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ABSTRACT 
r 

Purpose and Procedures 

The purpose of the study was to ascertain the editorial coverage 

given four Tucson, Arizona, public school districts and The University 

of Arizona on the issues of finance, administration and operation, cur

riculum and related educational issues. Editorials on these issues 

were judged as Favorable, Neutral or Unfavorable. Through examin

ation of microfilm copies of the Star and Citizen, 2023 editorials on 

educational issues were found. There were 400 editorials on financial 

issues, 162 on administration and operation, 52 on curriculum, and 

465 on related educational issues. A total of 944 editorials did not 

apply to the study. 

Summary of Findings 

1. Both newspapers tended to oppose federal aid to public 

schools and support federal aid to higher education. 

2. Both newspapers favored increased state financial support of 

the schools and a program of tax equalization among the school districts 

' * 

of the state. 

x 
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3. The Citizen either supported a bond proposal or assumed a 

neutral position, whereas the Star either supported or opposed bond 

proposals. 

4. Both newspapers tended to be Unfavorable toward the budgets 

of Tucson School District #1 and favorable toward those of Amphitheater. 

5. Both newspapers, but the Star in particular, tended to be Un

favorably toward the administration and operation of Tucson School Dis

trict #1. 

6. There was a limited amount of editorial attention given the 

subject of curriculum and that was devoted to Tucson School District #1, 

7. Editorial coverage of related education issues centered main

ly on Tucson School District #1 and The University of Arizona. 

8. Both newspapers were favorable toward The University of 

Arizona. 

Conclusions 

Some of the major conclusions were: 
* 

1. The Star more than the Citizen was interested in having the 

public schools operate with a minimum of funds from state and local 

sources. 

2. The newspapers' opposition to federal aid to education showed 

a lack of perception of the necessary increasing role of the federal 

government in education. 
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3. Both newspapers were quite favorable toward federal aid to 

and state financial support of The University of Arizona. 

4. Both newspapers favored equalization of the tax rates among 

the school districts of the state. The Starf however, appeared to con

fuse a program of tax equalization and guaranteed minimum educational 

opportunity through state financial support. 

5. School bond proposals were endorsed by the newspapers when 

the actions of the school administration met with press approval. 

Further support was evident when school budgets were reduced so as to 

include service charges on bond issues which would not cause an increase 

in the tax levy. 

6. The newspapers were favorable to school budgets when the 

budgets included only those items essential to classroom instruction and 

the tax rates did not rise sharply. 

7. Opposition toward the administration and operation of Tucson 

School District #1 was based upon what appeared to be a disagreement, 

by the Star in particular, with the actions of the superintendent and 

some members of the school board. 

8. The Star maintained a highly favorable attitude toward the 

administration and operation of The University of Arizona. 
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9. The curriculum of the four Tucson area public school 

districts did not appear to be considered as important as finance and 

administration. 

10. The newspapers devoted editorial attention to a wide variety 

of educational topics, many of which were relatively minor and unim

portant. 

11. The rapid growth and overall size of the school district were 

the prime reasons for Tucson School District #1 receiving the majority 

of editorials, on the four Tucson area public school districts. 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The history of the American Public School is a continuing story 

of a people providing for the education of its children through local 

control and predominantly local support. Thus variations in kind, 

quality and extent of schooling have resulted, in part, to the situational 

factors geographically based and the varying degrees of concern for 

education evidenced within each local community. 

These variations and the direct influence of the citizens of local 

communities on the quality of education were somewhat inevitable. 

Inasmuch as the Constitution of the United States did not make any 

reference to education, under the Tenth Amendment the responsibility 

for education was left to the States. Within each state, therefore, the 

provision for schools would tend to reflect the depth of concern and the 

degree of importance attached to education by its citizens. 

The impact of immediate local interest was further accentuated 

by the extent of localization of the control and support of schools with

in the states. The responsibility for education was delegated to local 

school districts, locally controlled through elective Boards of Educa

tion, supported in a large part through local taxation and generally 
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operated within a framework of policy determined at the state level. 

Thus it has come about that the concerns of the citizens of each school-

community are reflected in all aspects of the school's operation. 

It is significant, however, that the transformation of this nation 

from a simple agricultural society to a complex, highly-industrialized 

society has posed attendant problems. Forces in society have great 

influence upon American Education. As a result of these forces, 

changes have occurred in the public schools. Significant changes in 

school curricula in the past ten years are indicative of this. Addition

ally, apparent disparities in educational opportunity plus the expressed 

need for more extensive educational programs and facilities have 

brought greater emphasis on statewide support of public education and 

a high degree of acceptance of federal funding of educational programs. 

The acceptance of these changes and the modifications in school 

operation and control attendant thereto become subject to scrutiny in 

view of the traditional concept of local control and support. The ex

pressed local concern may have bearing on the extent of change and the 

degree of acceptance and support. With the local organization of the 

public schools remaining relatively constant, an assessment of the' 

expression of the vocal forces within the community is of importance. 

Vital avenues for such expression are the news media. It can be 

assumed that many times they may reflect public opinion and at the, 
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same time have influence on public opinion. The newspapers, as one 

form of news media, may play a significant role both in reflecting and 

in influencing public opinion. 

Some evidence of this is found in the doctoral dissertation by 

Richard C. Krebs* where he indicates that, 

1. The public expression about schools does not always re
flect opinion of the people as a whole but rather of a vocal few 
whose expressions find place in the news media. 

2. The public as a whole tends to accept as fact those items 
of discussion most frequently brought to their attention. 

3. Educators generally do not effectively publicize and 
interpret the work of the schools thus often placing themselves 
in a defensive position as related to public criticism. 

4. Criticism of the schools as related to any particular era 
stimulates reaction among those responsible for conduct of i :iio 
school affairs, but immediate change in the work of the schools 
is negligible. 

The conclusions reached by Krebs would indicate that the public 

tends to accept what is most often expressed; that a newspaper with 

strong opinions on educational issues tends to sway public opinion con-

t 

cerning the public school b. 

The major.means used by newspapers for influencing the public 

are the editorials where their prerogative for expression of opinion is 

1. Richard C. Krebs, "The Impact of Periods of Socio-Economic 
Change on the Curriculum of the Omaha Public High Schools," (un
published Doctoral dissertation, The University of Nebraska Teachers 
College, 1962), p. 168. 
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well established. Editorials on educational issues are particularly 

# intriguing, since they represent the opinions of a few with a possibility 

of influencing the minds of many. The analysis of editorials on educa

tional issues as presented in this study should, therefore, be of great 

interest to those most concerned with public schools. 

Statement of the Problem' 

The specific purpose of the study was to ascertain the editorial 

reaction of the two Tucson metropolitan daily newspapers on selected 

m  
educational issues as related to local public education in the years 1945 

1965 inclusive. A survey and critical analysis was made of the edi

torials that appeared in the Arizona Daily Star and Tucson Daily-

Citizen during these years of population expansion. The attitudes and 

coverage on these issues were analyzed and compared in their relation 

to the four largest public school districts in the Tucson area and the 

University of Arizona. 

Objectives 

The following objectives gave order and direction to the study: 

1. To determine the extent that financial issues were presented 
favorably and unfavorably in the editorials on the Star and 
Citizen. The financial issues were limited to the following: 

a. Federal aid to education 
b. State financial support to schools 
c. State equalization among schools 



d. Local bond issues 
e. Local tax rates and budgets 

2. To determine attitude and coverage on administration and 
operation of the four major public school districts and The 
University of Arizona. 

3. To determine the attitude and coverage given to curriculum 
content in the four major public school districts in terms of, 

a. Progressive education 
b. Curriculum for a varied school population 

4. To determine editorial attention given to other educational 
matters in the four school districts and The University of 
Arizona. 

* 

I  
Justification of the Study " 

The period from 1945 through 1965 was one of significant educa

tional change within the four Tucson public school districts. The in

flux of people to Tucson after World War II placed a strain on the school 

system to keep pace with the swelling enrollments. The impact was 

undoubtedly felt by the taxpayers who were called upon to support the 

growing school systems financially along with meeting the demands of a 

city. Evidence to show the rapid growth of the school district is seen 

in the enrollment figures for two of the four Tucson school .districts 

(See Appendix). 

The elementary school district of the Tucson School District #1 " • 

enrolled 10*633 pupils during the 1944-1945 school year. By the 1954- • 

1955 school year the enrollment had slightly more than doubled, 
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reaching 21,453 pupils. During the 1964-1965 school term, 37,754 

. pupils were enrolled, a figure 356 per cent larger than for the base 

year of 1944-1945. 

The high school district contained 3, 325 students in .1944-1945, 

6, 109 in 1954-1955, and 14, 579 in 1964-1965. It had experienced a 

438 per cent increase in enrollment from 1944-1945. 

The Sunnyside School District had 666 pupils in its elementary 

district in 1944-1945. By 1964-1965 this had increased to 3, 970 pupils, 

a 596 per cent rise from 1J944-1945. 

The high school district (ninth grade only) had 50 students in 

1944-1945. By 1964-1965 the number reached 1, 322 for grades 9-12. 

This represented an increase in 6xcess of 2, 600 per cent. 

Public reaction to the increasing demands brought by this popu

lation upsurge may well have been reflected in the editorials of the two 

major newspapers. It may also be apparent that the editorial stance 

taken by the press was of influence on public opinion. While it was not 

the purpose of this study to assess the degree of influence, the impli

cations which can be drawn from the editorial reactions may be of 

significance both to those responsible for educational programs as well 

as those involved in public information media. 

It should be noted that the initial survey of related research indi

cates that the research on editorial reaction that has been done is quite 

limited and centered mainly on the Northeastern part of the United. 
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States. There is no indication of any critical analysis of newspaper 

editorials in states west of the Mississippi, and there was no analytical 

study of the editorials concerning education that have appeared in the 

Star and Citizen. Therefore, in view of the potential significance of 

the reactions and attitudes toward education as expressed through edi

torials, it appeared important to carry on such a study. It is hoped iua 

that the research would have the following implications: 

1. The research with its findings and conclusions would be an 
historical document of interest since it would be an analy
sis of editorial reaction from 1945-1965--a period which 
saw rapid growth and development in Tucson. 

2. The research could point out direction for better newspaper 
coverage or additional emphasis on educational topics that 
received little coverage. 

3. The research might reflect both consistency and depth of 
editorial writing on the selected issues. 

4. The findings and conclusions of the study might serve as a 
basis for a better program of public information for the 
schools in their relations with the newspapers as well as the 
other forms of news media. The public information aspect 
in itself appeared to offer sufficient evidence to warrant the 
research study. A better informed and interested citizenry 
could result from a sound public information program by the 
schools and through additional efforts of the news media. 

Procedures Used in the Study.' 

The following procedures were used in the study: 

1. All dissertation abstracts published through University 
Microfilms from January, 1940 - December, 1967 inclusive 
that pertained to analysis of newspaper editorials on educa
tion were reviewed. 
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2. Additional related literature was reviewed that indicated 
the pressures of the period as expressed in the press in
cluded at the local, state and national levels. 

3. Direct visual examination was done of the microfilm copies 
of the Tucson Daily Citizen and the Arizona Daily Star from 
January 1, 1945 - December 31, 1965, inclusive. The pri
mary data obtained were in the 2, 023 editorials on educa
tional topics that were read. 

4. The data obtained from examination of the microfilm copies 
were recorded in the following manner: 

a. Name of newspaper 
b. Date published 
c. Page 
d. Title of editorial 
e. Brief summary of editorial content 
f. Educational level 
g. Geographical area 
h. Local school district 
i. Editorial stance 
j. Other significant statements and conclusions 

5. On each card the editorial reaction toward the educational 
issue was noted using one of the following three categories: 

a. Favorable toward the educational issue 
b. Neutral toward the educational issue 
c. Unfavorable toward the educational issue 

6. The data were analyzed to determine the following: 

a. Total number of editorials 
b. Total number of editorials related to each of the four 

school districts and the University of Arizona. 
c. Comparison of the Star with the Citizen on the total 

number of editorials and the total number of editorials 
related to each of the four school districts and the Uni
versity of Arizona. 

d. A comparison of the Star with the Citizen on each of the 
four objectives of the research study. 

e. The number of editorials and the various topics covered 
in editorials that were not within the major focus of the 

,research. 
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7. The rapid growth rate of the Tucson school districts was 
shown in enrollment figures provided by the districts. 
Figures were obtained for 1944-1945, 1949-1950, 1954-1955, 
1959-1960, and 1964-1965. 

8. The findings and conclusions of the study were written using 
the four objectives as the basis for chapters. 

9. Figures and tables were constructed to aid in the presenta-. 
tion of the data. 

Delimitations of the Study 

The study was limited to the microfilm copies of the Arizona 

Daily Star and the Tucson Daily Citizen from January 1, 1945 -

December 31, 1965. It did not include any other daily or weekly news

paper printed during the same time period in Tucson. 

The focus of the study was on the four metropolitan Tucson public 

school districts--Amphitheater, Flowing Wells, Sunnyside and Tucson 

District #1, It also included editorial attention given to the University 

of Arizona but does not include the other institutions of higher learning 

within the state. 

Only editorials and editorial comments on educational topics were 

examined. News articles, syndicated columns and letters to the editor 

were not included in the study. 

Definitions of Key Terms . « 

"Educational issues, M as applied to this study, referred to 

finance, administration and operation, and curriculum. 
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"Editorial reaction" referred to the position taken by the 

newspaper on an educational issue and was categorized in one of three 

ways: 

1. Favorable - in agreement with, endorsing, affirmative, 
approving, supportive, pleasing, or positive, toward the edu 
cational issue 

2. Neutral - objective, informative, not aligned, impartial or 
uncommitted toward the educational issue 

3. Unfavorable - not in agreement with, opposed to, contrary, 
negative, disapproving, or against the educational topic. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH 

The nation's public school systems are concerned with accurate 

and positive news coverage as is any other unit of government. The 

image reflected thereby may be considered of sufficient importance 

to warrant such concern. It has long been felt that bad press coverage 

would produce detrimental effects upon a school district whereas a 

more positive effect is expected from favorable press. 

The reaction of educators toward news coverage was the subject 

of a survey conducted by the Nation1 s Schools. * The findings of the 

opinion poll were based on a 4 per cent proportional sampling of 16, 000 

school administrators in the continental United States. Three major 

questions served as the basis of the poll. Administrators were to re

act to the newspaper's attitude toward the schools, the amount of space 

given to educational topics and the quality of the news coverage. 

The results of the poll on newspaper coverage indicated that the 

school officials tended to view press coverage favorably. Nation's 

Schools reported the results of the poll as follows: 

1. "Newspaper Reasonably Accurate, Almost Generous, and 
Friendly Toward Schools, " Nation's Schools, Vol. 67 (January, 1961), 
p. 40., 

14 
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Paper's Attitude 
A. Friendly 72 per cent 
B. Neutral 20 per cent 
C. Unduly critical 6 per cent 
D. Vicious 2 per cent 

Amount of space given 
A. Generous 41 per cent 
B. Reasonable 45 per cent 
C. Little 12 per cent 
D. Virtually none 2 per cent 

Quality of coverage 
A. Reasonably accurate 56 per cent 
B. Having small but unintentional 

errors 34 per cent 
C. Seriously inadequate 6 per cent 
D. Deliberately misrepresented 4 per cent 

This survey of administrators attempted to secure an idea as to 

how the schools view the press and its coverage of educational topics. 

There are, no doubt, additional articles and comments concerning the 

schools* reaction toward news coverage pertaining to education.- There 

appears, however, to be only a limited number of studies done on 

newspaper editorials related to educational topics. 

2 One such study was by Edgar James Holtz, who examined edi

torial expression on American education published by two newspapers 

2 .  Edgar James Holtz, "The Illumination and Comparison of 
Editorial Stance on Educational Topics Appearing in the Pittsburgh 
Press, and Pittsburgh Post Gazette, 1945-1965, " { The abstract of an 
unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of Pittsburgh, 1966). 
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in Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, the Pittsburgh Press and the Pittsburgh 

Post Gazette. He analyzed issues published during the span of time 

from January 1, 1945 through May 31, 1965. Holtz sought to ascer

tain areas of emphasis as well as areas of agreement and disagreement 

between the Press and Post. In his study a total of 2, 128 editorials on 

education were analyzed; 1, 129 by the Press and 999 by the Post. 

Holtz found both the Press and Post to have a favorable stance 

toward education. For every neutral or negative editorial he found 

three that were affirmative. He noted the comparison of editorial 

coverage of the two papers by stating, "The Press stance was affirma

tive in 67 percent of the editorials, neutral in 16 per cent and negative 

in 17 per.cent. The Post stance was affirmative in 77 per cent of the 

3 
editorials, neutral in 11 per cent and negative in 11 per cent.11 

In terms of total coverage he concluded, "The Press was more 

inclined to 'ride the bandwagon' on controversial issues while the Post 

appeared more objective in analyzing the perplexing educational issues 

of the day. In general, a high degree of consistency was found in the 

4 
treatment of specific educational topics by both the Press and Post. " 

On the issue of federal support for education his findings showed 

the two newspapers at variance in their attitudes. His conclusions 

3. Ibid. 

4. Ibid. 
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stated, "While both newspapers supported a policy of adequate 

financing for the public schools, the Post strongly endorsed federal 

aid to public education. The Press steadfastly opposed the involve-

C 
ment of federal money or authorities in the operation of the schools. " 

On the subject of higher education the editorials in both the Post 

and Press appeared to favor private colleges and universities. The 

University of Pittsburgh received a major share of the editorial cover

age on higher education. 

The general conclusion indicated that both the Post and the Press 

were generally favorable to education. Holtz acknowledged that great 

credit could be given to both papers for their willingness to support 

education during critical moments. Particular emphasis was placed on 

the fact that forceful and positive statements were made in support of 

educators and their policies during periods of uncertainty with the Post 

especially responsive to local issues. 

Another study on editorials in Pennsylvania newspapers was done 

by Jack Lewis Livingston. ̂  He selected seven daily newspapers for 

this study, and analyzed the editorials appearing during two decades of 

5. Ibid. 

6. Jack Lewis Livingston, "An Analysis of Editorial Attitudes of 
Selected Pennsylvania Daily Newspapers Toward Topics Related to 
Public Education in the Commonwealth in Two Decades of Contrast, 
1926-1935 and 1953-1962," (The abstract of an unpublished doctoral 
dissertation, The Pennsylvania State University, 1966). 
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contrast. The first decade included the years, 1926 to 1935, and the 

second, 1953-1962. Approximately 189,000 editorials were examined 

with 2, 830 considered pertinent to the study. 

Livingston's analysis of the editorials brought out nine significant 

facts. They were listed as follows: 

1. Only about 1. 5 per cent of all editorials examined were 
devoted to topics related to public education in Pennsylvania. 

2. Editorial attitudes in the study were 66 per cent favor
able; 22 per cent unfavorable; and 12 per cent neutral. 

3. The topic "Administration" received both the greatest 
amount of editorial treatment and the greatest amount of un
favorable reaction. 

4. The percentage of favorable editorials toward topics re
lated to public education in Pennsylvania decreased 8 per cent 
from the first to the second decade of the study. However, the 
percentage of neutral attitudes increased by 10 per cent so that 
the net effect on the percentage of unfavorable attitudes was a 
2 per cent drop. 

5. The topics receiving the highest percentage of favorable 
treatment were: Personnel, Curriculum, Pupils, Quality and 
Value of Education, and Extra-Curricular Activities, in that • 
order. 

6. For no topic was there a dominance of unfavorable treat
ment. 

7. Editorials on topics related to public education in 
Pennsylvania were not evenly distributed over the newspapers 
in the study. 

8. The number of editorials that each paper contributed was 
not related directly to its circulation. 
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9. The number of favorable and unfavorable editorials 
varied little for both decades. ' 

In his conclusions, Livingston emphasized that the conditions 

during the time periods and their effects were reflected in the editorials. 

He concluded further that, 

1. The size of community in which the paper was published 
had an effect on the editorial treatment of topics. 

2. The role of the chief-school administrator was not re
garded as one of "educational leadership.11 

3. More editorial emphasis was placed in the secondary-
school than on the elementary school. 

4. Newspaper editors lacked understanding about the role of 
school facilities in curriculum development. ® 

As the result of his study, Livingston's recommendations implied 

that a need for better communication and understanding were evident. 

His specific recommendations were; 

1. Newspaper editors should give more thought and space to 
the role of public education in society and visit the schools for r 
first-hand knowledge. 

2. Schools should assume their responsibility to keep the 
press informed by designating a person to handle the lines of 
communication and should also invite the press to attend a vari
ety of activities in the school program. 

7. Ibid. 

8. Ibid. 
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3. Newspaper editors should look at the expanding role of 
the state and federal government in education and view the local 
systems in light of this. 

4. Since newspaper editorials sought justification for spend
ing and for tax demands to support education, educators should 
aim to justify their requests in terms the public understands. 

5. "Big-city" papers should look to public education as a 
real source of worthwhile news and should reassess their ef-

v 
forts in covering topics related to public education so as not 
to over-emphasize the secondary school level. 9 

In his doctoral study entitled, American Education as Seen in 

Newspaper Editorials, 1961- 1963, Robert Howard^ did a critical analy 
* 

sis of editorial treatment of education in the American press. He 

determined that the issue of equalization of educational opportunity re

ceived the most editorial comment and that the issue of federal aid was 

endorsed by two-thirds of the editors. 

As to direction and design of curriculum, there was varied inter

est shown. No attention was given to education of the gifted. The 

problem of school dropouts, however, did receive attention editorially 

as did the matter of education for the disadvantaged. 

On the crucial issues of religion and morals, Howard found that 

the newspapers favored separation of church and state and keeping-

prayer out of the public schools. 

9. Ibid. 

10. Robert Howard, "American Education as Seen in Newspaper 
Editorials, 1961-1963, " ( The abstract of an unpublished doctoral dis
sertation, The Ohio State University, 1965). 
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The lack of academic freedom on the campus received 

overwhelming'editorial attention according to Howard's analysis of 

data. 

William Alden Boram, ^ in his dissertation, The New York 

Times' Stance on American Education, 1945-1961, analyzed 1, 369 edi

torials related to education. He found that of this number, 77 per cent 

could be classified as favorable to educational practices with 23 per 

cent considered unfavorable. 

Among the educational topics given editorial attention, higher 

education received greatest emphasis with a total of 574 editorials or 

42 per cent of the entire number devoted to education. This was 

followed by 247 editorials on educational facilities or 18 per cent of the 

total. The 201 editorials on topics of support were 15 per cent compared 

to the 190 editorials on personnel which amounted to 14 per cent of the 

total number of editorials on education. Curriculum received 6 per 

cent of the coverage or a total of 88 editorials. 

Of the 77 per cent classified as favorabie in editorial stance, 

Boram indicated that higher education was given the highest degree of 
t 

favorable judgment. This was followed in order by editorials on educa

tional support, curriculum, personnel and facilities. . . 

11. William Alden Boram, "The New York Times' Stance on 
American Education, 1945-1961, " ( The abstract of an unpublished 
doctoral dissertation, The University of Pittsburgh, 1963). 
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Among the conclusions Boram reached were these: 

1. The newspaper was largely responsible and fair in its 
treatment of educational practice. 

2. Higher education received a disproportionate amount of 
attention, to the disadvantage particularly of curriculum sub
jects, which were given too little emphasis. 

3. The writings on curriculum provided the weakest link in 
the editorial stance because they were limited in both number 
and variety. 

4. The Times was largely consistent in its stance on edu
cation. ̂  

13 
John M. Beck studied approximately 25, 000 editorials on edu

cation that appeared in Chicago newspapers from 1890-1920. He sought 

to discover how the newspapers reacted to and how much they may have 

influenced the educational developments of the period. 

He sought to discover the reaction of newspapers to educational 

developments of the period and to ascertain the degree of influence they 

may have had. Beck found that many of the school issues receiving 

editorial attention were short-lived and non-recurrent in nature. The 
• 

issues of school support, school administration and changes in curricu

lum, however, were constantly subjected to editorial judgment. The 

12. Ibid. 

13. John M. Beck, "The Public Schools and the Chicago News
papers: 1890-1920, " School Review, 62:288, May, 1954. 
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frequent editorials that condemned educational plans failed to stop the 

progressive reorganization of the public school system. 

Beck found that the editorials favored limiting the state's obliga

tion for mass education to the elementary, school level and made the 

point that mass education at the secondary level was more of a luxury 

than a necessity in a democracy. 

He noted that increased school budgets were given negative edi

torial attention. During the three decades from 1890-1920, fewer than 

twenty editorials attempted to defend the annual expenditures for the 

public schools. The general editorial tendency was to attribute spiral-

ing costs to extravagance and poor management by the school board. 

The newspapers, however, did exhibit a positive attitude toward 

stability in the school board and campaigned for changes to improve 

the administrative structure of the public school system. Conflicts in 

school administration, however, received close editorial coverage in 

the city newspapers. 

Beck also noted that the efforts to improve the professional and 

economic status of teachers were given editorial support. He indicated 

that, for the most part, the press was more cognizant of the needs of 

teachers than was the school board. 
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Summary 

The limited amount of research on editorials devoted to 

educational topics indicated a tendency for the newspapers to be favor

able in their coverage. Editorial attention was given to a wide variety 

of educational topics and issues by the various newspapers. There was 

also evidence to indicate the need for better understanding of the public 

schools by the press. Improved efforts by both the public schools and 

the press to provide the public with more accurate information concern

ing public education should be a common goal for both parties. This 

goal can be reached when the press and schools assist each other in a 

true attempt to communicate the important aspects of education to the 

community. 



CHAPTER III 

FINANCIAL ISSUES IN EDUCATION 

The purpose of this chapter is to determine the extent of favorable 

and unfavorable editorial attention on financial issues that appeared in 

the Tucson Daily Citizen and the Arizona Daily Star. The issues in

clude federal aid to education, state financial support to schools, state 

equalization among schools, local tax rates and budgets and local bond 

issues. 

The first three sections of the chapter pertain to financial sup

port of the schools from sources outside the districts. The remaining 

two sections are concerned with editorial reaction to support for the 

schools from within the school districts. 

I. Federal Aid 

In this section the attitudes of both the Star and Citizen on the 

issue of federal aid to education are discussed. A comparison of the 

two newspapers is made to determine the number of editorials on the 

issue and to ascertain differences in editorial reaction. Of interest 

also are the trends in editorial attention evidenced by the two news

papers on the subject of federal aid. The reasons which the papers 

presented for supporting or opposing federal aid are also discussed. 

22 
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Editorial coverage on the issue of federal aid was characterized 

by a rather consistently unfavorable attitude. Table I graphically por

trays the number of favorable, neutral and unfavorable editorials on 

the subject of federal aid to education that appeared in the Star and 

Citizen from 1945 through 1965. As shown in Table I, a total of 71 

editorials was written concerning federal aid. The Citizen contained 

the greater number of editorials with 41. Thirty-three of the 41 edi

torials opposed federal aid. Six were neutral. Only two editorials 

favored federal aid. 

Table 1 also indicates that the Star had a total of 33 editorials 

compared to the Citizen's 41. Twenty-eight of the Star editorials were 

unfavorable compared to eight for the Citizen. Five editorials favored 

federal aid. 

There were numerous, reasons for the unfavorable attitude of the 

newspapers toward federal aid. The papers expressed fear of en

croaching federal controls and regulations and a weakened local school 

administration as reasons for opposing federal aid. In addition, the 

possible establishment of national educational policies by the federal 

government was considered as very undesirable. Finally, both news

papers saw federal aid as unnecessary since local school districts were 

able to meet their financial obligations. 

The first editorials on federal aid included in this study appeared 

in 1946. The Citizen opposed the federally financed hot-lunch program 
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Table I 

Number of Editorials on the Subject of Federal Aid 
to Education Appearing in the Tucson Daily Citizen 

and Arizona Daily Star, 1954-1965 

Favorable Neutral Unfavorable 
Year Citizen Star Citizen Star Citizen Star 
1945 
1946 1 1 
1947 1 
1948 2 1 
1949 1 2 
1950 
1951 1 
1952 1 3 
1953 1 
1954 
1955 2 1 3 
1956 3 
1957 6 1 
1958 2 2 
1959 1 4 6 
I960 1 5 2 
1961 2 2 
1962 1* 1 2 3* 
1963 1 2 1 1 
1964 
1965 1 1 1 

Totals 2 5* 6 1 33 . 28* 

^Editorial divided on the issue. 
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in schools and hoped the Arizona State Legislature would not fall for 

* the "bait.1,1 

The editorial writer of the Star praised the legislature for lead

ing the opposition to the federal lunch appropriation in the state, 

expressing the fear that the federal government would assume control 

2 of all education. The writer's reason for not endorsing federal aid 

was clearly evident in his statement: 

Just as the land grant college act is used to justify federal in
spection of such colleges, and to set up standards of education, ;•<. 
so in the future more ^nd more federal aid will be used as an 
excuse to direct what is taught. Such a development will set up 
the indispenable machinery to support the ideas and plans of a 
highly centralized and intolerant central government in Wash
ington. ̂  

In the same editorial he expressed the opinion that not all educators 

favored federal aid. He then asserted: 

But there are others who consciously promote this trend with 
the idea of fitting all education in the country into one general 
master plan of thought control. {We have seen the manuscript 
of a book written by a noted "liberal" educator, who believes . 
that such a master plan should be adopted in connection with 
other planning. His book is a blueprint for such a program, 
ready to be published at an appropriate time. 

1. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, September 17, 1946.. 

2. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, September 20, 1946. 

3. Ibid. 

4. Ibid. 
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In 1948, the Taft Bill was attacked in the Citizen because the 

writer believed it involved too much administration and would have de-

g 
feated the very aim for which it was intended. 

The provisions of the Taft Bill were: 

1. No federal interference with state educational programs, 

2. Federal funds for aid to non-public schools may be used 
in the 16 states which now "legally and constitutionally" 
permit state funds to be used, 

3. States maintaining separate public schools for minority 
races shall provide for a just and equitable apportion
ment of the funds, 

4. Three hundred million dollars a year would be distrib
uted according to a prescribed formula. 

The writer summed up his feelings on the Taft Bill in this manner, 

"The Taft Bill is well intentioned but again it projects the federal 

government into the business affairs of many of the states. The Bill 

would seem to complicu.be administrative practices, transgress state 

rights and involve state educational procedures in endless confusion."^ 

The editorial writer of the Star also referred to the desire for 

federal aid by professional educators and the results of such aid. His 

March 29» 1949, editorial contained a quote from the March 11, 1949» 

bulletin of the National Education Association. It was stated that: 

5. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, April 1, 1948. 

6. Ibid. 

7. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, March 29, 1949. 
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"Because of its vast stake in the education of youth, and particularly 

because of the need to buttress the American way of life in a world of 

militant, conflicting ideologies, the federal government is inescapably 

obligated to frame national policies broad enough and sound enough to 

g 
protect the total national welfare, " 

The quote from the NEA Bulletin elicited a strong statement from 

the writer. He asserted: 

That statement is broad enough to grant the federal government 
complete authority over everything connected with the schools, 
including educational policies and actual thought control. What 
is more, it is written by an official of the National Education 
Association and published on page one in a regularly issued 
bulletin that goes out to the public!9 

President Eisenhower's thoughts on the federal aid issue served 

as the basis for an editorial in January, 1952. Although basically 

opposed to the concept of federal aid in the form of grants to states, 

Eisenhower felt aid for research was acceptable. The Star supported 

Eisenhower's position. 

Both newspapers expressed opposition toward federal aid during 

1952. Editorials in the Star noted the problems facing Tucson schools 

8. Ibid. 

9. Ibid. 

10. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, January 30, 1952. 
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and the heavy tax burden. The writer considered this to be a challenge 

for the school districts, not a catastrophe. In stating his continued 

disapproval of federal aid with its controls written in, he again quoted 

the same statement from the NEA Bulletin of March 11, 1949, that he 

had quoted in a previous editorial. The Citizen editorial also enu;-

12 merated the difficulties faced by the schools. The writer considered 

the federal government responsible for killing local initiative and abil

ity to support the schools. Despite that, local support was favored over 

federal aid. 

In 1953 the Citizen expressed the belief that federal aid would be 

a major issue before the next session of Congress. The writer stated 

that, "The fact must not be lost that federal aid is not some wonderful 

form of manna from heaven. Nor the fact that federal aid inevitably 

brings federal control, something not to be desired in the direction of 

13 our public educational process. " 

Neither newspaper provided any editorials on the issue during 

1954. However, both the Star and Citizen had three editorials the -

following year. The Star reported: "The control of our public schools 

11. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, March 31, 1952. 

12. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, November 12, 1952. 

13. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, November 10, 1953. 
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should always be kept at the local level. Only in this way can we 

retain the direct community interest and responsibility which the best 

interests of the public school system demands .,JI^ 

It was a Citizen editorial in September that became the first 

departure for either paper from their consistently unfavorable attitude 

15 toward federal aid. The writer noted the shortage nationally of both 

classrooms and teachers. He also indicated the NEA was pressuring 

Congress to pass the "School Construction Assistance Act." Editorial 

reaction appeared to be neutral on the bill since the writer felt there 

were no clear-cut issues but that the situation deserved watching. 

Mrs. Meyers of the Washington Post and Times Herald was 

labeled as a "huckster" of federal aid by the Citizen. In her address 

to the Arizona Education Association state meeting, she had advocated 

16 
liberalism and federal aid much to the displeasure of the paper. 

Three editorials appeared concerning the White House Conference 

on Education in 1955. The two in the Star were both opposed to the 

conference while the Citizen took a neutral position. The Star felt, 

"Arizona can pay her own way in the school business, even though the 

Tucson School Board did send Charles Carson, Assistant Superintendent, 

14. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, February 9» 1955. 

15. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, September 27, 1955. 

16. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, October 25, 1955. 
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back to aid the other school barons in this effort to intimidate 

17 Congress into playing Santa Claus. " 

The Citizen felt that, on the whole, the White House Conference 

was essential. The paper, however, expressed a belief that the dele

gates to the conference who supported federal assistance in school 

construction would be heavily outweighed by the delegates who opposed 

*«. 18 it. 

It was concluded at the "White House Conference that the federal 

government should help the various states build schools. The writer of 

the Star editorial reacted to the conclusion by .stating: "The reason this 

was not expected is that White House conferences are usually called for 

one purpose, that is to throw the influence of the White House and the 

President behind some proposal which is not deemed politically contro

versial. 

During 1956 the Citizen returned to its previous negative stance 

on federal aid with three editorials. All were expressions of disap

proval of the bill to provide aid for school construction pending before 

Congress. The first editorial supported a speech by Barry Goldwater 

20 in which he said federal aid would bring federal controls. 

17. , Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, November 17, 1955. 

18. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, November 28, 1955. 

19. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, December 7, 1955. 

20. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, January 27,'. 1956. 
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Goldwater urged the state of Arizona to take care of its own financial 

problems. He also advocated having federal land holdings taxed to pro

vide money for schools. The paper cited the Hughes Aircraft Company 

in the Sunnyside School District as an example of federal land holdings 

that should be taxed. 

In the second editorial, the writer indicated the people would not 

21 "buy" federal aid when it was not needed and not wanted. He con

sidered the Tucson schools to have sufficient means to handle the finan

cial obligations within the various school districts. 

Congressional defeat of the school construction bill was the sub

ject of the third editorial. It was the writer's belief that this action by 

Congress was an indication that the people and states did not care to 

22 have the federal government in local education. 

Table I reveals that the Star presented only one editorial concern

ing federal aid during 1957-1958 compared to ten for the Citizen. The 

one editorial for the Star was written in 1957. The Citizen, however, 

had six editorials during 1957. All editorials in 1957 were negative on 

federal aid. 

The only Star editorial in 1957 supported the Congressional defeat 

of the federal aid bill. ̂  The bill would have provided 2. 2 billion 
t 

21. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, March 9» 1956. 

22. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, July 9» 1956. 

23., Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, August 1, 1957. 
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dollars over a four-year period of time for school construction. The 

. Star felt the bill was defeated because of no popular demand and no real 

necessity for the money. 

The Citizen writer, however, expressed his belief on February 4, 

1957, that the 2.2 billion dollar issue had a good chance of being passed 

24 by Congress. He still maintained his opinion of the undesirability of 

federal aid and possible federal controls. The bill before Congress 

would provide money for school construction but, in his opinion, there 

was no shortage of class rooms in Tucson. 

Another February editorial indicated that local school districts 

25 
and states were able to meet the needs of school construction. 

Federal money was not desired in Tucson, and it would not make that 

much difference, only ten classrooms. 

The editorial writer of the Citizen reiterated his displeasure 

with federal aid in an attack upon the Arizona Education Association in 

26 
the April editorial. The writer considered as false a claim by the 

AEA that nineteen Arizona school districts needed federal aid for 275 

additional classrooms. In his opinion, the only purpose for such a 

claim was to provide material for NEA lobbyists. 

24. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, February 4, 1957. 

25. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, February 13, 1957. 

26. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, April 26, 1957. 
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During the remainder of 1957, the Citizen continued its 

opposition to the money for school construction, stressing that thou- ' 

sands of classrooms were built without federal money. Again the news

paper expressed the opinion that the states and local districts were able 

to provide the classrooms and that federal aid was not necessary. The 

Star provided no editorial coverage on federal aid issues in 1958 while 

the Citizen presented four editorials on the subject. Two were neutral 

and two were unfavorable. 

The neutral stance appeared in a January, 1958, Citizen editori-

27 
al. " The federal government had dropped the proposed program of 

money for school construction and had proposed instead a four year, 

$1, 000, 000, 000 package. The money was for federal scholarships and 

grants to states to strengthen teaching standards and facilities, especi

ally in the sciences. 

By March, however, the Citizen no longer remained neutral on 

the proposal. Even though the writer expressed the belief that 10, 000 

federal scholarships were needed, he could not accept the idea of having 

the money come from the federal government. In addition to opposing 

the idea of having the money come from Washington, he denounced the 

methods of collecting and disbursing the funds. He said, "The real 

27. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, January 9, 1958. 

28. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, March 12, 1958. 
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question is whether the best way to promote education is the way it is 

being done, and not too badly, or by the way of money collected from 

this and every community and state and then channeled back for educa

tional assistance under formulas and conditions imposed by Washing- • 

29 
ton. " 7 

Solid disapproval of the National Defense Education Act before 

30 Congress was voiced by the Citizen. Federal control would be on 

the way with passage of the NDEA bill. After Congress passed the 

NDEA bill, however, the Citizen noted its passage in what could be 

31 viewed as a neutral attitude. It neither approved or disapproved 

passage. The paper, however did note that NDEA was the first general 

aid to education bill in history. 

The first departure for the Star from its consistent attitude of 

disapproval of federal aid occurred in 1959. As shown in Table I, this 

was the first time a neutral position was taken by the paper. Writing of 

the history of federal aid in Arizona, the writer made the following com

ment, "Yes, this is a subject with many aspects, and deserving of 

thorough thought. It has no quick 'yes' or 'no1 answer. It should not be 

treated with catch-phrases, shiboleths or propaganda sayings by either 

29. Ibid. 

30. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, September 10, 1958. 

31. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, December 2, 1958. 
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side, for there are not two distinct sides. There is simply a great 

32 • area where judgment and control are needed.11 

During 1959 Congressman Stewart Udall and Senator Barry 

Goldwater, both of Arizona, debated the National Defense Education 

Act at the University of Arizona in Tucson. Udall, a Democrat, was a 

strong advocate of federal aid. His position was opposed by Goldwater, 

a Republican. 

The Star sided with Goldwater's position in the debate and dis-

33 
agreed with Udall. 

Of the Citizen's two editorials, the first called attention to the 

debate and stated, "The end result of federal aid to education is federal 

34 control, ..." The second editorial favored Goldwater* s position 

35 
and the writer remained convinced that federal aid was a "death knell." 

It is of interest to note also in 1959 the Star reran an editorial 

originally presented on March 29, 1949, in which the writer quoted 

from the March 11 issue of the NEA bulletin to the effect that the 

36 • federal government was obligated to form national policies. 

32. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, December 11, 1959. 

33. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, November 30, 1959. 

34. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, December 14, 1959. 

35. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, December 16, 1959. 

36. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, December 16, 1959. 
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Acceptance of federal aid within the state of Arizona was the 

subject of two editorials in the Star during January, I960. Even though 

the writer's attitude continued to be against federal aid, a slight change 

could be observed. In the first editorial, the writer stated, "The main 

objective should be to keep it within bounds and not look upon it as 

37 something that must be increased. " An apparent return to its form

er position was noticed in the second January editorial. The writer 

asserted, "If the state is going to reject federal aid, as it should, and 

which the governor suggests, it thereby immediately must assume 

38 additional responsibility in the way of state aid to education. " 

The year 1960^ however, did prove to be significant for the Star. 

In this year the paper made its first endorsement of any aspect of 

federal aid. At the time the isBue of federal "impact money" was in 

focus. The money was for school construction in areas of federal 

employment that resulted in classroom shortages due to increased 

enrollment. In a September 18 editorial, the writer believed federal 

aid or "impact money" was acceptable in areas of federal employment 

39 on defense contracts. 7 

37. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, January 12, I960. 

38. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, January 28, I960. 

39. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, September 18, I960. 
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Of the five Citizen editorials in I960, as shown in Table I, all 

were unfavorable toward federal aid. Three of the five editorials per

tained to federal aid in Tucson. 

In the first editorial, the writer praised the Tucson District #1 

40 School Board for its decision concerning participation in NDEA. The 

Board had decided by a 3-2 vote not to participate in NDEA. In refer

ring to the three board members who voted "no,,T the writer said: 

"They deserve the community's respect and commendation. As Mrs. 

Lyons so aptly observed about the federal encroachment that comes 

with federal aid, 'I feel a line has to be drawn somewhere on federal 

aid . . . Now they're (the government) getting into curriculum,1 

42 
The second editorial took an interesting stand on federal aid. 

It was the writer's opinion that local budgets can serve as a barometer 

of federal aid. A low budget reading might indicate willingness to ac

cept federal aid. The writer claimed the four Tucson school districts 

decided against federal aid by accepting record budgets in all four 

districts. He also added that lack of an aroused public toward record 

budgets was also an indication of willingness to pay for education at the. 

40. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, January 22, I960. 

41. Ibid. 

42. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, July 13, I960. 
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local level rather than receiving aid from the federal government. 

The writer stated, "There was no public protest at any of the school 

board budget sessions over proposed record outlays. This indicates 

43 
public acceptance, not public apathy. " He also added, "Maybe 

Congressman Udall ought to come home and see how the education job 

is being handled without federal aid--or federal orders. 

The third editorial concerning Tucson also centered on the record 

of the four Tucson school districts in providing needed schools.^® It 

t 

emphasized the long continuous support of education at the local level. 

Again the paper stated that Udall should return home to see the picture. 

In 1961 the Star noted that Tucson School District #1 received 

46 
a million dollars the previous year in federal aid. Further accept 

tance and continuing federal aid would lead to federal control in the 

writer's opinion. He also felt local control and administration would be 

weakened. 

The Citizen editorial writer continued to express his feelings 

against federal aid quite strongly in 1961. "Steam rolling" of the 2. 5 

billion dollar federal aid to education bill through Congress was the 

43. Ibid. 

44. Ibid. 

45. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, August 10, I960. 

46. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, May 18, 1961. 
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47 
subject of a Citizen editorial on May 29. The writer said, "Federal 

aid is not coming because it is a necessary answer to the need for 

more school support . . . The federal government is moving into local 

48 school aid because it wants to and intends to. " He also added: 

The Kennedy administration wants to. Liberal-minded congress
men who like nothing better than to come up with new handout 
programs want to. The Washington bureaucrats want to because 
it will build their paperwork castles bigger. And the profession
al lobbyists of the National Education Association want to be
cause they have more influence in a centralized big government 
than in a thousand and one local situations. 49 

A second editorial in July, 1961, continued in the same vein as 

the May-29 editorial. It was stated that, "Federal aid to education is 

being sold hard by those school administrators who see it as an easy 

way to get money without local interference and responsibility. It is 

being supported by'those who want the centralized government to extend 

50 its powers in every direction. " In addition, the writer said, "The 

school aid program may fail in Congress this year but for the wrong 

reason. It may fail because of disagreements over who will get the 

money and how. It should fail because it's an expensive, impractical 

program which the people themselves don't want and don't need. 

47. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, May 29» 1961. 
i 

48. Ibid. 

49. Ibid. 

50. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, July 12, 1961. 

51. Ibid. 
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A unique editorial for the Star appeared in March, 1962. it 

was unusual in the sense that the writer endorsed the present forms of 

federal aid to the public schools and the land-grant colleges while 

opposing new or increased aid. He believed additional monies should 

come from the local community and the state. This editorial was also 

a change from the I960 position when the paper felt federal aid should 

be kept within bounds and not increased. It also differs from the Star's 

approval of federal "impact money" in I960. 

The Citizen returned in 1962 to its continuing disagreement with 

Udall over federal aid. This issue, however, concerned the amount of 

federal aid received in Arizona. In the April editorial, the writer 

claimed that Arizona received only $3, 700, 000 in federal aid and not 

$11, 600, 000 as Congressman Udall believed. ̂  The writer viewed 

federal "impact funds" not as federal aid, since they were offered in 

lieu of taxes on n on-government owned property. 

The writer pursued his thoughts on the differences between federal 

aid and federal "impact money" at considerable length in a subsequent 

editorial. Public Law 815 ( "impact money") was explained in the 

December editorial entitled, "When Federal Aid Is Not Federal Aid. 

52. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, March 16, 1962. 

53. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, April 18, 1962. 

54. . Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, December 10, 1962. 
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Since he held the belief that federal impact funds were not 

federal aid, voters in Tucson School District #1 were urged by the 

Citizen editorial writer to approve acceptance of Public Law 815 

55 
funds. The federal impact funds were for an eight-room addition to 

Catalina High School. Since the writer considered "impact money" as 

"non-federal aid, " he could in good conscience recommend voter ap

proval. 

The writer, however, seemed dubious about P. L. 815 monies in 

a subsequent editorial. ̂  Said that federal aid was supposed to be 

free of strings but apparently this was not true. Voters approved 

P.L. 815 money for the addition to Catalina High School, but the money 

was withheld until the federal government examined and approved the 

plans. In one instance the writer viewed P. L. 815 monies as not being 

federal aid. He then apparently considered them as federal aid when 

the money was withheld until the federal government approved the plans 

for the eight-room addition. 

Federal aid to higher education received strong endorsement in 

two Star editorials in 1963. The first editorial approved the general 

idea of aid for medical and dental school construction as well as money 

57 for repayable loans for medical and dental students. In a September 

55. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, March 15, 1963. 

56. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, March 28, 1963. 

57. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, May 1, 1963. 



42 

editorial, the writer favored the U. S. Senate passage of House 

Resolution Number 12 which would provide funds for medical and dental 

C O  •  
college construction and student loans. ° He also informed the public 

of what this bill could do for the University of Arizona College of 

Medicine. 

The last editorial opposing a federal aid bill within the time 

period of this study appeared in the Citizen. ̂  The bill would have 

allowed the nation's poorest county $215, 000 less than the nation's 

richest. The writer's view of the bill was summed up in his statement, 

"Pinpointing dollars where they are needed to boost America's educa

tional level would make sense. An indiscriminate shower of dollars on 

rich and poor can have but one goal: the centralization of power over 

education. 

During 1965 both newspapers supported the federal government's 

grant of $4, 281, 800 to the University of Arizona for construction of the 

Medical Sciences Building. 

As a sidelight to the general discussion on federal aid, the possible 

sources of money for federal aid also received editorial attention. Dur

ing the early 1950's the dispersal of monies from tideland oils was a 

national controversial issue. One possible use of the monies was for 

/•' 

58. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, September 18, 1963. 

59. Editorial in the Tucson Daiiy Citizen, March 17, 1965. 

60. Ibid. 
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federal aid to education. In 1952 the Star expressed opposition to the 

monies from tideland oils being used for federal aid to education. The 

paper wished to have the states receive the monies from royalties but 

not in the form of federal aid. 

Summary 

Both the Star and Citizen generally tended to view federal aid as 

something to be avoided. Within the time period of the study, federal 

aid received no editorial support from 1945 until I960. All editorials 

from 1945 through 1953 wfere in opposition to federal aid. A total of 56 

editorials were negative toward the issue, 33 in the Citizen and 23 in 

the Star. 

The reasons expressed in the papers for opposing federal aid 

included: 

" 1. Fear of encroaching federal controls and regulations. 

2. The possible establishment of national educational policies 
by the federal government. 

3. Lack of both local and national need for federal money. 

4. Lack of popular demand for federal aid. 

The stress placed upon the lack of both local and national need 

for federal money by the papers would lead the readers to believe that 

the papers considered sufficient monies for education were present in" 
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the local community. Thus it would appear that the Star and Citizen 

would support the local school boards and school administrators in 

their attempts to operate the schools using local tax sources first, 

followed by state financial support. In fact, the papers could be inter

preted to take great pride in the local school district's efforts to "go it 

alone" regardless of the financial strain placed upon the local tax paying 

residents. 

Despite a general negative attitude toward federal aid, the news-

papers did show some tendency for attitudinal change toward federal 

funding. The first noticeable shift in editorial stance occurred in 1955 

in the Citizen. The paper took a neutral position after having been 

negative up to that time. The Star in 1959 moved from its previously 

negative attitude to a neutral position. It made an even more pronounced 

shift in I960 when it endorsed federal impact money for school construc

tion in areas of federal employment on defense contracts. 

By 1962 the Star indicated the present forms of federal aid in the 

state of Arizona but opposed any new types or increases in the current 

forms. In essence it appeared to approve federal money since it was. 

being accepted by the school districts but additional federal monies were 

not desired. 
\ 

It was not until 1963 that the Citizen gave its support to federal 

aid. It did so by urging voters in Tucson School District #1 to approve1 

Public Law 815 funds for school construction. 
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During 1965, both newspapers endorsed federal aid to higher 

education in the form, of money for medical and dental college con

struction and repayable student loans. This was during the time the 

University of Arizona was actively seeking money for construction of 

its medical college. 

II. State Financial Support to Schools 

This section indicates the extent of editorial coverage by both the 

Star and Citizen on state financial support to basic public education as 

well as higher education. A comparison is made of editorial attention 

given to state support of both the public schools and state universities 

by the two newspapers. 

Table II presents the number of editorials on state financial sup

port to schools that appeared in the Citizen and Star from 1945 through 

1965. As shown in Table II, there was a total of 82 editorials in the 

two newspapers. The Citizen had 21 editorials of which eight were 

favorable to state support. A neutral position was taken in ten editorials 

while only three appeared to be unfavorable. The Star had 61 editorials. 

Thirty-one of its editorials were favorable, nine were neutral and there 

was one editorial split between the favorable-neutral category. In addi

tion, the Star also had 22 unfavorable editorials. That number exceeded 

the total number of editorials in the Citizen. 
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Table H 

Number of Editorials on the Subject of State Financial Support 
to Public Schools Appearing in the Tucson Daily Citizen 

and Arizona Daily Star, 1945-1965 

Favorable Neutral Unfavorable 
Year Citizen Star Citizen Star Citizen Star 
1945 
1946 
1947 1 
1948 
1949 
1950 2 1 2 6 
1951 5* 2* 1 
1952 ' -

1953 2 3 9 
1954 2 1 
1955 7 3 2 
1956 1 . 2 
1957 2 3 
1958 2 4 2 
1954 2 3 3 
I960 
1961 1 
1962 1 1 
1963 1 2 
1964 1 
1965 2 1 

Totals 8 31* 10 9* 3 22 

^Editorials divided on the issue. 
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Table II shows that during the period covered by the study, only 

one editorial on state support appeared between 1945 and 1950. That 

editorial was in the Star in May, 1947. The paper preferred a direct 

levy on all property within the country. It also expressed the opinion 

that this would provide the $20 per pupil under the new school appor

tionment plan. The paper was not in favor of using the monies from 

gas and sales tax for school support. * 

Table II illustrates that 1950 was the year in which a number of 

editorials on state support began to appear. It was during this time 

that a proposed amendment to change the state constitution was being 

considered by the press and public. The proposition called for in

creasing the state share from $95 to $150 per pupil and for establishing 

and maintaining the common and high schools. The Star presented six 

editorials calling for the voters in the state to vote down the proposition. 

The October 3 editorial called for a "no" vote since, in the writer's 

opinion, the state legislature already had the power to increase the 

2 state's share. 

Another editorial closely followed the first and continued with 

3 opposition to the proposed amendment to the state constitution. The 

1. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, May 14, 1947. 

2. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, October 3, 1950. 

3. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, October 6, 1950. 
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writer indicated the amendment would be a "s traitjacket" on the 

legislature and, as a result, it should be kept out of the constitution. 

He also informed the public of the record of the legislature over the 

past ten years relative to state aid. It was noted that the legislature 

had increased school appropriations by 427 per cent as against an in

crease of only 39 per cent in average daily attendance. 

A third editorial in October presented a different aspect in the 

4 effort to influence voters to vote "no" on the proposition. The paper 

registered disapproval of the minimum increase of $1. 23 in the state 

tax rate and the fact that it would be "frozen" into the state constitution. 

This would, however, provide the revenue necessary to meet the $150 

per pupil share of state aid. The paper again expressed the belief 

that the legislature would meet the needs as it had in the past so there 

was no need to pass the proposed amendment. 

In the editorial of October 29» the writer for the Star listed the 

thirteen propositions to come before the voters and urged a "no" vote 

on the proposed increase in the sales tax from two cents to three cents 

on the dollar. The revenue from increased sales tax would go to pay 

the increased share from the state. 

4. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, October 26, 19S0. 

5. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, October 29f 1950. 
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A "no" vote was again sought from the voters in two November 

editorials. The first editorial appeared on November 1, and the 

second on November 6. The latter was a rerun of the editorial on 

6 
October 29. 

The Citizen also provided editorial coverage on the proposed 

amendment to increase the state's share from $95 to $150. It did so, 

however, in fewer editorials. It presented a total of four, two of which 

were neutral and two unfavorable. 

In a June editorial the writer merely listed the 13 propositions on 

7 the November general election ballot. 

Another editorial did not appear until October 6 in which the 

writer informed the public that the Citizen would publish all sides of the 

argument on increasing state aid to $150. He asked the readers to 

g 
make their decisions then. 

The Citizen1 s position became evident in an editorial on November 

9 1. Just as the Star had done earlier, the Citizen urged a "no" vote on 

increasing state aid to $150 through a constitutional amendment. The 

writer asserted, "First and foremost objection to proposition 102 iB 

6. Ibid. 

7. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, June 2, 1950. u 

8. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, October 6, 1950. 

. 9. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, November 1, 1950. 
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pressure-group insistence on enacting law and appropriating funds by 

the devious means of amending the constitution."^ The editorial 

writer also said, "There are needs for improvement, and there is 

progress to be made. But the administrative and executive measures 

which will tend to overcome these ever-present needs are in no way 

and in no sense dependent on a 50 per cent increase in state aid of 

schools. 

The paper on November 3, 1950, called for voter denunciation of 

> 
the proposition to increase the state share of aid to the schools. It 

likewise urged voter rejection of the proposition to increase the sales 

12 
tax from two cents to three cents on the dollar. 

During the span of time from 1951 through 1956, the Citizen pre

sented no editorials on state support. The Star, however, continued 

with its coverage in 1951 on two separate issues, revenue from oil 

leases on state-owned lands and state appropriations for textbooks. 

In a February editorial, the writer advocated changing the cur

rent Arizona oil lease law so as to provide every dollar of legitimate 

revenue that could be had for support of the state schools and institu-

13 
tions. A March editorial again expressed the wishes of the writer 

10- Ibid. 

11. Ibid. 

12. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, November 3, 1950. 

13. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, February 26, 1951. 
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to change the law in order to provide better support for the schools 
i 

14 and institutions. 

The Star noted a new law signed by President Truman concerning 1 

oil leases. This changed the enabling act to allow greater exploration 

and development of oil in the state. It expressed the hope that the state 
i 

land commissioner could negotiate goocl oil leases for the benefit of the 

15 state schools and institutions. 
! 

State appropriation for school textbooks received the attention of 

two editorials. The first editorial viewed the failure of the legislature 
j 

to provide the necessary appropriation as ridiculous, since it would 

have to be done eventually. ^ The second editorial made known the 

fact that the legislature appropriated only $175, 000 of the $427, 000 re

quested for purchase of textbooks. The paper also found the opportunity 

to disagree with the governor over increased state support of the s 

schools. ̂  

It was during the first of two special sessions of the state legis

lature in 1953 that the Star editorial writer commented about the 

governor. He indicated that the governor did not actively seek legis

lation and that if he would have led the way, the legislators would have 

14. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, March 18, 1951. 

15. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, June 6, 1951. 

16. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, September 27> 1951. 

17. Editorial in the Arizona Dally Star, October 4, 1951. 
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passed the legislation necessary to bring tax relief to school 

. districts. 

