included an 

M. A. from The University of Arizona in 1942 and an honorary doctorate in 

Humanities from Westminster in 1957. 

3 

Between 1927 and 1932, Morrow taught at GaUaudet, the Iowa State 

School for the Deaf and Blind, and the Missouri State School for the Deaf and 

Blind. He arrived in Tucson in 1932 to assume the position of superintendent 

of the Arizona School for the Deaf and Blind and remained there until 1941, 

when he accepted the superintendency of Tucson School District One (Arizona 

Daily Star files). 

In 1940, C. E. Rose announced his plans to retire the following year. 

He had been superintendent of the district since 1920, and in the later years of 

his administration, his health began to fail. Rose died one year later in June 

of 1942. Morrow had known Rose while at the Arizona School for the Deaf and 

Blind. Although they respected each other, Morrow remembered Rose as 

being an autocrat while heading District One (Morrow 1979). This is ironic in 

view of later criticism leveled at Morrow while he was chief administrator of 

the district. 

The man who most wanted Robert Morrow to succeed Rose as superin

tendent was Dr. S. C. Davis, Clerk of the Board of Education and a board 

member since 1930. Davis felt Morrow would make an effective superinten

dent, yet Rose and the two other trustees, Judge Fred Fickett and Peter 

Howell, were not easily convinced. Rose actually told Morrow he would not 

recommend him for the job because Morrow had no experience in public school 
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administration. Howell, although a close friend of Dr. Morrow, had doubts 

as to Morrow's ability to delegate authority to others. ''He felt, " said Dr. 

Morrow, "that I'd want to do everything myself. I was used to doing so many 

things with a limited staff, but after I talked with him, he was a staunch sup

porter, too. And then Fred Fickett came in along with the other two" (Morrow 

1979). 

Morrow was still unconvinced that he would make an effective superin

tendent. Dr. Davis constantly brought up the subject and Morrow continued to 

express doubt. Then, according to Morrow, DaviE telephoned him one day and 

informed Dr. Morrow that he was dying and would not live more than five or 

six weeks. Davis said he wanted the contracts signed before he died. Morrow 

recalled the incident: "So I said, 'well, I guess I'll give it a try. We love 

Tucson. It'd be a bigger job and a bigger challenge.' That's the way it 

happened" (Morrow 1979). 

Dr. Davis died soon after, on March 14, 1943. 

As superintendent, Morrow had an unusually smooth working relation

ship with a majority of the members of the school board. During his tenure as 

chief administrator for the district, Morrow and the trustees did not split over 

issues or struggles for power that divided later district boards from succeeding 

superintendents. One may better understand Morrow's relationship with his 

board members by investigating the style of leadership he used as chief execu

tive of District One. 
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Morrow assumed what Hartley and Hartley (1961, p. 627) call the 

"democratic leadership role." This style makes use of the idea that decisions 

are arrived at through group discussion. The leader, in this case Dr. Morrow, 

plays an active role in encouraging group members to discuss alternatives and 

express differences of opinion. He is also active in contributing information 

and opinions for group consideration. The main role of the democratic leader 

is to provide input and suggest different courses of action. He also has the 

responsibility of supplying the members with an awareness of the goals and 

objectives of the group as a whole. With this awareness, the necessary infor

mation and the variety of choices provided by the leader and other members, 

the group is able to arrive at a decision to which all in the group have contribu

ted. The leader, then, is a "regular member"in spirit but not in the actual 

decision-making process. He wants the group to choose the best alternative, 

yet he does not try to force the members to select a suggestion the leader may 

strongly favor (Hartley and Hartley 1961, p. 627). 

Studies have demonstrated that there is a pattern in the way that 

groups respond to different leadership styles (Lippitt and White 1947, pp. 315-

330). The democratic style usually results in the least amount of discontent 

aimed at the group leader. Group members, with a leader who acts in a demo

cratic fashion, continue to work more effectively even when the leader is 

absent. Such groups also display fewer instances of irritability and aggres

siveness than when other styles of leadership are used. When groups led by 

democratic leaders are criticized from sources outside the group, they 
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tend to unite against the outside agent responsible for the attacks. Groups 

accustomed to other styles of leadership display more frustration, dis'organiza-

tion, and aggressive tendencies in response to criticism from without (Hartley 

and Hartley 1961, pp. 628-629). 

As superintendent, Dr. Morrow successfully used the democratic 

style of leadership during the quarter century he and the board made educa-

tional decisions for the district. Morrow made sure that the board was pro-

vided with several alternatives for issues or recommendations brought to its 

attention by the administration. Trustees frequently remarked that the super-

intendent gave the board information and suggestions, but did not personally 

try to influence the decision or vote of individual members (Drachman 1980; 

Dusenberry 1980; Fruchthendler 1980; Hillman 1980; Lyons 1980; Tom 1981). 

Oliver Drachman, for example, a board trustee from 1949 to 1953, recalled 

that Morrow approached the board with ideas, and that the board often con-

curred with the superintendent's point of view (Drachm an 1980). Katie 

Dusenberry, a board member for the decade 1964 to 1973, explained why the 

board worked so well with Morrow in contrast to a later board's stormy rela-

tionship with Superintendent Wilbur Lewis: 

I think that [the board members under Morrow] were accustomed to 
bering] brought along on the superintendent's way of thinking and not 
left out of the steps of decision making •••• I think that the majority 
of the board admired [Morrow] very much as an educator, and when 
he came in with a recommendation, if it wasn't anything that they had 
a philosophical disagreement about, they were very willing to go along 
with his recommendation (Dusenberry 1980). 
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Even Dr. Morrow's opponents, like Robert Salvatierra, a one-term 

board member from 1953 to 1955, admitted that the superintendent was a strong 

leader who brought ideas to the board but applied no pressure to influence most 

decisions (Lee 1980). Yet on a three-man board with two of the members 

staunch supporters of the superinten~ent, a majority on each vote was assured. 

Perhaps the superintendent and the other two trustees felt that applying pres

sure to Salvatierra was unnecessary and would not affect what the final result 

would be. 

Dr. Morrow was the object of constant criticism in the local Arizona 

Daily Star. The most bitter articles were editorials written by the Star's 

editor and publisher, William R. Mathews. The editor's objections to the 

administration of school District One began during the last years of C. E. Rose 

and continued throughout the Morrow era. Only with Morrow's retirement in 

1968 did the editorials directed at him and the school district cease. Morrow's 

successor, Dr. Thomas Lee, experienced none of the criticism or animosity 

that Mathews apparently reserved for Robert Morrow. When asked why Lee 

was not attacked in the Star to the extent that Morrow was, Helen Hafley, a 

board member under both Morrow and Lee and an astute observer of events 

taking place within the district, said that she felt Morrow's retirement 

eliminated both a personality conflict and a power struggle over district 

affairs between Morrow and Mathews. Hafley remarked that "Mathews had it 

in for Morrow" and that when Morrow left the scene, the editor's reason for 

attacking the district disappeared (Hafley 1981). 
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During all the years of criticism of Morrow and of his individual sup-

porters on the board, the majority of the trustees continued to listen to 

Morrow's suggestions and accept most of them. The Board of Education 

seemed to close ranks as the Star's editorials increased its objections to 

District One decisions, especially when school board election days drew near 

and in the weeks before the public was asked to vote on a school bond issue. 

Although some school board members like Nan Lyons, a member from 1955 

untU1964, became upset when specifically mentioned in one of Mathews's 

editorials, no member admitted to being· swayed on a vote by pressure from a 

star article. Majority support for most of the superintendent's requests con

tinued throughout his tenure in office. For example, between 1941 and 1968, 

there were only 227 non-unanimous board decisions (2.3 percent) out of a total 

of 9,946 votes taken (Lyons 1980; Tucson District One 1941-1979). This sup

port of most of the superintendent's ideas was a pattern that remained constant 

during his 27 years as chief administrator for the district. The board backed 

Dr. Morrow quite consistently and the record of formal votes at board meetings 

demonstrated the confidence most of the trustees had in him as a leader. 

In statements made at various times throughout his career concerning 

his general philosophy of education, Superintendent Morrow indicated that the 

welfare of the student, the teacher and the physical plant were foremost in his 

mind. In June of 1941, less than one month before becoming superintendent, 

Morrow told of a trip he had taken to New York City to observe teaching tech

niques at Columbia University. He said that he had left Tucson "with the 
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belief that the pupil is first to be considered in any teaching system, " and that 

he returned to Tucson "more firmly convinced" than he was before he left. He 

also indicated at that time that in the teaching of children, there was an "ideal 

••• school" that was somewhere between "the progressive school where 

children are allowed to follow their desires almost to the point of absurdity" 

and the "traditional school where lmuckles are still rapped with rulers •••• 

And next in importance to the pupil is the teacher." In the same statement he 

also expressed his belief that a middle-of-the-road course is the best to 

follow (Arizona Daily Star 6/6/41). Thirty-seven years later, in an 

interview after he had retired, Dr. Morrow looked back on his career and 

commented, "I think pretty much [the] middle-of-the-road is the way we 

followed all the way" (Morrow 1979, 1976). 

Morrow's educational philosophy was stated early in his career with 

District One. His statements over the next two decades showed a consistency 

of thought, a pattern that changed little in 27 years. His statements to the 

public demonstrate that the educational climate of Tucs:>n remained basically 

the same between 1941 and 1968. Few instances of turmoil occurred to change 

the thinking of Tucson's leader of public education. Remarks of later superin

tendents included the mention of school board/administration relationships, 

racial integration, and busing. Articles in the two daily newspapers after 

1968 referring to the effect of these relatively new educational realities in 

Tucson concerning the learning process occupied many columns. During the 

Morrow years, however, they were yet to make an impact upon the local scene. 
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The major concerns of Dr. Morrow and the board members he worked 

with highlight the fact that national concerns and educational issues that plagued 

other cities had temporarily ignored Tucson. Perhaps there were riots in 

Little Rock, Arkansas, in 1957, but no local Orval Faubus attacked integration 

in District One. Morrow believed that Tucson's main problem between 1941 

and 1968 was the rapid growth and expansion of the dictrict. Building new 

schools and improving older ones occupied more of the trustees' attention than 

did segregation, teacher politicization and threatened teacher strikes combined. 

Except for the partial integration of Tucson schools that began in 1951, almost 

no reference can be found in district records concerning issues that were 

tearing school districts in other states apart by the early 1960s (Morrow 1979, 

1976). 

Of the few educational issues of national scope that concerned board 

members in Tucson while Morrow was superintendent, the major ones were 

accepting federal aid for the schools and teaching about communism and the 

United Nations in high school and junior high school social studies classes. 

These issues generally appeared in the weeks preceding a school board elec

tion and were forgotten the day the final results were tallied. Of greater con

cern to District One trustees were the local problems of bond issues, tax 

equalization measures, curriculum development, faculty pay increases, and 

district business procedures. Tucson faced larger national concerns for the 

first time years, and in some cases decades, after major east and west coast 

cities began struggling with them. 
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Dr. Morrow believed that one of the duti~s of a superintendent was 

to present ideas and suggestions to the board for consideration. TIle trustees, 

for the most part, believed this also. Ideas were presented by Morrow at 

public school board meetings or in private executive sessions with only the 

board members, the superintendent, and sometimes a secretary present. TIle 

board expected Morrow to discuss new concepts or give opinions on current 

programs and policies. All of his ideas were studied by the board. Most of 

them were eventually voted upon and adopted (Morrow 1979; Arizona Daily 

Star 6/30/41, 5/4/68). 

Many members of Morrow's board remember how the presentations 

were made. The superintendent outlined his ideas and then had to answer 

questions posed by the trustees. Although many of his suggestions originated 

with assistant superintendents, building principals, or teachers, Morrow took 

it upon himself to present and defend before the board those ideas that he felt 

could be used. He usually supported his opinions with facts and figures. "Bob 

Morrow and his staff were constantly on the alert, " one former board member 

said, "to bring new things to us for the improvement of the district. • • • He 

knew we had a strong, independent board and he'd better have his facts and 

justifications ready first" (Fruchthendler 1980). 

Many former trustees recall that Morrow seemed to perceive his 

relationship with the board in that way. His job was to present ideas, and it 

was the board's duty to approve or reject them. Morrow never acted on his 



own and changed district policy before he received board approval 

(Fruchthendler 1980). 

No board member recalled being pressured at any time by Dr. 
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Morrow to vote in a certain way on a resolution. The superintendent received 

board support on the strength of his relationship with the trustees and also on 

the strength of his personality. "He had a fine personality, " remarked one 

former member. "Everybody liked Bob Morrow" (Morrow 1979). 

Besides the ability to successfully interact with a majority of the 

board members, Morrow had another advantage that resulted in the support of 

a majority of the Board of Education on most issues. Robert Morrow enjoyed 

a national reputation as an educator. The board realized this and therefore 

willingly deferred to his opinion on school matters. Many board members felt 

that he was a professional educator who had devoted much of his life to study

ing school problems, while they were lay people elected to their position by 

the voters and not expert in such matters. He had what Katie Dusenberry 

(1980) described as a "pretty decisive personality" and board members "got 

the impression that he put a lot of thought into his recommendations and that it 

came from years of experience and probably sound judgment ••• to buck him 

would be difficult. " 

Morrow eschewed the use of direct pressure on individual board 

members. As superintendent, he expressed his opinions before the group as 

a whole. He did not attempt to corner members separately and push for a pet 

program or viewpoint. To do so was really never necessary. The board saw 
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him as a leader of national stature and was, in the words of ex-trustee Jacob 

Fruchthendler (1980), "convinced that Robert Morrow was a good educator and 

well in advance of his time, and we were determined to carry out his policies. " 

In educational matters, Morrow was willing to lead and the board was admit

tedly willing to follow. 

Morrow's supporters on the Board of Education perceived him as a 

leader in much the same way that Morrow saw himself. There was no confli~t 

as to how Morrow and the board saw their own role and that of each other in 

the district's educational structure. The board expected Morrow to be the 

educational leader of the district (Drachm an 1980; Fruchthendler 1980; 

Fickett 1980; Hillman 1980; Jasper 1980; Lyons 1980; Salvatierra 1980; Tom 

1981; Arizona Daily Star 9/21/60). As a leader, one of his functions was 

to bring new ideas and programs to the attention of the board. It 

was expected by the trustees that these suggestions would be accompanied by 

pertinent facts and information. If the members asked for Morrow's opinion, 

they expected a candid assessment of the situation. The board also had no 

objections to Morrow expressing his view on an issue if he strongly supported 

it or objected to it without being previously asked to do so by the board. The 

board, after discussing the matter and after hearing opinions from the audi

ence, if there were any, then voted to accept or reject the idea. The superin

tendent was then expected to execute that decision without further protest, once 

the board had made its final choice. Ex-member Jacob Fruchthendler felt that 



Morrow's success as a leader occurred because he realized what his rela-

tionship to the board had to be and what the board expected of him. He said: 

He !mew that he was the chief administrator and that we were the 
chief pOlicy makers ••• of the district. And that's ••• one of 
the biggest reasons for problems between superintendents and 
school board members. In many places, they like to interfere with 
the day-to-day administrative operations and that's wrong. They 
don't belong there. On the same vein, the superintendent gets the 
idea that he's the boss • • • and looks upon the • • • board. • • as 
just a rubber stamp. • • • But under our system of education the 
professional goes so far. He makes recommendations on what 
policy should be, but the board makes the decision. Once [it] makes 
that decision, whether the superintendent agrees with it or not, [it's 
his responsibility] to carry [it] out. • • • Bob knew his place in the 
sense that he brought the policy making decisions for the board to 
make and once they made them, he lived with them (Fruchthendler 
1980). 

Helen Hafley pointed out that if there is too much disagreement be-

tween a board and its superintendent, "he [had] better look at himself. • • • 

Something's wrong, and if he can't work with the board, he [had] better get 

out" (Hafley 1981). 

The Board of Education of District One saw Morrow as a dedicated 
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leader who was not trying to pre-empt the board's power. He was perceived 

as a strong administrator, yet one who knew where his power ended and where the 

board's began. Dr. Jimmye Hillman, University of Arizona professor of 

agricultural economics, who served only nine months of a five-year term in 

1966 before he resigned to become executive director of President Lyndon 

Baines Johnson's National Advisory Commission on Food and Fibers, saw 

Morrow as a strong leader who "surfaced the issues" while always avoiding an 

ultimate showdown with the board over who had the final authority. "I like a 



15 

strong executive. Bob was a strong executive, " recalls Hillman. The rest of 

the board, Hillman added, was also content with Morrow's style and encouraged 

him to continue to advise them in educational and policy matters (Hillman 1980). 

The trust that the school board had in Morrow can be illustrated in a 

decision that the board made in 1959. In December of that year, the trustees 

voted to hire an auditor. Unlike auditors who had been hired in the past, this 

one would be responsible directly to Dr. Morrow and not to the board. The 

vote was 4-1. Lawyer Norval Jasper, who usually voted with the majority, 

dissented. He gave his reason for the negative vote in a statement found in 

the board minutes of District One. He felt that the trustees should have post

poned their decision until a legal opinion could be obtained. Then, if ruled a 

legal measure, he would vote along with the majority. 

The Tucson Citizen (12/22/59) fumed about the decision and called 

it an abdication of a. "major item of responsibility. • • to the school super

intendent." The trustees, however, did not perceive it that way. To them, 

Morrow was a trusted and respected administrator. The board was saying, in 

effect, that it had no qualms about increasing the superintendent's power 

within his area of responsibility. 

Another clue as to how the board saw Morrow as a leader may be 

found in descriptions of meetings between trustees and the superintendent out

side of the board room. These meetings did not take place often, but they are 

remembered with fondness by many retired members. These trustees appre

ciated the fact that Morrow was sociable and accessible to members without 
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using the occasion to lobby for a vote. One former trustee recalled that after 

evening board meetings in the mid-1960s, Morrow and some of the members 

would retire to Austin's Ice Cream Parlor on East Broadway and talk until 

closing time, eleven o'clock. Others saw him in church or at public functions. 

Although school business was seldom discussed, Morrow seemed to cultivate 

friendly, informal relationships with the individual members of the board. 

Many of these board members recalled that the superintendent liked and 

respected them. These impressions probably reflected the positive influence 

that Morrow had with the Board (Hafley 1981). 

Between 1941 and 1968, there were a total of 19 board members (see 

Table 1). Two of these, University of Arizona professor Russell Ewing and 

William Pistor, each served portions of two non-consecutive terms. For most 

of that period, the board consisted of three members. After 1955, it became 

a five-member board. Dr. Morrow enjoyed the support of most of the trustees, 

but not all of them looked on the superintendent with equal amounts of satisfac

tion. At one time or another, all of the trustees voted once or twice against 

proposals of the superintendent (Tucson District One 1941-1979). Two 

members, however, voted against the majority of the board frequently enough 

to be known as dissenters by their own perceptions, by their fellow board 

members, by the press, and by those interested enough in district affairs to 

recall the Morrow years. The so-called "dissenters" were Robert Salvatierra, 

'Jr. and Dan McKinney. 
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Table 1. Members of the Tucson District One Board of Education, 1941-1968. 

Howell (1936) 

1941 

1942 P 

1943 P 

1944 P 

1945 P 

1946 
P 

1947 P 

1948 
P 

1949 (resigned) 

1950 Secrist 

1951 

1952 
C 

1953 C 

1954 C 

1955 P 

1956 p 

1957 P 

1958 P 

1959 P 

1960 P 

1961 P 

1962 P 

1963 P 

1964 P 

1965 p 

1966 
p 
(not to run) 

1967 Harrison 

1968 

(def. 1971) 

* C = Clerk 
** P = President 

Davis (1930) 

·C 

P + 
(died) 

Barnhill 

C 

C 

C 

C 

(not to run) 

Drachman 

C 

P 

P 

P 
p 
(not to run) 

Betts 

C 

(not to run) 

Jasper 

C 

(not to run) 

Dusenberry 

C 

C 

P 

(nol to run, 
1974) 

Fickett (1935) 

up 

C 

C 

C 

P 

P 

C 

(def. 1952) 

Salvatierra 

(not+to run) 

Ewing (reslg) 
Plstor 

C 

(reslg) (app not to 
Ewing run) 

Hl\lran 

(reslg) 
Plstor 

P 

(not to run, 
1970) 

Fruchthendler 

C 

(def. 1962) 

McKinney 

(reslg) 
Tom 

C 

(not to run, 
1980) 

Lyons 

C 

C 

C 
\.. 

(not to run) 

Hafley 

C 

not to run, 
1980) 
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Robert Salvatierra, Jr. had been an employee of the Southern Arizona 

Bank for 27 years when he became a school board trustee in 1953. He per

ceived himself as a businessman and approached school district problems 

from the viewpoint of solving them by eliminating inefficient business practices 

in the system. Salvatierra, appointed vice-preSident and manager of Southern 

Arizona Bank's foreign department, retired from the bank in 1968. 

Salvatierra's opponent in the 1952 school board election was incum

bent Judge Fred Fickett. Fickett, rwming for a seventh consecutive three

year term, had been on the school board since 1935 and had served three years 

as board president and four years as clerk. Judge Fickett recalled in 1980 that 

he had planned to retire from the board in 1952 until Superintendent Morrow 

had telephoned him long distance in Alaska where Fickett was vacationing and 

convinced him to campaign for one more term. Fickett had decided not to run 

for re-election in 1952 because of an incident that had happened the previous 

year when Ralph King, the business manager for the district, had been accused 

of embezzling $32,256 in district funds. The voters, Fickett felt, would 

associate King with the school board because, "He was my employee in away. 

• • • I was on the board and anybody who has been on the school board for 18 

years was bound to get some enemies •••• And .•• with the embezzlement 

of Ralph King coming on, it was a public issue •••• Naturally you get a 

back[lash] ••• you just can't help it" (Fickett 1980). 
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The major thrust of Salvatierra's campaign was the issue of poor 

business management within the district. Fickett believed that the King 

scandal led to his defeat. Salvatierra's opinion is that the issues he brought 

forth convinced the voters to oust the judge. It is difficult to conclude with any 

certainty whether the perceptions of Salvatierra or those of Fickett are more 

accurate. Yet the final results show that Robert Salvatierra won the election 

by a plurality of over one thousand votes in one of the largest voter turnouts in 

district history up to that time (Salvatierra 1976). Salvatierra took his seat on 

the board as only the third trustee of Mexican descent since the district was 

founded in 1867 and the first Mexican-American board member in the twentieth 

1 
century (Cooper 1967, pp. 1, 63). 

Salvatierra did not campaign for the board as an anti-Morrow candi-

date and did not criticize the superintendent directly as part of his platform. 

He did, however, object to certain practices of the board and was aware of the 

close relationship between Morrow and the other trustees. Salvatierra criti-

cized five specific situations that he believed the board had handled improperly. 

He felt that board meetings were too short. As he reported it, they had lasted 

an average of 30 to 40 minutes before Salvatierra assumed his seat, and he 

suspected that many decisions were made privately that should have been 

brought before the public. According to Salvatierra, meetings frequently 

lasted more than two hours after he became a trustee and it seemed to him 

I The first was Francisco S. Leon, elected in 1872. He was followed 
by Estevan Ochoa in 1875. 
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that "more items were presented to the board for discussion that perhaps 

would not be presented to the board in prior years" (Salvatierra 1980). 

The fact that contracts to demolish school buildings, clear district-

owned land, and buy school equipment were approved without a competitive 

bidding system also bothered Salvatierra. So did the practice of asking 

trustees to sign district checks that had no date, no payee, and no dollar 

amount written in. When he was first asked to sign such a check, Salvatierra 

was surprised and refused to endorse it. Afterwards, he said, no one ever 

approached him to sign "any checks of any kind, blank or otherwise" again 

(Salvatierra 1980). 

Another practice that disturbed Salvatierra was the absence of a cur-

rent agenda prior to each board meeting: 

I did not approve of the procedure of having Mr. Morrow bring ques
tions to us piecemeal, one at a time, at the meeting without any previ
ous knowledge of what he's going to present •••• I thought it was very 
unbusinesslike •• e • I thought that a lot of matters ••• that were 
being presented to the board ••• certainly required more than a yes 
or no ane.ver and also required not only study during the meeting but 
perhaps in some cases many hours of study [before] Mr. Morrow pre
sented these items to the board for consideration (Salvatierra 1980). 

Finally, Salvatierra felt that the two secretaries of the school board 

employed while he was a trustee did not accurately record the public meetings 

in the school board minutes. This resulted in the meetings being tape recorded 

while Salvatierra was on the board (Salvatierra 1980). 

According to the Arizona Daily Star (7/14/55), when Robert 

Salvatierra, Jr. retired as a trustee in 1955, district business practices and 
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board meetings had undergone procedural changes. Agendas were given to 

trustees and to the press in advance of meetings. Minutes of the preceding 

school board meeting were approved at the next public meeting. Checks were 

completed in full before being endorsed. After 1953, competitive bidding for 

district contracts was common. Summer schools using district facilities now 

paid the district for their use. Before 1953, district policy forbade hiring 

new teachers over 40 years of age. Salvatierra protested, and this practice 

ended during his term in office. The Arizona Daily Star (7/14/55) sum

marized his accomplishments by remarking, "His sincerity and his criticisms 

resulted in a major reorganization of the business office and its procedures. " 

Robert Salvatierra retired from the board a bitter man. He felt that 

he had made few dents in the board's structure and believed that Morrow and 

the board majority had always been against him. He also believed that there 

was collusion between the trustees and the superintendent, and his objections 

to short board meetings, blank checks, and the relatively small number of 

formal votes at each meeting was in part a reaction to what he believed to be a 

board that was a "rubber stamp" of superintendent Robert Morrow (Salvatierra 

1980). 

In the 11 years before Salvatierra was elected to the board, there was 

an average of 55. 8 formal votes per year on issues decided upon by the school 

board. Since then, the annual total has never been less than 339 (the 1953 

total) and hit a high in 1955 of exactly 800. The average number of formal 

board votes per year since 1955 is 578. From 1941 until 1953, there was a 
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total of five votes out of 670 that were entered into the school board minutes 

as non-unanimous, or other than a 3-0 decision. Between 1953 and 1955, when 

Salvatierra was a trustee, there were 45 non-unanimous decisions. Of those, 

20 involved Salvatierra being in the minority. This makes an average of 6.1 

dissenting votes per year for Salvatierra and an average for the board as a 

whole of 15 dissenting votes for each of those three years. This reveals a 

large increase in dissent over the first 11 years that Morrow had been superin

tendent and shows that Salvatierra was the first major dissenter on the board 

in the period covered in this study (Tucson District One 1953-1955). 

This pattern of dissent and the contributions Salvatierra made give 

him little satisfaction today. He believes that being a board trustee took up an 

inordinate amount of his time and that he was not giving enough attention to his 

responsibilities at the Southern Arizona Bank. The frustration of trying to 

deal with the administrative bureaucracy was too much of a burden in his 

opinion and the rewards of being a board member were not worth the effort he 

had to exert (Salvatierra 1980, 1976). 

Robert Salvatierra claimed that he ran for election to the school board 

in 1952 as a foe of the inefficient business policies of District One and not as an 

enemy of Robert Morrow. Dan McKinney, on the other hand, in his successful 

1962 effort to replace incumbent Jacob Fruchthendler ran a campaign that 

directly attacked the policies of the superintendent and his "puppets" on the 

Board of Education (Arizona Daily Star 9/25/62). 
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McKinney was a rancher with a lifelong interest in state and national 

politics. He had been a trustee on the Patagonia School Board from 1927 to 

1931. In 1940 he managed the successful gubernatorial campaign of Democratic 

candidate Sidney P. Osborne and was appointed Deputy Registrar of Contrac

tors for Pima County. He broke with the governor in 1942 and resigned his 

position. McKinney ran in the Democratic gubernatorial primary in 1942 

against Osborne and lost to his former political ally. After retiring from the 

Tucson District One school board in 1964, McKinney remained active in poli

tics. He became general chairman of the Jack Williams for Governor Pima 

County Campaign Committee in 1966 and helped Williams win the Republican 

primary that year. After Williams became governor, he named McKinney to 

the Arizona Highway Commission on January 5, 1968. While still on the 

Highway Commission, Dan McKinney died on July 21, 1969 (Arizona Daily 

Star 1/21/42. 4/29/42, 4/30/42, 7/19/66). 

McKinney made no attempt to hide the fact that he was a conservative 

when he ran for a seat on the District One school board in 1962. He was sup

ported in his election campaign by the right-leaning (Tucson) Property Owners 

Protective Association. He admitted that he was a member of the right wing 

group, "For America, " but denied allegations made by board members 

Fruchthendler and Katie Dusenberry that he was a member of the John Birch 

Society. McKinney called such charges "spiteful, desperate attempts to evade 

the issue" (Arizona Daily Star 9/27/62). 
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The Arizona Daily Star and its editor, William R. Mathews, strongly 

backed Dan McKinney, stating in its columns that the district could save 

money, yet still have a good system. "It is time that a conservative of that 

kind be elected, " the Star urged the voters, and continued to give him editorial 

assistance throughout the campaign (Arizona Daily Star 9/30/62). 

McKinney felt that Morrow and the school board were "too loose" in 

their general housekeeping and that the lack of control of the board and of the 

superintendent by the public were the main issues of the campaign. With 

strong backing from the..§!!!, local conservative groups, and those who felt 

that Morrow and the trustees were guilty of what McKinney called a "high and 

mighty attitude of condescension" toward the people, Dan McKinney defeated 

Jacob Fruchthendler (Arizona Daily Star 9/24/62, 9/25/62, 10/3/62). 

The October 3 election set a record in voter turnout up to that time. McKinney 

received 8,061 votes to 6,450 for Fruchthendler. A third candidate got 1,603 

votes, and 150 ballots were rejected for various reasons. Ironically, two 

incumbents seeking re-election that same day in the nearby Amphitheater and 

Sunnyside school districts also lost. Both were board presidents at the time. 

As a trustee on the school board, McKinney continued to vote and 

make statements in a generally conservative vein. He reluctantly went along 

with the rest of the board when it approved a $20 million bond election in July 

1963. When the bond issue was rejected by district voters on March 10, 1964, 

McKinney advised that a lower $10 million or $11 million issue be put before 

the public. He said he felt that the voters would approve the lower proposal. 
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The voters "did not vote against education the other day, " McKinney told the 

press after the original bond issue was defeated, "they only voted against our 

apparent indifference to the interests of taxpayers and parents. The voice of 

the people is advising us to change our attitudes and our methods" (A rizona 

Daily Star 3/13/64). The board refused to approve a new election that 

year. 

When Katie Dusenberry campaigned for a seat on the board for the 

first time in 1963, Trustee McKinney publicaUy spoke in behalf of conserva

tive candidate C. Van Haaften. "The ruling clique has its candidate 

(Dusenberry) in the field. • • • The word has come down from machine head

quarters at 1010 E. 10th Street to every schoolhouse identifying this candidate" 

and, he claimed, pressuring school employees to vote for her. In 1964, 

McKinney backed Morris Baughman against the more liberal Helen Hafley. 

Both Van Haaften and Baughman were defeated (Arizona Daily Star 9/24/63, 

9/25/63, 8/5/64). 

McKinney frequently spoke out against what he considered overly 

large school budgets, high bond issues, disregard for the wishes of the public, 

educational frills, and what he saw as the rubber stamp board of Dr. Morrow 

for the two years he held the position of school board member. Suddenly, on 

December 2, 1964, McKinney announced his resignation from the board 

because of business and personal demands. His announcement apparently took 

the other four trustees by surprise. Board Chairman Delbert (Deb) Secrist 

remarked at the time, "I certainly thought he would fill out his term and 
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possibly run for re-election because he has so often said he feels he is the 

champion of a certain group" (Arizona Daily Star 12/3/64). The Star called 

him a "self-styled, one-man minority" (Arizona Daily Star 12/3/64). That 

was meant as a tribute to the member it had supported as a candidate 

two years before. Dan McKinney wa~ replaced on the board by Tucson 

businessman Soleng Tom. 

As a board member, McKinney became isolated from the other four 

trustees during his two years on the board. This could well be a clue as to 

why he really resigned his position.so suddenly. Norval Jasper, who served 

with McKinney, remembers a "constant conflict" between McKinney and the 

rest of the trustees. According to Jasper, McKinney angered or offended 

other members by his public statements and votes at meetings and was "dis

liked because of his abrasive attitude." Nan Lyons, who also served with 

McKinney, felt he knew little about education, was "very difficult to work 

with, "and believed that McKinney betrayed the board by voting for the 1964 

bond election and then working against it "privately." Katie Dusenberry, 

another trustee at the time McKinney was a board member, agreed (Jasper 

1980; Lyons 1980; Dusenberry 1980). 

All of the board members who remembered McKinney believed he was 

actually on the board as a representative of William Mathews of the Star. Al

though she had no proof, Lyons said she felt ''he probably came on the board at 

the behest .•• of Mr. Mathews." Dusenberry and Jasper also believed this, 



and Superintendent Morrow saw McKinney as working ''hand-in-glove'' with 

the power structure downtown and Bill Mathews" (Lyons 1980; Dusenberry 

1980; Morrow 1979). 
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In all likelihood, McKinney became disappointed when he could not 

change the character of the board. "Once it became obvious that Mr. McKinney 

only had one vote, " Jasper recalled. "I think the rest of us just folded our 

hands and listened until it was time to vote." Dr. Morrow also believed that 

frustration encouraged McKinney to resign from the board (Jasper 1980; 

Morrow 1979). 

During Dan McKinney's two-year stay on the board, he voted in the 

minority 17 times for an average of 8.5 dissenting votes per year. Of those 

17 votes, 11 of them were alone, against the other four. Only six were 

minority votes in which one other trustee agreed with him. His average of 

8.5 minority votes per year makes McKinney the third leading dissenter in the 

38 years covered in this study and quite possibly the third greatest dissenter 

since the inception of the diEtrict. Only Raul Grijalva, with a yearly average 

of 31. 75 and Norval Jasper with an average of 8. 8 votes in the minority each 

year he was on the board surpassed him (Tucson District One 1941-1979). 

Both dissenters during the 27 years Robert Morrow was superinten

dent were members of the board of education. Usually the elected trustees 

affect school policy far more than any non-board member. There was, how

ever, a special exception in Tucson District One. In the 114-year history of 

the district, only one non-member had enough power to challenge the then 
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current board and district superintendent. Although this person was not suc-

cessful in the attempt to wrest control of district policy away from the trustees 

and Robert Morrow, he occasionally succeeded. His name was William R. 

Mathews, editor and publisher of the Arizona Daily Star. 

William R. Mathews was a journalist of international reputation. 

When he died on October 27, 1969, the newspaper of which he was editor and 

publisher eulogized him as an "influential editor and publisher, a foreign cor

respondent with exceptional ability to predict future events accurately, and a 

proudly independent, tough-minded political observer and commentator" 

(Arizona Daily Star 10/28/69). 

Mathews became co-owner of the Star along with Ralph E. Ellinwood 

in 1924 and general manager of the paper until Ellinwood died on August 30, 

1930. He then assumed the positions of editor and publisher, which he held 

until his death 39 years later. 

Mathews was born October 15, 1893 in Lexington, Kentucky. He 

began his journalistic career as a newspaper carrier in Indianapolis, Indiana, 

where he moved with his widowed mother at the age of seven. In 1911, he en

rolled in the University of Illinois at Urbana and received a bachelor of arts 

from the University of Illinois College of Commerce in 1917. After serving in 

World War I, Mathews moved to California and worked for the San Francisco 

Chronicle and then for the Santa Barbara Morning Press, where he remained 

until he and Ellinwood purchased the Star (Arizona Daily Star 10/28/69). 
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Mathews had a reputation as a political independent and referred to 

himself as a "Jeffersonian Democrat." Editorially, he supported both Demo

catic and Republican candidates for President of the United States and spoke 

out against many popular as well as unpopular political and economic trends 

concerning national affairs throughout his career. He won many awards while 

on the~, including the Tucson Press Club's top honot' for "Distinguished 

Journalism." His editorials were read all over the nation and a series on the 

Cold War in 1951 was the basis for both a New York Times editorial and an 

article in Time magazine (Arizona Daily Star 10/28/69). 

As editor of the~, Mathews was one of the most influential people 

in the state of Arizona. A 1961 study of the power structure in Tucson by 

University of Arizona anthropology professor James E. Officer concluded that 

Mathews was the most influential and the most powerful molder of opinion in 

the city. Superintendent of Schools for District One Robert Morrow, was far 

down the list as the eleventh most influential citizen, according to Officer. 

This is, perhaps, one reason why these two men were political enemies. 

Editor Mathews, as Morrow recalled, was perturbed because "Senator Carl 

Hayden, with all his power • . • would call Bill up and the governors would 

call him and the mayor" to ask for advice and support for their ideas. Morrow, 

however, refused to inform the Star's editor of district decision or request 

Mathews's support for a bond issue or building program. Some of Mathews's 

influential Tucson friends, such as merchant Alex Jacome, constantly reminded 

Mathews of his lack of influence in local school affairs. Mathews would laugh 
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about it, Morrow remembers, but the situation apparently irked the edito"r of 

the Star nonetheless. He. reacted, in part, by attacking Morrow and his sup

porters on the school board in the form of scathing editorial rebukes for vari

ous actions or positions (Cooper 1967, p. 23; Morrow 1979). 

Many former board trustees recalled having heard a story that ap

parently explained how the rivalry and so-called power struggle between the 

two men for control over school district affairs began. Soon after Morrow 

became superintendent, Mathews called him up and requested a meeting. When 

the two met, Mathews proposed that Morrow first clear decisions made con

cerning District One programs and policies with the star. In return, Mathews 

promised to support these decisions. Morrow told the editor that he felt that 

as superintendent, he and not Mathews had the ultimate responsibility to run 

district affairs. Morrow therefore refused Mathews's offer. Since then, and 

until Morrow retired, the ~ consistently criticized the board and superin

tendent, supported anti-Morrow candidates in school board elections and edi

torially opposed most district bond issues and building programs. 

Of the board members who commented on the accuracy of this explana

tion of the Star's opposition to district leaders, all said that they had heard it 

before and believed it to be true. Those school board members who knew both 

Morrow and Mathews felt that it was consistent with the personality of the 

editor to suggest such an offer and that it was typical of Morrow to refuse to 

go along with it. One board member remembered that he had heard it "prob

ably from Bob [Morrow] himself." The superintendent did not confirm the 
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story as true, but neither did he label it false. Perhaps he felt that it all hap

pened a long time ago and did not want to stir up by-gone emotions (Drachm an 

1980; Dusenberry 1980; Hillman 1980; Lyons 1980). 

In recalling Mathews, former trustees remembered him in many 

ways. He was a "good citizen, " "colorful, " "independent, " a reporter who 

wrote brilliant editorials on national and international issues. When he turned 

his attention to school district affairs, however, he became "stubborn, " "ego

tistical, " "power crazy, " "a very hard-headed individual, " and "very preju

diced against the school [system]." The problem for board trustees whom the 

editor disliked was that in the 1950s and 19608, most Tucsonians read the ~ 

editorials because Mathews wrote them, and, as Nan Lyons recalled, they 

were "full of fire" (Lyons 1980). 

Because he was one of Tucson's most influential citizens, aspiring 

political candidates felt that they had to have an audience with Mathews before 

running for public office. Even those who realized the Star would never sup

port them traveled downtown to the newspaper offices to clear a project or a 

candidacy with the editor. All board candidates prior to 1968 consulted 

Mathews regarding his support in their campaign, although not all of them 

came away with his advocacy. Mathews did back successful candidates Robert 

Salvatierra and Dan McKinney and also advised many incumbents not to run for 

re-election. Furthermore, he told many new candidates that he felt were pro

Morrow to withdraw from the race. He especially tried to discourage women 

from running for a place on the board. Katie Dusenberry remembered the 
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first time she called on William Mathews, saying, "I'll never forget the first 

time I went down to pay my call on him and tell him I was going to run. And 

he treated me just as if I should go home and put on my apron and stay in the 

kitchen. He just put you in your place so completely., ••• just as if he'd said 

'go home' " (Dusenberry 1980). 

Helen Hafley remarked that she got the impression that he saw her as 

a "little old lady in tennis shoes" when she asked him about her candidacy in 

1964, and Nan Lyons reported having a similar experience ten years earlier. 

All three did, however, win their respective elections in spite of the star's 

opposition (Hafley 1981; Lyons 1980). 

Mathews enjoyed a national reputation as well as the respect of fellow 

journalists across the country, but concerning affairs in his own city, his 

effect upon local school district policy was negligible. The editor tried to 

influence the district in three areas: school board elections; formal votes of 

the trustees in board meetings; and school bond elections. He was not suc

cessful in two of those areas, but in the third his efforts were rewarded. 

The Arizona Daily Star attempted to rid the school board of Morrow's 

supporters by backing his critics in board elections. Through its editorial 

pages, William Mathews made his preference for anti-Morrow or anti

establishment board members known to the electorate of the school district 

(see Appendix A). Between 1941 and Morrow's retirement in 1968, the ~ 

vigorously supported critics of the school board and wrote colorful editorials 



against those he felt would be Morrow's "rubber stamps" if elected to a new 

term in office. 
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When Dr. Delbert Secrist ran for re-election in 1953 against William 

Frey (later to be the federal judge who ruled on much of the desegregation 

case against District One), Mathews called Secrist a "perfect rubber stamp 

for the school administration at a time when a more alert trustee" would have 

halted wasteful spending and balked at what Mathews saw as Morrow's iron

fisted rule. The Star also opposed Jacob Fruchthendler's bid for re-election 

against Dan McKinney and advised people to vote for McKinney "if for no other 

reason than to lodge a community-wide protest [against] the • • • masters of 

the school machine • • • McKinney will not be a rubber stamp." Norval 

Jasper was criticized by the Star in 1963 as "sitting like a bump on a log doing 

nothing but saying 'yes' to Mr. Morrow's loose administrative plans, " and 

concluding that for all the good he did, Jasper "might as well have stayed 

home." When County Superintendent of Schools Florence Reece appointed 

Soleng Tom to replace Dan McKinney, the Star objected, calling Tom "a poli

tician who knows little or nothing about the schools • • • a fine man • • • but 

one who knows nothing about school administration and who can contribute little 

if anything to inspiring enough confidence in the board [to help the next bond 

election succeed]" (Arizona Daily Star 9/19/62, 9/26/63, 12/19/64). 

Of all the trustees who left the board between 1941 and 1968, only 

two, Fred Fickett (in 1952) and Jacob Fruchthendler (in 1962) were defeated at 

the polls. Both were replaced by men supported by the Star. Of the 12 
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members who ran for election or re-election with the star opposing them, all 

won at least once, and except for Fickett and Fruchthendler, all relinquished 

their seats on the board for reasons other than failure to be re-elected. Two 

of the candidates backed heavily by Mathews, C. Van Haaften against 

Dusenberry in 1963, and Morris Baughman against Hafley the next year, lost 

by margins approximating 500 votes for Van Haaften and 1,000 for Baughman. 

The latter individual had run four years earlier against incumbent Clerk of the 

Board, Dr. William Pistor, and was defeated despite a strong anti-Morrow 

campaign (Arizona Daily Star 9/26/63, 9/18/64, 9/21/60). 

Only two candidates backed by Mathews and the Star between 1941 

and 1968, then, were successful in their quest to become members of the 

Board of Education. All other anti-Morrow candidates supported editorially 

by the star were defeated. This demonstrated quite clearly that Mathews had 

little control or influence over local school board elections. 

Mathews's ability to affect the votes of trustees on issues he felt 

were of importance to the distt:ict and to himself was equally weak. Those who 

were trustees during the period when the Star attempted to pressure board 

members through editorials and face-to-face meetings between Mathews and 

board members reported not being influenced by the editor. One might expect 

former trustees to be reluctant to admit that they were influenced by someone 

not in the school district, especially by one as controversial as William 

Mathews. Statistics, however, seem to substantiate their claims. Analysis 

of former school board member votes show that the trustees voted unanimously 
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on district issues 99.36 percent of the time. As Mathews was so opposed to 

most of the board's policies, it seems reasonable to assume that, on a major

ity of these votes, Mathews probably would not have agreed with the trustees. 

This pattern of unanimity remained constant during the two decades when the 

editor's influence in local affairs was at its peak. Statistics from the minutes 

of school board meetings also indicated that a majority of the dissenting votes 

of that period came not from supporters of the superintendent on the board 

who were pressured into reversing their position because of newspaper edi

torials' but by the two dissidents who Mathews helped to elect in 1952 and 

1962 (Drachman 1980; Fruchthendler 1980; Salvatierra 1980; Morrow 1979; 

Tucson District One 1941-1979). 

If Mathews affected the school district in any way, it was in the 

area of bond elections. Superintendent Morrow and the board made bond 

elections topics of discussion in 1953, 1957, 1959, 1962, 1963, 1964, 1965, 

and 1967. Of these, three major bond elections resulted in a defeat for the 

board and administration as the voters turned down requests to raise money 

to build schools in the district. In these three years, 1957, 1962, and 1964, 

spokesmen for the board blamed William Mathews's editorials for the defeats 

(Arizona Daily Star 4/24/57, 10/15/57, 3/27/62, 3/5/64). 

Running for a second term on the board in 1953, Delbert Secrist was 

forced by editorials in the Star to lower the figures of a bond issue he was sup

porting from $9,500,000 to $7,000,000. Secrist defended the district's fre

quent calls for 'new bond issues (see Appendix A). He said in 1957 that until 
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recently, Arizona gave only 21 percent of its budget toward the improvement 

of education. By 1957, he continued, that figure had reached 33 percent. This 

was far less than most other states which dedicated between 50 and 65 percent 

to education. Secrist defended the 1957 bond issue against editorials in the 

~, urging the voters to defeat it. The bond issue was needed, Secrist stated, 

"in spite of Mr. Mathews and the property tax people ••• and newspaper edi

torials based on prejudice and not on facts." The request was for $7,325,000, 

and the Star strongly opposed it. It was defeated (Arizona Daily Star 10/2/53, 

4/24/57, 10/15/57, 4/18/57). 

In 1962, Mathews came out against an issue of $11, 700,000 worth of 

bonds, which also lost, but supported a smaller $3,700,000 issue for a new 

junior high school and other building projects. It passed by a narrow margin. 

The next year the board approved a $20,000,000 bond issue which the ~ 

attacked as the work of Morrow and his "three rubber stamps" on the board. 

When the voters denied this request in a March 10, 1964 election, the trustees 

blamed fellow member Dan McKinney and ~ editorials for the rejection. 

McKinney recommended another election for a smaller amotmt, but the board, 

in a fit of frustration and anger, refused to sanction a new election. Although 

some bond issues were passed by district voters during this time, the defeats 

of three major proposals with the ~ leading the opposition demonstrated that 

in the area of bond issues, Mathews was indeed able to sway the voters, some

thing he seemed tmable to do in electing trustees to the board or influencing 

them to change their votes in formal school board meetings. 



CHAPTER 2 

THE BOARD OF EDUCA TION 

One of the most interesting characteristics of the school boards 

that met during the Morrow years is the pattern . .of homogeneity among its 

members. The trustees who held office during these 27 years displayed to a 

remarkable degree a religious, political, social, geographical, and economic 

uniformity. Those who differed the most from this pattern were the two board 

dissi~ents, Robert Salvatierra and Dan McKinney. With this consistency of 

background, it should not be difficult to understand how these men and women 

could perceive problems and events in a similar manner and therefore reach 

agreement with both the superintendent and each other on a large majority of 

the ideas and resolutions presented to them at board meetings. 

Of the 19 trustees who served on the school board from 1941-1968, 

all completed resumes for the Arizona Daily Star. These resumes contained 

both personal and professional information that the ~ could use in future news 

stories as background and filler information. One of these questions referred to 

religious preference (see Table 2). Ten of the 19 trustees answered this 

question. One put down "Jewish, " another "Catholic, " and a third 

"Episcopalian." All others referred to themselves as "Presbyterian. " 

Robert Morrow, Superintendent of Schools, was also a Presbyterian (Arizona 

Daily Star files). 
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Table 2. Stated Religious Preferences of Tucson School District One Board of Education Members and 
Superintendent of Schools Morrow, 1941-1968. 

Presbyterian Baptist Catholic Episcopalian Jewish No Pre!. 

Barnhill X 
Betts X 

Davis X 

Drachman X 
Dusenberry X 

Ewing X 
Fickett X 

Fruchthendler X 
Hafley X 
Harrison X 
Hillman X 
Howell X 
Jasper X 
Lyons X 
McKinney X 
Pistor X 
Salvatierra X 
Secrist X 
Tom X· 
Morrow X 

C.:I 
00 
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Eleven of the 19 board members mentioned social clubs or civic 

organizations of which they were a member (see Table 3). There were 14 

clubs listed to which two or more board members belonged (not necessarily 

at the same time). Of those organizations, four had three members on their 

rolls, and one, the Chamber of Commerce, counted four trustees among its 

membership. Of these 14 clubs or groups, Superintendent Morrow belonged 

to five of them. He also, along with board member o. H. Barnhill, belonged 

to the Rotary Club. This list does not include purely religious or educational 

organizations, although of the 19 trustees, only five were members of public 

school-oriented bodies, such as the Parent-Teacher Association (Arizona 

Daily Star 7/25/53, 5/20/76, 9/13/66, 1/5/68,4/30/42, 5/11/71, 10/11/44, 

2/18/45, 1/17/52, 1/22/64,7/10/64). 

Eleven of the board members were involved in local, state, or 

national politics either before or after they had served on the board (see 

Table 4). Four of them (Betts, Drachman, Hillman, and McKinney) were 

appointed to state or national commissions. Seven ran for office at the state 

or national level. Of those, two lost in their respective primary elections, 

Fred Fickett was defeated in a race for the United States Senate, and four were 

successful in bids for: seats on the Tucson City Council (Pistor in 1945) and 

the Pima County Board of Supervisors (Dusenberry in 1976); for the position 

of Pima County Recorder (Howell was the last territorial Recorder in 1910 and 

the first Recorder for the county under the State of Arizona in 1912); and a 

seat in the Arizona state legislature (Jasper in 1953). One other, Soleng Tom, 



Table 3. Membership of Tucson School District One Board Members and Superintendent In Social and Service 
Organizations, 1941-1968. 

