
THE ROLE OF THE ARIZONA STATE BOARD
OF EDUCATION FROM 1961 THROUGH 1970

Item Type text; Dissertation-Reproduction (electronic)

Authors Cool, Brent Alden, 1931-

Publisher The University of Arizona.

Rights Copyright © is held by the author. Digital access to this material
is made possible by the University Libraries, University of Arizona.
Further transmission, reproduction or presentation (such as
public display or performance) of protected items is prohibited
except with permission of the author.

Download date 24/05/2023 21:17:09

Link to Item http://hdl.handle.net/10150/287732

http://hdl.handle.net/10150/287732


3 lfi3̂ ^̂ 5433ji,,8&3S 

71-24,891 

laif 

•al 
:f 

COOL, Brent Alden, 1931- 4 
• THE ROLE OF THE ARIZONA STATE BOARD OF f 
EDUCATION FROM 1961 THROUGH 1970. 

The University of Arizona, Ph.D., 1971 
Education, administration 

University Microfilms, A XEROX Company, Ann Arbor, Michigan 

THIS MSSERTATIOH HAS BEEN MICROFILMED EXACTLY AS SECEIVEB 



THE ROLE OF THE ARIZONA STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION 

FROM 1961 THROUGH 1970 

by 

Brent Alden Cool 

A Dissertation Submitted to the Faculty of the 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION 

In Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements 
For the Degree of 

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 

In the Graduate College 

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 

19 7 1 



THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA 

GRADUATE COLLEGE 

I hereby recommend that this dissertation prepared under my 

direction by Brent Alden Cool 

entitled _The Role of the Arizona State Board of Erfno.aMrm 

from 1961 Through 1970 

be accepted as fulfilling the dissertation requirement of the 

rfporpo of Doctor of Philosophy 

!/)AJUL .3^?-7/ 
Dissertation Director Date 

After inspection of the final copy of the dissertation, the 

following members of the Final Examination Committee concur in 

its approval and recommend its acceptance:-' 

3~X4-->I 

3^-7/ 

->-2̂ -7/ 

Si-Mh V/ 

This approval and acceptance is contingent on the candidate's 
adequate performance and defense of this dissertation at the 
final oral examination. The inclusion of this sheet bound into 
the library copy of the dissertation is evidence of satisfactory 
performance at the final examination. 



STATEMENT BY AUTHOR 

This dissertation has been submitted in partial fulfillment of 
requirements for an advanced degree at The University of Arizona and is 
deposited in the University Library to be made available to borrowers 
under rules of the Library. 

Brief quotations from this dissertation are allowable without 
special permission, provided that accurate acknowledgement of source is 
made. Requests for permission for extended quotation from or reproduc
tion of this manuscript in whole or in part may be granted by the head 
of the major department or the Dean of the Graduate College when in his 
judgment the proposed use of the material is in the interests of schol
arship. In all other instances, however, permission must be obtained 
from the author. 

SIGNED: 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 

The author expresses his gratitude to Dr. Waldo K. Anderson for 

his assistance, thoughtful advice, and encouragement throughout the 

writing of this dissertation. 

The author is also grateful to Dr. Roy F. Blake, Dr. Paul J. 

Danielson, Dr. Richard L. Erickson, and Dr. Robert T. Grant for their 

valuable contributions and constructive suggestions as members of the 

Examining Committee. 

The author acknowledges the outstanding cooperation of staff 

members of the Arizona State Department of Education. They willingly 

provided information and materials necessary for this study. 

Finally, the author expresses his eternal gratitude to his wife, 

Betty, for her patience, understanding, and gracious assistance in bring

ing this work to completion. 

iii 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page 

LIST OF TABLES vi 

ABSTRACT vii 

CHAPTER 

1. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 1 

Introduction . 1 
The Problem 3 
The Purpose 8 
Assumptions 8 
Limitations 9 
Definitions of Terms 10 
Significance of the Problem 11 

2. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 13 

State Boards of Education 13 
Arizona Territorial and State Boards of Education .... 24 

The United States Bureau of Education Survey 
of 1916-1917 36 

The Tupper Survey 38 
The Arizona Advisory Councils' Report 41 
The Griffenhagen Study 43 
Designing Education for the Future Project 47 

Functions of State Boards of Education 50 
Recent and Related Studies and Literature 56 

3. METHODS AND PROCEDURES 67 

Sources of Data . 67 
Procedures Followed ... 68 

iy 



V 

, TABLE OF CONTENTS—Continued 

Page 

4. DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 71 

Description of the Data 71 
196 1 71 
1962 73 
1963 75 
1964 76 
1965 78 
1966 81 
1967 83 
1968 85 
1969 89 
1970 92 

The Findings 94 

5. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS . 104 

Summary of the Study 104 
Conclusions 106 
Recommendations 109 
Recommendations for Further Study Ill 

APPENDIX A: INSTRUCTIONS TO PANEL MEMBERS .... 113 

APPENDIX B: FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION OF BOARD'S 
STATUTORY AND RECOMMENDED DUTIES BY 
CONSENSUS OF PANEL MEMBERS 121 

APPENDIX C: THE TERRITORIAL AND STATE BOARDS OF 
EDUCATION FROM 1871 THROUGH 1970 126 

SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY 157 



LIST OF TABLES 

Table Page 

1. Record of Meetings, Decisions and Attendance, Arizona 
State Board of Education, 1961 Through 1970 95 

2. Percentage of Decisions by Subject Area, Arizona 
State Board of Education, 1961 Through 1970 97 

3. Percentage of Decisions by Function, Arizona State 
Board of Education, 1961 Through 1970 98 

4. Percentage of Decisions by Function Compared with a 
Panel's Classification of Statutory Powers and 
Duties, Arizona State Board of Education, 1961 
Through 1970 100 

5. Results of Chi-Square Tests Comparing Numerical 
Distribution of Decisions by Functions, Arizona 
State Board of Education, 1961 Through 1970 ....... 102 

'Vi 



ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to determine the role of the Ari

zona State Board of Education from 1961 through 1970 and to attempt to 

identify any differences or trends in its functioning during this period 

of time. 

Certain events have occurred during the last ten years of a na

tional and state scope which make it desirable to examine the activities 

of a state board of education. In 1965, the Arizona State Constitution 

was amended to exclude the Governor from the State Board of Education 

and .to .include three lay members and a classroom teacher. Legislative 

actions increased the State's contribution to total public educational 

revenues from 34.6 per cent of the total in 1967-68 to 56.6 per cent of 

the total in 1968-69. A study, financed by funds provided under Title V, 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, made various recommenda

tions to the State Board of Education emphasizing a stronger leadership 

role. Other studies made in various parts of the nation have also rec

ommended that state boards of education assume a role of leadership and 

research. This research attempted to identify any changes in the func

tioning of the Arizona State Board of Education which may have resulted 

from these studies and from changes in its organizational structure and 

finance pattern. 

vii 
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The official minutes of the Arizona State Board of Education for 

the years 1961 through 1970 were examined and each non-parliamentary de

cision made by the Board during this period of time was categorized within 

functional confines described as regulatory, governing, leadership, and 

research. A panel of nine educators and laymen was selected with a com

position similar to that of the Arizona State Board of Education. Each 

of the members was instructed to classify, under one of the four func

tional headings, the recommended and statutory "powers and duties" of the 

State Board of Education. The panel's classifications were used by the 

researcher to categorize the decisions of the Board from 1961 through 

1970. The identification of differences or similarities in the function

ing -of the Board was determined by chi-square tests. 

It was found that the Arizona State Board of Education made al

most twice the number of decisions during the second half of the decade 

than had been made in the first half. The Board held almost fifty per 

cent more meetings and the attendance record of the members was slightly 

better during the second half. It was found that a significant differ

ence existed, at the .05 level, in the functioning of the State Boards 

when the decisions made in 1964 were compared with decisions made in 1965, 

and when the decisions of 1967 were compared with those made in 1968. It 

is probable that the difference in the functioning of the Boards was due 

to the increase in the number of decisions categorized under the leader

ship and research functions during 1965 and 1968. 

In comparing year groups, significant differences, at the .01 

level, were found in the functional distribution of decisions between the 
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following year groups: 1961-1964 compared with 1965-1970; 1961-1965 com

pared with 1966-1970; 1961-1967 compared with 1968-1970; and 1965-1967 

compared with 1968-1970. In every case, it is probable that the differ

ences existed because of the increase in the number of decisions classi

fied under the leadership function and a proportionate decrease in the 

number of decisions classified under the regulatory and governing func

tions during the latter year groups. 

The major conclusions of the study were: (1) The Arizona State 

Board of Education functioned chiefly in a regulatory manner from 1961 

through 1970. (2) There is a significant trend toward an increased 

leadership role in the functioning of the Arizona State Board of Educa

tion. (3) The statutory "powers and duties" of the Arizona State Board 

of Education are in need of immediate revisions. (4) There is need for 

the development and codification of a body of written policies for the 

Arizona State Board of Education. (5) The present manner of electing the 

Superintendent of Public Instruction by popular vote creates the possi

bility of a dysfunctional organizational relationship between the office 

of the Superintendent of Public Instruction and the Arizona State Board 

of Education. 



CHAPTER 1 

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

Introduction 

The Constitution of the United States makes no direct reference 

to education. Therefore, most state constitutions have specific provis

ions making education a legal responsibility of the state. This respon

sibility is generally shared by the legislative, executive, and judicial 

agencies.! Within the executive branch, forty-eight states have state 

boards of education for elementary and secondary schools.2 These boards 

differ in size, function, responsibility, and term of office.3 Some 

boards are elected by the people or their representatives, some are ap

pointed by the governor, and some members serve ex officio.̂  There are 

instances where state boards are restricted by the legislative branch to 

iRoald F. Campbell et al_., The Organization and Control of Ameri
can Schools (Columbus, Ohio: Charles E. Merrill Publishing Company, 
1970), pp. 55-65. 

Ŝtephen J. Knezevich, Administration of Public Education (second 
edition; New York: Harper and Brothers, 1969), pp. 158-159. 

R̂aymond F. McCoy, American School Administrat ion (New York: 
McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1961), pp. 96-97. 

K̂nezevich, op. cit.. pp. 159-160. 

1 



routine school matters and perform a limited leadership function.5 On 

the other hand, some state boards have played an important role in shap

ing educational policy.6 

Recently, much effort has been expended to increase the states' 

leadership role in education. One of the purposes of Title V, Elemen

tary and Secondary Education Act of 1965, is to stimulate and assist in 

strengthening the leadership resources of state educational agencies.7 

In Arizona, funds received from this source have financed special study 

projects, increased the number of staff personnel and consultants in the 

state department, and assisted in long-range planning and evaluation.8 

The State Board of Education in Arizona has been the recipient of several 

recommendations made by professional educators and businessmen.9 In ad

dition, it has undergone a change in the composition of its membership 

Ĉampbell, et aL, oj>. cit., The Organization. . . s p. 58. 

6lbid.; see also Robert E. Wilson, Educational Administration 
(Columbus, Ohio: Charles E. Merrill Books, Inc., 1966), p. 2.00. 

R̂obert L. Hopper, "Strength Where It Counts," American Education, 
June, 1966, pp. 20-21. 

®State Department of Public Instruction, Annual Report of the 
Superintendent of Public Instruction (Phoenix, Arizona: Superintendent of 
Public Instruction, 1968-69), p. 35; see also 1966-67 report, p. 29, arid 
1967-68 report, p. 28. 

D̂esigning Education For The Future, "The Government of Educa
tion: Organization and Administration," Designing Educatior. For a 
Future Phase II-Arizona (Phoenix: Arizona Project, Designing Education 
For The Future, 1968), pp. 4-8. 
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and has seen the State's contribution to public school revenues jump from 

approximately one-third to over one-half of the total. 

With these changes, plus the extended efforts to increase educa

tional leadership at the state level, it becomes important and relevant 

to attempt to determine if these endeavors have produced any changes in 

the functioning of the various state educational agencies. The activ

ities of the State Board of Education, as the educational policy-making 

body in Arizona, presents an excellent opportunity for such a study. 

The Problem 

It is generally recognized that education is a function of the 

state. The state mandates are usually implemented by local school dis

tricts. The courts have reinforced this concept many times. In Brown 

v. Board of Education, the United States Supreme Court said, "Today, ed

ucation is perhaps the most important function of state and local govern-

„ ..11 ments. 

The states exercise their responsibilities in a multitude of ways. 

Generally, the citizens of the state speak through laws enacted by their 

elected representatives in the legislature. The legislature has the con

stitutional authority to provide for the establishment and maintenance of 

a public school system. The conduct and supervision of the school system 

National Education Association, School Finance in Arizona: A 
State-Local Partnership (Washington, D. C.: National Education Associ
ation, January, 1970), p. 15. 

B̂rown v. Board of Education of Topeka 347 U. S. 483 (1954). 
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is usually vested in a state education agency consisting of a chief 

executive officer, a state educational staff, and a state board of edu

cation. 

This concept has not been without controversy. There have been 

indictments that legislators make decisions as non-educators without un

derstanding the consequence of their acts.12 B. Dean Bowles, serving as 

a special consultant in education to the Republican Assembly Minority in 

the California legislature, presents a contrasting viewpoint. He states, 

"The demands of today require that educational policy be the product of 

a political policy brought about by an accommodation of conflicting pub

lic interests as opposed to the narrower goals of the professionals."13 

The question becomes, "Who shall provide educational leadership 

in the state?" Since most state constitutions or state statutes give the 

state board of education the authority to establish policy, it is logical 

that this group would assume a leadership role. Sroufe has concluded, 

however, that state board members are ineffective leaders.̂  In develop-

t 

ing his typology of state politico education systems, Iannaccone does not 

Êditorial, "Reform Without Finance? California's Legislature 
Bypasses the Schoolmen." Phi Delta Kappan (January, 1965), p. 209; see 
also Wendell H. Pierce, "The Politics of Education," Phi Delta Kappan 
(February, 1968), p. 335. 

l̂ B. Dean Bowles, "The Power Structure in State Education Poli
tics," Phi Delta Kajjfian (February, 1968), p. 337. 

l^Gerald e. Sroufe, "An Examination of the Relationship Between 
Methods of Selection and the Characteristics and Self-Role Expectations 
of State School Board Members," (unpublished Doctor's dissertation, Uni
versity of Chicago, 1970). 
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include the state board of education among the policy-makers.^ Bailey 

agreed by stating, "Members of state boards in the Northeast do not sit 

in the councils of the mighty in school politics.Nonetheless, during 

the past five years, much effort has been made to expand the educational 

leadership at the state level. Certain events have occurred of a national 

and state scope which make it desirable to examine the activities of a 

state board of education over a period of time to determine any changes in 

its functioning. 