After the first special session of the legislature failed to pass any 

tax relief legislation, the editorial writer noted that the governor was 

19 calling another special session. The writer hoped that some relief 

for school districts would come from the second session. He also ex

pressed displeasure with the governor's opposition to Average Daily 

Attendance (ADA) as the base for state aid. 

Further disagreement with the governor's opposition to ADA was 

20 
evident in a May; 1953, editorial. The paper was not only displeased 

with the governor's stand but also with the fact that the governor had no 

better plan to offer in place of ADA. In one instance the Star indicated 

confusion over the governor's statements on state aid. It called for the 

21 
governor to explain what he meant by "stabilizing the state tax rate. " 

State support continued in the editorial limelight for much of the 

remainder of 1953. The issue of a special election proposal to elimin

ate ADA as the base for state aid was strongly opposed by the Star. 

18. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, March 24, 1953. 

19. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, April 7, 1953. 

20. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, May 8, 1953. 

21. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, June 11, 1953. 
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i 

On July 4 the writer cautioned the voters not to heed the Arizona 

22 
Education Association. The AEA was supporting the effort to have 

ADA eliminated. The writer considered ADA to be the best method of 

state support at the time even thoug! 

informed the voters in August that t 

i it was not perfect. The Star 

aere was a simple answer to the 

23 problem of state aid. By simply raising state and county payments 

to school districts, the problem would be solved, thus there would be 

no need to eliminate ADA. 

In an editorial on Aujjust 31, the writer went to great lengths to 

24 
show the voters that ADA was a sensible formula. He used figures 

supplied by the tax study committee of the Tucson Chamber of Commerce 

and applied them to the Amphitheater and Morenci school districts. He 

selected Amphitheater because of its lower assessed valuation and 

greater number of pupils in ADA.compared to Morenci's higher as

sessed valuation and fewer number of pupils in ADA. The assessed 

valuation of the Morenci District was 11 times that of Amphitheater. 

The writer presented data to show 1hat an increase in state aid based 

on ADA was a benefit to both rich and poor districts. His conclusion 

was, "Thus, if the state ADA apportionment were increased, the 

22. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, July 4, 1953. 

23. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, August 26, 1953. 

24. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, August 31, 1953. 
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Morenci District would be required to furnish so much more to the 

. state fund that its contribution to the school tax rate would be increased 

72 per cent, whereas Amphitheater's share would be reduced 10.7 per 

cent. . 

On September 24 the Star called for voters to defeat the ADA 

n A 
issue. It did so again on September 27 when it reran the September 

27 24 editorial. The paper got its wish, for the voters turned down the 

proposition. 

Upon the defeat of tl^e proposition to eliminate ADA as the base 

for state aid, the editorial writer considered any chance for a state 

aid increase to be slight. He did, however, believe it could be done if 

the governor really wanted to see it through. The writer suggested it 

28 could be done by simply increasing the state and county share. 

The writer also reversed his attitude toward the Arizona Educa

tion Association after the proposal was defeated. He previously had 

attacked the AEA for advocating the defeat of the proposal, but then he , 

praised the organization and asked it to throw its political weight behind 

25. Ibid. 

26. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, September 24, 1953. 

27. Ibid., 

28. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, October 9, 1953* 
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ADA. He proposed that the state and county each increase its share 

by $10.29 . 

The editorial writer of the Star renewed his disagreement with 
t 

the governor in two November, 1953 editorials. On the first occasion 

he informed the governor that it was the people who defeated the 

proposition to eliminate ADA and not some "strange alliance" as the 

governor claimed. According to the writer, the people felt ADA was 

sound.^ He also disapproved of the governor's idea of "state aid on 
i 

a selective basis" since the governor failed to define the word "selec

tive. " 

The governor had called for a re-evaluation of the real property 

in the state which made little sense to the editorial writer. In his 

opinion, the governor was headed for another defeat with his new 

plan. 

32 In 1954 the governor's plan came under fire again in the Star. 

This time his plan was attacked because the writer considered it to be 

too involved. It would add only $8, 000, 000 to the county tax rates, and 

29. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, November 6, 1953. 

30. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, November 11, 1953. 

31. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, November 26, 1953. 

» 32. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, February 3, 1954.-
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it didn't seem to be any improvement over ADA. In addition, the 

writer stated, "Those large property owners with big assessed values 

33 in low population areas would be the major beneficiaries. " 

The Star expressed the belief that the proposal in the legislature 

to use current Average Daily Attendance was an improvement over the 

governor's plan. ̂  The paper felt such a plan would be satisfactory if 

it could be done legally within the budgeting laws. The Star indicated 

approval of the idea of incorporating all unorganized areas into districts 

i 
for tax purposes. 

As shown in Table II, only the Star gave editorial attention to state 

support in 1955. Seven editorials were favorable, three were neutral 

and two were unfavorable. 

With a new state governor in office in 1955, the Star again pro

vided editorial coverage on his plans for improving state support. By 

advocating an increase in the amount of money per pupil in ADA, the 

35 governor gained the support of the Star. 

The Arizona Education Association didn't secure favorable edi

torial attention when it sought to have the legislature approve state aid 

36 
on a current ADA basis. Such action, according to the editorial 

33. Ibid. 

34. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, February 24, 1954. 

35. Editorial, in the Arizona Daily Star, January 14, 1955. 

36.' Editorial in tiie Arizona Daiiy Star, February 14, 1955. 
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writer, could lead to great confusion and possible failure to get any 

corrective legislation passed. Again the paper favored increasing the 

ADA payments to bring relief to the school districts. 

Increases of $25. 50 in the state's share and $7. 50 in the county 

37 share met with Star approval. Objection was raised by the paper, 

however, toward a two-year repeal clause included in the proposed in

creases. The paper considered the needed help to be permanent and 

not just for two years. 

The Star was not pleased by the legislature's failure to have 

38 passed a bill for school relief. Senate action received Star approval, 

but the House was viewed as the culprit if the bill were killed there. 

According to the paper, there was still enough time to pass the mea

sure. The House did not approve the bill and a legislative deadlock 

developed much to the displeasure of the paper. ̂  Failure to pass the 

school aid measure was termed a disgrace by the editorial writer. He 

even expressed the belief that the issue should have been taken out of 

politics. 

Eventually, however, the legislature did pass the school aid bill. 

40 This action was praised by the Star. The legislature approved 

37. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, March 14, 1955. 

38. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, March 24, 1955. 

39. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, March 28, 1955. 

40. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, April 2, 1955. 
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increasing the state's share from. $95 per student to $127. The county-

share was raised from $20 to $30. 50. The writer considered that the 

legislation was satisfactory by stating, "It is not giving the same aid 

to rich districts as to poor districts. It is not 'taxing the people of 

the entire state to allow wealthy schools to pile on frills.1 It is giving 

increased aid to poor districts and not denying the poor districts the 

41 rudiments of real education.11 

By mid-September, 1955, the Star provided the readers with 

evidence to show that the recently passed school aid legislation was 

bringing results. Its editorial on September 17 listed the increases and 

decreases in tax rates for Maricopa County. ̂  At the time the county 

had 47. 65 per cent of the state's school children and only 37.76 per 

cent of the assessed value of the state. Decreases in tax rates for 

Tucson area school districts--Amphitheater, Flowing Wells, Marana 

and Sahuarita--were also shown. Tucson District #1 showed an in

crease. The editorial writer concluded by stating, "Similar results 

will show from all oyer the state how ADA will decrease tax rates in 

school districts with many students and small assessed valuations but 

will increase rates in districts with relatively few students and large 

i a 
assessed valuations." *" I 

41. Ibid. 

42. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, September 17, 1955. 

43. Ibid. 
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Another attempt to eliminate ADA was made in 1955. This 

44 proposal again was opposed by the Star. The basis for its opposi

tion rested on replacing a known, sound method of state aid (ADA) 

with an untried and unknown system of establishing school district need 

for aid. The paper also informed the professional educators that they 

would be sorry for backing this amendment by asserting, "The school 

administrators and educators, who are now supporting the amendment 

to the constitution which would eliminate ADA as a yardstick for mea-

45 suring school needs, will rue the day they accomplish this. " 
f 

In a subsequent editorial, the professional educators received 

another lashing from the Star. ̂  On this occasion the editorial writer 

stated, "That the public school administrators of our state have 

swallowed this plan, hook, line and sinker, is beyond comprehend 

sion. 

The Star did find a reason to support legislative activity in 1956 

despite the ADA issue. The paper favored a tax on trailers. It held 

the belief that those people who live in trailers and send their children 

44. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, March 5, 1956. 

45. Ibid. 

46. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, March 12, 1956. 

47. Ibid. 

48. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, April 20, 1956. 
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to schools should help support the schools through taxation. 

Table II on page 46 shows that the Citizen resumed editorial 

coverage on state support in 1957. It had presented no editorials on 

the subject during the previous six years. A total of five editorials 

were written; two were favorable and three were neutral. The editorial 

writer for the Citizen agreed with an earlier position taken by the 

Arizona Education Association.^ He considered the plan to put ADA 

payments on the basis of current ADA to be a more equitable method of 

state support. 

The Citizen invited others to express themselves on state support. 

Two guest editorials appeared in August issues. Superintendent Marion 

Donaldson of the Amphitheater School District wrote the first editorial. 

Donaldson called for opponents of federal aid to become active in support 

of necessary legislation to bring about an equiptable system of financ-.'/^ 

50 
cing. In his opinion, the current method of providing state support 

for education was outmoded. 

The second editorial was written by Arizona State Representative 

John Haugh. He presented five proposals under consideration for state 

aid to the schools. He pointed out what each one would do in terms of 

49. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, March 6, 1957. 

50. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, August 10» 1957. 

51. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, August 20, 1957. 
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raising revenue for school support. The five proposals were: 

1. An increase in state and county support for school districts, . 

2. A transaction tax of one per cent on real estate sales. 

3. An increase in state sales tax of 50 per cent across the 
board. 

4. The present practice of allowing federal income tax payments 
as a deduction in calculating state income tax would be dis
continued. 

5. Changes in widows' tax exemption and elimination of veterans' 
tax exemptions. 

During 1958 the Citizen returned to the argument for increased 

52 state support. Again the paper promoted the idea of having ADA sup

port based on current enrollment and current ADA rather than the ADA 

for the previous year. In addition it favored increasing the amount of 

support. In March the writer urged voters and property owners to 

write the legislators urging approval of ADA support based on current 

53 
enrollment. 

The Star in 1958 also continued editorial coverage but in a some

what different vein than did the Citizen. As it had done previously, the 

Star urged the state land commissioner to secure every cent possible 

54 from oil leases so as to bolster the state school fund. Editorial 

52. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, March 19» 1958. 

53. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, March 25, 1958. 

54. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, January 20, 1958. 



62 

support was also given to a bill before the legislature concerning land 

55 acqmsition by school districts. The bill would have eliminated the 

red tape in the current procedures of land purchases and the necessity 

of voter approval to acquire the sites. Local school boards were to 

have more power in school site purchases. 

The Star and Citizen offered differing views on state support 

during 1959- The Star endorsed a legislative proposal known as the 

"Minimum Essentials Bill" even though it required amending the state 

56 constitution. The paper expressed the opinion that the legislature 

should take the necessary steps to have it become part of the constitu

tion and to call the special election to secure its passage. 

On two other occasions the editor promoted the "Minimum Essen-

v. 
tials Bill" as the solution to the school aid problem. The first appeared 

in an editorial, February 6, 1959. ̂  The second instance came in 

March after the legislature passed a bill which the editor believed 

58 
would do little to bring about relief. 

Whereas the Star considered a constitutional amendment neces

sary to correct the school aid problem, the Citizen failed to pursue the 

same line of thought. First, the writer noted agreement between the 

55. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, February 6, 1958. 

56. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, February 4, 1959. 

57. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, February 6, 1959. 

58. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, March 21, 1959. 
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governor and both, houses that school relief was necessary and there 

. was a feeling that the public demanded constructive school support. ̂  

The thought was also expressed that relief might come as a result of 

shifting tax loads. By increasing some taxes, a decrease in school 

60 
taxes would result. 

Toward the end of the regular legislative session he also noted 

that no bill had gotten out of committee. Again he indicated the public 

wanted school aid relief and that the legislature knew it would have to 

61 do something. 

Finally, in mid-March 1959» the legislature passed a compro-

62 
mise bill which met with approval of the Citizen. In essence the bill 

increased ADA payments based on current ADA, increased sales taxes 

for support of education and limited school budget increases. 

There was no editorial attention devoted to state support in I960. 

There was a single editorial in 1961 and two in 1962 as shown in Table 

n. 

During 1963 both newspapers supported a bill making Average 

Daily Membership (ADM) as the base for state support rather than 

59. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, January 2, 1959. 

60. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, January 7, 1959* 

61. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, February 17, 1959. 

62. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, March 23, 1959. 
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Average Daily Attendance. Average Daily Membership is the sum total 

of daily membership (attendance plus absence) divided by the number 

of days of school. Whereas Average Daily Attendance is the sum total 

of all days attended by all pupils divided by the number of days of 

school. The Citizen rationale for believing Average Daily Membership 
/ 

to be better than ADA was summed up in this statement, "Teachers 

must be hired and schools must be operated every day on the basis of 

enrollment, regardless of whether attendance in any single day is only 

80 per cent. School operating costs do not vary with day-to-day atten

dance. 

The Star's support for the bill was based upon the same argument 

as presented in the Citizen. ̂  The bill, however, failed to secure 

passage by the legislature leaving ADA as the base for state support. 

The Star returned to its previous crusade on ADA in November, 

1963. Although the editor was of the opinion that a constitutional re

vision was necessary for improving aid to schools, he still viewed in

creased ADA payments as the best answer at the time. ̂  

As illustrated in Table IX, there was one editorial on state sup

port during 1964 followed by three in 1965. In 1965 the Star called 

63. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, March 27, 1963. 

64. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, March 27, 1963. 

65. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, November 23, 1963. 
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upon the legislature to continue with ADA as the base for state support 

66 
and to increase the state's share of contribution by not less than $40. 

The paper expressed the opinion that the bill before the legisla

ture, that was being promoted by the governor, required further 

67 
study. The bill called for reduced home taxes provided that the 

school districts reduced their tax rates by applying 80 per cent of the 

new state money to the reduction. The editorial writer for the Star 

noted that the professional educators also wanted additional time to 

study the measure. 

The Star and Citizen devoted editorial attention to the financing 

of the state universities. The topic of state support for higher educa

tion did not receive a large amount of editorial coverage. The data in 

Table III indicate the number of editorials on the subject of state finan-

cial support for higher education that appeared in the Citizen and Star 

from 1945 through 1965. A total of 30 editorials appeared in the two 

newspapers. Fourteen editorials were in the Citizen while 16 were in 

the Star. Table III also shows that, between 1949 and 1959, a sparse 

number of editorials appeared compared to the 1962-1965 period when 

the majority of the editorials on this subject were written. 

66. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, March 15, 1965. 

67. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, March 30,. 1965. 
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Table HI 

Number of Editorials on the Subject of State Support 
for Higher Education Appearing in the Tucson Daily Citizen 

and Arizona Daily Star, 1945-1965 

Year 
Favorable Neutral Unfavorable 

Year Citizen Star Citizen Star Citizen Star 
1945 
1946 
1947 
1948 
1949 1 2 
1950 
1951 1 
1952 
1953 
1954 1 
1955 1 
1956 1 
1957 
1958 
1959 1 
I960 
1961 
1962 1 
1963 4 2 1 
1964 2 
1965 5 6 1 

Totals 10 14 1 2 3 
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Ten of the Citizen1 s editorials were favorable with one neutral. 

The three unfavorable editorials in the Citizen were the only negative 

editorials evident in either newspaper. 

Of the Star's 16 editorials, 14 v/ere favorable and two were neu

tral. There were no negative editorials concerning state support for 

higher education. This might have had some relationship to the fact 

that the editor of the Star, William K. Matthews, was a member of the 

Board of Regents from March 31, 1950 through December 30, I960. 

During 1949, the Citizen registered its opposition to a revenue 

bond proposal for a $700, 000 stadium at Arizona State College in Tempe. 

On the first occasion the paper expressed the belief that facilities for 

mental development were needed rather than those for physical develop-

Aft ment. In addition, the paper indicated that the state was not large 

enough to support the current athletic program, and the athletic teams 

were not that good anyway. 

It was in the second editorial that the writer considered the ' 

stadium proposal a grievous error and stated that the revenue bond 

69 might be a white.elephant. 

70 The Star took a neutral position on the stadium controversy. 

It also noted that the Senate pared money allotted for the construction 

68. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, March 17, 1949. 

69. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, March 21, 1949. 

70. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, March 9, 1949. 
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projects at the three state institutions of higher education. 

The Star approved the work of the first session of the 20th legis

lature in 1951 by noting that it was particularly sympathetic toward 

71 
higher education. 

During 1954 the Star approved the use of state endowment fund 

72 earnings by three institutions of higher education. 

Both newspapers favored the legislature's appropriations for 

higher education in 1955 and 1956. The Citizen, in 1955, approved of 

the money appropriated for capital improvements. ' During 1956, 

the Star approved the fact that the legislature granted all the money 

74 requested by the Board of Regents. 

In 1959 a bill in the legislature for $100, 000 for Arizona State 

75 
University met with Citizen disapproval. The paper indicated that 

the bill's sponsor was not even sure of what use would be made of the 

money. There was no indication in the editorial as to the proposed 

use of the money. 

During the 1962-1965 period of time, a total of 19 editorials, 

favorable to higher education, appeared in the two newspapers. 

71. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star. March 20, 1951. 

72. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, January 29» 1954. 

73. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, February 28, 1955. 

• 74. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, April 17, 1956. 

75. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, February 4, 1959. 
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In 1962 the Star endorsed the Board of Regent's agreement with 

the Senate's request to omit the medical school appropriation from that 

76 year's request for monies. The paper indicated that it could have 

been damaging to the state universities to have pushed for a medical 

college appropriation. 

The Citizen, in 1963, urged the legislature to appropriate the 

$160, 000 requested to start preparation and planning for the medical 

77 
college at the University of Arizona. The legislature did appropri

ate the money to start the medical "college and received approval from 

the newspapers for its action. 

It was during January of 1963 that the Star supported a Board of 

Regents request for more than a $1, 000, 000 to enlarge the stadium at 

78 
the University of Arizona. It indicated that the legislature should 

approve the plan. 

The Citizen also supported the Board of Regent's 1963 capital 

ouilay request and hoped the matter would be passed in a special session 

of the legislature. ̂  This session was called by the governor to deal 

specifically with the capital outlay request. 

76. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, January 2, 1962. 

77. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, January 1,' 1963. 

78. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, January 19, 1963. 

79. Editorial in the Tucson Daiiy Citizen, April 29, 1963. 
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Another editorial in the Citizen indicated a feeling that the 

legislature's special session would be good for higher education when 

80 
the legislature did agree on an amount. 

The Star displayed a neutral attitude toward the money appropri

ated to the three state institutions of higher education during the special 

81 session. 

In 1964 the Star supported the capital outlay request for the three 

state universities. It felt a compromise was in order if the House 

and Senate could not agree. 

The Star also approved monetary gifts to the three state univer-

83 
sities from the Phoenix Rotary. It also noted that $2, 500, 000 had 

been raised in the state for the new medical college. 

During 1965 the legislature considered the possibility of revenue 

bonds for capital outlay rather than annual legislative appropriations. 

The Star, however, continued to support legislative approval of the 

capital outlay request of the Board of Regents; whereas, the Citizen 

advocated the idea of, state revenue bonds for capital outlay rather than 
* I 

legislative appropriations. When an impasse developed in the legisla

ture appropriation versus state revenue bonds, the Citizen felt a 

80. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, May 24, 1963. 

81. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, June 4, 1963. 

82. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, April 6, 1964. 

'83. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, September 2, 1964; 
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compromise was necessary to secure the needed monies.®^ 

Both the Citizen and Star favored solving the deadlock by having 

appropriations for capital outlay that year. The next year the voters 

could decide on whether or not to permit the sale of state revenue bonds 

for capital outlay. 

The Star also added that, if the state decides to go to a bonding 

authority, it should be done correctly. The paper approved the 

recent bonding program in Utah and suggested that Arizona's debt 

t 
limit be raised from $350, 000 to four per cent of the assessed valu

ation of the state. 

Summary 

During 1950 both newspapers opposed a proposition which would 

have amended the state constitution. This would have increased the. 

state's share of support from $95 to $150 for establishing kindergartens-

and maintaining the common and high schools^ 

The Star presented more opposition to the proposed amendment' 

change than did the Citizen. This attempt to allow the voters of the-

84. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, April 30, 196£r„ 

85. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, June 24, 1965. 

86. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, November s, 1965. 
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state to determine if they wished to have increased state support and 

state supported kindergartens came during newspaper opposition to 

federal aid. It is ironic that the papers should condemn federal aid and 

advocate local and state support, then denounce efforts to improve the 

state's share of financial aid to the schools. 

The editorials of 1950 would lead to speculate the extent of inter

est the Star and Citizen had toward the financing of public schools with 

money from sources other than the local districts. 

The attempts in 1953 and 1956 to eliminate Average Daily Atten

dance as the base for state financial support came under editorial at

tack by the Star. On both occasions the professional educators of the 

state advocated the removal of ADA as the base. The Star editorially 

implied that the education profession was misinformed, ill-advised and 

incorrect for its stand. By the same token, the Star made it appear 

that its own position was correct. 

It could be assumed from the editorials in the Star that the best 

method of state support was that of maintaining ADA as the base and 

increasing the state and county shares. Viewpoints contrary to that 

held by the Star on ADA were usually considered as being incorrect. 

During the late 1950's the Citizen advocated state support based 

on current ADA rather than ADA for the previous year. This was 

opposed by the Star as might have been expected. 
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Both papers did, however, support a bill in the legislature which 

would have made Average Daily Membership the base for state support 

rather than Average Daily Attendance. 

In comparing the editorial reaction of the two newspapers toward 

state support, it would appear that the Citizen was more willing to sup

port efforts to change from ADA to other methods whereas the Star felt 

that ADA was the best and perhaps the only method of state financial 

support of the public schools. 

Both the Star and Citizen gave strong positive editorial attention 

toward state support of higher education. There was a tendency for 

the newspapers to favor monies for the University of Arizona over the 

other two state universities, particularly Arizona State University in 

Tempe. 

The strong support for higher education by the Star might have 

been due, in part, to the fact that the editor was a member of the Board 

of Regents. 

III. Equalization Among the School Districts of the State ' 

This section of the chapter discusses the reactions of the Arizona 

Daily Star and the Tucson Daily Citizen to the issue of equalization of 

state support among the school districts of the state. The apparent 

confusion by the newspapers, particularly the Star, concerning the 

term "equalization" also is presented. It is not clear at times if the 
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editorial writer defines "equalization" as that of minimum amounts of 

per pupil financial support to the school districts of the state from 

state sources which would then tend to emphasize equalization of edu

cational opportunity. There is also evidence that "equalization" was 

used to mean equalizing tax rates among the various school districts 

in the state. The latter referred to school districts with low assessed 

valuation, a large school population and a high tax rate, compared 

with a school district having a higher assessed valuation, a small school 

population and a lower tax rate. 

Although equalization did not receive a great amount of editorial 

coverage by either the Star or Citizen, the coverage received was 

highly positive toward improving equalization among the school dis

tricts of the state. 

Table IV shows the number of editorials on equalization among 

the school districts that appeared in the Star and Citizen from 1945-

1965. Table IV shows that a total of 36 editorials were written. Eight 

editorials, all of which were favorable, appeared in the Citizen. 

Twenty-seven editorials appeared in the Star. All favored equalization 

with the exception of one which was classified as neutral. It is also 

evident in Table IV that most of the editorials were written between 

1950 and 1955, Another series also appeared in 1964-1965. The first 

editorials concerning equalization appeared in 1947. 
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Table IV 

Number of Editorials on the Subject of Equalization 
Among the State Schools Appearing in the Tucson 
Daily Citizen and Arizona Daily Star, 1945-1965 

Favorable Neutral Unfavorable 
Year Citizen Star Citizen Star Citizen Star 
1945 
1946 
1947 2 
1948 
1949 
1950 1 
1951 1 2 
1952 2 
1953 2 9 1 
1954 3 
1955 3 
1956 
1957 
1958 
1959 
I960 
1961 
1962 
1963 
1964 4 2 
1965 3 

Totals 8 26 1' 
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The Star during 1947 advocated raising the state per capita tax 

and finding a means of prorating the wealth more fairly over the school 

districts. The editorial writer cited the Vail and Amphitheater dis

tricts as examples of rich and poor school districts. Vail had a high 

assessed valuation and a low number of students, whereas Amphi

theater had a lower assessed valuation and a larger number of children.* 

During the same year, the Star also expressed the belief that the 

wealth of the state should be used to educate the children of the state. 

At that time the paper also felt that school districts should be called 

upon to construct buildings from their own wealth but that the state and 

2 county should provide funds for operation. 

Editorial attention to equalization was noted again in 1950 after a 

lapse during 1948 and 1949. The Citizen expressed the belief that a 

school equalization fund was the better method of sharing the state's 

3 wealth. The writer of the editorial stated, "Establishment of a school 

equalization fund would enable the board of education to give financial 

assistance to those poor school districts which need help. It would aid 

them in their efforts to meet educational standards without over-

4 
burdening the local taxpayer. " 

4 

1. Editorial in the Arizona Dajjy Star, January 15, 1947. 

2. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, March 4, 1947. 

3. Editorial in the Tucson D^ily Citizen, November 21, 1950. 

4. Ibid. 
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In 1951 the Star again supported the idea of using the state's 

. wealth to educate the children of the state, but not to the extent that 

local boards of education would shirk their responsibility and indulge 

in extravagance. ® An additional Star editorial in 1951 indicated that 

all that can be done should be done to use the wealth of the state for 

education of the state's children. ̂  

The Citizen in the same year favored passage of tax equalization 
t 

7 legislation to correct injustices among school districts. It noted that 

the Sunnyside School District received the benefit of taxes on the Hughes 

Aircraft property when most of the school children lived in Tucson 

School District #1 and Amphitheater School District. 

In 1952 the editorial writer for the Star indicated that the new 

manager of the Phelps Dodge Corporation was incorrect in his remarks 

concerning tax equalization in Pima County because he didn't have the 

facts. ® The writer warned the mining corporations not to block at

tempts for tax equalization because the mines might be faced with a 

minerals separation tax. 

The editorial attention by the Star during 1953 through 1955 

tended to be confusing. It appeared from the editorials that the 

5. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, March 8, 1951. 

6. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, June 5, 1951. 

*7. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, February 9» 1951. 

8. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, November 21, 1952. 
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editorial writer was either confused over a tax equalization program 

and a program of state financial support of the public schools, or that 

he viewed both to be the same. 

During February of 1953, the paper urged the legislature to act 

in a very simple manner to bring about better tax equalization by in-

Q 
creasing the state and county shares of financial support by $20 each. 

In its opinion, it would have been poor politics for the legislature to get 

involved in a long adjustment. The editorial writer also indicated that 

there must be equalization of the educational burden and that the load 

must be adjusted and adjusted now. 

On March 2 the Star indicated displeasure with the fact that the 

legislature had failed to act upon the tax equalization problem. The 

paper again expressed the opinion that increasing the state and county 

shares was the best method of solving the school tax problem and that 

there still needed to be an adjustment of school taxes. 

In an editorial on March 11, ihe writer for the Star noted that 

little had been done to pass corrective legislation concerning tax 

equalization. -He also indicated that the legislative committee, 

Arizona Education Association, governor and Chamber of Commerce 

9. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, February 16, 1953. 

. 10. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, March 2, 1953. 

11. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, March 11, 1953. 
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had not been very active in promoting legislation. The writer again 

! 
mentioned that the wealth of the state should be used to educate the 

i I 
children of the state. 

Further disappointment with the legislature was evident in an edi-

12 torial on March 22 in the Star. The writer of the editorial stated that 

i 
some of the fast growing school districts were suffering under heavy 

j ) 

tax burdens and that h y  simply increasing the state and county contri-
i i 

butidns of financial support, a welcomed and needed solution toward 

improving tax equalization^ would be achieved. 

The Star editorial writer, also in 1953, expressed the opinion 

that failure on the part of the legislature to act on the equalization 

13 
issue during that year would cause the issue to be lost for a year. 

He indicated that relief was needed immediately and that lack of 

Republican cooperation would serve as good ammunition for the Demo

crats in the next election. 

By mid-May the legislature had still failed to act. The Star,' how

ever, was still encouraging the legislature to pass the needed legisla-

14 
tion to correct tax equalization among the school districts. The 

editpri^ writer again stressed increasing the state and county shareB 

12. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, March 22, 1953. 