Chamb. Jr. Pima 
Red of Boy Asthma Town Womens United Salv. County American 
Cross Comm. Scouts YMCA Found. Elks Rotary Cats Masons Club Way Shrlners Army Bar Legion 

Barnhill X X X 

Betts X X X 
Davis X 
Drachman 
Dusenberry X X X 
Ewing 
Fickett 
Fruchthendler 
Hafley 
Harrison X X X X 
Hillman 
Howell X X X X 
Jasper X X X 
Lvons X X X 
McKinney 
Plstor 
Salvatierra X 

Secrist X 
Tom X X X X X X X X 

Morrow X X X X X X 

: 

~ 
o 



Table 4. Political Activities of Tucson School District One Board of 
Education Members, 1941-1968. 

Ran for Ran for Formally An-
Elective Elective ApPointed to nounced then 
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Office and Office and Political Withdrew from 
Won Lost Office Contention 

Barnhill 
Betts X 
Davis 
Drachman X 
Dusenberry Xi:t 

Ewing 
Fickett X 

Fruchthendler 
Hafley 
Harrison X 
Hillman X 
Howell X 
Jasper X 
Lyons 
McKinney X X a 

Pistor X 
Salvatierra 
Secrist 
Tom X 

a After leaving Board of Education. 
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announced his candidacy for the United States Senate· in 1964 but withdrew 

beca~se of business and family pressures (Tucson City Directory 1941-1968; 

Pima County Government 1980). 

Another indication of the homogeneity of the school board 

membership was their areas of residence (see Figure 1). With the exception of 

Dan McKinney, who owned a ranch east of the Saguaro National Monument, all 

of the trustees lived in an area bordered by Grant Road on the north, 22nd 

Street to the south, Park Avenue on the west, and Wilmot Road to the east. 

Eighteen of the 19 trustees, then, lived in an area 5-3/4 miles wide and 3-1/3 

miles long. 

Thirteen school board members, including Dr. Morrow, resided in 

an area only 2-2/3 miles wide and 2 miles long, bordered on four sides by 

Grant, Broadway, Park, and Randolph Way. If one traveled only an additional 

3-1/2 miles eastward, the five other board members would be encompassed. 

Considering that the extreme borders of the district are Sabino Canyon Road in 

the Coronado National Forest to the north, the northern boundary of the San 

Xavier Indian Reservation to the south, Jerome Avenue to the west, and 

Melpomene Way to the east, for a total breadth and length of 24 and 18 miles 

respectively, it is clear that all but one trustee lived in a relatively restricted 

section of the district. This lends credence to the later complaints that many 

people in the district did not have their interests represented on the board 

(Tucson City Directory 1941-1968; Pima County Government 1980). 
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A - Dusenberry (1964-1967) 
B - Hafley 
C - Barnhill 
D - Dusenberry (1967-1974) 
E - Salvatierra 
F - Betts 
G - Lyons (1955-1958) 
H - Pistor 
1- Drachman 
J - Secrist 
K - Ewing 
L - Fickett 
M - Harrison 
N - Tom 
0- Davis 
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Q - Fruchthendler 
R - Jasper 
a - Hillman 
T - Lyons (1959-1964) 
U - McKinney (2.6 mi.) 

Figure 1. Map of Area Within Tucson District One Showing 
Residence of Members of Beard of Education, 1941-1968. """ c,.:) 
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In his 1961 stUdy of the power structure in Tucson, James Officer 

remarked of his list of the top opinion-makers of the city, "The inclusion of 

only four elected officials indicates that politicians have considerably less in

fluence in Tucson than businessmen. • • • Of the four politicians who are 

listed (as influential people), two are part-time businessmen, a third is a 

former businessman, and the other is a full-time surgeon" (Officer 1961, 

p. 21). The influence of businessmen in Tucson is reflected in the economic 

backgrounds of those who made the decisions in the district from 1941 to 1968 

(see Table 5). If one may argue that a doctor of medicine is as much an entre

preneur as a merchant or a dealer in real estate, then 13 board members can 

be listed under the general heading of ''businessman.'' Of the six not included 

in this category, three were University of Arizona professors, one was a 

former Arizona Superior Court judge, whose father had been a prominent 

businessman, one was a lawyer, and the last, the wife of the Dean of the 

College of Law at The University of Arizona, was a housewife (Arizona Daily 

Star files). 

Since the vast majority of the members of the board were business 

people, it should not come as a surprise that they had rather similar percep

tions about such issues as the budget, bond elections, building programs, and 

other expenditures of district funds. With the exception of a very few of the 

trustees, educational matters were of less concern to these individuals than 

were matters of a business nature and were, more often than not, thrust into 
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Table 5. Economic and Professional Background of Tucson School District 
One Board of Education Members, 1941-1968. 

Business University 
Person Education Law Housewife 

Barnhill X 
Betts X 
Davis X 
Drachman X 
Dusenberry X 
Ewing X 
Fickett X 
Fruchthendler X 
Hafley X 
Harrison X 
Hillman X 

Howell X 
Jasper X 
Lyons X 
McKinney X 
Fistor X 
Salvatierra X 
Secrist X 
Tom X 
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the backgrOl.U1d. The approach of the majority of the members to school 

affairs was to govern the district as one would run a business, with profit-and

loss the major concern. 

Although a school district theoretically does not have to show an 

annual profit as should a corporation, return for monies spent on land or con

struction and the lowering of the tax rate, either by a reduction in spending or 

by the assumption of a greater percentage of the district's sources of income 

by the State of Arizona, occupied a large part of the board's attention. When 

asked for his philosophy of education as a board member, for example, 

Clarence Betts stated that his attitude was to "take a realistic approach for 

better education and at the same time try to reduce the tax rate" (Arizona Daily 

Star 7/23/58). Peter Howell felt that a board's most important job was to 

handle the taxpayers' money and see that value is received for money spent. 

It is not a political job, he said of a trusteeship, but "one for [sic] business 

management" (Arizona Daily Star 9/7/52). And Robert Salvatierra, who stated 

during the 1952 campaign that his 26 years as a banker qualified him to become 

a school trustee indicated in an interview, years later, that the reason he 

opposed raises in salary for teachers was because there were so many applica

tions for employment in the district files that if some or all of the district's 

teachers were to resign due to the low salary schedule, there were more than 

enough aspirants to fill the positions in the Fall (Salvatierra 1980). More 

attention was apparently given to the "Law of Supply and Demand" than to the 

maxim, "You get what you pay for. " 
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It might be expected that the board members in District One were 

most concerned about the quality of education in the schools. An analysis of 

concerns as expressed by board candidates during election years, however, 

revealed that this was not the case. 

Issues referred to the electorate between 1941 and 1968 can be 

broken down into four general categories: (1) education; (2) finances; (3) the 

school board itself; and (4) all other issues combined. "Education" included 

all matters concerning teaching and learning in the classroom. The effect of 

double sessions, the choosing of textbooks, new programs such as bilingual 

and handicapped education, and controversies such as how to teach the United 

Nations and communism, or whether to not teach about them at all to students 

are examples of such concerns. "Finances" would consist of bond issues, 

budget concerns, building programs, tax revision efforts, salary schedules, 

and other business matters. Whether or not the school board was a "rubber 

stamp" to Dr. Morrow and whether or not the superintendent had too much 

power was covered by the third category, while "other issues" would include 

matters not mentioned above. Dust control in school yards, the viability of 

increasing the number of trustees on the board from three to five and encour

aging more cooperation with the P. T.A. were included in this last general 

category. 

The issues mentioned most frequently in the formal platforms of 

successful board candidates between 1941 and 1968 come under the heading of 

"finances." Business matters seemed to be the major concern in 15 election 
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years. This is even more striking when one remembers that there were some 

years with no election at all, one year when the candidate ran unopposed 

(Hillman in 1965), and therefore needed no detailed platform, and finally, 

that during some years, there was more than one seat on the board available 

in the same election. 

Issues that were of neither a financial nor an educational nature 

were part of 11 campaigns covering ten election years. Educational issues 

were of major concern in only eight platforms during only five election years. 

The superintendent and his relationship to the board and to the public was an 

issue seven times, covering seven election years. 

Business, then, was the most frequently discussed topic by candi

dates seeking election or re-election to the school board. Educational issues 

were of secondary concern to most of the candidates. This is, perhaps, not 

surprising given the backgrounds of the trustees during these 27 years. One 

may question, however, whether issues of education should be underemphasized 

to such an extent by community leaders elected to oversee the learning process 

in a growing metropolitan school district, as District One was at the time 

(Arizona Daily star files). 

It may be revealing to discuss the reasons the 19 trustees who 

served with Dr. Morrow stepped down from the board (see Table 6 ). In some 

professions, it is common for people to be willing to sacrifice time and money 

to achieve a position of respect. others may decide to leave a well-paying job 

and accept another at a lower salary that they feel will be more rewarding to 
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Table 6. Reasons Members Left Tucson District One School Board of Education, 1941-1968. 

Voluntary Resigned 
Retirement While in Office Defeated at Polls Died in Office 

Barnhill X 
Betts X 
Davis X 
Drachman X 
Dusenberry X 
Ewin!! X (1964) X (1956) 
Fickett X 
Fruchthendler X 
Hafley X 
Harrison X 
Hillman X 
Howell X 
Jasper X 
Lyons X 
McKinney X 
Pistor X (1970) X (1964) 

Salvatierra X 
Secrist X 

Tom X 

Morrow 

, 

i 

I 

I 

I 

~ 
~ 
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them. Many lawyers who become state or federal judges, for example, 

realize that they could make more money had they remained in private prac

tice. Experienced public school teachers with many years in a school district, 

and therefore a high position on the salary schedule, have taken pOSitions on 

college or university faculties although a decrease in salary usually resulted. 

Noted phYSicians have given up a portion of their private practice to teach part

time in a medical school. Successful businessmen have been lmown to run for 

political office with a salary that is a fraction of that which they made in private 

life. Members of rich families like Nelson Rockefeller and John Kennedy have 

entered politics when money was an unlikely motive for doing so. These people 

have often given up fame or business interests or precious time with their 

families to serve the public in an official capacity. 

In state and national politics, a common reason people step down 

from their position is that they lost a bid for re-election. This pattern does 

not, however, hold true with the board members of Tucson District One. In 

the more than a quarter of a century under examination here, only three incum

bents were not returned to their seat on the board by the voters. One, Dr. S. 

C. Davis, died while in office. Four resigned before their terms were up. 

The remainder, 12 trustees, decided not to seek re-election. 

Of the three who lost their respective bids for re-election, two lost 

in what were considered upsets and one incumbent, possibly as a result of 

controversial remarks and behavior while a trustee, was considered an 
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underdog from the beginning. All other members, with the exception of 

Dr. Davis, either resigned or retired (Arizona Daily Star 10/15/52, 10/3/62, 

6/17/70, 5/11/71, 10/6/71). 

Four trustees left the board before their term was up. Of those 

four, three were University of Arizona professors who took temporary assign

ments out of the state. Historian Russel Ewing left in 1956 to teach in Bogota, 

Columbia. Professor of agricultural economics Jimmye Hillman resigned in 

1966 to become executive director of President Lyndon Johnson's National 

Advisory Commission on Foods and Fishes. Ewing's replacement, Dr. William 

Pistor, chairman of the University of Arizona's Animal Pathology Department, 

resigned in 1964 to teach in Brazil. He later returned to the board as an ap

pointed replacement for Hillman in 1966. The fourth member to resign, Dan 

McKinney, did so out of what appeared to be frustration due to an inability to 

sway majority decisions (Arizona Daily Star 5/25/56, 9/13/66). 

Thirteen trustees decided to retire at the end of their last term 

rather than seek re-election. This includes Pistor and Ewing who had both 

resigned during their first years on the board, then were selected to replace 

others at a later time. With the possible exception of one trustee who was in

volved in the 1978 teachers' strike, none of the incumbents was expected to 

lose their re-election attempt had they decided to run instead of announce their 

retirement. One, Peter Howell, was in very poor health and died within 18 

months of leaving the board. The others simply decided to pursue other 

interests. 
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The most common reason given by board members for retirement 

was the need for more time to address business matters. Four members felt 

that they were on the board too long and that people with "new ideas" were 

needed. Personal reasons, pressure from the media, and family concerns 

were also mentioned by these former board members, although far less fre-

quently than concern for business affairs (Arizona Daily Star 10/5/48, 7/23/58, 

1/15/58, 7/14/55; Tucson Citizen 1/30/74; Salvatierra 1980; Dusenberry 1980; 

Jasper 1980; Lyons 1980). 

It is difficult to criticize a person for leaving an elective office he 

feels he no longer wants to hold. That is not the object of this analysis. What 

is of interest, however, is that 13 left the board because they no longer desired 

to serve, whereas eight left for other reasons. 1 Of those eight, three re-

signed to continue academic adventures impossible to pursue had they remained 

in Tucson, and one died in office, while only three were defeated at the polls. 

What do these figures show? They perhaps demonstrate that the 

"district machine" referred to by William Mathews actually existed and was 

effective in re-electing its supporters. They may also be viewed as implying 

that there was no "machine" and that the voters were happy with the candidates 

who happened to agree with the policies of Dr. Morrow. These trustees served 

an average of eight years on the board. Secrist served the most years, with 

a total of 17, and Hillman the least with one. After years of long service (ten 

1Ewing and Pistor are counted twice since they each served on two 
non-consecutive occasions. 



53 

remained on the board for four years or more), perhaps those who retired 

were simply weary of the long hours and frequent board meetings and believed 

they had done their share for the school system. 

William Mathews believed that Morrow was a political powerhouse 

who was somehow able to manipulate the voters into choosing his hand-picked 

supporters to sit on the board. Mathews's claims were based mostly on his 

own perceptions of Dr. Morrow and of the school board. No tangible evidence 

of such a situation exists. 

There are few functions of the leaders in any organization that are 

more important than arriving at decisions involving the well-being of that 

organization. In District One, the responsibility of recognizing areas of con

cern, obtaining pertinent information, and reaching decisions lies with the 

superintendent and the Board of Education. Although the superintendent may 

influence the decision in various ways, the final decision rests with the board. 

By law, the board must make this decision by a majority vote at a board meet

ing open to the general public (Kern, Corns, and McCann 1969, p. 179; Nolte 

1969, pp. 178-206; Reuter and Hamilton 1976, pp. 123-124, 687, 688, 691). 

In any school district, the influence of the superintendent in the 

decision-making process depends upon both the personalities of the board 

members and the leadership qualities of the superintendent. If a school board 

is content to follow its superintendent's recommendations with little or no 

questioning, or if the superintendent is comfortable in the role of chief execu

tive of the district in the sense that he sees his function as carrying out the 
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will of the board regardless of whether or not he agrees with its decision, 

there is usually enough cooperation between the two that conflict need not arise. 

If, however, the board and the superintendent both see themselves as the 

leader and the other as the follower, friction may develop and result in tur

moil. A common result of such a situation could be a confrontation that may 

lead to a mass resignation of the board, a recall election of certain trustees, 

or the departure of the superintendent from the district. 

Robert Morrow and the school board of District One appeared to 

agree as to what the functions of each was. Morrow as superintendent had the 

responsibility of presenting new ideas to the board, problems and issues that 

affected the district as well as the corresponding information concerning those 

ideas. If a board member had a topic he or she wanted to investigate, the 

superintendent was asked to obtain the information and present it to the board 

at a later date. The board members would then study the information and at a 

future meeting discuss the issue and hopefully reach a decision. Morrow would 

then carry out the board's will even if he did not agree with that decision 

(Fruchthendler 1980; Morrow 1976). 

Of the ten trustees who were asked whether or not they believed that 

there was an individual in the decision-making process who influenced those 

decisions more than anyone else, all ten mentioned the superintendent. All ten 

also claimed, however, that the trustees themselves recognized and "cherished" 

their right to accept or reject the superintendent's proposals (Fruchthendler 

1976; Salvatierra 1980). 
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The source of Morrow's strength to L,fluence board decisions, it 

seems, is to be found both in the high regard in which the members held him 

and in the method he used to let the board know how he felt about certain issues. 

All of the trustees who recalled the leadership skills of the superintendent, in

cluding Robert Salvatierra, said that Morrow never tried to talk with members 

individually and ask for their support on any major issue. If he wished to dis

cuss a proposal, he would do so at formal meetings or in private study or 

executive sessions. There, Morrow would confront the whole board as a group 

and explain his position to all of the trustees at the same time. "Most of the 

discussions, " Judge Fickett remembered, "just took place in the meetings. We 

talked about it [the issue in question]; it took about half an hour before we 

finally decided. Then we'd vote on it and go ahead. Or we might decide to put 

it off for a week" (Fickett 1980). 

Jimmye Hillman recalled an occasional phone call from Morrow and 

the mention of a topic that the superintendent was concerned about, but, he said, 

he "did not feel any arm-twisting or anything like that" (Hillman 1980). The 

trustees seemed to appreciate the fact that Morrow did not use pressure to 

achieve his objectives (Drachman 1980; Dusenberry 1980; Fruchthendler 1980; 

Hafley 1981; Jasper 1980; Lyons 1980; Salvatierra 1980; Tom 1981). 

The immense respect that almost all of the trustees had for Morrow 

caused them to listen carefully to whatever Morrow had to say regarding edu

cational matters. Most agreed with Norval Jasper who remembered the super

intendent as "a very intelligent man [who] knew his subject •••• He just knew 



everything there was to know about schools, school administration •••• 

People respected him, period. And I think that's where his power came 

from" (Jasper 1980). 
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Editorials in the Arizona Daily star continually accused the school 

board of being a "rubber stamp" to Robert Morrow (see Appendix A). William 

Mathews claimed that the board blindly accepted the superintendent's proposals 

without further research or cross-examination. Mathews also believed that 

the board's refusal to reject Morrow's ideas was almost always a foregone con

clusion. The Star's editor frequently hinted at collusion or that clandestine 

meetings were held between the superintendent and his board supporters to 

decide issues outside of the public eye. As proof, he cited the board minutes 

and its record of unanimous or majority affirmations of Morrow's suggestions. 

Not surprisingly, the former trustees denied that any collusion was 

necessary. In answering their critics, the trustees stated that they perceived 

themselves as people who were independent and who simply happened to agree 

with Morrow's perception of leadership and philosophy of education. There 

were never any complaints from board members because they felt comfortable 

with the style of leadership that Morrow used. The fact that Morrow and the 

board agreed so often does not necessarily show that the board was a "rubber 

stamp." On the contrary, the opposite conclusion may just as easily be 

reached. The high degree of cooperation between Morrow and the board may 

serve to demonstrate how smoothly a school district can be administered when 
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the decision-makers agree on the major goals of the district and the means to 

be used in realizing those goals. 

It is not difficult to believe the claims of the board that they were not 

"rubber stamps." When all of the available evidence is examined, one is able 

to question the conclusions of William Mathews regarding the integrity and in

dependence of the board members. All of the 19 trustees who served with 

Dr. Morrow were successful in their respective careers. Most dealt with 

people in the business world where one's individuality and ability to cooperate 

with others is as important as the product or service he or she is selling. 

These were relatively small endeavors like Hafley's drug store, Tom's real 

estate business, and Fruchthendler's insurance company. All of these people 

were managers or their own boss. Many had others working under them. One 

trustee was a former state judge, another a successful lawyer, three others 

university professors, and yet another the wife of a law school dean. Ten ran 

for state or local political office or were appointed to government pOSitions. 

They do not seem to be the type of individuals who would allow themselves to 

become rubber stamps for anyone, let alone a superintendent of schools who in 

reality was their employee. 

The school board, then, made the final decisions on matters brought 

to it by the superintendent. Morrow, however, was not the originator of all 

questions, nor did he personally do the research on topics the trustees were 

interested in exploring. Morrow usually assigned the research to one of his 

assistant superintendents. They, at times, assigned a portion of the task to 
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individual building principals. They might, in turn, select teachers or create 

teacher committees to find answers to specific questions. Eventually, all in

formation was given to Morrow who personally presented it to the board 

(Morrow 1976; Hafley 1976). 

When asked in a formal deposition how certain teachers were hired 

while he was superintendent, Morrow, then retired, replied that he would 

"delegate authority to elementary superintendents [sic] or elementary teachers 

(and for secondary teachers) ••• it would be the secondary assistant superin

tendent" (Morrow 1976). Later in the same deposition, Morrow was asked if 

the board ever gave him their ideas or thoughts on administering to the needs of 

the district. He answered, "Only incidentally if problems came up. Ordinarily, 

it would be my recommendation to them. It might be a yes or a no as far as 

their action was concerned •••• I think most of [the recommendations] came 

from members of the staff, janitors, teachers, principals, assistant superin

tendents to me [and then from me] to the board" (Morrow 1976). 

Discussions on other matters, such as recommending sites on which 

to build schools, elementary school boundaries, overcrowded classrooms, and 

personnel matters were arrived at in basically the same way. The delegation 

of authority to obtain information upon which decisions were reached, and there

fore, a part of the decision-making process itself, was a consistent pattern, not 

only throughout Morrow's administration but in that of his successor, Thomas 

Lee, as well. Responsibility was delegated by the board to the superintendent 

and from him down to assistant superintendents, building principals, and even 
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teachers (Morrow 1976, pp. 113, 210, 389-390, 444; Fruchthendler 1976, 

p. 153; Dusenberry 1976, pp. 137-138). The board was comfortable with this 

situation and took the information obtained from Morrow at face value. 

One result of this system was that later researchers examining the 

decision-making process of the Morrow years found it almost impossible to 

place the blame on anyone person or group for controversial decisions, es

pecially those concerning alleged segregation within the school district in the 

1950s and 1960s. 

When District One was sued by minority groups in the late 1970s for 

segregating black and Mexican-American students, lawyers for the plaintiffs 

uncovered apparent patterns in the way district elementary school bo~daries 

were laid out and also in the method of assigning students and teachers, both 

whites and non-whites to certain schools that seemed to indicate that certain 

races went to specific schools within the district. When the la~ers for the 

minority groups in 1976 attempted to uncover the individuals responsible for 

these decisions, the pattern became less clear. Former trustees, in signed 

depositions, stated that although the board made the final decisions in these 

matters, those decisions were based upon information provided by the superin

tendent. When Morrow was asked to account for the facts he placed before the 

board, he claimed that the data originated with assistant superintendents, ele

mentary building principals, and elementary school teachers. He gave similar 

answers when confronted with the statistic that of all district employees hired 

by the board, including janitors, groundsmen, and maintenance people, there 
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were never more than 36 workers, or 2.2 percent of the total number of dis-

trict employees who were black. Information for these and other decisions, it 

seemed, always came from lower levels of the administrative ladder (Morrow 

1976, pp. 148-149, 257, 444; Fruchthendler 1976, pp. 148, 153). 

Critics of Morrow and the trustees claimed that there was almost no 

dissent among the members of the board. They pointed to the recorded votes 

in the school board minutes as proof of that, with the exceptions of Salvatierra 

and McKinney, real dissension did not exist (see Figure 2). The trustees denied 

this when they were on the board and continued to contradict it to the time of 

this investigation. They stated that disagreement was commonplace among the 

trustees whenever they met in private. When discussing issues and voting on 

motions in public, however, the appearance of unity prevailed. This united 

front was for public display, trustees later admitted, and was the result of 

both a long standing tradition of masking disagreement from the press and of a 

conscious attempt on the part of the members to avoid conflicts in public. An 

unwritten rule existed. Under that rule, qualms or doubts were to be voiced 

only during study meetings or in executive sessions. Almost all of the board 

members respected and followed that rule (Salvatierra 1976). 

Many board members recalled strong disagreement with other 

members during their years on the board. Judge Fickett, a trustee for 17 

years, said that during his tenure, there were no "knock-down, drag-out 

fights, " but there were "differences of opinion." These differences were 

settled in private, and the board would reach a "unanimous opinion nearly all 
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the time before we took action" (Fickett 1980). Other members related the 

same basic story: all existing disagreements were discussed in private and 

differences were ironed out. By the time a final vote was to be taken at the 

public school board meeting, all members knew what the final vote would be, 

for all voted with the majority decision and, as ex-trustee Jacob Fruchthendler 

recalled, ''When the vote was over, that was the end of it" (Fruchthendler 

1980). 

There were exceptions to this understanding. Robert Salvatierra 

and later Dan McKinney dissented quite often and refused to vote with the 

majority to achieve unanimous decisions (see Appendix B). To Delbert 

Secrist, a trustee for 17 years and board president for the last 12 of those 

years, federal aid to education was anathema and went against his conserva

tive Republican philosophy. During his years on the school board, Secrist 

voted against every board motion to accept government money. As a result, 

although all who knew him saw him as a part of the "establishment" and 

Morrow's strongest supporter among the board members, Secrist cast 87 

dissenting votes while a trustee. Of the 24 persons who served on the school 

board between 1941 and 1968, none cast more dissenting votes. Only one 

individual, Raul Grijalva, in the period following the Morrow years, cast 

more total dissenting votes. Most of Secrist's dissent was on the issue of 

federal aid. And on almost all of them, he was outvoted 3-2 or 4-1 (see 

Figure 3) (Tucson District One 1950-1968). 
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There was at least one resolution or proposal that seemed to have 

displeased each of the board members at one time or another. These issues 

were usually small, relatively insignificant matters such as allowing a reli-

gious group to appear on the campus of Tucson High School or permitting a 

non-school sponsored donkey basketball game to be played at Tucson High 

School's stadium to raise funds for the Catholic Youth Organization. Both 

motions in favor of these projects were rejected. On important issues, those 

concerning board policy and fiduciary matters, however, the unity displayed 

in public during the Morrow years was close to one hundred percent (Arizona 

Daily Star 11/17/65; Tucson District One 1950-1968, p. 2927). 

If pressure was applied to any trustee on the matter of voting at 

formal board meetings, it was administered by fellow members to stifle dis-

sent in public once a decision had been reached in private. Trustees realized 

that after arguments had ended and a majority opinion was arrived at, each 

board member was expected to go along with the majority at the formal meet-

ing. Most of the time, they did. 

In an interview, Helen Hafley recalled the attitude of most board 

members on voting in public: 

The board ••• felt that we had the right to discuss the problem. We 
all had an input. • • • But after the maj ority of the board made a deci
sion' then for the sake of the district, all board members should abide 
by that decision •••• If we didn't like the decision and the board voted 
on it, O.K., then we shut up •. We didn't go out and publicly fight it 
(Hafley 1981). 



65 

The pattern of public unity based upon private resolution of dissent 

ended when the Arizona legislature in Phoenix passed an open meeting law in 

1962. Under the terms of this statute, board members could not meet in 

private to discuss district business except in executive session, and then only 

on specific topics. Study sessions and pre-meetings were now open to the 

press and the public, or they were not held at all (A.R.S. 38-431, 1974). 

Trustees could no longer meet together in private to solve problems and 

eliminate conflict before the formal meeting. Katie Dusenberry opined that 

the open meeting law hurt board unity by discouraging compromise and candid 

conversation out of the earshot of the press and the public. ''We really worked 

like a team before the open meeting law was passed." She observed, "And 

that didn't mean that we agreed on everything. We often disagreed but we 

kind of kept it in the house. We would disagree and argue something out and 

then come out with the together kind of a stand. I think we got a lot more done 

that way" (Dusenberry 1980). Soleng Tom also saw the open meeting law as 

the end of an era of close cooperation among the trustees. The law caused 

dissension, he said, because before the bill was put on the statute books 

"meetings were different than [they are now]. When we had our meeting, we 

had experts and administrators come in and discuss the issues. So all the 

problems were solved before open meetings took place. So you don't have 

too much contrast •••• Argument is already behind you" (Tom 1981). 

Not everyone was saddened to see private meetings become a thing 

of the past. William Mathews always felt that collusion and conspiracy took 
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place away from the public eye. Others, like Robert Salvatierra, felt that 

the pressure for unity at board meetings was part of a long tradition. that 

tended to stifle opposition. He noted, years after leaving the board, "The 

feeling I have was that they had • • • a past procedure to protect. That's why 

Dr. Secrist and Mr. Drachman would tend to agree with Mr. Morrow" 

(Salvatierra 1976). 

With the appearance of dissidents Leba Wine in 1972 and Raul 

Grij alva three years later, the pattern of unanimous votes on nearly all issues 

in District One board meetings was destined to disappear (see Appendix B). 

The open meeting law hastened its departure by a few years, but this major 

change would have occurred by the early 1970s even if no such law had been 

written into the Arizona statute books by the legislators in Phoenix. 

There was one major change in the organization of the school board 

that had no effect upon the way the trustees attended to the business of the dis

trict. This was the expansion of the board from three to five members. 

The idea of a five-person board was first proposed by Dr. Morrow 

to the Board of Education at a formal meeting on September 21, 1948. No 

action was taken at that time. Six years later, the subject was again dis

cussed. This time, however, the trustees agreed to act. On April 21, 1954, 

Superintendent Morrow requested permission from the trustees to hold a spe

cial public election. If the voters gave their approval in that election, two 

new seats would be added to the board. The trustees, Chairman Oliver 

Drachman, Clerk Delbert Secrist, and member Robert Salvatierra, consented 
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unanimously, and the date of the election was later set for August 8, 1954. If 

the voters approved of the expansion, the August date would give voters and 

candidates for the new positions enough time to prepare for a campaign. On 

August 8, 1954, the voters decided to approve an expanded board. Only 23 of 

1,381 voters rejected the idea, and three votes were declared ineligible to be 

counted (Tucson District One 1941-1968, pp. 1863, 3046-3047, 3137-3138, 

3352-3353). 

That October, three seats on the school board were contested. 

Robert Salvatierra decided to retire, and his position on the board was won 

by University of Arizona professor Russell Ewing. Ewing's opponent, the 

Arizona Daily Star's editor, l'eceived only one vote. The two members in 

the new positions recently created by the voters were Jacob Fruchthendler 

and Nan Lyons. 

Drachman, Secrist, and Salvatierra favored an expanded board 

largely because they felt that the district was growing at such a rapid pace 

that there was too much work for only three trustees to handle. Both 

Drachman and Salvatierra enthusiastically supported the five-man board. 

"The district was so large," Salvatierra remembered, "and there was so 

much to be done that I believed we could divide some of the chores, and also, 

you have five different people there that perhaps could give more input than a 

smaller number of [board] voters" (Salvatierra 1980). 

The addition of two new trustees did not alter the pattern of rela

tionships among the board members. The 98. 7 percent average of unanimous 
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votes at board meetings between 1941 and 1954, for example, remained con-

stant. In fact, the percentage of unanimous votes for the 13 years 1955-1968 

actually showed a .02 percent increase over the 98.7 percent for the years 

1941-1954 (Tucson District One 1941-1974). 

In summary, then, the patterns of behavior exhibited by the 19 

members of the school board remained remarkably consistent throughout the 

years 1941-1968. During this period of time, the Superintendent of Schools, 

Robert Morrow, had a close working relationship with the majority of the 

trustees. Although there were two critics of Dr. Morrow and the school 

board who served as trustees, they did not affect the decisions of the board 

as a whole. Votes on administrative decisions might, with Salvatierra or 

McKinney on the board, result in a split vote of 2-1 or, after 1955, 4-1 or 

3-2, but the wishes of the board majority continued to prevail. 

The Board of Education and Dr. Morrow were in agreement on 

almost all administrative decisions. They supported each others' goals and 

objectives and managed to avoid conflict or open disagreement before the 

public. 

One reason that the board usually followed Morrow's advice was 

the fact that most of the members developed a great respect for the superin

tendent as an educational leader either before they became a trustee or while 

sitting on the board and observing Morrow as educational leader of the district. 

Most of the trustees realized that they were laymen elected by the voters of 

the district, while Morrow had dedicated much of his life to the field of 



education. The board, then, tended to trust Morrow's judgment on educa

tional issues and usually accepted his ideas as the foundation of much of the 

school district's policy. 
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A second reason that the board followed Morrow's advice was the 

homogeneity of the trustees themselves. They had similar backgrounds, 

lived in the same geographic area of the district, had similar business inter

ests, except for the university professors, closely related religious beliefs, 

and an interest in politics. If the superintendent's ideas were accepted by 

one board member, then, they tended to be accepted by the majority of the 

trustees. 

This does not mean, however, that disagreement was non-existent. 

Board members did disagree with one another on policy matters. And, occa

sionally, the board did not take the advice offered by Dr. Morrow. This dis

sent, however, was successfully hidden from the public view. If board 

members could not come to an agreement with one another or with the super

intendent, the conflicts were almost always ironed out in frequently-held pre

meetings or in study or executive sessions. Thus, the board was usually able 

to display a united front at meetings open to the public and to the press. The 

image of a united board was more difficult to uphold after the Arizona legisla

ture passed the open meeting law in 1962 (and amended in 1974). Still, the 

majority of the trustees were so close to each other ideologically that rela

tively little dissent surfaced before the public until the mid-1970s. By then, 

Robert Morrow had retired. 
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On October 5, 1960, Clerk of the Board Dr. William Pistor was 

present at a meeting in Tucson of the Rotary Club, of which both he and 

Morrow were members. As part of the proceedings, Rotary president Jack 

Sakrisan presented Pistor with a "small gift from his fellow Rotarians." It 

was a large rubber stamp with the words, "Yes, Bob," in bold letters. Al

though the presentation was part of the evening's festivities, it underlined an 

image of the board that many in Tucson believed to be accurate. What 

appeared to be true, however, is not always so. Evidence seemed to pOint to 

the conclusion that, although it appeared the board was acting as a "rubber 

stamp" of Dr. Morrow, the backgrounds and perceptions of the trustees 

resulted in similar attitudes and opinions on school district matters. This, 

in turn, created the situation of a relatively independent Board of Education 

and a confident and strong superintendent working closely with each other and 

supporting one another's pOints of view. 



CHAPTER 3 

THE TUCSON EDUCATION ASSOCIATION 

The Office of the Superintendent and the Board of Education were 

not the only agencies of District One that affected educational policy. The 

district's teachers were also concerned about board decisions, especially 

those affecting education and the working conditions of the district's employees. 

Not every teacher who was interested in the decision-malting pro

cess of the district belonged to a professional organization. And not every 

teacher who belonged to one of the teachers' groups that functioned in the dis

trict was actively involved in attempting to influence district policy. One 

organization, however, seemed to represent the opinions and desires of a 

majority of the teachers more than any other group. That body was the local 

branch of the National Education Association, the Tucson Education Associa

tion (TEA). Its relationship to the superintendent and school board must be 

considered in order to form an accurate description of the patterns of rela

tionships among the various educational leaders and groups in Tucson District 

One. 

Three District One teachers, Alice Vail, Mary Duffy, and Anne 

Rogers, organized the Tucson Education Association in 1917. Today, 65 

years later, the TEA is the largest teachers' organization. in the school 

district. By 1949, it represented all but 13 of the teachers in the district's 
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schools. Ten years later, the TEA included 98 percent of the district's 1,500 

teachers. In 1964, the Arizona Daily Star called the association the largest 

professional group in the state of Arizona with 2,100 members, and two years 

after that, the TEA had 2,150 teachers on its rolls which comprised 93 per

cent of the district's teaching force (Arizona Daily Star 11/1/66, 4/21/49, 

3/3/59, 8/13/64, 4/8/66). 

Unions and professional organizations usually direct their energy 

towards improving working conditions and raising professional standards for 

their members. In these quests, organizations are usually opposed by those 

at the management or administrative level. Frequently, administrators and 

members of professional groups or unions see each other as adversaries. 

This was not the case, however, with the TEA and district leaders. Until 

almost the mid-1970s the TEA and the leaders of the district worked closely 

with each other. Cooperation between the TEA and the district school 

administration was almost as supportive as was the relationship of the board 

with the superintendent himself. 

The benefit most frequently sought by the TEA for the teachers 

was an increase in salary. Every spring, the board and the TEA would meet 

to decide upon raises for the next school year. At that time, and until the 

early 1970s, administrators were members of the TEA. Even so, it is 

interesting to note that the chief spokesman for the TEA on salary matters 

was Superintendent Robert Morrow. A maj or reason that Morrow represented 

the teachers, besides the fact that he was a member of the organization, could 
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possibly have been that his salary was based on what the teachers received. 

In 1956, for example, the salary of the superintendent was calculated to be 

280 percent of the regular maximum salary of a teacher. That formula 

changed little while Morrow was in office.' When the TEA asked for salary 

increases and other benefits without going through Morrow, the board usually 

turned them down unanimously. With Morrow as their spokesman, however, 

the trustees usually accepted the TEA salary schedule. Morrow's requests to 

the board were usually "toned-down" versions of the TEA leaders' demands 

(Tucson District One 1941-1968, pp. 5340, 1816, 1875, 11,251-11,254, 10,115-

10,118, 1692, 5,954-5,956, 9,328-9,331; Arizona Daily Star 6/4/59, 3/13/65). 

When TEA requests to the board in the 1940s, 1950s, and 1960s were 

turned down or ignored, there appeared to be no sign of anger or frustration 

on the part of the TEA. The leadership of the association made no comments 

in the school board minutes or to the press critical of the trustees. On the 

other hand, when the board accepted a TEA proposal, teachers in general and 

the TEA in particular, were profuse in their expressed appreciation. Pas

sages in the school board minutes can be found where Morrow mentioned 

letters of appreciation from teachers for salary increases of a few percent. 

In 1962, Dr. Thomas Lee, then assistant superintendent in charge of second

ary school instruction, spoke briefly at a board meeting to remind the TEA 

that Morrow was the teachers' best friend. No one went on record as dis

agreeing with that observation (Tucson District One 1941-1968, p. 8658). 
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The Board of Education does not appear to have shown the TEA the 

respect it enjoyed from the superintendent during those years. When the TEA 

salary committee requested a meeting with the board in 1948, for example, 

the board considered the offer and granted the committee an audience at a 

regular board meeting provided their requests "will not take too long." It 

was common in the 1950s and 1960s for the board to unanimously reject TEA 

requests with no reaction of any kind from the association's leaders. When 

the TEA asked for a 10 percent salary increase in 1959, the board countered 

with an offer of 3 percent. In a letter to TEA president Jean Hansen, board 

chairman Delbert Secrist informed the organization that the board would refuse 

to meet again with the TEA to negotiate further unless the group had some-

thing "new" to offer (Tucson District One 1941-1968, p. 1875; Arizona Daily 

Star 3/3/59, 6/4/59). Five years later, in reference to a TEA criticism of a 

report advising budget cuts for the next school year (known as the Drachman 

Report, named after the chairman of the investigating committee, ex-board 

trustee Oliver Drachman), Secrist was reported to have said, "We will cer-

tainly listen to all of their recommendations but we are under no obligation to 

act upon all of them. We probably won't" (Arizona Daily Star 5/15/64). 1 

Although the board and the superintendent seemed to have generally 

ignored the TEA as an influence in making decisions concerning the district, 

1Fifteen years later, in an unpublished interview (Drachman 1980), 
Drachman admitted that his conclusions concerning district spending policies 
may have been erroneous. 
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the relationship between the two groups remained close nonetheless. All 

trustees who remembered serving during this period of time recalled the cor

dial relations with the TEA. Katie Dusenberry remembered that the trustees 

and the association "worked very closely as a team" (Dusenberry 1980). 

Jacob Fruchthendler called the relationship between Morrow and the TEA "a 

pretty excellent one" (Fruchthendler 1980), and Fickett remembered "a fine 

feeling in the main" between Morrow, the board, and the TEA (Fickett 1980). 

So strong were the ties of the TEA to the board that throughout the 

1950s and 1960s, the TEA frequently endorsed the board's actions in the 

media and at public meetings. In 1957, the TEA leadership sent a letter to 

board chairman Secrist supporting the board's decisions of the past year and 

deploring the criticism of "certain organized groups and editorial attacks of 

the Arizona Daily Star" and underlining the fact that it felt the recent voter 

rejection of a bond issue was not a rebuke of the school board. A teacher at 

a 1964 board meeting rose from the audience and denied the latest charges of 

William Mathews that Morrow was the head of a school district "machine. " 

Two years later, the TEA nominated the school board for a national award 

because of what it felt to be the board's outstanding leadership in innovative 

education in Tucson and for its "record of exceptional service over many 

years." The board won that year one of only ten awards given by the National 

Education Association and the Thorn McAn Company. Finally, when the TEA 

moved into its new headquarters in 1966 after having its offices in the Tucson 
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High School Vocational Education Building for many years, district officials 

were present at the ceremonies (Arizona Daily Star 10/16/57; Tucson District 

One 1941-1968, pp. 9,995-10,001; Arizona Daily Star 5/10/66, 6/12/66). 

Not everyone concerned with education was pleased with the TEA's 

relationship with the school board and Dr. Morrow. Some felt that it stifled 

the ability of teachers to affect improvements in the educational process. 

others believed that teachers had a responsibility to involve themselves in 

politics in order to improve education and influence decisions as a group on 

national and international affairs. The TEA-administration-board relation

ship resulted, a few leaders thought, in a comfortable complacency among the 

teachers of Tucson. This, they felt, could be dangerous to the integrity of the 

profession. To these people, "get involved" became the idea around which 

they sought to rally the teachers. 

The National Education Association was one group that showed con

cern over the docility of the TEA. In 1947, its assistant executive secretary, 

Dr. Karl Berns, spoke before the TEA. He perceived the dilemma of teachers 

as "whether to submit to being dumb, driven cattle and ask the labor organi

zations to take them under their wing or to build a strong profession of their 

own" (Arizona Daily Star 10/14/47). Berns encouraged Tucson teachers to 

show more independence, speak out on national issues, and press for minimum 

standards in education for all children (Arizona Daily Star 10/14/47). 

Twelve years later, the American Federation of Teachers (AFT) 

attacked the TEA as "an administrators' union, primarily set up by 



77 

administrators to control teachers and school policy to suit their own desires" 

(Tucson Citizen 3/6/59). Henry L. Clarke, an AFT repres,entative from Los 

Angeles, called Tucson teachers "spineless individuals." He charged 

administrators with forcing teachers to join the TEA and stated his belief that 

they should be allowed to choose between that and the AFT. He also accused 

teachers of having to "lick the right boots" if they desired promotions to prin

cipalships or administrative positions. other areas that needed reforms, 

according to Clarke, included overcrowded classrooms, the lack of a teacher 

representative in the decision-making process of the district, and classroom 

disturbances due to fund drives and other non-educational activities. TEA 

Vice-president Leo Houghton reacted angri~y to Clarke's accusations, calling 

them "libelous" and reiterating his belief that the TEA was a professional 

organization and not a labor union (Tucson Citizen 3/6/59). 

Criticism also came from other quarters. Allan Sterrett, presi

dent of the Pima County Teachers' Union, called for secret elections to decide 

which teachers' group should represent the district, since principals, in his 

opinion, pressured teachers to join the TEA, and in 1963, State Senator Sol 

Ahee (D-Pima) told the TEA that it was "impotent politically" because too 

many educators felt that they "should not dirty their hands in politics" (Tucson 

Citizen 3/11/59; Arizona Daily Star 3/9/63). 

Legally, there seemed little the TEA could do to strengthen its 

position vis-a-vis the district even if it had a desire to do so. Arizona law 

prohibited collective bargaining between public employees and their employers. 



This included the field of education. Tucson teachers, however, had met 

with the District One school board through the association, although TEA 

leaders could do nothing more than request that the board consider their 

advice. Usually, it did not. 

The TEA desired a collective bargaining situation. This goal was 

opposed, however, not only by trustees, but by the Tucson press. As early 
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as 1959, an editorial in the Arizona Daily Star (3/14/59) opined that the law 

allowed the school board to deal with individual teachers but not with an 

organization. In 1961, then-attorney for the district, Edward B. Berger, felt 

that though the board could decide whether or not to meet with teacher repre

sentatives, there could be no collective bargaining between unions (or associa

tions) and the trustees. Talks were to be limited to discussions only. Fur

thermore, the board, according to Berger, could not enter into a contract 

with a union or association, but must conclude written agreements with each 

teacher on an individual basis. It must also offer two teachers with similar 

qualifications the same basic contract, even if one belonged to an organization 

and the other did not. The board continued to deny its power to enter into col

lective bargaining situations through the 1960s and 1970s (Tucson District One 

1941-1968, pp. 7,995, 8,587-8.588, 11,247). 

One method of protest discussed by teachers was a strike against 

the district. This was not, however, seriously considered by leaders of the 

TEA. Teachers' strikes had taken place in several cities across the country 

by 1968. None, however, had occurred in Arizona. The possibility of a 
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teacher walkout in Arizona had been mentioned in various educational meetings 

across the state. An important gathering took place in Phoenix in September 

1967. There, Arizona Education Association (AEA) spokesmen stated their 

belief that a strike in a school district in Arizona was a possibility. If it were 

to occur, the issues would, they felt, include curriculum decisions, class 

size, non-teaching duties, and fringe benefits. "What's really bugging the 

teachers, " AEA speaker Harold Hanson said, is the "lack of recognizing 

teaching as a profession. They see education as having little value in the 

layman's eyes" (Arizona Daily Star 9/9/67). 

Although TEA representatives agreed with Hanson about the poor 

image the public had of the school system, TEA president G. (Dutch) Holland 

claimed that the special relationship the TEA enjoyed with the board and super

intendent precluded a strike in Tucson District One. "Here in Tucson, " 

Holland continued, "we sincerely hope that we can avoid friction and strike by 

discussing our problems with our school board representatives under a profes

Sional negotiating policy. The Tucson Education Association, as a profes

sional assooiation [is] vitally concerned about these strikes, but we do not at 

this time anticipate any difficulties of such a nature in Tucson" (Arizona Daily 

Star 9/9/67). 

During the mid-1960s, the TEA did take its first feeble steps along 

the path of politicization. It held its first political forum in 1963 to hear the 

views of school board candidates Katie Dusenberry, Stanley Krotenberg, and 

C. Van Haaften. The next year, TEA members helped collect 35,440 
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signatures on petitions seeking to make tax-equalization legislation possible 

through an amendment to the Arizona constitution. Except for efforts such as 

these, however, the TEA remained rather uninvolved with what would later be 

called "radical" actions against the school board and the district (Arizona 

Daily Star 9/19/63, 6/16/64). 

Does there exist a reasonable explanation as to why the TEA refused 

to be provoked or take action against the district leaders during this time? One 

clue may be discovered in the frequency of teachers in TEA leadership posi

tions who later became administrators themselves. Between 1941 and 1968, 

27 teachers held the office of president in the TEA. One, Miriam Geyer, 

was elected for two one-year terms (in 1964 and 1965). She also died in office. 

Of the remaining 26 TEA presidents who were theoretically eligible to assume 

administrative positions, 14, or 51. 9 percent, were actually moved to admin

istrative positions. Ten ex-presidents, or 37 percent, remained teachers. 

Three (11. 1 percent) could not be traced after their terms expired and might 

have left the district. Thirty people held the office of vice-president in the 

TEA between 1941 and 1968. Of these, 17 did not later become president. 

Eight of those 17, or 47 percent, later went into administrative positions in 

District One, six (35.3 percent) remained in the classroom, and three (17.7 

percent) had no record in district files after their term had ended (Tucson 

Public Schools 1941-1968). 

Thus, over one-half of the TEA preSidents between 1941 and 1968 

and almost one-half of the vice-presidents who did not later become president 
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rose to the position of either administrator at the district level or school 

principal. The number of new administrators taken from the leadership of 

the TEA is unusually large and cannot be ignored as a chance occurrence. 

With the number of public schools alone in the district approaching one hun

dred, and with principalships, assistant principalships, and other district 

administrative openings to fill, one may assume that far less than one-half of 

the positions were held by ex-TEA officials. Thus, the high percentage of 

TEA leaders who rose to the administrative level may be interpreted as a 

reflection of the close ties between the TEA and the district. It appeared that 

friction between the two groups would not be in the best interests of the TEA 

leaders since the organization was a major source of district personnel. 

In summary, then, the main function of the TEA for the period 

1941-1968, it appeared, was as a service and social organization with a strong 

relationship with district administrators and the Board of Education. Until 

1953, the association was involved in no controversial situations or signifi

cant interaction that resulted in a major decision by the board. Its chief 

interests appeared to have been producing entertainment shows to raise funds 

for scholarships and acclimating teachers new to Tucson and to the district. 

The TEA also helped new arrivals find suitable apartments or homes. 

Other than that, the TEA regularly involved itself in education-

related projects such as presentations during Education Week. It did not, 

however, concern itself greatly with politics or union-type activities. 



82 

OVer the next decade, from 1953 to 1963, the TEA showed few 

signs of the militancy which it would espouse in the late 1970s. Although the 

organization frequently requested large pay raises, it did not press the issue 

when the trustees rejected their requests. The TEA was accused during this 

time of being an adm'inistrators' union by the NEA, the AFT, and State 

Senator Sol Ahee. Stung by these attacks, TEA spokesmen defended their 

policies and seemed to draw even closer to the administration. 

The TEA became more involved in district issues by 1964. That 

year, it publicly criticized the Drachman Report and asked the board to remain 

uninfluenced by its conclusions. It also actively sought signatures on petitions 

to begin the process of amending the Arizona constitution and held its first 

political forum for school board candidates. 

Ties with the district remained close during the latter years in 

which Dr. Morrow was superintendent. Administrators attended the opening 

of the new TEA building in 1966 and that same year nominated the board for a 

national award of excellence in the field of education. 

TEA plans to bring salary schedules in line with those in other 

states continued to fall upon the deaf ears of the trustees. In 1968, the in

crease granted the teachers was 70 percent less than requested by the asso

ciation. TEA members briefly talked about leaving their contracts unsigned 

in protest, but no collective action was taken (Arizona Daily Star 4/12/68). 

That year, a new negotiations policy was used for the first time in 

the district. A negotiating committee of the TEA presented formal demands 



to assistant superintendent Dr. Thomas Lee. TEA executive secretary 

William Brashear expressed satisfaction with the method and it remained a 

district policy for negotiating salaries until 1978. 
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Later that summer, in July of 1968, Robert Morrow resigned as 

superintendent of District One after 27 years. He was replaced by Thomas 

Lee. When Lee became superintendent, he assured everyone that his goals 

were similar to those of his predecessor. That included continuing the close 

ties Morrow had enjoyed with the Board of Education and the TEA. For the 

next four years, all of those objectives were achieved (Arizona Daily Star 

7/1/68). 



PART II 

THE LEE ADMINISTRATION 

1968-1977 
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CHAPTER 4 

THE SUPERINTENDENT 

The 27 years during which Robert Morrow was superintendent com

prised a period of relative calm and stability. Morrow had good personal re

lationships with both his supporters and his critics. None of the latter 

attacked him personally or seriously questioned the honesty of his motives. 