Since 1965, the State Board of Education in Arizona has consisted 

of nine members who are appointed by the Governor with the advice and con

sent of the Senate for four-year terms.̂  In 1965, the Constitution was 

amended .to exclude the Governor and the principals of the normal schools 

and to include three lay members and a classroom teacher.1® Whether the 

Board is fulfilling a leadership role becomes a question of utmost impor

tance. The answer may give credence to whether the State of Arizona is 

assuming its legitimate educational prerogatives. 

The trend of financial support for education serves as the basis 

for additional concern. In 1929-30, federal support accounted for only 

0.3 per cent of the total average outlay for education in the United States 

•̂ Laurence Iamvaccone, Politics in Education (New York: Center 
for Applied Research in Education, Teachers College, 1968). 

Ŝtephen K. Bailey, et al.. Schoolmen in Politics (Syracuse: 
Syracuse University Press, 1962), p. 28. 

Ŝecretary of State, Arizona Revised Statutes. Title 15. Educa
tion (Phoenix, 1968), pp. 1-2. 

Ĉonstitution of Arizona. State of Arizona, Phoenix, Arizona, 
p. 31. 
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19 
compared to 7.7 per cent in 1967-68. During this same time period, 

state support increased from 17.0 per cent to 40.3 per cent, while local 

20 support decreased from 82.7 per cent to 52.0 per cent. 

In Arizona, in only one year, legislative actions increased the 

State's contribution to the public education revenues from 34.6 per cent 

21 
of the total in 1967-68 to 56.6 per cent of the total in 1968-69. Al

though federal contributions decreased slightly during the same time 

22 
period, the trend is upward, showing less than 1.0 per cent in 1964-65 

23 
to approximately 8.0 per cent in 1968-69. With the increase of federal 

support, some concern has been expressed that unless states provide 

leadership and direction for education, the federal government will usurp 

24 
the state's role and fill the responsibility vacuums. 

Numerous studies and scholars have recommended that the state 

boards of education accept this challenge and emphasize or extend their 

19 
Roe L. Johns and Edgar L. Morphet, The Economics and Financing 

of Education (second edition; Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice 
Hall, Inc., 1969), p. 135. 

20Ibid. 

21 
National Education Association, op. cit., p. 15. ' 

22Ibid. 

23 
State Department of Public Instruction, Annual Report of the 

Superintendent of Public Schools (Phoenix: Superintendent of Public In
struction, 1966-67), p. 36; see also National Education Association, op. 
cit., p. 15. 

24 
Robert L. Pickering, Arizona in 1980: Some Questions for Educa

tion (Phoenix: Designing Education for the Future Project, 1966), p. 23. 
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leadership and research functions.25 One such study, a project called 

"Designing Education For The Future," recommended eighteen duties and 

responsibilities for the State Board of Education in Arizona.26 These 

recommendations were the result of a cooperative study of eight States 

including Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Utah 

and Wyoming and was financed by funds provided under Title V of the Ele

mentary and Secondary Education Act of 1965.27 

In 1967, the Arizona chief school executive encouraged the State 

Board to take a more dominant role. The 1966-67 Annual Report of the 

Superintendent of Public Schools states, ". . .the role of the State 

Board of Education is becoming more clear and emphatic." The report 

continued by suggesting that ". . .the Board will need to take a strong 

position on forthcoming educational issues."29 

Can the result of these efforts be seen in the functioning of the 

State Board of Education? Has the leadership function of the State Board 

of Education in Arizona increased with the increase in State financial 

25campbell, et al., op. cit.. The Organization. . ., pp. 81-83; 
see also Dean M. Schweickhard (ed.), The Role and Policymaking Activities 
of State Boards of Education (Denver: National Association of State 
Boards of Education, 1967), p. 1. 

26j)esigning Education For The Future, o£. cit., "The Govern
ment. . ., pp. 7-8. 

27Designing Education For The Future, "The Scope and Quality of 
our Public Schools," Designing Education For The Future Phase I-Arizona 
(Phoenix, Arizona: Arizona Project, Designing Education For The Future, 
January, 1968), p. 1. 

28state Department of Public Instruction, Annual Report of the 
Superintendent of Public Schools (Phoenix, Arizona, 1966-67), p. 19. 

29Ibid. 
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support of public education or has the Board responded in a regulatory 

manner? The answers to these questions may provide vital information 

to state, federal, and local government units and educational agencies 

concerned with an appropriate educational partnership among the three 

levels of government. 

The Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to determine the role of the Arizona 

State Board of Education from 1961 through 1970 and attempt to identify 

any differences or trends in its functioning during this period of time. 

This study will attempt to answer the following questions: 

1. Within the parameters of this study, how has the State Board of 

Education in Arizona functioned from 1961 through 1970? 

2. Can any trends or changes be identified in the functions of the 

State Board of Education in Arizona from 1961 through 1970? 

3. If changes or trends can be identified, can they be aligned with 

a specific segment of time from 1961 through 1970? 

4. If changes or trends can be identified, what are the Implications? 

5. If changes or trends cannot be identified, what are the implica

tions? 

6. What recommendations can be made to the State Board of Education 

concerning its functional roles? 

Assumptions 

For the purpose of this study, the following assumptions are 

made: 
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1. The functions of the State Board of Education fall within func

tional confines described as regulatory, governing, leadership, and re

search. 

2. The decisions recorded in the minutes accurately reflect the ac

tions of the Board. 

3. A ten-year period of time is sufficient to show trends sought in 

this study. 

4. The State Board of Education has a leadership role in the State's 

educational organization. 

5. The State Board of Education of Arizona is also the State Board 

of Vocational Education. They have the same members and their meetings 

are held simultaneously and no attempt is made to separate their opera

tions. It is assumed that the decisions of both Boards represent an ac

curate functioning of the State Board of Education. 

Limitations 

This study is conducted with the following limitations: 

1. It is confined to a ten-year operation of the Board of Education. 

2. The classification of the Board's decisions is subject to the bi

ases of the researcher, although attempts have been made to minimize and 

control this condition. 

3. No attempt is made to separate the functioning of the State Board 

of Education from the State Board of Vocational Education. 

4. The study recognized that there are many pressures and variables 

related to the Board's decisions, such as available financial support, 

court decisions, statutes, and legislative action. It explored only the 
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decisions of the Board as recorded in the minutes. It makes no attempt 

to assess the conditions leading to the decisions or the effects of the 

decisions upon the school system. 

5. The study is restricted to the State Board of Education in Ari

zona. 

Definitions of Terms 

Regulatory function: The act of establishing policies and guide

lines to achieve the minimum educational requirements identified in con

stitutional provisions, legislative actions, or statutes.3® 

Leadership function: The act of initiating new structures or mod

ifying existing procedures.31 

Research function: The act or initiation of the act of ". . .a 

studious inquiry or examination; a critical and exhaustive investigation 

or experimentation having for its aim the discovery of new facts, or the 

practical application of such new or revised conclusions, theories, or 

laws."32 

30campbell, et al., op. cit., The Organization. . ., pp. 74-75. 

James M. Lipham, "Leadership and Administration," in Behavioral 
Science and Educational Administration, ed. Daniel E. Griffiths (Chicago: 
The University of Chicago Press, 1964), p. 122; see also John K. Hemphill, 
"Administration as Problem-Solving," in Administrative Theory in Education, 
ed. Andrew W. Halpin (Chicago: Midwest Administrative Center, University 
of Chicago, 1958), p. 98. 

^̂ Schweickhard (ed.), op. cit.. p. 75. 
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Governing function: The act of exercising direct ". . .operation

al control over some phase of education. . ."33 Hawaii is an example of 

a state board of education exercising operational control over the entire 

educational system. Other state boards have been given direct opera

tional control over special schools for the handicapped, vocational 

schools, and technical schools,34 

Decision by State Board of Education: "The concurrence of a ma

jority of all members of the board. . ."35 after considering two or more 

alternatives. Decisions concerned with parliamentary procedures such as 

the approving of minutes, approving of the agenda, and decisions to adjourn 

will not be considered in this study. 

Significance of the Problem 

Education needs dynamic leadership. There is general support for 

the belief that state departments of education should exert more effort 

toward this end. As an integral part of the state departments of educa

tion, state boards of education have been urged to exercise a more active 

leadership role. During the past five years, the Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act of 1965 has provided millions of dollars for the strength

ening of state departments of education. Several studies financed by this 

source have highly recommended that the state boards of education increase 

33Gail M. Inlow, Education: Mirror and Agent of Change (New York: 
Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, Inc., 1970), p. 86. 

3 Ĉampbell, et al.. op. cit.. The Organization. . ., p. 75. 

35secretary of State, Arizona Revised Statutes. Title 15. Educa
tion (Phoenix, 1968), p. 1. 
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their research and leadership roles. This research will attempt to iden

tify any changes in the functioning of the State Board of Education in 

Arizona after being exposed to these efforts and recommendations. Hope

fully, this study will assist the Board in identifying and devising clearer 

and more effective ways of exercising leadership. If insights into the 

functions can help the Board better understand its role, it should be 

better able to meet the needs of the children, the communities, and the 

State. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

The Review of Literature is divided into four sections. The de

velopment and status of state boards of education for elementary and 

secondary schools on a national basis are presented in the first section 

in an attempt to identify any trends. In the second section, an histori

cal digest of the Arizona Territorial Board of Education and a summary of 

the studies related directly to the Arizona State Board of Education are 

reviewed to provide a better understanding of the present role of the 

Board. The functions of state boards as noted in the literature are pro

vided in the third section, and a summary of recent related studies is 

presented in the final section which should point up relevant issues and 

deal with the variables under investigation. 

State Boards of Education 

There are obstacles in tracing the early historical development 

of state boards of education. Will, who presents a detailed description 

of the structure and organization of state education, explains the dif

ficulty of making any analysis of the role of state boards prior to 1900 

due to "loose use of terminology" and dissimilar powers and duties.*" 

*R. F. Will, State Education, Structure and Organization, U. S. 
Office of Education, Misc. No. 46 (Washington, D. C.: Government Print
ing Office, 1964), p. 12. 

13 
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Many scholars credit New York with the first state board of education 

when the Board of Regents of the University of the State of New York was 

2 
created in 1784. Knezevich points out that this Board had no responsi

bility for elementary and secondary public schools and did not assume any 

3 
until 1904. Grieder, Pierce, and Rosenstengel indicated that the New 

York Board was concerned only with King's College and various academies 

4 authorized during colonial times. It is of interest to note that pres

ently, this Board, which retains the same name, comprises the entire 

public and private educational system in New York from kindergarten to 

graduate school.̂  In 1825, North Carolina formed the first state board 

for disbursing school funds and Vermont established a state board in 1827 

which was abolished eight years later, but was eventually re-established.̂  

It wasn't until 1837 that the forerunner of the modern state board 

for elementary and secondary public schools was created in the State of 

Massachusetts.̂  The board had few powers. It could appoint a secretary, 

mkke reports to the legislature, and suggest means of "improving and 

o 
Stephen J. Knezevich, Administration of Public Education (second 

edition; New York: Harper and Row, 1969), p. 156. 

3Ibid. 

4 Calvin Grieder, Truman M. Pierce, and K. Forbis Jordan, Public 
School Administration (third edition; New York: The Roland Press Company, 
1969), p. 34. 

"\james E. Allen, Jr. , "The School Board Member and The State," 
The American School Board Journal (October, 1964), p. 67. 

K̂nezevich, o£. cit., p. 156. 

Êdgar L. Morphet, Roe L. Johns, and Theodore L. Reller, Educa
tional Organization and Administration (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: 
Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1967), pp. 234-235. 
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g 
extending" the educational system. In carrying out its first duty, the 

board appointed Horace Mann, a distinguished lawyer and legislator, as 

9 
its first executive officer. 

Since the establishment of the Massachusetts State Board, the 

trend for state boards of education for elementary and secondary public 

schools has been on the increase. By 1900, twenty-eight states had cre

ated boards,̂  by 1940, thirty-nine states had state boards,̂  and in 

1964, when Michigan formed its Board, forty-eight states had boards of 

12 
education for elementary and secondary public schools. Presently, Il

linois and Wisconsin have no state boards for elementary and secondary 

education, although Wisconsin has a State Board for Vocational arid Adult 

13 
Education and Illinois has a State Board for Vocational Education. In 

a little over 125 years, ninety-six per cent of the states have established 

a state board of education for public elementary and secondary schools. 

O 
Secretary of the Board, First Annual Report of the Board of Ed

ucation (Facsimile Edition by Hugh Birch-Horace Mann Fund of the National 
Education Association, Washington, D. C.: Office of the Secretary, 1838), 
pp. 5-6. 

q 
Ellwood P. Cubberley, Public Education in the United States 

(Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1934), pp. 222-223. 

"̂ Will, op. cit., p. 12. 

S. Deffenbaugh and Ward W. Keesecker, State Boards of Edu
cation and Chief State School Officers; Their Status and Legal Powers, 
U. S. Office of Education Bulletin 1940, No. 6 (Washington, D. C.: 
Government Printing Office, 1941), p. 6. 

12 
Knezevich, op. cit., pp. 158-159. 

13 
Dean M. Schweickhard (ed.), The Role and Policymaking Activities 

of State Boards of Education (Denver: National Association of State 
Boards of Education, 1967), p. 3. 
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There is a vide disparity in the number of members on state boards 

of education. Data compiled by the Council of Chief State School Officers 

In 1968 showed that boards vary in size from a low of three in Mississippi 

14 
to a high of twenty-four in Ohio. Eleven states have boards with over 

eleven members and three states have boards with under seven members, 

while twenty-three states have eight to eleven members.*̂  The mode is 

seven members.*** 

There is varying support for the size of the membership of state 

boards. When Ohio created a twenty-three member board in 1953, it was 

met with controversy.*̂  An Ohio Congressman called it "a monstrosity," 

18 and others felt it unwieldy. On the other hand, there were some who 

felt the large size to be an asset in completing all of the necessary 

19 
committee work and for a geographical representation of all the people. 

Will reports that scholars agree that the board should be large enough 

to ensure representation of all the people, but small enough "so that all 

members can take an active part in the deliberations essential to sound 

Edgar Fuller and Jim B. Pearson (eds.), Education in the States: 
Nationwide Development Since 1900 (Washington, D. C.: Council of Chief 
State School Officers, 1969), pp. 80-92. 

15Ibid. 

16Ibid. 

"̂ Marjorie J. Lauer, "Leadership on Trial," Ohio Schools (January, 
1967), pp. 18-20. (The Ohio State Board presently consists of twenty-
four members.) 

18Ibid., p. 19. 