13. Editorial in the Arizona Daiiy Star, April 12, 1953. 

14. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, May 14, 1953. 
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of state support based on ADA as the simple method of bringing about 

tax equalization. 

The editorial writer even expressed the belief that the four state 

legislative committees meeting in Phoenix would do nothing about the 

15 
tax equalization problem. He again indicated the best answer would 

be increases in state and county shares based on ADA. 

On June 25 the Star noted the defeat of any improvement in tax 

equalization for 1953. 

A special election was called for the fall of the year. One of fche 

propositions before the voters was a proposal from the legislature to 

amend the constitutions to eliminate ADA as the base for state aid. 

The proposition called for putting state money into school districts 

which were below average in wealth per pupil and largely into such 

districts. 

The Star opposed the proposed amendment change as promoted 

17 
by the governor. The writer for the paper indicated that the 

governor had no new or better formula for helping hard hit school 

districts. The writer, in turn, advocated increasing the state property 

tax as the best source of revenue for improved tax equalization pay

ments. 

15. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, June 21, 1953. 

16. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, June 25, 1953. 

17. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, August 5, 1953. 
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The Citizen supported the proposition to amend the constitution.*® 

The writer of the editorial stated, "In submitting the constitutional 

amendment--Proposition No. 103--to the voters, the state house of 

representatives approved by the unbelievable margin of 71 to 1, and 

the senate 18 to 0. 

The voters of the state, however, rejected the proposed amend

ment causing the equalization issue to fail in 1953. As a result, the 

Star in 1954 advocated retaining the property tax as the basis for tax 

20 
equalization through increased ADA aid at the state level. 

In a December editorial, the Star again called for a simple step . 

of tax equalization among school districts by increasing ADA contri-

21 butions by both state and county. The editorial writer remarked, 

"The Star, which has made a study of the school tax situation, is con

vinced that this is the only logical approach to the problem that has been 

advanced. It, therefore, urges the Pima County members of the legis-

22 ' 
lature to get behind the program as quickly as possible. " 

Even in 1955 the Star indicated that the equalization problem was 

23 still unsolved. The Star asserted: 

18. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, September 25, 1953. 

19. Ibid. 

20. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, August 27, 1954. 

21. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, December 29, 1954. 

22. Ibid. 
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The basic problem of the equalization of state school taxes still 
remains how to get help to those districts with a high pupil 
population and a low property evaluation. The basic answer 
still remains to tax all of the property of the state to educate 
all of the state's children. The constitutional method of ap
portionment, the ADA, is still the best method in sight for 
doing that. ̂ 4 

There were no editorials on equalization among the school dis

tricts from 1956 through 1963. 

During 1964 both newspapers supported a petition that would put 

an amendment proposal on the fall ballot. The amendment would allow 

the legislature power to equalize school taxes. 

The Citizen, however, was the only paper to support passage of 

the actual amendment which was approved by the voters in the fall 

election. ̂  It stated, "The initiated amendment does not prescribe a 

specific method of achieving school tax equalization. It does nothing 

more than remove from the state constitution the provision that Arizona 

aid to school districts must be apportioned to all school districts on a 

26 single criterion, average daily attendance. " 

In 1965 the Star urged passage of a school tax equalization act en-

27 
dorsed by the voters in 1964. The Star stated: 

23. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, September 14, 1955. 

24. Ibid. 

25. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, October 22, 1964. 

26. Ibid. 

27. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, May 12, 1965. 
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If there is going to be tax relief for school districts, which the 
principle of equalization requires, the governor's bill has merit 
of requiring that a percentage of these increased state funds be 
applied directly to reduce the tax rates of school districts. 
Likewise, some kind of limitation must be placed on increased 
operating expenses. The school administrators are likely to 
treat this new money as manna from heaven and make unreason
able increases in operating expenses. 28 

The tax equalization bill became entangled with capital outlay 

requests for the state universities. The paper approved the compro

mise action that resulted in capital outlay as sought by the House and 

29 the abridgement of the school tax equalization issue. 7 

Summary 

Both the Star and Citizen were highly favorable toward improving 

equalization among the school districts of the state. The newspapers 

advocated using the wealth of the state to educate the children of the 

state. In addition, they both urged tax relief for school districts with 

low assessed valuation and a.large school population compared with a 

district of higher assessed valuation and lower school population. 

The Star and Citizen, however, did not agree as to the means of 

improving equalization among the school districts. It appeared from 

the editorials that the Star was more concerned about tax relief while 

the Citizen was interested primarily in improving the method of 

28. Ibid. 

29. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, July 4, 1965. 
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disbursing state funds to school districts in great need of financial 

assistance. The Citizen also indicated the necessity to equalize state 

taxes by endorsing a proposed amendment to the state constitution which 

would have given the state legislature the power to equalize school 

taxes. The Star indicated it would support the legislature in passing a 
t 

school.tax equalization act provided that it included limitations on in

creased operating expenses of local school districts. 

There appeared to be some confusion on the part of the Star con

cerning a program of state financial support of the public schools and a 

tax equalization program among the school districts. The newspaper 

tended to support efforts to improve tax equalization, yet it always ̂  

resorted to increasing state and county shares of financial support" 

based on Average Daily Attendance as the best method of tax equaliza

tion. This same reliance on ADA was strongly advocated by the Star 

when editorial attention was directed toward state financial support to the 

school districts. 

Even though there is a relationship between a program of tax 

equalization and guaranteed minimum educational opportunity through 

state financial support, there appears to be some question as to whether 

the Star fully understood the two concepts. It can only be stated that the 

editorial attention at times was not clear. 
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IV. Local School Bond Proposals 

This section is devoted to the reactions of the two newspapers to 

school bond proposals occurring within the time span of the study. 

Both the extent of coverage and the patterns of editorial writing are 

discussed. The attempt is also made to determine under what condi

tions the newspapers supported or opposed bond proposals. 

Editorial coverage on the subject of school bond proposals fol

lowed a: consistent pattern in both papers. Table V shows the number 

of editorials on bond proposals that appeared in the Citizen and Star 

from 1945 through 1965. As indicated in Table V, the Citizen printed 

a total of 65 editorials on the subject compared with 54 for the Star. 

Of the editorials directed toward the subject of bond proposals 

from 1945 to 1965, the Citizen commented favorably in 40 editorials 

and assumed a neutral position in 25. The Citizen did not oppose any 

of the bond proposals editorially. 
# 

The editorial pattern for the Star proved to be of a somewhat 

different nature. Whole there were 34 editorials favoring bond pro

posals, 24 expressed varying degrees of opposition. Not once during 

the time from 1945 to 1965 did the Star take a neutral position on a 

bond proposal. 

Thus, on bond proposals, the Citizen was either favorable or 
1 

was uncommitted. On the other hand,, the Star was either in favor of 

a bond proposal or against it. 
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Table Y 

Number of Editorials on the Subject of Local Bond Proposals 
Appearing in the Tucson Daily Citizen and Arizona Daily 

Star, 1945-1965 

Favorable Neutral Unfavorable 
Year Citizen Star Citizen Star Citizen Star 
1945 . 

1946 la 2a 

1947 

1948 la 

1949 

1950 lb 

1951 3b 4b ib 

1952 I* 

1953 3a 2a 

i 

1954 2* 2b 2b 

1955 3a 2a 

1956 1^ 

1957 5a • 6* 8a 10a 

1958 8a 6a* la xa* 

1959 2b lb lb 

I960 lc,2a 2a*. lc,2a 2a* 

1961 ld,2b lb 

1962 2a ja* 2a 3a* 
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Table V--Continued 

Year 
Favorable 

Citizen Star 
Neutral Unfavorable 

Citizen Star Citizen Star 
1963 

1964 

1965 lC,3a 

3a 

a 

la 

8a 

Totals 40 34* 25 24* 

*Editorial divided on issue lTucson School District #1 

^Amphitheater School District c Flowing Wells School District 
J 
Sunnyside School District 
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Table V also shows that the greatest number of editorials on 

bond proposals appeared between 1951 and 1962. Editorials favoring 
i 

bond proposals, however, were evident beginning in 1946, whereas 

the first editorials opposing bond proposals did not appear until 1957. 

During the time from 1946 through 1956, both newspapers sup

ported bond proposals in Amphitheater and Tucson District #1. 

Amphitheater held school bond elections in 1950, 1951, 1954, and 1956. 

The district presented a $555, 000 bond proposal in 1950 which was sup

ported by the Citizen. * 

Another Amphitheater bond election was held in 1951 and again 

received Citizen support. A guest editorial in March by the Amphi

theater superintendent.of schools explained the need for the bond pro

posal. ̂  The issue involved $450, 000 to be spent for a badly needed high 

school. If the issue were approved by the voters, the district would re

ceive an additional $440, 000 from the federal government. On April 23 

the Citizen expressed the belief that the voters would approve the bond 

proposal. 

The Star endorsed the $450, 000 proposal and noted that the dis

trict had had sound and conservative administration in the past, thus 

1. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, November 17, 1950. 

2. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, March 2, 1951. 

3. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, April 23j 1951. 
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apparently implying the bond proposal was the result of sound planning.^ 

On April 22 the Star urged voter approval indicating a bargain was to be 

had since $440, 000 would come from the federal government. ̂  

Despite newspaper endorsement, the bond proposal lost by a ten 

to one margin. The defeat led the Citizen to note that both sides would 

have to work together to find some way of providing the facilities for 

educating the students. ̂  

A second bond proposal in Amphitheater during 1951 was supported 

7 • 
by the Star. The issue involved nearly $500, 000 of federal money for 

construction of a junior high school. This proposal was also rejected 

by the voters. 

The Amphitheater residents made their attitude known again in 

ft 1952 by defeating a third straight bond proposal. ° This called for 

$60, 000 to acquire two land sites. 

The Star sought voter support for Amphitheater's $487, 000 bond 

a 
proposal in 1954. The money would be used for making the new junior 

high school building into the new high school. ' 

4. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, February 10, 1951. 

5. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, April 22, 1951.. 

6. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, April 26, 1951. • 

7. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, September 8, 1951. 

8. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, January 16, 1952. 

9. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, May 6, 1954. 
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In a second editorial in the Star, the writer appealed to the 

district parents to support the proposed issue. He added, "There 

are some old fogies without children who are going out and try to de

feat the proposed improvements! 

The Citizen also endorsed the $487, 000 issue on two occasions. 

Its support appeared in two editorials in May. 

Two years later, during 1956, the Amphitheater School District 
t 

presented another bond proposal to the voters in the district. This 
t 

proposed $845, 000 issue was endorsed by the Citizen which also urged 

13 
the voters to approve the proposal. 

Tucson School District #1 conducted four bond elections from 1946 

through 1956. They occurred in 1946, 1948, 1953 and 1955. The atti

tude of the newspapers was positive toward the proposed issues. 

During 1946 the Star urged voter approval of the $2, 100, 000 bond 

proposal for Tucson School District #1. Its endorsement was noted in 

14 two editorials in May. By comparison, the Citizen sought voter ap-

15 
proval in a single editorial appearing on May 13. 

10. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, May 22, 1954. 

11. Ibid. 

12. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, May 17, 1954; editori
al in the Tucson Daily Citizen, May 21, 1954. 

13. Editorial in the Tucson Daiiy Citizen, November 16, 1956. 

14. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, May 12, 1946; editorial 
in the Arizona Daily Star, May 14, 1946. 

15. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, May 13, 1946. 
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A second proposal came in 1948 in which, the school district 

16 
proposed a $3, 276, 000 issue. This was supported by the Star. The 

editorial writer indicated the money would be used for school construc

tion and additional classrooms. He also noted that there was no orga

nized opposition. 

It was during 1953 that Tucson School District #1 proposed a 

$6, 200, 000 bond election which received favorable editorial attention 

from the Citizen. The election was held on March 12. 
* 

The bond program for Tucson School District #1 was also sup-

17 
ported by the Star. The editorial writer felt the two-year program 

was sound and that the money was needed. In his words, "A swelling 

school population is forcing the schools into split sessions which, un

less the building program is carried out, will become triple sessions."'' 

On the day of the bond election, the Star called for voters to sup

port the proposal. ^he money would be used for two new high 

schools, six new elementary schools and additions to five elementary 

schools. A grant of federal money for a junior high was also included. 

The proposal was approved by the voters. 

16. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, May 5, 1948.. 

17. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, February 28, 1953. 

18. Ibid. , 

19- Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, March 12, 1953. 
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Two years later during 1955, the school district prepared for a 

bond election calling for $8, 585, 000. The money would be used for 

school construction in both the elementary and high school districts. 

On July 17 the Star outlined the features of the proposed issue 

20 and indicated the district needs were mandatory. Enrollment was 

continuing to increase, placing a heavy burden on the districts to al

leviate the mounting pressure. 

21  
A  Star editorial on July 25 again sought voter support. The 

* 
writer summed up why the proposal should be supported by stating, 

"The present school population and its current rate of increase are all' 

the proof needed to show that the proposed school building plan will not 

22 
be any more than enough and will be nearly filled by I960." 

The Citizen, in its first editorial on the $8, 585, 000 bond proposal 

23 of 1955, took a neutral position. It pointed out that a seventy-five 

member citizens committee had worked with the school board on the 

building program. The Citizen also mentioned that the public should 

likewise carefully consider the proposal in the next month. 

20. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, July 17, 1955. 

21. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, July 25, 19^5. 

22. Ibid. 

23. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, June 10, 1955. 
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By July 20, however, the Citizen showed signs of supporting the 

^ A 
proposed bond issue. The editorial writer expressed the belief that 

only through voter approval could the district's needs be met. His 

comment'was, "It is the citizens, parents and taxpayers actually who 

are keeping their schools up to the mark by a support that is both 

25 encouraging and commendable. " 

In a subsequent editorial, on July 25, the writer anticipated a 

small voter turnout, but a large margin of victory for the bond pro--

26 posal. The writer also noted that the community had supported bond-

proposals very well in previous bond proposals very well in previous 

years. He then added, "In turn, the near unanimity of support which 

the public schools enjoy casts a greater obligation on the school trus

tees and administration. It is for them to continue to provide the 
/ 

vision and leadership which will maintain Tucson's schools as the best 

27 
possible for a community to furnish the children. " 

The district residents approved the proposal as the paper had 

expected. 

The second important time period within the study occurred from 

1957 through 1965. It was during this time that both newspapers made 

24. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, July 20, 1955. 

25. Ibid. 

26. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, July 25, 1955. 

27. Ibid. 
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a noticeable shift in stance toward Tucson School District #1. The 

Star began to show opposition toward bond proposals, whereas the 

Citizen leaned toward a netural position. 

The school district conducted bond proposals during 1957, 1958, 

I960, 1962, 1964 and 1965. 

The year 1957 proved to be of more than passing significance for 

Tucson School District #1, for it was during this year that two bond 
/ 

proposals were defeated. During both bond campaigns there was an 

obvious shift in attitude on the part of both newspapers. a 

The first election came in June of 1957. In six editorials the 

Citizen was neither pro nor con. The Star, however, presented eight 

editorials opposing the proposed bond issue. 

The Citizen noted that much study had been done in preparation of 

the proposal and that the citizens committee, selected to aid in the bond 

28 study, agreed on the needs presented. It also indicated that sober 

judgment was to be expected of the citizens prior to voting on the pro- . 

posed issue. 

The Citizen did oppose the mayor of Tucson who wished to have 

29 the school bond program delayed in favor of a city bond election,. The 

28. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, March 22, 1957. 

29. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, April 17, 1957. 
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paper felt the school issue should not be delayed and should not be 
r 

confused with city needs. In fact, the Citizen expressed the belief that 

the public favored the added classrooms to prevent over-crowding and 

30 double sessions. There were questions, however, over improve

ments in old buildings, cooling of classrooms and full facilities for the 

high schools. The Citizen indicated the proposal did not merit an easy 

"yes" or "no" at that time, but deserved further consideration. 

The school tax rate was considered a key issue by the Citizen in 

31 a June 7 editorial. The writer provided information to show that, if 

the bond issue passed, 38 to 44 cents would be added to the next year's 

tax rate. If rejected, the tax rate would increase more than the 38 to 
/ 

44 cents figured as the cost in the preparation and sale of the bonds. 

He summed up by indicating that approval or rejection of the proposed 

issue would still result in an increased tax rate. 

32 The Citizen dwelled further on the tax rate increase. It pointed 

out that rejection of the bond proposal would not be a savings on next 

year's tax rate. Instead, the rate could increase one dollar or more, 

since items of remodeling and new equipment would have to be added to 

the next year's budget. 

30. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, June 5, 1957. 

31. Editorial in the Tucson, Daily Citizen, June 7, 1957. 

32. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, June 10, 1957. 
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The Star began its attack on the June, 1957, bond proposal in 

33 late April. Although it considered the new school construction as 

favorable,, it denounced the monies for remodeling of various district 

schools as unnecessary. The editorial writer called for a vote of "no 

confidence" in the school board and administration. 

On May 5 the Star noted that the public would not approve unneces-

34 sary expenditures on schools. The paper also pointed out that a 

Chamber of Commerce Committee had been formed to study the bond 

program. In addition, the editorial writer warned the school board and 

administration to face the facts of unnecessary expenditures or face 

defeat. 

The Star suggested that $725, 000 could be trimmed from the 

35 
proposed bond issue without hurting it. The paper again called for 

community rejection of the bond program. 

In an editorial on May 22 entitled, "Only the Taxpayers Can Re

buke Spenders," the editorial writer encouraged voters to reject the 

» 36 
proposed bond issue as submitted. The next proposal then would 

reflect a more reasonable set of requests. 

33. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, April 24, 1957. 

34. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, May 5, 1957. 

35. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, May 19, 1957. 

36. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, May 22, 1957. 



97 

The Star indicated displeasure with the fact that printed 

information on the necessity for the bond proposal had been sent home 

37 
with the school children. The editorial writer also proceeded to 

attack frills, lighting of athletic fields, bleachers and other items which 

were deemed unnecessary. He again appealed to the voters to vote 

down the proposed issue. The writer also expressed the belief that 

60 days would not make that much difference in defeating this proposal 

and preparing and approving another proposal. He also warned the 

voters not to be misled by such things as threats of double sessions and 

a high pupil-teacher ratio. 

On June 3 the Star's editorial was entitled "Taxpayer's Dollar 

38 Sought to Bolster Educator's Prestige, Not Youth Needs. " In it the 

editorial writer noted that minutes of a recent Tucson Education Associ

ation meeting showed that the teachers were told to support the pro

posed bond issue even though they might disagree with, some parts of 

it. In addition, he again attacked unnecessary expenditures and felt 
j 

the issue did not deserve public support. 

The Star took the opportunity on June 9 to list all the schools voted 

39 for repairs from the June bond proposal money. The editorial writer 

37. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, May 26, 1957. 

38. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, June 3, 1957. 

39- Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, June 91 1957. 
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named the repairs and the cost involved. All the repairs, in his 

opinion, were unnecessary. He noted that only 6i per cent of the bond 

program was for actual school construction. He again indicated the 

school board should be rebuked. In his opinion, a "no" vote would not 

hurt one single child. 

Tucson School District #1 residents strongly defeated the June, 

1957, bond proposal as advocated by the Star. 

The Star commented on the defeat of the bond proposal at con

siderable length.^® In the editorial writer's opinion, both the school 

board and administration deserved the stern rebuke by the voters for 

both incompetence and arrogance. He indicated that, if we were under 

the English system, the school board and administration should all re

sign. 

The writer then took the opportunity to tell the school board how 

to prepare the next bond proposal and what to include and exclude. He 
/ 

also indicated that any delays beyond two months.in the building pro

gram could be blamed directly on the school board and administrators. 

He also advised the board to hurry up and prepare a proposal worthy 

of merit and support. 

40. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, June 13, 1957. 
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The attitude of the Citizen was noticeably different from that of 

41 
the Star. It noted that the defeat didn't solve any problems. Another 

proposed bond issue deserved much study and could possibly amount to 

$5, 000, 000 if only classrooms were considered. 

On June 21 the Star editorial writer defined unnecessary extrava -

42 
gances and luxuries for the benefit of the residents. The list included: 

1. Carpeting for Catalina High School 

2. Coolers for the elementary schools 

3. Acoustical tile replacement of plastered ceilings 

4. Athletic fields and stadiums for all the high schools 

. 5. Sinks in each elementary classroom 

6. Elimination of old cloakrooms 

7. Remodeling of Carillo and Sam Hughes elementary schools 

8. Louvers instead of common window shades 

9. Kitchen in Roskruge Junior High 

10. Kitchens in the elementary schools 

A second proposal was prepared in 1957 in an effort to secure 

voter approval. Support for the second bond proposal, to come before 

the yoters October lf 1957, was evident in the Citizen in September.^ 

41. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, June 13, 1957. 

42. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, June 21, 1957. 

43. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, September 11, 1957. 
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A second editorial calling for support also reviewed what had been 

44 
accomplished with the 1955 bond issue of $8, 500, 000. The Citizen 

pointed out the anticipated future growth of Tucson and the implications 

45 it had for the school district. It considered passage of the proposed 

bond issue to be of vital importance. 

46 
Strong support from the Star was seen in a July 21 editorial. 

It was indicated that no classrooms had been eliminated and that all 

extravagances had been removed from the bond proposal. This was 
4 * 

sufficient reason, according to the Star, for the community to support 

the new proposal. 

47 
In late August the Star sought voter support. It indicated that 

the Property Owners' Protective Association was opposing the proposed 

issue. The Star admitted that it helped defeat the first proposal but 

that this one deserved support. , 

48 
On September 8 the Star again sought support. It informed thet 

readers that 80 percent of the issue was for new classroom construction 

44. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, September 19, 1957. 

45. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, September 23, 1957. 

46. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, July 21, 1957. 

47. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, August 25, 1957. 

48. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, September 8, 1957. 
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and that the special committee of the Chamber of Commerce that 

studied this proposal also supported it. 

The Star made attempts to clarify some points on the proposed 

49 bond issue which it felt might still be of concern to the voters. 7 The 

paper admitted that some of the items in the original proposal were now 

in the budget where they belonged. The Star also expressed the opinion 

that the school board was not doing anything that should be questioned. 

This second proposed issue also met defeat at the hands of the voters 

in the election held October 7, 1957. The Star reacted by indicating 

that this was a second rebuke of the school board and administration 

50 
and a second vote of no confidence. The Star even expressed the . 

thought that the board president, Dr. Delbert Secrist,. should resign 

along with board member, Mrs. Lyons. In the Star's opinion, they had 

been mere "rubber stamps" for the school administration. In addition, 

the Star implied that it had competent authority to say that the bond pro

posal could be further reduced and still not hurt the overall effort to' 

provide the needed facilities. 

The Citizen viewed the second defeat as a general revolt against 

51 
higher taxes and not a failure to recognize school needs. It indicated 

49. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star,, September 23, 1957. 

50. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, October 6, 1957. 

51. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, October 3, 1957. 
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that the county assessor and county spending were the cause for the 

. public to be upset with taxes. 

After suffering two defeats in 1957, Tucson School District #1 

went to the voters again one year later hoping for approval of a bond 

proposal. The third attempt was set for October of 1958 and included 

four separate propositions in a $7, 300, 000 package. There were two 

propositions for the elementary district and two for the high school 
i 

district. Both the Star and Citizen supported the bonding program. 

The former did so with six editorials and the latter with eight. 

.At first the Star favored three of the four propositions and op

posed only the proposition to construct girls gyms at Pueblo and 

52 Rincon high schools. 

In late September the Star urged voter approval for the class

rooms and also expressed the opinion that failure to approve the bond 

proposal would result in economic damage to the community's develop-

. 53 ment. 

During October the Star continued its appeal for voter approval of 

the classroom proposals. However, on October 4, it no longer called 

for a "no" vote on the gym proposition. ̂  

52. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, September 19, 1958. 

53. . Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, September 28, 1958. 

54. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, October 4, 1958. 
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By October 20 the Star expressed the opinion that the voters 

should make up their own minds concerning the gymnasiums. The 

paper stated that, "The major problem the voters must consider is 

56 
children, not dollars. The children are here, and more are coming." 

The voters were urged to pass the proposed issue in the final 

57 
October editorial on the subject. Again, the editorial writer felt that 

the voters should let their conscience be their guide on the gym pro

position. 

The Star strongly supported the three propositions in the October 

bond election. It opposed the gym proposition originally but later 

assumed a neutral position. The Citizen, however, supported all four 

propositions and did not waiver on the part concerning the girls gym

nasiums. 

The voters approved all four propositions in the bond election. 

Two years later, in I960, Tucson School District #1 presented 

another bond proposal totaling $9, 990, 500. It provided for $5, 936", 500 

for the high school district and $4, 054, 000 for the elementary district. 

The Star in January and February supported three of the four 

58 propositions for classroom construction in two editorials. It opposed 

55. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, October 20, 1958. 

56. Ibid. 

57. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, October 21, 1958. 

58. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, January 16, I960; edi
torial in the Arizona Dail^r Star^ February 17, I960. 
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the proposal for construction of auditoriums at Palo Verde and Hincon 

high schools, viewing it as an unwise expenditure of money. 

The Citizen, on the other hand, supported all four propositions 

of the Tucson School District #1 program, just as it had done in 

October, 1958, when the district had presented the proposal containing 

5 9  
four propositions. This proposal was also passed by the district 

residents. 

After a two year lapse, the school district proposed another bond 

program to be submitted to the voters. 

In 1962, the Star supported the $11, 758, 000 bond proposal for 

Tucson School District #1. ̂  Its support, however, contained some 

reservations. The Star commented, "The pressing need for facilities, 

however, should not be considered a vote of confidence in the present 

unduly extravagant operation of the schools. 

The editorial writer stressed opposition to the $300 increase in 

the starting base-pay of teachers, kitchens in the schools and school 

lawns. The writer 3lso added, "The Star urges support of this bond 

issue, but it hopes that it will never be necessary to urge the defeat of 

a project to add new classroom space, as a means of warning the 

59- Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, February 22, I960. 

60. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, May 20, 1962. 

61. Ibid. 
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school administration of a public lack of confaence in their use of the 
I 

money given to their care. " 

The bond election re stilted in only the proposition for elementary 

and junior high schools being approved by the voters. The Star com

mented on the defeat by stating, "This warning was justified by the 

apparent lack of concern by the school authorities at a time when school 

taxes make up nearly two-tiiirds of the tax bill, for curbing their un-

63 necessary operating extravagances." The editorial writer expressed 
> 

the feeling that the school authorities must win back the confidence of 

the public. He said, "It can be done by going through the budget for 

the coming year and reducing many proposed expenditures that may be 

64 
desirable but not necessary. " 

The Citizen reacted to the defeat of three of the four propositions 

by stating, "Voters did not render a flat 'yes' or 'no' verdict on the 

65 
$77, 700, 000 offering. " Instead, the paper expressed the belief that 

Hie voters would eventually approve the needed facilities. 

62. Ibid. 

63. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, May 24, 1962. 
t 

64. Ibid. 

65. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, May 24, 1962. 
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In 1964 the Tucson School District #1 presented another bond 

proposal. This time the building program amounted to $19, 000, 000 

and would increase the tax rate 68 cents over the next two years, 

66 
The Star opposed the measure in strong terms. Its first re

action was that, "The voters have a right to demand prudent, thrifty-

housekeeping instead of the present loose, extravagant housekeeping. 

To get good housekeeping, they will have to vote 'no' as a stern rebuke 

67 
to the board.11 

When the school district hired a public relations consultant to sell 

68 
the bond proposal, the Star delivered another attack. The editorial 

writer asserted, "The machine is rolling, and it is a powerful one, but 

it was licked in the bond election two years ago, and it can be licked 

• i,69 again." 

The Star did indicate that $11, 000, 000 of the $19, 000, 000 was 

necessary. It felt that $8, 000, 000 for two additional high schools was 

70 
"an pbvious case of unnecessary wastefulness. " 

The editorial writer expressed the opinion that the school board 

should prune the budget to allow for an $11, 000t 000 bond program 

66. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, February 1,1964. 

67. Ibid. 

68. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, February 13, 1964. 

69. Ibid. 

70. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, February 26, 1964. 
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71 •without increasing the tax rate. In addition he stated, "If they 

refuse to do that, then they are the ones who will be depriving the chil-

72 dren of Tucson School District #1 of the badly-needed schools. " 

On March 1 the writer called for rejection of the proposed bond 

issue by stating, "Surely the time has come for good citizens to regis

ter a 'no' vote against this kind of a school administration, despite the 

73 fact that the school machine is now operating in high gear. " 

The Star delivered some additional strong remarks on March 

74 5. The editorial writer said of the voters, 

If they vote "yes, " not only will that sum of money be spent, but 
they will set a precendent that will release the school board from 
any necessity to practice the principles of thrifty, prudent 
housekeeping in the operation of the Tucson schools. The mem
bers of the board, henceforth, will be still more extravagant 
than they are right now because the voters gave approval of 
extravagance. . 