Although disagreement between Morrow and certain members of the Board of 

Education existed over the years, Morrow was administrative leader of Dis

trict One, and this problem did not greatly affect the decision-making process 

or the board-superintendent relationships. Unanimous decisions supporting 

the point of view of the superintendent were common, and friction between the 

board and the superintendent almost non-existent. 

Superintendent Morrow's most persistent detractor was the editor 

of the Arizona Daily Star, William Mathews. Mathews was not at any time a 

member of the Board of Education, and his objections, although well publi

cized, had almost no effect upon the methods used by Morrow and the board 

to guide the district. Also, under Morrow, the district and the Tucson 

Education Association (TEA) enjoyed a close relationship that resulted in not 

only an absence of friction between the two educational bodies, but a situation 

where many TEA officers later .became administrators in District One. 
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If the Morrow years can be seen as a period of consensus, the years 

that Thomas Lee was superintendent may be referred to as a period of transi

tion. Lee's first four years in office reflected the respect and cooperation 

with the trustees and the TEA that Morrow had enjoyed for nearly three 

decades. Then, in 1972, when Leba Wine became a member of the Board of 

Education, the trustee-superintendent relationship began to show signs of 

strain. Three years later, when Raul Grijalva became a trustee, the board 

was forced to abandon all pretense of the unity which it claimed had existed 

under Morrow for almost 30 years. After 1972, issues such as desegregation, 

relations with local minority groups and school closings created a schism 

between the district and the community, and the emerging politicization of the 

local teachers' organization resulted in an adversary relationship between 

District One leaders and the TEA. By the time Lee retired in 1977, one or 

all of these issues were ready to erupt and cause a state of conflict unknown 

to District One since its inception in 1867. 

Thomas L. Lee was born in Hickory Flat, Mississippi, on June 2, 

1912. He graduated from the Arkansas State Teachers' College at Conway in 

1936 and received his M. A. in history from the University of Arkansas at 

Fayetteville in 1943. Lee took courses at Peabody College in Nashville, 

Tennessee (1946-1948) and Columbia Teachers' College in New York City 

(1949). In 1952, he received his Ed. D. in educational administration from 

the University of Houston in Texas (Arizona Daily Star files). 
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Lee taught at the junior high school and high school levels in 

Arkansas between 1934 and 1941 and was principal in Arkansas elementary and 

junior high schools during the period 1942-1953. In 1953, Lee was appointed 

Director of Curriculum and Instruction in the Fort Smith, Arkansas public 

school system and remained in that position for three years. In 1956, Lee 

was invited to join Tucson School District One as the district's first Assistant 

Superintendent in charge of Instruction for Secondary Schools and accepted the 

offer, effective January 2, 1957 (Arizona Daily Star files). 

According to Lee, District One was growing rapidly in the mid-

1950s, and when district officials decided that they needed an assistant super

intendent, they contacted the Association for Curriculum Development in 

Washington, D. C. Its executive secretary, Rodney Tillman, recommended 

Lee. After a preliminary interview conducted by District One's Charles A. 

Carson at Fort Smith, Superintendent Morrow telephoned Lee and later con

ducted a second interview in Arkansas. Morrow then returned to Tucson and 

convinced the board that Lee was the person best able to fill the position. As 

Lee reflected later, "That's how I came to be here" (Lee 1981). 

Eight years after accepting the position of Assistant Superintendent 

in charge of Instruction for Secondary Schools, Lee was promoted to the 

newly created post of Deputy Superintendent. As such, his responsibilities 

included coordinating both the secondary and the elementary school curricu

lums and becoming acting superintendent when Morrow was absent (Arizona 

Daily Star 6/18/65). In April 1967, Robert Morrow announced his plans to 
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retire as superintendent at the end of the 1967-68 school year. By then, he 

would be 65 years old, and he felt that he should step down. By February 

1968, the Arizona Daily Star reported that the top two candidates to succeed 

Morrow were Lee and Assistant Superintendent for Administration and School 

Services Dr. Elbert Brooks. At a school board meeting held on February 20, 

1968, board chairman Dr. William Fistor announced that Thomas Lee would 

succeed Robert Morrow as superintendent of District One and Elbert Brooks 

would fill the position vacated by Dr. Lee. It was later reported that Lee's 

starting salary would be $29,200, a decrease of $7,608 from the salary 

Morrow received the year he retired (Arizona Daily Star 4/20/67, 2/17/68, 

6/19/68). 

As superintendent, Lee strove to continue the type of relationship 

that Morrow had enj oyed with both the Board of Education and the TEA. In 

his role as educational leader, Lee implemented some of the "democratic" 

leadership techniques used by his predecessor. Thus, group discussion, 

active encouragement and willing assistance were incorporated into Lee's 

style of aiding the decision-making process of the board. He assisted in 

making sure that all of the trustees realized what the goals of the school dis

trict and the board should be, and contributed to the decision-making process 

by providing information, suggesting alternative choices, and assuming the 

role of what Hartley and Hartley (1961, p. 627) call "a regular member of the 

board in spirit though not in performing the actual work in the name of the 

board." 
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Yet Lee also had his own style and perceptions of leadership. He 

did not copy exactly the role that Morrow assumed, but instead injected ele

ments of his own personality into his conception of how the superintendent 

should relate to the school board. Superintendent Lee combined with the 

"democratic" style of leadership elements of what Hartley and Hartley (1961, 

p. 627) referred to as the "laissez-faire leadership role. " 

In this style of command, the leader is more passive than is the 

"democratic" executive. Under the style of "laissez-faire" leadership, the 

group is relatively free from any influence or pressure from the leader. 

Group activities, group procedures, and ultimate decisions are left entirely 

to the group itself. The leader in the "laissez-faire" style is still responsible 

for providing factual information and keeping group members informed as to 

what materials are available for their consideration. other than these ser

vices, however, the "laissez-faire" leader takes no initiative in contributing 

suggestions or in evaluating or affecting group activities. In a "laissez-faire" 

situation, the leader is little more than a "friendly onlooker" (Hartley and 

Hartley 1961, p. 627). 

As in the "democratic" style of leadership, the "laissez-faire" 

style results in a group behavior pattern that is somewhat predictable although 

not, of course, in all cases. Group reaction towards the "laissez-faire" style 

of leadership tends to result in irritability and aggressiveness, especially 

when some members desire a strong leader and feel that the "laissez-faire" 
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leader is not fulfilling his responsibilities (Hartley and Hartley 1961, pp. 627-

628; Lippitt and White 1947, pp. 315-330). 

Dr. Lee, in his role as educational leader to the Board of Education 

of District One demonstrated characteristics of both the "democratic" and the 

I1laissez-faire" styles of leadership in his relationship with the trustees. As 

a result, elements of both cooperation and frustration existed among board 

members during the years he was superintendent of District One. 

Superintendent Lee himself believed that his role was to present to 

the board alternatives to an educational ques~ion or problem that represented 

his thinking as an educator. In considering problems or issues, however, the 

superintendent did not necessarily present what he regarded as the best alter-

natives to the board. Rather, he presented only those alternatives which he 

believed the majority of the board would seriously consider: 

I always considered my role as one of attempting to present to the board 
recommendations, and obviously, whenever I made a recommendation to 
the board, it represented my best thinking in the matter. There are 
some people who think that you ought to present to the board alternatives 
and let them select. That's one way to operate. I chose to operate in a 
different fashion. I felt that I would determine as best I could, on the 
evidence that I had and based on my experience, what course of action 
we ought to take. And I would take it to the board. Now, obviously, 
having been in the schools for a good many years, I knew that if I took 
too many recommendations to the board that they didn't accept, I was 
not operating properly. They'd soon find someone else to bring recom
mendations they could accept. So in the long run, it's ••• simply a 
method whereby you understand the nature of the board members, you 
understand their basic thinking, what kind of things they are likely to 
subscribe to and you do the best you can to formulate your recommenda
tion in the light of tbe kind of action you can get on it. • • • I think in 
this kind of a role it's the same as that of a politician. You're dealing 
with the art of the possible. I lmow many times things were done that I 



was not quite happy with, but they were the best that could be done 
under the circumstances at that given time (Lee 1981). 

Different trustees who served the school district while Lee was 

superintendent saw this combination of styles in different perspectives (see 
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Table 7). Those board members, who, in general, supported Lee and agreed 

with most of his ideas tended to feel comfortable with the way he affected the 

decision-making process. To Katie Dusenberry, who served with Lee from 

1968 until 1974, he tended to "formalize things a little bit more" than did 

Robert Morrow, who, Dusenberry said, fit comfortably with the board "like 

an old shoe" (Dusenberry 1980). Harmon Harrison recalled that since the 

trustees became used to the different approach of Lee, there were few objec-

tions among the members to the way he assumed the leadership role. Harmon 

Harrison recalled that since the trustees then sitting on the board had made 

the decision to hire Lee as superintendent, they felt that they should be sup-

portive of his policies. "As long as his wishes and requests were in line with 

the educational philosophy which the board promulgated," he remarked, "we 

went along with all of his options" (Harrison 1981). 

The three trustees who most supported Lee and who served through 

the whole of his term, and also that of his successor, Wilbur Lewis, were 

Soleng Tom, Mitchell Vavich, and Helen Hafley. They became known during 

the Lee years as the "conservative majority." This is because they usually 

voted together as a group on most matters of district policy and educational 

issues. And since three votes constituted a majority, their views and . 



Table 7. Membership of the Tucson School District One Board of 
Education, 1968-1977. 

Harrison 

1968 

1969 

1970 C 

1971 
(defeated) 

Wine 
1972 

1973 

1974 

1975 
(resigned) 

Whiffen 
1976 ~ (not to run) 

Almquist 
1977 ! 

P = President 
C = Clerk 

Dusenberry 

p 

C 

(not to run) 
Grijalva 

Pistor 

p 

(not to run) 

Vavich 

P 

C 

P 

(not to run, 
1980) 

Tom 

C 

P 

C 

p 

P 

C 

(not to run, 
1980) 
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Hafley 

C 

P 

C 

C 

P 

C 

p 

(not to run, 
1978) 
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cooperative actions became a deciding factor as to how the district operated 

during both the Lee and the Lewis years. 

The so-called conservative majority was also the board members 

who were the most comfortable with Lee's approach to the problems of leader-

ship and the finding of solutions to various issues. This seemed to be so be-

cause Lee'S thinking and the alternatives to problems which he submitted for 

board approval were usually in line with the philosophy of these three trustees. 

Tom saw Lee as a "southern gentleman" who "knew what the board majority 

wanted to hear." Lee could, according to Tom, "look [inside] you and know 

what you're going to say even before you open your mouth" (Tom 1981). Lee 

usually submitted alternatives to the trustees in writing, let them "digest it, " 

think it over and later, at a future meeting, listened to their decision. Vavich's 

description of Lee emphasized the "laissez-faire" side of his style: "I think 

it was a team effort, really. In many instances, the administration through 

the superintendent made the suggestions that were followed. • • • The matter 

was generally presented to the board [by Lee or members of his staff] • • • he 

would have those people fill us in, provide us with information" (Vavich 1981). 

If the board decided not to accept one of the superintendent's ideas, 

it was usually not an outright rejection, Vavich continued, but "a matter of 

moderating or altering it in some way. And if he sensed that there was a con-

sensus for that, he generally would go back to his people and. • • work out an 

alternative that fitted the board's wishes" (Vavich 1981). Helen Hafley said 

that after the superintendent explained to the trustees why he felt certain 

! 
1 , 
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suggestions were necessary, "then the board either backs him or it doesn't" 

(Hafley 1981). In the case of Thomas Lee, the trustees, or at .least a majority 

of them, backed Lee most of the time (Tom 1981; Vavich 1981; Hafley 1981). 

Not every trustee was content with the way Lee handled the decision

making process. Dissident members, or those who found themselves in the 

minority after formal votes by the Board of Education were taken, resented the 

situation in which, if Lee's ideas pleased the three majority trustees, Tom, 

Vavich, and Hafley, the other two members could be ignored by Lee with little 

consequence to the final outcome. This resulted in an adversary relationship 

between the conservative majority on the one hand and most of the other people 

who sat on the board after 1972. 

One of the trustees who felt frustrated and angry with the relation

ship between Lee and the conservative majority was Raul Grijalva, a critic of 

Lee since he first gained a seat on the board in 1975. Reflecting upon the way 

Lee related to the trustees, Grijalva said Lee realized "that it takes three to 

tango and when he could add up to three, that's where he went. I also think that 

Tom Lee could convince the other three on items that he [wanted] very badly 

and they would support it. [Lee made his will known to the board] by his recom

mendations ••• by the fact that the majority of his recommendations always 

passed" (Grijalva 1981). 

Another critic of the decision-making process of the board while Lee 

was superintendent was Leba Wine. Wine eventually became so demoralized 

over her lack of ability to affect board decisions that she resigned in 1975, 



finishing less than three years of her five-year term. Five years after her 

resignation, Wine observed that Dr. Lee, although in constant conflict with 
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her and Grijalva (after the latter became a trustee), treated everyone at formal 

meetings with respect and showed favor to no individual member. Though like 

Soleng Tom, Wine called Lee a "southern gentleman" and remembered that "he 

treated everyone on the board the same ••• [he] was never offensive, never 

unkind, " she believed that Lee really ran the board. The conservative major

ity, according to Wine, "became an arm of the administration" because their 

views were similar to those of Dr. Lee and the Board majority was willing to 

be led by someone like that. Thus, the relationship between Superintendent 

Lee and the board majority was close and cordial. Since Wine was with the 

majority on most votes, one might be able to detect more than a little sarcasm 

in her conclusion that Lee "was a perfect school superintendent" in his ability 

to work with the board as a whole and reflect its opinions on the major issues 

of the day (Wine 1981). Trustee Laura Almquist reached a conclusion similar 

to that of Wine when she remarked that "the board [majority] and Dr. Lee were 

one" (Almquist 1981). 

One might observe an interesting coincidence in comparing the 

administration of Dr. Lee with that of his predecessor, Robert Morrow. Both 

superintendents had conflicts with three critics while in office. Whereas only 

two were actual members of the Board of Education while Morrow was superin

tendent (the third being Arizona Daily Star editor William R. Mathews), all 

three of the dissidents during Lee's tenure in office were elected at least once 
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to the board. Two of these trustees, Leba Wine and Raul Grijalva, were 

detractors of the superintendent and were labeled "liberals" by both the press 

and the conservative majority of the board. The third member, Dr. Harmon 

Harrison, caUsed dissent within the board without being an actual critic of the 

administration or of the superintendent. He attracted to himself controversy 

and publicity which the other trustees considered embarrassing and unnecessary. 

Leba Wine was born in New York City and received a degree in busi

ness and public administration from Smith College (Northhampton, Massachu

setts) in 1933. She and her husband, David, moved to Tucson in 1951. David 

Wine, a lawyer, was a former member of the Pima County Board of Supervi

sors representing the Ajo and Sells area from 1953 to 1956. He also served 

seven years in the Arizona State Legislature and was the Chairman for the 

Democratic Party in Pima County. He died of a heart attack on November 19, 

1973, while his wife was a trustee on the Tucson District One Board of Educa

tion. Before becoming a trustee, Leba Wine was co-chairman of the Jefferson 

Park Elementary School Spanish Program and a volunteer worker with the 

federal program Head Start in the (Tucson) A mphitheater School District. 

After she resigned from the school board, Leba Wine and her four children 

moved to Tuberon, California (Arizona Daily Star files). 

Wine ran for the school board in the October 1971 election, one of 

the last board elections to be held in the month of October (all elections are 

now held on the November date for general elections). Wine's campaign 
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issues centered upon the area of curriculum development, including support 

for bilingual education, the redevelopment of a reading program for the dis

trict in the early elementary grades, and an alternative,. non-structured pro

gram for high school drop-outs. Dr. Lee and the Board of Education were not 

issues in Leba Wine's bid for election to the board (Arizona Daily Star 8/10/71). 

Leba Wine's opponents included the controversial incumbent, Harmon 

Harrison, Robert Horn, the first black to run for a school board seat, 18-year

old steven Downing, and University of Arizona government professor Dr. 

Edward Williams. Although a self-proclaimed liberal, Mrs. Wine received 

the support of the Arizona Daily Star, sans William Mathews, which, in an 

editorial, implored the other liberal candidates to step aside and support her 

(Arizona Daily Star 9/19/71, 10/4/71). 

None of the candidates took the star's advice. In spite of that, how

ever, Leba Wme finished first in the October 5 election with a total of 3,476 

votes. Downing came in second with 1,716 votes, and incumbent Harrison 

polled 1,606. The five other candidates running for the one position on the 

board received a total of 2, 198. In her victory statement given on election 

night, Wine complimented the runners-up by stating, "The other candidates 

were marvelous •••• They had wonderful ideas and their ideas should not be 

forgotten" (Arizona Daily Star 10/6/71). 

While a trustee, Mrs. Wine was involved in some of the major 

issues that arose during the Lee years including the desegregation and busing 
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controversies and the closing of two elementary schools in the predominantly 

black and Mexican-American areas of the district. 

Desegregation became a major issue in Tucson District One before 

Wme became a trustee. Yet Wine, as a board member, necessarily became 

involved in the problem. She agreed publicly with the other members that the 

district was not segregated on purpose by statute. She did, however, admit 

her feelings that racial imbalance did exist within the district, a position ques

tioned by other trustees. Wme also broke with her fellow board members in 

advocating busing as an answer to the racial imbalance she believed existed. 

As the only abstention on a 4-0 board vote to oppose mandatory busing except 

by court order, Wine gave early public evidence of the dissension that was to 

later wrack the board (Arizona Daily Star 1/27/74, 4/17/74; Tucson Citizen 

10/15/74). 

In 1974, Wine also found herself in disagreement with Raul 

Grijalva over the issue of busing versus the "neighborhood school" concept in 

which all children in an area would attend the same local elementary school 

in order to preserve the character of the neighborhood, even if ra,cial imbal

ance resulted. Although not yet a trustee, Grijalva defended the neighborhood 

concept from the audience at school board meetings. This philosophy was 

later to be the basis for his stand in opposition to the closing of two local ele

mentary schools in minority areas of District One. Wine continued to press 

for an end to racial imbalance throughout her career as a trustee, although 



she departed from the board before the issue was finally settled (Arizona 

Daily star 1/27/74, 4/17/74; Tucson Citizen 10/15/74). 
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Leba Wine's perception of the desegregation issue was that the in

transigence of Dr. Lee and the board was due, in large part, to racist ideas 

held by the superintendent and the conservative majority. Wine felt that Dr. 

Lee privately believed blacks were different from whites. He felt, Wine 

remarked, that "everybody was equal but .that some were more equal than 

others, that some children simply could not learn genetically •••• [He said] 

'What about diet. • • not getting enough food, these children are bound to be 

deprived, and they'll never learn.' That was a sincere belief; it wasn't be

cause he disliked them, he just knew it was true" (Wine 1981). Wine also be

lieved that there was "some individual racism involved" among the trustees 

who decided to fight desegregation and busing (Wine 1981). Lee and the 

trustees involved denied any racist feelings and said that they believed deseg

regation and busing would hurt the educational process in District One (Lee 

1981; Hafley 1981; Tom 1981; Vavich 1981). 

In attempting to explain subsequent actions of Leba Wine, however, 

what Lee and the conservative majority really believed is less important than 

in understanding Mrs. Wine's perceptions of why they opposed desegregation. 

These feelings, combined with other pressures she believed herself to be 

under, resulted in her angry resignation from the board in 1975. 

University Heights and Davis elementary schools were two west

side and predominantly minority schools slated by the board in 1974 to be 
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closed. A majority of the liberals and westside residents protested this deci-

sion because they favored the "neighborhood" school system over busing the 

students to other primary schools. Leba Wine voted in favor of the closings 

because she was convinced by the other trustees' explanations that falling en

rollment and economic considerations made the University Heights and Davis 

schools an unnecessary drain upon district funds. As a result, she was even 

the object of an attempted recall, along with Vavich, Hafley, and Dusenberry 

in February of 1974 (Arizona Daily Star 2/24/74). 

This reaction of the liberals in the district demoralized Mrs. Wine. 

Liberal critics complained that Wme was not as aggressive a trustee as they 

had hoped she would be. One westside leader, for example, commented, "I 

once thought that one person who got elected would be that [liberal], but she 

hasn't come across that way. It's a status quo board; it's Lee's board and 

it's going to remain that way. There should be some separation there and it 

doesn't exist" (Arizona Daily Star 1/27/74). 

Wine, on the other hand, believed that the liberals had deserted 

her. She recalled many board meetings where other trustees had support 

from the audience, but liberal supporters of Wine never seemed to show up 

at those meetings and, as a result, she remarked years later, "Really, I was 

far out in left field" (Wine 1981). 

Another source of frustration was the pressure for unity Wine felt 

the other trustees applied to her in various ways. Wine believed that Hafley 

saw her as a threat to her authority and to board unity. One result of this 
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perception of her, Wine felt, was numerous attempts to make her conform to 

majority opinion. During this time, in the first year Wme was a trustee, 

board members carpooled with each other to the several elementary schools 

they observed each month. At that time, Wine said, she did not realize that 

pressure was being applied to her. She called herself "too innocent [at that 

time] to realize what was going on" (Wine 1981). She was informed by Mrs. 

Hafley, she said, of "our rules" including refraining from embarrassing other 

trustees by disagreeing with them at public meetings. "A lot of things, " Wine 

recalled, "were decided in Dr. Lee's car." Later that same year, she deci

ded to drive her own car to meetings and school observations (Wine 1981). 

Pressure for unity continued, said Wine, all the while she was on 

the board. There were pre-meetings before each formal board meeting "in 

the back board room." She remained frustrated over her inability to convince 

other trustees to change a pre-determined vote, and was quoted by an Arizona 

Daily Star reporter in early 1974 as saying, "I think especially on an issue 

like this [desegregation] that where I could dissent, it wouldn't serve any pur

pose at all and it might stir up problems that are already being stirred up un

necessarily. I despair of changing any minds in big things like that" (Arizona 

Daily Star 1/27/74). 

A final straw in Leba Wme's decision to leave the board seemed to 

be a controversial workshop for the district trustees in June 1975, arranged 

by the conservative majority with University of Arizona professor and part

time consultant for District One, Dr. T. Frank Saunders as its director. Both 
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trustees Wine and Raul Grijalva felt that the workshop was created specifi

cally to encourage them to protect the image of unity among the trustees that 

the other three board members wanted to preserve. Both Wine and Grijalva 

refused to submit to the will of the majority and both walked out of the work

shop, with Wine calling it at that time, "very political and abrasive. " 

Grijalva also publicly protested the workshop and criticized the attempt at 

unity as relegating the Board "to a rubber-stamp role" and once again refus ed 

to conform (Arizona Daily star 6/4/75). 

Later that year, on June 17, 1975, Leba Wine annotUlced her 

reSignation from the Board of Education, effective immediately. She did this, 

she said, because she felt board policies were "aimed at muffling minority 

viewpoints" and, according to a story in the Tucson Citizen, she began to 

question her effectiveness on the board and the ''personal treatment by other 

members who, she said, discounted her minority" points of view (Tucson 

Citizen 6/19/75). 

Her letter of resignation was a strong and angry criticism of ths 

conservative majority. Among the reasons for leaving the board, Wine, in 

her letter, cited the discouragement of open discussion on "complex and 

important [issues], most of them inv(\lving moral and social values instead of 

. fiscal and policy matters, " the unanimity of three trustees on almost all 

issues, personality conflicts with other members, .feelings of overt hostility 

on the board, conflicts over construction and curriculum matters, the work

shop incident, the absence of support from the liberal community within the 
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district, and the fact that the board refused to elect her chairperson although 

she felt that her turn had come to assume that office (Tucson Citizen 6/19/75). 

Wine's letter, when made public, dispelled whatever images the 

press and the public may have had concerning mutual cooperation and consen

sus among the trustees. Later in the week that the letter was published in the 

press, Soleng Tom called Wine's contentions inaccurate and Helen Hafley re

marked that she felt Wine resigned because she could not get her way and com

pared Wine to a child being overruled by a parent (Arizona Daily Star 6/20/75). 

Reflecting, five years later, upon her decision to reSign, Mrs. Wine 

said that it was one of the great mistakes of her life. She expressed guilt at 

leaving Raul Grijalva as the lone dissenter on the board and regretted the fact 

that she was not a stronger dissenter herself. She said that she should have 

"stayed on • • • and been the most vociferous member there ever was" (Wine 

1981). 

During the four years Mrs. Wine served on the school board, she 

voted in the minority only 16 times, for an average of four minority votes per 

year. One would have expected a dissenter such as Wine had become to vote 

more often against the majority. Raul Grijalva, for example, in 1975 alone, 

voted against majority decisions 27 times. When asked why her total minority 

vote was so low, Wme answered, "Stupidity, I guess" (Wine 1981). She be

lieved that a unanimous decision was better than a 4-1 vote because she felt 

that with someone else in dissent, it would have been easier to explain her 

feelings (until 1975, Wine was the only dissenter on the board). She stated, 
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correctly, that mostofher dissenting votes (nine) came after Grijalva became 

a trustee. "But when it was just one, " Wine later reflected, "I stupidly said 

what difference does it make?" (Wine 1981). 

Leba Wine may be put in better perspective, perhaps, if her minor

ity votes are compared to those of Katie Dusenberry and the conservative 

majority, the other trustees with whom she served. Mrs. Dusenberry, be

tween 1971 and 1974, her last year on the board, cast only four minority votes. 

During the years Leba Wine served on the board (1971-1975), Soleng Tom 

cast four votes in the minority, Mitchell Vavich cast two, and Helen Hafley 

cast two. The total number of votes for those years averaged 544. 2 per year, 

with an average of 535.4 per year, or 98.8 percent, passing unanimously. 

Compared to these other trustees, Dusenberry and the conservative majority, 

Leba Wine was indeed a dissenter (Tucson District One 1971-1975). 

Former trustees and ex-superintendent Thomas Lee spoke kindly of 

Leba Wine in later years, even though she did not support many of their ideas. 

Wine was remembered as an "idealist, " a "very fine human being, " and as 

being easy to work with. stronger words were used by these people, however, 

to describe the other major dissenter, Raul Grijalva, who sat on the board 

during the Lee years. It was suggested by some of the trustees with whom he 

served that he was prejudiced, dishonest, hypocritical, inconsistent, a rebel, a 

liar, and a political opportunist (Dusenberry 1980; Vavich 1981; Lee 1981; 

Hafley 1981; Tom 1981). Why did Raul Grijalva evoke such emotional respon

ses from the superintendent and board members whereas Leba Wine left a 
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much more positive image? At least part of the answer may be found in the 

background and tactics of this man who was only the second Mexican-American 

to serve on the school board in this century. 

Raul Grijalva was born in Tucson, Arizona in 1949. He attended 

Tucson High School and later the University of Arizona. He had been involved 

in numerous protests as both a high school and a university student and so had 

a reputation as an activist before becoming a member of the school board. 

Grijalva led a boycott of Mexican-American students at Tucson High 

School to protest what he felt to be the exclusion of Mexican studies in South

west history classes. He was also active in anti-Vietnam War protests, anti

draft demonGtrations, and Mexican-American groups such as the Peoples' 

Coalition, Central Azatlan, Centro Chicano, and La Raza Unida while attend

ing the University of Arizona. As a leader in the Mexican-American commun

ity, he partook in a demonstration in 1969 from Tucson High School to District 

One headquarters to the city hall to demand "social justice" for Mexican

Americans. He frequently argued with school board members at public meet

ings before becoming a trustee. Dr. Lee and the school board, then, had an 

image of Raul Grijalva that preceded his election to the Board of Education 

(Arizona Daily Star files). 

Grijalva ran unsuccessfully for the school board in 1972. His main 

campaign thrusts were greater representation on the board for Tucson's 

minorities on the south and west sides of Tucson and support for bilingual and 
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bicultural programs in the schools. That year, Grijalva came in third behind 

runner-up Steven Downing and the winner, incumbent Soleng Tom (Arizona 

Daily Star 10/4/72). 

Two years later, Grijalva tried again. This time, two seats were 

open, those of Helen Hafley and Katie Dusenberry. Hafley was running for re

election; Dusenberry, on the other hand, had decided to retire from the board. 

Grijalva campaigned on the same issues he had used in 1972. Of the nine 

people who ran, Helen Hafley received the most votes, 26,514, or 19.3 percent 

of the total. Grijalva, with 25,496, came in second but with enough votes to 

become a trustee (Arizona Daily Star 11/8/74). 

Even before Grijalva formally took his seat on the board, the local 

newspapers predicted that he would be a disruptive force as a new member. 

Several articles discussed causes championed by Grijalva which they felt 

would lead to conflicts with the other trustees. The Arizona Daily Star, in a 

November 8, 1974 story, predicted that the board's ''united front" on issues 

would be broken, and that "the era of unanimous votes is over." In what must 

be considered a classic example of understatement, the.§EE: also predicted 

that Grijalva on the board would cause "initial but polite tension" (Arizona 

Daily Star 11/8/74). 

Grijalva and 'Wine were the two liberal trustees facing the more 

conservative majority of Hafley, Tom, and Vavich. The relationship between 

the newly seated Grijalva and the conservative majority began poorly and 

quickly deteriorated from that point. After only two days as a trustee, the 
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Tucson Citizen published an interview with Grijalva in which he .claimed he saw 

himself as an "outsider" ready to do battle against the status quo. By Novem

ber of that year, newspaper headlines such as, ''District 1 Colleagues React 

Sharply to Grijalva" were common in describing the conflicts on the Board of 

Education (Tucson Citizen 11/3/75; Arizona Daily Star 11/19/75). 

Grijalva's adversary relationship with the board majority was based 

in large part upon his perception that the school board had for decades ignored 

the minority groups, and especially the M"exican-Americans, in Tucson. In a 

deposition given in United States District Court in 1976, Grijalva stated that 

there had historically been a pattern of "inequality in the district when it came 

to educating minority people, " and that he ran for the school board "to try to 

do something about reversing that pattern" (Grijalva 1976). He also stated that 

before he became a trustee, he felt that when Mexican-Americans came to 

board meetings to voice their concerns" they were "not being listened to ••• 

almost being laughed at sometimes •••• I was sitting out there once in the 

audience and once sitting up on the board, and there was a difference, a great 

deal of difference ••• [in] the way the people [Mexican-Americans] were 

treated. • • by the board" (Grijalva 1976). 

Newspaper stories describing conflicts among board members at 

public meetings were as common after 1975 as they were rare before that 

year. Most of the articles involved incidents concerning Raul Grijalva. 

At his first board meeting as a trustee, the Arizona Daily Star 

report~d that Grijalva "made his presence felt" by refusing Soleng Tom the 
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customarily unanimous vote for board chairman, and for forcing a vote, which 

he lost, on releasing board minutes to the public in both Spanish and English. 

By May 1975, Grijalva was "fast gaining a reputation as a voice of dissent on 

the board" as he continued to both accuse other trustees of racism and dishon

esty and to deny unanimous decisions by constantly voting in the minority. 

Throughout the late 1970s, Grijalva continued his often singular efforts of 

what may best be described as protest politics (Arizona Daily Star 1/8/75, 

5/1/75, 5/6/75). 

During his first year on the board, Grijalva voted in the minority 

27 times. Over the next three years, this number actually increased. Be

tween 1975 and 1978, Grijalva far outdistanced any previous board member by 

voting against the majority 127 times for a yearly average of 31.75 minority 

votes per year. The next closest year average, that of Norval Jasper, for 

the period 1959-1963, is 8. 8 votes (see Figures 5 arid 6). During the years 

1975-1978 the percentage of votes that passed unanimously fell from the 

previous four-year average (1971-1974) of 99.994 percent to an average per 

year of 92.5 percent. Between 1971-1974, there were only 14 dissenting 

votes. In the period 1975-1978, that figure rose to 137 (see Figures 4 and 5) 

(Tucson District One 1971-1978). 

A few representative incidents may serve to demonstrate the extent 

of animosity present on the board after Grijalva became a trustee. These 

would include Soleng Tom's "Nogales statement" of 1975, the re-election 
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campaigns of Tom and Mitchell Vavich in 1976, and Grijalva's unsuccessful 

attempts to become board president in 1977 and again in 1978. 

Before 1975, it was customary for one or more trustees to occa

sionally visit a high school and have a question-and-answer session with 

members of the student body. The meetings were closed to the press, and, 

to encourage candor, the school principal was also absent. In a meeting at 

Cholla High School on March 6, 1975, a reporter apparently slipped in un

noticed and was present when a student asked Soleng Tom why English had to 

be used in school when Spanish was accepted as the major language both in 

many area homes and in Mexico. This led to a discussion about the merits of 

. bilingual education, which ended with Tom remarking that if the students want 

to speak Spanish, they can go down to Nogales (Mexico) and speak Spanish 

there (Hafley 1981; Arizona Daily Star 3/7/75). 

Interpretations differ as to how that remark was received. Gail 

Yocum, the reporter present when the statement was made, reported the inci

dent, which made headlines in the next morning's newspaper. Tom, Hafley, 

and Vavich, all of whom were present, said that the students laughed and took 

the retort as a joke. Grijalva, who was not present at the event, recalled 

that some students went home that afternoon and told their parents what had 

occurred. The next day, according to Grijalva, numerous complaints were 

telephoned into his westside office and he "got heat from my own community 

because I didn't react aggressively enough against Tom" (Grijalva 1981). 
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Reaction to Tom's statement from otber quarters was swift. State 

Senator Frank Felix (D-Tucson) called it part of an "anti-minority tradition in 

public education, " and Sol Baldenegro called Tom a "racist" (Tucson Citizen 

3/8/75, 3/10/75; Arizona Daily Star 3/12/75). In spite of tbe largely negative 

reaction to tbe incident, Tom publicly refused to apologize. At a board meet

ing on Marcb 12, Grijalva called Tom's attitude a "slap in tbe face, " and in 

answer to a question by Tom, remarked tbat he did not believe that Tom was 

intelligent enough to represent the west side's educational interests. 

At the next board meeting a week later, members of the audience, 

lal'gely Mexican-American, spoke for two hours criticizing Tom and defending 

bilingual education. When asked why he felt so strongly about Tom's retort 

at Cholla High School, which quite possibly was said in jest at that time, 

Grijalva replied, ''It was a stupid statement to make. • • • If you isolate it as 

Soleng Tom's, [it] could be interpreted as meaningless •••• If you compare 

that to what people perceive to be the attitude in general of the district when 

one of the leaders says that. • .• we had a race issue on our bands" (Arizona 

Daily Star 3/19/75; Grijalva 1981). 

The next year, 1976, was one in which two members of the conser

vative majority, Tom and Vavich, were seeking re-election. This proved to 

be an exciting local election year, not only because Tom and Vavich decided 

to run a joint campaign, but also because, for the first time in district history, 

an incumbent trustee not running for re-election decided to campaign against 

two of his fellow trustees. A third factor which added to the interest in the 



113 

school board elections that year was the fact that Leba Wine's replacement, 

Mrs. lola Frans Whiffen, decided not to seek re-election. Thus, in one year, 

as many as three new board members could win election and reverse the trend 

of a conservative majority that had been a board trait for so many years. 

When Tom and Vavich announced their plans to run for re~election 

in April 1976, they said that they would run separate campaigns even though 

they were known to be allies on the board. Each gave as his reason for seek

ing another term the fact that the" two of them were on the board when the de

segregation issue first arose and they wanted to "fight against actions that 

could lead to mandatory busing" (Arizona Daily Star 4/6/76). All through the 

spring and summer of 1976, Tom and Vavich continued to issue joint state

ments and a joint platform that they had unveiled at a press conference held 

at district headquarters at 1010 East 10th Street, yet continued to say that 

they would run separate campaigns. On August 6, 1976, however, it was 

announced that Tom and Vavich would combine forces. Vavich later said that 

this decision was reached "for the sake of economy" (Tucson Citizen 8/6/76). 

Tom, however, said that while at first Vavich felt he would win and Tom lose 

due to newspaper support for Vavich only, events later that spring convinced 

Vavich that he might lose if he did not associate his campaign with that of 

Soleng Tom (Vavich 1981; Tom 1981). 

Raul Grijalva saw this situation as a chance to reverse the long

standing trend of the board. "I just felt at the time that that was • • • a 

proper thing for me to do. Nobody had ever done that before but at the time 
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And. • • it just represented the level of animosity and to some extent the 

level of frustration. I felt [we needed] a change" (Grijalva 1981). 
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Throughout the spring and summer campaign Grijalva publicly criti

cized both Tom and Vavich. He blamed them for the district's problems con

cerning minority relationships, desegregation problems with the federal 

government, two salary negotiations impasses with the TEA within the past 

three years, and a lack of leadership resulting in budget problems. "I think 

the people who will be running against them should make them run on their 

record, " Grijalva was quoted as stating in the Arizona Daily Star (5/6/76). 

"I think it's a very poor record." The response of Tom and Vavich to 

Grijalva's criticism was to run their campaign as much against Grijalva's 

accusations as on their announced platform. 

Because three seats on the board were up for the voters to fill, a 

coalition of Tucsonans upset with Tom and Vavich held a series of informal 

meetings to choose three candidates to run against the incumbents. Led by 

Tucson City Councilwoman Barbara Weymann, Grijalva, and ten others, this 

group selected Eva Bacal, Henry Ryan, and Laura Almquist, because, as 

Weymann said, ''We're not satisfied with Tom and Vavich and think the com

munity can do a lot better than them" (Tucson Citizen 4/8/76; Arizona Daily 

star 10/16/76). These three anti-administration candidates were later 

endorsed by a politics-oriented teachers' organization, the southern Arizona 

Political Action Committee consisting of 250 District One teachers. 
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The election was colorful and exciting, with Tom even handing out 

fortune cookies containing political messages at an open house for him and 

Vavich. When the votes were counted after the November 2 election, both Tom 

and Vavich were returned to the board. Surprisingly, however, first place 

went to neither Tom nor Vavich, but to political newcomer Laura Almquist, 

with 53, 144 votes, or 20. 52 percent of the total. Tom was next with 47, 932 

(18.51 percent), Vavich third with 35,674 (13.77 percent), Bacal fourth 

(34,085 or 13.16 percent), and Henry Ryan fifth with a respectable 22,378 

(8.64 percent). Although both Tom and Vavich interpreted the election results 

as a vindication of their position, there were five other candidates, and in the 

election, 67.72 percent of the total vote went for candidates other than the 

incumbents (Arizona Daily Star 11/4/76). 

A last situation that exemplifies the hostility that existed between 

Grijalva and the conservative majority is the two unsuccessful attempts by 

Grijalva to become Chairman of the Board of Education in 1977 and again in 

1978. 

The year 1977 was the first year as a trustee that Raul Grijalva had 

felt that he should rightfully be elected chairman. Two of the trustees with 

more experience on the board, Tom and Vavich, had been president in 1975 

and 1976, respectively. Hafley was president in 1974, and the newest trustee, 

Laura Almquist, had just taken her seat. Therefore, Grijalva believed that 

he was the logical choice to succeed Mitchell Vavich. Laura Almquist, in one 

of her first formal acts as a board member, nominated Grijalva, and Vavich 
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nominated Helen Hafley. Hafley won the election by a 3-2 vote margin. 

Grijalva was upset because he felt that it was his turn in the rotation to assume 

the position of board president. When a reporter later asked Tom why 

Grijalva was denied the chairmanship, he answered, "You mow politics" 

(Arizona Daily star 1/5/77). 

Actually, at least since 1941, there was no real policy of rotating 

the chairmanship. Since that year, eight members who had served their full 

terms were never board president, and three members, Peter Howell, 

Delbert Secrist, and Oliver Drachman were chairman for a total of 23 years. 

Drachman was chairman for four straight years, Howell for seven years in a 

row, and Secrist for 12 consecutive terms (Tucson District One 1941-1978). 

The next year, 1978, Grijalva was again nominated by Almquist. 

Although he realized that he would most likely lose once again, he wanted to 

bring the issue to the attention of the public and embarrass his three adver

saries. Grijalva attempted to do this by campaigning for the office publicly, 

something that had not been previously done. Publicly charging Tom, 

Vavich, and Hafley with conspiring to keep him from the chairmanship, he 

attempted to pressure the board members to elect him chairman. In spite of 

all of his pre-election efforts, Grijalva was once again defeated in his bid to 

become board president, this time by Sol eng Tom. In an angry post-mortem 

to the election, Grijalva said that he believed "Tom may prove to be a burden 

to the district and incapable of smoothly handling some issues the board may 
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employees, and school closings" (Grijalva 1981; Tucson Citizen 1/4/78). 
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Helen Hafley later gave her explanation as to why Grijalva was 

denied the presidency. "The policy of the board, " she said, "as long as I was 

on it, was to select a person who would represent the thinking of the board and 

the decisions that the board had made. [Grijalva was not] willing to do that" 

(Hafley 1981). She also correctly denied the existence of any previous board 

chairman rotation policy. Soleng Tom blamed Grijalva's 1978 failure on the 

pressure that Grijalva attempted to use (Tom 1981), and Vavich expressed 

doubts as to whether or not Grijalva could effectively speak for the board as 

a whole (Vavich 1981). The controversy over the assumption of the presidency 

of the board continued to fester until Grijalva finally became chairman in 

1979. Until then, the denial of that largely symbolic office continued to under

score the friction among the trustees during this turbulent period in the history 

of the district. 

A third ''dissenter'' who served upon the board while Lee was 

superintendent was Dr. Harmon Harrison. Harrison was not a detractor of 

Lee and the school board as were Wine and Grijalva. He was, instead, a 

colorful and controversial figure whose words and deeds as a school trustee 

occasionally made newspaper headlines and caused both trustees and many in 

the community at large to question and criticize his actions (Dusenberry 1980; 

Vavich 1981; Tom 1981). 
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Harrison received his M. D. from the St. Louis (Missouri) Univer

sity School of M~dicine. He and his family arrived in Tucson in 1961 from 

Seattle, Washington, and began the practice of general surgery. Harrison ran 

for the school board in 1966 to replace the retiring Dr. Delbert Secrist. His 

platform centered on the lack of discipline in the schools, the then

controversial school resource officer program, overcrowding, and double 

sessions. In that election, held in October, Harrison defeated fellow physician 

Dr. Carl Billings by a vote of 3,481 to 2,824 (Harrison 1981; Arizona Daily 

Star 9/16/66, 9/29/66, 10/5/66). 

During his five years on the school board, Harrison was involved in 

many controversial incidents. He made public issues of his opposition to birth 

control clinics, pornography, busing to achieve integration, and the honesty of 

the local press (Arizona Daily Star 10/1/71, 4/23/70, 6/16/71, 2/19/71). 

He used his position as a trustee to make speeches upon subjects un

related to education, including: his opposition to the American Civil Liberties 

Union that had, in the opinion of other trustees, little to do with school busi

ness. Dr. Lee, for example, remembered how he and some of the trustees felt 

about Dr. Harrison, saying, "The,problem that Harmon had was timing, many 

times. He was a little injudicious about actions and words at the wrong time. 

And I think most of us always were a little bit nervous about what he might say 

or do that would be inflamatory, and that was a problem for us" (Lee 1981). 



The most notable event associated with Dr. Harrison was the 

"diploma incident" during graduation exercises at Tucson High School on 
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June 16, 1970. As a trustee, Harrison was handing out diplomas to graduating 

seniors. Eight of the students wore black armbands in protest of the then

current war in Viet Nam and as a symbol of ''both dissatisfaction and of com

mitment to current issues" (Arizona Daily Star 6/16/70). As the eight stu

dents approached Dr. Harrison for their diplomas, he let them drop in the 

dirt by his feet, making the eight bend down to retrieve them. Dr. Harrison, 

in a statement later that evening to the press, perceived the armbands as being 

worn to "malign school administrations, signify black power, and protest the 

Vietnamese War, and I became upset by them. I intend no apology for my 

action" (Arizona Daily Star 6/16/70). 

Years later, Harrison explained that part of his anger was because 

an assistant superintendent he had spoken with earlier that evening hinted that 

the armbands were being worn in protest of the board and the administration 

and also that because Harrison was involved at the time in divorce proceedings 

against his wife, the incident could also have been "an expression of personal 

unhappiness ••• and moodiness" (Harrison 1981). 

Even months after the event, community reaction against Harrison 

was strong. An October 3, 1970 editorial in the Daily Star called for his 

resignation and suggested that, although it was his turn in a rotation policy 

the paper thought existed to become board chairman, if Harrison should 

receive that honor, it would be "tragic for the board and for the patrons of the 
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district." Although Soleng Tom nominated Harrison for board president for 

the 1971 term, the vote was 3-2 in favor of Katie Dusenberry. According to 

the latter, she and Helen Hafley were worried about how Harrison might 

behave as chairman and Hafley decided to nominate Dusenberry instead. 

Harrison admitted being upset by this defeat and blamed it in part on the Star 

editorial a few days before the decision was reached (Dusenberry 1980). 

Harmon Harrison's first term was over in 1971, but instead of 

working towards re-election, he decided to seek the Republican nomination 

for mayor of Tucson. Both Harrison's outbursts against the American Civil 

Liberties Union and the diploma incident were revived by lawyer S. Leonard 

Schiff and Harrison came in a distant third in the Republican primary. After 

losing the mayoralty primary in May 1971, Harrison belatedly decided to run 

for re-election to the school board in October. He was defeated in that elec

tion, also, while Leba Wine received 3,476 votes, Steven Downey attracted 

1,716, and Harrison got 1,606 (Arizona Daily Star 5/11/71, 10/6/71). 

Although Harrison was not among the trustees who later became 

known as the conservative majority, he was not a dissenter in the way that 

certain other trustees were critics of the administration and the school board. 

During his five years as a trustee, Harrison cast only 13 votes in the minor

ity for a 2.6 minority vote per year average. Of the 21 trustees who served 

on the board from 1941 to 1978, nine cast more minority votes per year than 

did Harrison. In the years that Harrison was on the Board of Education, 1967 

to 1971, there were a total of 33 non-unanimous votes, only 13 of which 
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included Harrison in the minority. Thus, although Harrison did not contrib

ute to the consensus of the board as did others in the majority, neither was he 

a dissenter in the tradition of Salvatierra, McKinney, Wine, and Grijalva 

(Tucson District One 1967-1971). 

All three of the board "dissidents" had different perceptions of 

Thomas Lee as the educational leader of the district. The person with the 

most positive opinion of Lee as chief executive of District One was Harmon 

Harrison. He was one of the trustees who had decided to choose Lee to suc

ceed Robert Morrow and thus felt that the board had the responsibility to sup

port Lee and his ideas. As a result, Lee was the major decision-maker in 

the district, according to Harrison, and his wishes were usually accepted by 

the board. Harrison felt more comfortable with Lee's style of leadership than 

did Wine or Grijalva because, as Harrison remembered, "His thinking fit in 

[more] with mine" (Harrison 1981). 

Leba Wine felt that Lee was a strong and effective leader because 

of his close relationship with Tom, Vavich, and Hafley. With support assured 

from those trustees, opposition from other members had no effect upon board 

votes or upon board decisions. Wine perceived the school board as being "an 

arm of the administration" (Wine 1981) and Lee as the prime decision-maker. 

Wine noted that all decisions were based on information given to the trustees 

by Lee and thus, on issues like desegregation and relations with the TEA, 

decisions based upon Lee's input resulted in board conclusions that Lee had 

advocated from the outset. There was almost nothing, according to Wine 
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(1981), that a trustee who disagreed with one of these decisions could do to 

reverse the situation, even if he or she had tried. This situation was a source 

of frustration for her and Raul Grijalva (Wine 1981). 

Perhaps because Dr. Lee knew that he and the conservative major-

ity could make all of the important decisions, Lee never treated any trustee, 

including dissenters, with a lack of respect. Wme remembered his behavior 

toward her at formal board meetings as "kind of sweet and [smiling]; he was 

wonderful" (Wine 1981). Wine remembered that even when there was inter-

action between Lee and Grijalva, Lee ''never said anything [mean] and never 

rolled his eyes when Raul would say anything •••• I'm sure he despised him, 

but he was a gentleman" (Wine 1981). 

Raul Grijalva, as the strongest dissenter, also had the strongest 

feelings concerning the superintendent. He recalled perceiving animosity 

from Lee because: 

I was the antithesis of everything he believed in. • • • He had a way of 
dealing with situations • • • by basically ignoring them. And I noticed 
I was early on being ignored •••• [What surprised me was the arrogance 
of being ignored] • • • because I'd been elected just as well as Helen 
Hafley and I figured protocol being what it is, all elected officials to 
some extent, regardless of the power they wield or the number of votes 
they [should be] accorded the amenities of political office ••• and I 
wasn't. • • • But I expected it and I was ready for it and I made a couple 
of overtures that were not picked up at all, and so after that it was one 
series of confrontations after another (Grijalva 1981). 

Grijalva was ignored, he feels, because Lee had the three votes he 

needed on any issue, and, "I don't think he needed me; I was irrelevant" 

(Grijalva 1981). Thus, Lee could be a strong leader in spite of opposition 

from trustees and exercised power in a style acceptable to Tom, Vavich, and 
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Hafley. Although the superintendent disagreed with many of the perceptions 

Wine and Grijalva had about him, one may conclude that the style of leader

ship used by Dr. Lee involved working with the majority trustees on the board 

rather than with the one or two critics of the administration. 

During the years that Thomas Lee was superintendent of District 

One, certain problems captured the attention of both the administration and the 

school board on the one hand and the news media on the other. Some of these 

problems, including curriculum and budget concerns, laws affecting education 

passed by the state legislature in Phoenix and bond issues, existed before Lee 

became superintendent. 

There were other problems, however, that arose after 1968 with 

which the district had had little experience in the past. The relationship be

tween the administration and the community at large, especially minority 

members of the community, began to show signs of stress. The federal gov

ernment's accusation that segregation existed in District One, and its demand 

that the district actively begin to reverse that situation brought controversy 

and lawsuits to the administration's doorstep. The close ties between the dis

trict leaders and the TEA began to unravel in the early and mid-1970s, result

ing in a lawsuit against the district and an adversary relationship between 

District One and the TEA. Heated arguments among trustees and between 

trustees and Dr. Lee became commonplace. 

Dr. Lee's approach to these problems tended to be based on his 

philosophy that, first, he perceived himself to be the superintendent of all the 
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people in the district, and second, that as superintendent, his responsibilities 

included being the visible target of the district's critics and thus deflecting 

controversy away from the trustees. 