19Ibid. 
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20 
policymaking." Knezevich agreed by saying a board should not be so 

small that it is dominated by "a single personality" nor so large it 

21 
becomes "unwieldy and inefficient." Schweickhard indicated that re

gardless of size, the board should be cohesive and exhibit "a sense of 

corporate unity. 

There is also general support that a board should consist of an 

23 
uneven number of members in order to prevent stalemates by tie-votes. 

24 
In 1968, twenty-nine states had an uneven number of members. 

The term of office for board members varies from three years in 

25 
Delaware and Kansas to fifteen years in New York. It is generally 

agreed that terms of individual members should overlap to provide some 

continuity and stability, but not be so long that it eventually weakens 

26 
the representative character of the board. 

The state boards are created in various ways. Data compiled in 

1969 showed fourteen boards elected by the citizenry or representatives 

of the people, thirty-two boards appointed by the governor, and two boards 

2®Will, o£_. cit_., p. 18. 

21 Knezevich, op. cit., p. 160. 

22 
Schweickhard, oj>. cit., p. 4. 

23Will, op. cit., p. 18. 

24 
Fuller and Pearson, oju cit., pp. 80-92. (Data updated to in

clude the Kansas constitutional amendment of 1969.) 

25Ibid. 
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27 
(Florida and Mississippi) consisting entirely of ex officio members. 

In New York, the board members are elected by the legislature, and, in 

Washington, the board members are elected by boards of directors of lo

cal school districts.̂ ® 

It is difficult to support either the appointive or elective 

state board of education as being the best, since little research has 

been accomplished to support either contention and there are examples of 

both types of state boards operating satisfactorily. Wilson revealed in 

his investigations that there are no clear indications that either the 

29 
election or appointment of state boards is a better method. On the 

other hand, Gotaas, in his study of the Ohio State Board of Education, 

30 
recommended that the Ohio State Board be appointed by the governor. In 

a study of appointed and elected school board decisions in two Maryland 

counties, Peters showed that the genre of decisions remains generally the 

same between the two types of boards, although decision frequency and the 

level at which the board participates in the decision-making process may 

27 Fuller and Pearson, op. cit., pp. 80-92. (Data updated to in
clude the Kansas constitutional amendment of 1969.) 

29 
Glen Albert Wilson, "Factors in the Selection of State School 

Board Members and the Chief State School Officer" (unpublished Doctor's 
dissertation, University of Southern California, 1965). 

30 
Albion Vernon Gotaas, "Guiding Principles for Constituting the 

Ohio State Board of Education" (unpublished Doctor's dissertation, The 
Ohio State University, 1955). 
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31 
differ. The supporters of elective boards suggest this is the demo

cratic way of selecting members and has the support of experience as 

32 
well as being aligned with American tradition. Opponents of the elec

tive system argue that it is difficult to get qualified personnel to run 

for office, and, when they do, it is usually viewed as a step in the quest 

33 
for other state offices. There is also the question of involvement in. 

partisan politics, the difficulty of accurately informing the voter, and 

the costs involved which may deter some individuals from seeking the of-

34 
fice. The argument for an appointed board is that the governor, as the 

chief executive officer, should have the authority to appoint the person

nel within his administration. This provides for ease of administration 

and can assure a board of competent, qualified members who are able to 

35 
work closely with the governor. On the other hand, there is always the 

possibility that, if the governor appoints the entire membership or a ma-

36 jority of the members, the board could be used as a political instrument. 

31 
Thomas Ralph Peters, "A Comparative Study of Appointed and 

Elected School Board Decisions, Montgomery and Prince George's Counties, 
Maryland, 1947-1957" (unpublished Doctor's dissertation, The Johns Hop
kins University, 1968). 

32 Will, op. cit., p. 15; see also Knezevich, op. cit.,. p. 160. 

33Ibid. 

34Ibid. 

35 
Lee M. Thurston and William H. Roe, State School Administration 

(New York: Harper and Brothers, 1957), p. Ill; see also Raymond F. Mc
Coy, American School Administration (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 
1961), pp. 96-97. 

36 
Fred F. Beach and Robert F. Will, The State and Education (Wash

ington, D. C.: U. S. Office of Education, 1955), p. 10. 
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Many scholars recommend that ex officio members should not serve 

37 38 
on state boards. Grieder, Pierce, and Rosenstengel, Knezevich, Cub-

39 40 41 
berley, Will, and Tupper suggested that the ex officio member is 

handicapped in giving the proper time and attention to his duties as a 

member of the state board. The trend has definitely been away from ex 

officio members serving on the state board. In 1920, thirty-five boards 

42 
had one or more ex officio members but, by 1949, boards having ex officio 

43 
members had been reduced to twenty-four and, by 1968, only sixteen boards 

44 
had ex officio members. Of these sixteen boards, the chief state school 

officers served as the sole ex officio member of seven boards.̂  

In 1969, twenty-four state boards of education appointed the 

chief state school officer while twenty were elected by popular vote and 

37 
Calvin Grieder, Truman M. Pierce, and William Everett Rosensten

gel, Public School Administration (second edition; New York: The Roland 
Press Company, 1961), p. 42. 

38 
Knezevich, op. cit., p. 160. 

39 
Cubberley, op. cit., pp. 290-294. 

40Will, o£_. cit., p. 17. 

ai 
C. Ralph Tupper, A Survey of the Arizona Public School System 

(Phoenix: State Board of Education, 1925), p. 9. 

42 
Morphet, Johns, and Reller, op. cit., p. 238. 

43 
Fred F. Beach and Andrew H. Gibbs, The Structure of State De

partments of Education (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 
1949), p. 3. 

44 
Fuller and Pearson, op. cit., pp. 80-92. (Data updated to in

clude the Kansas constitutional amendment of 1969.) 
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46 47 48 four were appointed by the governor. Cubberley, Mort and Ross, 

49 50 
and Tupper, as well as many studies, recommend that the state board 

appoint the chief school officer. Morphet and Jesser presented an excel

lent summary of advantages and disadvantages of the chief school officer 

being appointed by the state board, by the governor, or being elected by 

popular vote."̂ " 

The duties of state boards vary greatly. Will explains how some 

states use the state board as the legislative component of a central ed

ucational agency, while other states maintain the older practice of the 

state board acting as the executive head of an administrative unit to 

which "is delegated responsibility for administrative powers and duties 

that for various reasons cannot be entrusted to the chief State school of-

52 
ficer." Other states use the state board for legislative policymaking 

Ĉubberley, loc. cit. 

48 Paul R. Mort and Donald H. Ross, Principles of School Adminis
tration (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1957), p. 394. 

49 
Tupper, op. cit., pp. 10-11. 

"̂ Arizona Advisory Councils on Education, Improving Education In 
Arizona (Phoenix: Arizona Advisory Councils on Education, 1949), pp. 17-
18; see also Designing Education for the Future, Report of Recommendations 
(Phoenix: Designing Education for the Future, Robert L. Pickering, Ari
zona Director, January 15, 1968), p. 1; see also Griffenhagen and Asso
ciates , A Report on a Study of the Public School System of Arizona (three 
volumes; Los Angeles: Griffenhagen and Associates, 1952), Volume I, 
Chapter II, p. 3. 

51 Edgar L. Morphet and David L. Jesser (eds.), Emerging State Re
sponsibilities for Education (Denver: Improving State Leadership in Edu
cation Project, 1970), pp. 49-52. 

52Will, ££. cit., p. 14. 
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while retaining the board for executive responsibilities in specific pro-

53 
grams. There is a trend toward the first pattern with the state board 

serving as the legislative policymaking body and the chief school officer 

54 
serving as the agency's executive officer. Wilson suggested that state 

legislatures are reluctant to delegate certain powers and duties to a 

single state officer."'"' Therefore, in general, he stated that state leg

islatures delegate to boards the functions for which broad discretionary 

powers are considered essential and delegate to individual state officers 

"ministerial duties" that require the use of little or no discretionary 

56 
power. 

Some authors like to describe the operation of state boards of 

education as viewed by political scientists versus educators. McCoy 

wrote that political scientists generally feel that education should be 

a function of a department administered by a "director" accountable to 

the governor and the political party he represents who are, in turn, re-

57 sponsible to the general public. The governor would serve as the chief 

executive. On the other hand, McCoy explained that educators generally 

feel that education should be divorced from political parties and the 

53 
Ibid. 

54Ibld., p. 8. 

55 Robert E. Wilson, Educational Administration (Columbus, Ohio: 
Charles E. Merrill Books, Inc., 1966), pp. 204-205. 

"̂ Ibid. 

"̂ Raymond F. McCoy, American School Administration (New York: 
McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1961), p. 96. 
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58 
executive functions of the governor. He indicated that educators favor 

59 
a policymaking board that appoints its own executive officer. McCoy 

contended that this is an argument for an additional branch of government 

called "education to the traditional judicial, executive, and legislative 

branches of government. 

The National Council of Chief State School Officers has changed 

its official policy on the organization of state departments of educa

tion. In 1944, the Council adopted a policy which it reaffirmed in 1948 

when it adopted the following policy statement which incorporated some 

of the current trends. 

In each state there should be a non-partisan lay state board of 
education of seven to twelve able citizens, broadly representa
tive of the general public and unselfishly interested in public 
education, elected by the people in the manner prescribed by law. 
The members of this board should serve for long overlapping terms 
without pay. It is desirable that the boards select the chief 
state school officer on a non-partisan basis and determine his 
compensation and his term of office. He should serve as the ex
ecutive officer and head of the state department of education. 

During its meeting of November 12, 1965, the Council repealed all of its 

policies on the organization of state departments of education and is 

62 
now officially non-committal on them. 

58Ibid. 

59Ibld. 

60Ibid. 

^̂ National Council of Chief State School Officers, Our System of 
Education (Washington, D. C.: The Council, 1950), p. 20. 

62 
Fuller and Pearson, o£_. cit., p. 93. 
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In summary, the development of state boards of education gener

ally show the establishment of a seven- to eleven-member state board for 

elementary and secondary public schools consisting of no ex officio mem

bers. The trend is toward a board acting as a legislative policymaking 

body with the authority to appoint its executive officer, who is gener

ally the chief state school officer. 

Arizona Territorial and State Boards of Education 

Forty-one years before Arizona became a State and eight years 

after becoming a Territory, the Sixth Arizona Territorial Legislative As

sembly created a Territorial Board of Education in 1871. (See Appendix 

C for a listing of all Territorial and State Boards of Education from 

1871-1970.) The three-member ex officio Board included the Superinten-

64 
dent, the Territorial Treasurer, and the Secretary of the Territory. 

65 
The Board was to meet at least two times annually, to devise "plans for 

the improvement and management of the public school funds and for the bet

ter organization of the public schools of the Territory," to supervise 

the appointment of the proceeds of the Territorial school tax, to receive 

66 
the annual report of the Superintendent of Public Instruction, to make 

63 
Secretary of the TerritoryActs, Resolutions and Memorials 

Adopted by the Sixth Legislative Assembly of the Territory of Arizona 
(Tucson: Office of the Secretary, 1871), p. 68. 

64Ibid. 

65Ibid. 

66Ibid., pp. 68-69. 
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rules and regulations for the examination of teachers, and to select a 

uniform series of textbooks.67 Weeks inferred that it had a weakness in 

that ". . .all supervision was to be done by ex officios" who had other 

administrative duties that kept them busy.68 

The Governor, like succeeding Governors until 1879, served as the 

Superintendent. In addition, he appointed the Territorial Treasurer.69 

This made for a highly centralized Board of Education. Sinclair wrote 

that the Governor at that time, A. P. K. Safford, ". . .indirectly had 

complete control of school matters" but "Because of his extreme dedicat

ion to education, this arrangement proved to be most advantageous during 

the time he was attempting to organize schools."70 it is evident that 

Safford, as Governor and Superintendent, gave impetus to the development 

of public schools in Arizona. A historian wrote, ". . .it was not until 

the time of Governor Safford that the schools might feel that their edu

cational Moses had arisen" 71 and he was ". . .destined to lead Arizona 

from darkness to educational light." A survey conducted sometime later 

67lbid.. pp. 77-78. 

68stephen B. Weeks, History of Public School Education in Arizona 
(Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1918), p. 22. 

69samuel P. McCrea, "Establishment of the Arizona School System," 
Biennial Report of the Super intend ent of Public Instruction of the Terri
tory of Arizona (Phoenix: Superintendent of Public Instruction, 1908), 
p. 85. 

70John E. Sinclair, "Arizona," in Education in the States: His
torical Development and Outlook, Jim B. Pearson and Edgar Fuller (eds.), 
(Washington, D. C.: Council of Chief State School Officers, 1969), p. 61. 

71weeks, op. cit., p. 16. 

72ibid.. p. 130. 



26 

by the United States Bureau of Education reported that, at the end of 

Governor Safford's term in 1877, "Through the public schools Governor 

Safford began the work of making good Americans out of some very unprom

ising material."73 

Governor Safford resigned in April, 1877, due to ill health and 

his successor was not so inclined toward educational progress; so the dual 

functioning of the Governor as Superintendent did not last long.74 The 

1879 Tenth Legislative Assembly enacted a new school law which created a 

position of Superintendent of Public Instruction to be appointed by the 

Territorial Governor.75 This office became elective in 1880.76 At the 

same time, the membership of the Board was changed to include the Gover

nor, the Superintendent of Public Instruction, and the Territorial Trea

surer, with the Superintendent serving as the President and the Secretary 

of the Board.77 jn 1878, Hoses H. Sherman was appointed as the first non-

governor Superintendent and was elected in 1880 for an additional two-year 

term as Superintendent of Public Instruction.78 

73united States Bureau of Education, Educational Conditions in 
Arizona (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1918), p. 18. 

7̂ McCrea, op. cit.. p. 101. 

75secretary of Arizona, Acts and Resolutions of the Tenth Legis
lative Assembly of the Territory of Arizona (Prescott: Office of the 
Secretary, 1879), p. 116. 

76Ibid., pp. 116-117. 

77Ibid., p. 117. 

78sinclair, o£. cit.. p. 62. 
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The duties of the new Board were not so different from the earlier 

Board except there was an extended effort to attract qualified teachers. 

Teachers found qualified by "examination or by diplomas from other States" 

were to have their diplomas countersigned by the Territorial Superintendent 

and these then became valid for life unless formally revoked by the Terri-

79 torial Board of Education. 

In 1882, the Territorial Board of Education adopted a uniform 

80 
course of study. The Board was emphatic in its assurance that this 

was not an attempt to stifle the individual initiative of teachers. They 

reported, ". . .it has not been the intention of the Board of Education 

to restrain, in the least, the originality or inventive genius of the 

teacher; on the contrary, let every teacher be constantly on the alert for 

new and better forms of presentation and methods of illustration of every 

81 
subject and study." 