He urged the voters to defeat the issue in stating, "Vote 'no1 next 

Tuesday on this $19, 000, 000 bond issue, but be ready to vote 'yes' a 
t 

76 few months hence on an $11, 000, 000 bond issue. 

71. Ibid. • 

72. Ibid. 

73. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Stai; March 1, 1964. 

74. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, March 5, 1964. 

75. Ibid. -

76. Ibid. 
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The attitude of the Citizen in 1964 could be summed up by its 

editorial of February 10 in which the paper declared: 

The big question which voters will answer on March 10 is 
whether the public has regained confidence in the school board. 
Confidence was obviously lacking in the 1962 bond election. 

As things stand now, the Citizen cannot conscientiously and 
honestly advise its readers to be either for or against the bonds. 
Barring the appearance of some new and unexpected factor re
lating to the election, this will be the only editorial we will 
publish on the subject. 77 

The Citizen, however, reran this editorial of February 10 shortly 

78 before the March 10 election. 

Residents of Tucson School District #1 voted down the $19, 000, 000. 

bond proposal as urged by the Star. 

Tucson School District #1 did not conduct another bond election 

until the fall of 1965. At that time the Star supported the $11, 450, 000 

proposed issue and its feelings were expressed in an editorial on 

October 4. ̂  The editorial writer for the Star said, ... vote for the 

bonds, because the school board has shown good faith with the Star and 

the community by trimming its original estimates by hundreds of thou

sands of dollars. The action of the board deserves an affirmative rei-p 

sponse by the community. 

77. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, February 10, 1964. 

78. Ibid. 

79- Editorial in. the Arizona Daily Star, October 4, 1965. 

80. Ibid. 
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The Citizen also urged voter approval of the proposed bond issue 

. by stating, "The two-way effort on the part of community leaders and 

School Board members to produce a sound, conservative bond proposal 

has been a significant factor in restoring strong community-school re

lations. . 

The $11, 450, 000 bond proposal was approved by the voters as en

dorsed by both newspapers. 

During the time that Tucson School District #1 offered bond pro

posals to the voters, Amphitheater, Flowing Wells and Sunnyside 

School Districts also conducted bond elections from 1957 through 1965. 

It should be noted that during this time the Star both supported and 

opposed bond proposals in Tucson School District #1 but supported the 

bond proposals in Amphitheater School District. The paper did not pro

vide editorial attention on the proposed issues in the Flowing Wells and 

. Sunnyside school districts. 

The Citizen, in contrast to the Star, supported bond proposals in 

all four school districts,. Although the paper also assumed a neutral 

stance toward proposed bond issues in Amphitheater, Flowing Wells 

and Tucson School District #1, it did not editorially oppose bond pro

posals. The Amphitheater School District conducted a $1, 094, 000 bond 

81. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, October 4, 1965. 
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election in 1959 which was supported by both the newspapers. The 

Star felt the district had a good record of excellent economic operation 

and had the lowest tax rate and per capita costs of the four major 

Tucson school districts.®^ 

Citizen expressed the belief that the Amphitheater residents 

would meet the challenge by stating, "It is to be expected, therefore, 

that Amphitheater people will be prepared Tuesday to vote to keep their 

83 schools in stride with the demands upon them" 
i 

During I960 the Citizen favored passage of Plowing Wells School 

84 District bond proposal of $1, 100, 000. The measure was approved by 

the voters. 

Both newspapers endorsed Amphitheater's next bond proposal 

which was held in 1961. The district sought $6, 565, 000 for a five year 

period of time for additions to schools and site acquisition. In urging 

voters to vote "yes" on the issue, the Star writer added, "... .if proper 

educational facilities are not provided, Amphitheater District and vir-

85 
tually every businessman and taxpayer in it eventually will suffer. " 

The Citizen endorsed the proposed issue in a May editorial and 

82. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, May 24, 1959-

83. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, May 29, 1959. 

84. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, February 9» I960. 

85. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, May 19» 1961. 
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indicated that the past record of the school board was evident in the 

86 bond program. It featured careful and deliberate expenditures. An 

additional editorial in June encouraged voter passage of the bond pro

gram. The voters passed the proposed issue. 

It was during 1961 that the Sunnyside School District conducted 

88 a bond proposal for $1,400, 000 which was endorsed by the Citizen. 

The measure was approved by the district residents. 

The Citizen also favored a $2, 000, 000 bond proposal prepared 

, 89 
by the Flowing Wells School District in 1965. 

Summary 

There are two distinct patterns of editorial attention given the. -*:' 

subject of school bond proposals by the Star and .Citizen. 

Within the time period of the study, 1945-1965, both newspapers 

had a pronounced shift in attitude toward Tucson School District #1. 

Prior to 1957, the Star and Citizen supported proposed bond issues, 

and beginning in 1957, the Star opposed proposed bond issues more often 

than it supported them. ;The Citizen, after 1956, assumed a neutral 

86. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, May 15, 1961. 

87. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, June 5, 1961. 

88. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, September 29t 1961. 

89- Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, May 13, 1965. 
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position editorially toward Tucson School District #1 bond proposals 

in addition to supporting them. 

The overall pattern of editorial attention that appeared in the 

Citizen was either to support a bond proposal or to take a netural posi

tion. Although it questioned some bond proposals, there was no opposi

tion evident in the editorials. 

The Star's overall pattern of editorial attitude was characterized 

by support or definite rejection of bond proposals. The paper did not 

take a neutral stance editorially. 

Another difference between the two newspapers was seen in the 

editorial coverage given the four Tucson area school districts. The 

Citizen supported proposed bond issues in all the districts whereas the 

Star supported bond proposals only in Amphitheater and Tucson School 

District #1. It provided no editorial comment concerning bond pro

posals in Flowing Wells and Sunnyside. 

Editorial support for proposed bond issues was based upon ' 

recognition of the need to alleviate overcrowded conditions and to keep 

pace! with projected increases in enrollments. The conditions estab

lished by the newspapers for endorsing bond proposals also included 

the requirement of sound planning on the part of the school board and 

administration. Evidence of sound and conservative school adminis

tration also appeared to be a prerequisite. 
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The Star supported proposed bond issues in Tucson District #1 

• after 1956 only if it was felt that most of the money was for classroom 

construction; and then only if the school board and administration 

showed signs of curbing extravagance and waste in the school budget. 

Opposition toward proposed bond issues in Tucson School District 

#1, within the time period of the study, appeared first in 1957 and con

tinued through 1964. The reasons given by the Star for not endorsing 

bond issues included: 

1. Excessive costs of construction. 

2. The inclusion of -unnecessary frills and fancy equipment in 
new buildings. 

3. Constructing buildings with unnecessary features such as 
auditoriums, kitchens and football stadiums. 

4. The inclusion of normal budget items in the bond issue such 
as building repairs and remodeling. 

5. Dissatisfaction with the school board. 

6. Dissatisfaction with the administration aid operation of .the 
schools. 

7. Dissatisfaction with high tax rates and high budgets. 

The Star's' negative attitude toward the proposed bond issues after 

1956 appeared to focus primarily on the newspaper's dissatisfaction 

with the school board and school administration. The various reasons 

for opposing the bond proposals served as vehicles for editorial attacks 

upon the school board and administration. 
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The editorial reaction of the Star toward proposed bond issues in 

Tucson School District #1 gives rise to some pertinent questions: 

1. Why did it not oppose bond issues in the other three school 
districts during the time it opposed bond proposals in 
Tucson School District #1? 

2. Why was the paper inconsistent in its attitude toward local 
school district support of school construction, when it con
demned federal aid for school construction and indicated that 
local districts were capable of meeting the needs? 

3. What factor or factors were the cause for the editorial at
tacks upon the school board and school administration as well 
as proposed bond issues? 

There appears to be an additional question common to both the 

Star and Citizen since they both shifted editorial reaction toward Tucson 

School District #1 in 1957. What occurred in or around 1956 that would 

r 
cause both papers no longer to support the district as it had previously? 

Finally, the fact that bond proposals were defeated by the voters 

as urged by the Star, the district residents still had to provide for the 

necessary schools. 

V. Budgets and Tax Rates 

The purpose of this section is to present editorial reaction of the 

Arizona Daily Star and Tucson Daily Citizen on the budgets and tax 

rates of the individual school districts. In addition to the amount of 

editorial attention found in each newspaper, the reasons for endorsing -

i , 
or rejecting various budgets are examined and discussed. 
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Table VI contains the number of editorials on budgets and tax 

rates that appeared in the Citizen and Star from 1945 through 1965. A 

total of 62 editorials were found in both newspapers. Thirty-three 

editorials appeared in the Citizen compared with 29 in the Star. Table 

VI also shows that there was no editorial coverage on this subject from 

1945 through 1947 and only sparse editorial attention from 1948 through 

1955. Coverage during the latter time span amounted to one editorial 

per year. The period from 1956 through 1965 saw an increase in edi

torial attention given budgets and tax rates. It was also during this 

time that both newspapers opposed the budgets of Tucson School Dis

trict #1. 

Slightly less than one-third of the Citizen editorials or ten were 

classified as unfavorable. The largest number of editorials, 19 were 

neutral. Only five editorials of the total of 33 were considered as 

favorable. i 

On the other hand, the Star had only four favorable editorialsv one 

less than did the Citizen. Approximately three-fourths of the Star edi

torials were unfavorable, while neutral editorials totaled six. 

The majority of editorials concerning budgets and tax rates that 

appeared in the Star and the Citizen were devoted to Tucson District 

#1. The only other district to receive detailed editorial attention was 

Amphitheater. 
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Table VI 

Number of Editorials on the Subject of Budgets and Tax Rates 
Appearing in the Tucson Daily Citizen and Arizona Daily-

Star, 1945-1965 

Favorable Neutral Unfavorable 
Year Citizen Star Citizen Star Citizen Star 
1945 
1946 
1947 
1948 
1949 1 
1950 
1951 1 
1952 * 

1953 1 1 1 
1954 1 
1955 1 1 
1956 2* 1* 
1957 1 1 1 2 
1958 1 1 2 5 
1959 3* 3 1 3* 
I960 1 
1961 1 
1962 1 1 
1963 2 1 1 3 
1964 4 4 4 
1965 2 1 1 

Totals 5 4* 20* 6 9* 20* 

^Editorial divided on issue 



11.7: 

During the time from 1948 through 1955, early editorials in the 

Star showed less concern about the Tucson School District #1 than they 

did on the public's failure to attend school budget hearings. In June, 

1949, the Star encouraged the citizens to attend the school board meet

ing and take an active part in the session. * He noted that only three 

people were at the previous year's budget meeting. The proposed bud

get of $4, 000, 000 was larger than the city budget of Tucson as well as 

that of Pima County. 

During 1951 the Star again urged the citizenry to check into the 

2 
Tucson School District #1 budget. Low attendance at previous budget 

hearings was pointed out. The writer advised the people of the public 

hearing sponsored by the education committee of the Tucson Chamber 

of Commerce. 

The first editorial questioning of Tucson School District #1 came 

in 1953. The writer wished to know why the tax rate would be in

creased anywhere from 34 to 66 cents when four months previously, the 

school district superintendent, Robert Morrow, .had indicated that the 

tax rate would probably drop eight cents. If there were an increase in 

that tax rate, the superintendent implied it would be only three or four 

1. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, June 9, 1949. 

2 .  Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, May 28, 1951. 

3. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, May 19, 1953. 
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cents. The writer also expressed the hope that the school board would 

delve into the budget and not give a rubber-stamp approval. 

Tentative approval of the proposed budget by the Citizen appeared 

in a June editorial.^ The writer expressed the belief that the confu

sion surrounding the increased tax rate was clearing up due to the 

efforts of Superintendent Morrow. In addition, the writer also indicated 

that the taxpayers would appreciate keeping the budget tight and having 

further explanations about financial matters. 

A  neutral attitude on the proposed 1955-1956 Tucson School Dis-

5 
trict #1 budget was evident in the Citizen in July. The writer again 

commented on a public hearing for the proposed $9, 381, 104 budget. He 

noted this was an increase of nearly $2, 000, 000 over the previous 

budget, the bulk of which would go toward salaries and salary increases. 

The writer added that the budget increases would also include 108 addi

tional teachers on the district teaching staff. 

In March of the following year, 1957, the Star indicated that the 

citizenry should "get on" school board members to reduce budgets in 

c  
Tucson School District #1 as well as in the other Tucson area districts. 

The writer expressed the belief tiiat the schools would go on spending 

4. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, June 2, 1953. 

5. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, July 5, 1955. 

6. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, March 22, 1957. 
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and taxing if they were not checked by the public. It was implied that 

• Tucson School District #1 would have spent the money on frills and un

necessary facilities if over $1, 000, 000 had not been removed from the 

cost of the new high school. 

The Star continued its opposition to local district budgets in a 

May editorial. The writer indicated that, if the people really wanted 

taxes lowered, they should insist that school district expenditures be 

limited to necessities. No frills should be tolerated. 

Also during 1957, the two school bond proposals in Tucson School 

District #1 figured in the editorials written on the district's proposed 

1957-1958 budget. In June the first bond issue was defeated. 

During June the Tucson School District #1 School Board made re

ductions in the budget. This action was worthy of commendation ac-

Q 
cording to the Star. The writer of the editorial went on to indicate that 

the budget reductions deserved taxpayers' support. He also implied, 

that since budget cuts had been made, the school board should take the 

necessary steps to propose an acceptable bond issue. 

The Citizen joined the Star in its support of the reduced budget 

for 1957-1958 school year by the Tucson School District #1 School 

7. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, May 1( 1957. 

8. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, June 25, 1957. 

9- Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, June 25, 1957. 
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9 Board. It was noted that the tax rate for the ensmng year should he 

nearly the same as for 1956-1957, which was $6. 72 per $100 of as

sessed valuation. The Citizen also felt the reductions in the proposed 

budget could pave the way for approval of the next bond proposal. 

Despite the fact that the reduced budget for 1957-1958 was 

viewed by both newspapers as a necessary concession for passage of 

a second bond proposal, the second proposal also lost. Apparently the 

newspapers had failed to assess voter feelings accurately. There were 
i 

perhaps facts other than a reduced school budget that entered the 

picture. 

in 1958, however, the Star pursued the operating budget as the 

base for voter rejection of two bond proposals in 1957. Since a third 

attempt would be made to pass a proposed bond issue, the Star very 

strongly opposed the proposed budget for the 1958-1959 school year. 

The five editorials in the Star were negative on various aspects of the 

budget. 

In April the Star noted that the proposed budget would raise the 

tax rate to $6. 96 from $6. 70 for the current year. The editorial 

writer opposed both extravagance and salary increases for teachers 

stating that they were already among the highest paid in the nation. 

The writer, in expressing hope that the tax study committee of the 

Tucson Chamber of Commerce would recommend reductions in the 

10. Editorial in the Arizona Daiily Star, April 23, 1958. 
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budget, served a warning to the school board by stating, "Two votes 

of 'no confidence' are bad enough. A third vote of 'no confidence' 

looms up if there is a raise in the Tucson school tax rate. 

Even after the proposed budget had been reduced, the Star re-

12 mained dissatisfied. The writer wanted more cut from the budget 

so as to reduce the tax rate for the next year. He again expressed 

displeasure with a teacher-salary increase of three per cent. 

Another warning was issued. This time it was directed at the 

school administration. The writer stated, "The school administration, 

if it is to have public support to obtain the vital school rooms it will 

need this coming fall, must look again and cut this budget further. The 

current tax rate should be reduced, and can be, if the administrators 

try."13 

The Star, in July of 1958, issued a call for people to turn out at 

the school board meeting to ask questions about the proposed record 

14 
budget. The editorial writer took the opportunity to attack the 

school health program as an unwarranted extravagance. He considered 

all the school health personnel to be unnecessary and felt they should be 

11. Ibid. 

12. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, July 5, 1958. 

13. Ibid. 

14. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, July 7, 1958. 
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employed by the county health department. The school district then 

. should make use of the county hospital and health departments just as 

the other districts did. In addition, he urged those attending the board 

meeting to find out why the district must maintain a costly "health 

empire. " 

The so-called "health empire" in Tucson School District #1 and 

other evidence of waste came under the writer's pen again in another 

July editorial in 1958. ^ He intimated that the Pima County Medical 

Society believed that the district's health services program should be 

provided by the county and that the school wage scale for the nurses 

was extremely wasteful. 

Other evidence of waste, in the writer's opinion, included repairs 

and additions to buildings which school authorities had promised to 

omit from consideration for at least one fiscal year. He connected the 

proposed school budget to the fall bond issue by stating, "The present 

budget can be cut, and cut sharply, without hampering one single neces

sary educational feature. But public confidence destroyed now can . 

vitally injure the proposed classroom constructions program this 

fall."16 

The writer made known the fact that the Star was really not an 

enemy of the schools because it opposed the budget. He asserted, 

15. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, July 8, 1958. 

16. Ibid. 
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"The taxpayers should not be deceived. The real friends of the 

schools and of education are those who insist upon some sanity in 

school costs, and who demand that school money be spent for class

room teaching space rather than for unnecessary frills in an effort-to 

keep up with the scholastic "Joneses" of bigger and wealthier communi

ties. 

After the school board approved the proposed budget, the Star 

18 
presented an editorial entitled, "A Victory for Needless Waste. " The 

writer bemoaned the fact that the budget was padded by stating, "The 

budget could have been cut another one per cent without impairing one 

single educational factor, and at the same time it would have inspired 

confidence in the school administration which will be needed at the 

coming bond election. 

The proposed 1958-1959 school budget for Tucson School District 

#1 and its subsequent approval brought a different reaction from the 

Citizen. Initially the Citizen felt it might be possible to "hold the line" 

20 on the budget for the. next fiscal year. It also felt that in doing so 

this would have a great bearing on the proposed bond issue for that fall. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

Ibid. 

Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, July 10# 1958. 

Ibid. 

Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, June 2, 1958. 
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By July, however, the Citizen also expressed the opinion that the 

school board had placed too much in the budget. A The editorial writer 

attacked both the school administration and the school board when he 

said, 

However, it can only be considered high-handedness now the 
school board and administration ignore the failures of two bond 
issues and pack the budget to achieve their wishes anyway. It 
can only be labeled as short-sightedness for school officials to 
insist on these things now--including a tax increase--when the 
budget may seriously endanger the success of the critical 
school bond issue coming up. ̂ 2 

4 

The Citizen's editorial of July 7, 1958, entitled, "Windfall on Tax 

Rate Is Not School-Economy, " noted the district's revenues would be 

23 slightly higher the next year. The editorial writer felt that a notice

able drop in the tax rate could be achieved by trimming the budget of 

nonessentials since revenues would be up. He listed the remodeling of 

University Heights School and lights for Catalina High School football . 

field as nonessentials. 

In the final analysis, the Citizen accepted the budget for the 1958-

24 1959 school year. This was contrary to the Star's attitude. The 

editorial writer noted the final budget was set at $14,900, 000 after 

$700, 000 was pared from the original proposal. He praised the entire 

20. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, June 2, 1958. 

21. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, July 2, 1958. 

22. Ibid. 

23. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, July 7, 1958. 

24. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, June 30, 1959. 



125 

school board for its work and singled out board members Betts and 

. Fruchthendler for their efforts to have the budget reduced even more. 

The year 1959 was also one of further opposition to the operating 

budget of Tucson School District #1. Both newspapers continued with 
t 

a questioning attitude on certain aspects of the total proposed budget of 

$16, 600, 000. It is important to note that in 1959 both newspapers ran 

editorials based on comparative costs between Tucson School District 

#1 and Amphitheater School District. 

The three Star editorials were devoted to comparing costs in the 

two districts. They tended to view Amphitheater as a model example of 

sound economic operation basically because it was spending less money 

per student in nearly all major divisions of its budget than Tucson School 

District #1. The comparison was made in terms of actual amounts 

budgeted and the number of personnel involved. In turn, this was put 

on a "cost per pupil basis" for purposes of comparison. 

In the first Star editorial, the writer concentrated on excessive 

expenditures for guidance and counseling, health services, mainten-

pc  
ance, and Administration. He also indicated that the Tax Study and 

Development Committee of the Tucson Chamber of Commerce was look

ing into the differences. Since the newspaper and Chamber of Commerce 

were investigating the matter, he also urged the residents of Tucson 

School District #1 to check into the non-teaching costs of the district. 

25. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, June 30, 1959. 
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The Star, in its second editorial, disapproved the $16,000, 000 

26 budget approved by the school board. The paper compared it to 

Amphitheater in terms of non-teaching personnel. It also expressed 

the belief that the board ignored the welfare of the public when it could 

have pared down the budget to result in a lower tax rate. 

In its third editorial, the Star writer posed the question as to why-

it cost $652 a year to educate a high school student in Tucson School 

27 
District #1 when Amphitheater did it for $444. He implied that 

records indicated the end product to be pretty much the same. In addi

tion, he expressed disagreement with the Tucson School District #1 

administration's philosophy of adding more and more to non-teaching 

costs of the schools with little thought of tax relief. 

The Citizen in 1959 commented on the health and guidance and 

psychological services offered in the two school districts. The 

editorial writer indicated, that since Tucson School District #1 had 

more personnel in these areas than did Amphitheater, this is what 

the residents wanted. In addition, he also, made a very interesting 
% 

statement aimed toward Tucson School District #1 teachers. He .as;-

serted, "The Tucson budget was kept under wraps by the administration 

26. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, July 9, 1959 
r 

27. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, July 20, 1959 

- 28. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, June 26, 1959. 
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until Tuesday night's hearing. Now itfs available for study and public 

consideration before the July 7 final hearing. Maybe the public really 

wants all the accessories and is satisfied. Satisfied even with high 

. taxes. 

Citizen displeasure with the final budget hearing and subsequent 

adoption of the budget was evidenced in a July editorial in which the 

writer remarked: 

If the philosophy of today's parents is really that their public 
schools should be everything and do everything for their chil
dren--from finding cavities in their teeth to teaching them how 
to drive the family automobile--then that philosophy is being 
carried out. And the tax rate for the total health--welfare--
education program--apparently in that exact order of impor
tance --will be $6. 48 per $100 of assessed valuation of prop-1 

erty. 30 

A sharp contrast was noted between the number of editorials in 

1959 and I960 as shown in Table VI. There were nine editorials in 

1959 compared with one in I960. The Star provided the only editorial 

during July, I960, on the proposed budget for 1960-1961 in Tucson 

School District #1. Consistent with past attitude, it could not support 

31 a budget that included items it considered as non-essential. School 
/ , 

remodeling, tennis courts and football field lights at Rincon High School 
* 

29. Ibid. 

30. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, July 10, 1959.. 

31. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, July 1, I960. 
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were included in the realm of unnecessary items. The writer, however 

did manage to praise board member Fruchthendler for his efforts to 

put economy into the budget. 

The next period of opposition to Tucson School District #1 budgets 

occurred in the period from 1962 through 1964 as illustrated in Table 

VI. During that time, the Star had seven unfavorable editorials and the 

Citizen five unfavorable editorials. The Citizen, however, did include 

two favorable editorials. 

During 1962 the Star noted a rise in the tax rate to an all time 

high of $8. 11. The tax rate had risen 24 per cent over the previous 

two years whereas Average Daily Attendance had gone up only 12 per 

32 cent. The editorial writer informed the school board how to reduce 

costs by stating: 

It can begin by increasing the size of classes. Modernly trained 
teachers should be able to have larger classes than the old two 
year normal graduates. A reduction could be made in the number 
of counselors, a new kind of gimmick, whose need is question
able. Certainly there should be a moratorium on increased 
salaries for beginners. Schools.that front on traffic boulevards 
are justified in having high fences, but certainly those fences 
are not needed on all sides of a schoolground. The schools do 
not need the new, expensive-to-maintain landscape gardening. 

Finally there should be professional educators and adminis
trators who could distinguish properly between what is desir
able and what one can afford, just as most families have to do. 33 " 

32. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, July 19, 1962. 

33. Ibid. 
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In 1963 the Star once again tied the school budget to a future bond 

proposal when it announced that, "Tucson school authorities will be 

defeating the new bond issue that is really necessary, unless they get 

busy and see that there will be no increase in the tax rate in order to 

finance it. 

In June of the same year, the Star expressed its belief that neces-

35 
sary budget cuts should be made. This would allow for no raise in 

the tax rate and could lead to voter approval of a bond proposal for a 

new high school. The paper indicated that it was a matter of wanting to 

or not wanting the high school. 

A July editorial featured an attack on the school board and adminis

tration for failure to reduce the budget even enough to cover the service 

36 charge of a new bond issue. As a result of that action and an announce 

ment of a proposed $20, 000, 000 bond proposal, the Star responded by 

stating, "The bonds should be defeated overwhelmingly as an expression 

of lack of confidence in Mk Morrow, President Secrist and the three 

37 
other members of the board who sided with them. " 

34. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, May 9# 1963, 

35. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, June 7, 1963. 

36. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, July 14, 1963. 

37. Ibid. 
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Later in 1963, the Star vowed to support voters in defeating 

38 
future bond proposals that would require an increase in the tax rate. 

The paper's commitment was stated thus, "The Star intends to back them 

with all of the influence it can bring to bear, because it knows that the 

new schools can be built without an increase in the tax rate, provided 

39 
the superintendent tightens up the budget. " 

There was only one Citizen editorial in 1963 opposing a tax rate 

increase.^® The Citizen supported board member Dan McKinney who 

advocated cutting the budget to keep the 1963-1964 tax rate at or below 

the current rate of $8. 15. McKinney, as quoted by the Citizen, re>* 

portedly said, " 'It would be desirable to reduce school taxes,1 . . . . 

'but it is vitally important to avoid an increase in order to regain and 

hold public confidence in the board and the administration. Without 

such renewed confidence, future bond issues will be in trouble at the 

41 
polls.' " 

During August, when the tax rate became known, the rate for 

Tucson School District #1 increased only two cents for 1963-1964 for a 

total of $8.17 per $100 of assessed valuation. The new tax rate re

ceived editorial approval and the writer stated, "The slight two-cent 

38. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, October 3, 1963, 

39. Ibid. 

40. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, July 8, 1963. 

41. Ibid. 
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rise in District #1 rate reflects an apparent serious effort this year to 

hold the line in response to strong evidence of taxpayer discontent. To 

the extent that such influence was a factor, taxpayers may feel re-

42 warded for their aroused concern over school spending. " 

In March, 1964, a high school bond proposal was defeated by the 

taxpayers in Tucson School District #1. Upon defeat of the proposed 

issue, the school board approved appointment of a four-member 

citizen's committee to study the proposed budget and to report to the 

school board areas in which reductions could be made. The Drachman 

Committee, as it was known, reported to the board after its study that' 

$2, 210, 046 could be cut from the budget without hurting the educational 

program of the district. 

In June, 1964, the Star supported the report of the Drachman 

Committee. ̂  Since the paper found the proposed budget to be unfavor

able at the time, it welcomed the committee report. In terms of the 

savings of $2, 000, 000, the Star stated, "Such an accomplishment would 

certainly restore confidence in the Tucson School Board, and make it 

possible to vote the bonds to build the new schools that will be needed, 

44 
as our community continues to grow. "• 

42. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, August 14, 1963. 

43. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, June 10, 1964. 

44. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, June 18, 1964. 
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The school board, however, failed to follow the recommendations 

of the Drachman Committee. This proved to be very disappointing to . 

45 
the Star and resulted in an "editorial blast. " The Star said of the 

board action, "It boldly repudiates the report of its own investigating 

committee, by ignoring most of the committee recommendations. The 

board proposes to go its own sweet way and soak the taxpayers with con

tinued extravagances which the committee showed amounts to more than 

46 
two million dollars a year. " 

The Star also indicated the results to be expected as a result of 

the school board's recent decision by declaring, "Since the board has 

made abundantly clear that it will not even go halfway with the committee 

report, it as a consequence has forfeited all right to the confidence of 

the public. The construction of new school buildings will come to a 

47 halt, because the voters will not vote the bonds." 

The Citizen also gave rough treatment to the school board. The 

first occasion came on March 11 after the high school bond proposal 

48 was defeated. The editorial writer said of those who defeated the 

45. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, July 2, 1964. 

46. Ibid. 

47. Ibid. 

48. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, March 11, 1964. 
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issue, "In so doing they handed a stinging and well-deserved rebuke to 

their School Board. The writer also felt compelled to state, "The 

burden of blame for this situation falls directly upon the District #1 

School Board, whose members must face the fact that only they can 

50 correct a serious situation before it becomes critical. " He further 

added: 

"When criticized for extravagance, both the Board and adminis
tration have defended themselves with irrelevant generalities 
about the high cost of "quality" education. The public knows 
that the "quality" of education cannot be measured by buildings 
and athletic fields and fancy equipment. It must be measured 
by the reading and writing and arithmetic and history absorbed 
and understood by the students. 