Lee felt that most of his critics were representatives of partisan 

causes. As such, they did not, in his opinion, reflect the wishes of the com-

munity as a whole. Raul Grijalva, for example, always performed "a stage 

play of some kind, " according to Lee (1981), and so the superintendent felt 

justified in ignoring most of his demands. Lee saw his responsibility to "the 

sixty-two thousand chil«;lren that we had then and the seven or eight thousand 
/ . 

employees and all the parents, not to a segment of any of them" (Lee 1981). 

He felt that some of the critics of the administration, including trustees Wine 

and Grijalva, represented only a small group of people. He believed, there-

fore, that he should work closer with the other trustees who Lee believed 

represented more of the district's population as a whole (Lee 1981). 

Dr. Lee attracted unfavorable comments and criticism during 

periods when conflict predominated within the district. Part of the attention 

Lee received was due to his effort to take some of the pressure off of his 

supporters on the Board of Education. Lee explained: 

My philosophy [as superintendent] was that I was the point man for the 
board. They had to get elected; I didn't. There are some superinten
dents who take the other view. They say, I had to be hired, I'll stand 
back and let the board take the shots. And I don't believe in that. I 
think I was hired to do that. And I did. And that means, ultimately, 
then, all the venom of people for whatever reason is focused on that 
one individual (Lee 1981). 
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Before Dr. Lee became superintendent, little evidence of dissatis

faction within the community concerning district officials could be easily ob

served. Although certain segments of the population may at times have been 

disenchanted with Robert Morrow or his predecessors, this would not neces

sarily occasion public attention. In the years that Thomas Lee was the educa

tional leader of District One, however, much was made of the fact that certain 

facets of the public, especially Mexican-Americans and blacks, questioned 

many of Lee's decisions. 

Soon after becoming superintendent, Lee recommended that the 

schools begin a public relations campaign within the community. "The interest 

and involvement of people in the affairs of the school, " he said in January 

1970, "is the key [for] having the needs of the schools taken care of. Public 

relations should show how schools can help a community and how adults can 

participate in the school system" (Arizona Daily Star 1/18/70). 

Lee was criticized in 1972 for creating parent advisory committees 

from elementary rather than from junior high and high school parents to avoid, 

Lee's critics claimed, clashes with the more militant secondary school 

parents. The superintendent denied this and said that anyone was welcome to 

join the advisory group. He also blamed a ''handful of militants from minority 

communities" for invoking sentiment against the school system (Arizona Daily 

Star 3/13/72, 1/17/74). Mrs. Lillian Grant, of the Coalition for Equal 

Education, said, in response, "That's usually his answer every time he gets 

himself into a tight spot. It's not a small group of radicals. We've got the 
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support of the entire Mexican-American community and ••• [the] black com

munity and that's not a small group of radicals" (Arizona Daily Star 1/18/74). 

The Mexican-Americans in Tucson was the group within the com

munity which gave Lee the most criticism. Many Mexican-American leaders 

spoke out against him and one, Raul Grijalva, eventually was elected to the 

school board. A May 5, 1969 editorial in the Arizona Daily Star hinted that 

confrontations over school policy with the Mexican-American group, La Raza, 

might soon result and that Lee should consider invoking the aid of local 

Mexican-American educator Maria Urquides. When Lee wanted to name a 

panel of minority representatives to study the unusually high drop-out rate of 

Mexican-American students (74 percent), he was criticized by the Mexican

American Unity Council for being ''unresponsive'' to Mexican-American prob

lems in the past. Lee felt that this was an unfair statement and said that no 

panel was formed in the past because none of the many Mexican-American 

groups in Tucson represented the Mexican-American community as a whole 

(Arizona Daily Star 11/4/69). 

One area of concern to Mexican-Americans created many enemies 

for Dr. Lee. That was the topic of bilingual education. Mexican-American 

leaders and John Palomino of the Department of Health, Education, and 

Welfare (HEW), claimed that low test scores among Mexican-American stu

dents were the result of language problems. Lee disagreed, citing economic 

factors and diet problems. "You tell me what the economic background of a 

student is and I'll tell you what his test results will be, " Lee said in answer 
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to Palomino (Tucson Citizen 11/28/73; Arizona Daily Star 1/24/74). Even 

though Lee and the conservative majority on the school board, two of 

whom, Tom and Vavich, grew up in bilingual homes, were against bilingual 

education, a partial compromise with HEW was reached in early 1974 with 

promise of a joint planning effort between HEW and the district on curriculum 

strategies to benefit minority students. 

Lee also incensed Mexican-American leaders by calling the group 

Mexican-Americans for Equal Education a "vigilante committee" and denying 

it formal advisory status (Arizona Daily Star 4/30/74). He also frequently 

criticized Mexican-American leaders like Grijalva, Sol Baldenegro, and 

Richard Martinez, hinting that they were activists and troublemakers. 

The black community in Tucson also criticized the superintendent 

for ignoring its educational needs. The local chapter of the National,Associa

tion for the Advancement of Colored People instructed its lawyers to bring 

suit against the district for failing to comply with Title VI of the Civil Rights 

Act of 1964 in early 1974. F. Roger Hall, president of the local NAACP, 

claimed that District One had had enough time to desegregate. "We are 

asking for equal education, " he said to the press (Tucson Citizen 12/15/73; 

Arizona Daily Star 1/17/74, 1/18/74). Lee answered that the suit by the 

NAACP would probably mean court action. By 1976, the district was indeed 

in court. 

One controversial lncident may serve to demonstrate how minority 

group relations with the Board of Education had deteriorated since the days 
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when Robert Morrow was the superintendent. On January 15, 1974, the school 

board announced that Davis and University Heights elementary schools, both 

serving predominantly minority areas, would be closed at the end of the current 

school year due to declining enrollment at those two schools. Davis, on the 

west side, had a mainly Mexican-American enrollment, and University Heights, 

north of the University of Arizona, serviced a largely black community. The 

school board defended its position by citing figures that showed a 50 percent 

enrollment drop at Davis during the five years immediately preceding that time 

to 134 students, and a drop to 226 students at University Heights from a 1969 

high of 337, a difference of 13.4 percent (Arizona Daily Star 1/16/74). 

Most parents in the minority areas affected by the board's announce

ment were outraged. Many of them saw in the decision a threat to their neigh

borhood schools. others felt that Davis and University Heights could be saved 

it Anglo students were bused into the area from overcrowded Anglo schools on 

the east side. Almost all, however, criticized the board for announcing the 

decision without first warning or consulting the community (Arizona Daily Star 

1/18/74). 

Dr. Lee later explained the board's decision to announce what it 

considered at the time a fait accompli with no prior input from the areas 

affected. When community reaction was sought in a similar move involving 

only Anglos between Fickett and Carson Junior high schools, the audience at 

a board hearing "just literally chewed the board up about the proposal to move 
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the children" without considering the board's motives (Lee 1981). Lee felt a 

similar meeting with parents over the closing of Davis and University Heights 

would "result in turmoil and resolve nothing" (Lee 1981). Therefore, Lee 

convinced the board in executive session to close the schools, then meet with 

p.arents, answer questions, and "try to assuage their bad humor" (Lee 1981). 

The protests from parents living in the Davis and University Heights 

areas were as strong as Lee had expected they would be. The board defended 

the closings on grounds of economic expediency and the need for land near 

University Heights by the University of Arizona. In response, a group of 

approximately 100 parents of Davis and University Heights students planned a 

boycott to keep their children out of school until the board rescinded its deci

sion. They also circulated petitions to recall some of the trustees over their 

vote to close the schools. By February 18, the fourth day of the boycott, only 

12 students attended Davis, up from a low of five the day before. Protesting 

parents also marched around the district offices on East 10th Street. Lee an

nounced that he would not honor their demand for a meeting with him until the 

boycott was ended. On February 23, the parents decided to end the boycott 

and allow their children to return to school. Sol Baldenegro, a leader of the 

boycott, wrote in a letter to the trustees that the parents' decision to end the 

boycott was "more commendable in view of the rude, insulting treatment they 

have been subjected to by district officials." He was most likely referring to 



the addition of armed guards at district headquarters during the boycott and 

march (Arizona Daily Star 1/29/74, 2/15/74, 2/19/74, 2/20/74, 2/24/74, 

2/26/74). 
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At a three and one-half hour meeting at Spring Junior High Scbool 

on the district's west side attended by 300 parents, the board still refused to 

consider keeping Davis and University Heights open. The board also defended 

its original failure to give early notice to the community. Lee tried to mollify 

parents at three other meetings on March 1, March 6, and March 13, 1974, 

yet remained adamant in his refusal to reconsider keeping Davis and University 

Heights open. Lee also said that the meetings with parents were not construc

tive because the parents were presenting "the same arguments as before" and 

rejected parents' requests to bus eastside students west to fill Davis and Uni

versity Heights as ''not practical" (Arizona Daily Star 2/28/74, 3/2/74, 

3/7/74, 3/14/74). 

After more heated meetings in April and early May, the board on 

May 22 announced a one-year reprieve on the decision to close Davis and Uni

versity Heights. Lee announced that a final decision would not be made until 

September 1975. This decision, said Lee, was made as a result of a legal 

decision by Assistant County Attorney William Brammer that the one-year 

delay would not affect the district's legal position in relation to the charges of 

segregation made against the district by HEW, although Brammer said that a 

decision to leave those schools permanently open could possibly be a violation 

of anti-segregation laws (Arizona Daily Star 4/12/74, 5/22/74). 
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As the controversy over closing Davis and University Heights 

temporarily abated, ill feelings in the black and Mexican-American communi

ties remained. Raul Grijalva, then a spokesman for Mexican-Americans for 

Equal Education, stated that the futures of both schools were still in doubt, 

and Mary Mendoza, president of the group, said she felt the board deserved 

no thanks from the Mexican-American community since the trustees "acted 

only when they were forced to" and that the turning point came only when a 

public meeting at Catalina High School showed that not only blacks and 

Mexican-Americans, but also Anglos wanted the two schools kept open. Nine 

months later, Superintendent Lee announced that both schools would remain 

open until the desegregation case was settled in federal court, whenever that 

might be (Arizona D~ily Star 2/7/75). 

The methods that the board used to try to close Davis and Univer

sity Heights schools left bitter feelings among minority members in the com

munity. Helen Hafley's political foes attempted to use the issue to defeat her 

in 1974 as an example of the board's lack of communication with the commun

ity. Raul Grijalva eventually became a trustee, based in part upon his oppo

sition to the closings. Board member Leba Wine, at first supportive of the 

decision to close the schools, later reversed her position and claimed that 

the other members had misdirected her. And Helen Hafley always believed 

that activists tried to use the issue to "influence the board and the integration 

program" (Arizona Daily Star 11/3/74; Wine 1981; Hafley 1981). 
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Tucson District One was the first school district in Arizona to 

voluntarily desegregate its schools. In the early months of 1951, the Arizona 

legislature passed a law allowing superintendents in local school districts to 

desegregate their elementary schools if they chose to do so. Former trustee 

Fred Fickett recalled that Superintendent Morrow approached the board with a 

proposal to desegregate at the elementary level. In a meeting held with no 

prior publicity on the subject, the three-member board voted unanimously to 

desegregate the elementary schools for the 1951-52 academic year. Both 

Morrow and Judge Fickett recalled some negative response from the commun

ity, "a few letters saying we were ••• communists" (Morrow 1979), but de

segregation proceeded with no major protests or incidents. Other districts 

eventually followed District One, especially after the 1954 ruling of the United 

States Supreme Court in the Brown case. As a result of the desegregation of 

District One, Superintendent Morrow was named Tucson's Citizen of the Year 

for 1951 by the Tucson Council for Civic Unity and also received national 

exposure (Arizona Daily Star 10/2/51). 

Considering the fact that District One helped pioneer desegregation 

in Arizona in the early 1950s, it is ironic that resistance to desegregation oc

cupied district leaders in the 1970s to the degree that it did. Dr. MorroVl re

called that in 1966, representatives from Washington, D. C. told him that as 

long as he remained superintendent of District One, the federal government 

could not prosecute the district for violation of civil rights acts passed since 

1963. His reputation in the field of civil rights, they said, was too strong. 



As soon as Dr. Morrow retired, however, they threatened, in Morrow's 

words, "to bore in as far as District One [was concerned]" (Morrow 1979). 

In 1968, shortly after he became Morrow's successor, Dr. Lee 
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was informed by representatives of HEW's San Francisco office that the 

federal government was considering action against District One for the racial 

imbalance in certain schools in the district. The superintendent and board 

members Tom and Hafley denied that the district desired segregation and 

blamed any racial imbalance in certain elementary schools on housing patterns. 

Board members Tom, Hafley, and Vavich continually spoke out against HEW 

charges and the possibility of mandatory busing to achieve racial balance 

throughout 1969 and the early 1970s (Arizona Daily Star 9/17/69, 9/19/69, 

3/9/74). 

Charges were brought against District One in 1973. The federal 

government threatened to bring the district to court if the complaints were not 

taken care of by district officials. The district complied with all of HEW's 

orders except those specifically involving desegregation. Lee refused to obey 

federal orders to desegregate because he felt that to comply might result in 

crosstown busing, a thought anathema to Lee and the majority of the board 

members. Lee publicly called the federal order to desegregate "unreason

able." Throughout 1973 and 1974, the federal government continued to demand 

plans from the district for what HEW called "prompt and complete desegrega

tion" at first of only three, then later of all 94 district schools. Lee continued 

to blame housing patterns for whatever segregation or racial imbalance existed 
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and also continued to reject forced busing as a solution to HEW's demands. 

He also hinted that the district would go to court to oppose busing if HEW and 

District One could not reach an out of court settlement. In this opposition to 

HEW directives, the conservative majority on the school board supported the 

superintendent (Arizona Daily star 8/n/73, 11/18/76, 9/13/73, 9/19/73, 

12/22/73; Tucson Citizen 10/9/73). 

In 1974, Lee tried to satisfy HEW by seeking students willing to be 

bused across town. Not enough students volunteered to make the district's 

plan of non-mandatory busing feasible. For example, out of 2,800 'students at 

Vail, Townsend, Safford, and Wakefield junior high schools, only 21 

signed up to be bused to another school. That same year, the Tucson branch 

of the NAACP threatened to sue the district for violation of Title VI of the 

Civil Rights Act of 1964. Lee stated that he felt court action might be the only 

way to solve the dispute, and NAACP lawyer Ruben Salter responded, saying, 

"[Lee] has invited people to sue him, so we have no alternative. He's not 

going to do anything else" (Arizona Daily Star 11/20/74). In November 1974, 

stories appeared in the Arizona Daily Star that the NAACP would combine its 

lawsuit against the district with that of the Mexican-Americans for Equal 

Education (Arizona Daily Star 2/28/74, 4/4/74, 4/22/74, 7/31/74, 5/21/74). 

- Lee continued to both criticize HEW demands as unrealistic and 

reject mandatory bUSing as a viable alternative to ending de facto segregation 

in 1974 and 1975. Lawyers for the Mexican-American plantiffs in 1975 

offered Lee an opportunity to avoid a lawsuit by asking him to sign a "consent 
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decree" that admitted segregation existed in the district and that also prom

ised that the board and the administration would do all that they could to 

rectify the situation. Lee and the majority on the board refused to sign the 

decree, contending that it would be an admission of guilt. Mexican-American 

lawyer Michael o. Zavala said that refusal to sign the decree made an out of 

court settlement unlikely and accused the board of pla.ying politics and "fabri

cating statements for public consumption" in refusing to sign the decree 

(Arizona Daily Star 8/27/75, 8/28/75). 

By early 1976, the Mexican-American and black plaintiffs combined 

their lawsuits against District One. Out of court settlement talks broke down 

in July, and later that year the plaintiffs and the district went to court. The 

suit continued to be argued in court through the remainder of Thomas Lee's 

tenure in office and into the administration of his successor, Wilbur Lewis 

(Arizona Daily Star 2/7/76, 7/31/76). 

Lee approached the desegregation suit and the subsequent hostility 

of a portion of the community with a consistent style of leadership 

that he used in his approach to other situations. The major characteristic of 

this approach was his close cooperation with those individuals who he believed 

represented the opinions and feelings of the majority of the board members 

and of the community. In the public statements that he made concerning the 

causes of segregation in Tucson and of the use of mandatory busing to solve 

the problem, Lee's statements paralleled those of trustees Hafley, Tom, and 
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Vavich. When he spoke, he represented what he perceived to be the opinion 

of a majority of District One residents. In opposing forced busing, for 

example, Lee stated: 

If you can disregard the fact that children are people and that their 
parents are people, then you can pick them up and move them around 
willy-nilly. • • without any problem. But I think the board felt, and 
I agree with them, that to do that, you would be saying to a perSOll who 
had just bought a house out here • • • on the east side in expectation of 
sending his child to a neighborhood school that we Ire not going to let 
you do that, we Ire going to put him on a bus and haul him around 
(Lee 1981). 

In acting and reacting to crisis situations in the district, Lee 

tended to defend the position of the majority, both on the board and within the 

community. And as superintendent, he continued to take what he referred to 

as the "slings and arrows" of critics, as he felt a superintendent should. 

Relations between the superintendent and segments of the commun-

ity changed from one of consensus, or at least of tranquility, as they were 

under Morrow and for the first few years under Lee, to one of conflict. The 

years 1968 to 1977 were ones of transition from the more peaceful atmosphere 

of the 1950s and early 1960s to the turbulent period under Wilbur Lewis. As 

the transition changed the relationship between Lee and the public, so was the 

relationship between Lee, the board, and the TEA similarly altered. 

For the first time in the history of District One, in April of 1974, 

salary talks between the TEA and the administration broke down over the issue 

of salary increases. The TEA requested a 12 percent increase, and the board 

countered with a proposal for a 6 percent raise. The matter went to an 
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arbitration committee consisting of one mediator chosen by the TEA, one by 

the administration, and one agreed upon by both parties. The TEA chose 

Amphitheater School District teacher William Nicholson, the administration 

chose former University of Arizona president Dr. Richard Harvill, and the 

third member was banker J. David Grant (Arizona Daily Star 5/22/74, 4/4/74; 

Tucson Citizen 5/17/74). 

The arbitration committee met in May and recommended an increase 

of 7. 8 percent. Although many in the TEA were disappointed in the compro

mise decision, TEA leader Ruby Matejka felt that it was a fair offer and 

accepted the decision on behalf of the TEA. The school board rejected the 

compromise figure and offered the same 6 percent that it had in April. Lee 

defended the 6 percent increase as all the board could afford. "We have 

squeezed the thing dry, " he explained (Arizona Daily Star 5/23/74) 

Matejka claimed that the negotiations policy the district had been 

working under since 1969 provided that the mediator's decision must be 

accepted. Teachers, in reaction to the board's rejection, discussed various 

types of protests short of a strike. A lawsuit was one possibility that was 

seriously considered (Arizona Daily Star 5/23/74). 

Lee warned the TEA that a similar lawsuit in Scottsdale, Arizona 

was decided in that school board's favor and that under Arizona law, no arbi

tration concerning teachers was binding; the TEA, on the other hand, claimed 

that it was binding. A lawsuit was filed in behalf ofthe TEA by its lawyer, ex-Tucson 

District One trustee Norval Jasper, on June 2, 1974. The more militant 
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A merican Federation of Teachers called the suit an "exercise in futility" and 

began a membership drive to bring an "enlightened militancy" to Tucson 

teachers (Arizona Daily star 5/29/74, 6/5/74). 

As a result of the lawsuit, on June 5, 1974, Superintendent Thomas 

Lee resigned from the TEA. Lee was one of the last administrators in 

Arizona to remain in both the Arizona Education Association (AEA) and the 

local TEA. Lee blamed leaders in the National Education Association (NEA) 

for the militancy of its local organization and felt that the national leaders of 

the NEA pursued militant issues to gain power and force administrators from 

its ranks (Lee 1981). 

Lee claimed that the mediators decided to give the teachers a 7. 8 

percent increase because they did not understand the true situation in the dis-

trict. Lee explained: 

We had a negotiation agreement which I was instrumental in formulating 
before I became superintendent. [Ill 1974] we failed to reach an agree
ment in negotiations and it went to mediation. And when the mediators 
came in and they recommended that we split the difference, in effect, I 
said to the board • • • the mediators didn't understand what we were 
doing. We did not say a word to them. The TEA did. I don't think that's 
ethical. We stayed away. We let them make their decision •••• [The] 
mediators didn't understand that I had always held to this view, that if 
we go into negotiations and tell the teachers that we have less money than 
I lmow in fact that we do have, that would be dishonest. And if we tell 
them that and later on we say, o. k., we'll give you more, I have said to 
them, flat out, I lied to you the first time •••• Well, these mediators 
assumed that we were operating like labor unions and management. • • 
that we offer less than we can, they ask for more than they're going to 
get. And somewhere in the middle we meet (Lee 1981). 

Lee said that he warned TEA president Matejka that a lawsuit would 

force him to resign from the TEA because "I cannot remain in the role of. • • 
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chief administrator of the board while [as a TEA member] I'm suing the board" 

(Arizona Daily Star 10/15/77). After Lee resigned, the suit continued in court 

unti11977. On October 14 of that year, visiting Arizona Superior Court Judge 

Robert R. Bean (Pinal County) ruled against the TEA, stating that the board 

was not bOWld by the arbitration decision (Arizona Daily Star 10/15/77). 

After the TEA filed suit in 1974, relations between it and the 

administration began to change. The TEA began to show more signs of mili

tancy and became stronger in its criticism of district policies. Protests in 

the forms of teacher refusals to sign their contracts Wltil the last possible 

minute, TEA endorsements of board critics for open seats in school board 

elections, and a second arbitration procedure over salaries in 1976 were 

common after 1974. The use of work slowdowns, sick-ins, and strikes as 

viable methods of protesting board decisions Wlpopular with teachers were 

seriously considered. It is also worthy to note that after 1974, no officer of 

the TEA later became an administrator in District One. The close working 

relationship of the TEA to the administration was finally over (Tucson Citizen 

6/19/74, 10/22/74, 5/24/76; Arizona Daily Star 3/22/76). 

In 1975, Thomas Lee was 64 years old and nearing the age of re

tirement. Also in 1976, the voters of District One were to decide who would 

fill three seats on the Board of Education. Two of the three members of the 

board's conservative majority, Sol eng Tom and Mitchell Vavich, were among 

the candidates running for the three positions. A new issue was thrust into 

the elections when on October 10, 1975, Dr. Lee offered to retire before his 
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65th birthday. Lee believed that if he stepped down early, it could be of bene

fit to the district by eliminating him as a personality and therefore as an ob

struction to solving the district's legal problems involving the desegregation 

suit and the lawsuit with the TEA. The superintendent said that he felt that if 

his retirement would benefit the position of the district in these suits, he would 

voluntarily resign (Arizona Daily Star 10/10/75, 10/14/75; Lee 1981). 

Raul Grijalva protested that Lee's offer was more of a political act 

than a gesture of aid to the district. Grijalva's argument was that in the 

November 1976 elections, one or both of the board's conservatives could have 

been defeated at the polls. This would create a new, liberal majority. Fear

ing that this new, more liberal board would hire a superintendent whose ideas 

about district problems were different than those of Lee, the conservative 

majority wanted to be able to choose Lee's successor before the November 

elections. Grijalva wanted the new board, formed after the elections, to 

choose Lee's successor (Tucson Citizen 10/14/75; Arizona Daily Star 12/5/75, 

5/15/76). 

In later years, Lee, Vavich, and Tom denied that they feared the 

possibility of a new, more liberal group of trustees. Helen Hafley, however, 

admitted that the possibility of new members was one reason Lee offered to 

retire. She also added the idea that she felt new, inexperienced trustees 

would hire the wrong type of superintendent to deal with the district's problems 

(Lee 1981; Vavich 1981; Tom 1981; Hafley 1981). 
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In late September 1976, board president Mitchell Vavich announced 

that the selection of Lee's successor would be postponed until after the 

November 2 elections, although that still left open the possibility of the old 

board choosing a new superintendent before the January 1977 swearing-in of 

any new trustees. The argument became moot, however, when both Tom and 

Vavich won re-election, preserving the conservative majority's influence on 

the board. Thomas Lee's successor, as announced by the board on March 29, 

1977, was Dr. Wilbur Lewis of Parma, Ohio (Tucson Citizen 9/22/76, 

3/29/77; Arizona Daily Star 3/30/77). 



CHAPTER 5 

THE BOARD OF EDUCATION 

The pattern of similarities of the trustees who served during the 

years Robert Morrow was superintendent broke down during the administration 

of Thomas Lee. Those board members who served under both Morrow and 

Lee, of course, retained the similarities of background that characterized the 

years 1941-1968. The five trustees who became members of the Board of 

Education after Morrow retired, however, displayed at least some differences 

in background from those board members who preceded them. It is interesting 

to note that this pattern of background similarities of new trustees was in 

transition at the same time that relationships between the Board of Education, 

the superintendent, and the TEA were also changing. 

Information concerning religiOUS preferences of board members 

were discovered in the files of the Arizona Daily Star (see Table 8). New 

trustees, like those who came before them, filled out personal information 

resumes. Of the ten trustees who served between 1968 and 1977, five were 

elected before Lee became superintendent. Of these five, three stated no 

religious preference. The other two were Protestant, describing themselves 

as Presbyterians. None of these five were critics of Dr. Lee. Of the five 

members elected after 1968, none listed themselves as Presbyterian, two 

were Methodist, another stated no preference, one was Jewish, and another 
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Table 8. Religious Preferences of Members of the Tucson School District 
One Board of Education, 1968-1977. 
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Presbyterian Methodist Jewish Catholic No Pref. 

Almquist X 

Dusenberry X 

Grijalva X 

Hafley X 

Harrison X 

Pistor X 

Tom X 

Vavich X 

Whiffen X 

Wine X 

Lee X 
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Catholic. Both major critics of Lee, Leba Wine and Raul Grijalva, were of 

non-Protestant religious persuasions and the moderate who later leaned 

towards the point of view of Grijalva, Laura Almquist, stated no preference. 

Under Morrow, eight trustees, or 42 percent, were Protestant, one, or .3 

percent, was Jewish, one Catholic, and nine, or 47 percent, stated no prefer

ence. Under Lee, four (40 percent) indicated a Protestant denomination, four 

stated no preference, one (10 percent) Jewish, and one Catholic. Propor

tionally, then, the percentage of declared Protestants declined as relations 

among the board, the superintendent, and the TEA deteriorated. Lee himself 

put down Methodist, a Protestant sect, for religious preference (Arizona Daily 

Star files; Whiffen 1981). 

Under Superintendent Morrow, board members listed 14 social 

clubs or civic organizations of which two or more trustees were members. 

Of these 14 clubs, Morrow belonged to six of them. The trustees who served 

while Lee was superintendent, on the other hand, listed only five organizations 

to which two or more belonged (see Table 9). Lee listed none of them. This 

last statistic could be misleading, however, for Lee had just recently arrived 

in Tucson when he completed the Daily Star's information sheet. A compari

son of social clubs and service organizations during the Morrow and Lee years 

does show, however, that sitting trustees after 1968 belonged to fewer common 

associations than they did before that year. And neither of the two major dis

senters, Wme and Grijalva, belonged to a group in which another trustee was 

involved (Arizona Daily Star files). 



Table 9. Membership of Tucson School District One Board of Education Members and Superintendent Lee, 
1968-1977. 

Chamber Jr. Various 
Red of Boy Asthma Worn ens United Salvation American Ethnic Easter 
Cross Commerce Scouts YMCA Fund Masons Club Way Shrlners Army Legion Assns Seals 

Almquist X 

Dusenberry X X X 

Grijalva X 

Hafley 

Harrison X X X X 

Pistor 

Tom X X X X X X X X X 

Vavlch 

Whlffen X 

Wlne 

Lee 

Head 
Start 

X 

I 

! 

f-l 
~ 
CJl 
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Eighty percent of the ten board members who were in office between 

1968 and 1977 were involved in politics (see Table 10). Under Morrow, 10 of 19, 

or 53 percent, were interested in elective or appointed office. Although inter

est in politics was relatively high among trustees in both the Morrow and the 

Lee years, board members serving their first term after 1968 took different 

political paths than did their predecessors. Whereas politicians on the 

Morrow boards tended towards local or state elective offices as moderates or 

conservatives, those who were politically active and who were elected to the 

board after 1968 tended towards liberal or non-elective political activities. 

Laura Almquist, for example, was appointed to the State Welfare Board in 

1971 by Arizona Governor Jack Williams. While on the Welfare Board, she 

defended the day care program against other members who wanted to end the 

program and also strongly supported state aid to disadvantaged children. Leba 

Wine's husband David was a known liberal while a member of the Arizona 

legislature, and Grijalva was involved with many local groups of Mexican

Americans desiring change through political means and using pickets, protests, 

and politics as methods of expression. A fourth trustee, relative newcomer, 

lola Frans Whiffen, expressed little interest in politics. Mitchell Vavich, 

elected first in 1970, was a Democratic precinct committeeman in the 

mid-1960s (Arizona Daily Star 7/27/72). 

There were more trustees involved in politics considered ''liberal'' 

or "radical" during the administration of Thomas Lee than there were before 

he became superintendent. In fact, none of the 19 members who served 



Table 10. Political Activities of Tucson School District One Board of Education Members, 1968-1977. a 

Formally 
Ran for Ran for Announced for Politically 
Elective Elective Appointed to Elective Active but did 
Office and Office and Political Office but Spouse Active not Run for 
Won Lost Office Withdrew in Politics Office 

Almquist X 

Dusenberry Xb 

Grijalva X 

Hafley 

Harrison X 

Pistor X 

Tom X 

Vavich X 

Whiffen 

Wine X 

~Does not include school board-related activities. 
After leaving Board of Education. 

--

I-' 
If:>. 
-:J 
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between 1941 and 1968 could be classified as either "liberal" or "radical" even 

by the political standards of their own time. Yet under Lee, three of the five 

trustees elected after 1968 did have definite liberal leanings. And these were 

the three who most criticized Lee and later Wilbur Lewis as superintendent. 

Members of the Board of Education during the Morrow years lived 

within a relatively small area of the district. Eighteen of the 19 trustees re

sided in an area approximately 5-3/4 miles by 3-1/3 miles. Thirteen of those, 

plus Superintendent Morrow, lived in an even smaller area, 2-2/3 miles by 2 

miles. The five trustees who served under both Morrow and Lee remained in 

the area bordered by Euclid Avenue, Swan Road, Grant Road, and 22nd Street. 

Of the five newer members, three, Mitchell Vavich, Leba Wine, and lola 

Frans Whiffen, lived within the bounds of the above area. Raul Grijalva's 

residence, on the other hand, was approximately 2-1/2 miles southwest of 

22nd Street and Euclid Avenue, and Laura Almquist lived 6 miles northeast of 

Speedway Boulevard and Wilmot Road (see Figure 6). Statistically, two out of 

ten, or 20 percent of the trustees during the Lee years lived outside of the 

area mentioned above, as opposed to one out of 19, or 5.3 percent, who did so 

in the Morrow years. The single trustee who lived away from the others in 

the period 1941-1968, Dan McKinney, was a critic of the board and of Dr. 

Morrow. The two members outside of the area during the Lee period were 

also critics of the superintendent, both when Lee and then Lewis held the 

position. The breakdown in the pattern of residence during the Lee period 

from the preceding 27 years is not in and of itself an explanation of the change 
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of relationships under consideration. It does, however, serve to demonstrate 

that the patterns of homogeneity that so characterized the Board of Education 

in the Morrow years were, like other patterns. beginning to deteriorate at the 

same time relationships among the Board of Education, the superintendent, 

and the TEA were changing from one of mutual trust and cooperation to one of 

suspicion and frustration (Tucson City Directory 1968-1977; Pima County 

Government 1980-81). 

Another interesting change in the board from the years 1941-1968 

was that of the professional backgrounds of the trustees (see Table 11). Of the 

19 trustees who served while Morrow was superintendent, 13, or 68 percent, 

had backgrounds relating to business, while only three, or 15.7 percent, had 

education-related jobs, and those were at the university level. This pattern 

also changed after 1968. Of the five members of the board who served under 

both Morrow and Lee, four, or 80 percent, were business people. The fifth, 

William Pistor, was a University of Arizona professor. Of the five newer 

members, none were businessmen, two (40 percent) were educators (including 

one at the secondary level), and three (60 percent) were involved in social 

work. The backgrounds of four of the new trustees, secondary education and 

social work, gave the board, or at least a portion of it, a new perspective with 

which to view the district's problems. And it was these people who were, to 

some extent, critics of the conservative majority and dissenting voices in 

many major board decisions (Arizona Daily Star files). 
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Table 11. Economic and Professional BackgroWld of Tucson School District 
One Board of Education Members, 1968-1977. 

Business Secondary and Uni- Social Work 
versity Education 

Almquist X 

Dusenberry X 

Grijalva X 

Hafley X 

Harrison X 

Pistor X 

Tom X 

Vavich X 

Whiffen X 

Wine X 



The economic backgrounds of the four trustees mentioned above 

differed greatly from those of both the other trustees of the Lee years and 

from those who served while Morrow was superintendent. Thus, there was 
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less emphasis after 1968 upon purely economic matters such as the budget, 

bond elections, and building programs. These were still topics of considera

tion, to be sure. Yet, educational concerns, racial issues, and problems rela

ting to the developing power of organized teachers took center stage between 

1968 and 1977 and continued to be major considerations throughout the late 

1970s •. Bilingual and bicultural education, desegregation, and the rising mili

tancy of District One teachers replaced bond elections, district insurance pro

grams, and the naming of new schools as major issues of concern for board 

members after 1968. And the dissimilar backgrounds of the group of trustees 

during Lee's administration who had previously served with Morrow, as com

pared to the backgrounds of those who became members after 1968, helped to 

create the divergent perceptions, tensions, and general dissention that charac

terized board meetings and board relationships through the administration of 

Wilbur Lewis. 

Between 1941 and 1968, the majority of the platforms of board 

candidates concerned matters of a business or financial nature. Discussion of 

educational issues and of the administration and the board were campaign 

topics that were mentioned far less than fiscal policies. Problems concerning 

social issues were almost completely ignored. 
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After 1968, the interest of voters and candidates in business 

matters, as measured by how frequently they appeared as campaign issues, 

decreased to a point where they had little or no effect on elections at all. Of 

the campaigns run during this period, 1968, 1969, 1971, 1972, 1974, and 

1976, business issues were a part of only two of them. 

Social issues, on the other hand, were major planks of platforms in 

four of the six election years in this period and were discussed in a total of 

ten individual campaigns of either different people during the same election 

year (for example, both Laura Almquist and Soleng Tom discussed the issue of 

desegregation in 1976) or of one person in two or more election campaigns (for 

example, Raul Grijalva discussed minority rights in both the 1972 and 1976 

elections). 

Issues concerning the character of either the trustees or the super

intendent during the Morrow period were present only in 1964 (discussed by 

Helen Hafley, who defended the board and Dr. Morrow). Between 1968 and 

1977, however, criticism or defense of board members was used in the cam

paigns of five successful candidates in two election efforts, Grijalva and Hafley 

in 1974 and Almquist, Tom, and Vavich in 1976. 

Topics concerning education, omitting concerns of a political or 

social nature such as bilingual or bicultural education, were discussed by suc

cessful candidates only twice (in 1971 and 1976). Teacher organization and 

other professional issues became a subject of discussion in 1974 (due to the 

TEA lawsuit). All other issues that fit into none of the aforementioned 
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categories and which covered a wide range of topics were part of three cam

paigns in three election years (Harrison and the diploma incident in 1971 and 

the dividing of the district into wards for election purposes in 1974 and 1976). 

Thus, the Lee years, 1968-1977, were a transition period also in 

areas of concern among both the voters and board candidates. Social issues 

such as desegregation, neighborhood schools, bilingual education a.."ld minority 

rights became recognized as major problems in District One. So also did 

actions and decisions of the Board of Education. And other new issues such as 

teacher militancy and professionalism were beginning to receive notice as 

other issues such as business problems either faded into the background or 

took on a social or a political character (Tucson District One 1968-1974). 

The major difference between the Morrow and the Lee period con

cerning reasons trustees left the board is that five school board members re

mained active when Lee retired and continued to serve through the 17-month 

tenure of Wilbur Lewis (see Table 12). Of the other five trustees, three opted 

for voluntary retirement, Harmon Harrison was defeated at the poll~, and 

Leba Wine reSigned. This category shows little of the transition that took 

place between 1968 and 1977 except for the fact that Wine resigned in protest 

over board policies and over the influence of Superintendent Lee in the 

decision-making process. 

Thomas Lee enjoyed a close working relationship throughout his 

career with a majority of the trustees who served while he was superintendent. 

As a result of these cordial relationships, unanimous formal decisions 



Table 12. Reasons Members Left Tucson District One School Board of 
Education, 1968-1977. 
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Voluntary Stin Active as 
Retirement Resigned Defeated of 1977 

Almquist X 

Dusenberry X 

Grijalva X 

Hafley X 

Harrison X 

X X 
Pistor (1970) (1974) 

Tom X 

Vavich X 

Whiffen X 

Wine X 
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favoring the superintendent's point of view on district policy were usually 

made even though in the later years dissidents like Leba Wine and Raul 

Grijalva destroyed the image of unanimity that was so prevalent unti11974 

(see Figures 3 and 4). During the first six and one-half years of Lee's 

administration (July 1968 through December 1974), for example, there was a 

total of 4, 189 formal votes taken by the Board of Education. Of that number, 

all but 42 passed unanimously. Thus, every year that Lee was superintendent 

through December 1974, an average of 99.99 percent of all board considera;.. 

tions each year passed with no dissenting votes (Tucson District One 1968-

1974). 

After Raul Grijalva became a trustee, the number of unanimous 

decisions dropped significantly. Of 1,257 total votes taken between January 

1975 and the retirement of Lee in late June of 1977, 110, or 8.75 percent of 

the decisions of the board were by split decisions. During all of the 27 years 

of the Morrow administration, only 215 out of 9, 107 votes taken, or .029 per

cent, were split. And Lee, for the first six and one-half years of his term, 

had an average of only. 002 percent non-unanimous board decisions. One may 

still conclude, however, that since, during this period of time, July 1968 

through December 1977, Lee always enjoyed the support of at least three 

trustees (a majority), his will was reflected in board decisions almost all of 

the time (Tucson District One 1975-1977). 

Those decisions were arrived at during the Lee years in approxi

mately the identical manner that boards under Robert Morrow came to formal 
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conclusions. As in the Morrow years, many of the decisions, including impor

tant ones concerning issues such as desegregation, were made by unidentified 

administrative staff members who might have gotten ideas or information from 

building principals, teachers or other sources. These staff members then 

made recommendations to Lee, who tended to accept the conclusions of his 

assistants. As Lee himself stated in a court deposition in 1976, "I've never 

indicated to the staff that they had to depend upon my direction in every move 

they made. They make a great many decisions without my personallmowledge 

and I depend upon them to make the proper decisions. " 

From the superintendent, recommendations went to the board. 

Those trustees who supported Dr. Lee usually accepted his conclusions with 

little or no criticism. One reason for this was Lee's belief that the superin

tendent should submit to the board only those recommendations that he felt 

they would accept. And the feeling of those trustees who had sat on the board 

since Lee first became superintendent was that, since they had voted to give 

Lee the top position in the district, they felt obligated to support him and his 

decisions. As ex-trustee Katie Dusenberry reflected years after her retire

ment, "Lee had a philosophy like ours and ••• it would have been ••• un

natural ••• if we had constantly bucked him •••• The natural thing was for 

us, rather, to agree with him than to disagree" (Dusenberry 1980). 

The board members who generally supported Dr. Lee throughout 

his tenure were content with the way information and recommendations came 

to the board. Soleng Tom, for example, stated that he never checked details 
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brought to him by Lee. "We usually take [the] advice [presented to the board] 

and therefore I don't think that any of us board members go into detail as such" 

(Tom 1976). Another ex-trustee, Harmon Harrison (1981), recalled that 

"Ninety-five percent of the time the board members acquiesced and followed 

their [Lee's and his staff's] directions" and Mitchell Vavich (1981) called the 

cooperation between Lee and the board majority on decision-making a "team 

effort. " 

Not all of the trustees, however, were happy with this procedure. 

Wine, Grijalva, Almquist, and Whiffen often felt excluded from the decision

making process. Two members, Wine and Grijalva, believed that those in 

Lee's favor had access to information that they did not. Wine, Grijalva, and 

Almquist were also upset with the fact that often Lee would present to the trustees 

only one alternativetoaproblem; consequently, as Grijalva remembered, 

"You [were] sort of reacting to the recommendations of administration and, in 

a sense, it puts you in a box because you only have one option. You have the 

option of either accepting it or rejecting it" (Grijalva 1981). 

There was little that dissenting trustees could do about-this except 

to vote in the minority in protest. And that made no difference as to the out

come since three made a majority. Official school board records show, how

ever, that this form of protest was frequently used by those members unhappy 

with the control exercised by the conservative majority (Tucson District One 

1974-1977; Wine 1981; Almquist 1981; Grijalva 1976, 1981). 
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One of the hallmarks of the Morrow years was the unity displayed by 

the trustees in open meetings before the public and the press. All board 

members who were interviewed felt that this public display both belied the fact 

that individual disagreements were expressed in non-public meetings concern

ing most decisions and facilitated the acceptance of these decisions by both the 

public and the teachers of the district. One of the casualties of the Lee 

administration was this outward display of unity that characterized the 

Morrow boards. Holdovers from the Morrow years who served with Lee still 

believed that a public display of unity was important for the district to function 

properly. Newer trustees, however, saw in this tradition an attempt to 

smother what they believed to be legitimate concerns and doubts about district. 

policies and the opportunity to voice these doubts in public. 

From 1968 unti11971, there was only one new member, Mitchell 

Vavich. The other trustees had served with Robert Morrow. All of these 

people, including Vavich, believed that an outward show of unity was best for 

the board and for the district as a whole. Rarely did any of them break the 

pattern of a 5-0 vote on board decisions. 

After 1971, however, each of the four newly elected trustees criti

cized what they considered the stifling of individual dissent. Thus, the Lee 

years were a transition period between the unanimity that characterized the 

years in which Morrow was superintendent and the overt dissention that be

came commonplace among trustees from the last third of Lee's tenure through 

the administration of Wilbur Lewis. 
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Those trustees who felt that an outward display of unity was of great 

value did not try to hide their true opinions on this subject. Helen Hafley, for 

example, remarked that, "Once you have really and truly thoroughly discussed 

something, you don't have to say, 'I agree with it,' but you don't go out and 

actively [fight against] that specific stand" (Hafley 1981), and Mitchell Vavich 

said, "It's always nice if you can do it that way [unanimously] ••• the ideal 

way is to discuss these matters to the point so you can have some kind of 

consensus" (Vavich 1981). 

Later trustees perceived the idea of a united front in a totally differ-

ent way. Leba Wine resented what she considered pressure from Helen Hafley 

to always vote with the majority. "She [Hafley] told me 'our rules, ' " Wine 

recalled. "We don't try to embarrass each other. • . loyalty, loyalty, 

loyalty, loyalty, that's all I heard; I wasn't loyal to the school district" (Wine 

1981). lola Frans Whiffen had the distinct impression that the conservative 

majority wanted to control the board and all of its decisions (Whiffen 1981). 

Raul Grijalva clearly felt that pressure for unity by the board majority was put 

on dissidents like himself by trying to convince dissenters that any hint of dis-

agreement would cause serious problems for the district. This pressure was 

applied, Grijalva (1981) remembered: 

Just by saying that we have to show a united front, we can't show dis
sention, we can't show a division on the board. If we do [show] dissen
tion], we cause ourselves problems. It weakens the board. We act as 
the whole board when we take a vote and if we disagree, you have to 
keep your mouth shut because the board chairman speaks for the whole 
board. 
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Not surprisingly, the only people who felt pressure, either overt or 

covert, to vote unanimously were those who were most likely to decide against 

majority decisions. Thus, Hafley (1981), Tom (1981), Vavich (1981), Harrison 

(1981), and Dusenberry (1980) either did not mention the presence of pressure 

to vote with the majority on all decisions or specifically and emphatically 

denied it. 

Laura Almquist, on the other hand, recalled subtle pressure during 

board meetings and telephone calls to her home. Many times, she admitted, 

she was persuaded to vote with the majority because she was a new member 

and because she felt that with a majority of three already in existence, "I felt 

as though my vote didn't make a bit of difference" (Almquist (1981). Wine 

(1981) and Grijalva (1981) also clearly remember being pressured early in 

their board careers. It appears that if trustees did not respond to the pressure 

to vote unanimously, whatever pressure, if any, was dropped, since the dis

sent of Grijalva or a Wine or an Almquist would not prevent motions from being 

carried. Overt attempts to convert dissidents, like the workshop in June of 

1975 aimed at Wine and Grijalva, then, were not commonly used. U subtle 

pressure did not work, the board majority and Lee were able to carry motions 

without their support (Whiffen 1981). 

Of the nine surviving trustees with whom Thomas Lee served, most 

felt that Helen Hafley was the leader, and therefore the most influential 

member of the board. Of the members of the so-called conservative majority, 

Soleng Tom believed that there was no real leader, Mitchell Vavich felt that 
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Hafley was simply respected because of her many years as a trustee, and 

Hafley herself refused to pass judgment on her leadership role while a board 

member (Tom 1981; Vavich 1981; Hafley 1981). Harmon Harrison (1981) be

lieved that his close personal friend Soleng Tom was the board's true leader, 

and lola Frans Whiffen (1981) said that, in her admittedly brief tenure as Leba 

Wine's replacement, she perceived no true leader but felt that "the three of 

them (Vavich, Tom, and Hafley) made one leader" as the conservative 

majority. 

Of those remaining trustees who, either because of opposition to the 

conservative majority or the period of time they served on the board, were 

not supporters of them, all four saw Helen Hafley as the most influential 

trustee on the Board of Education. Laura Almquist saw Tom and Vavich defer

ring to Hafley's wishes. "The others [Tom and Vavich], " she recalled, "would 

rarely question her. They would support her [policies]" (Almquist 1981). Katie 

Dusenberry observed that if Tom and Vavich did not already have their minds 

made up, Hafley could easily persuade them to vote with her (Dusenberry 1980), 

and Raul Grijalva (1981) said that of the trustees, Hafley was defmitely the 

leader, ''no doubt about that, " and if Hafley felt strongly about a certain issue, 

"the administration would come into line." Leba Wine (1981) also pinpointed 

Hafley as the most influential board member, and Dr. Lee himself (1980) 

called Hafley a strong leader with whom he had "very few conflicts in views on 

policies." Thus, of those who pointed out one person who seemed most to in

fluence board policy the most, Helen Hafley was the overwhelming choice. 
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The years 1968-1977 were a transition period between the consensus 

of the Morrow administration, 1941-1968, and the 17 months of Wilbur Lewis's 

tenure which was characterized by conflict. In many areas, the relationships 

between the superintendent, the Board of Education, and the TEA changed from 

one of close cooperation and mutual respect during Lee's first years in office 

to one of suspicion and bickering for his remaining years as superintendent. 

One of those changes involved the issues considered important by 

Lee and the trustees. In the Morrow years, business and financial concerns 

were the major considerations of district leaders. Both an analysis of local 

campaign issues of candidates for seats on the board, 1941-1977, and percep

tions of the major concerns by both Morrow and Lee, show a change in what 

was considered important by district officials. The topics of concern changed 

from those of an economic nature to problems that were more social and 

political. These social and political issues were more emotional than the 

economic concerns of the past. When one adds to this the vastly different 

social and economic backgrounds of the trustees who served their first years 

after Lee became superintendent, one should not be surprised to find heated 

conflict between members or groups of members on the board that were either 

absent before 1968 or successfully hidden from the public view. 

The relationship between the superintendent and a majority of the 

board's trustees remained close and cordial while Lee was the district leader. 

Of the ten board members who served with Lee, relations were stormy with 

only two, Leba Wine and Raul Grijalva. Two others, Laura Almquist (who 
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served with Lee for only a year and a half) and lola Frans Whiffen (who was 

also only on the board for 18 months) mildly criticized Lee, yet voted with the 

majority most of the time. And six members were never critics of Dr. Lee and 

almost always voted for his proposals. In the nine years that Lee was district 

head, then, he always enjoyed a majority support of three or more members 

and could thus ignore dissenters or at least not have to confer or compromise 

with them. 

Among the members themselves, clashes between majority and 

minority trustees were reported by Tucson's two newspapers as common 

occurrences. Grijalva clashed with Tom over issues such as the latter's 

"Nogales" statement, and with Hafley about desegregation and minority rights 

policies. Wine also frequently criticized fellow board members in public over 

differences in policy, Almquist's whole 1976 campaign was an anti-majority 

issue and even the largely neutral lola Frans Whiffen felt uncomfortable with 

some decisions of the conservative majority and so voted in protest with 

Grijalva against certain board policies until she felt her point had been made. 

As in the Morrow years, members of the board majority while Lee 

was superintendent attempted to keep dissent among the trustees hidden from 

the public and the press. Unlike the Mor~ow years, however, these efforts 

did not succeed. Dissent was rampant on the board. This occurred because 

in 1972 and 1975 two newly elected members, who disagreed with the policy of 

unanimity the board majority so strongly encouraged, took their seats as 

trustees. Leba Wine (elected in 1971) went along with board unity in the 
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beginning, then helped shatter this illusion with her strongly worded letter of 

resignation in 1975. Raul Grijalva, elected in 1974, already had experience in 

confrontation politics before he became a trustee. 

Events that occurred in the district between the years 1968 and 1977 

also helped make the eventual demise of the consensus of the Morrow years in

evitable. Besides the arrival of Wine and Grijalva on the board, the surfacing 

of events and issues such as desegregation, school closings, bilingual educa

tion, the resignation of Leba Wine, the refusal of the conservative majority to 

elect Raul Grijalva chairman of the board, and the controversial election of 

1976 kept dissent on the board in the public eye. 

Proposals suggested by Superintendent Morrow to the trustees were 

usually accepted with little or no criticism by the members of the board. This 

was also true with Lee through most of 1974. Beginning in 1975, how-

ever, most of Lee's suggestions were closely scrutinized and severely criti

cized by at least those trustees who did not consider themselves supporters of 

the majority point of view. Another group that closely watched board decisions 

being made after 1974 was the TEA. The relationship between it and the Board 

of Education had also changed from that of close cooperation in the 1950s and 

1960s to an adversary situation following the arbitration controversy and the 

resulting lawsuit of 1974. The demise of the cordial board-TEA relationship 

after 1974 is the focus of the following chapter. 