The School Law of 1883 provided that the presidency of the Terri

torial Board of Education be transferred from the Superintendent to the 

82 
Governor. It would remain there until the Governor was excluded from 

79 
Acts and Resolutions of the Tenth Legislative Assembly of the 

Territory of Arizona, op. cit., p. 117. 

80 
Superintendent of Public Instruction, Annual Report for 1881 

and 1882, Department of Education, Arizona Territory (Prescott: Superin
tendent of Public Instruction, 1883), p. 12. 

82 
Secretary of the Territory, Laws of the Territory of Arizona, 

Twelfth Legislative Assembly (Prescott: Office of the Secretary, 1883), 
p. 33. ( 
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the Board in 1965. The law also prescribed instruction in "Reading, 

Writing, Orthography, Arithmetic, Geography, Grammar, History of the 

United States, Elements of Physiology, Vocal Music, Elements of Book

keeping, Industrial Drawing, and other studies as the Territorial Board 

83 
of Education may prescribe." 

The 1885 School Law provided that the Board meet at the call of 

the Superintendent rather than the Governor as the President of the 

84 
Board. The 1885-1886 Territorial Board adopted a set of rules and 

regulations for the schools, many of which remained in effect until 

85 
Statehood. The Board also adopted a uniform course of study covering 

a seven-year period for "primary and grammar schools" and an advanced 

course covering two years for those schools in the larger cities attempt-

86 
ing to start high schools. Although McCrea wrote that minutes were 

87 
kept of the Board's meetings, the first recorded minutes found in the 

Arizona Archives, located at the State capitol, are dated February 15, 

1887. 

In 1887, the Territorial Board of Education amended and adopted 

several rules and regulations for the government of the schools in the 

Territory. It is reported that the Board regranted teaching certificates 

83Ibid.. p. 49. 

84 
Secretary of the Territory, Laws of the Territory of Arizona, 

Thirteenth Legislative Assembly (Prescott: Office of the Secretary, 
1885), p. 138. 

85 
McCrea, 0£_. cit., pp. 131-132. 

86Ibid.. p. 132. 

87Ibid., pp. 132-133. 
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that were previously revoked by the former administration and dropped 

the course of study from the requirements, which caused teachers to re-

88 
vert back to the old system of working out a course for themselves. 

There still remained an adopted series of textbooks, but it was "almost 

89 
impossible to make classes uniform." The Board adopted a rule which 

eliminated corporal punishment. Corporal punishment was not allowed for 

90 
any cause and teachers would be subject to removal for administering it. 

This caused so much consternation among teachers that the rule was modi

fied in 1890 to those teachers "who may inflict excessive or cruel pun-

91 
ishment upon pupils." 

There is general belief that the Territorial populace had some 

basic misgivings about public education during this time. McCrea wrote, 

"The people were becoming restive under the great burden of taxation and 

the wasteful and corrupt management of affairs. In seeking relief they 

92 
had already begun to retrench on money spent for schools." 

In 1887, the Superintendent of Public Instruction became a Gover-

93 
nor appointee once again, and remained so until Arizona became a State 

lUlUi 

89Ibid. 

90 
Superintendent of Public Instruction, Biennial Report of the 

Superintendent of Public Instruction of the Territory of Arizona (Phoenix: 
Superintendent of Public Instruction, 1890), p. 23. 

91Ibid. 

92 
McCrea, op. cit., p. 138. 

93 Secretary of the Territory, Revised Statutes of Arizona (Pres-
cott: Office of Secretary of the Territory, 1887), pp. 534-535. 
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in 1912. For the previous two terms an unusual situation had existed in 

that the Superintendent of Public Instruction had been appointed by the 

Governor as well as elected by the people. In 1885, Governor C. Meyer 

Zulick declared to the Territorial Council that the appointment of the 

Territorial Superintendent of Public Instruction clearly fell within the 

94 
limits of the Governor's prerogatives. Since Robert L. Long had al

ready been elected by popular vote for the 1885-1887 term, the Council 

95 
found no objection to the Governor's claim and confirmed the nomination. 

In 1886, Charles W. Strauss was elected by popular vote and was addition-

96 
ally appointed by Governor Zulick. 

During the 1889-1891 term, the Territory had two Superintendents 

of Public Instruction, but there is some discrepancy in how one of the 

Superintendents claimed the office. Sinclair reported that Superinten-

97 
dent Strauss was reelected for the term beginning in 1889. On the other 

hand, Weeks wrote that Strauss was appointed by Governor Zulick, rather 

than elected, but since "a Republican successor to Governor Zulick was 

98 
then expected, the Council refused to confirm the nomination. . The 

Arizona newspapers reporting the election returns of November, 1888, pro

vided no results for the Superintendent of Public Instruction which would 

indicate that no Superintendent of Public Instruction was elected for the 

94 
Weeks, og_. cit., p. 51. 

95Ibid. 

96Ibid.« p. 61. 

97 
Sinclair, op. cit.t p. 63. 

98 
Weeks, op. cit., p. 61. 
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1889-1891 term. In any case, when Governor Lewis Wolfley assumed office 

in 1889, he immediately appointed George W. Cheyney as the Superintendent 

of Public Instruction,99 but Strauss refused to give up the officelOO and 

did not do so until 1890.101 Both Weeks and Sinclair agreed that the 

problems of the public school system were almost completely neglected dur

ing this time.102 The records and seal were in the possession of Charles 

W. Strauss, who refused to surrender them to the newly-appointed Superin

tendent, George W. Cheyney. During the January 13, 1890 meeting of the 

Board, it was unanimously resolved that a demand be made to Charles W. 

Strauss to give the seal and records to the newly-appointed Superinten

dent.̂ -®̂  In the meantime, the Board made a plea to the county superin

tendents to provide the appointed Superintendent with the necessary 

records in order for him to carry out his duties.104 

In 1893, the Seventeenth Assembly passed an act adding the Chan

cellor of the University of Arizona and the principals of the Territorial 

normal schools to the Territorial Board of Education.105 The purpose 

Ârizona Daily Star. April 10, 1889, p. 4. 

lOOArizona Daily Citizen. April 15, 1889, p. 4. 

lOlweeks, loc. cit. 

102sinclair, op. cit.. p. 63; see also Weeks, loc. cit. 

103jiinutes of the Territorial Board of Education, Phoenix, Ari
zona, January 13, 1890. 

104lbid. 

105secretary of the Territory, Acts, Resolutions and Memorials of 
the Seventeenth Legislative Assembly (Phoenix: Office of the Secretary, 
1893), p. 98. 
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this action was to assure representation of all grades of the public 

106 
schools on the Board. Superintendent F. J. Netherton recommended in 

his 1893-1894 report that the Board have representatives from grammar, 

primary, and high schools. He also recommended dropping the Treasurer 

from the Board since ". . .the treasurer is not very apt to be a prac-

107 
tical school man. . ." 

The minutes reveal that the Chancellor of the University of Ari

zona attended only six meetings of the Territorial Board from 1893 until 

1900.108 

The corporal punishment rule was amended again in 1893 when the 

Board adopted the following policy: Before administering corporal pun

ishment, the teacher had to notify the parents of the child and one mem

ber of the Board of Trustees one day before the punishment was to be 

administered, stating the day and hour of the punishment, and extending 

109 
an invitation to the parents and the trustee to be present. Of the 

three Board members present when this rule was adopted, the Governor and 

Superintendent voted for the rule and the Treasurer voted against it.*'̂  

106 
Superintendent of Public Instruction, Biennial Report of the 

Superintendent of Publie Instruction (Phoenix: Superintendent of Public 
Instruction, 1895), pp. 12-13. 

107Ibid. 

108 
Minutes of the Territorial Board of Education, Phoenix, Ari

zona, 1893 to 1899. 

109 
Minutes of the Territorial Board of Education, Phoenix, Ari

zona, July 29, 1893. 

110Ibid. 
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In 1896, the Board removed the restriction of the twenty-four-

111 hour advance notice before the administering of corporal punishment 

and, in 1899, a course of study was once again adopted by the Territo-

112 
rial Board. 

After the turn of the century, the Twenty-third Legislative As

sembly increased the membership of the Territorial Board of Education 

113 
once again. The Board was to be comprised of the Governor, Territo

rial Treasurer, Superintendent of Public Instruction, principals of the 

Territorial Normal Schools, President of the University of Arizona, and 

two principals or superintendents of graded or high schools to be ap

pointed by the Governor.The powers of the Board remained the same."̂ "* 

During the Territorial years, the success of the Board fluctuated 

depending upon the leadership ability of the Superintendent and the inter

est of the Governor in educational matters. Weeks referred to the 1877-

1899 period of time as one of "retrogression and advance, reaction and 

116 
progress." During the Territorial days, there were apparently several 

"̂ M̂inutes of the Territorial Board of Education, Phoenix, Ari
zona, June 20, 1896. 

112 
Superintendent of Public Instruction, Biennial Report of the 

Superintendent of Public Instruction to the Governor of the Territory 
of Arizona (Phoenix: Superintendent of Public Instruction, 1900), p. 29. 

113 
Superintendent of Public Instruction, Arizona School Laws 

(Phoenix: Superintendent of Public Instruction, 1905), pp. 5-7. 

114Ibid, 

"'"̂ Secretary of Arizona, Acts, Resolutions and Memorials of the 
Twenty-third Legislative Assembly of the Territory of Arizona (Phoenix: 
Office of the Secretary, 1905), p. 23. 

^̂ Weeks, loc. clt. 



34 

factional and political disputes. Many times, the appointment of Terri

torial Governors and Superintendents were of different political affil

iations than the general Territory "causing constant friction between 

people and administration."*̂  

It is also of interest to note that, from the inception of the 

Territorial Board of Education until the birth of the State Board of Ed

ucation, the Superintendent of Public Instruction reached the position by 

a variety of means. The Governor doubled as the Superintendent for eight 

years (1871-1878), the Governor appointed the Superintendent for two 

years (1879-1880), and the Superintendent was elected by popular vote 

for six years (1880-1887), and finally, the Superintendency reverted 

back to appointment by the Governor until Statehood (1887-1912). Since 

the Superintendent and the Governor were ex officio members of the Terri

torial Board, it can be assumed that this may have caused some instabil

ity in the Board's activities and planning. 

Statehood came to Arizona in 1912 and the Constitution provided 

118 
for a State Board of Education. The Board was comprised of the Gov

ernor, the Superintendent of Public Instruction, the President of the 

University of Arizona, and the principals of the normal schools. This 

meant that the Board would have five ex officio members since there were 

two normal schools and one university. In addition, the Governor was to 

appoint a county superintendent of schools, a principal of a high school, 

117Ibid., pp. 132-133. 

118 
Secretary of State, "Constitution for the State of Arizona," 

Revised Statutes of Arizona 1913 (Phoenix: Office of the Secretary, 
1913), p. 155. 
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119 
and a city superintendent of schools as members of the Board. Although 

attempts would be made in the subsequent years to alter the composition of 

the Board, it would remain unchanged for over fifty years. 

In comparing the duties as outlined in the Constitution and the 

Territorial duties of the Board, few differences can be found. The Board 

would continue to prescribe and enforce the use of a uniform series of 

120 
textbooks and course of study for the schools of the State. However, 

the first State Superintendent of Public Instruction, C. 0. Case, ob

viously felt that it was the beginning of a new era and he wrote in his 

first biennial report, ". . .the old Territorial trail, picturesque and 

appealing in the dim light of pioneer campfires, comes to an end, and 

121 
the trail of Statehood, crowded and dramatic with action, begins." 

In discussing the activities of the State Board of Education from 

Statehood until the present time, it is probably wise to look at the re

sults of some of the surveys and studies that were made during this time. 

Specifically, this is in reference to a report of a survey by the United 

States Bureau of Education in 1916-1917, a survey conducted by C. Ralph 

Tupper under the authority of the Arizona State Board of Education in 

1924, a report of the Arizona Lay Advisory Council and the Arizona Pro

fessional Advisory Council in 1949, a survey of the public school system 

119Ibid., pp. 155-156. 

120Ibid. 

121 
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conducted by Griffenhagen and Associates beginning in 1949, and a study 

made in the late 1960's called "Designing Education for the Future." 

Each of these studies will be explored from the standpoint of observa

tions made and recommendations offered for the State Board. 

The United States Bureau of Education Survey of 1916-1917 

Three years after Statehood, the Arizona Schools Officials Asso

ciation and the State Department of Education requested the United States 

Bureau of Education to make an educational survey of Arizona. The survey 

was started in the fall of 1916 and was completed in 1917. 

The committee making the survey made three profound recommenda

tions that directly affected the State Board of Education: 

1. "A constitutional amendment abolishing the present ex officio 

State board of education." 

2. "A constitutional amendment to convert the office of the State 

superintendent of public instruction from a political elective one to 

an appointive one. . ." 

3. "Legislation conferring on the State board of education and the 

State superintendent of public instruction enlarged and clearly defined 

122 functions and power to perform them." 

A principal objection to the Board was that it was composed en

tirely of professional educators, with the exception of the Governor. 

Insteadthey recommended a seven-member Board "composed of men and women 

122 
United States Bureau of Education, Educational Conditions in 

Arizona, Bulletin No. 44 (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 
1918), p. 34. 
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of affairs, scholarship, and business ability, appointed from various 

parts of the State by the governor, with the approval of the senate," 

for terms of eight years with no more than two terms expiring in any 

123 
two years. 

In addition, the committee felt the Board was greatly biased with 

the Governor sitting as a member and said, "The creator can hardly sit in 

council with his equals on equal terms."12̂  

The "most important function of the State board," in the words of 

the committee, was "the selection of a properly qualified and suitable 

125 
State Superintendent of public instruction." The next function in im

portance was "the determination of the educational and business policies 

of the school system, and the inspection of the results obtained by the 

executive officer."12*' 

Superintendent Case was directly opposed to the appointment of 

the Superintendent of Public Instruction. He referred to a legislative 

bill introduced for this purpose as "pronounced" and at "right angles" 

and a "contrast decidedly to that which is salient in the State Consti

tution."127 

123 
Ibid., p. 35. 

124Ibid. 