In April the Citizen registered disapproval of a raise in the 

52. 
teacher salary scale. The paper considered the increment of $350 

sufficient. The Amphitheater School Board refused to change its salary 

scale, and in the editorial writer's opinion, Tucson School District #1 

School Board should have done likewise. 

. A Citizen editorial on June 8, 1964, featured comparative costs 

of the Tucson School District #1 high school district with those of Oak 

S3 Park, Illinois, high school district. The editorial writer reported 

49. 

50. 

51. 

52. 

53. 

Ibid. 

Ibid. 

Ibid. 

Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, April 21, 1964. 

Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, June 8, 1964. 
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that 72 per cent of Oak Park's budget went for teacher and counselor 

salaries compared to 57. 15 per cent in Tucson School District #1. The 

writer stated, '.'It becomes increasingly evident that high costs in Dis

trict #1 cannot be attributed to instruction. Too much of the spending 

is in areas only incidental to education. And those are the areas in 

54 which the budget can and should be cut. " 

The writer's reaction to monies spent in areas of non-teaching 

was stated thusly: 

It is being spent to meet higher per-student costs in non-teaching 
parts of the operating budget. It is going to janitors and ground- • 
keepers. It is being spent for plant operation, maintenance and 
administration. 

By tightening its spending in these non-educational categor
ies, District #1 should be able to save between one million and 
two million dollars a year--without taking a penny away from 
the teaching program. ̂  

The Citizen also commented on the Drachman Committee and its 

recommendations to the school board. ̂  The editorial writer expressed 

the opinion that the report contained no emergency measures and it had 

long-range implications. He stated, "What the committee has done is 

to outline a new philosophy of spending for the public schools. Without 

being extreme in any sense, it is a substantially more conservative and 

54. Ibid. 

55. Ibid. 

56. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, June 26, 1964. 
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57 reasonable philosophy than the school board has followed in the past." 

The writer also indicated that failure on the part of the school board to 

implement many of the committee's recommendations would cause the 

voters to speak against future bond proposals. 

The Citizen in July, 1964, noted that Tucson School District #1 

58 residents could expect a 25 cent drop in the tax rate. It was pointed 

out, however, that this came about by circumstances other than as a 

result of school board action. 1 * 

A comparison of Amphitheater and Tucson School District #1 costs 

for the 1964-1965 school year were presented in a July 29, 1964, Citizen 

editorial. ̂  i>he editorial writer for the Citizen commented, "By re

ducing per-student costs to the level of Amphitheater in three non-

instructional budget categories, District #1 could save $1.25 million 

next year. The board made no serious effort to do so. 

During 1965 the Star, however, opposed Superintendent Morrow's 

efforts to increase the 1965-1966 budget by $1, 000, 000. The Star 

felt that $450, 000 was sufficient for teacher salary increases rather 

57. Ibid., 

58. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, July 10, 1964. 

59. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, July 29» 1964. 

60. Ibid. 

61. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, June 18, 1965. 
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than the $900, 000 Morrow requested. Opposition was also registered 

to a sabbatical leave policy because it was unnecessary. The Star ex

pressed hope that both the school board and county board of super

visors would reject the request. 

Summary 

Although both the Star and Citizen had approximately the same 

number of editorials concerning budgets and tax rates, there was a 

noticeable difference in editorial reaction. The number of favorable 

editorials was virtually equal between the newspapers, but editorials 

unfavorable toward budgets were more common to the Star. It had more 

than twice as many negative editorials on budgets as the Citizen. 

Within the time period of the study, the total number of editorials 

that supported budgets was nine whereas a total of 29 were in opposition 

to budgets. From 1948 through 1955 both newspapers displayed a pri

marily neutral attitude toward budgets. 

As was evident in editorials concerning bond proposals, the 1956-

1957 years were also the time for a pronounced shift in editorial re

action by the Star and Citizen toward budgetB and tax rates. Thus, the 

period from 1956 through 1965 was featured by the newspapers' editorial 

opposition to budgets and tax rates of Tucson School District #1. 

Amphitheater and Tucson School District #1 were the only dis

tricts to receive detailed editorial attention. The latter received far 
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more editorial coverage than did the former. 

The Star and Citizen were critical of Tucson School District #1 

budgets, but tended to view Amphitheater School District budgets with 

favor and as an example of sound economic operation. They indicated 

that the school board and school administration of Tucson School Dis> 

triet #1 should model its budgets after those of Amphitheater. 

Editorial support for budgets and tax rates was based upon: 

1. A clearing of confusion surrounding an increased tax rate. 

2. Reductions in various aspects of proposed budgets. 

3. A budget based on a lower "cost per pupil basis" budget than 
that of Tucson School District #1. 

4. A slight increase in the tax rate. 

Since there was more editorial attention devoted to opposing 

budgets and tax rates than supporting them, a larger number of reasons 

were evident when compared with those supporting budgets. The list 

included: 

1. The expenditure of money on frills and unnecessary facili
ties. 

2. A pronounced increase in the tax rate. 

3. Increases in teachers' salaries. 

4. Failure on the part of the school board and administration to 
. make additional budget cuts considered feasible by the 
papers. 

5. The unwarranted extravagance of Tucson School District #1 
in providing health services and guidance and psychological 
services. 
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6. The attempt to include too much in the budget to get what had 
been denied as a result of bond proposal defeats. 

7. Higher non-teaching costs of Tucson School District #1 when 
compared on a "cost per pupil basis" with the three other 
Tucson area school districts, particularly Amphitheater. 

8. Failure of the Tucson School District #1 Board of Education 
to follow the Drachman Committee's recommendations for 
reducing the budget. 

The Star, as it had done in editorials on bond proposals, tended 

to attack the school board and school administration for its actions. The 

question as to what happened between the press and school district in 

1956-1957 again entered the picture relative to budgets, just as it did in 

connection with bond proposals. 

In view of the attitude on local financing of the schools the stand 

by the Star and Citizen on the issue of federal aid to education was 

somewhat puzzling. The papers denounced federal aid in lieu of local 

and state support in that order. Yet, when Tucson School District #1 

sought to increase its budgets, it came under editorial attack for plac

ing the district residents under a heavy tax burden. 

Although both newspapers haci a tendency to tie budgets to pro

posed bond issues, the Star actually threatened to oppose bond proposals 

if the school district did not reduce the budgets to the amount it advo

cated. 

Whatever the cause or causes for the newspapers' opposition to 
t 

the budgets in Tucson School District #1,. the school board and school 
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administration were portrayed by the press as carefree spenders in 

. waste and extravagance. 

The efforts by the Star and Citizen to compare Tucson School 

District #1 with Amphitheater on a "cost per pupil basis" could in no 

way allow for Tucson School District #1 to appear favorable to the 

public; especially when it was implied that the Amphitheater budget 

contained only what a budget should. 



CHAPTER IV 

ADMINISTRATION AND OPERATION OF THE SCHOOLS 

The purpose of this chapter is. to show the coverage and assess the 

attitude of both newspapers on the administration and operation of the 

four Tucson school districts as well as the University of Arizona. A 

comparison is made of the differences in editorial attention by the two 

newspapers in their reaction to administration and operation of the 

schools. 

Table VII presents the number of editorials on the subject of ad

ministration and operation that appeared in the Arizona Daily Star and 

^ie Tucson Daily Citizen from 1945 through 1965. 

The four Tucson school districts and the University of Arizona 

•were given attention in a total of 162 editorials as shown in Table VII. 

The Citizen had 87 editorials, 35 of which were favorable, 17 were 

neutral and 37 unfavorable. Two editorials were divided in the favorable-

unfavorable categories. 

The Star's 75 editorials were composed of 25 favorable, six neutral 

and 48 unfavorable. Four editorials were divided in the favorable-

unfavorable categories. 

140 
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Table VII 

Number of Editorials on the Subject of Administration and 
Operation of the Schools Appearing in the Tucson Daily 

Citizen and Arizona Daily Star, 1945-1965 

Favorable Neutral Unfavorable 
Year Citizen Star Citizen Star Citizen Star 
1945 
1946 . 
1947 1 1 1 
1948 1. 1 
1949 1 
1950 2 3 1 1 
1951 .5 2 1 1 2 
1952 2 1* 1 .1* 
1953 3* 1 1* 7 
1954 1 3 
1955 3 2* 2 1 11* 
1956 2 1 4 5 
1957 1 2 2 
1958 1 1 2 
1959 1 1 2 2 
I960 2 1 
1961 2 4 
1962 3 5 3 
1963 1 2 6 4 3 
1964 1* 1 4 11* 7 
1965 5 6* 2 1 2* 

Totals 35* 25* 17 6 37* 47* 

^Editorial divided on issue 
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Tucson School District #1 

Editorial coverage of the administration and operation of Tucson 

School District #1 was both favorable and unfavorable in 1951. The 

editorial topics were also of different type. 

A program of enclosing school grounds with chain-link fences for 

protection of the children met with Citizen approval. * 

The paper also approved the selection of Superintendent Robert 

2 Morrow as Tucson's "citizen of the year. " The honor was awarded 

because of his efforts in desegregating the schools. The Citizen^con

sidered Morrow to be a fine administrator. 

Both the Citizen and Star in 1951 disapproved of the district's 

administration and operation which allowed $32, 256 to be missing in 

school funds which was disclosed by an audit of the financial record. 

In addition, the Star disagreed with a new system of reporting 

4 school work. The paper indicated that the new system should have been 

added to the old method rather than completely supplanting the old. 

During 1952 the school administration and school board felt a sur

vey of the school district was necessary to determine immediate and 

1. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, March 13, 1951. 

2. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, October 16, 1951. 

3. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, September 30, 1951; 
editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, December 13, 1951. 

4. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, April 18, 1951. 
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long-range needs. The school board approved the hiring of Griffenhagen 

and Associates, a Chicago firm, to perform the survey. This resulted 

in differing attitudes on the part of the newspapers. The Citizen ap

proved of the hiring of the Chicago firm for the survey. ® The Star op

posed it expressing the belief that Superintendent Morrow was a well-

qualified educator and there was no one more capable of doing the study 

than he. ̂  

It was during the fall of 1953 that a strong attack was leveled 

» i 
against the administration and school board president, Dr. Delbert 

Secrist. He was seeking re-election to the board and faced heavy op

position from the Star during the election campaign. In September the 

paper called for a defeat of Secrist. It indicated that the school adminis-

7 tration was asking for a return of its "rubber stamp" The Star edi-
/ 

torial writer expressed the need for alert trustees who could not be 

fooled by the administration. The paper supported William C. Frey 

for trustee and said of his declared candidacy that it was, "... down

right impudence, for daring to challenge the business administration 

Q 

practices of that holy of holies, the Tucson school administration. " 

5. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen. October 7, 1952. 

6. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, September 8, 1952. 

7. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, September 30, 1953. 

8. Ibid. 
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Evidence of wasteful administration, according to the Star, was 

o 
the demolition of a 50-year-old elementary school. The paper ex

pressed the opinion that the building could have been repaired rather 

than destroyed. It also noted that Secrist approved the administration's 

request which led to wasteful destruction of usable quarters. Two addi

tional editorials on the school demolition emphasized wasteful school 

administration. In the first editorial, the writer noted it cost $4, 000 

to demolish the 10, 500 square feet of usable classroom space. He 

indicated that it would cost $90, 000 to build the same number of new 
* 

classrooms. He also indicated that it would have cost only $6, 000 for 

the repairs needed to make the building pass inspection. 

The second editorial implied that any layman could see the build

ing was not unsafe. * * It was pointed out that the building was torn down 

when the Bchool adjacent to it, Mansfeld, was on double sessions. The 

writer further stated that the building had not been inspected by a build

ing inspector. 

The district's business methods came under attack in 1953. The 

Star noted that auditors' reports in both 1951 and 1953 included recom

mendations for better business administration which the district 

9. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, October 3, 1953. 

10. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, October 7, 1953. 

11. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, December 22, 1953. 
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12 apparently ignored. The editorial writer indicated that the school 

. district was continuing with poor business administration. 

The editorial opposition to the re-election of Dr. Secrist by the 
I 

Star did not result in his removal from a seat on the board of education. 

After the re-election of Dr. Secrist to the school board, the Star indi

cated that it would continue its demand for better business admini6tra-

13 tion and would continue to expose poor practices. 

The Star kept its promise by noting that the school board agreed 

to purchase milk from wholesalers at a price higher than found in 

14 
stores. The editorial writer wanted to know why the board agreed to 

this, and he also expressed the desire for the PTA to start asking ques

tions about it. 

The Citizen did not attack the school board and administration in • 

1953 as did the Star. Instead, it approved the reorganization within the 

school district hierarchy which it considered to be better for the entire . 

operation of the district. 

During 1954 the Star continued its opposition to the school adminis 
* 

tration. A special election in August to increase the school board to 

12. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, October 4, 1953. 

13. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, October 16, 1953. 

14. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, October 30, 1954. 

15. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, October 28, 1953. 
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five members brought the Star to state, "The school machine will pick 

and elect its own pets, who will go along with it like so many meek 

sheep, while those who dare to challenge what goes on, will be ironed 

out by the steamroller. 

The voters approved the increase in the school board membership 

to five. When the time came for the school board election in late Sep-

17 tember, the Star ran another editorial. In it the opinion was expressed 

that no recommendations would be made from among the ten candidates 

because the school machine would elect its own candidates. The writer 

asserted, "There is no doubt about that, and no doubt that there is a 

school machine.11 He also added, "And do not let anyone say there is 

19 
no school machine. Just try and buck it and see what happens.11 

During 1955 the Star maintained opposition to the school adminis-
t 

tration and operation. In the first of two January editorials, the paper 

indicated that it would be interesting to see if a minority of the new five-

20 
member board of education would rise to challenge the school barons. 

It also wanted to know how many would align with Secrist, "the spender, " 

16. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, August 3, 1954. 

17. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, September 30, 1954. 

18. Ibid. 

19. Ibid. 

20. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, January 8, 1955. 
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when frugality was needed. The second editorial showed displeasure 

with a school board rule that prevented teachers over age 40 from being 

21 hired. The paper considered that such a rule was against brains and 

mature people, and that it would create a teacher shortage. 

A May editorial urged taxpayers to wake up to protect themselves 

22 from unnecessary expansion and spending of money. The writer 

warned the taxpayers by stating, "Superintendent Morrow has shown 

through the past he will spend and spend as long as he meets no opposi-

23 
tion. " 

"When the school board approved a record budget, the writer 

A 
implied that the board was controlled by the "school machine. " The 

writer stated, "And so, Dr. Secrist leads in the singing of 'Yes, Mr. 

Morrow! Yes, Mr. Morrow!' Mr. Morrow, like Harry Hopkins of the 

New Deal, will continue to 'spend and spend, tax and tax, and elect and 

elect. 

An editorial in June, 1955, registered opposition to the idea of 

26 small dispersed high schools in Tucson. The writer indicated 

21. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, January 20, 1955. 

• 22. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star,' May 12, 1955. 

23. Ibid. 

24. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, June 3, 1955. 

25. Ibid. 

26. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, June 8, 1955. 
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preference for larger centralized schools where students could be 

bussed. In his opinion, it would be less costly to add rooms than dupli

cate facilities. 

Continued opposition to the "school machine11 was evident during 

the school board elections in October 1955. While Amphitheater and 

Sunnyside School Districts had many candidates for its vacant board 

27 
seats, only the incumbent was running in Tucson District #1. The 

writer asserted: 

The contrast of no opposition in the Tucson district, and highly 
competitive rival candidates in the other two districts has a 
timely aspect. Tucson has one of the most powerful, yet smooth 
running school machines existing anywhere. -The school barons, 
that is the administrators, pick their candidates and elect them. 
In doing this, they enlist the aid of the teachers, the FTA's and 
favored school suppliers and roll over any opposition like the 
proverbial steamroller. Year after year and year after year, 
this happens. 

The writer indicated that even though the other districts hadn't as 

yet developed machines, "The chances are that the success of the 

29 
Tucson machine will be contagious. 

The Star even .advocated keeping a three-member county board of 

30 
supervisors rath6r than five. The paper cited the Tucson School 

27. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, October!, 1955. 

28. Ibid. 

29. Ibid. 

30. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, December 24, 1955. 
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District #1 board as an example of what can happen. The editorial 

writer stated, "Never has there been a more extravagant school board 

in Tucson. Never has the Tucson school machine been more power.- . 

ful."31 

When the school board filled the position of assistant superinten

dent in charge of secondary education with a person from outside the 

district, the Star was displeased. The paper felt that qualified, 

Arizona-educated talent within the district should have been selected to 

fill the position. 

In an editorial entitled, "The Same Old Story, " the writer opposed 

the hiring of some Stanford University professors to reclassify all non-

33 
certificated jobs. The writer stated that once the study is completed 

and the report submitted: 

Superintendent Morrow will pass the buck and urge the adoption 
of what the prospective report will recommend, despite the fact 
that any competent superintendent of schools is being paid to do 
such work as a part of his regular job. Once Mr. Morrow makes 
the report, the four school board members, who are known as 
the Famous School Board Quartet, will sing that old refrain that 
has made them famous: Yes, Mr. Morrow, Yes, Mr. Morrow, 
you can have everything that you want. ̂  

31. Ibid. 

32. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, October 20, 1955. 
* 1 

33. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, November 30, 1955. 

34. Ibid. 
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The school lunch program also received editorial scrutiny in 

1955. A citizens' committee had studied the lunch program and sub

mitted a report to the school board. The report became the subject of 

35 
discussion by the Star in December. The writer stated, "... school 

barons and health fanatics have seen the school lunch program as a 

wonderful opportunity to create another vast school empire by turning a 

36 minor problem into a major one. " The writer considered the school 

barons and social workers as "doll players" who hoped to expand the 

lunch program and then cover up their incompetence and waste by call

ing it an "educational program. " He added, "In addition to all of the 

other things, the teachers must teach 'proper food attitudes. 1 When a 

ruling educational hierarchy imposes such nonsense as an educational 

37 program, it's using its authority to play dolls with real children." 

In contrast to the Star, all editorials presented in the Citizen 

during 1955 were favorable. The first favored a school board decision 

38 to have all regular and special meetings open to the public and press. 0 

The second editorial defended the district against a state examiner's 
* 

report critical of business practices from 1937 to 1954. ̂  it viewed the 

35. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, December 13, 1955. 

36. Ibid. 

37. Ibid. 

38. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, May 6, 1955. 

39. Editorial ,in the Tucson Daily Citizen, July 18, 19551 
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state examiner as lax since the state had not done an audit for 13 years. 

It was pointed out that since 1951 the district had reorganized the busi

ness operation and had an independent audit done annually. 

The Citizen also approved a school board decision to have a 

40 monthly meeting devoted only to educational matters. 

Support was also evident in 1956, when the Citizen favored a 

41 policy adopted by the school board. This required all elementary and 

junior high students to remain on the school grounds during lunch hour 

unless there was an expressed request of a parent. 

In 1956 the Star continued to pursue its path of disagreement with 

the school administration with but one notable exception. It supported 

a school board decision not to abandon three school buildings, as origi

nally planned, because of a swelling population.^ 

The "school machine, " however, came to the fore again. On this 

occasion the taxpayer protests were overlooked in favor of raises for 

teachers and administrators.^ Superintendent Morrow indicated that 

he would oppose hiking bus fares for school children which would be 

used to increase" the bus drivers' wages. The writer asserted, "The 

40. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, December 28, 1955. 

41. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, August 31, 1956. 

42. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, September 21, 1956. 

43. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, January 13, 1956. 
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spectacle of other school administration officials, and civilians 

identified with the school machine joining in the protest, speaks for it-

44 self of their lack of concern of what pay other people get. " 

The school districts' operation of milk and lunch programs was 

opposed by the Star in 1956 because the schools were taking over re

sponsibility relinquished by the parents. ̂  

Additional unfavorable reaction toward the lunch program came 

in August of 1956. The school lunch program resulted in a deficit"of 

more than $27, 000 while Amphitheater School District showed a small 

profit. ̂  

In 1957 the Citizen raised editorial objection to a district policy 

of reducing homework in intermediate grades.^ It also indicated dis

pleasure in another editorial with two private secret school board ' 

meetings which it stated was contrary to board policy. 

Not all the editorials in 1957 were unfavorable, however. The . 

Citizen supported the school board's decision to reject both bids for 

49 construction of Bincon High School. In another editorial, the Citizen 

took a neutral position on the subject of a 12-month school year as a 

• 44. Ibid. 

45. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, April 7, 1956. 

.... 46. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, August 6, 1956. 

47. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, July 19» 1957. 

48. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, November 22, 1957. 

49. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, January 7, 1957. 
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solution to the problems facing the school district. ̂ 0 

During 1959 the Tucson School Board decided to employ a full-

time auditor in the district. This brought more opposition from the 

C 1 
Citizen. About the same time, the paper expressed the opinion that 

the health services of the school district were both unnecessary and 

52 costly. It felt that these services could be handled best by the county. 

The Star also felt that the health services of the school district 

53 should be under the county health department. It held the opinion that 

school nurses should not be employed, citing both economic and legal 

reasons. 

The school district policy of social promotion was opposed by the 

54 Star because it felt that such a policy was of no benefit to the child. 

The paper quoted a number of people on the bad effects of such a prac

tice. 

The Star, however, did praise the school board in 1959 for its 

decision to limit fund raising in the schools to the United Community 

Campaign and the Junior Red Cross. 

50. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, October 9» 1957. 

51. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, December 22, 1957. 

52. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, December 10, 1959. 

53. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, December 10, 1959. 

54. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, July 10, 1959-

55. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, January 23, 1959-
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During I960 the Citizen took a netural position on a report : 

indicating that the school district's nursing services should be taken 

56 
over by the county health department. 

The length of the school day was also of interest to the Citizen. 

The paper pointed out that the University of Arizona was in operation 

from dawn to 10 p.m. during the week whereas many of the district's 

57 high schools were on staggered and half-day sessions. 

In 1961 the Star approved of the school district's practice of site 

acquisition prior to need §nd it urged the Vail School District to follow 

.. 58 suit. 

The Citizen in 1961 gave editorial attention to three decisions of 

the school board. It supported the school district for its decision to 

drop the federally subsidized lunch program. ̂  An experimental pro

gram between the Tucson Police Department and the school district also 

received Citizen endorsement. The program called for a plainclothes 

police officer to work in the schools. The paper approved the district's 
* 

56. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, January 12, I960. 

57. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, August 5, I960. 

58. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, March 4, 1961. 

59. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, January 16, 1961. 

60. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, December 26, 1961. 
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decision to use portable classrooms to meet shifting population within 

the district. 

In the fall of 1962, a school bo.ard election was held in which both 

newspapers supported Dan McKinney to replace the incumbent. The 

Citizen indicated it would support McKinney because, 

He is concerned, as many are concerned, that the policy making 
and administrative authorities of Tucson school district 'are 
losing the confidence of the parents and taxpayers.1 If mutual 
respect and confidence are lost, 'irreparable harm' can be done 
the public schools and the education they must provide. 

The paper based its support on the belief that there were too many "yes" 

people on the board and that someone was needed to represent the other 

.j 63 
side. 

Further Citizen support for McKinney and opposition to the school 

administration was evident when the editorial writer stated: 

Mr. McKinney has recognized candidly the widespread feeling in 
the community that the school superintendent "has had his own 
way" too much, and with too little review and restraint. The 
school board is supposed to make school policy and to direct the 
actions of the school administration; Mr. McKinney is the kind 
of man to restore that kind of approach. ̂  

The Star (Considered that the main obstacle to McKinney was the 

"school machine. The writer asserted, "No one can tell me that the 

61. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, December 27, 1961. 

62. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, August 28, 1962. 

63. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, August 31, 1962. 

64. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, September 19» 1962. 

65. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, September 19, 1962. 
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school folks don't stoop to pretty careless levels in the accusations 

they make against anyone who has the temerity to oppose them. 

In a late September editorial the Star endorsed McKinney, a con

servative, as one who would curb the waste and extravagance of the 

67 
school board and administration. 

After the election of McKinney, the Star interpreted his victory 

as a vote of lack of confidence in the school board and administration.^® 

During 1963 the Star concentrated its editorial attention on the 

i 

school district's housekeeping practices. In early 1953 the Star had run 

a series of articles on the comparative costs of operation in Tucson Dis

trict #1, Amphitheater, Flowing Wells, Sunnyside and Mesa. An edi-

69 
torial in February summed up the articles. The writer stated that 

the articles revealed, "What the Star has been saying for many years, 
* 

that Tucson School District #1 does a loose and extravagant job of 

housekeeping, while the Amphitheater and Mesa districts practice 

70 
thrifty, careful housekeeping. " The writer went on to indicate that 

the Amphitheater and Mesa districts reveal the difference between what 

a competent administrator and competent school board can do, in 

66. Ibid. 

67. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, September 25, 1962. 

68. . Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, October 4f 1962. 

69. . Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, February 27, 1963. 

70. Ibid. 
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contrast to what appeared to be a woefully incompetent school 

. administration and school board. The writer added, "The fact that 

Morrow will get a total of $27, 675 as compensation, while President 

Richard Harvill of the University of Arizona will get less at $25,, 000 a 

year is symptomatic of what is wrong in the administration of School 

District No. 1. 

During the school board election campaign in the fall of 1963, 

the Star and Citizen urged the voters to elect Mr. C. "Van Haaften. The 

Star expressed the belief that its choice would do more for bringing 

about prudent housekeeping than would the other' two candidates. ̂  The 

editorial writer stated: 

At present, the Tucson school board and school administration 
do not enjoy the confidence of the public. They still maintain 
their arrogant attitude, that they must have their way; that they 
are always right; that they can still practice loose and extrava
gant housekeeping, in the schools, and that the tax rate is a 
minor matter to be considered. '3 

An additional editorial advocated the election of Van Haaften as a. 

74 teammate for McKinney, the conservative board member. The writer 

again brought forth the issue of district housekeeping. He cited luxuri

ous housekeeping by asking, "Why after more than 50 years have school 

71. Ibid. 

72. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, September 20, 1963. 

73. Ibid. 

74. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, September 30, 1963. 
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grounds been luxuriously landscaped with, lawns and trees? Why have 

starting salaries for youngsters out of college been raised to needless 

heights? Why must there be so many counselors--who do not teach? 

75 Why must there be kitchens in elementary schools? 11 

Citizen support for Van Haaften in opposition to the school adminis

tration was seen in the editorial writer's statement, "Mr. Van Haaften 

must be elected next Tuesday, and another independent trustee elected 

a year from now. This does not mean that the majority would be anti-

administration. It should mean, however, that the majority will be 

able to debate and settle issues objectively rather than submissively 

following the dictates of the administration. , 

The paper even quoted conservative board member Dan McKinney 

concerning the school administration and Van Haaften. Mr. McKinney 

said: 

The stubborn refusal of the school authorities to respond to 
reason,, to admit that anything is wrong, their insistence that 
only "irate parents" and "stingy taxpayers" and "unfair news- , 
papers" are to blame for any discord in school affairs, gives 
the people no other choice than to elect new members to the 
board who will be responsive and responsible to them. Obvi
ously, Mr. Van Haaften is their choice. Those who understand 
the situation can make no other." 

75. Ibid. 

76. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, September 26, 1963. 

77. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, September 30, 1963. 
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Despite the newspapers' wishes, the residents failed to elect Van 

. Haaften. Instead, the board seat went to Mrs. Katie Duseriberry. 

In December of 1963, the Star registered opposition to the school 

board's decision to allow one of the district's teachers to draw full 

78 teaching pay while also serving in the state legislature. 

79 The Citizen also opposed the board's decision. It indicated that 

three hands were in the taxpayer's pocket to pay the teaching salary, 

legislator salary and salary for the substitute teacher. 

It was also during 1^63 that the Citizen did a study on comparative 

costs of the four major Tucson school districts. It noted that Tucson 

District #1 was spending more dollars per pupil than the other three dis-

80 tricts.. In a subsequent editorial, the paper indicated that the higher 

81 costs in the school district were not in the area of instruction. Higher 

costs were attributed to the non-instructional phases of the school oper

ation. 

The Citizen referred to a report by the Arizona Tax Research 

82 Association on the comparative costs in the 14 counties of the .state. 

In referring to Tucson District #1, the writer stated, "The state survey 

78. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, December 21, 1963. 

79. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, December 27, 1963. 

80. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, January 7, 1963. 

81. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, January 11, 1963. 

82. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, February 11, 1963. 
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reinforces the Citizen's local survey which concluded that 'the picture, 

generally is that of a Chevrolet community with a Cadillac school sys

tem. 1 And the reason still remains whether the community wants a 

83 
Cadillac school system--and can afford it." 

The Citizen noted that the overcrowded conditions at Pueblo High 

84 
School might necessitate changes in daily operation. One change being 

considered was that of a six-day week with freshman classes on Saturday 

but not Friday. 
t 

It was during 1964 that the Citizen presented its largest number of 

editorials in any one year opposing the operation of the school district. 

In a series of March and April editorials, the Citizen vented its dis

pleasure. The health services provided through the school district's 

nurses came under attack. The writer asserted, "There can be little 

85 
doubt that District 1 is wasting money and talent. " In the writer's 

opinion, "Such programs should be operated through the schools, not by 

the schools. If the county health took them over, the burden of expense 

would be shifted from the homeowner of District 1 to the entire county, 

QZ. 
which has a much broader tax base.1,00 

83. Ibid. 

84. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, December 19, 1963. • 

85. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, March 27, 1964. 

86. Ibid. 
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Maintenance costs were viewed as excessive by* the paper. It 

asserted, "It makes no sense whatever to defend high maintenance and 

plant operation costs on the grounds that District 1 is providing 'quality' 

education. These are mechanical and administration problems that have 

little to do with the educational program. Other school districts provide 

87 'quality' education at a lower price per pupil. " 

The cost of administrative services was challenged by the writer. 

He felt they were too high for the school district and stated, "But there 
% 

is no apparent reason why administrative costs should increase arith

metically as enrollment increases. With a really efficient managerial 
t 

staff on the job, per student administrative costs should go down as en-

88 
rollment goes up.11 

During April of 1964 the Citizen stated, "The District 1 School 

Board would be well advised to stop blaming its spending on the high 

cost of quality education and start achieving efficiency and economy in 

* 89 some of the non-educational aspects of operating a school system." 

While the Citizen advocated reducing costs in the varsity sports program, 

since they were high, the paper also expressed the opinion that the school 

87. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, March 31, 1964. 

88. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, April 3, 1964. 

89* Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, April 8, 1964. 
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district should try to match the Amphitheater District's efficiency in 

. the business of running the schools. The Citizen praised the decision 

of the school board to eliminate the hot-lunch program in the five high 

91 
schools. 

Failure of the school board to follow the recommendation of the 

Drachman Committee on ways to reduce spending and costs brought this 

editorial comment, "The board members are elected by the public and 

are supposed to represent the public interest in the conduct and oper

ation of the public school system. Instead, the board represents the 

professional administrators and educators who are hired to run the 

schools. 

After the school board had hired a public relations expert to help 

sell the bond issue in 1964, a lawsuit was brought into Superior Court 

contesting the use of tax money to pay for her services. The case ap

parently became entangled in legal proceedings much to the displeasure 

93 • of the Citizen. The paper noted that the same public relations expert 

had been hired to help elect Mrs. Dusenberry as a member of the board 

and would be hired again to aid in the campaign to elect Mrs. Hafley. 

The writer reacted by stating, "This same little clique, which has 

90. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, April 13, 1964; edi
torial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, April 16, 1964. 

91. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, April 27, 1964. 

92. Editorial in-the Tucson Daily Citizen, July 3, 1964. 

93. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, August 7, 1964. 
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dominated school offices with such disdain for the public's interest or 

wishes, is getting ready to take the people for another ride on the merry-

94 
go-round." 

During the school board election campaign, the paper endorsed 

Morris Baughman for the board seat and opposed Mrs. Hafley whom it 

considered to be the school administration's candidate. The Citizen 

editorial writer registered disapproval of the school administration and 

school board by stating, "The master has become the servant. What 

school administrators want, the board grants. And, together, this tight 

little group offers a deaf ear and a glossy stare when the public tries to 

95  
express its desires or suggestions in school affairs.11 

In further support of Baughman for the school board seat, the 

Citizen stated, "The issue in this particular campaign is whether public 

confidence and support can be restored by putting a man on the School 

Board who will be an effective representative of the public--not a rubber 

96 
stamp for the school administration. " 

It was during this same period of time that the Citizen again regis

tered disapproval of the school district's policy of paying teachers their 

97 salary while also being paid to serve in the legislature. The Star also 

94. Ibid. 

95. Editorial in the. Tucson Daily Citizen, September 15, 1964. 

96. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, September 30, 1964. ' 

97. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, September 28, 1964. 
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indicated rather strong disapproval of the policy by stating, "As long as 

the school board majority continues to act in this manner, it cannot 

expect to have the confidence or approval, or respect, of the commun

ity. "98 

During the fall school board election campaign, the Star, like the 

Citizen, supported Morris Baughman for the board seat by stating, "The 

election of Baughman will mean the building of new schools with the 

implementation of administrative reforms aimed at reducing the proven 

99 waste and extravagance th^-t is now going on.11 

The hired public relations expert also met with Star disfavor in 

1964. The paper noted that in the county attorney's opinion it was il

legal for the board to hire her for political promotional propaganda. 

Shortly before election day the Star stated editorially that a vote 

for Hafley is, "... a vote for the school machine and the same old 

thing. The paper added that, "A vote for Mr. Baughman is a vote 

102 for better and more prudent housekeeping. 

98. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, January 1, 1964. 

99- Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, September 13, 1964. 

100. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, March 7, 1964. 

101. Editorial in the Arizona Daiiy Star, October 4, 1964. 

102. Ibid. 
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After the election in which Mrs. Hafley was elected, the Star 

reran an editorial of September 9, 1962, entitled, "Is There a School 

Machine? 1,103 

The only editorial coverage afforded the Tucson School District 

#1 administration in 1965 was found in the Citizen. The paper pointed 

out that the school district would lose $500, 000 in state revenues and 

would start the next fiscal year $1, 000, 000 shy of tax funds that had 

104 
been anticipated. In spite of that, the school board voted to give 

$100 across-the-board increases to teachers. The school board's 

action prompted the editorial writer to state, "In private enterprise, 

management would court fiscal tragedy to grant across-the-board 
t 

salary hikes in a time of plummeting revenues. Members of the District 

1 Board seem to feel they are above the rules of fiscal responsibility. 

They're managing a public enterprise and, anyway you figure it, tax-

105 
payers foot the bill. " 

Although the paper indicated approval of a cutback in janitors at 

an estimated savings, of $136, 000, there was little mention made of it 

publicly. The paper commented that no credit was given to the Drach-

106 
man Committee report or the school board for its decision. 

103. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, September 9, 1962. 

104. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, April 2, 1965. 

105. Ibid. , 

106. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, June 9, 1965. 
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Amphitheater School District 

Amphitheater received very little editorial coverage compared to 

Tucson School District #1. The editorials concerning Amphitheater, 

however, were highly favorable. Three editorials appeared in 1951. 

The Citizen praised Superintendent Guitteau when he resigned from the 

position. The paper considered his record as an administrator was out-

107 standing. Additional praise came from the Citizen when the princi

pal of Amphitheater High School decided to return to the classroom. 

108 His work was also commended by the paper. When Marion 

Donaldson assumed the superintendency, the Star noted that his task of 

109 reconciling a split district would be difficult. 

In 1955 the Citizen supported the district's business practices 

when a state examiner's report was critical of business practices from 

1937 to 1954. The paper pointed out changes made in the district's 

business management since 1951. 

There was much coverage favorable to Amphitheater in both" 

papers when a comparison of costs of school districts was made. Both 

papers tended to view Amphitheater's operation as an example of econ-. 

omy and efficiency. 

107. Editorial in the Tucson Daiiy Citizen, May 4, 1951. 

108. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, March 9» 1951. 

109. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, July 6, 1951. 

110. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, July 18, 1955. 
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The only expression of disfavor toward the district occurred in 

1963. The Citizen disagreed with the high school administration in al

lowing girls to wear curlers in school. The paper felt the school 

board should have made a policy on it. 

Flowing Wells School District 

There were no editorials evident in the Star other than in the edi

torials where comparative costs of the four Tucson districts were dis

cussed. The Citizen, however, did present two editorials. One in 

1956 was unfavorable and the other in 1964 was favorable. The paper 

disapproved a secret school board meeting to increase teachers' sal

aries. In the paper's opinion, such action would not show well with the 

112 
public. The paper approved the decision of the school board to not 

pay the salaries of teachers who may serve in the legislature. They 

would receive only their legislative pay. 

The Citizen made favorable mention of the district in the editorials 

on comparative costs of school district operation. 

Sunnyside School District 

As was the case with Flowing Wells, there were no editorials in 

the Star concerning Sunnyside administration and operation. The only 

111. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, August 19» 1963. 

112. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, February 24, 1956. 

113. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, August 18; 1964. 
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mention made was in connection with comparative costs in the operation 

of the other Tucson school districts. 

The Citizen's only editorial occurred in 1947 and was devoted to 

school board action in the dismissal of the high school principal. The 

paper indicated that the public lacked a full explanation because the 

114 
action was taken in a private meeting. 

The district also received attention in the Citizen in editorials on 

comparative costs in school operation. 

The University of Arizona 

There were 28 editorials that appeared in both newspapers on the 

subject of administration and operation of the university. Fourteen 

editorials were in the Star and 15 in the Citizen. 

The Star tended to be quite positive toward the university with 12 

favorable editorials, 2 neutral and 2 unfavorable. Two editorials were 
* { 

split in the favor able-unfavorable categories. 

The Citizen had nine favorable editorials and seven unfavorable. 

One editorial was divided in the favorable-unfavorable categories. 

During 1947 both newspapers endorsed the Board of Regents 

115 
choice, Dr. McCormick, as the new president of the university. 

114. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, May 3, 1957. 

115. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, February 10, 1947; 
editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, May 29, 1947. 
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Upon his resignation from the position in 1950, both papers praised him. 

for his efforts as president. 

The first displeasure with the operation of the university came in 

a 1950 editorial in the Citizen. An $18, 000 shortage appeared in the 

117 veterans account when an audit of the financial records was conducted. 

When Dr. Richard A. Harvill was chosen as the new university 

118 president in 1951, he was endorsed by both newspapers. ° It was also 

during 1951 that the Star supported the administration for its discipline 

119 
measures concerning students involved in purse-snatching. 

In 1952 the Citizen indicated displeasure with the administration 

120 
for its handling of students involved in a panty raid. The paper 

divided its reaction on* a controversial student skit during the spring 

carnival of 1953. The Citizen was favorable toward the actions of Dr. 

Harvill and disapproved of lower level echelon administrators for fail-

121 ure to properly guide the students. 

116. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, November 13, 1950; 
editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, November 15, 1950. 
* 

117. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, December 15, 1950. 

118. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, April 16, 1951; edi
torial in the Arizona Dail^ Star, November 18, 1951. 

119. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, June 17, 1951. 

120. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, May 28, 1952. 
i 

121. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, May 12, 1953. 
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The Citizen maintained its negative stance toward the university-

administration during 1956 and 1958. In 1956 the paper considered the 

122 university administration to be lacking in public relations. A Nov

ember, 1956, editorial and another in April, 1958, showed signs of 

displeasure concerning the administration's performance before the 

Board of Regents. In both instances the editorial writer indicated that 

Arizona State College appeared to be more aggressive before the board 

while the University of Arizona lacked punch. 123 

It was also during 1958 that the Citizen disapproved of all the time 

and money spent at the university on less able students. The paper 

indicated that an estimated $200, 000 were involved in the wasteful effort 

at the university.. 

The Star supported the action of the administration in 1964 when 

an instructor was dismissed on the basis of incompetence rather his pro-

Castro activity as claimed by his supporters. The latter included the 

1 25 local chapter of American Association of University Professors. 

During 1965 both newspapers provided strong support for the uni

versity administration. The Star editorial writer defended President 

Harvill against what he considered to be unwarranted attacks by Senator 

122. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, December 5, 1956. 

123. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, November 26, 1956; 
editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, April 25, 1958. 

124. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, January 29a 1958. 

125. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, January 18, 1964. 
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126 Hathaway. Dr. Harvill and the other presidents of state institutions 

had been asked to appear before a hearing of the Senate State Institutions 

Committee. 

The paper indicated in a subsequent editorial that the university 

127 was big and well managed. It did express the opinion that punishment 

by the administration for vandalism should be severe enough to deter 

further acts. 

It was during 1965 that the university's policy and method of list

ing off-campus housing came under fire from the Tucson Commission 

on Human Relations and the local chapter of the National Association 

for the Advancement of Colored People. Both groups had claimed the 

university had apparently violated the Civil Rights Law. . 

The Citizen editorially supported the university administration's 

128 position. Endorsement for the administration also was found in the 

Star, and it presented an explanation of the university's position relative 

129 
to requests made upon it to list off-campus housing. 

Summary 

The editorial attention devoted to the administration and oper

ation of the Tucson area school districts was confined largely to Tucson 
« 

126. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, May 14, 1965. 

127. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, May 16, 1965. 

128. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, September 24, 1965. 

129. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, October 2, 1965. 
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School District #1. Even though the Star and Citizen supported and, at 

times opposed the school district administration on various issues, there 

was a noticeable difference in the editorial coverage by the two news

papers. The Citizen tended to support the district more often than did 

the Star. The latter displayed an increasingly negative attitude toward 

the school board and school administration. 

"Within the time period of this study, opposition by the Citizen to 

the administration started to appear with regularity in 1957 and reached 

* 

its height during 1964. 

The Star provided more negative editorial attention to the adminis

tration and operation of the school district than did the Citizen. Among 

the many different issues unfavorable to the Star, it tended to attack 

( 1 )  s c h o o l  b o a r d  m e m b e r s  a n d  t h e  s c h o o l  s u p e r i n t e n d e n t  w h i c h  w e r e  
» 

labeled the "school machine,11 (2) business practices, (3) school dis

trict health services, (4) milk and lunch programs and { 5 ) several 

school board policies. 

The Citizen concentrated its editorial opposition on ( 1) school 

district health services, (2) the "school machine, " (3) administrative 

costs and (4) maintenance costs. 

It appeared as though the Star, more than the Citizen, based its 

opposition to the administration upon disapproval of school superinten

dent Robert Morrow and some school board members. 
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Editorial support for the administration was evident more often 

in the Citizen than in the Star. The paper endorsed such issues as 

( 1) reorganization of the administrative hierarchy, { 2) opening regu

lar and special board meetings to the press, ( 3 ) monthly meeting of 

school board devoted to educational matters, (4) closed campus policy 

during school lunch hours and ( S ) the hiring of a firm to conduct a sur

vey of the district. 

The Star gave positive editorial attention to ( 1) practice of site 

* 
acquisition, (2 ) portable classrooms and ( 3 ) limited fund raising in the 

schools to the United Community Campaign and Junior Red Cross. 

The editorial coverage given the Amphitheater, Flowing Wells and 

Sunnyside districts was quite limited. The editorial attention, however, 

was highly favorable toward Amphitheater, in particular, with a tendency 

toward a neutral stance relative to Flowing Wells and Sunnyside. 

The editorial attention afforded the University of Arizona by the 

Citizen and Star provided a noticeable contrast. The Citizen was divided 

favorably and unfavorably toward the administration whereas the Star 

tended to be highly favorable. The attitude of the Star may have been 

due, in part, to the fact that the editor was a member of the Board of 

Regents. 



CHAPTER V 

CURRICULUM OF THE SCHOOLS 

It is the purpose of this chapter to show the extent of editorial 

coverage on the subject of curriculum. The Star and Citizen are com

pared on their attitude toward "Progressive Education, n curriculum for 

a varied school population and specific courses in the curriculum. 

Table VIII presents the number of editorials on the subject of 

curriculum that appeared in the Citizen and Star from 1945 through 1965. 

The table shows that a total of 52 editorials were written on the subject 

of curriculum. Of that total, the Citizen had 21 editorials compared to 

31 in the Star. The Citizen's 21 editorials included 13 favorable, 7 neu

tral and 2 unfavorable. One editorial was somewhat divided between 

the favorable-unfavorable categories. The Star featured 19 favorable 

editorials, 9 neutral and 6 unfavorable. The paper also had three edi-

torials divided between the favorable-unfavorable categories. 

Editorial attention relative to the curriculum of Tucson area 
* 

school districts focused mainly on Tucson School District #1. There 

was also editorial coverage devoted to concerns in curriculum that were 

beyond those of the Tucson metoropolitan area. 

174 
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Table VIII 

Number of Editorials on the Subject of Curriculum Appearing in 
the Tucson Daily Citizen and Arizona Daily Star, 1945-1965 

Year 
Favorable Neutral Unfavorable 

Year Citizen Star Citizen Star Citizen Star 
1945 
1946 1 
1947 2 1 
1948 1 
1949 1 1 
1950 
1951 
1952 1 
1953 
1954 4 1 
1955 . 1 2 
1956 3* 1 1* 
1957 3* 2 1* 1 
1958 1 1 
1959 
I960 2 1 
1961 3 1 . 1 
1962 3 1* 1* 
1963 3 1 1 
1964 1 2 
1965 2 1* 1 1* 

Totals 13* 19* 7 9 2* 6* 

^Editorial divided on issue 
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Progressive Education 

Both newspapers regarded "Progressive Education, " associated 

with John Dewey, as undesirable. They tended to view the basic three 

t 
R's and the traditional teaching methods as the preferred formal edu

cation for the nation's youth. In addition, "life adjustment" and "per

missiveness" were also given negative editorial attention. 

The first evidence of displeasure with "Progressive Education" 

was found in 1947. The editorial writer for the Star gave reason to 
i 

oppose "Progressive Education" in an editorial based on a series of 

articles that appeared in the Detroit Free Press. * The writer indi

cated that the Detroit paper found sufficient proof to show that a number 

of students were unable to do simple academic skills. "Progressive 

Education, " in the editorial writer's opinion, failed to provide the 

students with basic necessities. He also indicated that "Progressive 

Education" could happen in other communities. Until the so-called 

"Progressive Education" came on the scene, the work of the good 

2 teacher deserved praise, according to the Star. 

Adherence to the three R's was advocated by the Star in an April, 

1957, editorial.^ The paper considered that enrichment courses were 

1. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, January 6, 1947. 

2. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, November 11, 1947. 

3. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, April 3, 1957. 
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taking over the curriculum and the three R's were being left out. The 

Star also expressed displeasure with a North Central Association 

pamphlet for apparently failing to mention a single course or discipline 

that ought to be required for college entrance. 

During 1961 the Citizen revealed its disfavor with "Progressive 

Education" when it disagreed with a child-study expert who indicated 

4 
that children cannot be taught anything that matters. The editorial 

writer stated, "This theory may be just a semantic smokescreen hiding 

5 . 
the fat face of progressive education. " 

The Star in an editorial entitled, "A Lot Has Happened Since Sput

nik, " stated that some of the changes included more homework, harder 

courses, additional classrooms and increased expenditures.^ The paper 

also noted that Max Rafferty, an avowed opponent of "Progressive Edu

cation, " was elected California Superintendent of Schools. 

Rafferty's announcement that he would run "Deweyism" out of the 
t 

7 
California schools met with Star approval. The writer expressed the 

opinion that "permissiveness" and lack of academic discipline did not 

seem to be part of the Tucson scene. 

4. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, April 26, 1961. 

5. Ibid. 

6. ^Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, January 21, 1963. 

7. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, January 28, 1963. 
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Curriculum for a Varied School Program 

Curriculum for a varied school population received attention 

editorially in both newspapers. Two types of higb school curricula were 

supported by the Star while the Citizen endorsed ability grouping. The 

two types of high school curricula became editorial concern in 1956, 

The Star supported the idea of two types, one for college preparation 

Q 
and another for the non-college bound. The writer stated, "The com-

9 mon sense of this kind of distinction in high school education is obvious. " 

He did, however, express ̂ opposition to making the non-college bound 

curriculum compulsory. He stated: 

Anyone who has dealings with children knows that many young
sters at 15 and 16 are wasting their time in school and should 
go to work. Why compel them to stop particularly when the 
schools are overcrowded? Why spoil a needed development in 
secondary education by demanding an unnecessary absolute that 
makes the plan look foolish? 

Resolutions from the June, 1956, convention of Arizona Boys' 

State, Btating that the high school curriculum needed revision, served 

as the basis for a Star editorial. The writer indicated that the basic 

8. Editorial in the Arizona Daiiy Star, June 3, 1956. 

9. Ibid. 

10. Ibid. 

11. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, June 12, 1956. 
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mental discipline required for obtaining a sound education must be 

. started at the high school level. He noted that there should not be a wide 

academic selection but rather a narrower curriculum fitted with mathe

matics, science and other disciplinary subjects. 

When the Phoenix Teachers' Union opposed the idea of two types 

of curricula in the high school, the Star editor expressed disagreement 

12 with its stand. The writer asserted, "Such a plan makes sense in that 

it gives a square deal in the form of the right kind of education for 

students with varying aptitudes. Yet, the teachers1 union comes out 

blasting it as a plan that would make second-class citizens out of some 

high school graduates, simply because there would be two kinds of 

13 diplomas. " The writer, in addition, expressed the belief that most 

teachers, educators and parents favored the two curricula idea. 

In mid-November of 1957, after Sputnik, the Citizen deplored 

mediocrity in the schools. ^ The writer advocated "increasing" the 

curriculum for the more capable students. He opposed "slowing down" 

the curriculum since, in his opinion, it resulted in too much mediocrity. 

He felt that the good students must excel. 

12. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, June 17, 1956. 
* 

13. Ibid. 

14. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, November 18, 1957. 
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The paper displayed a neutral attitude toward a special program 

at Pueblo High School to aid the slow learner. Eighty students and 

three teachers were in the program. 

In September the Citizen noted the crisis facing the high schools 

in the area of curriculum for all the students. ̂  The paper felt that the 

high school must educate all students of varying abilities. 

In another editorial in 1962, the Citizen noted the dropout rate in 

17 Phoenix and Tucson. The writer indicated opposition to "life adjust

ment" education as contrasted to the academics. He favored ability 

grouping with interests and goals considered. In addition, he expressed 

the belief that there would be an increase in vocational training for the 

less able. 

Further support for education or training according to ability was 

•  18 presented in the Citizen. The writer expressed the belief that too 

many students were being forced into a curriculum not designed for 

them. 

The Star even advocated two high school diplomas for the two high 

19 school curricula, of college preparation and vocational training. The 

15. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, August 10, 1961. 

.16. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, September 11, 1961. 

17. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, July 9» 1962. 

18. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, September 24, 1962. 

19. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, February 9» 1963. 
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editorial writer stated, "Don't lower general standards; divide the 

students into proper categories according to their abilities, and certifi-

20 
cate them accordingly. " 

The only editorial during 1963 that appeared in the Citizen took 

a neutral attitude on the caring for and educating of mentally retarded 

21 
children in Tucson District #1. 

22 The dropouts also received editorial coverage in the Citizen. 

The paper noted that three of ten Arizona high school students failed to 

graduate. 

Dr. Thomas Lee, Assistant Superintendent of Tucson School Dis

trict #1, was questioned by the Citizen editorial writer concerning the 

dropout problem. Dr. Lee questioned "society's" habit of saying a high . 

school diploma is a necessity. The writer asked: 

Could not a happy compromise be found by offering two types of 
curricula and two types of diplomas? One curriculum, leading 
to a blue diploma for job seekers, could be basically vocational, 
with optional quantities of math, science and arts. The other 
could be primarily academic and lead to a white diploma for • 
those who will go on from secondary to high education. ̂ 3 

l  

Vocational Education 

Vocational training was endorsed by the newspapers. Within the 

time limits of the study, the first editorial on a vocational curriculum 

20. Ibid. 

21.  Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, June 17, 1963. 

22. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, Februarys, 1964. 

23. Ibid. 
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appeared in the Star in 1946. The editorial writer felt that long-range 

plans for a technical and vocational education building at Tucson High 

24 School were sound. He stressed the need for a sound vocational 

background. 

The Citizen's first editorial concerning vocational training ap

peared in 1948. The editorial writer praised the Tucson District #1 

Board of Education for its approval of a vocational building at Tucson 

OC 
High School. The writer felt that vocational training- was invaluable 

and it would also help relieve a labor shortage. 
* 

An increasing .demand for vocational education was seen in the 

26 Star. The writer stated, "The real problem in the future will be to 

educate each individual to his capacity. If that is done, the dropout 

27 problem will virtually disappear. " 

Driver Education 

Driver education was given favorable editorial attention by both 

the Star and Citizen. It was during 1947 that the Star made its first 

28 recommendation for a particular course in the curriculum. The 

24. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, November 21, 1946. 

25. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, January 16, 1948. 

26. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, February 6, 1963. 

27. Ibid. 

28. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, August 27, 1947. 



183 

paper considered driver training as an important part of the high school 

program. 

It was in 1954(that a course in driver education became an actual 

part of the curriculum at Tucson High School. The Star supported this 

addition to the curriculum. ̂  An October, 1954, editorial in the Star 

pointed with pride to the fact that Arizona had won a national award for 

30 
its program of driver education in the state high schools. 

Further support for driver education programs in the three 

31 Tucson high schools occurred in early 1955. The writer considered 

that the schools could do a much better job of teaching the student than 

could the parents. 

During 1962 the Citizen cited statistics to prove that driver edu

cation was not a "frill" in the high school curriculum. $2 

Driver education entered the editorial limelight again in 1965. On 

this occasion, the Citizen indicated that the value of such a course de

served study. There was some evidence that drivers who had been in 

33 such courses were having a large number of accidents. 

29- Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, September 16, 1954. 

30. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, October 21, 1954. 

31. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, January 14, 1955. 

32. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, April 19» 1962. 

33. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, March 16, 1965. 



184 

Communism as Part of the Curriculum 

The teaching about communism in the public schools was given 

editorial attention in both newspapers. In general they supported the 

idea of having students learn about communism. 

In 1949 the subject of communism in the schools received edi

torial coverage in both newspapers. Although the Star registered 

opposition to allowing communists to teach in the public schools, it was 

34 not against learning about totalitarianism as taught by U. S. teachers. 
1 

The Citizen also expressed the belief that communism and other ideolo

gies could be taught as long as the schools were dedicated to the tenets 

of freedom and the administrators and teachers were devoted to sound 

35 
educational principles. 

The topic of communism did not appear again until 1954 when the 

Star provided two editorials. On the first occasion, the writer expres

sed the opinion that communism should not be taught as a special course 
t 

36 of instruction. He did indicate that it should be incorporated into the 

current curriculum in such courses as economics, history, political 

science and other social science subjects. In another editorial, the 

writer endorsed a Gallup Poll which revealed that a substantial majority 

34. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, June 11, 1949. 

35. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, April 7, 1949. 

36. Editorial in th& Arizona Daily Star, August 1, 1954. 
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of people { 67 per cent) favored teaching about communism in our 

37 schools. The writer expressed the belief that this would permit us to 

recognize communism and what we are fighting. 

The subject of teaching about communism in the schools appeared 

again in September, I960. The Star supported the idea but indicated 

that the public would raise a clamor. The Citizen noted trends in the 

nation's schools on curriculum concerning the teaching about commir-

nism. ̂  It supported the idea of teaching the children about communism. 

Editorials in the Star on Other Curricular Issues 

Within the time period of the study, the Star presented a number 

of editorials on a variety of curricular issues. 

It was during 1955 that the Star ran an editorial informing the 

40 readers it would present a 12-part series of articles on reading. The 

book, entitled, WHY JOHNNY CAN'T READ, by Flesch, would serve 

as the basis for the articles. 

The paper in 1956 felt that perhaps mathematics and science were 

being over-emphasized and that too many scientists and technicians 

were being produced. ̂  Other areas of study need to become equal or 

37. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, August 24, 1954. 

. 38. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, September 1, I960. 

39^ Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, December 26, 1961. 

40. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, May 22, 1955. 

41. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, August 19, 1956. 
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have more consideration in order to prevent lopsidedness, according 

• to the writer. This viewpoint was contrary to an earlier one held by 

the paper when it considered that there needed to be greater emphasis 

placed upon academic subjects. 

Added support for an increase in academic study was evident in 

42 the Star. The paper agreed with the Dean of Columbia University 

who urged a return to 19th century academic discipline. The paper re

ported that the Dean felt high schools should lay a good foundation and 

that colleges should then devote themselves to philosophies. 
t 

Although the Star seemed to be uncommitted, it considered Dr. 

James B. Conant's recommendation to include foreign language study 

43 in seventh and eighth grade as a luxury. In the Star1 s opinion, foreign 

language study at an earlier age called for it to be carefully fitted into 

the curriculum. 

In 1964 the subject of modern math was covered by the Star. ̂  -

It expressed the belief that the only thing really new about modern math 

was the teaching. 