CHAPTER 6 

THE TUCSON EDUCATION.ASSOCIATION 

The Tucson Education Association worked very closely with the 

administration and the Board of Education during the Morrow years. No major 

controversies arose to weaken the bonds between Robert Morrow, board 

trustees, and the membership of the TEA. When teacher requests for salary 

raises were refused or accepted with major modification"s by the board, the 

TEA leadership accepted that which the trustees offered. The same was true 

in areas such as class size, curriculum concerns, and other professional 

issues that were discussed. 

Yet, in spite of the apparent lack of influence the TEA had in dis

cussions affecting education and salary schedules, the spirit of cooperation 

with the administration survived the Morrow period and continued into the 

administration of Thomas Lee. Trustees of the Morrow period recalled their 

working relationships with the TEA with fondness. Tucson Education Associa

tion presidents and other officers frequently spoke out in defense of the board 

and of Dr. Morrow. No TEA officer in this period publicly admitted that a 

strike could ever occur in Tucson District One. And finally, over one-half of 

all TEA presidents and almost 50 percent of its vice-presidents later were 

promoted to District One administrative positions. 

166 
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Although in the period 1968-1973, one may now be able to identify 

certain incidents and statements that were hints of changes in the pattern of 

relationships between the TEA and the district, at the time, those signs were 

invisible to most observers. In December 1967, the trustees agreed to a nego

tiations policy through which the TEA represented District One teachers. This 

policy first went into effect in 1968 and was a symbol of the trust the TEA and 

the Board of Education had in each other to arrive at amicable settlements each 

year concerning teachers' contracts. Although there were rumors that, at the 

first meeting of board representatives and TEA leaders in February 1968, both 

sides were far apart on terms. William Brashear, Executive Director of the 

TEA told the press, "There is no big controversy going on. The school board 

has been very cordial and most cooperative. This is the first year that the 

professional negotiations policy has been in operation" (Arizona Daily Star 

2/15/68). 

When the final terms were presented to the teachers that April, 

there was speculation in some quarters that the teachers would not sign their 

contracts due to disappointment over the final terms of the negotiations. The 

representative of the administration at those first sessions was Deputy Super

intendent Thomas Lee. The teachers eventually signed their contracts, and 

Brasher of the TEA claimed that most of the teachers were content with the 

settlement (Arizona Daily Star 4/18/68). 

The encouragement of cooperation between local teacher associa

tions and local school boards was increased later that year when Roy Archibald, 
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National Education Association representative and also mayor of San Mateo, 

California, said that the NEA did not believe in strikes and that decisions to 

walk out in protest should be made at the state rather than at the national level. 

He added, however, that the NEA did support a walkout of teachers in Florida 

and stated that the NEA would condone strikes "when all other means of solving 

the problems have been exhausted" (Arizona Daily Star 8/24/68). Thus, the 

NEA did break with its long-standing policy of lUlqualified opposition to a walk

out of teachers. 

In late 1968, the TEA again began to formulate salary proposals for 

the year 1969-70 school year. For the first time ever, these proposals 

referred to the cost-of-living in requesting pay increases (Arizona Daily Star 

12/13/68). 

The next year, statements from administrators demonstrated that in 

states other than Arizona, school officials were becoming distressed over the 

growing aggressiveness of teachers. Richard Hagancamp, a superintendent in 

Allen Park, Michigan, for example, said that teachers and administrators 

were natural adversaries and should recognize each other as such. Speaking 

in Tucson, Hagancamp said that Arizona administrators should not belong to 

the TEA or to the AEA. William Brashear responded to Hagancamp by saying, 

"There is certainly no adversary relation[s] ••• in Tucson District One, " 

and claimed that he felt national problems could be avoided in Tucson (Arizona 

Daily Star 3/13/69). His statements were condoned in an editorial in the star 

ten days later. "It is virtually unthinkable, " the editorial claimed, "that a 
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disruptive strike, such as has paralyzed schools in some areas, ever should 

occur in Tucson or in Arizona" (Arizona Daily Star 3/23/69). As if to under

score that point, ex-Superintendent Morrow and active trustee Katie Dusenberry 

received Awards of Merit for service to education at the TEA's Laurel Night 

banquet on May 23, 1969. 

Administrators from Arizona communities other than Tucson 

seriously considered a split with the AEA and subsequent formation of their 

own organization in late 1969. In Tucson, however, local administrators voted 

106-1 to remain in association with the AEA and the TEA. "Our basic desire, " 

said the Administrative Chairman of the TEA, "is to maintain a unified educa

tional [front] so that teachers and administrators can work together • • • not in 

division but in unity" (Arizona Daily Star 11/21/69). Thus, while relations be

tween the administration and the local teachers' associations were strained in 

other parts of the United States and also in other areas of Arizona, the bond of 

cooperation in Tucson remained strong. 

In the next two years, seeds of both cooperation and discord between 

the TEA and Dr. Lee and his staff were sown. On the one hand, TEA president 

Donald Sinex wrote a letter to the editor, published in the Arizona Daily Star's 

March 31, 1970 edition expressing his appreciation for the "able, dedicated 

members of our school [and] a sincere, understanding, and hard-working 

staff of administrators" and later that year called the Board of Education of 

Tucson District One "one of the few I know of you could trust with that kind of 

responsibility" in evaluating teacher performance in the classroom (Arizona 
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Daily Star 3/31/71). The next year, Superintendent Lee publicly defended the 

TEA and the AEA against pressure from state administrators to form their 

own organization. "Teachers and administrators, " he said at the time, "all 

have the same intereststr (Arizona Daily Star 3/31/71). Lee thus refused to 

resign from the AEA and the TEA. 

Yet, during that same two-year period, there were problems. As 

negotiators for the TEA failed to reach agreement with board representatives 

in April 1970 for the 1970-71 academic year, TEA representative William E. 

Lamson, who later became president of that organization, hinted that teachers 

might not sign their contracts, although the idea of a strike was not mentioned. 

The next year, TEA president James George came out in support of a teachers' 

strike in Scottsdale, Arizona, the first such walkout in the history of Arizona, 

by writing in a letter to the editor that, "The real cause for the strike was [not 

money] but the refusal of the Scottsdale School Board to abide by its contract to 

negotiate in good faith. Most teachers abhor strikes. And when over 70 per

cent of the Scottsdale teachers went on strike, you can be assured that they 

were driven to it out of utter frustration" (Arizona Daily Star 4/20/71). Also, 

that same year, William Brashear, an advocate of conciliation with the 

administration, was replaced as Executive Director of the TEA by James 

Cooper. Even though Cooper said that he favored the type of relationship with 

the administration that the TEA had enjoyed in the past, an important advocate 

of consensus had been removed from the board-TEAls amicable structuTe and 

left it that much closer to complete collapse (Arizona Daily Star 7/7/71). 
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The last two years of close relations between the board and the TEA 

had, like past years under Lee, elements of both consonance and dissonance. 

Teachers in 1972 received a cost-of-living increase and other concessions 

from the board that made them satisfied with the whole contract package for 

the 1972-73 school year. Tucson Education Association membership was also 

at an all-time high, with 2,532 out of 2,912 teachers (87 percent) belonging to 

that organization. That figure was up from 2,425 members in 1971 (Arizona 

Daily Star 2/26/72, 4/12/72, 10/17/72). 

The next year, in a speech at Rio Rico, Arizona, during a retreat 

for Tucson District One teachers, Superintendent Lee denounced the trend 

toward a unionization among educators as being divisive, and scored the NEA 

for ''being led down the primrose path of unionism" (Arizona Daily Star 3/11/73). 

Teachers later that spring were furious over the 3.95 percent pay increase for 

the 1973-74 school year and one TEA representative resigned from the negotia

ting commission of the TEA and said that the negotiations policy should be dis

continued because non-binding arbitration "doesn't do us any, good, " since the 

board could do what it wanted to do without TEA approval even after negotiating 

(Arizona Daily Star 4/25/73). The Star saw fit to warn the board in an edi

torial that the TEA has "traditionally" bargained in good faith, realizing that 

the board had the final word. "The school board would be wise," however, "to 

reciprocate this goodwill and give its teachers a realistic raise" (Arizona Daily 

~ 4/27/73). This issue of "good faith bargaining" was the same one that 

contributed heavily to the Scottsdale walkout two years before and would be a 
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major factor in the Tucson strike in 1978. Partially as a result of this frus

tration over negotiations, TEA president Ruby Matejka told teachers to exert 

more influence with the board. ''If we don't, " she warned, "someone else 

will" (Arizona Daily star 8/29/73). This warning was given in the last year 

that anyone might perceive that the TEA and the board of education enjoyed a 

good working relationship with each other. 

The early Lee years, then, was a period of metamorphosis in board

TEA relations. These early years, 1968-1973, were characterized by a 

changing yet still friendly pattern of coexistence. This is reflected in the 

. number of TEA presidents and vice-presidents who later became district 

administrators. During the Morrow years, of 26 TEA presidents, 14, or 51. 9 

percent, became administrators, and of 16 vice-presidents who did not later 

become president of the TEA, eight, or 47 percent, were promoted to district 

positions. In the early Lee years, 1968-1973, out of six TEA presidents, 

three, or 50 percent, became administrators. During this period, all vice

presidents later became president of the TEA. The year 1973, the last year 

of cordial relations between the board and the TEA, was also the last year a 

TEA president or vice-president became an administrator in District One 

(Tucson Public Schools 1968-1978). 

The change in the relationships between the Board of Education, 

Superintendent Lee, and the TEA during this transition period did not go un

noticed by the trustees. Except for Laura AlmqUist, who became a member 

after the changes had taken place, and William Pistor, who died in 1976 and 
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therefore was not interviewed, all of the trustees remembered the TEA 

becoming more militant and aggressive during the period 1968-1978. Katie 

Dusenberry (1980), for example, recalled that, "The TEA did a very complete 

evolutional change while I was on the board. When I first went on the board, we 

were very close to the TEA •••• It was a ••• teamwork kind of a situation 

and about the time of that Atlanta meeting [in the mid-1960s], there was a very 

decided change in the relationships between the board and the teachers." She 

also believed that this "evolutional change" was accompanied by an attitude of 

being "more interested in their [own] benefits and less interested in serving 

on committees • • • that we used to be all together in. " 

Harmon Harrison (1981) saw the TEA becoming more like a labor 

union and changing its attitude from "requesting to demanding certain things. " 

lola Frans Whiffen (1981) felt that the developing militancy of the teachers 

caused Lee to be concerned with the TEA's new attitude and caused the board 

to see the association's aggressiveness as a challenge to be met. 

Of the members of the conservative majority, all three trustees saw 

the TEA as moving consciously towards an adversary relationship with the 

board, especially after 1973. Soleng Tom (1981) recalled a lack of alarm at 

this change because he realized that the Board of Education still made the final 

decisions concerning educational and profeSSional demands. Mitchell Vavich 

(1981) also recalled what he termed "the gradual intensifying of the adversary 

role" of the TEA and saw it coming even before the lawsuit against the district 

filed by the TEA in 1974. Helen Hafley (1981) remembered the change from 
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the relationships of the early 1960s with regret because of the strong rapport 

she personally enjoyed with the TEA: 

When I went on the board, I was highly honored by the NEA and by the 
TEA •••• It wasn't until ••• the suit that there was any indication 
that there was any real problem. • • • I think when the suit was filed 
• • • they lmew they were wrong and the court upheld our decision. 
. • • To us it was a deliberate attempt to make the people have a dis
trust in the board and [in] the superintendent. • • • The only reason 
for that whole fiasco was an attempt to discredit the board. • • • We 
lmew [the law supported us] ••• so there had to be an ulterior motive. 

She also remarked that after 1974, the TEA confused educational problems with 

difficulties in administration and so wandered into areas they should have 

avoided. And since the board, not the TEA, still legally had the powers of 

decision, when the TEA threatened, Hafley said, "we didn't listen" (Hafley 

1981). 

Even the more liberal opponents of the conservative majority, Leba 

Wine and Raul Grijalva, saw the changing relationships as unfortunate, though 

inevitable. ''When I was on the board," Wine (1981) said, "[the TEA] moved 

from cooperation [with the administration] to radical and [TEA president Chris 

Allen] was sort of a transition. • • • [Ruby Metejka] was the one who was 

caught in the crlUlch. • • • She was elected in a period of calm and then every-

thing blew up." During the time Metejka and her successor, Chris Allen, 

were president of the TEA, Wine (1981) recalled, "The TEA changed from an 

association to a union, " and its rift with the administration was "getting 

wider." 
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Raul Grijalva perceived the same progression of events and attitudes. 

The TEA, according to Grijalva (1981), began to become more organized and 

"powerfu1[ly], politically strong." He recalled that even their approach to 

negotiations and their perception of the Board of Education changed. "I think. 

philosophically, " he stated, there was "minimal change •••• The style had 

changed •••• All of a sudden, the leadership [of the TEA] went from people 

who I always thought [of as] frustrated administrators [to] classroom teachers. 

• • • [Chris Allen] was in the middle; she was a transition person." The 

major difference between Grijalva's interpretation of that change and that of 

the other, less liberal trustees, was that they regretted the new attitude of the 

TEA, whereas Grijalva felt that militancy increased the strength of the organ

ized teachers to the benefit of both themselves and the district. 

While all of the trustees agreed that changes of philosophy or style 

within the TEA did take place between 1968 and 1978, the reasons given as to 

why these changes occurred varied. Those trustees who criticized the board 

majority tended to place much of the blame on the attitude of the Tucson 

District One Board of Education towards the TEA. Leba Wine (1981) recalled 

that the board majority had a dislike of all educational organizations that dis

played any union tendencies and felt that they were a threat to education. 

Wine's opinion was that the board majority believed that "teachers should not 

join unions. [They] felt [that] if a teacher joined a union, he was no longer 

interested in the students." She also stated her belief that the attitude of the 

board made a split between it and the TEA "inevitable" and felt that the TEA 
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was correct in its decision to use more aggressive tactics in trying to influ

ence board considerations (Wine 1981). 

Raul Grijalva also felt that eroding relationships between the board 

and the TEA was unavoidable and blamed the board majority for trying to main

tain the power over the association that it had enjoyed in the past. "The board 

••• no longer [had] the arbitrary power anymore [by 1974]. They'd lost it" 

(Grijalva 1981). Although the board realized its power was slipping, or at 

least being challenged, however, the trustees did not want to recognize the 

reality of the situation, not only in Tucson, but elsewhere across the country. 

Those trustees who were members of the board majority from 1968-

1973 perceived the matter from a different point of view. National trends that 

finally affected Tucson, the militants in the national teachers' organization 

and what Soleng Tom (1981) called "liberal newcomer[s]" in the TEA's leader

ship ranks, in the opinion of the majority board members caused the split. 

Because of events in Michigan, New York, and other states where 

picketing and strikes made national headlines, Tom (1981) and Hafley (1981) 

felt that the TEA "[had] to go along with the times." Hafley saw this trend 

combined with aggressive local leadership and concluded that Tucson teachers 

did not voluntarily follow a national trend-"they were driven" (Hafley 1981). 

Influence from the NEA was also offered as a cause for the assertive

ness of Tucson teachers during this period by those on the board who were 

most opposed to the policitization of the local teachers. The NEA, said 

Hafley (1981), "was a dictatorial union telling their individuals what to do. " 



177 

Mitchell Vavich (1981) saw the NEA, and as a result, the TEA, becoming 

"more of a labor-oriented" organization and also saw it changing in response 

to membership inroads by the more militant teachers' organization of the 

American Federation of Labor, the American Federation of Teachers (A FT) 

in some eastern states. 

Within the TEA itself, the trustees saw new leaders and a rising 

militancy that they could not ignore. Katie Dusenberry (1980) recalled that in 

the early 1970s teachers were ''not as willing to sit down and discuss" as they 

were in the past and saw that "all of a sudden ••• togetherness just sort of 

slipped away." lola Frans Whiffen (1981) saw Chris Allen, president of the 

TEA during the 1974-75 academic year, as the last non-militant leader of that 

organization. Both Helen Hafley (1981) and Soleng Tom (1981) perceived leaders 

in the TEA as being influenced by the NEA to challenge the power of the board 

in Tucson. 

This developing militancy did not take the trustees by surprise. All 

of the trustees recalled being alerted to what they perceived to be the rising 

aggressiveness of the NEA and the AEA at state and national school board 

meetings, in trustee workshops, and by national pUblications such as The 

American School Board Journal. 

In Tucson, the end of all hope for continued cooperation between the 

teachers' organization and the school board came in 1974 when the TEA filed a 

lawsuit against the district. The lawsuit occurred as a result of the board's 
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decision to reject the suggestions of an arbitration committee concerning salary 

increases for the 1974-75 school year. 

One consequence of the lawsuit was the resignation of Thomas Lee 

from the TEA. What other administrators around the state and across the 

country could not convince the superintendent of Tucson District One to do over 

the past five years of his administration, the TEA suit against the district ac

complished in five days. 

Another result of the TEA suit against the board was a strong wave 

of animosity that swept over the leadership of the TEA towards the members of 

the school board. Even before the lawsuit was filed, TEA teachers expressed 

"overwhelming dissatisfaction" at TEA meetings with the board's salary pro

posals (Arizona Daily Star 5/17/74). Tucson Education Association president 

Metejka challenged the board's action by requesting arbitration and almost all 

TEA members discussed some sort of protest action short of a strike. This 

included unsigned contracts, a sick-out, aftel'-hours informational picketing, a 

recall of trustees, requesting parents to pressure the board for an increase in 

pay for teachers, and possible legal action (Arizona Daily Star 5/23/74). 

In filing a lawsuit against District One, Matejka said that the issue 

was "whether or not there is now a good faith relationship" between the district 

leaders and the TEA. The TEA accused the district of bargaining in "bad 

faith" and Lee officially denied the charge in the name of the district (Arizona 

Daily Star 5/29/74). 
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By June 19, 1974, three weeks after the suit was filed by TEA 

attorney Norval Jasper, only 700 of the district's 3,000 teachers had signed 

and returned their contracts. The TEA advised the remaining holdouts on 

June 27 to sign and return their contracts under protest. That same day, the 

district announced that it would remove the TEA's telephone from the central 

hookup in the TEA headquarters (Tucson Citizen 6/28/74). This meant that 

the TEA had no telephone number in the midst of the most serious crisis in the 

history of the TEA. Lee explained the removal of the telephone as part of an 

economy drive. The TEA countered that it had always paid its own telephone 

bill of $128 per month (Tucson Citizen 6/28/74). 

In July, TEA president Chris Allen sent a letter to administrators 

asking them to end its "lover's quarrel" with the TEA and reconcile. When 

administrators who had reSigned from the organization with Lee did not return, 

the TEA, that November, for the first time in its history, formally endorsed 

two candidates for the school board. Both of them, Raul Grijalva and Terry J. 

Lehrling, were critics of the trustees. Since Lehrling had publicly stated that, 

if elected, he would vote in favor of a resolution to fire Thomas Lee, many 

district administrators saw the TEA endorsement as a "declaration of war" 

(Arizona Daily Star 10/22/74). Even though some TEA members were upset 

at what they considered to be pressure from their leadership to influence 

teachers' votes, the TEA leaders supported them through the November 6 

elections in which one of the candidates they favored, Grijalva, was elected to 

the board. 
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Although Judge Robert R. Bean ruled against the TEA in his decision 

of October 14, 1977, the TEA had apparently resigned itself to the expected 

loss, months, andperhaps even years, before the decision was reached. The 

TEA lawyer, Norval Jasper, said that he and the leaders expected from the 

beginning to lose the case: 

I told them it was almost a certainty that they would lose. But they 
decided to [go ahead anyway] •••• After it was over, I had the feeling 
that some of the committee members were not as anxious to win the 
suit as they would have appeared to have been by virtue of their posi
tion. • • • To me they were using the lawsuit, at least some of them, 
more as leverage than having any idea. • • they could ever prevail in 
the suit (Jasper 1980). 

Whether or not the lawsuit was a play for power, the beginning of the suit was 

also the beginning of the strong mutual suspicion and obvious adversary rela-

tionship between the TEA and the board and Thomas Lee that continued until 

Lee and the members of the conservative majority had all retired. 

The events of 1974 defined the new role the TEA would assume in the 

future. In the next two and one-half years, the last years that Lee was super-

intendent, other incidents continued to clarify this pattern of friction between 

the district and the teachers' association. 

In 1975, the teachers asked for a 17 percent salary increase for the 

1975-76 school year. The board eventually offered a 10.3 percent raise which 

the TEA accepted. Even though a bond election failed that year, TEA salary 

negotiators continued to press for a better salary schedule for teachers. The 

TEA salary committee representative, Sam A. westmoreland, said in 

January 1975 that, "We need to make the educator's salary comparable to that 
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of other professions. • • • We can It contend with having less and less buying 

power each year" (Tucson Citizen 1/8/75). He also claimed to have offered to 

make suggestions to the board on ways to cut costs in other areas, but that the 

offer has "constantly been refused by the district." Thus TEA accusations of 

board intransigence continued into 1975. 

When salary negotiations for the 1975-76 school year began in 

January, the 1974 lawsuit was still pending in court. In April, Dr. Lee hinted 

that teachers could be laid off for the next school term if TEA salary demands 

were too high. Many TEA members saw this as an attempt to pressure or 

scare the teacher negotiators into accepting a smaller increase than they had 

originally planned (Arizona Daily star 4/9/75). 

A survey by the Arizona Department of Economic Security made 

public in April seemed to substantiate the TEA claims concerning the rela

tively low pay of District One teachers. This study of 66 Tucson area firms 

showed that, of the 34 different occupations covered in the survey, all but two 

of the manual labor jobs had beginning salary schedules that ranked above the 

starting salary of a first-year teacher in District One for the year 1974-75. 

Overall, the starting salary of teachers in the district ranked twentieth out of 

the 34 occupations studied (Arizona Daily Star 4/18/75). 

Another controversay that year involved health insurance rates. 

When the Connecticut General Life Insurance Company announced a rate in

crease of 27 percent in November, the district refused to help absorb the extra 

costs. This meant that District One teachers had to pay for all of the increase 
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in premiums themselves. Tucson Education Association president William 

Lamson threatened to sue the district for what he called reinstatement of lost 

benefits and termed the refusal of the administration to help pay the .new rates 

for group health insurance a "breach of contract" (Arizona Daily Star 11/13/75; 

Tucson Citizen 11/13/75). Lamson said that the increase was equal to a net 

loss in pay for each teacher who belonged to that program of $87.78 per year. 

The TEA then continued to criticize the district's policies affecting teachers 

throughout 1975. This pattern would not only continue through the last days of 

the Lee administration, but would accelerate to the point where, by 1977, the 

association and the new administration of Wilbur Lewis would view each other 

as enemies. 

Salary talks and contract negotiations reached a stalemate in 1976. 

One problem concerned the district's refusal to contribute to the insurance 

rate increase. Another was the still-pending lawsuit from 1974. Added to 

this was the fact that collective bargaining settlements were being won by 

teachers' organizations in other parts of the United States. The Tucson Citizen 

saw salary discussions in March 1976 as "replays of previous years' disputes, 

with the same arguments and counter-arguments being wielded by opposing 

sides" (Tucson Citizen 3/22/76). The term "opposing sides" makes clear how 

the TEA-administration relationship had deteriorated since the earlier years of 

Morrow and Lee. 

When the TEA asked for a 12.3 percent increase in April for the 

1976-77 school year, and the district offered 6.1 percent, talks reached an 
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impasse. The district's arguments for a small increase included the expected 

drop in district enrollment by 870 students and a subsequent reduction of an 

estimated $1,000,000 in state aid, additional budget increases of $1,400,000, 

and the added costs of inflation. Negotiations then went to an arbitration com

mission as it had done in 1974. With the lawsuit still unsettled, Lee warned 

the TEA that the arbitration commission's recommendations were not binding. 

As the commission was in the process of being created, the district reported 

that there could be no override election as TEA leaders had hoped because the 

legal deadline for announcing the election had passed unnoticed by the board 

and by Dr. Lee (Arizona Daily Star 3/22/76, 4/15/76; Tucson Citizen 4/2/76). 

The commission met in May. It was comprised of William E. 

Nauman, chairman of M. M. Sundt Construction Company, William Lamson of 

the TEA, and neutral Richard Taylor, a professional mediator and member of 

the American Arbitration Association. Although the Arizona Daily Star edi

torially defended the teachers, the arbitration team, by a 2-1 vote with Lamson 

dissenting, recommended the board's 6.1 percent offer. The district approved 

the decision. Even though the TEA was unhappy, it accepted the commission's 

findings and the 6.1 percent raise. Ironically, two years before, when the 

arbitration decision went against the district, it ignored the recommendation. 

The board's original pay offer and the TEA's lawsuit against the district were 

the result. In 1976, when arbitration resulted in a defeat for the teachers, the 

TEA members went along with the determination and accepted their contracts 

(Arizona Daily Star 5/7/76; Tucson Citizen 5/8/76, 5/24/76). 
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The first six months of 1977 were also Lee's last half-year as super

intendent. The NEA tried to persuade the local TEA to enter the desegregation 

lawsuit that year against District One. Martin Bedford, TEA president, 

refused, stating that he feared interference might "upset the negotiating apple 

cart" (Arizona Daily Star 5/7/76; Tucson Citizen5/8/76). The TEA did, how

ever, enter the case later that month as a "friend of the court, " to protect 

teachers against mass transfers within the district and to "maintain quality 

education in the district (Tucson Citizen 5/24/76). 

A budget override scheduled for May 31, 1977 failed. This was the 

first override election since 1975, and $1,520,000 out of a total of $2,300,000 

was to go towards salary increases. This defeat at the polls was part of what 

many perceived to be a tax revolt by the voters in protest of a period of infla

tion that was affecting almost all sectors of the economy, both locally and 

throughout the nation. TEA president Bedford vented his frustration at this 

defeat for teachers by saying, "I'm very disappointed. We [teachers] will 

continue to subsidize education for the next year as we have for the last five 

years. But we'll be a heck of a lot tougher at the [bargaining] table next year" 

(Arizona Daily Star 6/1/77). The TEA leaders were upset enough over the 

bond defeat to publicly discuss other ways to pressure the board to increase 

salaries. Work slowdowns, refusal to correct papers at home, refusal to 

attend after-school meetings, and refusal to perform duties not specifically 

stipulated in their contracts were some of the suggestions. Still, as late as 

June 1977, the possibility of a strike was discounted by both the teachers and 
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the district. "There just isn't the climate in the city or the state for that [a 

strike] to happen here, " an unidentified TEA member said (Arizona Daily Star 

6/9/77). 

Sixteen months later, the teachers in Tucson District One walked off 

of their jobs for the first time in the history of the city. 



PART III 

THE LEWIS ADMINISTRA TION 

1977-1978 
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CHAPTER 7 

THE BOARD OF EDUCATION 

AND THE SUPERINTENDENT 

If the 27 years that Robert Morrow was Superintendent. of Schools for 

District One may be referred to as a period of consensus, and the nine years 

that Thomas Lee was administrative head can be called a period of transition, 

then the 18 months Wilbur Lewis was superintendent may accurately be remem

bered as a period of conflict. 

During the one year and six months that Wilbur Lewis was chief 

executive of District One, the school trustees were in open rebellion against 

his style of leadership and decisions, the TEA organized a strike against the 

district, and Lewis had his contract purchased by the school board before it 

expired. The pattern of board-superintendent cooperation that so strongly 

characterized the Morrow and Lee administrations was reversed, and the good 

will that had existed in the past between the teachers' association and the dis

trict leaders was destroyed. The reasons for the existence of the strife be

tween the superintendent, the Board of Education, and the TEA may never be 

fully understood. And yet, a discussion of certain key events and occurrences 

might aid observers of Tucson District One in sorting out important factors 

that led to two of the most dramatic events in the district's history: the 

teachers' strike and the resignation of Wilbur Lewis. 
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Wilbur Lewis was born on September 16, 1930, in Belmont, Ohio. 

He graduated from a small school in the Appalachian section of Ohio that housed 

kindergarten through twelfth grade in one small building. There was a total of 

300 students in the school. After graduation, he attended Ohio State University 

in Columbus where he received a Bachelor of Science degree in business 

administration in 1953. Later, he entered Ohio University in Athens and re

ceived a M. Ed. in 1961 and a Ph. D. in 1964, both in the field of educational 

administration (Arizona Daily Star files). 

In 1959, Lewis became Supervisor of Pupil Transportation in Belmont 

County, Ohio. He was administrative assistant to the superintendent in the 

Athens (Ohio) School District in 1961 and principal of the high school in Athens 

in 1963. In 1964, he went to the African nation of Nigeria where he spent two 

years as Adviser to the Ministry of Education. He returned to Athens in 1966 

and served there as assistant superintendent. The next year he became princi

pal of Wilmington High School in Wilmington, Ohio. Between 1970 and 1972, 

Lewis was assistant to the superintendent in Curriculum and Research in Parma, 

Ohio. In 1972, he advanced to the position of associate superintendent in Parma 

and in 1975 was selected by the Parma Board of Education to become superin

tendent. He remained in that office until he moved to Tucson in 1977 to accept 

the position of Superintendent of Schools in Tucson District One (Arizona Daily 

~files). 

By 1977, the Board of Education of District One had enjoyed over 

36 years of close cooperation and mutual respect between the superintendent 
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1 
and at least a majority of the board's trustees. In the 27 years that Robert 

Morrow was superintendent, there was no evidence of a split between Morrow 

and the board. Cooperation between the trustees and the superintendent was so 

close, in fact, that many observers erroneously concluded, along with the then-

editor of the Arizona Daily Star, William Mathews, that the board members 

were little more than a rubber stamp for Morrow's decisions. Although this 

is not true, opinions to that effect have persisted to the present. 

Thomas Lee attempted to continue the close relationship with the 

board as Morrow's successor. For the first four and one-half years of his 

tenure, from July 1968 until December 1972, Lee was successful mainly be-

cause all five of the board members were either holdovers from the Morrow 

years or, as in the case of Mitchell Vavich, a more recently elected trustee 

whose philosophy of educational management was compatible with that of the 

other four members. 

By 1973, however, after Leba Wine had been elected to the board, 

the pattern of the last three decades had begun to change. Evidence of dissent 

and bickering among the trustees began to appear both in local newspaper 

reports of board meetings and in the increase of non-unanimous votes of the 

Board of Education (see Chapter 4, Figures 4 and 5). In 1975, Raul Grijalva 

first became a trustee and what before had been only hints of a rift between 

lOn June 7, 1977, a resolution to unify the elementary and high 
school districts into one district was passed by the Board of Education. The 
district's formal title as of that date was the Tucson Unified School District 
No.1. In this work, for the sake of continuity, it will be referred to by its old 
name, District One. 
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the board members became common knowledge throughout the community. By 

the time the Board of Education announced that it would begin searching for 

Lee's successor, in March 1976, the feud between Grijalva on the one hand and 

the conservative majority of Helen Hafley, Sol eng Tom, and Mitchell Vavich on 

the other had reached such proportions that some observers doubted that the 

board would be able to agree on any candidate (Arizona Daily Star 3/2/76). 

Much of the later controversy concerning the hiring of Dr. Wilbur 

Lewis revolved around the question of exactly what were the qualities that the 

trustees were seeking in Lee's replacement. Suggestions and opinions con

cerning which characteristics were most desirable came from many sources. 

By late September 1976, there were 48 applicants for Lee's position, 

according to board member Soleng Tom. That number increased to 56 by 

October, and to 72 by December 10. Special board meetings were held on 

October 4, 6, and 8 to discuss Lee's successor. At the October 8 meeting, 

the trustees announced their decision to create a special panel to list specific 

qualities considered most desirable in a new superintendent. It also moved the 

deadline for applying for the position from September 30, which had already 

passed, to October 31 (Tucson Citizen 9/22/76; Arizona Daily Star 10/1/76, 

12/10/76, 10/9/76). 

The committee to list the district's qualifications for the ideal 

superintendent was composed of stUdents, parents, teachers, school administra

tors, and community leaders selected by the trustees. Of the 14 characteris

tics that the committee presented, the most important ones seemed to describe 
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a person with: (1) an open mind who can deal with problems such as desegrega-

tion; (2) the "ability to listen and communicate effectively with sincerity and 

human understanding"; (3) experience in teacher negotiations and good relations 

with teachers and administrators; (4) a desire to remain in Tucson for at least 

four or five years; (5) the ability to work in a multi-ethnic, multi-cultural 

setting; (6) familiarity with the laws affecting schools; (7) the ability to lead 

and work compatibly with others; and (8) an understanding of management and 

education (Arizona Daily star 11/10/76). It is interesting to note that most of 

the criticism later directed at Dr. Lewis concerned the perceived lack of 

ability on the part of the superintendent to successfully reflect a majority of 

the above traits. 

When Helen Hafley was asked how the 14 points were used to help 

determine Lee's successor, she replied: 

We sent that (the list of 14 characteristics) out nationwide as a criterion 
for a superintendent •••• When [resumes] were sent back to us, no one 
looked at anything with a name on it. We looked at the brochures; we 
looked at as few names as possible, and then we took the 14 items and 
went down • • • and we put a number on a man instead of a name for the 
applicants •••• As we came across these [items on a man's resume], 
we numbered them. The ones that we • • • thought were the best [we 
marked] •••• We got down to the four highest and looked to see [who 
we had] (Hafley 1981). 

There were other factors considered by the trustees besides the list 

drawn up by the panel. As early as October 1975, outgoing Superintendent Lee 

publicly announced that he would not participate in the selection of his succes-

sore After Lewis had been released from his contract in 1978, former super-

intendent Lee claimed that he did not at any time talk to the trustees about his 
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replacement. "I stayed totally away from it, " he recalled. "They didn't ask 

my opinion, I didn't give it" (Lee 1981). A possible reason for Lee's lack of 

involvement could be the feeling he had that with problems such as the district 

was facing at the time, a totally new leader, unconnected in any way with the 

past superintendent, might have had a better chance to end the district's "legal 

turmoil." As Lee later pointed out, 

Inevitably, when you are in a superintendent's role, the problems that 
accrue to the job accrue to the personality of the individual. He becomes 
the problem when in reality that's simply not true, but that's the way it 
is. All of these things are attributed to him rather than the fact that it's 
created by other conditions and maybe the board would have concluded 
that a different type of individual would be one who wouldn't have these 
[problems associated with him] (Lee 1981). 

The trustees themselves remembered having definite, if only 

general, ideas as to what characteristics Lee's successor should possess. AI-

though Helen Hafley felt that the 14 points accurately reflected the community's 

desire for change, she was not surprised that they also seemed to be almost 

identical with leadership traits shown by both Morrow and Lee. Hafley saw 

this similarity as proof that "the community by and large approved in what [the 

trustees] were doing" (Hafley 1981). She also felt that because of the desegre-

gation lawsuit and possible conflicts with the TEA, the trustees realized that 

they needed a strong leader who could cope with the problems of the district 

(Hafley 1981). 

Fellow board member Mitchell Vavich recalled that his major con-

cern was that the new superintendent should be familiar with the racial and 

economic problems of a large school district. He voted to hire Wilbur Lewis 
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even though Parma was a much smaller district than Tucson School District 

One because he believed that the board had hired Lee in 1968 and although Ft. 

Smith, Arkansas had a smaller educational organization than Tucson, Lee had 

been a satisfactory superintendent in Arizona. Soleng Tom, the third member 

of the so-called conservative majority, stated that at the time Lewis was 

chosen, he seemed to fit the description contained in the 14 points (Tom 1981; 

Vavich 1981). 

Of the two other trustees, Laura Almquist feared that the board 

might not be able to agree on any candidate. As a new trustee, she was sur

prised that the board members were searching for Lee's successor with no out

side help. That was, she remembered, "an incredible thing to do" (Almquist 

1981). She felt that, because of the animosity that existed between Grijalva and 

the conservative majority, key decisions would have to be made and "that 

wasn't easy to do with those three (Hafley, Tom and Vavich) either" (Almquist 

1981). 

Raul Grijalva appeared to have the strongest opinions as to what type 

of a leader the new superintendent should be: "I felt that we needed a drastic 

change in style, a complete day-and-night change in style in terms of the lead

ership of the district. I felt an aggressive, public, verbal kind of individual, 

visible in the district, a whole different ••• change in style [was needed]" 

(Grijalva 1981). 

Grijalva also was not surprised that the board majority perceived 

similarities between the board's final choice for superintendent, based in part 
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upon the 14 points, and Wilbur Lewis's predecessor. Grijalva recalled that 

"[Lewis] looked like he was in the pattern [of Dr. Lee]" (Grijalva 1981). He 

went on: 

He was in the mold [of the 14 points]. And he [Lewis] wasn't. I would 
think people saw him in the same mold. Career administrator. • • 
Lewis represented a career administrator. Moving up the ranks. Some 
of the other people we had to interview didn't represent career adminis
trators •••• Lee was [a] career, up the ladder administrator •••• 
And I think that's the kind of person they wanted. There's not too many 
of those left around in the superintendency (Grijalva 1981). 

Besides Wilbur Lewis, there were four other candidates who were 

seriously considered for Lee's position by March 1977. One was William 

Leary of Boston, Massachusetts. Leary was the first choice of Raul Grijalva. 

Leary was, according to the Tucson Citizen (3/13/77), strong on minority 

rights and programs, yet he clashed with his local school board over his top-

level appointments. Carl Candoli of Lansing, Michigan, was another front 

runner. The Citizen described him as an "activist in minority programs" but 

also one who wanted to close four elementary schools in Michigan and who fre-

quently made controversial comments to the press (Tucson Citizen 3/13/77). 

Guillermo Lopez of Davis, California, had recently had his contract bought up 

by his local school board for $38,250. He was, according to the Citizen 

(3/13/77), fired for unspecified reasons, although there were questions that 

remained unanswered concerning his use of travel expense money and credit 

cards. He was also described as "aloof" and "independent." A fourth candi-

date, Alton W. Cowan, of Golden, Colorado, decided to remove his name from 

the list of candidates and remain in Colorado. 
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Only three of Tucson District One's five trustees traveled to Parma, 

Ohio to meet with and interview Wilbur Lewis and to observe the administration 

of the Parma school system. Soleng Tom remained in Tucson to attend to 

business concerns and Laura Almquist was in the hospital suffering from 

phlebitis (Tom 1981; Almquist 1981). 

Helen Hafley and Mitchell Vavich both returned to Tucson after talk

ing to Wilbur Lewis and other district personnel in Parma with the impression 

that Lewis and the Parma trustees had a working relationship comparable to 

the one that Morrow and Lee had enjoyed with board members in Tucson. 

Helen Hafley stated that it was only after friction developed between Lewis and 

the Tucson school board that the trustees discovered similar problems had 

existed in Parma when Lewis was superintendent there (Hafley 1981). Mitchell 

Vavich stated flatly that, "They [the Parma trustees] sold us a bill of goods. 

• • • They probably just told us only part of the story. You can couch your 

statements so that you're never saying anything bad about a person. This 

doesn't necessarily mean that ••• you're not telling the whole story, you're 

[just] not being candid about the person" (Vavich 1981). 

Raul Grijalva apparently perceived the situation from a different 

perspective. Although he too went to Parma, the impressions he received 

caused him to doubt the wisdom of hiring Wilbur Lewis. He saw problems for 

District One in the way V~wis reacted to the teachers' strike in Parma in 

September 1976. He also believed that Parma was not a good community to 

acquire the experience needed for coping with the problems of a school district 



196 

as large as District One. "As a result of that travel [to Parma], " Grijalva 

said, "I came back and I voted no on the motion to hire Lewis" (Grijalva 1981). 

Both of the trustees who did not travel to Parma interviewed Lewis 

on his two visits to Tucson. Soleng Tom eventually voted to hire Lewis be-

cause all of the other board men:'-bers except Grijalva wanted him. "I go [sic] 

along with the majority, " he said. "That's the only way to do it" (Tom 1981). 

Laura Almquist interviewed Lewis in Tucson and was impressed. 

"I interviewed him and I kept notes, " she recalled. "We asked him if he would 

do [certain things] and then when he started doing [them], those were [what] 

the board ••• resented" (Almquist 1981). The personal interviews themselves, 

Almquist remembered, were "very pleasant." Those interviews created "false 

expectations on both parts [of Lewis and of the trustees], " Almquist said. She 

added, "I don't think, actually, he was the man we though he was" (Almquist 

1981). 

Wilbur Lewis had a different perception of the interview process 

with the district's trustees. The Tucson trustees who traveled to Parma said 

that the leadership style expected of the new superintendent may not have been 

made clear to Lewis. Dr. Lewis, on the other hand, insisted that he discussed 

his perception of the role he would assume as school district leader with the 

visiting trustees: 

I clearly spelled out to the board before I accepted the job [his idea of a 
superintendent's role as educational leader of a school district], and [this 
was one topic] in which they said one thing and did another ••.• We dis
cussed the fact that I was not Tom Lee and I was not Robert Morrow, and 
I had no intention of modeling my behavior after either of them no matter 



how much I might respect them, that I was my own person and that I 
would pursue the job from that basis and that was quite acceptable to 
them at the interview and early entry stage (Lewis 1981). 

According to Lewis, none of these discussions took place in the 
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presence of all of the board members at the same time. Statements made to 

Dr. Lewis that he interpreted as a desire for a change in leadership style from 

that of Dr. Lee, on the other hand, were made, said Lewis 

Not ••• in groups when I was being interviewed by four or five board 
members. Typically, they were said to me by an individual. However, 
in some instances, the feeling was there that this is what they were 
saying by the way they asked their questions •••• It was in the vein 
that now [that] they were making a change, there were some things that 
were allowed to happen which they didn't want to continue (Lewis 1981). 

Lewis believed that the Tucson trustees should not have been sur-

prised that his style of leadership was different from that of Thomas Lee: 

All these things [pertaining to leadership style] were discussed with them 
before I came here, both by me and by the board president in the district 
that I was working [for] before I came here. And I was not present for 
that particular conversation, but if what he told me about his discussion 
with them is ••• accurate, he told them very straightforwardly about 
the kind of job that I had been doing, [and] that the [Parma] board was 
satisfied. • • • And [the Parma board's president] told me what he told 
them, and that was that if [the Tucson trustees] were looking for some
body to come in and take charge and exercise a leadership role • 
that I would and could do it (Lewis 1981). 

As a result, Lewis said, he felt that he could offer to the Tucson 

board members suggestions and recommendations that might be different from 

what Morrow or Lee might have suggested, because, "I felt in the interviewing 

for the position that there were a number of areas in which the board [members] 

themselves were not satisfied. • • • And so while I didn't feel that [the Tucson 



trustees] were change agents per se ••• I never held back on telling them 

[what] I thought needed attention" (Lewis 1981). 
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This series of statements by the trustees and by Dr. Lewis creates 

an interesting set of possibilities as to how the topic of leadership style in a 

new superintendent was approached. One possibility is that the Tucson Board 

of Education approved of Lewis's style during the interview process, and then, 

when he assumed the superintendency, felt uncomfortable and reacted against 

it. Or perhaps the board simply assumed that Lewis would continue the style 

of leadership and the relationship with the trustees that Morrow and Lee had 

enjoyed. Another interpretation to be considered is that Lewis might have mis

represented his true intentions and only appeared to agree with the board 

members' desire for a superintendent with a leadership style similar to that of 

Morrow and Lee. A fourth assumption to be considered is that both Lewis and 

the board heard only those of each other's ideas that they wanted to hear. If 

this last intepretation is accurate, conversations held in the interviews with 

Lewis might have been perceived in a totally different way by Lewis and by the 

Tucson trustees. If this is so, it is possible that both Lewis and the board 

spoke accurately, yet misinterpreted each other's statements. Lewis's 

appointment to, and subsequent departure from the superintendency of District 

One, then, might have resulted from a set of simple, yet serious 

misunderstandings. 

One must now consider the question of whether the last alternative 

described above is feasible. Is it possible for one person to say one thing and 
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another person to interpret it in a totally different way? The theory of 

Arthur W. Combs, Donald Snygg, Anne Cohen Richards, and Fred Richards 

present this possibility as viable. A basic premise in the authors' theory of 

perceptual psychology, as explained in Perceptual Psychology: A Humanistic 

Approach to the Study of Persons (1976), is that "all behavior is a function of 

perception." They also state that what one perceives to be the truth will be 

influenced by "the way in which observations are organized" and that each 

person sees a situation from his own reality or point of view. Thus, two or 

more people may have very different interpretations of the same event. It is 

possible, then, for the Tucson trustees and Wilbur Lewis to come to different 

conclusions concerning the interviews because, as Combs, Richards, and 

Richards (1976, p. 96) state, ''What is perceived Is not what eXists, but what one be-

lieves exists." Thus, one often believes what one wants to believe. 

If the trustees wanted to believe that Lewis said he could act as did 

Morrow or Lee, they could do so and honestly believe that what they perceived 

really did occur. And if Lewis wanted to interpret the conversations as 

giving him consent to lead in the manner he did in Parma, he could do so. 

Thus, neither party might have knowingly deceived the other, yet both might 

have come to decidedly dissimilar conclusions as to what the other side really 

said, by, as Combs, Richards, and Richards (1976) state, "doing violence to 

the facts." In the light of this possibility, it is interesting to discuss the per-

ceptions of Dr. Lewis held by those who served on the Parma school board 

while he was superintendent there. 
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Wilbur Lewis claimed that the five trustees of the Parma City School 

System had always worked smoothly with him and had consistently given him 

strong support. According to Lewis, when the District One board members 

offered him the superintendency in Tucson, the Parma board released him 

from his contract only with great reluctance. "I had a real fight on my hands 

to get released, " Lewis recalled. "I had an excellent reputation in Ohio, " he 

said, "and never had one bit of problem moving from job to job. [A former 

administrator from Parma] stopped in to see me a while back [and mentioned 

how a mutual acquaintance from Ohio said] how much they loved [me] in Parma 

and how they wished that [I was] back there now" (Lewis 1981). 

The Tucson trustees had a different perception concerning Lewis's 

relationship with the board members in Parma. All of the Tucson members 

recalled a story that after conflict between Lewis and the Tucson board 

members began in the fall of 1977, one of them telephoned two people in Parma 

who were trustees when Lewis was the superintendent. According to this story, 

the two Parma trustees said that although they did not misinform the three 

visiting board members from Tucson, they did omit certain details about 

Lewis to make him appear a better superintendent than they actually felt he 

was. They supposedly did this so that Lewis would be hired in Tucson and thus 

leave Parma. Helen Hafley, for example, recalled that, "When he visited the 

board at [Parma], there was this [adverse] kind of a relationship [between 

Lewis and the Parma trustees]. When we had our problems arise, and after 

they did arise, [a Tucson trustee] contacted the president of the board back 
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there, and he [the Parma board president] said that they were not telling the 

truth because [then they couldn't get rid of him]" (Hafley 1981). 

The telephone call referred to by Hafley was made. The trustee who 

called from Tucson was Soleng Tom. Tom recalled that the Tucson trustees 

suspected that Lewis and the Parma board had had their differences. When 

conflicts arose in Tucson: 

I call[ed] •••• I found out that [Lewis] didn't tell us the truth. The 
board [in Parma] wanted to get rid of him anyhow •.•• They kind of 
kept quiet [just to get rid of him] •••• I called personally ••• about 
two or three months later because I saw actions [that were] not up to 
par and then I wanted to call up the news media. I said, who is the 
enemy of Dr. Lewis? There [were] two board members ••• then I 
called them •••• They told me the whole thing (Tom 1981). 

The two Parma trustees who spoke to Soleng Tom were Donald R. 

Banks, president of the Parma school board when Lewis was superintendent, 

and June April Kreuzer. Kreuzer, a critic of Wilbur Lewis, said that no 

Tucson trustee contacted her when they traveled to Ohio to interview Lewis. 

Therefore, she could not have either recommended or criticized him at that 

time. Banks recalled that when Hafley, Vavich, and Grijalva talked to him in 

Parma in March 1977, a majority of the five-member board there was satisfied 

with Wilbur Lewis's performance as superintendent (Banks 1982; Kreuzer 1982). 

Two other members who were trustees when Lewis interviewed for Thomas 

Lee's position also confirmed that a majority of Parma's trustees were content 

with Lewis at the time that the Tucson members came to Parma (Graff 1982; 

Kovach 1982). A fifth trustee, Arch H. Stevenson, refused to be interviewed. 
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Between the time that the Tucson trustees left Parma, and June 30, 

1977, Lewis's last day as superintendent there, there was a change of attitude 

on the part of the Parma trustees concerning Lewis's performance. At least 

three became critical of the way Lewis had handled an ll-day teachers' strike 

in Parma in September 1976. One board member said that when the Tucson 

trustees came to Parma, the Parma board was unaware of all the negotiations 

that took place between the teachers' union and Lewis. Later, however, the 

board discovered what one trustee called Lewis's "I-can-handle-the-board" 

attitude. Another trustee said that Lewis tried to take too much authority upon 

himself and did not clearly articulate the board's position when the negotiations 

went to arbitration. When the board received this information, at least three 

of the five members were unhappy with Dr. Lewis (Banks 1982; Graff 1982; 

Kreuzer 1982). 

Another point of conflict between Lewis and the Parma trustees 

appeared to arise over the issue of accumulated sick days and vacation time 

for Lewis. After Dr. Lewis told the Parma board that he had accepted the 

offer in Tucson, he asked the board for all of his accumulated days, pre

sumably so that he could begin the transition from Parma to Tucson. When 

the Parma trustees refused his request, Lewis hired an attorney. The issue 

never went to court. Lewis did not receive what he felt was his deserved time, 

and the Parma trustees became angry at the superintendent (Banks 1982). 

When Soleng Tom called Banks and Kreuzer in the fall of 1977, then, 

their perception of Lewis had changed from that of the previous March. Thus, 
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the Parma trustees most likely did express views about Lewis to Tom that 

differed from what the board had said six months earlier when the Tucson 

trustees traveled to Parma. And Tom might have concluded that the Parma 

board had been less than candid with Hafley, Vavich, and Grijalva in March. 

Yet, the trustees in Ohio most likely were also accurate when they denied 

giving the Tucson board members a misleading impression about Lewis's 

administrative abilities. 