125 
Ibid., p. 37. 
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127 Superintendent of Public Instruction, Report of the Superin
tendent of Public Instruction of the State of Arizona (Phoenix: Super
intendent of Public Instruction, 1918), p. 7. 
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Superintendent Case also had serious doubts about the idea of a 

non-partisan Board referred to in the survey. In his 1917-1918 report, 

he stated, 

. . .that the idea of a non-partisan board is a trifle over-
stressed. The parties who made the survey perhaps did not 
continue in our midst long enough to ascertain to what extent 
politics in Arizona have permeated the human system. Those who 
lived here long and who understand that while a non-partisan 
board is a thing to be desired, it is nevertheless a boon that 
can never come to us without the assistance of the Millenium; 
and the Millenium has not arrived in Arizona.128 

Miss Elsie Toles became the first woman State Superintendent of 

129 
Public Instruction when she was elected for a two-year term in 1921. 

It was also during this time that an attempt to change the Superinten-

dency from an elective office to an appointed office was defeated by 

the Arizona citizenry. 

The Tupper Survey 

In 1923, an educational survey was started by C. Ralph Tupper 

as "a desire on the part of the state board of education and various 

educators of the state, to secure recent data on school conditions as 

131 
a basis for formulating legislation." Tupper made his report in Janu

ary, 1925, and many of his criticisms of the State Board were similar 

128Ibid. 

129 
Delta Kappa Gamma, "Miss Eloise Toles: First Woman State 

Superintendent of Public Instruction in Arizona" (Date and author of 
article unknown), located in the library of the Arizona Pioneer's His
torical Society in Tucson. 
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to those made by the United States Bureau of Education approximately eight 

years earlier. He stated that the Board was "subject to political exi

gencies" with the Governor and Superintendent elected every two years, 

132 
making the Board a "non-continuous body." He was very positive in 

stating that "Educational leadership and development will not flourish 

133 
under these conditions." Although the Governor and Superintendent 

were elected every two years, Tupper's criticism of the Board as a "non-

continuous body" may not have made too much of an impression since Ari

zona had had only two different Governors and two different Superinten

dents in the thirteen years since Statehood. 

Tupper was also critical of executives sitting on the Board. 

Specifically, he stated that the Governor should not sit on a Board of 

his own creation, the Superintendent should not sit in judgment of his 

own activities, and executives of institutions should not sit on a board 

134 
that adopts policies and regulations for their own government. 

The report recommended that there should be no limitations to 

residence, salary, or tenure of the Superintendent. Tupper advised that 

money spent in competent administration is a wise investment since it 

135 
provides higher quality of service and a more efficient organization. 

132 
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The State Board of Education supported all of these recommenda-

1 ̂ 6 
tions, but none were implemented until 1965 when the Governor was 

excluded as a member of the Board. 

In 1933, Superintendent Case, who had served as Superintendent, 

with the exception of two years, since Statehood, was replaced by H. E. 

Hendrix. The thirties were marked by shortages of financial support. 

The Superintendent's biennial reports are filled with difficulties ex

perienced because of lack of finances. There were reductions in salaries 

of all staff personnel, some as much as fifty per cent, reduction in the 

furnishing of school supplies to children, curtailment of building and 

I07 
repairs, and a shortening of the school year. J/ This also caused a re

duction of teachers, overcrowding of classrooms, and a reduction in the 

1 ̂ 8 
quality of teaching materials. At the same time, Superintendent Hen

drix had praise for the high morale of the public school staffs despite 

all of the difficulties.̂ 39 

In the same report, Superintendent Hendrix indicated his recog

nition of the authority of the State Board of Education. He said, "Next 

to the law itself, the rules and regulations of the State Board of 

•'•̂ Sinclair, o£. cit.. p. 65. 

Instate Department of Public Instruction, Twelfth Biennial 
Report of the State Superintendent of Public Instruction (phoenix: State 
Superintendent of Public Instruction, ]934), pp. 6-7. 

»8Ibid. 

139Ibid.. p. 7. 

h 
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Education are the most important factors in the conduct of the public 

140 schools of the state." 

The Arizona Advisory Councils' Report 

In 1949, the Arizona Lay Advisory Council on Education and the 

Arizona Professional Advisory Council on Education in cooperation with 

the State Department of Public Instruction conducted a study on the 

structure, organization, and services of the State Department of Edu-

141 
cation. Their report was critical of the composition of the State 

Board. It recommended the elimination of all ex officio members. The 

contention was that the method of membership removed it from "direct re-

sponsibility to the will of the people." They suggested that the 

Board be selected by voters in a regular school board election from a 

143 slate of nominations made by local school boards. 

Like the previous studies, the advisory councils recommended 

that the State Board of Education be given the authority to appoint the 

144 
Superintendent of Public Instruction. The overall concept would be a 

State Board of Education comprised of elected lay members responsible to 

the public who would develop policy for all schools except those covered 

"<W 

141 
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145 
by the Board of Regents. The Board would appoint the Superintendent 

who would provide the educational leadership and be responsible to the 

Board. The argument for the new structure was simply that̂ the existing 

146 
structure was producing unsatisfactory results. 

The study also recommended that the State-controlled system of 

uniform textbook adoption be studied and analyzed carefully. It con

demned the system as being unsatisfactory to the teachers, unfair to the 

147 children, and inefficient. The inference was made that perhaps the 

purchase and control of textbooks should be placed in the hands of local 

148 
school authorities. Sinclair described how the Superintendent of 

Public Instruction, L. D. Klemmedson, also criticized the method of 

149 
adoption and purchase of textbooks in 1948. The Superintendent de

sired to secure multiple adoptions, but this was not achieved until 

150 
1960. A motion made before the Board in 1949 to authorize the cur

riculum committee to evaluate the method of textbook adoption failed 

151 
because of the absence of a second. 

In their report, it was indicated that the Councils' conclusions 

were probably influenced by an Educational Policies Commission report 

145Ibid., pp. 14-15. 

146Ibid., pp. 12-13. 

1A7Ibid., pp. 59-61. 

148Ibid. 

149 Sinclair, op. cit., p. 66. 
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which recommended the establishment of state boards of education com-

152 
posed of laymen, and a report out of the United States Office of Edu

cation which suggested it is not necessary for professional educators to 

sit on state boards of education since the state superintendent and his 

153 staff should provide the necessary professional guidance. They also 

considered the report of George D. Strayer who conducted a study of pub

lic education in the State of Washington and wrote, "Sound theory and 

practice in the administration of education requires that able laymen 

interested in public education and devoted to the services of the state 

be made responsible within the framework of legislation enacted by the 

legislature for the determination of educational policy. 

The Griffenhagen Study 

The Arizona Special Legislative Committee on State Operations 

commissioned Griffenhagen and Associates to conduct a survey of the pub

lic school system in 1949, the same year the advisory councils' study 

was made. The Griffenhagen report was published in June, 1952, in three 

volumes.The report highly favored the appointment of lay members by 

152 
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of Education in American Democracy (Washington, D. C.: National Education 
Association, 1948), p. 82. 
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156 
the Governor to the State Board of Education. They wrote that lay 

personnel serving as Board members is "firmly established in the school 

districts of the United States and applies, likewise, to the state. 

They cautioned that these members should be appointed "from various parts 

of the state and not appointed to represent specific regions of the 

lized 

,,159 

158 
state." These lay members would be recognized by the public as rep

resenting "the interests of the whole public.1 

The Griffenhagen study also stressed that popular election of 

the Superintendent of Public Instruction is not the best method of selec

tion."̂  They recommended that the Superintendent be appointed from the 

161 
"best qualified administrator available" regardless of State residence. 

The report pointed up that no administrator can plan effectively for a 

162 
school system if he must campaign for re-election every two years. 

There is some support that the Griffenhagen report did influence 

the 1953 Legislature to pass a law abolishing the office of Superinten

dent of Public Instruction and State Board of Education and the estab

lishment of a completely reorganized State Department of Public Schools 

p. 2. 

156 Griffenhagen and Associates, op. cit., Volume I, Chapter I, 
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163 
and Board of Education. This required a Constitutional amendment; 

however, the citizenry defeated the issue at the polls halting the en-

164 
tire process. Editorial comment suggested that* if the Governor ap

pointed the Board and the Board appointed the Superintendent, it would 

encourage the "centralization of power in Phoenix" and doom "the state's 

165 
democratic processes." A later editorial did not attack the appoint

ment of the Superintendent, but did criticize the creation of two Boards 

to do what one Board had been doing "in a highly satisfactory manner 

since Statehood in 1912."'''̂  

The question of whether the State Superintendent should be elected 

or appointed is one on which Superintendents often had definite views. 

Superintendent W. W. Dick, who served from 1959 to 1965, felt the chief 

school officer should be elected. A newspaper quoted him as saying, "An 

appointed superintendent could become a dictator if extremists got con

trol of the board. The board and superintendent ought to answer to some-

167 body." The next Superintendent, Sarah Folsom, the second woman to 

hold this office and who served from 1965 until her death in 1969, sup

ported the opposite view. She encouraged the State Board to support 

163 Sinclair, op. cit., p. 66. 

164Ibid. 
i/re 

Editorial, Arizona Daily Star (Tucson), May 18, 1953, Section 
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167 
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1 68 
legislation to have the Superintendent appointed. A detailed discus

sion of the Boards actions and legislative results from 1961 through 

1970 will be presented in Chapter 4. 

On November 3, 1964, the citizens of Arizona approved a Consti

tutional amendment changing the composition of the State Board of Educa

tion.̂  ̂ Although the Territorial Board of Education underwent three 

composition changes, this would be the first change in the composition 

of the Board since Arizona became a State. The major change involved 

the exclusion of the Governor as a member of the Board and the inclusion 

of lay members for the first time in the history of the State Board of 

Education. The nine-member Board would now include the Superintendent 

of Public Instruction, the president of a State university or a State 

college, a member of the State Junior College Board, a classroom teacher, 

a county school superintendent, and a superintendent of a high school dis-

170 trict. All the members would be appointed by the Governor with the 

171 consent of the Senate. The first meeting of the new Board was held 

on March 26, 1965.172 

168 
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Designing Education for the Future Project 

In 1965, the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 be

came law. As Indicated In Chapter 1, Title V of that Act provided funds 

173 for strengthening state departments of education. A cooperative eight-

state study called "Designing Education for the Future" was initiated with 

funds available under the Act. In each of the eight states, including 

Arizona, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming, 

an advisory committeee and several study committees were organized to ex

plore purposes, goals, and scope of education; learning needs of children, 

youth, and adults; curriculum; facilitating services; and appraisal of 

174 instruction and learning. Conferences were held during 1966 and 1967 

on "Prospective Changes in Society by 1980," "Implications for Education 

of Prospective Changes in Society," and "Planning and Effecting Needed 

Changes in Education.By 1968, a report of the recommendations was 

made to the Arizona Legislature, Arizona State Board of Education, and 

176 
State Superintendent of Public Instruction. Although numerous recom

mendations were made, the three recommendations having the top priority 

as identified by the State Advisory Committee were the appointment of 

the State Superintendent of Public Instruction by the State Board of 

173 Robert L. Hopper, "Strength Where it Counts," American Educa
tion (June, 1966), pp. 20-21. 

174 Designing Education for the Future, The Educational Program 
(Denver, Colorado: Designing Education for the Future, July, 1967), 
p. ill. 

175Ibid. 

^̂ Designing Education for the Future, Report of Recommendations 
(Phoenix: Designing Education for the Future, January 15, 1968). 
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Education, the establishment of a council by the legislature for the pur

pose of planning, coordinating, communicating, and evaluating among the 

several segments of the educational community, and another council com

missioned to make an analysis and recommendations for revisions of the 

statutes pertaining to education.Other recommendations included the 

removal of the Superintendent as a member of the Board and the change 

from a professional-lay Board to a completely lay State Board of Educa-

178 
tion. The impact of these recommendations cannot be fully evaluated 

at this time. 

A peculiar situation has existed in Arizona in its educational 

organization. Although the State Department of Public Instruction, or 

State Department of Education, as it is sometimes called, has existed in 

name since Statehood, it has not been based on constitutional or statu

tory law. The Twenty-ninth Legislature corrected this by the creation of 

179 
an Arizona Department of Education in May, 1970. The Legislature named 

the State Board of Education as the governing and policy-determining body 

of the Department and the State Superintendent of Public Instruction as 

the executive officer in whom all executive, administrative, and ministe-

180 
rial functions of the Department are vested. The law also indicated 

177Ibld.. p. xiii. 

178T, 0 . Ibid., pp. 2-4. 

179 Secretary of State, 1970 Session Laws, State of Arizona Twenty-
ninth Legislature, Second Regular Session (Phoenix: Secretary of State, 
1970), p. 821 



that the Department would be conducted under the control of the State 

181 
Superintendent of Public Instruction. 

To summarize, five major studies have been conducted that have 

been indirectly concerned with the State Board of Education since Ari

zona became a State in 1912. All five studies recommended the exclusion 

of ex officio members from the State Board of Education and that the State 

Board be given the authority to appoint the State Superintendent of Pub

lic Instruction. It was also recommended in each of the studies that the 

State Board be comprised in most part, or wholly, of lay members. The 

studies were not so consistent in their recommendations in how Board mem

bers should get to their positions. The recommendations varied between 

appointment by the Governor and election by popular vote with certain 

variations. On two occasions, the citizens of Arizona have voted against 

Constitutional amendments which would have put into effect some of these 

recommendations. In 1970, the Legislature passed a statute creating a 

State Department of Education making the State Board the policymaking 

body and the State Superintendent of Public Instruction the chief exec

utive of the Department. 

Change, when it has appeared, has come slowly to the Arizona 

State Board of Education. Recommendations initiated repeatedly by var

ious studies and surveys have not been incorporated by the Board. During 

the past five years, national and state efforts have been made to increase 

the educational leadership role of the state. This study will attempt to 



determine how the State Board of Education In Arizona has reacted to 

some of these efforts. 

Functions of State Boards of Education 

The dictionary defines a function as "the normal or characteris-

182 
tic action of anything." In this study, functions refer to the normal 

or characteristic actions of state boards of education. Scholars have 

identified numerous functions of state boards of education. Many of these 

functions are similar, but there is a tendency to place emphasis on one 

or more of the functions. 

Kandel's suggestions of the functions of state boards seem to 

emphasize the regulatory role. 

The functions of the boards are to establish minimum standards 
so that each child has the benefit of a foundation program of 
education, to define the qualifications of teachers, to pre
scribe the length of school year, to ensure suitable standards 
for school buildings, to supervise the program of education in 
general, and to provide financial support. Some state boards 
select textbooks for state adoption; some prescribe the cur
riculum, which in many instances is also prescribed by the state 
legislatures, especially the teaching of history and citizen
ship, and physical and health education. 

Dykes believed board functions to be of two types: "directive 

184 and advisory." He would include the establishment of a minimum pro

gram under the directive function and the provision of "leadership, 

182 
David B. Guralnik (ed.), Webster's New World Dictionary of 

the American Language (New York: The World Publishing Company, 1959), 
p. 303. 