Editorials in the Citizen on Other Curricular Issues 

The Citizen also provided editorial coverage on other curricular 

issues. 

42. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, March 25, I960. 

43. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, April 6, I960. 

44. Editorial in the Arizona Daily Star, December 17, 1964. 
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In 1957 the Citizen urged the district residents to turn out for a 

Tucson School District #1 School Board meeting at Tucson High 

45 School. Students and teachers from the elementary, junior high and 

high schools would be available to demonstrate and speak on science 

today in the schools. 

In another post-Sputnik editorial of 1957, the writer supported 

46 
the return to added homework and a greater taxing of student minds. 

There was editorial support by the Citizen for the plans of Tucson 

An 
School District #1 to upgrade the requirements for graduation. ' In

stead of 11 units, the new plan would require 16. In addition, classes 

would be ability grouped. The writer indicated that the success of the 

new graduation requirements was directly related to student attitudes 

and aptitudes as well as parent attitudes. 

During 1961 the Citizen writer favored the teaching of Spanish 

in the elementary school.^® He expressed the hope that the Tucson 

#1 School Board would study thoroughly the pros and cons of that 

matter. 

45. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, 

46. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, 

47. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, 

48. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, 

July 2, 1957. 

December 6, 1957. 

January 31f 1958. 

February 16, 1961. 



188 

The Citizen also indicated that the U. S. must adopt the metric 

49 system in order to meet foreign competition. The writer asked, 

"Why not start teaching the metric system in elementary school now, 

concurrently with the present system, and ease the inevitable transi-

50 tion sure to come? " 

Summary 

The school curriculum, which is the very core of the school's 

operation, did not receive as much attention editorially as the issues of 

finance and the administration and operation of the schools. It appeared 

as though the newspapers considered the latter two issues to be of 

greater importance than the subjects studied by the students. It should 

be noted that there was a limited amount of editorial attention given 

curriculum at the local level and that only Tucson School District #1 

received editorial coverage. 

Neither the Star or Citizen favored "Progressive Education. " The 

Citizen, however, was not as outspoken on the "evils" of "Progressive 

Education" as was the Star. . n • 

Both papers endorsed a curriculum for a varied school population. 

The Star felt that two types of curricula were needed in high schools, • " 

one for college preparation and the other for vocational training. 

49. Editorial in the Tucson Daily Citizen, October 29» 1965. 

50. Ibid. 
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The Citizen indicated that the high school should educate all the students 

of varying ability and that ability grouping would help reach that objec

tive. 

Vocational training and driver education were favored by both news

papers. They also considered that teaching about communism was an 

acceptable part :of the curriculum. 



CHAPTER VI 

SUMMARY OF EDITORIALS ON RELATED EDUCATIONAL ISSUES 

This chapter pertains to editorial attention given to educational 

topics beyond the main areas of interest within the study. The editorial 

reaction to educational issues outside of finance, curriculum and ad

ministration and operation are discussed. A comparison of the edi

torial coverage by the Star and Citizen on the four Tucson school dis-

tricts and the University of Arizona is included. 

A total of 1,409 editorials on a variety of topics in education ap

peared in the two newspapers. The Citizen had 585 editorials compared 

with 824 for the Star. Within the time span of the study, the Citizen 

had 354 editorials concerning education that were not applicable to the 

study, whereas the Star included 590 editorials. 

Tucson School District #1 

Table IX shows the number of editorials that appeared in the 

Citiz en and Star concerning other educational issues related to Tucson 

School District #1. As illustrated in Table IX, the newspapers ran a 

total of 168 editorials pertaining to the school district. The majority of 

editorials, .109, were favorable. There were 37 neutral editorials while 

190 
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Table IX 

Number of Editorials on Related Educational Issues in Tucson School 
District #1 Appearing in the Tucson Daily Citizen and Arizona 

Daily Star, 1956-1965 

Favorable Neutral Unfavorable 
Year Citizen Star Citizen Star Citizen Star 

1945 6 
1946 1 
1947 1 • 

1948 1 3 
1949 2 1 
1950 1 1 
1951 2 3 2 1 2 
1952 1 3 1 
1953 6 1 1 1 
1954 12 6 1 
1955 5 2 2 3 1 
1956 6 1 4 
1957 3 1 
1958 7 1 2 1 
1959 4* 2 2 1* 2 
1960 3 3 2 1 
1961 3 1 3 2 
1962 2 2 1 1 
1963 7 1 
1964 5 2 2 3 
1965 5 2 1 1 6 . 

Total 73* 36 25 12 9* 14 

^Editorial divided on the issue. 
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23 were unfavorable. One editorial was divided into the favorable-

unfavorable categories. 

The Citizen had a total of 106 editorials. Favorable editorials 

numbered 73, 25 were neutral, and 9 were unfavorable. It had the edi

torial that was divided into the favorable-unfavorable categories. A total 

of 62 editorials appeared in the Star. Thirty-six editorials were favor

able, 12 were neutral and 14 unfavorable. 

The Citizen and Star gave editorial backing to numerous candidates 

for the school board. They tended to support those candidates who were 

of a conservative philosophy and who would oppose increased spending 

by the school board. 

Both newspapers encouraged the residents of the school district 

to attend meetings of the school board particularly during the times 

meetings were held concerning the school budget. Their purpose for 

urging residents to attend the sessions appeared to be two-fold. They, 

wished to have the residents informed of the increases in the budget 

and have the citizens exert pressure on the school board to reduce the 

budgets. 

The Star, prior to the construction of new high schools in Tucson 

School District #1, presented positive editorial attention to Tucson High 

School. The high school's football team, band, chorus, journalism staff 

and architectural style were all subjects for editorials in the Star. 
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The paper endorsed high school scholarships donated by the 

P. T. A. and Kiwanis. Editorial approval was also given to the teachers' 

loyalty oath. 

The Citizen provided favorable editorial attention to the teachers 

of the school district. The paper welcomed teachers new to the school 

system and praised the Tucson Education Association. The teachers' 

organization had a periodical publication on education, which was en

dorsed by the paper. The Tucson Education Association's annual 

awards night for retiring teachers was also supported by the Citizen. 

The paper, on several occasions, advocated teacher salary increases. 

The Citizen favored the names selected for schools in the district 

as well as the construction costs of some of the new schools. In addi

tion, the Citizen supported an effort to have Pima County build swim

ming pools on high school property for use by both the school and the 
* 

county recreation department. 

There was a noticeable contrast in negative editorial attention 

given Tucson School District #1 by the Star and Citizen. The latter's 

coverage was limited and concerned minor topics, whereaB the Star 

presented more editorial reaction on more significant topicb. It regis

tered opposition to an appointment to the school board by the county 

superintendent of schools. On numerous occasions the Star opposed 

increases in the teachers' salary scales. It did not find favor with the 

teachers' union and with attempts to secure collective bargaining with. 
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the school board. The Tucson Education Association did not receive 

the support of the Star in its failure to endorse the work of the Drach-

man Committee which had sought ways of reducing the school budget. 

The paper also opposed school construction costs and a state law that 

prohibited county-school district swimming pools. 

The Citizen editorial opposition centered on such things as school 

vandalism, gang fights after football games and high school students 

who appeared to be insolent in school crossing zones. 

* 

Amphitheater School District 

Amphitheater School District received favorable editorial cover

age from both newspapers. There were no unfavorable editorials evi

dent. The Star favored the high school football team and the behavior 

of the high school students. The paper also endorsed candidates for 

the school board seats, and a school board decision against collective -

bargaining. 

The Citizen favored school board candidates and the increase : 

in the size of the school board from three to five members. The paper 

also endorsed the efforts to have county-school district swimming pools. 

Positive editorial attention was given to the school district's salary 

council and to greater public attendance at budget hearings. The Citizen, 

however, did assume a neutral position on some school board elections. 
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Flowing Wells and Sunnyside School Districts 

Both newspapers presented a very small amount of editorial cover

age on the Flowing Wells and Sunnyside school districts. The news

papers favored increasing the school board to five members, and they 

also informed residents of school elections. The Star assumed a neu

tral position on the results of a school election in Flowing Wells. 

The University of Arizona 

The number of editorials that appeared in the Star and Citizen 

from 1945 through 1965, on a variety of educational issues at the 

University of Arizona, is found in Table X. The table shows a total of 

269 editorials in the Star and Citizen. The Star had 164 editorials of 

which 113 were favorable and 33 were neutral. Negative editorials 

numbered 18. The Citizen had fewer editorials than the Star. The total 

of 105 included 88 favorable, 11 neutral and 6 unfavorable. 

The editorial attention given to the university was generally posi

tive in view of the fact that 201 editorials were favorable while 24 were 

unfavorable. The Star and Citizen had many positive editorials associ

ated with football. They supported the football coach, football team, 

homecoming parade and festivities, and football victories over Arizona 

State University. ' 

Both newspapers were favorable toward the growth and expansion 

of the university and its contribution to the Tucson community. The 
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Table X 

Number of Editorials on Related Educational Issued at the University 
of Arizona Appearing in the Tucson Daily Citizen and Arizona 

Daily Star, 1945-1965 

Favorable Neutral Unfavorable 
Year Citizen Star Citizen Star Citizen Star 

1945 1 1 1 
1946 3 3 1 
1947 1 3 4 * 

1948 3 • 4 5 
1949 1 4 1 3 
1950 6 6 1 1 
1951 4 4 . 1 2 1 
1952 1 2 1 1 2 
1953 6 3 1 1 
1954 7 5 1 1 
1955 8 7 3 
1956 3 1 1 1 2 
1957 7 2 * 

1958 9 3 2 i 1 
1959 7 10 
I960 1 9 2 • 

1961 4 11 1 1 
1962 3 12 2 1 1 
1963 7 10 2 1 
1964 7 ,9 2 1 2 
1965 3 7 1 2 

. T 2 

Total 88 113 11 33 6 18 
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open house at the university enabling the public to visit the campus and 

learn more about the university was endorsed by the newspapers. They 

also praised several colleges in the university and the research pro

grams . -

University publications were given favorable editorial attention by 

the Star and Citizen as was the radio and television programming. The 

student newspaper, the Arizona Daily Wildcat, was also supported by 

the newspapers. 

Upon their retirement from the university or upon their death, 

both papers tended to praise professors and administrators. The Star 

and Citizen also supported (1) fraternity help week, ( 2 ) alumni drives 

for funds and scholarships, ( 3 ) liie university's association with Kitt 

Peak Observatory, and (4) the location of the Medical College at the 

university. 

The Star had more unfavorable editorials than did the Citizen. 

Both papers were opposed to students pranks and panty raids. They 

considered as undesirable an anti-Vietnam war advertisement placed 

in the campus newspaper by a group of university faculty members. 

The Citizen expressed displeasure with the unsportsmanlike conduct of 

football fans, and at the same time the design of the new Biological 

Sciences Building was questioned. The Star noted displeasure with 

events associated with football games at the university stadium. It op

posed drinking in the stadium, a confederate flag display during a game 
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and the use of public address system. The paper also disapproved of a 

student anti-communist school, the political activity of a professor and 

t 
a court decision involving athletes charged with robbery. 

Summary 

The Star and Citizen had 1,049 editorials on related educational 

issues. Of the 1, 049 editorials, 824 appeared in the Star and 585 in 

the Citizen. The Star, however, had 590 that did not apply to the study 

compared with 354 in the Citizen. 

Tucson School District #1 received the vast majority of editorial 

attention. The majority of editorials were favorable. The newspapers 

gave editorial attention to a wide variety of topics, some of which were 

relatively minor. The editorial coverage given Amphitheater, Flowing 

Wells and Sunnyside school districts was very limited but tended to be 

positive. 

Editorials on topics associated with The University of Arizona 

were generally positive. As was true with Tucson School District #1, 

the editorials covered a wide range of subjects, some of which were 

minor. 



CHAPTER VII 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The first section of this chapter is a summary of the study. The 

second contains the conclusions reached based upon ancilysis of the data. 

Recommendations in terms of implications of the study as well as sug

gestions for further study are included in the third section. 

Summary 
i 

Statement of the Problem . 

The specific purpose of the study was to ascertain the editorial 

reaction of the Arizona Daily Star and Tucson Daily Citizen on educa

tional issues in the years from 1945 through 1965, inclusive. This 

period of time was one of rapid growth and expansion of the city of 

Tucson and of the school districts within the greater Tucson area. 

The study was limited to editorials on educational issues in the 

four largest public school districts in the Tucson area. They were 

Amphitheater, Flowing Wells, Sunnyside and Tucson School District #1. 

The University of Arizona was also included in the study due to its loca

tion in Tucson and as an editorial focal point on higher education. The 

educational issues studied were financial support of education, 

199 
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administration and operation of the schools and curriculum. The Star 

and Citizen were compared on the editorial reaction given the educa

tion issues. 

Procedures of the Study 

A review of related research was conducted to determine the ex

tent of analysis of newspaper editorials on educational topics that have 

appeared in other cities in the United States. The review included the 

reaction of the newspapers on the variety of topics given editorial 

attention. 

The period from 1945 through 1965 was selected for this study 

because it was a time of rapid growth. The increase in population 

placed the school districts under continued pressure to cope with ex

panding enrollments. This growth pattern was indicated by the enroll

ment figures supplied by the school districts. 

The data used in the study were obtained by direct visual examin

ation of the microfilm copies of the Star and Citizen from January 1, 

1945, through December 31, 1965, inclusive. A total of 2, 023 editorials 

on educational topics and issues appeared in the two newspapers. Edi

torials pertaining to the four Tucson area public school districts and 

the University of Arizona were sorted from the total number of edi-

torials. These, in turn, were divided into editorials on finance, adminis 

tration and operation, curriculum and a group covering other related 
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educational issues that received editorial attention. Editorials on 

finance were further subdivided into the classifications of federal aid, 

state support, equalization, bond proposals and budgets and tax rates. 

There were 400 editorials relative to financial support of the 

schools out of the 2, 023 editorials on educational issues. The area of 

finance included 71 editorials on federal aid, 112 on state support, 36 
I 

on equalization, 119 on bond proposals and 62 on budgets and tax rates. 

There were 162 editorials concerning administration and operation of 

the schools. Editorials on curriculum numbered 52, making it the 

chapter with the fewest number of editorials. The chapter devoted to 

editorials on related educational issues had a total of 465 editorials. 

All editorials that were applicable to the study were then analyzed 

and classified in one of three classifications. They were judged to be 

Favorable toward the educational issue, Neutral or Unfavorable toward 

the educational issue. 

Summation of Findings 

The reactions of the Arizona Daily Star and the Tucson Daily 

Citizen to selected educational issues differed on some issues. It was 

\ 

apparent that the Citizen had tended to be more objective in its edi

torial stance on most issues. The Star, on the other hand, did not 

appear to have the same objectivity in its editorial coverage. The 

position taken by the Star on various issues left little doubt as to its 
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attitude. The Star assumed a favorable or unfavorable stance much 

• more often than a neutral position. The Citizen, on the other hand, took 

a neutral position nearly as often as it would a favorable or unfavorable 

stance. 

The differences in the newspapers' attitudes were best revealed in 
> •  

editorial attention devoted to financial support of the schools. The very-

fact that there were 400 editorials written on the financial issues com

pared with 162 in administration and operation and 52 on curriculum, 

indicates that the newspapers considered the financial aspect of public 

schools to be of great importance. 

Within the time period of this study, the newspapers strongly op

posed federal aid to education. This was particularly evident from 

1946 through 1959. It was not until I960 that the newspapers began to 

indicate support of federal aid. During the early 1960's they approved 

of federal money for school construction, and no longer opposed the 

forms of federal aid which were granted to the school districts at that 

time. They were reluctant, however, to endorse additional forms of 

federal aid or an increase in amounts already received. 

The Star and Citizen gave the impression that federal aid to higher 

education was not the same evil that it was to the public elementary and 

secondary schools. Federal money was available in the mid-60's for 

medical and dental college construction, and it was during this time 
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that The University of Arizona was planning to construct the first 

buildings of the medical college. Neither paper hesitated to support 

the university's effort to secure federal funds for this project. 

It appeared as though the newspapers lacked perception as to the 

growing involvement of the federal government in education. Their 

attacks upon federal aid and their preference for state and local finan

cial support appeared to be inconsistent. 

The Star and Citizen differed on the subject of state financial 

support to the schools. The Star indicated that any attempts to elimin

ate Average Daily Attendance as the base for state financial support 

were in error. It considered ADA as the best and perhaps the only 

method of state aid. 

The Citizen, on the other hand, appeared to be more willing to 

endorse different methods of state support to replace ADA as the base. 

It showed more willingness to support efforts to amend the state consti

tution as proposed by the legislature and endorsed by the professional 

educators in the state than did the Star. 

In view of the opposition toward federal aid to education, the 

Star, in particular, displayed a certain amount of opposition to in

creased state financial support of the public schools. There was evi

dence to indicate that the Star more than the Citizen wished to have the 

public schools operate on minimum amounts of money. 
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The newspapers, however, had a different attitude toward state 

financial support of higher education. Their positive attitude might 

have been influenced because of the location of The University of Arizona 

at Tucson. The Star's favorable reaction may have been influenced even 

further, perhaps, by the fact that the editor was a member of the Board 

of Regents. 

The subject of equalization among the school districts of the state 

received favorable editorial reaction from both newspapers. The Star 

and Citizen, however, did not agree as to the means of improving 

equalization. It appeared as though the Star was more concerned about 

tax relief to school districts whereas the Citizen was interested pri

marily in improving the method of disbursing state funds to school dis

tricts in great need of financial assistance. The Citizen also supported 

the proposed amendment to the state constitution which would have given 

the state legislature the power to equalize school taxes. The Star indi

cated that it would support the legislature in passing a school tax equali

zation act provided that the act included limitations on the increased 

operating expenses of local school districts. 

Both newspapers advocated using the wealth of the state to educate 

the children of the state. They also urged tax relief for school districts 

with low assessed valuation and a large school population compared with 

a district of higher assessed valuation and a lower school population. 
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The Star appeared to be confused over a program of tax 

equalization among the school districts and guaranteed minimum educa

tional opportunity through state financial support. The paper supported 

the attempts to improve tax equalization, yet it always tended to advo

cate increasing state and county shares of financial support based on 

ADA as the best simple method of tax equalization. 

The subject of school bond proposals in the four Tucson area 

school districts received much editorial reaction. The two newspapers 

concentrated their attention primarily on proposals in Tucson School 

District #1 and secondly to Amphitheater School District. Within the 

time period of the study, the Citizen established a pattern of clearly 

supporting a bond proposal or assuming a neutral position. Although it 

never opposed bond proposals, it did some editorial questioning. The 

Star developed a pattern of supporting or opposing bond proposals. It 

did not assume a neutral position on any of the proposed bond issues. 

The Star's opposition toward proposed bond issues first appeared 

in 1957 and was limited to Tucson School District #1. The editorial 

writer presented a number of reasons for urging the district's residents 

to defeat bond proposals, but the reasons appeared to serve only as a 

means for attacking the school administration and school board. 

There appears to be no other obvious reasons for the Star's op

position to bond proposals in the school district other than its displeasure 
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•with the "school machine11 which meant the administration and school 

board. During the time the paper opposed bond proposals in Tucson 

School District #1, it did not oppose bond proposals in the other three 

school districts-in Tucson. The question arises as to what happened 

between the press and school district in or around 1956 that resulted in 

both newspapers changing their editorial policy toward Tucson School . 

District #1. Whatever took place had a serious effect upon Bchool con

struction and operation in the years following 1957. In that year two 

bond proposals were defeated. 

It should be noted that the Star, which indicated that money for 

school construction could be provided locally, opposed federal money 

for school construction at a crucial time when money was needed by the 

district. The existing schools were not able to accommodate the • -

rapidly increasing enrollments, and the residents defeated a number of 

proposed bond issues for necessary school construction. 

The Star had a. practice of threatening the school district with 

defeat of bond proposals if the school board did not reduce the proposed 

budget to a figure the paper felt was satisfactory. The paper wanted the 

budget reduced to the point that the service charges for a bond issue 

would not cause an increase in the tax rate. 

If personality differences were the real crux of the bond proposals 

after 1956, as they might have possibly been, then the degree of objec

tivity in the editorials can only be speculated. 
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The editorial attention given budgets and tax rates also was 

similar to that on bond proposals. The papers prior to 1956 supported 

the budgets of the Amphitheater and Tucson #1 school districts. After 

1956, the Star and Citizen registered opposition to the budgets of Tucson 

School District #1 but not Amphitheater. 

Both papers presented a variety of reasons for opposing proposed 

budgets. They tended to hold Amphitheater School District budgets as 

model examples of sound economic operation. The fact that the budgets 

of Tucson School District #1 were higher on a "cost per pupil basis" 

than Amphitheater's, served as "editorial fodder" for the newspapers. 

This was cited as evidence that the school district was managing a costly 

and extravagant operation. Too much money was spent on items not 

directly associated with classroom teaching. 

The major editorial opposition was directed toward the costs of 

administration, maintenance, health and guidance and psychological . 

services. There was also opposition to "frills" which included school 

lawns, landscaping, lighting, fences and other items. 

The editorial opposition to health and guidance and psychological 

services would appear to present the editorial writers as having a 

limited concept of the modern day school.' The papers appeared to 

consider the school's only function was to impart knowledge to the 

student by means of a teacher. . 
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The negative editorial attitude toward the budgets of Tucson 

School District #1 again appeared to be directly related to the news

paper's displeasure with the school administration and school board. 

Even upon a reduction in the tax rate, it is left to conjecture as to the 

reaction of the papers if the district kept its health and guidance and 

psychological services. It would seem from the editorials, that an 

education is a "necessary evil" and that budgets should reflect the 

minimum of funds necessary for operation. School administrators and 

school boards could not always be trusted to use the tax money in sound 

economic fashion, according to the presB. 

The editorial attention devoted to the administration and opera

tion of the schools was confined largely to Tucson School District #1. 

The editorials were unfavorable much more often than favorable. The 

Star had more editorials opposing the administration than did the Citizen. 

The Star tended to be critical of the superintendent Robert Morrow and 

the members of the school board who served as his "rubber stamp. " 

This group was labeled the "school machine" by the press. The Star 

indicated that the "school machine" was a powerful force in school 

board elections and the entire administration and operation of the 

school district. 

The Star more than the Citizen appeared to believe that the school . 

administration was able to convince the school board to spend money 

unnecessarily. And, the fact that the school board approved the -oqv.,.-. 
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requests of the school administration was proof to the Star that the 

hoard did not represent the wishes of the district's residents and the 

Star. The paper may have felt a threat to its stature as a long

standing powerful voice in the community. The fact that the "school 

machine" could oppose the press quite successfully did not enhance it 

in any way with the Star in particular. 

When there was editorial support for the administration, it was 

more evident in the Citizen than the Star. The Citizen tended to pro

vide coverage on a wider variety of issues in administration while the 

Star gave attention to relatively minor issues. 

There was limited editorial attention given Amphitheater, Flowing 

Wells and Sunnyside school districts on administration and operation. 

Amphitheater received highly favorable attention while the other two 

districts tended to receive neutral coverage. The very size of Tucson 

School District #1 may have been the reason for lack of attention to 

the other smaller districts. 

The administration and operation of The University of Arizona 

were given strong support by the Star. This may have been due to the 

fact that the editor was a member of the Board of Regents. The Citizen 

divided its coverage between two favorable and unfavorable categories. 

The amount of editorial coverage devoted to the curriculum of the 

school was not large. The newspapers appeared to show little concern 
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for the curriculum of the four Tucson school districts which is the very-

core of the school's operation. Financial matters appeared to be of 

greater importance than the subjects studied by the students. Although 

the Star opposed "frills" in the school, it supported driver education in 

high school as a valuable part of the curriculum. This is contrary to 

the viewpoint of many educators. 

The Star and Citizen concentrated the greater number of their 

editorials on related educational issues to Tucson District #1 and ,The 

University of Arizona. The subject matter of the editorials included a 

wide variety of topics. The editorial attention given Tucson School 

District #1 and The University of Arizona tended to be favorable. Many 

editorials, however, were on such minor issues that it appeared as 

though the papers were hard pressed at times to find'a subject on which 

to write. It would have been better, perhaps, to have omitted such edi

torials in favor of editorials more relevant to education. 

General Conclusions 

The general conclusions reached in this study are: 

1. The Star more than the Citizen was interested in having the 

public schools operate with a minimum of funds from state and local 

sources. 

2. The newspapers' opposition to federal aid to education showed 

a lack of perception of the necessary increasing role of the federal 

government in education. . 
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3. Both newspapers were quite favorable toward federal aid to 

and state financial support of The University of Arizona. 

4. Both newspapers favored equalization of the tax rates among 

the school districts of the state. The Star, however, appeared to con

fuse a program of tax equalization and guaranteed minimum educational 

opportunity through state financial support. 

5. School bond proposals were endorsed by the newspapers when 

the actions of the school administration met with press approval. 

Further support was evident when school budgets were reduced so as to 

include service charges on bond issues which would not cause an in

crease in the tax levy. 

6. The newspapers were favorable to school budgets when the 

budgets included only those items essential to classroom instruction 

and the tax rates did not rise sharply. 

7. Opposition toward the administration and operation of Tucson 

School District #1 was based upon what appeared to be a disagreement, 

by the Star in particular, with the actions of the superintendent and 

some members of the school board. 

8. The Star maintained a highly favorable attitude toward the 

administration and operation of The University of Arizona. 
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9. The curriculum of the four Tucson area public school 

districts did not appear to be considered as important as finance and 

administration. 

10. The newspapers devoted editorial attention to a wide variety 

of educational topics, many of which were relatively minor and unim

portant. 

11. The rapid growth and overall size of the school district were 

the prime reasons for Tucson School District #1 receiving the majority 

of editorials on the four Tucson area public school districts. 

12. Many of the editorials, in the Star particularly, concerning 

Tucson School District #1 were based upon the operation of the superin-. 

tendent and some members of the school board. 

13. The newspapers were not cognizant of the features and 

services of the modern day school and thus were reluctant to endorse 

funds earmarked for such purposes. 

Recommendations and Implications for Further Study 

In view of the findings of this study, tiie following recommendations 

seem in order: 

1. School districts should make every effort to improve communi

cations with the press relative to significant education issues that are 

essential to a better public tinderstanding of the school's role in the 
» 

community. 
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Z.  Newspapers should make every effort to secure information 

concerning educational issues through in depth investigation on a regu

lar basis through a staff of reporters regularly assigned to the school 

districts. Editorials based upon incomplete data are subject to ques

tion. 

3. Editorials on educational issues should be based upon the 

merits of the issues and not be clouded with extraneous matters. 

4. School boards should be cognizant of the effects upon a school 

district resulting from differences between the press and school adminis

tration. The welfare of the school children should always be uppermost 

in the minds of the school board and administration. 

Implications for Further Study 

The following additional studies are recommended:!: 

1. Further attempts should be made to ascertain the sources of 

information used by the editors in writing their editorials from 1945 

through 1965 and to determine the public relations program of the four 

Tucson school districts during the time from 1945 through 1965. 

Z.  The attempt should be made to ascertain the extent of cover-

age given the four Tucson school districts through newspaper articles 

from 1945 through 1965 and other periods of time. 
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3. A replication of the study should be done in other cities and 

in the Phoenix, Arizona, metropolitan area which also has a number 

of school districts and several newspapers. 

4. The attempt should be made to ascertain the uses made of 

radio and television to inform the public of educational news in the 

four Tucson area school districts. 



APPENDIX 

SCHOOL DISTRICTS' ENROLLMENT FIGURES 

Years 
School 
District Elementary High School Total 

1944-1945 
1949-1950 
1954-1955 
1959-1960 
1964-1965 

Amphitheater 770 
1, 357 
2,357 
3,255 
4,156 

251 
621 
898 

1,189 
1, 804 

1,021 
1,978 
3,255 
4, 444 
5,960 

1957-1958* Flowing Wells 
1959-1960 
1964-1965 

. 1, 343 
2,400 

389 
790 

1,732 
3,190 

1944-1945 
1949-1950 
1954-1955 
1959-1960 
1964-1965 

Sunny-side , 666 
860 

2, 063 
2, 665 
3,970 

50** 
41** 

132** 
619 

1,322 

716 
901 

2,195 
3,784 
4,292 

1944-1945 
1949-1950 
1954-1955 
1959-1960 
1964-1965 

Tucson #1 10,633 
14,483 
21,453 
32,446 
37, 754 

3,325 
4, 330 
6,169 
9,481 

14, 579 

13,958 
18,813 
27,622 
41,927 
52,333 

*There were no enrollment records kept prior to 1957-1958. 
**Ninth grade only. 
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