It also seems probable that the Tucson trustees realized that Lewis 

would be a strong superintendent before he actually became superintendent in 

District One on July 1, 1977. Lewis's leadership in Tucson differed little from 

the style he used in Parma. Board members there recalled him as being 

"autocratic" and "authoritarian." Yet they also said that they felt comfortable 

with that type of a leader, at least until certain members felt that he tried to 

force them into positions that they did not want to support. Donald Banks, 

board president at the time Lewis was in Parma, also remembered that he 

described to the Tucson board members the type of leadership style Lewis 

would use in District One. He recalled that he told the Tucson trustees that 

Lewis as "a hell of an educator" but that he would be "an extremely difficult 

man if they did not want someone who would take authority" upon himself. At 

least three, and possibly all of the other board members felt the same way 

(Graff 1982; Banks 1982; Kreuzer 1982). 

Evidence also exists in the Tucson press before Lewis became 

superintendent there that he could be expected to react to situations in a 
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manner different from that of his predecessors, Robert Morrow and Thomas 

Lee. The Tucson Citizen, in its March 30, 1977 edition, described him as 

soft-spoken but with "unusually strong self-confidence, " and that some obser

vers in Parma saw him as "strong, unbending-not tolerant of those who oppose 

him." Thus, it is highly unlikely that Lewis's "authoritarian" leadership style 

took the Tucson Board of Education by surprise. 

Wilbur Lewis, in his capacity as chief administrator in both the 

Parma City School System and Tucson District One, used what Hartley and 

Hartley (1961) called the "authoritarian" leadership style. This type of a 

leader usually determines most or all activities and procedures in which the 

group will be involved. Commonly, members of the group are not consulted 

before these decisions are made. Then, after the "authoritarian" leader has 

decided what shall transpire, group members learn individually what fmal 

judgment has been arrived at. Typically, the leader remains aloof from group 

participation, and members' opinions carry little weight in influencing the final 

outcome. 

In situations where the group and the "authoritarian" leader have a 

positive relationship that includes trust, respect for and a willingness to 

cooperate with the leader, the group tends to rely upon the leader for most 

decisions. There is little or no evidence of frustration among the members of 

the group and almost no willingness on the part of individual members to initi

ate group action. In this case, the reaction of the group to the "authoritarian" 

leader is commonly one of extreme passivity (Hartley and Hartley 1961). 
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When a group under a "democratic" leader is criticized by an out

side group or agent, the "democratic"-led group tends to unite against the 

external threat, as the District One school board did when challenged by the 

editorials of William R. Mathews in the A rizona Daily star. When a group led 

by an "authoritarian "-type leader is criticized, on the other hand, the 

"authoritarian"-led group tends to "blow off steam" at the offending group 

through aggressive behavior. Perhaps this is, in part, an explanation of why 

the crisis between the District One school board and the TEA reached its 

climax while Lewis was superintendent (Hartley and Hartley 1961). 

At times, a group may become unhappy with its "authoritarian"-style 

leader. In this case, the group may not want to be just informed of decisions by 

its leader, but may want to participate in the decision-making process. An 

occasional reaction under these conditions is not group passivity but frustra

tion, aggression towards the leader, and, at times, open rebellion. Thus, if 

members of the Board of Education of District One decided that they felt un

comfortable with the "authoritarian" style of leadership and the superintendent 

was a strong, "authoritarian"-type leader, it is not surprising that conflict 

between the trustees and the superintendent eventually became so strong that 

both parties concluded they could not cooperate with each other and thus some

one had to leave (Hartley and Hartley 1961). 

It has already been shown that Lewis did indeed perceive himself to 

be a strong type of leader, one who was experienced in taking and using auth

ority. He felt comfortable in that role. The school board, on the other hand, 
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had a close working relationship going back to at least 1941 with superinten

dents who used the "democratic" or ''laissez-faire'' style of leadership, either 

alone or in combination. Thus, with hindsight, a conflict seemed almost 

unavoidable. 

It appears that at the time Lewis first came to Tucson, he believed 

that the trustees understood what method of leadership he would use and that 

they would accept it. It also appears that the trustees either misunderstood 

Lewis's style or felt comfortable with it at first and at some later point 

rejected it. Either way, the differences that developed over Lewis's way of 

conducting district affairs led to his resignation in late December of 1978. 



CHAPTER 8 

THE BOARD OF EDUCATION, THE SUPERINTENDENT, 
, 

AND THE TUCSON EDUCATION ASSOCIATION 

The Tucson teacher strike was the culmination of a local trend that 

began in 1974 when the TEA filed a lawsuit against the school board over the 

arbitration of salaries for the 1974-75 school year. Before that year, relations 

between the TEA and the school trustees were r~latively cordial. This trend 

somewhat paralleled the development of teacher militancy on the national level. 

Although events in other parts of the country were five to seven years ahead of 

similar occurrences in Tucson District One, the pattern was approximately the 

same at both levels: a long period of consensus and cooperation between 

teacher organizations and administrators and school board members was fol~ 

lowed by a shorter interval of transition and finally by a time when conflict in 

the form of teacher walkouts became commonplace across the United States. 

In the 21-year period 1945-1966, there were only 130 teacher strikes, 

30 of which occurred in the last year. That number increased dramatically to 

245 for the two-year period 1967-19,69. There were 89 strikes in the academic 

year 1971-72, 203 in 1975-76, and 152 for both the 1976-77 and 1977-78 school 

years, for a two-year total of 304. As of mid-October for the school year 

1978-79, the year that the strike in Tucson occurred, there were 130 teacher 

walkouts in 21 states. Put another way, 16 states experienced teacher strikes 
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for the academic years 1941-1955 (some states having more than one strike 

during this period), 37 states between 1955 and 1968, and 107 (again, some 

states had strikes in two or more of these years) for the period 1968 to 1979 

(Facts on File 1941-1979; Barbery 1980; Neal 1978). 

An important and influential contemporary magazine that both 

chronicled and reflected in its pages this national trend was the American 

School Board Journal (ASBJ). The ASBJ is a monthly publication containing 

articles and editorials that would be of special interest to school board trustees 

and educational administrators at all levels of public education. The subjects 

of these articles may be categorized into five different areas of interest: 

(1) "curriculum," dealing with new educational and classroom innovations; 

(2) ''budget and buildings, " highlighting ways to save money on expenses and 

describing new or creative school building design and additions; (3) "adminis

tration and school board, " suggesting methods by which administrators may 

become more effective leaders and trustees may make better decisions and 

choose better administrative leaders; (4) "militancy, " describing and analyz

ing the latest trends concerning teachers' rights, collective bargaining, union 

activities and strikes; and (5) "other articles" that fit none of the above 

categories. 

The ASBJ began publication in 1891 and continued with the same 

basic format until 1967. September of that year was the last month that the 

journal was published by the Bruce Publishing Company. After that date, the 



National School Boards Association published the ASBJ. At that time, the 

emphasis of its reports to its readers shifted (ASBJ 1967). 
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After September 1967, the number of articles dealing with "budget 

and buildings" and "other" topics decreased, while those dealing with "curricu

lum, " "administration and school board, " and anti-strike, anti-union, and anti

teacher activism matters increased. In a period of time when the total number 

of articles decreased from a 1945-1955 average of 282.3 per year to a 1965-

1975 average of 123.8 per year, the number of articles devoted to topics about 

teacher militancy actually increased from a 1945-1955 average of 2. 3 per year 

to a 1965-1975 average of 10.1, with a frequency high of 20 articles in 1975 and 

a percentage high in 1969 of 17.1 percent (ASBJ 1945-1975). 

There are two possible reasons why the change in the ASBJ occurred 

at this time. First, there is the possibility that increased concern by the 

National School Boards Association for growing teacher activism was reflected 

in its magazine. A second explanation is that 1969 and 1975 were years of 

growing activity by both the American Federation of Teachers and the National 

Education Association and their various locals across the country. In Tucson, 

educators witnessed the first attempts to separate teachers from administra

tors in 1969. And 1975 was the year follOwing the TEA's lawsuit against the 

District One school board after the latter rejected an arbitration decision con

cerning teachers' salaries. 

After 12 years in which there was a high frequency of articles in the 

ASBJ dealing with "administration and school board" matters, there was a 
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nine-year lull. For the earlier period, 1942-1954, there were 53.2 articles 

per year, for an average of 18.7 percent of all articles for those years discus

sing these subjects. For the nine years 1955-1963, the figures in these two 

areas dropped 29.9 articles and 14.0 percent respectively. In the period 1964-

1978, years of increased teacher activity, the statistics rose dramatically. 

During these years, the frequency with which these subjects were discussed was 

even greater than the 1942-1954 level. In this. 14-year period, an average of 

24.8 articles per year, or 20.5 percent of the articles published discussed 

some aspect of dealing with teacher militancy. Even the number of articles per 

year on this subject, 24. 8, is significant when one considers that the total 

number of articles fell by almost 44 percent per year. 

This can be interpreted to signify that once again, the ASBJ was con

cerned with administrative qualities. While the earlier articles, however, 

dealt mostly with the curriculum or public relations responsibilities of adminis

trators, the later articles directed themselves more towards the handling of 

militant teacher strikes and school closings in the event of a strike, along with 

numerous ''how to" articles directed toward collective bargaining and arbitra

tion strategies (ASBJ 1941-1979). 

Articles covering "budget and buildings" matters generated a great 

deal of interest in the ASBJ unti11965. The average for the 23-year period 

1942-1965 of the frequency of such articles was 95. Put another way, 78.4 per

cent of all of the journal articles for that period discussed matters related to 

the budget and physical plant. For the years 1966-1978, the figures were 
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22.2 articles per year and a percent average of only 26.0 percent. This may 

be attributed to an interest in buildings and related matters due to the popula

tion boom in the 1950s and early 1960s and the large amounts of federal money 

available in the mid-1960s. In the late 1960s and 1970s, a combinati9n of 

lower school population forecasts, less available funds during the late Johnson 

and Nixon administrations due to American involvement in Vietnam and concern 

by the American School Boards Association for other matters such as teacher 

militancy shifted the emphasis in the ASBJ away from budget and building 

reports (ASBJ 1942-1978). 

In the areas of teachers' rights, collective bargaining, arbitration, 

and teacher activism (including union activities and strikes), the ASBJ's stand 

was decidedly against the increase of teacher militancy in the 1960s and 1970s. 

The subject matter of these articles reflected growing national trends of 

teacher militancy and politicization and paralleled the development of teacher 

activism in Tucson. 

There also exists an interesting correlation between the frequency of 

articles in the ASBJ concerning militancy and those discussing administrative 

qualities (see Figure 7). As the graph reveals, when the percentage of anti

militancy themes increased, so too did those articles devoted to administrative 

and school board member characteristics. As these same articles declined 

in frequency, so also did the ones discussing union activities. This is 

more than just coincidence. The correlation seems to show that a concern 

about teacher activism also fostered a fear on the part of the A SBJ, and 
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therefore, presumably, on the part of the National School Boards Association, 

that administrators and local school board members could not cope effectively 

with this problem (ASBJ 1942-1978). 

The ASBJ reflected an increase in teacher activism and a similar 

growth of concern for this trend by board members and administrators, 

especially after 1969. It was during the period 1969-1978 that Tucson experi

enced its first teacher strike. It may be revealing, therefore, to attempt an 

assessment of the influence of ASBJ articles upon the school board and superin

tendent of District One. 

All five board members and Wilbur Lewis were aware of the exis

tence of the ASBJ. Since 1941 and, most likely, even before that year, all 

active trustees and the superintendent received then-current issues of the 

ASBJ. The effect of the ASBJ articles and editorials upon the thinking of Lewis 

and the board is difficult to assess. The perceptions of Lewis and the five 

trustees as to the influence the articles had on their decisions concerning prob

lems with the TEA varied slightly, but, in general, all said that the ASBJ had 

little or no influence upon their decisions. 

Superintendent Lewis recalled "skimming" through most issues of 

the ASBJ and reading closely tJ;lOse articles he found particularly interesting. 

According to the superintendent, ASBJ articles that discussed militancy did not 

affect his point of view on the topic because his ideas were ''basically formula

ted before I was superintendent in Tucson" (Lewis 1981). 
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The members of the board identified with the term "conservative 

majority," Hafley, Tom, and Vavich, were aware of articles about activism in 

the journal. They also, however, denied that these reports influenced them. 

Although Hafley admitted that much of her lmowledge concerning militancy and 

collective bargaining came from ASBJ articles, she stated that they had no 

more effect upon her thinking than did information acquired from other maga

zines and that the strongest influence upon her thinking was talking to knowledge

able individuals at national school board meetings (Hafley 1981). 

Soleng Tom said about the ASBJ, "I read it but it doesn't [sic] pene

trate on me at all" (Tom 1981), and Mitchell Vavich remembered that although 

he read the articles, they gave him little new information. Rather, he recol

lected, the reports concerning teacher activism confirmed what he already be

lieved. ''Wedldn'tuseitas the sole Bible," he added (Vavich 1981). 

The feelings towards the ASBJ by the school board's two other 

trustees, Laura Almquist and Raul Grijalva, were predictably, somewhat 

different. Almquist (1981) believed the ASBJ to be a "very good magazine. " 

Yet, she also remembered that she resented the tone of many of the anti

teacher articles. "That just didn't settle well with me, " she said later in a 

private interview (Almquist 1981). 

Grijalva also was not convinced by the ASBJ that the activism of 

teachers across the country was dangerous. "I was a different board member 

when I got elected, "he recalled, "and my whole style ••• my whole approach ••• 

my whole philosophical outlook was different" (Grijalva 1981). 
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He also believed that the ASBJ articles did not greatly affect the 

thinking of the other trustees. "They were all veterans, " he said. According 

to Grijalva, if the articles had any effect at all upon the other trustees, it was 

basically to "justify some of their arguments for what they were doing" at the 

time, which meant providing opposition to the growing militancy of the TEA 

(Grijalva 1981). 

There does exist, however, evidence to support the argument that 

ASBJ editorials and articles did have an effect upon Lewis and the district 

trustees. This evidence may be found in two local events that occurred in 

Tucson prior to the teachers' strike of October 1978: the hiring of California 

consultant Myron Lieberman in September 1978 and an inflammatory statement 

made in reference to teacher demands the previous April. 

Myron Lieberman played a crucial part in the Tucson teachers' 

strike. He was the school board's representative in the bargaining efforts that 

took place between the district and the teacher representatives during 

September and October of 1978. His tactics during the strike were criticized 

by the TEA and defended by the board, especially by Helen Hafley. Lieberman 

was accused by the TEA leaders as being unsympathetic to the aims of the 

teachers and of using deception and unfair tactics to attempt to break both the 

strike and the TEA itself. The added knowledge that earlier in his career, the 

same Myron Lieberman was a strong defender of teachers' rights made him an 

even more controversial figure. 
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Lieberman's changing attitudes and his stand on teacher activism 

in 1978 were reflected in the ASBJ. His first mention in the ASBJ was as the 

subject of a guest editorial in the February 1960 issue. William M. Lamers 

reviewed Lieberman's just-published book, The Future of Public Education, in 

which Lieberman claimed that if teachers wanted better education for their 

pupils and better conditions for themselves, they must become active propo

nents of change. Lieberman criticized the whole structure of public education 

in his book and opined that only the teachers can carry out the much .. needed 

reforms in the field of education (Lieberman 1960; Lamers 1960). 

The next time Lieberman appeared in the ASBJ, he had changed his 

philosophy on militancy and had become an anti-activist advocate. In the 17 

articles in the ASBJ that he authored between May 1975 and August 1979, not 

one had anything positive to report about teacher activism or teacher organiza

tions. Many of his essays seemed to reflect a disdain for teacher organizations 

(which he always called "unions, " a term not agreed upon by all teachers). 

Titles such as, "Must You Bargain With Your Teachers ?", "In Bargaining, If 

Boards and Superintendents Don't Hang Together, They'll Hang You-Know-How, " 

and "How to Understand the Rhetoric of Collective Bargaining, " accurately 

represented the tone of all his articles for the ASBJ for the period 1975-1979. 

Helen Hafley recalled after the strike that she was impressed with Lieberman's 

ideas in the ASBJ. This might be one reason that the trustees selected 

Lieberman to represent the board at the negotiations table during the bargaining 
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and the strike that followed (ASBJ 1975-1979; Hafley 1981; see Appendix C for 

a complete list of Lieberman's articles in the ASBJ). 

An ASBJ introduction to an article written by Lieberman concerning 

collective bargaining tactics in its May 1975 issue contained the phrase, "Push 

the store across the bargaining table." Helen Hafley used a similar phrase in 

an April 1978 press statement (Lieberman 1975; Tucson Citizen 4/19/78). 

Many feel that that phrase was the laying down of the gauntlet to the TEA by 

the conservative majority on the school board and the beginning of the harden

ing of positions by both the board and the association. 

Thus, the ASBJ, between 1941 and 1978, both reflected contempor

ary trends in education and, perhaps, even influenced the events it had sought 

to report for the 37 years considered in this study. Writers like Myron 

Lieberman were welcomed to its pages, especially after 1967 and encouraged 

to give its readers advice on how to approach the problem of militant teachers, 

especially those supported by the NEA or the AFT. In Tucson, observers may 

conclude that the District One school board took the ASBJ's advice in general 

and Myron Lieberman's in particular. 

In Tucson, the relationship between the TEA and the Board of 

Education paralleled the national trend: a period of consensus that lasted from 

at least 1941 through 1974, a transition period that saw a straining of this pat

tern of close board-teacher organization cooperation from 1974 through 1977, 

and finally, a period of conflict that began in mid-1977 and lasted through the 

end of 1978. 
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During the period 1941-1968, when Robert Morrow was the superin

tendent, there were no issues that divided Morrow and the TEA. This 27-year 

period contained few hints of the problems and changes in relationships between 

the TEA on the one hand and the superintendent and Board of Education on the 

other that were to plague those educational leaders in the late 1960s and 1970s. 

The basic functions of the TEA until the mid-1970s were non-political. 

Between 1941 and 1968, the teachers' group was involved in no controversial 

issue that could have destroyed its harmonious relationships with Morrow or 

the school board. The TEA actually defended the board and Morrow at times 

against outside criticism, especially on the editorial pages of the Arizona Daily 

star. It also, during this period, nominated the board for a national educa

tional award in 1966. Former TEA presidents and vice-presidents frequently 

were appointed to administrative positions within the district. 

This pattern of consensus continued into the early Lee years. Be

tween Thomas Lee's first year as superintendent, 1968, unti11974, the TEA 

retained close ties with both Lee and the trustees. Many ex-TEA presidents 

continued to assume administrative roles in these years. 

By 1974, however, this pattern had begun to change. The transition 

between the consensus of the Morrow years and the conflict of the late Lee and 

Lewis period first occurred in the year 1974. It was then that the negotiations 

policy first broke down, the arbitration decision was rejected by the Board of 

Education, and the TEA sued the district over the board's decision to ignore 

the arbitrators' recommendations. In that year, the TEA leaders, for the 



219 

first time, supported anti-board candidates in the school board elections. Be

tween then and June 1977, there were strong objections by the TEA over board 

action concerning a proposed hike in insurance rates, another impasse on con

tract negotiations, and a serious consideration by the TEA leadership for the 

first time of a teacher walkout as a viable form of protest against board poli

cies. Also during these transition years, ex-TEA officials ceased to become 

district administrators. It was in this atmosphere of growing hostility between 

the TEA and the trustees that Wilbur Lewis formally assumed the superinten

dency of the district in July 1977. 

The TEA was aware that a teachers' strike had occurred 

while Lewis was superintendent in Parma, Ohio. This most likely helped to 

create the same atmosphere of distrust .against Lewis in July of 1977 that the 

Tucson Citizen reported in December.of that year (12/6/77). In Parma, the 

almost 1, 100-member faculty went on strike for 11 school days in September 

1976. The major issue was a salary increase. During the strike, according 

to the Citizen, Lewis constantly battled the Cleveland area news media over 

coverage of the walkout. Part of the settlement that was eventually reached 

was the promise of a salary increase dependent upon voter approval of a multi

million dollar tax increase. When Parma voters turned down the increase in a 

March 1977 election, the rejection, according to the Citizen, was considered a 

personal defeat for Lewis who prided himself on his strong relationship with 

the community and a policy of open communications with the public in Ohio 

(Tucson Citizen 3/23/77). 
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When the 1977-78 school year began, Lewis attempted to create a 

good relationship with the teachers. At a September 1, 1977 assembly at 

Catalina High School before 3,000 district teachers, the first such mass pre

school meeting in seven years, Lewis defended the schools against a claim that 

many District One graduates were functional illiterates, hinted that the district 

would comply with whatever ruling federal judge William Frey announced con

cerning desegregation, and declared that one of his goals for the school year 

was to have better communications among administrators, teachers, and the local 

community (Arizona Daily Star 9/1/77). 

Within a few months, however, Lewis and the TEA were in opposi

tion to each other on several issues. Hard feelings and frustration by members 

of the association were directed against the superintendent as a result of a 

letter Lewis wrote in response to proposed legislative action in Phoenix con

cerning education. 

Lewis had, on December 12, 1977, testified before an Arizona legis

lative subcommittee of the House Education Committee on problems related to 

finances and declining pupil enrollment. Part of his testimony concerned a 

modification of state teacher tenure laws that would make it easier for a school 

district to release older teachers who, because of their years of service in 

their district, are paid more than younger teachers. "One cannot but conclude 

that the Arizona tenure laws need revisions, " said Lewis to the subcommittee 

(Tucson Citizen 12/13/77). 
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Another portion of Lewis's testimony was in favor of a plan the TEA 

strongly supported: early retirement for those teachers whose sum of age plus 

years of service in the district equalled 85 instead of the mandatory age limit 

of 65 years of age. A letter written by the superintendent to then-TEA presi-

dent Wayne Diehl concerning Lewis's testimony on both tenure and early retire-

ment ignited the controversy (Arizona Daily Star 12/13/77). 

Tucson Education Association leaders interpreted the letter as a 

threat by Lewis to drop support for the early retirement plan unless the TEA 

also supported the rest of Lewis's testimony in Phoenix. The letter read, in 

part: 

It is my intent to indicate to you that you as association president will 
play an important part in how I proceed in the future on the retirement 
bill. If you make a statement in the [TEA newsletter] which is sup
portive and non-divisive with respect to my testimony, I will continue 
to do all I can to push for improved retirement. If such support is not 
forthcoming, my efforts in that direction are doubtful (Arizona Daily 
Star 1/9/78). 

When the letter, dated December 21, 1977, was received at TEA 

headquarters, the TEA executive committee met and decided by a vote of 96-5 

to keep the communique confidential. When president-elect Jo Cosentino saw 

the letter, Diehl was out of town. Cosentino, however, publicaUy commented 

on its contents and called it "an overt attempt to intimidate our organization 

and dictate the content of our newsletter" (Arizona Daily Star 1/9/78). An un-

identified TEA official called it "an obvious attempt to blackmail us" (Arizona 

Daily Star 1/9/78). This unnamed person also declared that Lewis's letter 
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would make it more difficult to work with and trust Lewis and the District 

One administrators (Arizona Daily Star 1/9/78). 

Lewis's supporters had a different interpretation of the letter. Tbey 

perceived it as a request by Lewis for the TEA's support for the valuable time 

and effort it took to testify in Phoenix. One of his supporters, eX-TEA presi

dent Chris Allen, felt that some TEA leaders were trying to manufacture an 

artificial crisis in order to encourage teacher activism (Arizona Daily Star 

1/9/78). 

Lewis at the time denied that the letter was meant as a threat. He 

claimed that his letter was misunderstood and "deliberately" used by some TEA 

members to create trouble as a part of the pressure that the TEA wanted to use 

against the administration in salary negotiations. He also charged certain TEA 

members with "trying to set me up. There are those who want to undermine 

me, " he said, "and they will do anything to stir up trouble. The fact that you 

have [the letter and have made it public leads] to the fact that the association 

can't be trusted" (Arizona Daily Star 1/9/78). 

Lewis also claimed that there were five or six TEA officials who he 

felt were trying to ruin him professionally. He named Cosentino, Bobby 

Johnson, and Ellie Lowder as three of those people (Arizona Daily Star 1/9/78). 

Seven months later, Lewis admitted that sending the letter was a 

mistake. He added, however, that the release of the letter to the press and the 

subsequent publicity convinced him that "Mr. Diehl was interested in an adver

sary relationship with the superintendent and the board" (Tucson Citizen 7/31/78). 
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Yet another incident concerned comments the superintendent re

portedly made on two radio and television talk shows during the first week of 

February 1978. Lewis apparently accused teacher groups of looking after the 

wants of their membership while forgetting the needs of the students and the 

community. Tucson Education Association president Diehl responded by 

accusing Lewis of making "seemingly slanderous statements" in a letter 

addressed to the school board and district teachers. Diehl also demanded a 

public apology from the superintendent (Arizona Daily Star 2/11/78). 

Lewis denied that interpretation of his comments and said, "Anyone 

who said that would be twisting my words for their own use" (Arizona Daily 

Star 2/11/78). He added, however, "When push comes to shove, employee 

groups are interested in benefits for their own members. I'm not saying that 

there aren't members ••• interested in other things" (Arizona Daily Star 

2/11/78). 

A major event concerning the direction of the TEA leadership would 

take in the future occurred on April 25, 1978. On that date, Marion Pickens 

was elected to succeed Jo Cosentino as president of the TEA for the 1979-80 

school year. Pickens was an activist who advocated the use of strikes as a 

weapon. Her opponent, Jack W. Robinson, favored conciliation with the school 

board (Tucson Citizen 4/26/78). 

The election was watched closely by both district leaders and 

association officials. It represented not only a contest between the forces of 

consensus and conflict within the TEA, but also would be seen as a sign of how 
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serious the strike talk among teachers really was. According to "observers" 

in the district, Robinson was supported by some of the trustees and district 

officials (Tucson Citizen 4/26/78). 

The election was won by Pickens by a "surprising 3-to-1 margin" 

(Tucson Citizen 4/26/78). Pickens received 1,332 votes to Robinson'S 496 in 

the highest TEA voter turnout in many years. Wayne Diehl commented: 

I'd say the lines are drawn. I think the vote means that we are going in 
the right direction, that the members are happy with the way we're 
handling the crisis we're in now. I hope it says to Lewis that he has 
underestimated the determination of the teachers ••• '. He has assumed 
that he can come in at the direction of the board and can do anything 
without resistance (Tucson Citizen 4/26/78). 

That May, in a speech at the Tucson Community Center's Music 

Hall, over 1,000 teachers heard National Education Association president John 

Rynor call for the resignation of Wilbur Lewis. He called "pure unmitigated 

fertilizer" the board's actions of hiring lawyers "at 60 dollars an hour to sit 

across a bargaining table and call teachers greedy" (Tucson Citizen 5/31/78). 

A NEA official that June denied that Rynor actually called for Lewis to resign. 

Instead, said NEA public information manager Phillip King, Rynor's remarks 

were only a "tongue-in-cheek way of rapping [Lewis's] knuckles" (Tucson 

Citizen 6/6/78). 

These, as well as one other incident between July 1977 and October 

1978 created an atmosphere of ill will between Lewis and many of the teachers, 

especially those in the TEA. "All I can see, " reflected Jo Cosentino at the end 

of July 1978, "is divisive controversy that we didn't have before .••• I think 
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he stiil wants to divide people rather than work with them" (Tucson Citizen 

7/31/78). others, both before the strike and directly afterwards, echoed this 

point of view. 

Of all the issues that appeared in the year prior to the strike, the 

most controversial was the dispute over a new negotiations policy Lewis and 

the trustees wanted to adopt in place of the arrangement first used in 1968. 

The original negotiations policy, the first in the history of the district, was 

considered "progressive" by educators when conceived in 1967 during the 

period of consensus in district-association relationships. The agreement was 

designed to benefit teachers and provided for the negotiations of wage and fringe 

benefits and use as a means of appeal to the board. Since 1967, the agreement 

had been expanded to include areas such as retirement, teacher transfer within 

the district, personnel policy procedures, and Sick leave. Although it included 

faculty members, the agreement did not include "classified personnel" such as 

office workers, custodians, and groundspeople (Arizona Daily Star 1/22/78). 

The 1967 policy on negotiations was to be considered permanent until 

either the teachers' group or district officials called a meeting to renegotiate 

the policy. Such a meeting was called by the trustees on January 28, 1977, 

presumably to clarify ambiguous sections of the agreement and discuss the in

clusion of classified personnel. In the summer of 1977, district officials 

claimed that they never really wanted to formally negotiate, but to simply allow 

the teachers to state their opinions. When teacher representatives met with 
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Wilbur Lewis on July 24 t 1977, they claimed that the superintendent promised 

to negotiate. Lewis denied this (Arizona Daily Star 1/22/78). 

In early October 1977, the conflict arose between the teacher repre

sentatives and the district over the power of teachers to negotiate. The 

teachers claimed that they had this power; the trustees said that under 

Arizona law, it was forbidden. When teachers presented their proposed 

changes in the old policy to the board at a November 9 meeting, they believed 

that they were there to negotiate changes with the board. The trustees said 

that the teachers were recognized in an advisory capacity only. 

Wilbur Lewis, at a January 10, 1978 meeting of the board, declared 

the old policy "somewhat out of date" and recommended that it be scrapped. 

Tucson Education Association president Diehl suggested that the old policy be 

used for another year while a new one was formulated. The motion to rescind 

the 1967 policy was carried 5-0 in a meeting attended by an estimated 2,000 

. people. As of that date, no formal negotiations policy existed (Tucson District 

One, Minutes of meeting 1/10/78; Arizona Daily Star 1/22/78; Tucson Citizen 

1/11/78). 

Diehl took no official action as leader of the TEA and declared that 

the association would adopt a wait-and-see posture until the board's new pro

posals were delivered on February 1. Negotiations for the 1978-79 school 

year were then in progress and both sides stated their belief that the lack of a 

formal policy would not hinder ongoing talks. Some TEA members, however, 

voiced suspicions that the trustees already had a new policy written and thus 
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teacher input would have no effect on policy revisions (Tucson Citizen 1/11/78; 

Arizona Daily Star 1/11/78). 

At an emotional January 14, 1978 school board study session held at 

Tucson High School, teachers criticized each of the board's proposals for a new 

policy and requested teacher representation in formulating the revised policy on 

negotiations. Teachers were basically afraid that the new board policy would 

limit negotiations to wages and fringe benefits alone and exclude matters of con

cern such as class size and teacher transfers. "If the board listened tonight, " 

Diehl said, "the policy should be dead" (Arizona Daily Star 1/14/78). Diehl 

also criticized portions of the board's proposed policy concerning teacher 

representation, the use of non-binding arbitration in case of impasse and a 

clause banning work slowdowns and strikes. "If people get frustrated enough, " 

he declared, "nothing you have in any law or agreement will stop people from 

doing it" (Arizona Daily Star 1/14/78). 

More than 600 teachers showed up at a board meeting three days 

later. This meeting resulted in thinly veiled hints of a strike by teachers. In 

fact, 150 teachers walked out of the meeting in protest after Soleng Tom accused 

Raul Grijalva of "grandstanding" when Grijalva supported a suggestion by 

Diehl to temporarily reinstate the old policy. Fire and police officials soon 

cleared the room when it became overcrowded and a possible violation of fire 

laws. One hundred teachers later stood on the sidewalk in front of 1010 E. 

10th Street listening to association leaders address the crowd with bullhorns 
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(Tucson District One, Minutes of meeting 1/14/78, p. 16,942; Arizona Daily 

Star 1/18/78; Tucson Citizen 1/18/78). 

The controversy over the negotiations policy continued to grow in the 

last weeks of January 1978. A ~ editorial blamed the board for the crisis by 

"unilaterally declaring that the old policy had to be changed" and suggested that 

the old policy be reinstated. Although Diehl hinted that public pressure might 

force the trustees to retreat from their position, the district said that all talks 

with the teachers would be advisory discussions, not formal negotiations. The 

board's response was called by Diehl a "hard-line" attitude that made further 

meetings with the trustees, worthless and showed that "the district has no inten

tion of trying to find a settlement" (Arizona Daily Star 1/19/78, 1/20/78; 

TUcson Citizen 1/19/78, 1/20/78). 

In a surprise move on January 21, the board rejected the ''hard

line" suggestions of Superintendent Lewis and agreed to negotiate directly with 

the teachers. Many in the district considered this a serious defeat for Lewis. 

"Lewis took a bad beating on this, " said one. "The board was follOwing his 

recommendations, but the board is not following his recommendations now. " 

In explaining why the board decided to talk directly to the teachers, an unnamed 

trustee said, "We moved to [sic] quickly [in accepting Lewis's ideas at a. 

January 13 meeting] and we shouldn't have. Lewis... got everyone mad at 

him. And we let the employees think that the proposal was the fmal word when 

it wasn't" (Tucson Citizen 1/21/78). The board still insisted, however, that 
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TEA representatives could not negotiate but only "give opinions" (Tucson 

Citizen 1/21/78). 

Lewis, understandably, felt frustrated. He later recalled that Helen 

Hafley had told him that the board was going to adopt a new policy without nego-

tiating with the TEA. In his view, given three years later, he was willing to 

negotiate: 

I told them several times that I could negotiate a new policy. I didn It 
want to negotiate a new policy, but I would negotiate a new policy if they 
permitted me to, that we should attempt to negotiate • • • an agreement 
with the association that would make it appear that they were getting 
something. And that if we've given them a procedure in an agreement 
form, they would be the first district in Arizona to have it and that they 
[would be] so hopped up about being first and being a leader that we could 
really make [it] pay by giving them something but not giving them too 
much •••• We could have avoided that confrontation and it would have 
made a difference in the negotiations. We might have still had a strike 
but it would have been a whole different tone •••• But that board ••• 
their tendency was to be very, very hard-nosed in closed session, 
executive session, and then go out in front and cave in (Lewis 1981). 

In February, Lewis's remarks on a radio and a television show con-

cerning TEA motives and interests angered Diehl and other association leaders. 

A district trustee also said that a stricter policy was needed to get the district 

out of its "dream world" and Mitchell Vavich claimed that the new policy had to 

be more restrictive than the old one to "protect the school district from its 

employees" (Arizona Daily Star 2/17/78). Under the new policy, negotiations 

were allowed in three areas: wages, fringe benefits, and working conditions. 

Only the first two areas, however, could go to arbitration. Under the old 

policy, all three could be decided by an arbitrator (Arizona Daily Star 2/28/78). 
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The new policy was adopted by the school board on February 22 by a 

4-1 vote, Grijalva dissenting. At the meeting, teachers put on black armbands, 

walked out of the meeting in protest, and listened outside the district office as 

the Arizona Education Association's Tony Beaverson spoke about a possible 

recall election of four board members (Arizona Daily Star 2/28/78). 

First-round negotiations talks for the 1978-79 school year under the 

newly-adopted policy fell apart on March 6 because the board, according to the 

Tucson Citizen, did not follow its own policy and present proposals in writing 

to the teachers. Instead, the trustees presented TEA president-elect Jo 

Cosentino, the head of the TEA salary negotiations team, with a list of four 

topics to be discussed. After a final negotiating session on March 22 resulted 

in no agreement, the district and the TEA on April 12 decided to go to arbitra

tion that would be non-binding. When Helen Hafley on April 18 said that curricu

lum, classroom matters, and working conditions would be excluded from nego

tiations, Diehl called her remarks "a form of undeclared warfare" and a reflec

tion of her "contentious way of thinking" (Tucson Citizen 3/7/78, 4/19/78; 

Arizona Daily Star 3/11/78, 4/12/78). 

Toward the end of April, Laura Almquist and Raul Grijalva declared 

in an interview with Tucson Citizen reporter Gerald P. Merrill that Hafley's 

statements were provocative and personally insulting to the TEA. They also 

felt that it was a mistake to rescind the original policy before agreeing with the 

teachers on a new one. Grijalva said, "I feel that Mrs. Hafley's statements 

were untimely, and they were personal. But we are all being painted with the 
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same brush. It was a provocation. It was an insidious thing. The board's 

role is not to pit the employees against the public" (Tucson Citizen 4/27/78). 

The atmosphere had changed little by mid-September. TEA officials 

seriously considered asking its membership for a strike vote and trustees con-

tinued to request discussions with the TEA but also continued to refuse to nego-

tiate formally with that organization. By this time, spokesmen for both the 

trustees and the TEA were taking a no-compromise attitude on the issue of 

formal negotiations, and a strike seemed almost inevitable (Arizona Daily Star 

.. 9/8/78; Tucson Citizen 9/12/78). 

Reflections by those who were trustees in 1978 seem to strengthen 

the opinion that the majority on the school board was not prepared to retreat 

from its position concerning negotiations. When Helen Hafley uttered her con-

troversial remark on April 17, 1978 about how "we [the board] gave the store 

away and we had to take it back, " she was referring to the old negotiations 

policy. She said, in a later interview: 

Obviously, all of us wanted to retract the whole policy. The feeling was 
we had already done it. We'd given away too much and that's the reason 
why we wanted to rescind it. Now it wasn't that statement that caused 
the decision, it was what we could see coming up down the line. We no 
longer had the say. • • • When we first put in that negotiations policy [in 
1967] we were working as a team, teacher,S and board. They split. So 
you didn't work as a team anymore; everything that you [brought] up [was] 
a conflict (Hafley 1981). 

Soleng Tom and Mitchell Vavich had similar feelings (Tom 1981). 

Even Grijalva and Almquist had their doubts about retaining the old policy. AI-

though Grijalva was a strong believer in collective bargaining, he, too, felt that 

a change was needed: 



I wanted a change in the policy. I [didn't] know what I wanted. I just 
felt that things began to evolve •••• I just felt we had to open it up 
and I didn't understand that by taking away the policy, you basically 
left nothing there. No other form of due process or anything for the 
employees. Once I realized that, then I felt that we should just put it 
on our negotiating agenda that we wanted to negotiate a policy revision. 
It's too late when it becomes a do-or-die issue and nobody would back 
off. We were trapped (Grijalva 1981). 
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Laura Almquist felt that events and frustrations continued to increase 

to the point where no one was willing to back down: 

I think of the way we were approaching the change in the policy, the feel
ing about Dr. Lewis, the resentment, the fear there at what he was going 
to do, and the policy changed about how you negotiated and all that stuff, 
which brought terrible resentment in all those horrible meetings where 
people a thousand strong would rise up behind Wayne Diehl •••• And we 
had to sit up front and take it, and it was avery, very unpleasant thing 
and I think. • • the leadership on the board had a way of getting its back 
up and digging its heels in, and that's what happened. I resented it, but 
I didn't resent it in the same way [as did the board majority] (Almquist 
1981). 

Although the intense disagreements over the negotiations policy and 

collective bargaining were a major ingredient in the strike that occurred in 

District One, other issues between January 1977 and October 1, 1978 greatly 

contributed to the TEA's decision to stage a walkout. One major confrontation 

was over the issue of salaries. 

A study of salary increases for District One teachers reveals that 

between 1972 and 1977, in only one school year, that of 1973-74, were salary 

raises greater than the cost-of-living increase. When, at the bargaining table, 

teachers were promised a 4. 8 percent increase if a budget override was passed 

by the voters on May 31, many teachers were still unsatisfied. The override 

was, however, defeated. Tucson Education Association president Martin 
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Bedford, whose organization now had to accept a 2.4 percent increase, ex

pressed his extreme disappointment at "subsidiz[ing] education for the next 

year as we have for the last five years, " and warned, "but we'll be a heck of a 

lot tougher at the [bargaining] table next year" (Tucson Citizen 5/26/77; 

Arizona Daily Star 3/3/77). The annual inflation rate for that period was pre

dicted to be around 5. 6 percent. 

In June of 1977, both District One officials and association members 

agreed with the unidentified TEA member who, commenting on the possibility of 

a strike in the next school year, said, "There just isn't the climate in the city or 

the state for that to happen here" (Arizona Daily Star 6/23/77). The atmos

phere changed, however, by October of that year. By then, the old negotiations 

policy was in jeopardy, the TEA had lost the decision in the 1974 lawsuit 

against the district, and anger over what many saw as continually meager pay 

increases was growing. Tucson Education Association representatives prom

ised a tougher stance in negotiations for the 1978-79 school year. Wayne Diehl 

said he planned to ask for a 10 percent wage increase from the board and re

fused to "rule out any alternatives, " including a strike, if the board rejected 

pay requests (Arizona Daily Star 10/23/77). A poll of TEA members taken in 

December by TEA leaders purported to show that of 2, 800 teachers who be

longed to the TEA, 70.2 percent said that they would strike on the issues of 

money and collective bargaining (Tucson Citizen 12/6/77). 

First-round talks between teacher representatives and the board for 

the 1978-79 school year broke down on March 6, 1978. Tucson Education 
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A ssociation demands were reported to include: salary increases of 15 percent 

to meet rising inflation costs, reduced class size, more teacher input in deal

ing with student discipline, increased district contributions to insurance pro

grams, written evaluations of administrators by teachers, and a plan to ac

cumulate sick days by veteran teachers. District leaders said that these 

demands would cost the district between $4.5 million and $9 million. In a move 

for public support, and as a result of the rejection of the board of the demands, 

the TEA announced its support for a car caravan parade within the district on 

Saturday, March 18 (Tucson Citizen 3/9/78; Arizona Daily Star 3/11/78). 

As a counter-proposal to the TEA demands, the trustees offered the 

teachers an across-the-board increase of $1,021, no increase in fringe bene

fits, and a freeze in the current salary schedule for all 3,000 district teachers 

for one year. The district offered to increase its base salary for beginning 

teachers from $9,513 to $10,672. Tucson Education Association negotiators, 

led by Jo Cosentino, wanted the base to be $11,000. The TEA representatives 

rejected the board's offer. On March 20, the TEA lowered its wage increase 

demands from 15.6 percent to 10.4 percent, with the increased base salary t~1 

be $10,500. The district continued to offer its original proposal of 4.67 per

cent. No agreement between the two sides was reached (Tucson Citizen 

3/18/78). 

The negotiations deadline, after which arbitration was to occur, was 

only four days away, and neither side was willing to compromise further. On 

March 22, Cosentino declared, "I fully expect us to go to arbitration on salary" 
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(Arizona Daily Star. 3/22/78). The district also prepared for arbitration but 

declined to promise recognition of the talks as binding. On the last day before 

the deadline, the district remained firm in its 4.67 percent offer and declared 

that the salary issue must be settled before talks could begin on other nego

tiable items (Arizona Daily Star 3/21/78). 

In the press, the teacher representatives claimed that District One 

had fallen below most other school districts in Arizona each year for the past 

several years in "all comparable wage categories, " and that in Tucson alone, 

seven districts came close to District One's minimum base salary and five 

actually had a higher minimum base. District officials countered by saying 

that budget limits, aggravated by the state law that prohibited an increase of 

more than 7 percent over the last year's budget dictated salaries (Arizona Daily 

Star 3/26/78). 

The arbitration procedure used by District One was that in case of an 

impasse, an arbitrator or arbitrators would be hired through the American 

Arbitration Association who would recommend a solution. The board, however, 

as supported by the decision in the 1974 lawsuit, was not bound to abide by the 

decision of the mediator (Arizona Daily Star 3/29/78). 

Teachers further lowered their salary demands at a March 28 meet

ing to 10 percent. The board continued to offer 4.67 percent, and some 

teachers called for a strike. At this meeting no headway was made in negotia

tions concerning the areas of working conditions and association rights (Tucson 

Citizen 3/29/78). 
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Teachers increased pressure on the district and bid for public sup-

port in April. Wayne Diehl announced that informational meetings concerning 

strike action would take place at all district schools. On April 10, TEA 

members picketed district headquarters after school with placards reading, 

"School Board: Teachers Need a Voice, " "School Board Unresponsive, " and 

"School Board: Teachers Speak for Kids I" The district agreed to go to arbi

tration on April 12, but once again declared it to be non-binding. Six days 

later, Hafley made herinflammatory statement about taking back the store from 

the TEA, and Wayne Diehl responded, "Have you [Hafley] become so insensi

tive there on your school board throne that you cannot even accept the fact" that 

teachers contribute significantly to education. This, he said, "is the ultimate 

insult." Pickets outside the meeting held signs reading, "Helen, what have you 

given?" and "I don't want to strike, but ••• " (Arizona Daily Star 4/4/78, 

4/11/78, 4/12/78; Tucson Citizen 4/19/78). 

Later that month, the "teacher dollar" campaign began. Teachers 

distributed these "teacher dollars" in the community when making purchases to 

demonstrate the amount of business teachers enacted. This campaign was used 

to alert the public to their point of view and ask for their support. On the 

reverse side of the "dollar" was printed, "Keep the teacher dollar as an indica

tor of the economic impact that over 3,000 Tucson Unified School District 

teachers have in the community." It also described the salary figures for the 

six years previous to 1978 and also asked the trustees to "treat teachers 

fairly." In early May, trustee Soleng Tom and Assistant Superintendent 



237 

M. Lee Starr declared the "teacher dollar" campaign a failure, with not one 

call received by the district in support of the teachers. Wayne Diehl, however, 

said that $36, 000 were in circulation and the impact of teachers in the local 

economy was proven. Of more importance, possibly, was the fact that TEA

administration differences were being brought to the attention of the public each. 

week with increasing frequency (Arizona Daily Star 4/21/78, 5/6/78). 

Arbitration began on May 9, 1978. The arbitrator was University of 

Arizona law professor August G. Eckhart. He promised that a decision would 

be rend!3red on May 22. When he began arbitration proceedings, the district 

still offered the same 4.67 percent pay increase to counter the teachers' demand 

of 10 percent. Eckhart submitted a 27-page brief summarizing his findings on 

May 22, but requested that the recommendations remain secret until May 29, 

giving the board and the TEA a week to discuss the proposals. The new plan 

formulated by Eckhart suggested a 6.5 percent salary increase and fringe bene

fits totaling $1.45 million. The TEA leaders agreed to accept the proposals 

and recommend them to its membership, although it fell short of the 10 percent 

increase they originally had requested. Eckhart also criticized the district 

negotiations policy as "inflexible" and stated that he did not feel that it was fair 

for teachers to accept a salary that was less of an increase than the rise in 

inflation (Arizona Daily Star 5/6/78, 5/23/78, 5/31/78). 

At a June 15 board meeting, the trustees offered the TEA a 5.6 per

cent increase by a 4-1 vote, with Raul Grijalva dissenting. Grijalva felt at the 

time that the board could approach a 6.0 percent increase and believed that the 
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extra money would be worth the higher teacher morale that would result. The 

other trustees did not agree, and Mitchell Vavich publicly accused Grijalva of 

"starting his campaign [for re-election to the school board] already" (Tucson 

District One, Minutes of meeting 6/15/78, pp. 17, 119; Arizona Daily Star 

6/16/78). 

Jo Cosentino recommended to the TEA membership that the board's 

5.6 percent offer be rejected by the association's 2,479 members. On August 

28, eight days before the 1978-79 school year was to begin, the TEA member

ship voted to reject an immediate strike and to reopen talks with the board in 

an attempt to obtain a 6.0 percent salary increase. It was also decided that if 

no significant breakthrough occurred in talks with the trustees, another strike 

vote would be taken on October 1 (TUcson Citizen 8/29/78; Arizona Daily Star 

8/25/78). 

The major issue now became whether or not the board would reopen 

negotiations. Tucson Education Association leaders wanted to continue the 

talks. The trustees refused, saying that this would lead to year-round negotia

tions in the future. "We shouldn't negotiate on a year-round basis, " said 

Vavich in rejecting renewed talks with the TEA. "No way, " said Tom. "Once 

you do that, you'll be negotiating all year." Even Grijalva, who publicly stated 

that he favored more talks with the teachers said of the possibility of year

round talks, "Realistically, it's distasteful" (Tucson Citizen 8/29/78). 

September was a crucial month. It was during the month of Septem

ber that negotiations to avoid a strike could have taken place. Instead, 
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positions on both sides hardened, and the movement towards a teacher walkout 

accelerated. 

After a September 6 meeting between the board and the TEA failed to 

reconcile differences, Jo Cosentino of the TEA announced, "We are making 

plans for a strike. In the event of a strike, we'll be ready" (Tucson Citizen 

9/7/78). The board wanted to hold informal talks or study sessions with TEA to 

agree on a compromise concerning issues that were unresolved. The associa-

tion representatives also wanted to meet, but insisted that the talks be formal 

negotiations. The board rejected this stipulation at the September 6 meeting. 

Helen Hafley, speaking on behalf of the board majority said, "The board is 

following the [new negotiations] policy, and according to that, the full process, 

including arbitration, has taken place. And we feel we should stick by the 

policy" (Arizona Daily Star 9/8/78). 

In the next few days, public statements indicated that neither side 

was willing to compromise further. Jo Cosentino insisted that no TEA member 

really wanted a strike but only a return to the bargaining table: 

We also see this [intransigence] as proof of the board's total insensitivity 
to the seriousness of the problem. For the fact is that Tucson is con
fronted with the very real possibility of the first teacher strike in its 
history. This has to be viewed as an educational criSiS, and yet it is one 
that the school board has an opportunity to resolve simply by sitting down 
with us and negotiating in good faith, which it has not done (Tucson 
Citizen 9/11/78). 

"Good faith" bargaining became a major issue with TEA spokesmen. 

To them, the phrase seemed to signify sitting down as equals at the bargaining 

table with the trustees and negotiating a solution instead of participating in an 
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advisory capacity and accepting that which the trustees decided to offer in 

settlement. The majority of the board members, however, believed that 

Arizona law prohibited true collective bargaining as well as binding arbitra

tion and refused to recognize the association's claim that "good faith" included 

those conditions. 

The Arizona Daily Star reported in its September 12 edition that 60 

teachers had lettered 200 signs and helped to print 30,000 flyers explaining the 

TEA's position to parents. The board was also preparing for a strike and an

nounced that a closed meeting would be held to discuss plans to keep the schools 

open if a strike were to occur. On September 18, hundreds of teachers picketed 

their schools in the early morning before classes began and said that the 

demonstrations would continue through the end of the month. Tucson Education 

Association officials said that for the first time, they believed the membership 

would vote to strike because of the failure of the board to agree to negotiate 

with teacher representatives. "The types of questions we're getting now, " 

TEA staff member Bobby Johnson said, "show that people [the teachers] are 

assuming that there will be a strike" (Arizona Daily Star 9/1Z/78; Tucson 

Citizen 9/18/78). 

At a September 19 board meeting, an estimated 2,000 teachers 

attended carrying placards and shouting slogans. Signs reading, "Why, Why, 

Why?", "Bargain Now, " and "We Deserve Respect" were displayed. Due to 

overcrowding, the meeting was recessed for 30 minutes before resuming. 