183 
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stimulation, and cooperation in assisting local school districts" under 

185 
the advisory function. He contended that in addition to these two 

broad functions, there are five primary functions of the state board of 

education. These would include the appointment of a chief state school 

officer, the adoption of a budget "for those educational activities di

rectly under its jurisdiction," the establishment of minimum standards 

for the public schools, cooperation with other federal, state, and local 

agencies in the operation of schools, and the submission of recommenda

tions to the governor and the legislature for the "improvement of edu-

.j ,,186 
cation. 

/ 

Inlow declared the state board of education to be of three 

187 
functional types: regulatory, governing, and dual. He felt that the 

regulatory state board "is one that performs its educational mission in 

188 
a decentralized way" and emphasizes supervision. The governing state 

board "is one that exercises operational control over some phase of edu

cation," and the dual type is a combination board that functions in both 

189 
a regulatory and governing manner. 

Hamilton and Mort identified six major functions of a state board 

of education. They indicated that state boards should administer certain 

service functions, judicate controversies in state districts, enforce 

185Ibid. 

186Ibld. 

187 
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York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1970), pp. 86-87. 
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legislative regulations and mandates, recommend changes for the school 

system to the legislature, exercise leadership In the development of the 

educational system, and provide mandated and voluntary services to towns 

and cities. 

Campbell, Cunningham, McPhee, and Nystrand identified four func

tions of the state department of education which carry over to the state 

board: regulatory, direct operation of schools, planning and research, 

191 and leadership. Under the regulatory function, the board would estab

lish minimum standards for the public schools. The direct operation 

function is very similar to the governing role suggested by Inlow in that 

some vocational, technical, or special schools are under the immediate 

control of the board. The authors believed that this is inconsistent 

with the other functions and that this should be delegated to local agen-

192 cies. The authors leave no doubt that they emphasized the research 

and leadership functions. They indicated that these functions will "per

mit all who participate in educational policy making. . .to have more 

facts upon which to base decisions" and will help "them see new and im-

193 
portant things to do." 
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Morphet, Johns, and Reller wrote that the state board of educa

tion should have the general supervision, control, and management of all 

aspects of the public school system, but should rely upon the chief 

school officer and the staff to prepare recommendations and reports to 

assist them in making decisions. They concluded that the major functions 

of a state board should be as follows: 

1. Appoint and fix the compensation of a chief state school officer. 

2. Establish qualifications and appoint personnel for the state de

partment of education. 

3. Adopt a budget for the operation of the state education agency. 

4. Authorize research and submit to governor and legislature pro

posals for improvement of educational system. 

5. Adopt policies and establish minimum standards. 

6. Work with other state agencies in those areas that involve edu

cation. 

7. Represent the state in working with the federal government on 

educational matters. 

8. When authorized, adopt policies for institutions of higher educa-

194 
tion as well as other educational institutions operated by the state. 

Beach described functions as they apply to state departments of 

195 
education which relate directly to state boards of education. He 

194 
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defined functions as the "broad and comprehensive responsibilities that 

have been assigned to the department.He felt these functions could 

be classified under three broad categories: leadership, regulatory, and 

197 operational. Beach stressed the creative leadership functions as the 

198 
key to the "potential in services to American education." It is 

emphasized that the leadership function includes planning, research ad

vising and consulting, coordinating, and public relations In all state 

department of education agencies, including the state board of educa-

199 
tion. The author left no doubt that he considered planning as the 

most important leadership function. Regulatory functions are necessary 

because of the state's responsibility for education.2̂  The regulatory 

functions serve to assure efficiency and economy of funds, scope and qual

ity of instructional programs, the protection of lives and health, and 

201 
the assurance that the state's citizenry is educated. Although Beach 

considered regulatory functions necessary, he felt that the over-emphasis 

of the operational function of directly operating schools and educational 

programs could possibly result in a highly "centrally controlled and op-

202 
erated State public-school system." 

196Ibid., p. 3. 
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Briner argued for long-range educational planning at the state 

level, stressing seven major functions of state departments of educa-

203 
tion. He suggested that priorities must be assigned and resources 

allotted, new educational programs and services designed, new and old pro

grams evaluated, information regarding new programs disseminated, the 

adoption of new and approved programs encouraged and supported to assure 

quality of education in accordance with state statutes and state board of 

204 
education requirements. In addition, he said that there should be a 

205 
sensing of emerging needs for educational development within the state. 

Some authors feel the functions of state departments of education 

have gone through developmental stages. Beach and Gibbs believed that 

the state departments of education have" passed through three stages of 

development, which they referred to as the statistical stage, the inspec-

206 
toral stage, and the leadership stage. The statistical stage lasted 

until about 1900. It was during this time that the authors indicated the 

functions of the state department of education were accented by "Gather

ing, compiling and publicizing statistics; preparing forms; making bi

ennial reports; publishing school laws; and, sometimes, apportioning the 

203 
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207 
income from the State school fund." The inspectoral stage appeared 

about 1900 and lasted until approximately 1930. During this time, per

sonnel of the state department of education were engaged in examining 

and Inspecting local schools to ascertain if the local authorities were 

208 
following state requirements. The authors indicated that it was only 

after 1930 that most of the departments of education entered into the 

leadership stage. They wrote that the state departments of education 

had "discovered their potentialities in the role of leadership" and the 

209 
functions had become "more clearly defined." They suggested this new 

role had brought about a need for a different type of staff member. The 

new staff member had to be recognized as an educational leader in the 

state and not only be a specialist, but have a broad knowledge and under-

210 
standing of the general role of education. 

In summary, the functions of state boards of education and state 

departments of education as identified in the literature are very similar 

although there is a tendency to emphasize certain functional areas. The 

trend of this emphasis is toward the leadership role. 

Recent and Related Studies and Literature 

Although there is an abundance of publications on state depart

ments of education, there seems to be a lack of studies and literature 

specifically related to state boards of education. 

207-. , , 
Ibid., pp. 3-4. 

208Ibid., p. 4. 

209lbid., p. 3. 

210_, . . . _ 
Ibid., pp. 4-5. 
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Schweickhard reported on a study sponsored by the state boards 

of eleven states for the purpose of devising clearer and more effective 

211 
ways of exercising leadership. The participating states included 

Arizona, Colorado, Connecticut, Georgia, Minnesota, New Mexico, Ohio, 

Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Dakota, and West Virginia. Schweickhard 

wrote that few state boards are aware of the degree to which they are 

controlled by other state agencies and that state boards of education 

212 
have not been aware of their policymaking responsibility. It was 

found that the participants related uncertainty and confusion in seek

ing information about policies. No two states used the same system of 

coding or arrangement in their policymaking procedures and it was very 

difficult to interpret, compare, and evaluate policies because of the 

great diversity. It was concluded that new mechanisms were needed so 

that an interchange of information among states about their policies 

213 
and policymaking activities could be carried out more effectively. 

In addition, it was felt that a well planned and conducted continuous pro

gram of research produces invaluable information to the state boards of 

education "in making and adopting policies of philosophy and practice. 

In 1968, six states including Colorado, Michigan, New York, Ohio, 

South Dakota, and West Virginia received a $50,000 grant from the United 

211 
Dean M. Schweickhard (ed.), The Role and Policymaking Activ

ities of State Boards of Education (Denver: National Association of State 
Boards of Education, 1967), p. 1. 

212 
Ibid. 

213 
Ibid.. p. 73. 

214Ibid.. p. 79. 
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States Office of Education under Title V, Section 505, Public Law 89-10, 

for the purpose of improving state education leadership through the 

strengthening of the policymaking activities of state boards of educa-

215 
tion. The study identified areas where state board policies might be 

desirable and developed a framework within which these areas could be 

classified and categorized. A series of alternative examples of state 

board policies for the most significant policy areas were published in 

a document which the study-group hoped would stimulate and assist state 

216 
boards of education in policy considerations. 

Winget recorded the major events in the development of the State 

Board of Education in Utah and analyzed the avenues of approach used and 

the forces exerted by the Board in the determination of the instructional 

217 
program of the public elementary and secondary schools. He concluded 

that the Utah State Board of Education exerted an influence on the in

structional program by establishing standards and regulations, adopting 

policies, the employing of staff, the encouragement of certain legisla-

218 
tion, and the initiation of various programs. Avenues of approach 

used by the Utah State Board in influencing instruction included text

book adoption; organization, evaluation, and standardization in the 

215 
Ronald L. Smith (ed.) , A Policy Manual for State Boards of 

Education (Denver, Colorado: Colorado Department of Education, 1968), 
Introduction, page unnumbered. 

216ibid_. 

217 
Lerue Winget, "The History of the State Board of Education in 

Utah with Particular Emphasis upon the Instructional Program " (unpublished 
Doctor's dissertation, University of Utah, 1962), 408 pages. 

218Ibid. 
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schools; curriculum enrichment and expansion; certification of teachers; 

coordination and use of educational television; the initiation of re

search and development programs; the establishment and expansion of cen-

219 
tralized supervisory services; and the county-unit system of control. 

220 221 222 
Carter, Lauer, and Elder and Akers wrote of specific 

problems in the creation, operation, and responsibilities of state boards 

of education in specific states. The report by Lauer appeared in two 

parts and described how the board's ultimate success hinges upon its ini-

223 
tlative and relations with the state government. 

Inglis found that the California State Board of Education's 

decision-making processes were affected by a formal pattern as well as 

224 informal pattern of influences. The formal pattern of influence was 

derived from the statutorily-prescribed elements of the political struc

ture and included the Governor, the Legislature, the State Superintendent 

of Public Instruction, the State Department of Education, and the public. 

220 
Thomas M. Carter, "State Boards Remain Under Attack," Michigan 

Education Journal (May, 1966), p. 32. 

^̂ "Marjorie J. Lauer, "Leadership on Trial," Ohio Schools (Jan
uary, 1967), pp. 18-20; see also Marjorie J. Lauer, "What Role for the 
Future?," Ohio Schools (February, 1967), pp. 19-22. 

222 
David E. Elder and Milburn P. Akers, "State Board of Educa

tion: Creation of a State Board of Education in Illinois," Illinois 
Education (January, 1965), pp. 213-216. 

223 
Lauer, loc. cit. 

224 
Sidney Arthur Inglis, Jr., "Implementation of the Fisher Act: 

An Exploratory Study of the Decision-Making Processes of the California 
State Board of Education" (unpublished Doctor's dissertation, University 
of California, Berkeley, 1968). 
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The Informal pattern of influence arose from special interest groups, 

the mass media, the teacher-training institutions, and the internal 

power of the Board itself. He found the power structure developed by 

the members within the Board to be the most potent informal influence. 

In 1970, Sroufe found that the average state board member is a 

white, middle class, fifty-three-year-old, Protestant male, and has lived 

225 
in the state he serves most of his life. In addition, he found the 

board members to be apolitical with little difference in whether they are 

appointed or elected. Because of this political apathy, they have little 

control over their chief state school officer and little influence with 

their legislature. He concluded that state school board members do not 

represent the public effectively nor oversee the chief state school of

ficer effectively. He suggested that this could be corrected by changing 

the criteria for the selection of board members. He recommended that the 

major criteria should be political proclivity, a strong desire for lead

ership, and the ability to represent particular segments of the population. 

Briner supported long-range planning at the state level and one 

of his conclusions was that "the state board of education is logically 

and should be legally in a position to initiate and lead state-level de

velopmental planning for education—a board of directors for the state 

school system; legislatures are the trustees and local boards interpret 

225 
Gerald G. Sroufe, "An Examination of the Relationship Between 

Methods of Selection and the Characteristics and Self-Role Expectations 
of State School Board Members" (unpublished Doctor's dissertation, De
partment of Education, University of Chicago, 1970). 
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226 
state policy according to local conditions." In addition, he stressed 

seven functions of state departments of education. 

Conant proposed in his book, Shaping Educational Policy, that the 

227 state structure for the government of schools be greatly strengthened. 

He suggested that the states join together for the creation of an "Inter

state Commission for Planning a Nationwide Educational Policy." The Edu-

228 
cation Commission of the States is a direct outgrowth of his proposal. 

Directly related to the State of Arizona, Marlow reported that 

there were twenty-two Attorney General opinions based primarily on the 

powers and duties of the State Board of Education identified in the stat-

229 
utes for the period of January, 1961, through September, 1969. The 

majority of these opinions concerned the Board's role in prescribing 

courses of study, subjects to be taught, and textbook procurement proce

dures for the public elementary and secondary schools. 

In a paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Educa

tional Research Association, Colton reported on a study conducted in over 

twenty demonstration centers created by the Illinois Department of Educa

tion during the period of 1963 to 1965. The study concluded that the 

226_ , ... _ 
Briner, op. cit., p. 5. 

227 
James B. Conant, Shaping Educational Policy (New York: McGraw-

Hill Book Company, 1964). 

ooo 
Wendell H. Pierce, "The Politics of Education," Phi Delta Kap-

pan (February, 1968), p. 335. 

229 Shelton William Marlow, "Implications of Arizona Attorney Gen
eral Opinions for Statute Revisions" (unpublished Doctor's dissertation, 
The University of Arizona, 1970), pp. 51-57. 
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State used guidelines, contracts, training programs, conferences, con-

230 
sultants, and reports to influence local decisions. In Oregon, the 

State Board of Education and the State Department of Education submitted 

a comprehensive report to the Ford Foundation of various activities con-

231 
ducted between 1962 and 1967. 

There are numerous publications that deal indirectly with state 

boards of education. Pearson and Fuller are editors of a volume that 

examined the development of the fifty state departments of education in 

which state boards of education, size, structure, teacher certification, 

232 
functions, rate of development, and other related topics were discussed. 

The two authors also edited a second volume called Education in the State! 

Nationwide Development Since 1900, which deals with sixteen areas of edu-

233 
cational concern to all states. This volume is concerned with basic 

organization and financing of public education, federal participation in 

education, curriculum, and relationships between state departments of edu

cation, the teaching profession, higher education, and the public. 

230 
David L. Colton, "State Power and Local Decision-Making in Edu

cation" (Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Educational 
Research Association, Los Angeles, February 8, 1969), p. 3. 

231 
Oregon State Board of Education and the State Department of 

Education, The Oregon Program Final Report 1962-67, A Report to the Ford 
Foundation, submitted by the State Board and State Department of Oregon. 

232 Edgar Fuller and Jim B. Pearson (eds.), Education in the States: 
Nationwide Development Since 1900 (Washington, D. C.: Council of Chief 
State School Officers, 1969). 
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In a doctoral dissertation, Phillips analyzed the status of cer

tain functions in the fifty state departments of education in order to 

predict the additional financial and professional resources needed between 

234 
1965 and 1970 to strengthen the agencies. He concluded that much vari

ation existed among state departments of education in relation to the level 

of development of their leadership functions and relative to their aspira

tions and priorities for improving them. Functions regarding the internal 

operations were generally found to be not well developed and instructional 

services were generally found to be the most highly developed functions. 