After the trustees adjourned the meeting, Cosentino declared the picketing a 
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success. "Every day, " she said, "more citizens are coming to realize that 

this is a problem brought on by the intransigence of the school board-that 

coupled with an apparent determination [of Superintendent Lewis] to break the 

TEA" (Arizona Daily Star 9/20/78; Tucson District One, Minutes of meeting 

9/19/78, pp. 17, 291). These sentiments were echoed by local leaders such as 

Wayne Diehl who said that if there were to be a strike, the trustees alone must 

bear the responsibility, and by others like Arizona Education Association presi

dent Donald Eklund who declared, "We have to win. In fact, we are going to 

win" (Arizona Daily Star 9/20/78). 

Reports in the local press after the September 19 .neeting hinted that 

the board might consider talks with the teachers over the unresolved issues. 

At a September 21 board meeting, trustee Mitchell Vavich asked the TEA to 

postpone its strike vote and meet with the board. Soleng Tom added, however, 

that the talks would not be a reopening of formal negotiations. The TEA 

continued to insist that the talks be formal negotiations in "good faith." The 

teacher representatives did, however, meet with the district team on 

September 22. No headway was made, but both groups issued a joint statement 

to the press that there had been "discussions on the issues in dispute [with an] 

attempt to clarify them" (Arizona Daily Star 9/22/78; Tucson District One, 

Minutes of meeting 9/21/78, p. 17,304). The next day, the name of Myron 

Lieberman appeared in the newspapers for the first time. 

Myron Lieberman was a profeSSional consultant and president of 

Educational Employment Services with offices in California. He was hired by 
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District One to represent them at the bargaining table in continuing talks with 

TEA. Lieberman began his career advocating teacher activism. By 1967, 

when his first article appeared in the American School Board Journal, he had 

become a foe of teacher militancy and an advisor for school districts across 

the country involved in collective bargaining with teacher organizations. He 

was !mown as a "conservative" and "not a good friend of teachers" by California 

teacher organizations and well !mown for his skill as a tough negotiator at the 

bargaining table. The district hired him for the duration of the crisis for $65 

an hour. After the strike, the trustees tried unsuccessfully to extend his con

tract for two more years (Lieberman 1967; Arizona Daily Star 9/23/78; 

Tucson Citizen 9/23/78). 

Most of the trustees had not been aware of Myron Lieberman before 

they considered him as the district's negotiator. Vavich remembered reading 

some of his articles. The other trustees had no previous !mowledge of him 

whatsoever. Lieberman's name was submitted to the trustees along with those 

of two other negotiators. The trustees were impressed with Lieberman's 

resume and decided to hire him because of both his resume and the recommen

dation of Wilbur Lewis (Vavich 1981; Almquist 1981; Tom 1981; Hafley 1981; 

Grijalva 1981). 

Lewis had known Lieberman by reputation and felt that he would be 

able to not only represent the board in negotiations but could also train district 

administrators in the skills of negotiations for the future. "We needed some

body, " Lewis recalled, "who could do the negotiations and who could work with 
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us possibly on a longer term basis and help our people develop an understanding 

of what the negotiations are all about. • • • And so they left it up to me to fmd 

who might be available" (Lewis 1981). At the time that Lieberman was named 

to head the district's negotiating team, the TEA did not criticize the board's 

decision. "If they need help, " Jo Cosentino said, "that's okay with us" (Tucson 

Citizen 9/23/78). Later TEA leaders changed their opinions and vigorously op

posed Lieberman's style of representation of the district during the strike. 

Less than two weeks before the strike vote was to take place, neither 

the board nor the TEA showed any signs of considering a compromise. 

Cosentino insisted that money was "an issue, but not the issue" and said, "the 

overriding concern has to be the way negotiations took place from the begin

ning" (Arizona Daily Star 9/24/78). Helen Hafley stated at the time that in re

jecting the demands of the TEA to bargain as equals with the trustees, a "'no' 

is still a process" in negotiations (Arizona Daily Star 9/24/78). 

In what the Tucson Citizen called a "major concession" by the board, 

the trustees on September 25 offered to suspend its new negotiations policy if 

the TEA leaders postponed the October 1 strike vote. Cosentino refused, how

ever, calling the offer "just a formality" (Tucson Citizen 9/26/78). 

After the TEA once again rejected the board's proposal at a formal 

school board meeting the next day, Myron Lieberman said, speaking for the 

trustees, "If there is no movement on one crucial issue, there will likely be a 

strike. I don't know where else the teachers can go" (Arizona Daily Star 

9/27/78). A strike beginning on October 2 seemed probable. 
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Jo Cosentino rejected the board's offer to talk only if the TEA 

promised not to encourage or support a strike or work slowdown because she 

believed that such a promise would leave the TEA powerless to bargain if the 

board continued to reject teacher demands. Myron Lieberman criticized the 

TEA's decision by stating that they "used the strike threat to get us to the bar

gaining table" and that since the board accepted, the teachers were "changing 

the rules" by threatening to strike if they did not receive the concessions they 

desired. Cosentino believed that bargaining under such preconditions would 

eliminate any pressure the TEA might want to use. Without "the threat of a 

strike, " she said, "the board and superintendent would have paid no attention 

to us in the first place" (Arizona Daily star 9/27/78). 

The district remained firm in its positions concerning all of the 

issues in which it differed with the TEA. Lieberman claimed that it was he 

who convinced the board to suspend the controversial negotiations policy in 

return for a postponement by the TEA of its scheduled strike vote. The strike 

concession demand was, however, a hidden stipulation in the district's propo

sal and was not made public until after the TEA rejected the board's entire 

plan. District leaders also said that they were still unwilling to negotiate on 

certain working conditions, including discipline. Lieberman charged the TEA 

with attempting "the oldest ploy in collective bargaining" by using "good faith 

bargaining" as an excuse for not achieving their goals. Tucson Education 

Association advisor Chip Tassone of the National Education Association 

countered Lieberman'S claims by saying that the board's concession was simply 
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a smokescreen behind which the true issues that the trustees were unwilling to 

discuss were hidden. He might have also added that they were proposals of 

only three of the trustees since Laura Almquist could not be contacted in time 

to attend the meeting, and Raul Grijalva boycotted it because he felt that the pro

posals were too uncompromising (Tucson Citizen 9/27/78; Arizona Daily Star 

9/27/78). 

The trustees formally began preparations for<a strike by approving 

at a board meeting::a fee of $55 per day for substitutes used during a walkout by 

a 4-0 vote with Grijalva absent. The next day the district began contacting all 

sbustitutes on the district's list and placing classified advertisements in the 

Arizona Daily Star (Tucson District One, Minutes of meeting 9/28/78, p. 17,311; 

Arizona Daily Star 9/28/78). 

The TEA hand-delivered a 14-point proposal to the board and sug

gested that a meeting be held on September 28 to discuss it. The meeting took 

place. The board and the TEA could not agree to a postponement of the 

October 1 strike vote and only agreed to meet again the next day (Tucson Citizen 

9/28/78). 

Meanwhile, both the district and the teachers increased preparations 

in case;8. strike were to occur. The TEA on Friday, September 29, advised 

teachers to tell the students that they would not be in school on Monday, 

October 2, to leave sample lesson plans dealing with the labor movement and 

the teacher strike, and to remove all plan books, seating charts, attendance 

rosters, and grade books from the classrooms. The Arizona Education 
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Association asked its 21,000 members to each donate one dollar to aid the 

Tucson District One teachers and the National Education Association was 

reported to have created a $100,000 defense fund (Arizona Daily Star 9/29/78; 

Tucson Citizen 9/29/78). 

In response, the district published a full-page letter in the star by 

district administrator and former TEA president Ruby Matejka. The letter 

criticized the TEA's position and accused it of distorting the facts. The dis

trict also gave booklets to each school reminding the faculty and administration 

that teachers can be fired for striking, that volunteers may be used to assist 

certified personnel in the classroom, that there would be no paychecks for 

striking teachers for the duration of the strike, and that the administration 

would do all it could to keep the schools open. The district also declared that 

it would hire substitutes even if they lacked a teaching degree or experience. 

Superintendent Lewis said that the district was prepared to hire student 

teachers, college students who were not student teachers, and anyone else 

"who show talent" in any teachirlg area (Arizona Daily Star 9/29/78). 

Forty-eight hours before the strike vote was to occur, both sides 

met and agreed to allow William Simkin, former director of the Federal 

Mediation and Conciliation Services, to mediate the dispute. The trustees also 

announced that they would meet with association representatives with no pre

conditions. This kept alive the hope that a strike could still be averted (Tucson 

Citizen 9/30/78). 
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The two sides could not, however, come to a mutual agreement on 

any of the outstanding issues. Myron Lieberman expressed his opinion that the 

TEA had worked so hard for a strike that they could not concede and must 

follow through. "If they don't strike Monday, " he said, "they are afraid they 

won't be able to show that strength again. • • • They insist on using their own 

timetable with us so they can put the maximum pressure on us now, when they 

can back it up with a strike" (Arizona Daily star 9/30/78). That same day, Jo 

Cosentino called for the board to dismiss Myron Lieberman, charging that he 

was using the district to test his theory on collective bargaining and defeating 

teacher organizations in states without collective bargaining laws. 

Negotiations resumed on Saturday, September 30, the day before the 

scheduled strike vote, for 11 hours. No headway was reported by either side. 

When negotiations were again taken up on Sunday morning, only hours before 

the evening vote at the Tucson Community Center Music Hall, both sides were 

reported to be far apart on the issues. The Arizona Daily Star, in its Sunday 

morning edition, ran the results of an informal poll taken by the paper of 

people who said that they would not strike. Reasons for voting against a walk

out included: personal financial worries; ill effects of a strike upon the com

munity; breaking contract obligations; and good experiences in the district in 

the past. "I have a contract and my word is good, " said an unidentified ele

mentary school teacher. "If my checkbook were healthy, I would strike, " 

added a junior high school teacher (Arizona Daily Star 10/1/78, 10/2/78). 
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Reasons given by teachers in that same poll in favor of a strike in-

cluded: a lack of good faith by the board and an unwillingness of the trustees to 

negotiate. "They [the board and Superintendent Lewis] have been treating us 

like dogs, " a high school biology teacher remarked. "We have to stand up and 

be counted, " said a junior high school reading teacher. "The teacher doesn't 

have enough say-so in the classroom situation, " said a high school industrial 

arts teacher (Arizona Daily Star 10/1/78). 

Another informal poll of 50 teachers by the Star revealed that 14 were 

for a strike, 15 were against, 12 were undecided, and nine declined to comment. 

Of the 15 who were against the strike, however, eight said they would not cross 

a picket line (Arizona Daily Star 10/1/78). 

The strike vote took place on the evening of October 1 as scheduled. 

In mid-September, an informal poll by TEA leaders of its membership resulted 

in the claim that if a strike vote were to have taken pla.ce then, 82 percent of 

the association's members would have voted to walk out. The October 1 results 

were not as overwhelming. The majority of 58. 2 percent of those present 

voted for a strike by a margin of 1,567 for walking out, and 1,114 against, with 

9 abstentions. Enough members cast their ballot in favor of a strike, however, 

to convince the leadership that the teachers be asked to remain away from their 

classrooms on Monday. The smaller Arizona Public Employees Association 

voted later that evening 88-45 to honor teacher picket lines, and the Teamsters 

Local 449 of the American Federation of State, County, and Municipal 
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Employees and Lodge 20 of the Fraternal Order of Police also pledged their 

support (Tucson Citizen 9/19/78; Arizona Daily Star 10/2/78). 

On the first day of the strike, the Tucson Citizen reported that al

though almost one-half of the district's 55,000 students were in school, Tucson, 

Sahuaro, Santa Rita, Rincon, and Cholla High Schools, and Vail Junior High 

were almost shut down. Of the 15, 135 high school students in the nine district 

high schools, only 5,160 were reported in attendance. A total of 748 high 

school teachers were absent. Two hundred and seventy-seven teachers, along 

with 266 substitutes were in the high school classrooms. Similar figures were 

reported at the junior high and elementary school levels (Tucson Citizen 

10/2/78). 

At specific schools, Santa Rita High School reported that only 553 

out of 2,628 students and 38 of 123 teachers arrived for classes. Catalina High 

School's figures were 700 of 2,017 students and 42 of 95 teachers. Safford 

Junior High School reported that only 10 percent of the student body was pres

ent, and at Henry Elementary School, only 200 of 650 students and 5 of 25 

teachers showed up for classes (Tucson Citizen 10/2/78). 

District officials also experienced problems with its substitute 

teachers on day one of the strike. Four hundred fifty of the 700 substitutes 

could qualify only under emergency circumstances. Many entered classrooms 

that day with no certificate of any type because the staff of the Arizona Depart

ment of Education had not arrived in Tucson until 2:30 p. m. to hand out certifi

cates. Those reportedly seeking jobs as temporary substitutes included 
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unemployed persons, retirees, former teachers, and two businessmen. Many 

said that they applied chiefly for the $55 per day paycheck. One applicant told 

a reporter, "I am not going to teach. I am just going to babysit." A group of 

angry parents were reported to be seeking an injunction against the district to 

prevent it from hiring unqualified teachers (Arizona Daily Star 10/3/78). 

Several incidents and complaints were reported the first day. 

Policemen were said to have been sent to Utterback Junior High School to pre

vent pickets from blocking a driveway. A police spokesman denied that any 

such complaint was reported to them. A Tucson High School teacher who did 

not support the strike complained that pickets blocked the school parking lot 

and he had to park five blocks away. Tucson Education Association officials 

told police that a car at Catalina High School attempted to strike a picketer, 

and at Keen Elementary School, a "middle-aged" man threatened a teacher on 

the picket line with a tire iron. No injuries were reported in any of these 

episodes (Arizona Daily Star 10/3/78). 

Negotiations resumed on Monday, the first day of the mass walkout. 

No specific progress was reported. An editorial written by the Tucson Citizen's 

Gerald P. Merrill supported the strikers. "The key to the dispute, " Merrill 

wrote, "was the feeling by some that the board and Lewis had stripped teachers 

of their professional integrity by restricting the negotiations policy. Money 

counted. • • but the conclusion that the district no longer wanted to listen to 

teachers or involve them seemed to sway more to activism than the dollars

and-cents issue" (Tucson Citizen 10/2/78). 
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The TEA agreed with Merrill and blamed Superintendent Lewis along 

with the majority of the trustees for the strike. So angry was Cosentino at 

Lewis that she reportedly considered trading a no-strike promise if the board 

would immediately request Lewis's reSignation. That offer was not made, 

according to the Citizen, because Cosentino did not feel that the board would 

consider releasing him from his contract under those circumstances (Tucson 

Citizen 10/2/78). 

The district and the TEA gave conflicting figures as to the first day's 

strike effectiveness. The district claimed 1,860 of 2,780 teachers, or 67 per

cent, were on strike. The TEA said 2,200 refused to come to work on Monday. 

Throughout the strike, the district and the TEA continued to give conflicting 

figures to the newspapers (Arizona Daily Star 10/3/78). 

On day two of the strike, the district claimed that teacher absences 

were approximately the same as on Monday. The TEA said that the number of 

teachers who walked out increased by 5 percent. District figures claimed that 

60 percent of the 57,954 students remained out of school on Tuesday and broke 

absenteeism down by school level: 81 percent of the high school students were 

absent, 68 percent of the junior high school students did not go to school, and 

44 percent of the elementary school youngsters stayed away (Arizona Daily 

star 10/4/78). 

On the second day of the strike, more substitutes appeared in the 

classrooms. Fewer students, however, attended school, especially on the high 

school and junior high school levels. Tuesday's high school attendance was 
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reported down 1,000 from the previous day, with 16,285 reportedly absent 

from school. At the junior high school level, 3,976 were absent on Tuesday 

compared to 2,948 the day before. The TEA reported that only 158 junior high 

school teachers showed up on Tuesday, compared to 177 on Monday, and that 

170 drivers and 100 more teachers refused to cross picket lines on the second 

day (Tucson Citizen 10/3/78). 

On day two, school district attorney William Brammer was ordered 

by the board to seek a court injunction before Judge Jack Marks to halt the 

strike. Brammer claimed the strike was illegal based upon the state attorney 

general's opinion in the 1971 walkout in Scottsdale. The trustees also asked 

Brammer to seek an opinion as to whether striking teachers could be fired for 

"abandoning their contracts" and to seek damages against officers of the TEA, 

the AEA, and the NEA for expenses incurred by the district in the strike. The 

motion at the October 2 board meeting to order Brammer to seek legal means 

to end the strike was passed by a vote of 4-1, Grijalva dissenting. "I don't 

care how the district looked at it, " he said. "There has been a significant dis

ruption in the education of children" and litigation would drive the board and the 

teachers even farther apart (Arizona Daily Star 10/3/78, 10/4/78). 

District leaders and teacher representatives traded charges in the 

media. The district said that all students were being taught by certified person

nel although the Star reported that claim to be untrue (Arizona Daily Star 

10/3/78). Lewis said that an elementary school student was turned away by 

strikers at one school after a four and one-half hour bus ride. The TEA denied 
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that charge. It did say, however, that TEA members allowed high school stu

dents to volunteer to carry picket signs on the lines at some schools (Arizona 

Daily star 10/3/78). 

The TEA countered district statements and also applied pressure to 

both teachers who refused to strike and to substitutes. A TEA handout report

edly called non-striking teachers "scabs" and warned, "You are going to have 

to face us in the teachers' lounge or the classroom or wherever. Can you look 

at us and tell us that when you abandoned your colleagues and your cause, you 

did the right thing?" To substitutes, the TEA handout said, "We cannot escape 

the conclusion that the money is what matters to you •••• Is what you're doing 

to your fellow human beings ••• worth 30 pieces of silver?" Pressure on 

teachers apparently reached such a point that pickets on the strike line at 

Catalina High School reportedly checked automobiles going through the picket 

lines for teachers hiding in students' cars going into the parking lot (Arizona 

Daily Star 10/3/78). 

Outrage among parents resulted in threats of legal action to both the 

district and the TEA. One group called Parents for Qualified Teachers, led by 

University of Arizona professor Dr. J. D. Garcia, announced plans to sue the 

district for using unqualified substitutes. Garcia, who had two children in the 

district schools said, "My concern is that they're [the students] getting a qual

ity education, not a shaft." Another parent with four children in district 

schools said that striking teachers had threatened them. He, in turn, 

threatened to sue the association (Arizona Daily Star 10/3/78). 
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Negotiations continued on Tuesday. An association official an

nounced that economic issues were expected to be discussed, and that, accord

ing to that spokesman, "means some real bargaining will probably take place. " 

Lewis said that day the issue of class size was only a "smokescreen" and that 

many parents and good teachers were "hoodwinked" into supporting the strike 

(Arizona Daily Star 10/3/78). 

Wednesday, the third day of Tucson's first teacher strike, witnessed 

the continuation of claims and counter-claims concerning the total number of 

absentee students and teachers. The district said that 61 percent of the stu

dents and 70 percent of the teachers remained away from school. District 

spokesperson Florence Reynolds said attendance "at 41 schools was higher than 

on the previous day. The TEA, however, claimed that the percentage of stu

dents attending classes dropped to 38 percent and that 76 percent, or almost 

2,300 of the district's teachers were on strike. The district high schools con

tinued to have the highest percentage of absentee students, 81 percent, and the 

elementary schools reported the lowest, with 44 percent not attending (Arizona 

Daily Star 10/5/78; Tucson Citizen 10/4/78). 

The issue of unqualified substitutes continued to evoke responses. 

An unnamed district administrator, commenting on the use of unqualified sub

stitutes, said, "In an emergency, we can bend the rules." Anita Lohr, County 

Schools Superintendent, said that she was concerned the district had hired so 

many "unqualified" people and remarked, "If I knew my own child were in a 

class with a substitute with emergency certification, I would not have her 
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there, " although by law, Lohr's official responsibilities included keeping the 

schools operating during the strike. As public criticism of the district's sub

stitute policy increased, Assistant Superintendent David Kennon annolUlced that 

the district had hired enough substitutes and would cease accepting emergency 

certificates from applicants (Arizona Daily Star 10/4/78; Tucson Citizen 

10/4/78). 

Mediator William Simkin, meanwhile, continued in his efforts to end 

the strike. He made proposals aimed at solving "non-monetary items" and pro

posed for the first time a contract that would cover a two- or three-year period 

for district teachers. If both the board and the teachers accepted Simkin's 

idea, it would be the first time in the district's history that a teacher contract 

covered more than a one-year period of time. District negotiator Myron 

Lieberman commented to the press that negotiations were difficult because "the 

other side has made no single change in their positions • • • there are no 

agonizing choices [for the district] to make. You just say no." Tucson Educa

tion Association advisor Chip Tassone said he felt if the trustees dealt with 

teachers as individuals, they could not effectively defend themselves against 

board intransigence but as a unified group "the teachers want to use their col

lective powers to deal with teachers' problems." Tassone did, however, call 

the beginning of negotiations on economic issues on Tuesday "a positive • • • a 

significant sign" (Tucson Citizen 10/4/78). 

The Star, on Wednesday, commented on the morale of the striking 

teachers and opined that it remained high. Determination was strong, aided by 
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interest-free loans by the TEA to striking teachers, news of low student 

attendance, parental support for the strike, and a general feeling of organiza

tional strength and unity. "We used to be a pussycat organization, " Tucson 

High School teacher Donald Anderson said about the TEA. "We just plodded 

along for 15 years to work for the bargaining laws we need. And now, in just a 

few years, [Lewis] came in and junked it all. We're no longer pussycats. We 

had to take action" (Arizona Daily Star 10/4/78). 

Thursday, October 5, was the fourth day of the teacher walkout. The 

district reported 1,853 teachers, or 68 percent were not in class. The TEA 

claimed 85.8 percent, or 2,360 out of 2, 750 were on picket lines. It was also 

reported that 16,837 high school students, 8,381 junior high school students, 

and 12,350 elementary school pupils were absent, for a total of almost 70 per

cent of the district's students (Tucson Citizen 10/6/78). 

On Wednesday, Judge Jack Marks ruled that the court would not 

limit the number of pickets at each school, and TEA officials expressed elation 

over the "great" news the next day. There was more heartening news that day 

for the striking teachers. Department of Education certifiers returned to 

Phoenix and announced that new substitutes must travel to the state capital for 

certification. Negotiators announced that major agreements had occurred on 

six issues and that the district and the teachers were "close" on two others 

(Arizona Daily Star 10/5/78). 

The district and the TEA continued their war of nerves. Lewis com

plained of some "very unfortunate cases of verbal abuse • • • to school teachers 
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and harrassment" by picketers. The district also placed advertisements in 

both the Star and the Citizen at a cost to the district of $1,115 in the form of a 

letter to parents signed by Lewis and four of the five trustees. The TEA con

tinued to counter district statements and claimed that the growing number of 

teachers and students who boycotted the schools each day increased their deter

mination to remain away until victory was achieved (Tucson Citizen 10/5/78). 

Although many may have believed that the walkout would continue into 

the following week, Friday, October 6 was the last day of the strike. The dis

trict claimed that approximately 1,900 teachers (69 percent) and 62 percent of 

the students remained away from classes. The TEA disputed those figures as 

it had questioned district statements for the past four days (Arizona Daily Star 

10/6/78). 

The day before, Judge Marks rejected the emergency certification of 

581 substitutes hired earlier that week, and district officials were reported 

"shaken." In his decision, Marks ordered the district "not hire and • • • not to 

continue to hire any persons who have heretofore been issued a so-called emer

gency substitute certification by the State Board of Education. • • in connection 

with the work stoppage." A district assistant superintendent then announced 

that those ex-substitutes would be considered aides and paid at the rate of 

$3.28 to $3. 57 per hour instead of at $55 per day. Teachers and parents who 

criticized the board's use of the emergency substitutes were satisfied with 

Marks's decision. "It was what we wanted, " said David Lieberthal, a lawyer 

for a group of parents who had protested the district's actions. Bobby Johnson 
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of the TEA took a verbal swipe at the board by commenting, "Apparently 

parents are more concerned about quality education in the classroom than the 

district thought. This decision hurt the district's efforts to have substitutes in 

classes during the remainder of the strike" (Tucson Citizen 10/6/78). 

There were reports on Friday that progress was being made at the 

bargaining table. Twelve non-economic issues were reported settled, although 

the TEA's Jo Cosentino remarked, "Regretfully, no progress has been made on 

economic [items] because of the board's unwillingness to deal with the real 

issues." Raul Grijalva was quoted in the Citizen of predicting a community 

backlash against both the teachers and the district if the strike continued. "If 

we keep up this war of attrition, " he said, "then we're going to lose on both 

ends. The community is going to get fed up and won't stand for it. The way 

we're fighting .•• is sure as hell wearing down the public •••• We have all 

these kids out of school and parents are very, very concerned" (Tucson Citizen 

10/6/78). 

That day, Superintendent Lewis was reported to have hinted that stu

dents out of classes might have a difficult time making up school work missed 

during the strike. He also reportedly felt that many students boycotted classes 

not because they were in sympathy with the teachers but as an excuse to cut 

classes. The Citizen reported what some considered veiled hints against boy

cotting students by the superintendent (Tucson Citizen 10/6/78). 

On Saturday, October 7, mediator William Simkin announced that he 

would present to the board and teacher representatives his own suggestions for 
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a settlement. He expressed hope that his settlement, if accepted by both sides, 

would end the strike. "The object, " he said, "is to have the teachers back in 

the classroom by Monday." Simkin's proposals were reported to include comp

romise on the issues of salaries, fringe benefits, a pay agreement for unused 

sick leave, and class size (Tucson Citizen 10/7/78). 

Tucson Education Association and district spokesmen were not opti

mistic Simkin could end the strike. ''I wouldn't bet money on a settlement for 

Monday. Not the way this board negotiates, " said Chip Tassone. Myron 

Lieberman, speaking for the district, remarked, "On Sunday [October 1] they 

had me initial one item we agreed to. Since then, they haven't asked me to ini

tial anything. But they still go out and say 12 issues are settled" (Arizona Daily 

Star 10/7/78). 

Saturday was also the day that mapy district residents reacted to a 

letter received in the mail the day before. This letter was sent to approximately 

20,000 homes by District One officials at a cost of $20,000. Some of the parents 

charged that the letter contained "veiled threats" aimed at pressuring parents 

to send their children to school during the strike. The letter claimed that 

schools were open and that qualified personnel were in the classroom. It also 

suggested that students come to school and engage in individualized study and 

that problems could arise if the strike lasted much longer (Arizona Daily Star 

10/8/78). 

The TEA claimed that it received 99 phone calls from angry parents 

complaining about the letter. One parent who was active in the district's 
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School-Community Partnership Council said she was "outraged by the innuen-

dos" in the letter. District spokeswoman Cheri Cross said the letter was not 

intended as a threat. Yet, as a result of the letter, ill will was directed at the 

superintendent, who had signed the original letter (Arizona Daily Star 10/9/78). 

On Sunday, October 8, at 8:40 p. m., both sides agreed to a settle

ment of their differences and the first teacher strike in the history of Tucson 

had come to an end. The agreement was based upon proposals written by 

William Simkin. The board accepted Simkin's terms in a 5-0 decision. The 

teachers accepted it overwhelmingly in a stand-up vote that same day. After 

the teachers ratified the agreement at the University of Arizona's Main 

Auditorium, Jo Cosentino received a kiss, a bouquet of roses, and "at least 

six" standing ovations. "Never again, " she said, "will the teachers of the 

Unified School District bow down meekly to the school board. • • • Our voices 

have been heard. Nothing and no one will ever break the TEA" (Arizona Daily 

Star 10/9/78). 

Tucson Education Association president-elect Marion Pickens also 

felt that the TEA emerged stronger than it was before the strike. For the board, 

Helen Hafley said it was "a win or lose situation" and that "the kids lost" the 

most as a result of the strike. ''We all lost a little bit, " added Soleng Tom 

(Tucson Citizen 10/9/78). 

The agreement contained compromises on most of the disputed 

issues. The teachers received a two-year contract with: a 6.4 percent pay 

increase retroactive to the beginning of the 1978-79 school year [the teachers 
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had asked for 6.5 percent, and the board had offered 5.6 percent]; a promise 

of no reprisals by the trustees against the striking teachers; an end to all court 

action by the district against the TEA, the AEA, and the NEA; 12 days of sick 

leave which would include two "personal" days; an uninterrupted 30-minute 

lunch period; authority to exclude disruptive students from class proceedings; 

and an experimental reduction in class size. Still to be resolved at that time 

was a promise by teachers not to strike for the duration of the contract, a 

guarantee that fringe benefits would not be lowered, and the final language of 

the agreement (Arizona Daily Star 10/9/78). 

Also in the agreement was the understanding that certain issues, in

cluding salaries, the school calendar, a pay scale for extra duties, and nego

tiations procedures must be negotiated in the future. Each side was allowed to 

bring to the bargaining table not more than three other issues (Tucson Citizen 

10/10/78). 

Although the TEA claimed victory in the strike, so did district offi

cials. Myron Lieberman cited the two-year agreement with its no-strike 

clause, the section limiting most negotiations to specific issues, the continua

tion of the district policy of non-payment of employee life insurance, and the 

district's payment of $375 for health insurance for its employees. "We 

achieved all our major objectives except on salary, " Lieberman said (Arizona 

Daily Star 10/10/78). 

On October 17, at a formal school board meeting, the trustees offi

cially accepted the agreement. At that meeting, a motion to express the 
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appreciation of the board to Simkin for his part in ending the strike passed 

unanimously. The trustees and the TEA also issued a joint statement at that 

meeting to express their feelings about the strike: 

This agreement marks the culmination of a very difficult period for both 
parties in the controversy, but we have reason to hope that it also marks 
the beginning of a much improved relationship. While all of us might 
wish that the recent events could have been prevented, they did neverthe
less occur, and out of that experience has emerged a consensus which we 
hope will be a turning point in the Bo~rd' s staff relationship in the district. 
We believe the consensus is good for both the district and its faculties. It 
stands as proof that understanding and accord are possible under difficult 
conditions. We hope and anticipate that there will now be close and fruit
ful cooperation between the School Board and the Tucson Education Associa
tion, and we pledge our mutual efforts to the best possible education for 
the young people of the Tucson Unified School District (Tucson District 
One, Minutes of meeting 10/17/78, p. 17325). 

A new controversy arose in late October. On October 24, Myron 

Lieberman requested that he be hired by the board as permanent negotiator for 

the district. His contract would be for a total of 400 to 600 hours per year, at 

a cost to the district of $22,000 per annum. If hired, Lieberman would repre-

sent the district when salary negotiations would begin in March 1979 for the 

1979-80 school year (Tucson Citizen 10/24/78, 11/3/78). 

Even before the strike ended, Lieberman was a controversial figure 

in the district. The TEA leaders and two of the trustees disliked the image he 

projected. The board's conservative majority, however, wanted him to become 

the district's permanent negotiator. 

On October 30, Helen Hafley, at a formal board meeting, proposed to 

table a motion to hire Lieberman. It passed 5-0. On Monday, November 2, 

the board voted 4-1, with Grijalva dissenting, to move the motion to hire 
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Lieberman off of the table and then voted 3-2 to retain him. Laura Almquist 

joined Grijalva in opposition to the hiring of Lieberman (Tucson District One, 

Minutes of meeting 10/30/78, p. 17351; 11/2/78, p. 17357, 17359). 

A major issue in the controversy was whether Lieberman, with many 

TEA members and leaders against him, could heal wounds caused by the strike 

and prevent a recurrence in the future. These wounds were irritated at the 

November 2 meeting when trustee Mitchell Vavich, in support of the motion to 

hire Lieberman, read a prepared statement that claimed the teachers won 

nothing from the strike that they could not have gotten without a walkout. "After 

a five-day strike, " Vavich said, "the TEA settled for what it could have gotten 

prior to and without a strike. It hardly makes sense to assert that the board's 

representative [Lieberman] was responsible for delaying the agreement when 

the mediator's recommendations clearly and overwhelmingly support his 

[Lieberman's] proposals" (Arizona Daily star 11/3/78). Tucson Education 

Association leader Jo Cosentino criticized Vavich's statement as adding contro

versy to a situation that most people wanted solved (Arizona Daily Star 11/3/78). 

The trustees at the November 2 meeting defeated another motion to 

again table plans to negotiate a contract with Lieberman, 3-2, and decided by 

the same margin to begin steps to hire Lieberman as district consultant. 

Lieberman's contract was then drawn up. At another board meeting on 

December 5, the board voted 3-1 to give Lieberman a contract retaining his 

services through June 30, 1979. In that vote, Grijalva voted in dissent and 

Helen Hafley abstained to prove, she said, that she did not exert any undue 
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influence on fellow members Tom and Vavich. Later in that meeting, with the 

motion already carried, Hafley changed her vote from an abstention to a "yea" 

(Tucson District One, Minutes of meeting 11/2/78, p. 17359; 12/5/78, 

p. 17401). 

Some observers felt that the majority of the trustees did not want to 

wait until a new board, elected November 7 with Eva Bacal replacing the retir

ing Helen Hafley, was able to decide the fate of Lieberman's contract. Patricia 

Kelly, leader of an organization called Parents Strike Back for Quality Educa

tion, sought a recall election against Tom and Vavich if Lieberman were offered 

a contract. With Hafley retiring later that month, Kelly saw no need to act 

against her. Lieberman was hired by the board on December 5. The next day, 

Kelly announced plans to begin recall procedures against Tom and Vavich 

(Tucson Citizen 11/7/78, 11/3/78; Arizona Daily Star 11/7/78, 12/6/78). 

Kelly's group was joined by a group of teachers who did not partici

pate in the walkout to protest the hiring of Myron Lieberman. Both groups 

claimed that they were not affiliated with the TEA and announced mutual coop

eration in the recall movement against Tom and Vavich. Kelly also said that if 

the board elected November 7 did not hire Lieberman, the recall movement 

would be discontinued (Tucson Citizen 11/7/r/8). 

The groups, if they were to successfully recall Tom and Vavich, 

would have needed over 14,000 signatures, or 12.5 percent of those who voted 

in the November 7 election to fill the vacancy left when Helen Hafley retired. 

Eva Bacal won that election with 43,870 votes, 5,000 more than her nearest 
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rival. Kelly's group was somewhat embarrassed when a recording that 

answered the group's telephone greeted callers with the phrase, "Teachers 

strike back for quality education, " instead of, "Parents strike back for quality 

education." The answering service that took the messages, Doctors' Central 

Directory, admitted the mistake and changed the recording. But opponents of 

the recall claimed that the original tape was proof that the movement was spon

sored by the TEA (Arizona Daily Star 11/8/78; Tucson Citizen 11/15/78). 

The terms of Lieberman'S contract were announced on December 5, 

1978. Lieberman was to be retained through June 30, 1979. The final vote was 

4-1 with Grijalva dissenting. Lieberman was to receive $18,750 for work 

completed between September 21, 1978 and December 1, 1978, plus $750 per 

month and $65 per hour for approximately 600 hours of work between 

December 1, 1978 and June 30, 1979. The board retained the right to cancel 

Lieberman'S contract anytime up to January 11, 1979. If the contract was can

celled, Lieberman would be paid $75 per hour for any work performed before 

January 1, 1979 and the date of termination (Arizona Daily Star 12/6/78). 

According to the Citizen, public attendance at the board meeting that 

decided to hire Lieberman was poor because the trustees did not release an 

agenda of the meeting until after the meeting had begun. The Citizen also 

claimed that the same method was used for the meeting where the trustees first 

voted to issue Lieberman a two-year contract on November 2 (Tucson Citizen 

12/6/78). 
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The controversy surrotulding Lieberman came to an end on 

January 5, 1979. On that date the board voted to cancel Lieberman's contract 

by a 4-0 -vote in which Vavich abstained and Almquist, Grijalva, Tom, and 

newly-elected trustee Eva Bacal voted in favor of the motion. Patricia Kelly 

annotulced that the recall movement would continue against Tom and Vavich. 

It finally ended in failure, however, in early February due to what was termed 

a lack of interest. Although the strike and its subsequent furor was finally over, 

one other major issue, the conflict between the board and the superintendent, 

remained to be solved (Arizona Daily star 1/6/79, 2/8/79). 



CHAPTER 9 

THE BOARD AGAINST THE SUPERINTENDENT 

TIle Tucson Education Association was highly critical of Wilbur 

Lewis during his tenure as superintendent. Many of his statements and actions 

both before and during the teachers' strike resulted in conflict between Lewis 

and the TEA. Certain events between July 1977 and December 1978 also man

aged to alienate Lewis from both the trustees and from members of his own 

staff. The friction between Lewis and the TEA was a contributing factor to the 

walkout of October 1978. The conflict between the superintendent on the one 

hand, and the trustees and some members of his staff on the other resulted in 

Lewis's departure from the superintendency in December 1978. 

The trustees almost certainly realized the leadership style of their 

new superintendent before he formally assumed the office on July 1, 1977. All 

of the school board members in Parma, Ohio perceived Lewis as a strong, 

forceful leader and used phrases such as "authoritarian" and "autocratic" to 

describe his leadership style, and expressed the belief that Lewis felt comfort

able using power and authority. Also, both Tucson newspapers, the Daily Star 

and the Citizen, carried reports that described him as "strong, unbending," 

and "tough-minded and a climber." Similar articles discussing Lewis's style 

appeared in these newspapers throughout his tenure. Descriptions of Lewis as 
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"power-hungry, " unwilling to work with teachers, and "arbitrary" continued to 

be published throughout his months as superintendent of District One (Graff 

1982; Kovach 1982; Kreuzer 1982; Banks 1982; Tucson Citizen 3/30/77, 

2/7/78; Arizona Daily Star 10/11/78). 

Specific incidents began to occur early in Lewis's administration that 

hinted at the intense conflict between Lewis and the board members. These 

incidents continued to accumulate until the trustees felt that they could no longer 

work with Lewis and bought up his contract in December of 1979. 

An early controversy involving Superintendent Lewis and the board 

centered around the payment of tuition fees to District One by parents of 72 

foreign students attending district schools. In September of 1977, it was 

reported that many children of University of Arizona teachers and students from 

foreign nations were attending public schools in District One without paying tui

tion costs of $1,413 for elementary school pupils and $1,919 for junior high and 

high school students. The superintendent was in favor of having these parents 

pay the tuition costs. Lewis felt that since foreign students not associated with 

the university had to pay tuition, these parents should also. He said, however, 

that he would look for other options before arriving at a final decision (Arizona 

Daily Star 9/3/77, 9/16/77). 

On September 12, 1977, Arizona Superior Court Judge Gilbert Velez 

ruled that children of foreign students and teachers did not have to pay tuition 

because the payment of money to the district would violate a treaty between the 
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United states and Israel. These treaties, Judge Velez pointed out, according 

to the United states Constitution, are equal to federal statutes which no state 

law may contradict (Arizona Daily star 9/13/77, 9/9/77). 

Lewis announced on September 15 that foreign students would be per

mitted to remain in school without paying tuition while the district appealed the 

decision. He also stated that although he did not want "these kids or their 

families to shoulder some burden just because of principle, " he was legally 

restrained from admitting them before Judge Velez's decision (Arizona Daily 

Star 9/16/77). 

This temporary reprieve was overturned in early January 1978 by 

Arizona Superior Court Judge James C. Carruth. Carruth denied a pre-

liminary injunction to waive the fee and ruled that non-resident foreign students 

may be barred from District One schools unless they paid tuition. Lewis's 

reaction to Carruth's decision was unenthusiastic. "I am concerned about 

putting an undue burden on unsuspecting people, " he remarked. "I am not 

enthusiastic about trying to go back and collect the tuition. This is not a popu

lar issue" (Tucson Citizen 1/4/78; Arizona Daily Star 1/7/78). A new prob

lem created by Judge Carruth's decision concerned the collection of past tuition 

owed by these students for the period September 1977 through January 1978. 

Lewis announced on January 6, 1978 that he would not attempt to collect tuition 

or bar the children from school until lawyers for the pupils filed an appeal to 

Carruth's ruling (Arizona Daily Star 1/7/78). 
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This decision caused a major conflict between Lewis and the trustees. 

In February 1978, the Tucson Citizen reported that Lewis had barely avoided a 

public rebuke by the board in relation to his decision to postpone the collection 

of the tuition fees. An unnamed board member claimed that Lewis had made 

this decision without first consulting with the trustees and discovering what 

their positions on this issue were. "That was his position, not ours, " this un-

named trustee said. "He had no rig.ltt to make such a statement. He was just 

wrong" (.Tucson Citizen 2/7/78). 

Although the district's tuition law was eventually changed, allowing 

the children of univerSity-affiliated foreigners to attend district schools tuition-

free, Lewis later claimed that his decisions were based upon then-current dis-

trict regulations and the laws of the state of Arizona. Lewis also claimed that 

the board members wanted the tuition collected because they feared a class 

action suit making the trustees liable for tuition monies not collected. Lewis 

recalled: 

The board's position was that if they allowed those students to come in 
tuition-free, then another taxpayer could enter a taxpayer suit and the 
board members would be individually liable for the tuition that they failed 
to collect which is their responsibility to collect. • • They held that 
position to the end. • • • They've changed the law since then (Lewis 
1981). 

The superintendent's interpretation of the issue, then, was that he 

was carrying out board policy and state law to the best of his ability. To at 

least some of the trustees, however, Lewis's actions were an example of the 

superintendent not simply executing policy, but actually making policy decisions 

which the board considered one of its powers and responsibilities. 
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The first serious criticisms of the superintendent began to appear 

before the public in November 1977, five months after he succeeded Thomas 

Lee. The Arizona Daily Star reported complaints that Lewis kept a very tight 

schedule and was difficult to contact. "Those who could walk in and out of 

[Dr. Thomas] Lee's office at will aren't able to visit its new occupant so 

easily, " said the star (11/21/77). One story in this regard that circulated in 

district circles concerned Lewis and trustee Helen Hafley. Soon after Lewis 

assumed the superintendency, Hafley supposedly went to Lewis's office to see 

him and his secretary told her that she would have to wait two weeks for an 

appointment. This, apparently, made Hafley extremely upset. Soleng Tom, 

when told of the incident, was reported to have said that he would fire an 

employee of his who refused to see him. Lewis had said that he was unaware 

of the incident at the time but that it probably occurred because, he explained, 

his secretary was new. "I had a secretary ••• who had been a [board] secre

tary," Lewis said. "Nobody had really told me that she really hadn't been a 

superintendent's secretary •••• She didn't lmow any better" (Lewis 1981). 

Lewis claimed that from the beginning of his tenure, he treated all 

five of the trustees equally, including Raul Grijalva. This, according to Lewis, 

was a change from the Lee years and one that the conservative majority did not 

appreciate. "They didn't like it, " Lewis recalled later. "They expected me to 

continue depriving Grijalva of certain things." This, Lewis felt, increased the 

resentment of the conservative majority against him (Lewis 1981). 
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Raul Grijalva also noticed the change in attitude toward him. "I'd 

be lying if I said I wasn't pleased with the man, " he remarked at the time. 

"He treats every board member on an equal status" (Arizona Daily star 

11/21/77). After Lewis left the district's employ, Grijalva remembered that 

while Lewis was superintendent, "All of a sudden I was part of the [school 

board]; I was the fifth vote and that's all I ever wanted to be, to be considered 

as a vote on that board, regardless of how I stack[ed] up" (Grijalva 1981). 

Lewis, he said, attempted to treat him with a respect he had not experienced 

with Thomas Lee. This, Grijalva felt, caused resentment on the part of other 

trustees. Grijalva perceived that in the deteriorating relationships between 

Lewis and the board majority, "I'm absolutely certain [that] it was part of the 

problem" (Grijalva 1981). 

Other reports in the press in 1977 and early 1978 implied that certain 

trustees were unhappy with Lewis's performance as superintendent. In October, 

the board tabled a proposal by Lewis whereby the superintendent would take over 

from the board the authority to grant leaves of absence within the district. 

The problem, according to Lewis, was that many district teachers 

were requesting leaves of absence to go to out of state workshops where a 

school district had adopted a book or a program the District One employee had 

authored. This, Lewis said, was costing the district money, since both the 

employee and his substitute received payment for the days the teacher was out 

of state. Lewis informed the board of this situation and the trustees agreed at 

a January 13 study session that the leave of absence policy should be revised. 
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A t a formal board meeting in which Lewis was not present, however, the 

trustees decided to table the suggestion because, according to Lewis, "Mitchell 

Vavich was contacted by some teachers or some employees who were going to 

be affected by it adversely" (Lewis 1981). The policy was not changed while 

Lewis was superintendent. 

Gerald Merrill, a reporter for the Tucson Citizen, quoted a district 

official who perceived the tabling of the motion to revise the leave of absence 

policy as an incident in which the superintendent ''had been badly hurt •••• 

[He] took a bad beating on this one •••• The board was following his recom-

mendations but the board is not following [them] now" (Tucson Citizen 1/21/78). 

This unnamed official also remarked that Lewis was losing both staff and 

faculty support and that the board had agreed to Lewis's revisions of the policy 

until over 1,000 teachers protested against the superintendent's proposal. 

Merrill also quoted an unidentified trustee who said of Lewis's idea, "We 

moved [too quickly] and we shouldn't have .••• Lewis came in with the propo-

sal as a compromise to satisfy all board members, but he only got everyone 

mad at him. And we let the employees think that the proposal was the final 

word when it wasn't" (Tucson Citizen 1/21/78). 

The next incident was of a more serious nature. It highlighted the 

conflict that existed between the superintendent and both the board and certain 

members of the administrative staff, niclmamed the "Old Guard," members 
/ 

who had risen to positions of influence within the district when Thomas Lee was 

superintendent. 
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Dr. T. Frank. SaWlders was a professor at the University of 

Arizona in the Department of Educational Foundations while both Thomas Lee 

and Wilbur Lewis were superintendent. Since 1970, SaWlders was also a con

sultant to District One and by 1978 had earned a reported total of $55,275 for 

his services to the district. SaWlders was also a close adviser to and friend of 

Florence Reynolds, an assistant superintendent in District One and highly 

regarded by a majority of the school board trustees. Among other dUties, 

SaWlders helped to develop curriculum procedures in the district, contributed 

in the formation of other educational programs, composed job descriptions, 

and organized the controversial district workshop in JWle of 1975 to which dis

sident trustees Leba Wine and Raul Grijalva so strongly objected (Tucson 

Citizen 2/4/78; Grijalva 1981; Lewis 1981). 

In early February of 1978, Lewis annoWlced that he was reviewing 

the cost to the district of advisers and consultants with the possibility of not 

using the services of a number of them, including SaWlders. The Tucson 

Citizen described SaWlders as "a vestige of Thomas Lee's administration" and 

viewed Lewis's decision to review his worth to the district as a way of Wlder

mining the authority of the Old Guard in general and of Florence Reynolds in 

particular. ''What's the reason he's doing this?" a source close to the board 

asked rhetorically. "It certainly looks like a power play to get someone and 

it's probably Florence •.•• We know something is going on, but we don't know 

what it really is. He has not informed the board what he's doing or why" 

(Tucson Citizen 2/4/78). 
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Three days later, on February 7, the Citizen announced that the 

trustees were holding a private meeting with Dr. Lewis to determine whether 

he was deliberately attempting to undermine the influence of the trustees by 

discrediting "a long-time district consultant" and others who were advisers to 

Thomas Lee. The article also reported that a second meeting would be held 

two weeks later to voice concern with the way Lewis was handling his responsi

bilities as superintendent of the district. "Lewis is in serious trouble, " an un

named trustee was quoted as saying. "He better hope Judge Frey rules soon [on 

District One's desegregation plan], because the board will not want to be looking 

for a new superintendent during desegregation. If it wasn't for the dispute with 

the teachers and desegregation, Lewis would be in even bigger trouble" (Tucson 

Citizen 2/7/78). Another board member commented, "We hope to work this 

thing out, but if Lewis doesn't change his ways, we can buy him a ticket and 

send him on the next train out of town" (Tucson Citizen 2/7/78). 

Four years after the Saunders incident, opinions concerning its 

effect upon Lewis's tenure as superintendent differed. Lewis believed that he 

did not alienate the board members or his administrative staff by his decision 

to discontinue using Saunders as a consultant. He felt that he had never re

ceived support from Florence Reynolds and the so-called Old Guard who saw 

their influence in district affairs decrease as Lewis's leadership role became 

stronger. Lewis's perception of the situation was that many of the building 

principals continued to support him and that "I think that I had extremely good 

rapport with ••. the rest of my administrative staff" (Lewis 1981). 
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The members of the Board of Education differed as to the effect of 

the Saunders controversy upon Lewis. Mitchell Vavich felt that Lewis had the 

right to relieve Saunders of his duties because Saunders was not a permanent 

employee of the district and that, "If a superintendent doesn't want a particular 

consultant, chances are the board isn't going to insist on it" and that "the board 

wasn't insistent" on keeping him (Vavich 1981). Soleng Tom and Helen Hafley, 

on the other hand, recalled that they felt resentment because Lewis had acted 

without first consulting with the board. Tom felt that Lewis's actions eroded 

morale within the administration and in the community. Hafley saw Lewis's 

decision concerning Saunders as creating "another area of disagreement" be-

tween Lewis and the board and as a power play by the superintendent to increase 

his leadership role at the expense of the trustees and those of the administrative 

staff who had served under Lee (Tom 1981; Hafley 1981). 

Trustees Laura Almquist and Raul Grijalva felt that Lewis's actions 

against Saunders had more of an effect upon his future in the district than did 

the members of the conservative majority. Almquist called the Saunders affair 

"probably the beginning of the end for Dr. Lewis" (Almquist 1981). Grijalva 

called Saunders "one of those skeletons [in the closet] that the board majority 

[had] that ••• rattle[d]," and felt that Lewis was correct in refusing to use his 

services: 

I think reflecting on the effect of the incident upon Lewis that [the inci
dent] precipitated a lot of hassle and that's when the Palace Guard began 
to get on him and the Palace Guard was represented by all the people 
that Dr. Saunders had helped become administrators •••• There was 
probably more support for Saunders [when he left] than there was for 



Lewis. And the Palace Guard turned on him. And once you have [that 
happen], you're in trouble (Grijalva 1981). 
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Between February 1978 and the beginning of the 1978-79 academic 

year in August, numerous articles in Tucson's two major newspapers attested 

to what many interpreted as the steadily worsening relationship between Lewis 

and the trustees. These articles prompted certain influential segments of the 

community to respond to the "feud" between the board members and the 

superintendent. 

The Saunders controversy was only one of many occurrences that 

reflected the friction between Lewis and the Board of Education. One board 

member, who preferred to remain anonymous, told the Citizen: 

His [Lewis's] first year should have been a smooth one. He had every
thing to gain and nothing to lose when he arrived. But things haven't 
worked out that way •••• We're surprised, frankly. At first we thought 
he was just making some mistakes because he was new. • • but he keeps 
making them and we think this may be his real style. We thought we 
knew what the man was like when we hired him, but we just don't under
stand some of the things he's doing. It may be that we made a mistake 
and [if] we did, [we're] going to have to face up to it (Tucson Citizen 
7/6/78). 

The same Citizen article of February 7 that reviewed the school 

board's and administrative staff's reactions to the tuition and Saunders episodes 

also mentioned other conflicts with the board and the angry reactions by the 

trustees to them. One source quoted by the Citizen remarked that the trustees 

would not support any of Lewis's proposed policy changes until he involved the 

board members in the decision-making process. other remarks hinted at a 

power struggle behind the scenes between Lewis and the board. At least one 
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trustee expressed the fear that Lewis wanted the board to be reduced to a 

rubber stamp for his proposals. "His problem, " one trustee was quoted as 

saying, "is that he wants all the power. He's allowing his ego to get in the way 
~ 

of things. But the board is not going to sit by and just allow that to happen. I 

don't care how big his ego is • • . but when he starts doing things for his own 

glory ••• then it's time we put a stop to it" (Tucson Citizen 2/7/78). 

In exploring the board's alternatives in the escalating crisis with 

Lewis, the Citizen mentioned: allowing the superintendent to exercise all of 

the power he deSires; firing him; purchasing the remainder of his contract and 

keeping him in office for the next three years and somehow "putting him on the 

shelf" so that he could not influence district policy at all. "We hope to clear 

the air, " said a board member, "but he's going to have to change or the board 

will do anything in its power to deal with the problem" (Tucson Citizen 2/7/78). 

The next day, the Arizona Daily star reported that all five board 

members denied making the remarks quoted in the Citizen. Mitchell Vavich 

felt that the quotes were worth little since the article did not say who made 

them. Laura Almquist and Raul Grijalva stated their belief that Lewis was 

doing an acceptable job up to that time, and Grijalva also felt that Lewis should 

be given more of a chance since he was the ''new kid on the block ••• [and be-

cause] he's still having to work with the legacy of the past administration. " 

The other trustees said that the superintendent's job was not in danger. Lewis 

remarked that the board had not indicated to him that they were unhappy with 
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his leadership style and denied that a power struggle existed between the board 

and himself (Arizona Daily star 2/8/78). 

The day after that article came out, three trustees confirmed that 

they were planning to hold a special meeting with Lewis to discuss "issues and 

problems" and to "clear the air" because of the report in the Citizen the day 

before. "There must be a problem, " Sol eng Tom said, ''because the [criticism] 

is on. We will have to talk to him [and] try to work this out." Grijalva and 
• 

Hafley also admitted that the meeting would occur. "To think that we're just 

going to ignore this is ridiculous, " Hafley said. "We will discuss the [Citizen] 

article that concerned [us]" (Tucson Citizen 2/8/78). 

The controversial newspaper reports of February 7 and 8, 1978, 

prompted an editorial response from local independent television station KZA Z. 

The editorial was broadcast at 9:30 p. m. on February 8 and called the trustees' 

criticism of Lewis "shocking and uncalled for at this stage of Dr. Lewis's 

tenure" ("Editorial" 2/8/78). The editorial went on to defend Lewis and criti-

cize the board majority as "having gone power mad." The editorial continued, 

"[The board] erred badly in passing over Raul Grijalva as president of the 

board. He was elected by the people ••• just as they were •••• Now they're 

grumbling about Dr. Lewis not toeing the line to them. Maybe the board 

members should start towing the line to good professional education in District 

One and not to their own power-hungry egos. Let Dr. Lewis do his job" 

("Editorial" 2/8/78). 
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After the board's meeting with Dr. Lewis, a controversy arose as 

to exactly what had been discussed and decided at the meeting. Lewis and four 

of the trustees said that all issues had been discussed and resolved. Lewis 

denied that anything other than the "usual" topics were brought up at the meet

ing and added, "I guess you can say that everything is resolved if there needed 

to be anything resolved" (Arizona Daily Star 2/9/78; Tucson Citizen 2/9/78). 

Sol eng Tom said, "Mutual concerns were discussed" and that, "we resolved 

both sides. We satisfied everything." Upon hearing of Tom's statement, Raul 

Grijalva issued one of his own in which he disagreed with the board president. 

"I disassociate myself with [sic] that statement, "he said. "The relationship with 

Lewis is not resolved." Grijalva also said that the superintendent was "really 

uptight" at the meeting and felt that Lewis had to defend himself "on every 

count." He also said that there was little concern among the trustees until the 

first article appeared in the Citizen (TUcson Citizen 2/9/78; Arizona Daily Star 

2/9/78). 

These conflicting statements and the deeper issues behind them 

prompted an angry letter from "a concerned group of businessmen" from the 

Tucson area that included lawyer Russell Russo, James Click, the president 

of Jim Click Ford, the regional manager of Western Savings and Loan Associa

tion, and the presidents of Alphagraphics of TUcson, Inc., Babcock Insurance 

Corporation, and Billings Lighting Supply Company, Inc. Dated February 16, 

1978, it was addressed to board chairman Soleng Tom, with copies sent to the 

other four trustees. The letter defended Lewis's actions in past controversies, 
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including the one involving Saunders, whom they called "overused" by the dis-

trict. The letter expressed displeasure with the "unfortunate reports in the 

Citizen that the board was unhappy with Lewis's performance as superintendent" 

and admonished the trustees to "put aside errors in judgment and petty differ

ences" and allow Lewis to run the district without hinderance from the board 

members. The letter continued, "We suggest that you assume the responsi

bility for which you have been elected and support the man you have selected to 

aid us in providing the best educational program for our students. " 

Other incidents in the spring and summer of 1978 highlighted the 

conflict between Lewis and the board. A study by the local accounting firm of 

Peat, Marwick, Mitchell and Company was commissioned by the Board of 

Education to investigate ways to more efficiently operate the district. The 

results of the study were made public in late March of 1978. Suggestions in

cluded: better budget planning; the division of the district into four geographic 

wards; streamlining the central administration by consolidating duties; and the 

creation of teacher task forces to study specific issues relating to education. 

The Peat, Marwick, Mitchell and Company study was criticized by 

some of the board members, especially Helen Hafley. Lewis, however, 

defended the study in March and seriously considered using several of the 

firm's suggestions in the future. When Lewis attempted to begin the reorgani

zation of the district along the lines of the study in September, the trustees 

blocked his efforts claiming that they did not have enough information on the 

possible effect of the reforms upon the educational programs of the district. 
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The Citizen considered this board rejection a "major setback" for Lewis and 

"further evidence that his stock with the trustees is slipping badly" ('Iilcson 

Citizen 3/29/78). 

A headline in the July 6, 1978 edition of the Citizen read, "Lewis 

feud with board nearing head." The accompanying article stated that four of 

the trustees were angry because Lewis ignored the board's directive to hold a 

meeting with area parents concerning desegregation on July 7, a Friday night. 

Lewis decided to change the date and announced that the meeting would be held 

on Saturday night, July 8 ('Iilcson Citizen 7/6/78). 

The position of the trustees was that they had promised more public 

involvement in district decisions regarding desegregation and a meeting held on 

a Saturday night would attract fewer people and significantly reduce participa

tion by the public. "Purely for public relations purposes, " Raul Grijalva said 

at the time, "that was a wrong selection. It's essentially a non-working day 

and a lot of parents just won't attend the meeting" ('Iilcson Citizen 7/6/78). 

Lewis had been told on June 30 in executive session to schedule the 

meeting for Friday evening. The superintendent apparently decided to change 

the date to Saturday but did not inform the trustees of that decision until 

Monday, July 3. Lewis's position at the time was that the board did not strongly 

insist on the July 7 date and felt that the extra day would give his staff more 

time to gather information. He also said that he felt certain concerned parents 

would attend on a Saturday and that the decision to hold the meeting on July 8 
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was an administrative decision and, therefore, his alone to make. Even 

years later, after Lewis had left the superintendency, he maintained the same 

opinion. In August of 1981 he remarked: 

It's not the board's prerogative to tell the administration to meet with 
parents. • • • It was their council but the [board] attorney ~ the deseg
regation staff and I arrived at the change in this because of the support 
activities that had to be carried out before the meeting could be held 
.•• mailing [letters] to parents and things like that ••• to Helen 
Hafley, this was my leadership style. To me it was just ••• pragma
tism that if you can't properly communicate with people and get all the 
ducks in line, you don't set a meeting up ••• [and] ••• well, the 
meeting went off fine on Saturday (Lewis 1981). 

In the perception of Wilbur Lewis, his decision to change the date of 

the public meeting may have been the practical solution to a problem of infor-

mation and communication with the public. To the trustees, however, Lewis's 

actions were yet another example of his attempt to arrogate to himself as much 

power in the decision-making process as he possibly could. Some saw Lewis's 

acts as part of a pattern of refusing to consult with the trustees or follow their 

instructions. Soleng Tom said that Lewis was "eager to do things without con-

suiting people. He's making decisions on his own" (Tucson Citizen 7/6/78), a 

pattern that Tom said the board would not tolerate, and Helen Hafley remarked 

of the situation that: 

We have been accused for years of being a rubber stam~ board. But 
we were not because the [previous] superintendent spoke with the board 
and never made commitments without the approval of the board. But 
commitments are being made [by Lewis] and the board is expected to 
be a rubber stamp, and because we're not going along, it's upsetting 
him. • • • There has to be confidence that the wishes and policies of 
the board will be carried out (Tucson Citizen 7/6/78). 
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Raul Grijalva saw the relationship between Lewis and the trustees as 

"more strained than ever" by July of 1978. The irritation of the trustees over 

Lewis's decision to change the date of the desegregation meeting was increased , 

and resentment against Lewis and his style of leadership continued to grow 

(Arizona Daily Star 7/6/78; Tucson Citizen 7/6/78). 

The month of August was one in which relations between Lewis and 

the trustees deteriorated even further. Lewis had withheld from the board 

members a final report detailing methods that could be used by the district to 

ease public anxiety over changes within the school system that might occur due 

to any future desegregation rulings. Lewis apparently was in possession of the 

report for three weeks after the board first ordered it written in July of 1978, 

even though the trustees had ordered that it be distributed and implemented as 

soon as possible. The delay was considered important in light of recent criti-

cism of the district for its handling of desegregation and for its lack of com-

munication with the parents of the community (Tucson Citizen 8/21/78). 

The writing of this report was originally given to administrative 

assistant Russell Jensen by the trustees. Lewis was on vacation at the time 

and was informed of the board's decision to give Jensen the assignment upon 

his return to Tucson on July 31. Jensen's plan included the immediate crea-

tion of a parents' planning committee and specific proposals to ease COmnltUl-

ity fears and smooth the integration process. Jensen's plan was to be used as 

a supplement to one announced by the superintendent the week before. When 
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Lewis returned to Tucson on July 31, Jensen's report was given to him. The 

parents' committee was not created, however, because the board never re

ceived Jensen's proposal from Lewis (Tucson Citizen 8/21/78). 

"My understanding, " said Soleng Tom when asked about the report, 

"is that they work on it, but we never received [it]. There's no surprise be

cause we don't get information first hand. [Lewis] never wants us to know. " 

Helen Hafley confirmed to the press that the board never received a copy of the 

report. "It was the intent of the board, " Hafley said, "to have it done imme

diately," but Lewis had said that it needed more work (Tucson Citizen 8/21/78). 

The board apparently was concerned from the outset that they would 

not get the information on time. An executive session was held on July 24, 1978, 

and was attended by Helen Hafley, Sol eng Tom, Mitchell Vavich, and Laura 

Almquist, assistant superintendent Florence Reynolds, the school board secre

tary, and an attorney for the district. When it was suggested that Jensen be 

given the assignment, Reynolds asked, "Is he going to sit down and develop that 

without talking with the rest of us?" to which Hafley replied, "He wouldn't. 

[1] certainly think not" (Tucson District One, meeting of 7/24/78). 

The board's concern for receiving the information as quickly as 

possible was apparently well founded. The board's copies of Jensen's plan 

arrived three weeks late. Resentment on the part of the trustees against 

Wilbur Lewis subsequently increased. 

Yet another episode that underscored the power struggle between 

Wilbur Lewis and the Board of Education was the proposed creation of a 
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grievance plan for teachers and other district employees. This plan, written 

by the trustees, would have allowed teachers to bypass the superintendent and 

take their complaints directly to the board. Before the plan could be made 

public, however, the grievance procedure was, in the words of the Tucson 

Citizen's (8/29/78) report on the proposed procedure, "substantially altered" 

by a committee created by Lewis. 

In the spring of 1978 during intense contract negotiations, the trus

tees had promised the teachers a grievance policy where the employees could 

go directly to the board with issues not solved at a lower level. Under the 

board's policy, this would be done as a part of the procedure. A committee to 

draw up such a policy was created by the board. Lewis, however, requested 

certain changes in the policy that would have involved him in the grievance pro

cedure and the committee complied with Lewis's recommendations. The com

mittee then voted to approve the new policy and gave the trustees copies of the 

document by noon on August 24. As of August 29, however, the trustees re

portedly had not received their copies. Board members, in speaking publicly 

about the policy, said that they lmew Lewis had seen it first, but expressed the 

opinion that no major revisions in the board's original intent in drawing up the 

policy had been made. A copy of the policy obtained by the Tucson Citizen, 

however, showed that major changes had been written into the document. The 

biggest revisions were: (1) Lewis and not the trustees would have a large role 

in settling grievances between the district and its employees; and (2) to sit 

upon a committee and participate in the problem-solving procedure, a person 
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must belong to a group or organization recognized by the district. This provi

s;,on would have restricted a large number of people from sitting on problem

solving committees. The Citizen (8/29/78) predicted, quote accurately as it 

turned out, that both the board and the TEA would reject the revised grievance 

plan. 

The original plan, as envisioned by the board, did not directly 

involve Lewis, although it did provide for the superintendent to be kept informed. 

The trustees also wanted all employees to have direct access to the board for a 

prompt resolution of problems. The board members were upset by Lewis's 

revisions in the policy. Laura Almquist, who proposed the original plan in a 

May 24 study session, said the original intent of the policy should not have been 

changed by Lewis "unless it's agreed upon by all of us involved, " meaning the 

other trustees. In explaining why the changes were made, a member of the 

committee who wrote the final plan said, "Lewis put us in an awkward position. 

We were in a real bind. We lmew we had to deal with things he wanted, but we 

lmew what the board told us to do. The position of the superintendent is enor

mous. You don't buck the superintendent when he comes in and says there must 

be changes because it's called for in my contract" (Tucson Citizen 8/21/78). 

In a later interview, Lewis expressed the opinion that the board pur

posely attempted to reduce his influence by creating a grievance committee that 

would be peopled by anti-Lewis personnel such as Florence Reynolds and Ruby 

Matejka. Thus, he felt he had to revise the plan to protect his own power and 

influence. "I think [some of the administrators and trustees] saw it as a 
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chance to • •. get around not only me [but] everybody on the administration 

from the principal right on through" (Lewis 1981). 

Helen Hafley interpreted Lewis's changes in the policy in a different 

way. To her, this incident demonstrated that the superintendent was unwilling 

to abide by school board policy and that Lewis wanted as much power as pos-

sible to emanate from himself: 

He wanted to be the one to say no. We felt that was the place of the 
board. This instrument was devised for that very purpose and had 
it gone through I think there would have been a great deal of calming 
of nerves because it would have given them an avenue; they had the 
input ••• directly to the board, not through the superintendent. 
• • • I think [Lewis's revisions] was probably one of the things that 
toppled [the policy] •••• Everywhere we had that it came through 
him, we took it out publicly. • • • So then he told them to go back 
[and include him in the process] •••• They [the members of the 
committee who drew up the policy] said the board didn't [tell them to 
do this]. He said, "I don't give a damn what the board said." You 
can't work this way (Hafley 1981). 

During the first week of October, when the teachers walked out, 

Lewis and the board worked closely together. The areas of conflict between 

them were temporarily put aside as both the superintendent and the trustees 

worked together to end the teacher strike. After the strike ended, these same 

differences once again arose. This time, however, the issues were finally 

resolved when the board decided to purchase the remainder of Wilbur Lewis's 

contract. 

One of the problems that appeared in October involved an attempt by 

Lewis to increase the salary of three administrators. This incident was yet 

another example of the board-superintendent conflict over who had the authority 

to make the final decision concerning administrative policies. In July 1978, 
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Lewis attempted to increase the salary of three members of his administrative 

staff. In one case, the trustees had specifically directed the superintendent 

not to give a raise in pay. The board also apparently had no knowledge of the 

increase for the other two administrators and Lewis's decision caught them by 

surprise. The superintendent claimed that the increases would originate from 

a certified employee fund paid for by Pima County rather than from the classi

fied fund financed by the school district and would therefore save the district 

approximately $6,000. At the same time these three administrators, Russell N. 

Jensen, Samuel L. Polito, and Clyde Phillips received increases, a fourth ad

ministrator, Carl E. Lopez, had his official title changed and his salary was 

lowered by $245 per year. The trustees, angry at Lewis for what it felt was 

another example of the superintendent's attempt to increase his power at the 

expense of the board, rejected Lewis's recommendations to raise the salaries 

of the administrators involved (Tucson Citizen 10/25/78). 

Reports that board dissatisfaction with the superintendent would 

result in Lewis being fired began to appear in the afternoon newspaper, the 

Tucson Citizen, on October 25, and in the morning Arizona Daily Star the next 

day. One new accusation was that the superintendent did not file required docu

ments or Sign forms for travel out of the district beginning on July 17, July 24, 

August 18, August 24, and two other dates in 1978. Lewis's decisions to change 

the grievance policy, withhold communications from the board, including a 

letter from Jo Cosentino of the TEA, and the desegregation plan were also 

criticized. The board was reported also to be upset with Lewis for taking a 
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vacation in July 1978, leaving his staff and the trustees alone to complete 

details for a desegregation plan in an out-of-court settlement and for leaving 

the district on another trip two days after the teachers' strike ended, even 

though more work was needed to complete the settlement package as well as to 

finish a backlog of other district work delayed by the walkout (Tucson Citizen 

10/25/78; Arizona Daily Star 10/26/78). 

The board was also reported to be frustrated over its constant state 

of remaining unaware of what Lewis was doing until the decision had been im

plemented, and of Lewis's staff being given no authority by the superintendent 

to make decisions in his absence. This, according to the Citizen (10/25/78), 

created bottlenecks in the decision-making process. The board wanted, and 

was struggling with Lewis to get "a direct line of authority" on these issues. 

The last three months of Lewis's term as superintendent of District 

One were fraught with complicated incidents including serious illnesses, 

missed meetings, and controversial excursions out of state at sensitive times. 

All of these events involved Wilbur Lewis. 

In mid-October of 1978, Lewis denied that the board was seriously 

considering asking him to leave the district. Rumors were circulating at the 

time that it was Lewis's handling of the teacher strike that had put his job in 

jeopardy, because Lewis himself was an issue in the walkout (Arizona Daily 

Star 10/11/78). 

On October 25, the Tucson Citizen ran the headline, ''Wilbur Lewis 

out as school chiee' on its front page. The paper said that Lewis would soon 
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be asked to resign. If he refused, the Citizen continued, he would be "placed 

on indefinite leave by the board." Action on Lewis was expected "within a few 

days." The report went on to say that the board would meet privately with 

Lewis, then replace him with Florence Reynolds as acting superintendent, ac

cording to a "reliable source. " 

A majority of the trustees, and possibly all five, had apparently 

agreed to ask Lewis to resign because of what the Citizen described as two 

weeks of "erratic behavior" that "left the board baffled and angry." Lewis had 

also not attended a closed-door meeting with the trustees on October 24. 

Lewis's absence from this meeting greatly incensed the board members. "He 

did not show, " said an Ulll1amed district official. "There was no explanation, 

no word, no nothing. It's incredible" (Tucson Citizen 10/25/78). 

Lewis was reported to have entered St. Joseph's Hospital in Tucson 

either on October 24 or early October 25. At first no one in District One was 

certain what Lewis's complaint entailed and some may have believed Lewis 

was using his illness as an excuse to miss board meetings that might be called 

in order to fire him. Adding to the confusion was the fact that two hospital 

spokesmen contacted by the Citizen denied that a patient named Wilbur Lewis 

was admitted to St. Joseph's Hospital (Tucson Citizen 10/27/78; Almquist 1981; 

Tom 1981; Hafley 1981; Lewis 1981). 

The newspaper also reported that board chairman Soleng Tom called 

an executive session of the board to discuss its problems with Lewis. The 

trustees, Tom was reported to have said, unanimously decided that the 
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superintendent would be asked to step down. "The board is unanimous on the 

question, " Tom said. "For the first time, all five board members agree on 

this thing. He is no good to the district anymore" (Tucson Citizen 10/25/78). 

Among the reasons of the trustees for asking Lewis to resign, the 

Citizen listed: (1) Lewis's violation of board directives; (2) the superinten

dent's absence from the district during periods of crisis; (3) violations by 

Lewis of district policy requiring written forms when planning to leave the dis

trict; (4) the attempt to increase the salaries of three district administrators 

over the 5.6 percent agreed-upon maximum increase despite board orders to 

the contrary; (5) failure to communicate with the trustees and present them 

with requested written letters and reports; and (6) the trustees' conclusion that 

Lewis had lost board and staff support and therefore ''no longer can effectively 

administer the district." Noticeably absent from the list of reasons was any 

reference to actions by Lewis taken in response to the strike (Tucson Citizen 

10/25/78). 

Another controversy that arose in late October was in reference to 

a trip to Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, that Lewis had taken while claiming that his 

illness prevented him from attending meetings or seeing to district affairs. 

Lewis reportedly had been on sick leave since October 11. At that time he 

wrote a letter to the board explaining that his doctor had advised him to remain 

away from the pressures of his office. He flew to Pittsburgh later that same 

month to attend a meeting of the National Council on Large City Schools. He 

left Tucson on Tuesday, October 17, although, the Citizen claimed, he was 
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originally scheduled to depart on Wednesday, October 18. He left the day 

before, the Citizen reported, after he was informed that the board desired to 

meet with him on Tuesday, presumably to discuss his relationship to the 

trustees. The board did not know Lewis's whereabouts and attempted to contact 

him on Tuesday from the board meeting room at district headquarters. The 

next day, Lewis was registered at the Pittsburgh Hilton in Pennsylvania, where 

the conference was being held. On Monday, October 23, Lewis returned to 

Tucson, and, according to his lawyer, John Even, was admitted to the hospital 

suffering from a heart attack (Tucson Citizen 10/26/78, 10/27/78). 

Wilbur Lewis maintained that at the time he went to Pittsburgh, the 

board had approved the trip and that he traveled to the conference under orders 

of his physician. Lewis said that his doctor had discovered irregular heart

beats, and, according to a statement Lewis made later, "He [Lewis's doctor] 

encouraged me to get out of town and away from the job. Those [were] his 

exact words" (Lewis 1981). 

Lewis also denied that the trustees had requested his presence on 

the day he left for Pennsylvania and that the board had granted him sick leave 

because "! had 60 or 70 days of accumulated sick leave" due. Thus, knowing 

of the conference in Pittsburgh and deciding to follow his physician's orders of 

temporarily removing himself from the demands of his position in the district, 

Lewis decided to attend the conference (Lewis 1981). 

The trustees recall a different version of the incident. According to 

Helen Hafley, Lewis called her to ask permission to attend the conference and 
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Hafley refused, saying that it would be a violation of school board policy. 

Hafley also recalled that Lewis replied that he was going to Pittsburgh whether 

or not he received board permission, and Hafley asked him: 

"Well. • • the board is meeting at noon as you well mow, just the board 
members. Will you please wait until you hear from me?" That was 
about 11 o'clock. We were trying to get him so that he would see what 
he was doing so that he could still stay in the district. But until he would 
recognize what he was doing, we mew there was no hope .••• And I 
said, ''Will you promise me that you won't leave until I call you?" He 
said, "0. K., I promise, " and that was at 11 O'clock. At one O'clock 
I called him and [he wasn't there, he was on the plane] (Hafley 1981). 

Soleng Tom also recalled being surprised that Lewis went to 

Pittsburgh. Tom said that the superintendent had called him to say his doctor 

ordered Lewis to stay at home. When Tom called Lewis at his home to inform 

him of the board meeting and to "give him a little encouragement, " Tom dis-

covered that Lewis was on his way to Pittsburgh (Tom 1981). Mitchell Vavich 

(1981) summarized the incident by concluding, "It was very strange, very 

strange. " 

After the article in the Citizen reported that the board wanted to fire 

Lewis, the trustees, in the Star, denied the story, although they did admit that 

problems with the superintendent existed. That day, October 26, the Star also 

carried the story that Lewis was a patient at st. Joseph's Hospital. His lawyer 

admitted to a Star reporter that Lewis was suffering heart palpitations and 

chest pains but that he probably could resume his duties within two or three 

weeks. The Star complained that the board members were making Lewis a 

scapegoat for the strike, while the Citizen continued to quote a trustee who 
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said Lewis would soon be relieved of his responsibilities (Arizona Daily star 

10/26/78; Tucson Citizen 10/26/78). 

The trustees were apparently unsure that Lewis had heart problems 

and requested on October 27 a formal report from Lewis's doctor. At a closed 

meeting on the night of October 26, the trustees had agreed to postpone any 

action concerning the superintendent until he was well enough to meet with the 

board in person (Tucson Citizen 10/27/78). 

Lewis was released from the hospital on November 4 and was 

reported planning to return to work on Monday, November 13. A second series 

of chest pains, however, forced Lewis to return to the hospital on November 9. 

The superintendent once again returned home on November 13. Since no date 

could be set to hold a meeting between Lewis and the trustees, the board agreed 

to await information from Lewis's physician (Arizona Daily Star 11/7/78, 

11/11/78; Tucson Citizen 11/13/78, 11/29/78). 

On November 29, Lewis requested permission from the trustees to 

attend the conference in Washington, D. C. of the National Advisory Council for 

Educationally Disadvantaged Children to be held between December 7 and 

December 9, 1978. The trustees unanimously refused his request (Arizona 

Daily Star 12/6/78). 

At a public board meeting on December 21, 1978, the trustees unani

mously voted to request the resignation of Wilbur Lewis. Lewis and the board 

had signed an agreement in executive session effective at one minute before 

midnight on December 31. In return, Lewis received the remainder of his 
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annual salary plus the sum of $55,000. The agreement cited "certain ••• and 

substantial differences of opinion as to procedures and policies •.• • [upon how] 

• • • The Unified School District No. 1 should in present and future be opera

ted" (Arizona Daily Star 12/22/78). 

In an unusual display of board unity, all five trustees voted to accept 

Lewis's resignation. Raul Grijalva made the motion and it was seconded by 

Laura Almquist. Lewis, who was in Washington, D. C., did not attend the 

meeting. The vote on Lewis I s resignation was the board I s last official act of 

the year 1978. Lewis was later replaced by Dr. Florence Reynolds, who be

came Acting Superintendent while the trustees began their search for only the 

fourth permanent superintendent for District One since July, 1941 (A rizona 

Daily Star 12/23/78). 



APPENDIX A 

REPRESENTATIVE EDITORIALS OF WILLIAM R. MATHEWS 

IN THE ARIZONA DAILY STAR 

297 



298 

The School Board and the People 

In the controversy which has arisen during the present campaign for 
school trustee there has been a tendency on the part of the incumbent member 
of the board, who is seeking re-election, to imply that actions taken by mem
bers of the school administration staff were not the concern of the board. 

When Dr. Delbert Secrist admits he did not know certain details of 
school transactions involving considerable sums, or that he had accepted the 
decisions of school personnel without further check on such matters, is admit
ting that he failed as a board member. 

The state law, in outlining the duties of school trustees, is very 
definite in placing the responsibility for the management of the schools on the 
school board. It gives the board power to hire a staff from superintendent 
down, but does not, in any way, permit the board to delegate responsibility. 
It can and should delegate authority and duties, but in the end, when mistakes 
in judgment are.made, the mistakes become the responsibility of the board. 

This matter in duty applies in greatest force to the details of con
ducting a proper business administration of school affairs, for in that field the 
board represents the people, to whom the schools belong and for whom they 
are operated. 

When the school affairs are carelessly handled, when the recom
mendations of competent auditors, hired by the board to check and improve 
business methods, are ignored for two years; when work can be allotted with
out proper call for bids and when expensive materials are purchased without 
seeking prices from more than one supplier-such things are the responsibility 
of the school board. They cannot be passed back to an employee, regardless 
of the position that employee may hold. 

This is the real issue in the current election. 

The present board record shows that school district affairs have not 
been brought up to a proper administrative standard. It also shows that such 
careless administration in the past cost the district money and will undoubtedly 
cost more in the future, unless such methods are changed. 

Dr. Secrist has approved careless methods by his failure to insist 
that they be stopped. He has too often accepted, without question, careless 
and wasteful business practices on the part of employees. He has not demanded 
the more careful and proper handling of school property. 
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These are some of the reasons why the star is supporting William 
Frey, who has pledged to work for the changes in business methods which the 
auditors have recommended. 

These are some of the reasons why the Star believes that 
Dr. Secrist should be replaced. 

-October 10, 1953 
Page 12B 
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The October 2 School Election by William R. Mathews 

When any tax-supported institution that provides an indispensable 
public service requires a tax levy of $8. 15 on local property taxes for itself 
out of a total rate of $13.45 for all other public purposes, the situation should 
call for calm and intelligent thinking. 

Such is the problem with Tucson School District No. 1. When these 
increased tax bills reach the taxpayers any day, most of them will get a jolt. 
They will wonder why. They should be told that this matter fits in with the 
school board elections of October 2. 

The Board of Trustees of School District No.1 are responsible for 
this tax rate. They have to approve all expenditures and the policies that pro
duce such expenditures. The official records of the members of the school 
board should be discussed, particularly when they plea that they cannot do any 
better, and insist that nobody else can do better. Then they argue that they 
should be perpetuated in office. 

Such an arrogant attitude lays down a challenge that should be 
accepted rather than evaded. It involves the basic issue in this election, where 
only one of the five members is running. When another good citi.zen rises to 
accept the challenge, he should be given a respectful hearing. That man is 
Dan McKinney, well known for many years as a public-spirited citizen, who 
offers to oppose Jacob Fruchthendler, the incumbent, who is running for 
re-election. 

The Star believes a change should be made, if for no other reason 
than to lodge a community-wide protest at the needlessly extravagant operation 
of our schools. One man, who is determined to reduce obvious extravagance 
and waste, cannot stop it himself. He can let the public mow what is going on, 
and thereby arouse the public. It takes that kind of action to give a jolt to the 
self-satisfied trustees, who now do the ruling. This is just the beginning of a 
public struggle to get a more responsible administration of our schools. As 
is customary, whenever any serious opposition shows itself in a school elec
tion, the masters of the school machine will sound a call to arms to defeat the 
would-be destroyer of our public schools. Our present school administration 
is so weak that any criticism or opposition will ruin the schools! Such an 
implication the school machine would like to have the voters believe. 

As usual, the smear campaign of malicious gossip has already been 
started. Friends of the present members of the school board have already 
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started coming to the star with their uncomplimentary stories, and expressing 
their vervid fear for the future of education in Tucson. As usual they have 
been misinformed. 

For instance they charge Dan McKinney with being a member of the 
John Birch Society. He tells the star he has never been a member of that or
ganization. They say he will "ruin our schools." He pleads that one man 
cannot do that, and, beSides, that he intends to help the schools by demanding 
a better administration of their affairs. They charge he plans to interfere with 
the curriculums of the schools. He says he has no intention of doing that, but 
he would like to see, as an American citizen, increased emphasis on teaching 
the glories of American life and history, as well as the wealmesses. He 
remarks that criticisms of the schools, made by such authorities as Conant 
and Rickover already have started to produce results. 

He does insist that many of the frills should be eliminated so that 
full resources could be concentrated on building classrooms, and, of course, 
that means classrooms for all purposes. This does not call for any decrease 
in the quality of the buildings. It does call for better judgment and better, 
more competent, architects. He has had enough experience to know that archi
tects, when they know they must, can eliminate many frills that have been 
going into our school buildings. 

Mr. McKinney has been charged with receiving the endorsement of 
the Property Owners Protective Association. No candidate can prevent any 
group or newspaper from endorsing him. The POPA and the Star have tangled 
many times, but this time each one sees the situation similarly. The Star 
endorses Mr. McKinney because it believes his services are needed badly on 
the school board. 

He will not be a rubber stamp. One of the fundamentals of demo
cratic procedure is to recognize the value of an opposition. If the star did not 
believe that our school system would benefit from Mr. McKinney being on the 
board, it would oppose him rather than support him. 

However Mr. McKinney's chances of election are slim. That means 
that the school machine will be oiled and fueled. It is a big steamroller, and 
when it gets started it flattens out all opposition, just as it has in the past. 

* * * 
Is there a school machine? 

If so, just how does it work? 
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As one who has been a victim of it numerous times, I am qualified to 
speak about it. One of the classic victories took place back in 1955 when Bill 
Frey dared to oppose it. 

Originally he was proposed by some prominent Republicans. Shortly 
after his announcement, some friends of mine, who are excellent citizens, 
came to me to express their alarm. They said Frey was a Catholic (as though 
that were a crime!) and just a stooge of Ed Herreras, a former city building 
inspector who used to take part in politics, but who has made a success of his 
work as an engineer. They charged he wanted to take over the schools, which 
I knew was pure nonsense. 

I refused to believe that kind of talk. When I inquired of Bill Frey, 
he said he was a Lutheran, and his wife was a Lutheran. But that did not stop 
the charges. I was so disgusted with the conduct of some of my friends, I 
decided to support Bill Frey. Just about that time, some Republicans, who had 
been championing his candidacy, cooled off. One or two of them did business 
with the school board. 

About a week before the election, myoid friend Oliver Drachman 
came in to kid me. I admitted that Frey's chances looked slim. In the course 
of the conversation that followed Oliver explained to me: 

''Why, Bill, we're going to beat you two to one. We have the support 
of the organized teachers, the organized PTA s, the custodians, and all 
administrative officials; we have the support of the organized Jews, the organ
ized Negroes, the organized Masons, and the organized suppliers. Why, Bill, 
we're going to beat you two to one. " 

The election was held; but as I remarked to Oliver after the election, 
he did not beat us two to one. It was three to one. 

No one can tell me that the school folks don't have a machine, and 
that they don't stoop to pretty careless levels in the accusations they make 
against anyone who has the temerity to oppose them. 

Only by a big turnout of voters wanting a change in the school board 
can the machine be beaten. 

-September 19, 1962 
Page 16B 
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A Challenge That Must Be Met by William R. Mathews 

When school superintendent announced Wednesday evening that he 
would "definitely recommend to the school board" a bond election to provide an 
unlmown amount of dollars to provide for three new high schools, two elemen
tary schools, and at least one new junior high school, he did so within 24 hours 
after a school board meeting in which the subject was not mentioned. 

Indeed, the record will show that at that meeting, when School 
Trustee Dan McKinney pleaded with the board to instruct Mr. Morrow to 
reduce the budget enough to include the service charges of a new bond issue 
for a new high school, the other members turned a deaf ear. 

Thursday evening the Tucson Daily Citizen carried a story in which 
Delbert Secrist, president of the board, confirmed Mr. Morrow's post-meeting 
statement, but added the news of a $20,000,000 bond issue. This seems to 
confirm that the other members, except Mr. McKinney, are either rubber 
stamps, or had learned about the program, after being told to keep their mouths 
shut at the official meeting. 

This kind of devious conduct amounts to a challenge to the parents, 
citizens, and taxpaying voters of Tucson School District No. 1. When Presi
dent Secrist wails, "It isn't fair to the kids or the people interested in good 
schools to put it off any longer, " he is shedding crocodile tears. 

Of course it is not fair to the kids, but it is Mr. Morrow and Presi
dent Secrist and his three rubber stamps who are not being fair. They were 
not being fair when they rejected Mr. McKinney's plea that the $25,000,000 
budget be pared the several hundreds of thousands of dollars to take care of 
the bond issue's fixed charges without raising the tax rate. 

If they had done that, and it could have been done without serious 
harm to any needed function, the voters would be glad to go to the polls to build 
one new high school. Now there will probably be a successful opposition to a 
bond issue for even one new school. Since such a proposal was voted down 
once, the chances are even greater that it will be voted down a second time. 

The spectacle of Mr. Morrow and President Secrist having the 
effrontery to propose a bond issue for $20,000,000 in the face of their devious 
public conduct amounts to an expression of contempt for those who plead that 
the superintendent and the board could do a better job of general housekeeping, 
if they wished. 
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They and their confederates are the ones who are being unfair to the 
children. As Mr. McKinney suggested, if they really wanted a new high school, 
they could have it quickly with the support of most taxpaying voters, if they 
would make the necessary reduction in the operating budget to pay its fixed 
charges. 

* * * 
It should be borne in mind that if the $20,000,000 bond issue voted in 

October, the fixed charges on those bonds would begin as they were sold. This 
means that around $5,000,000 of them would be sold by January 1, 1964. There 
would be no budgeted funds available for fixed charges for the six months ending 
July 1, 1964. Probably the interest payment of possibly $80,000 would be taken 
from unbudgeted fUllds;-' . 

But the trick in the $20, 000, 000 sum that has been suggested is that if 
those bonds were voted, there would be funds enough to build three high schools. 
For several years, possibly five, the school board would not have to be 
bothered by its extravagances that now plague them. Should bonds for only one 
new high school be voted, there would be a check rein on the board. 

The challenge has to be met. A new school trustee who will work 
with the quite reasonable attitude of Mr. McKinney should be elected. The 
bonds should be defeated overwhelmingly as an expression of lack of confidence 
in Mr. Morrow, President Secrist, and the three other members of the board 
who side with them. 

-July 14, 1963 
Page 14D 
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Table B1. A Breakdown of the Votes Taken by the Tucson District One 
School Board, 1941-1978. 

Unanimous Decisions Spilt Total Unanimous Decisions Split 
Year Decisions Year Decisions 

/I % II % Votes II _%- H % 
1941 33 '00,00 0 0 33 1960 617 99.96 27 .04 
1942 42 99.98 1 .02 43 1961 574 99.95 31 .05 
1943 42 100.00 0 0 42 1962 572 99.98 13 .02 
1944 33 100.00 0 0 33 1963 562 99.99 8 .01 
194~ 30 100.00· 0 0 30 1964 459 99.97 16 .03 
1946 45 100.00 0 0 45 1965 532 99.98 III .02 
1947 43 100.00 0 0 43 1966 609 99.98 10 .02 
1948 83 100.00 0 0 83 1967 556 99.99 6 .01 
1949 80 100.00 0 0 80 1968 550 99.98 8 .02 
1950 55 100.00 0 0 55 1969 1559 99.99 6 .01 
1951 89 100.00 0 0 89 1970 559 99.99 10 .02 
1952 91 97.00 3 3.00 94 1911 592 99.995 3 .005 
1953 317 93.00 22 7.00 339 1972 579 99.993 4 .007 
1954 353 96.00 13 4.00 366 1973 556 99.992 5 .008 
1955 790 98.80 10 1 20 800 1974 475 99.996 2 004 
1956 704 98.60 10 1.40 714 1975 475 94.00 30 6 00 
1957 578 99.00 7 1.00 585 1976 447 87.00 58 13.00 
1958 524 99.06 20 .04 544 1977 468 95.00 25 5.00 
1959 655 99.98 11 .02 666 1978 428 94.00 24 6.00 

Total 1941-1978 14,756 99.97 394 .03 

Av. II votes/year 388.3 10.4 
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Total 
Votes 

644 
605 
585 
570 
475 
544 
619 
562 
558 
565 
569 
595 
583 
561 
477 
505 
505 
493 
452 

15,150 

398.7 



APPENDIX C 

ARTICLES WRITTEN BY MYRON LIEBERMAN IN 

THE AMERICAN SCHOOL BOARD JOURNAL 

1967 - 1979 

1. "Collective Negotiations: Status and Trends" (Vol. 155, No.4, October 
1967, pp. 7-10). 

2. "How to Play the Comparison Game in Collective Bargaining" (Vol. 162, 
No.5, May 1975, pp. 43-45). 

3. "How to Speed Up the Process of Collective Bargaining With Your 
Teachers" (Vol. 162, No.6, June 1975, pp. 35-37). 

4. "Why Smart School Boards Keep Hands Off Grievance Procedures" (Vol. 
162, No.7, July 1975, pp. 29-31). 

5. "How to Pick Your Bargaining Team and How Much Authority to Give It" 
(Vol. 162, No.8, August 1975, pp. 33-36). 

6. "Lessons in Dealing With Unions" (Vol. 162, No. 11, November 1975, 
pp. 35-38). 

7. "Must You Bargain With Your Teachers?" (Vol. 163, No.9, September 
1976, pp. 19-21). 

8. "How to Monitor the Contract You Bargain" (Vol. 163, No. 10, October 
1976, pp. 27-29). 

9. "How a Mediator Can Help You Bargain" (Vo1. 163, No. 11, November 
1976, pp. 33-35). 

10. "In Bargaining, If Boards and Superintendents Don't Hang Together, 
They'll Hang You-Know-How" (Vol. 164, No.2, February 1977, pp. 35-36). 

11. "Yes, School Boards, There is a Case for Legalizing Teacher Strikes
And Here it Is" (Vol. 164, No.5, May 1977, pp. 26-29). 
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12. "How to Understand the Rhetoric of Collective Bargaining" (Vol. 164, 
No.8, August 1977, pp. 63-64). 

13. "Why Teachers Do Not Need the Rights of Private Sector Employees" 
(Vol. 164, No.9, September 1977, pp. 30-31). 

308 

14. "How to Bargain Effectively" (Vol. 164, No. 10, October 1977, pp. 38-41). 

15. ''When and How to Ratify a Teacher Union Contract" (Vol. 165, No.2, 
February 1978, p. 33). 

16. "How to Plug the Leak From the School Board to the Teacher Union" 
(Vol. 165, No.5, May 1978, pp. 31-32). 

17. ''What to Expect From Your Teacher Union When the Board is Under the 
Financial Ax" (Vol. 165, No.9, September 1978, pp. 39-40). 

18. "Fact-Finding Prolongs Labor Disputes" (Vol. 166, No.8, August 1979, 
pp. 35-49). 



APPENDlXD 

CHRONOLOGY OF EVENTS LEADING TO THE TEACHER STRIKE 

IN TUCSON DISTRICT ONE IN OCTOBER 1978 

April 18, 1970: 

March 30, 1971: 

April 20, 1971: 

March 10, 1973: 

April 24, 1973: 

April 3, 1974: 

May 16, 1974: 

May 22, 1974: 

The TEA hinted at possible action if no accord was 
reached with the Board of Education. There was no 
talk of a strike, although refusal to sign contracts was 
mentioned. 

There was talk of a split between teachers and 
administrators within the Arizona Education Associa
tion. One problem that distressed administrators was 
an increase in teacher militancy. 

TEA president James George blamed the school board 
in Scottsdale for the teacher strike there. 

District One superintendent Dr. Thomas Lee criticized 
the trend among educators toward unionization as being 
divisive. He also criticizp.d the National Education 
Association as "being led down the primrose path of 
unionism. " 

Teachers were extremely unhappy with the school 
board's salary offer. The TEA representative resigned 
from the TEA salary commission and criticized non
binding arbitration. 

The teachers and the school board could not reach an 
agreement on salary for the 1974-75 school year, and 
negotiations went to non-binding arbitration for the 
first time in the history of the district. 

The arbitration committee suggested a compromise 
salary increase of 7.8 percent. 

The school board rejected the committee's recommenda
tion and offered its original 1. 6 percent increase. TEA 
president Ruby Matejka threatened to challenge the 
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board's decision. Most teachers demanded some form 
of protest short of a strike. One possibility that was 
mentioned was a lawsuit against the district. 

May 31, 1974: Superintendent Lee and TEA leaders disagreed over 
whether or not the arbitration committee's decision 
was binding. 

June 2, 1974: A suit against District One was filed by attorney Norval 
Jasper on behalf of the TEA. 

June 5, 1974: Superintendent Lee resigned from the TEA as a result 
of the lawsuit. 

June 18, 1974: Only 700 of 3,000 teachers signed and returned their 
contracts in protest of the board's decision. 

June 27, 1974: The TEA leaders told the teachers to sign and return 
their contracts "under protest." The district revoked 
the telephone privileges of the TEA from the central 
office. 

September 26, 1974: For the first time, the TEA endorsed two candidates in 
the November school board elections. Both candidates 
were critics of the current board. One candidate, Raul 
Grijalva, won a seat on the board. 

November 12, 1975: 

April 1, 1976: 

May 23, 1976: 

June 9, 1977: 

When the Connecticut General Insurance Company in
creased its rates, the district refused to help pay for 
the difference. William Lamson of the TEA called this 
decision a ''breach of contract. " 

Contract negotiations between the TEA and the district 
were again stalemated. Teacher representatives con
tinued to refuse to consider a strike as a form of 
protest. 

The arbitration committee accepted the board's original 
offer of a 6.1 percent salary increase. The teacher 
representatives were disappointed but accepted the 
decision. 

Teachers were upset over the defeat of a bond issue 
that would have meant a salary increase. New talks of 
protest actions occurred, but a strike was still not 
seriously considered. 



October 14, 1977: 

October 22, 1977: 

December 5, 1977: 

December 8, 1977: 

January 11, 1978: 

January 13, 1978: 

January 17, 1978: 

January 19, 1978: 

January 27, 1978: 
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The TEA's 1974 lawsuit against the board was decided 
in the board's favor. The trustees were not bound by 
an arbitrator's decision. 

The TEA threatened action, including the possibility of 
a strike, if there were no salary increase for the 
1977-78 academic year. 

A poll conducted by the TEA of its membership showed 
that 70.2 percent of its members would support a strike 
as a weapon of protest against the school board. The 
TEA also expressed concern over the news that the 
school board had decided to scrap the ten-year-old 
negotiations policy and write a new policy to replace it. 

The TEA accused Lewis of "blackmail" after Lewis 
said he would not support an early retirement bill in 
the state legislature unless the TEA supported Lewis's 
testimony on a revision of the tenure laws. 

The school board formally rescinded the ten-year-old 
negotiations policy. 

An emotional study session was held at Tucson High 
School in which the board was criticized by teachers 
for its suggested negotiations policy to replace the one 
rescinded on January 11. 

Teachers demonstrated outside district headquarters 
in protest to the board's decision concerning the nego
tiations policy. At the meeting, teachers issued 
threats of a possible recall against certain trustees 
and spoke of strike action. 

The board said that any teacher input as to a new nego
tiations policy or suggestions as to new contracts for 
the coming school year would be treated as suggestions 
only and not as formal negotiations. 

The trustees said that teacher representatives could 
talk to the board on contract matters concerning only 
wages and fringe benefits. All other topics were con
sidered non-negotiable. 



February 10, 1978: 

February 15, 1978: 

March 6, 1978: 

March 10, 1978: 

March 18, 1978: 

March 28, 1978: 

April 10, 1978: 

April 18, 1978: 

April 20, 1978: 

April 25, 1978: 

May 31, 1978: 

June 15, 1978: 

August 28, 1978: 
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On a television and radio talk show, Lewis accused the 
TEA of being selfish and putting its interests ahead of 
the students. TEA president Wayne Diehl demanded an 
apology from Lewis. 

By a vote of 4-1, the Board of Education decided to 
accept a negotiations policy unacceptable to the TEA. 

First-round talks between the teachers and the trustees 
fall apart. Arbitration was considered a possibility. 

The TEA seriously considered a recall of four of the 
trustees. 

A TEA -sponsored car caravan was promoted as a pro
test against school board policies. 

Arbitrators were hired, but the board insisted they 
were not bound by the arbitrators' decision. 

TEA members picketed district headquarters with anti
school board signs. 

Helen Hafley made her controversial "take back the 
store" remark. Teachers protested district policy at 
district headquarters for the third time. 

TEA members began their "teacher dollars" program 
to gain attention from the public for their point of view. 

Pro-teacher activism candidate Marion Pickens defeated 
conciliation advocate Jack W. Robinson for president of 
the TEA for the 1978-79 school year. 

The recommendations of the arbitrators for contracts 
were accepted by the TEA. 

The school board refused to increase its original salary 
offer. The TEA's Jo Cosentino declared the board's 
offer of a 5.6 percent increase unacceptable but said 
the teachers would accept 6 percent. 

The TEA formally rejected the board's 5.6 percent 
offer and a vote would be held on October 1, 1978 to 
decide if it would strike in protest to board policies. 
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September 9, 1978: A meeting between TEA and board members fail to 
reconcile differences and a strike vote was again an
nounced for Sunday, October 1. 

September 17, 1978: Teachers engaged in informational picketing at their 
schools before and after teaching hours. They said 
that it would continue for the remainder of September. 

September 18, 1978: The TEA claimed that an informal poll showed that 
82 percent of the TEA membership would strike if no 
progress was achieved before October 1. 

September 22, 1978: The Board of Education hired California negotiator 
Myron Lieberman to represent them in talks with TEA 
leaders. 

September 25, 1978: TEA leaders rejected a request by the trustees to post
pone the October 1 strike vote. 

September 27, 1978: Lieberman's hidden no-strike clause in the district's 
latest proposal is made public. The district announced 
plans to keep the schools operating in case of a strike 
after October 1. It also announced that it would begin 
hiring substitutes at the rate of $55 per day. 

September 28, 1978: A meeting between board and TEA leaders resulted in 
no progress. The board threatened to fire striking 
teachers. 

September 29, 1978: The board agreed to meet with the teacher representa
tives with no pre-conditions of any type. 

September 30, 1978: Negotiations between TEA representatives and board 
negotiators continued for 11 hours with no progress 
reported. 

October 1, 1978: Continuing talks resolved nothing. That evening, the 
TEA voted to strike against the district beginning the 
next day, Monday, October 2, 1978. 
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