Campbell, Sroufe, and Layton are editors of a study designed to 

examine three state departments of education of small, medium, and large 

235 
size. The report maintained that extensive reorganization is needed 

in all activities of state departments of education if they are to be an 

effective force in a partnership between local, state, and federal levels. 

The report recommended that the departments seek means of gaining a more 

effective voice in educational policymaking by working closer with the 

legislature, examine their programs by systems analysis, and seek out a 

talented staff through better recruiting policies. 

Responses to interviews and questionnaires from the fifty state 

departments of education, various professional educational organizations, 

and accrediting agencies led Beggs to note that these organizations did 

234 
Harry L. Phillips, "A Functional Analysis of, and Projections 

for, State Departments of Education" (unpublished Doctor's dissertation, 
West Virginia University, 1968), 295 pages. 

235 
Roald F. Campbell, Gerald E. Sroufe, and Donald H. Layton, 

Strengthening State Departments of Education (Chicago: Midwest Admin
istration Center, University of Chicago, 1967), 140 pages. 
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not encourage innovation, nor did they take a positive stand on innovation 

236 
and experimentation. Some of the reasons given for the lack of inno

vative practices included "complacency, indifference, lack of funds, fear 

of the unknown and refusal to forge ahead with a frontier spirit into ex-

237 
panded and progressive ideas." 

A bibliography on the general powers, activities, and organization 

238 
of departments of education has been compiled by Buser and Humm. It 

contains 151 entries covering literature from 1952 with most of the entries 

being post-1960. 

There have been several publications which have dealt with the 

effects of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 in strength

ening state departments of education. The Advisory Council on State De

partments of Education created by Title V of the Act has produced five 

239 
annual reports. The first dealt with the preliminary stages of the ad-

240 
ministration of Title V. The second reported the first full year of 

236 
David W. Beggs, III, et al., A Study of the Position of State 

Departments of Public Instruction Accrediting Agencies and Selected Na
tional Professional Organizations Concerning Experimentation and Innovation 
in Public Secondary Schools (Bloomington: Indiana University, 1967), p. 60. 
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239 
United States Office of Education, Improving State Leadership 
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the program's operations, and the third̂ "̂ focused attention on compre-

242 
hensive statewide educational planning. The fourth noted that the 

desired goals had not been achieved yet, but did present qualitative evi-

243 
dence to support progress. The fifth and latest report traced the 

history of the state educational agencies prior to the enactment of the 

Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 and then examined subse

quent progress and reported on what is necessary to extend the progress. 

Egerton has assessed the success of the federal grants awarded 

under Title V of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act for the pur

pose of strengthening state departments of education with emphasis on the 

244 
services of the Texas Education Agency. Howe noted that even with the 

great increase in federal expenditures on education, the control over 

245 
schools still resides in state and local agencies. 

241 
United States Office of Education, Focus on the Future, Third 

annual report of the Advisory Council on State Departments of Education 
(Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1968). 

242 
United States Office of Education, The State of State Depart

ments of Education, Fourth annual report of the Advisory Council on State 
Departments of Education (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 
1969). 

243 
United States Office of Education, The Federal-State Partner

ship for Education, Fifth annual report of the Advisory Council on State 
Departments of Education (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 
1970). 

^̂ John Egerton, "New Brand of Texas Education," American Educa
tion (June-July, 1969), pp. 23-24. 

"̂*Harold H. Howe, "New Life for the Dodo" (Paper presented at the 
annual convention of the National School Boards Association, April 24, 
1966). 
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Research has received much emphasis in the last decade. The 

Council of Chief State School Officers published a policy statement in 

1963 which included the tracing of research activities appropriate for 

state departments of education, a discussion of available research re

sources, and the relationship of the state department to other agencies 

concerned with educational research.246 in 1965, the Office of Education 

published a bulletin which reported the current status of educational 

research in state departments of education.247 

To summarize, there have been few studies directly concerned with 

state boards of education. Since the inception of the Elementary and 

Secondary Education Act of 1965, studies directly related to state boards 

of education and state departments of education have greatly increased. 

The general theme of most of these studies and publications is that state 

education departments and state boards of education should play a more 

dominant role in educational leadership and policymaking. 

246fjational Council of Chief State School Officers, State De
partment of Education, Leadership Through Research (Washington, D. C.: 
Office of Education, 1963). 

247j0hn e. Bean, Research in State Departments of Education 
(Washington, D. C.: Government Printing Office, 1965). 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

This study is a form of descriptive-analytical research. It de

fines the role of the Arizona State Board of Education from 1961 through 

1970 and attempts to discover any trends or changes in the functioning of 

the Board during this time. 

Sources of Data 

One way to determine how a state board of education functions is 

to analyze the board's recorded decisions over an extended period of time. 

When formally approved, the minutes become the official record of board 

action."'" If these decisions can be classified functionally, it is then 

possible to ascertain, within the parameters of the study, how a board 

functions and to identify trends or changes in these functional patterns 

over a period of time. 

The official minutes of the Arizona State Board of Education for 

the years 1961 through 1970 were examined closely and each decision made 

by the Board during this period of time was identified. Those decisions 

that pertained strictly to parliamentary procedures were not included. 

"̂Stephen J. Knezevich, Administration of Public Education (second 
edition; New York: Harper and Row Publishers, 1969), pp. 222-223. 
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The remaining decisions were analyzed and categorized according to func

tion. 

Procedures Followed 

Campbell identified four functions of a state department of ed

ucation: regulatory, direct operation of schools, leadership, and re-

2 search. These four functions were used to classify the decisions of the 

State Board of Education in Arizona from 1961 through 1970. The "direct 

operation of schools" was termed governing function in this study. 

A panel of nine educators and laymen was selected with a composi

tion similar to that of the State Board of Education in Arizona. The panel 

members were provided with definitions of the regulatory, governing, lead

ership , and research functions. Each of the members was then instructed 

to classify, under one of the four functional headings, (1) the "powers 

and duties" of the State Board of Education as identified in the Arizona 

Revised Statutes, Title 15, Education, and (2) the duties and responsibil

ities recommended to the State Board of Education in Arizona by the "De

signing Education for the Future" project (see Appendix A). The panel's 

classifications (Appendix B) were used by the researcher to categorize the 

decisions of the Board from 1961 through 1970. 

The nine members of the panel who categorized the various statu

tory and recommended duties and responsibilities of the Arizona State 

Board of Education were: 

2 
Roald F. Campbell e£ al., The Organization and Control of Ameri

can Schools (Columbus, Ohio: Charles E. Merrill Publishing Company, 1970), 
pp. 74-78. 
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1. William Cihon, Principal, Wetmore Elementary School, Amphitheater 

District, Tucson, Arizona. 

2. William T. Foster, Jr., Assistant Dean of Hen, The University of 

Arizona. 

3. Robert H. Garin, Dean of the College, Indian River Community Col

lege, Fort Pierce, Florida (Visiting Instructor, Pima College, 

Tucson, Arizona). 

4. Mrs. Richard Greene, Housewife, Tucson, Arizona. 

5. Avard B. Hall, County Superintindent, Apache County, St. Johns, 

Arizona. 

6. James C. Henderson, District Superintendent, Willcox, Arizona. 

7. Darrel R. Marshall, United States Air Force Officer, Tucson, Ari

zona. 

8. Glen G. Smith, Classroom Teacher, Amphitheater District, Tucson, 

Arizona. 

9. Don Wellman, Businessman, Tucson, Arizona. 

The researcher investigated the decision-making activities of the 

State Board of Education in Arizona from 1961 through 1970 as reflected 

in the Board's formal minutes. The data obtained were analyzed to deter

mine the following: 

1. The number of Board meetings held annually. 

2. The percentage of Board members present at meetings. 

3. The number of Board decisions made annually. 

4. Annual comparisons of Board meetings conducted, percentage of 

Board members present and number of decisions made. 



5. A classification of decisions under the regulatory, governing, 

leadership, and research functions in agreement with the classification 

determined by the panel. The decisions and functions were categorized 

by year. 

6. The identification of differences or similarities in the func

tioning of the Board as determined by chi-square tests of specific time 

intervals during the ten years. A comparison was made between the fol

lowing years or groups of years: 

a. Decisions of the Board in each of the years compared with 

the decisions of the Board in the succeeding year, begin

ning with 1961 and continuing through 1969. 

b. Decisions of the Board in 1961 with decisions of the Board 

in 1970. 

c. Decisions of the Board in 1964 with decisions of the Board 

in 1965. 

d. Decisions of the Board from 1961-1964 with decisions of the 

Board from 1965-1970. 

e. Decisions of the Board from 1961-1965 with decisions of the 

Board from 1966-1970. 

f. Decisions of the Board from 1961-1967 with decisions of the 

Board from 1968-1970. 

g. Decisions of the Board from 1965-1967 with decisions of the 

Board from 1968-1970. 

The data were compiled, analyzed, and presented in a descriptive 

manner for each of the ten years being studied. In addition, the data 

were presented in tabular form for ease of reference and comparison. 



CHAPTER 4 

DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

The data are presented for each individual year from 1961 through 

1970. The role of the State Board, as determined within the parameters 

of this study, is described for each year. This is followed by a tabu

lar presentation of the data for ease of reference and comparison. A 

statistical treatment of the data follows with an analysis and summary 

of the findings. 

Description of the Data 

The data used in this study were derived from an analysis of the 

official minutes of the Arizona State Board of Education from February, 

1961, through November, 1970, located at the Department of Education, 

Phoenix, Arizona. Decisions of the State Board were identified during 

this period of time and classified according to function determined by a 

nine-member panel of educators and laymen. Additionally, the number of 

meetings, percentage of members present at meetings, number of decisions 

made, and percentage of decisions by area for each year were determined. 

1961 

During 1961, the Arizona State Board of Education met eight times 

for six regular and two special meetings for periods of time varying from 

71 



72 

thirty minutes in duration to seven hours and forty minutes. The average 

attendance of Board members for the year was 84.4 per cent. 

The Board made sixty-five decisions during the year, of which ap

proximately one-third (30.8 per cent) dealt with the approval, ratifica

tion, and confirmation of appointments, resignations, terminations, and 

transfer of personnel. Almost one-fourth (24.6 per cent) of the decis

ions were directly concerned with textbook adoptions and curriculum pro

posals. Slightly more than one-seventh (15.4 per cent) of the decisions 

were related to certification, and one-seventh (15.4 per cent) with fi

nancing and budgeting. The Board showed an unusual degree of unanimity by 

not having one dissenting vote cast on any motion made during the year. 

The State Board encouraged the local school boards to experiment 

with options in foreign language courses within the limits prescribed by 

law and recommended that the Legislature advance the necessary funds to 

continue a study in the field of curriculum. In discussing certification, 

the Board felt that all certificates issued in Arizona should be subject 

to the approval of the State Board and that the State Board should retain 

the position of setting the standards for accreditation and not place all 

the authority on the National Council for Accreditation of Teacher Educa

tion. 

According to the criteria of this study, 67.7 per cent of the 

Board's decisions were within the regulatory function, while only 1.6 

per cent were within the leadership function, and 4.6 per cent in the 

research function. The Board functioned in a governing manner in making 

26.1 per cent of its decisions. 
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The role of the State Board during 1961 was generally that of 

performing administrative tasks involving the approval of personnel 

transactions, financial budgets, and the adoption of certification re

visions prepared by the staff of the Department of Education. 

1962 

In 1962, the State Board had seven regular meetings. The dura

tion of these meetings varied from one hour and ten minutes to six hours 

and fifteen minutes. The average attendance of Board members was 80.4 

per cent, which was slightly less than the previous year. 

The Board made eighty-nine decisions during 1962, which was an 

increase of twenty-four decisions over the previous year. The majority 

of these decisions (37.1 per cent) was directly concerned with certifi

cation, with approximately one-fourth (23.6 per cent) of the decisions 

related to personnel and one-fourth (25.8 per cent) directed toward text

book and curriculum revisions and adoptions. 

During the January meeting, one of the Board members suggested it 

would be wise for the State Board to examine the accounting procedures in 

the schools of Arizona. It was generally accepted that a uniform account

ing code be established throughout the State. The action of the Board was 

to request an opinion from the Attorney General for clarification in the 

matter of responsibility in school accounting procedures. The opinion 

handed down two years later stated that the State Board of Education in 

Arizona may prescribe but not enforce a uniform school accounting system.̂  

"̂The Attorney General, Unnumbered Opinion dated June 10, 1964 
(Phoenix, Office of the Attorney General). 
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In the interim, the Twenty-sixth Legislature passed a law stating that 

the State Board of Education shall prescribe a uniform system of records 

2 and accounting in consultation with the State Examiner. 

The Board attempted to delegate some of its authority when it 

adopted a policy allowing institutions of higher education approved by 

the Arizona State Board of Education and accredited by an acceptable ac

crediting agency to have wide latitude in developing their programs for 

the training of certified school personnel. This attempt was somewhat 

weakened in that the Board later adopted another policy statement requir

ing all teacher preparation programs to be subject to continuous review 

and approval by the State Board of Education. 

The State Board also expressed concern over the "lightness" with 

which some teachers treated their contracts. The Board members agreed 

that rules pertaining to resignations of teachers had to begin at the 

local level and sent a special notice to this effect to all local school 

administrators. 

The Board functioned in a regulatory manner throughout the year 

in making 78.6 per cent of its decisions. The role of the Board was that 

of establishing policies and guidelines to achieve the minimum educational 

requirements required by the statutes. The minutes reflected very little 

discussion on research and the Board as a unit displayed only traces of 

leadership. Noticeably absent from the minutes was any concerted effort 

by the Board to influence legislative action. 

2 
Secretary of State, 1963 Session Laws, State of Arizona, Twenty-

sixth Legislature (Phoenix: Secretary of State, 1963), pp. 180-182. 
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1963 

The State Board had five meetings during 1963, with one of the 

meetings being a special telephone conference call. The duration of the 

meetings varied in time from ten minutes to six hours and five minutes. 

The average attendance at the five meetings was exactly 80 per cent, 

which was approximately the same as the previous year. 

The Board made sixty-six decisions during the year of which one-

third (33.3 per cent) were concerned with certification and approximately 

one-third (31.8 per cent) with textbook adoption and curriculum proposals, 

and one-fifth (19.8 per cent) related to the appointment, resignation, 

and transfer of personnel. 

During the year, a group of citizens appeared before the Board 

alleging that evolution was being taught in the elementary schools and 

their religious beliefs were being violated. The consensus of the Board 

held that this was a matter for the Legislature and the Board was with

out jurisdiction in the matter. The matter was referred to the Attorney 

General for an opinion. At a later meeting, the Attorney General reported 

that the Board indirectly and directly had authority to prevent the teach-

3 lng of evolution in the public schools. The Board then denied the request 

of the group that certain textbooks be recalled from the public schools. 

The Board went on record recommending the "Approved Program" con

cept for the Arizona colleges and universities preparing individuals for 

certification. The universities would present a program for approval of 

3 
The Attorney General, Opinion Number 64-2, December 18, 1963 

(Phoenix, Office of the Attorney General). 
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the Board, and, if approved, it would make it unnecessary for the Certifi

cation Division of the Department of Public Instruction to count credits 

when applications for certification were received. In later years, this 

decision caused some concern for multiple standards for certification, 

since all of the universities' programs for the various certificated po

sitions were not the same. 

One of the Board members expressed her feelings that the minimum 

requirements for high school graduation in Arizona were too low. After 

some discussion, the Board, in general, felt that the high schools in 

Arizona had already raised their high school graduation requirements. It 

was decided that a commission be appointed to make a study of the require

ments for high school graduation in Arizona. 

The Board increased its regulatory role in 1963 with 83.3 per 

cent of its decisions being classified under the regulatory functional 

area. The Board used several hours of their five meetings in approving 

textbooks and revising certification rules and procedures. Often, the 

Board members showed concern or objected to a single word or phrase and 

considerable time was taken up in the revision of certification rules 

and regulations. 

The role of the State Board during 1963 was the performance of 

administrative tasks, chiefly concerned with personnel, certification, 

and textbook proposals. 

1964 

During 1964, the State Board held four regular meetings and one 

special meeting In the form of a telephone conference call. The duration 
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of the meetings varied from a few minutes to two hours and thirty-five 

minutes. The average attendance of Board members was 82.5 per cent. 

Almost two-fifths (39.6 per cent) of the forty-eight total deci

sions made by the State Board in 1964 were concerned with personnel mat

ters, while one-fifth (20.8 per cent) of the decisions were concerned with 

certification. 

The meeting involving the telephone conference call was for the 

purpose of approving the State Plan for Title III of the National Defense 

Education Act of 1958. The telephone conference as the setting for a 

meeting was a matter of concern for one of the members not included in 

the conference call and a request was made for an opinion from the Attor

ney General to ascertain whether this practice conformed or was contrary 

to law. For some reason, no recorded opinion was made by the Attorney 

General, but no further telephone conference meetings were held during 

the remainder of the time under study. 

Since a new Superintendent of Public Instruction was elected in 

the latter part of 1964, the Board adopted a resolution expressing appre

ciation to the departing Superintendent stating in part . .no greater 

progress has ever been made in education in the State of Arizona than 

has been made these past six years. . under the direction of the ex-

4 ecutive officer of the Board. 

In the general election of 1964, the electorate also voted to 

amend the Constitution allowing three lay members to sit on the Board of 

4 
Minutes of the State Board of Education, Phoenix, Arizona, De

cember 1, 1964. 
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Education, as well as a classroom teacher. The Governor, for the first 

time in the history of the State or Territory of Arizona, would be ex

cluded from the Board. 

There was a general tendency for the Board to perform only the 

necessary tasks throughout the year. The total number of decisions made 

during the year was the lowest number in the ten-year period under study. 

In addition, the 1964 Board equaled the 1963 Board in having the least 

number of meetings. The total meeting time for the Board of 1964 was only 

eight and one-half hours for the entire year; this was less time than a 

single meeting in some of the other years. The Board members felt it best 

not to act on many matters during the last part of the year since a new 

Board and new Superintendent would take office in 1965. The Board func

tioned in a regulatory manner in making 66.7 per cent of its decisions and 

in a governing manner while making 27.1 per cent of its decisions. 

1965 

The year 1965 marked the beginning of a new State Board of Edu

cation. This was brought about by a Constitutional change approved by 

popular vote in 1964, allowing lay members and a classroom teacher to 

serve on the Board. The change also excluded the Governor as a member. 

In addition, a newly-elected Superintendent of Public Instruction began 

a new term in 1965. 

The Board met seven times in five regular and two special meet

ings for periods of time varying from twenty-five minutes to seven hours. 

The attendance of Board members at the seven meetings averaged 83.9 per 

cent. 
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Sixty-nine decisions were made by the State Board during 1965. 

Slightly more than one-fifth (20.3 per cent) of these decisions were con

cerned with personnel, one-fifth (21.7 per cent) with certification, and 

almost one-fourth (23.2 per cent) pertained to textbooks and curriculum 

affairs. 

Research programs approved by the State Board during 1965 in

cluded a research proposal for the "Development of Instrumentation to 

Provide Continuing Data on Employment Training Needs" sponsored by Ari

zona State University. Additionally, a three-year project in which 

several Rocky Mountain States would participate was approved. The pur

pose of the project was to analyze educational problems, growth of the 

states, and to project ideas for efficient leadership. 

There was a definite increase in the Board's efforts to initiate 

some type of action to bring about legislative change. The State Board 

recommended that the statutes prescribing fees for certification be re

pealed since many of the new certificates were not covered in the stat

utes. On March 26, 1966, the Governor signed into law a statute passed 

by the Twenty-seventh Legislature prescribing new fees which could be 

charged by the State Board of Education. 

The Board showed concern over the minimun number of days required 

for the school year prescribed by the statutes. Statistics released by 

the National Education Association showed Arizona to have one of the lowest 

average number of school days in the nation. The Board authorized the 

Superintendent to research the subject and make recommendations. At a 

later meeting, the Superintendent recommended the school year be changed 

from 160 to 180 days. After discussion, the Board moved for a school 



80 

year of 175 days with one additional day for each of the next five years. 

The Twenty-eighth Legislature passed a law providing for a minimum school 

year of 175 days. If funds were available, schools would be maintained 

for a longer period. 

The Board also adopted a resolution favoring the expansion of the 

kindergarten program with State support and presented plans for such a 

program to the Education Committees of the Legislature. Additionally, 

the Board adopted a policy statement insuring minority groups represen

tation on the Educational Advisory Committee and that a county superin

tendent would be included in the planning of any in-service training 

proposals. 

The decisions of the Board indicated a more positive leadership 

role for the Board than in any of the previous years of the study. Ex

actly 13 per cent of the decisions were classified under the leadership 

function, while 72.5 per cent of the decisions were classified under the 

regulatory function, and 5.8 per cent under the research function. 

The Board was primarily composed of new members; therefore, the 

role of the Board was generally one of orientation and the gathering of 

information for policy direction. One of the meetings of the Board in 

1965 was for the sole purpose of giving the new members an overview of 

the various activities of the Directors of the Divisions within the De

partment of Education. 

In its final meeting of the year, the Board decided to meet on 

the fourth Monday of each month in 1966. 
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1966 

Although the Board had decided previously to meet monthly, it 

felt it necessary to meet only eight times during 1966 in seven regular 

meetings and one special meeting. The duration of these meetings varied 

from two hours and ten minutes to five hours and thirty-five minutes. 

Four of the meetings extended beyond five hours. Average member at

tendance for the year was 83.3 per cent. 

The Board made 106 decisions during the year; this represented a 

larger number than in any one of the previous five years. Over one-third 

(34.9 per cent) of these decisions were in the area of certification, 

and one-fourth (25.4 per cent) of the decisions were related to textbooks 

and curriculum matters. 

During the January meeting, the Board endorsed the changing of 

the textbook adoption procedures. It was recommended that the law be 

changed to allow an increase in the number of textbooks prescribed by 

the State Board from three to five for each grade and each subject taught. 

This is the list of textbooks from which the school districts make their 

choices. It was felt that increasing the number of State adopted text

books would still allow the Board some discrimination and, at the same 

time, provide opportunity for the local districts to select textbooks 

to meet the diverse educational needs of their students. The Twenty-

seventh Legislature passed this proposal and the Governor signed it into 

law on April 19, 1966.5 

Ŝecretary of State, 1966 Session Laws, State of Arizona, Twenty-
seventh Legislature (Phoenix: Secretary of State, 1966), p. 155. 
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The State Board approved, in 1966, membership in the National As

sociation of State Boards of Education. This matter had been discussed 

during the previous two years, but no action had been taken. The Board 

also discussed the possibility of Arizona participating in The Education 

Commission of the States. This had come before the Arizona Senate in the 

form of a bill and had been defeated, but the State could still partici

pate by executive order. The Superintendent indicated that she had met 

with the Governor and conveyed the desire that Arizona become a member. 

Throughout part of the year, Arizona participated in some functions of 

the Commission under executive order. No action was taken by the Board 

in terms of an official recommendation. 

A few members suggested at various times during the year that 

the Board have a discussion meeting on the role of the Board. The Super

intendent asked the Board to consider the formulation of legislation 

making the Superintendent of Public Instruction an appointive position. 

A representative from the Arizona Education Association and the Arizona 

School Board Association appeared before the State Board stating their 

organizations were in favor of such a proposal. The President of the 

Board indicated that he and two other members of the Board were exerting 

leadership in working with the Legislative Committees on Appropriations 

and Allied School Legislation to have the Superintendent appointed by 

the State Board. In November, the Board formally approved a resolution 

supporting an amendment to the present law to provide that the Superin

tendent of Public Instruction be appointed by the State Board of Educa

tion. To date, this legislative change has not occurred. 



Also, during the November meeting, the State Board authorized the 

establishment of an Advisory Council on Professional Practices. The Coun

cil was to consist of eight members; two representatives each from the 

Arizona School Boards Association, Association of School Administrators, 

Arizona Education Association, and the State Board of Education. The 

Council would determine and recommend to the Board a code of ethics and 

standards of professional practice to be applicable in all matters of 

ethics and discipline. In addition, it would conduct informal examina

tions for ethical or legal violations and report recommendations to the 

State Board, if necessary, to suspend or revoke certification. The Coun

cil would also develop plans for non-credit in-service education of 

teachers. 

1967 

During 1967, the State Board met seven times in six regular meet

ings and one special meeting. The duration of the meetings varied from 

two hours and thirty-five minutes to seven hours and forty-five minutes. 

Three meetings lasted over six hours each. The average attendance of the 

Board members was 79 per cent; the lowest attendance of the ten-year pe

riod. 

The Board made 125 decisions, an increase of nineteen decisions 

over the previous year and approximately twice the number of decisions 

made in 1961, 1963, and 1964. Over two-fifths (42.4 per cent) of these 

decisions were involved with textbooks and curriculum matters, and one-

fifth (20.0 per cent) with personnel. 
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The Board made an increased effort to influence legislation 

during the year by adopting and approving at least fourteen possible 

proposals to be submitted to the Legislature. Some of these proposals 

included free textbooks to high school students, a Constitutional amend

ment to permit districts to employ alien teachers who have filed a dec

laration of intent to become a citizen, the appointment of the State 

Superintendent of Public Instruction by the State Board of Education, 

membership in the Education Commission of the States, the provision of 

State aid to kindergarten, the increasing of the debt limit of school 

districts, the extension and expansion of the special education program, 

and the establishment of minimum State standards for school house con

struction and buildings. In addition, the Board approved a resolution 

requesting the leadership of the Arizona State House and Senate, officials 

of the Arizona Education Association, and the State School Board Associ

ation to meet with the State Board of Education in a special joint meeting 

early in 1968 to discuss educational legislative matters. The minutes of 

the Board showed that such a resolution had not been made in the previous 

years under study. 

The Board remained active in the National Association of State 

Boards of Education and was selected to host the regional meeting of the 

organization in Phoenix during February, 1968. Members of the Board at

tended various meetings of the organization held across the nation during 

the year. Additionally, the Board was represented at the "Designing Edu

cation for the Future" conferences and, at various intervals during the 

year, reports about that project were made to the Board. 
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In the area of certification, the Board approved a special certi

fication for interns and initiated action to make a study of the problem 

relating to school administrators' certification. 

At the October meeting, the Board concluded that instructional 

materials had undergone a significant change in the last decade. To al

low more latitude and flexibility in the textbook adoption procedures, 

the Board defined "textbook" to include total instructional materials, 

which may include materials, equipment, and illustrative materials, as 

well as the traditional textbook. 

The Board functioned in a regulatory manner in making 78.4 per 

cent of its decisions, while approximately 17 per cent were within the 

leadership and research functions. The role of the Board was changing 

to that of an agency, exerting its influence to change, revise, and amend 

educational legislation. In addition to recommending numerous legisla

tive proposals, it provided the impetus to initiate a joint meeting of 

the educational and legislative leadership of the State to bring about 

the desired changes. 

1968 

During 1968, the Arizona State Board of Education met twelve times 

in ten regular meetings and two special meetings. The duration of these 

meetings varied from three hours to nine hours. The average member at

tendance for the year was 82.A per cent. 

The Board made 154 decisions during the year, equaling that of 

1969, and represented the highest number of decisions made in any of the 

ten years under study. Approximately one-fourth (24.7 per cent) of these 
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decisions were in the area of personnel, and almost one-fifth (19.5 per 

cent) were concerned with financial matters. 

There was an obvious concerted attempt by the State Board to in

fluence the Legislature to initiate, revise, or amend existing statutes. 

Legislative matters were discussed in at least eight of the twelve meet

ings. A priority list of needed legislation was established by the Board 

and joint meetings were held between the Board and the Legislative leader

ship to discuss the priorities. In December, an official liaison between 

the State Board of Education and the Legislature was initiated when the 

Board created a Legislative Advisory Committee consisting of two repre

sentatives from each of the following organizations: the State Board of 

Education, Arizona Education Association, School Boards Association, the 

County School Superintendents, School Business Officials, and the State 

Department of Public Instruction. The Council would act in an advisory 

capacity to the State Board and would recommend legislative proposals and 

consult with the Legislative leadership. Any action of the Council would 

be subject to approval or disapproval, recommendation, or referral back to 

the Council by the State Board of Education. Such interest and activity 

by the State Board of Education, as reflected in the minutes, marked a 

distinct move from many of the previous years to bring about legislative 

change. 

At the top of the priority list of needed legislation approved by 

the Board were kindergarten, various changes to the budget limitation, 

free textbooks, an appointive Superintendent of Public Instruction, and 

an adequate adult education plan. The Board requested the Department of 
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Public Instruction to make a survey of other states to show what they 

were doing in many of these areas in order to inform the Legislature how 

Arizona compared with other states. 

The Board discussed a report concerning chief state school of

ficers' salaries from the Council of Chief State School Officers that 

showed the State of Arizona ranked fifty-fourth out of fifty-six states 

and territories reporting. It was recommended that the Chairman of the 

State Board of Education meet with the Legislative Appropriations Com

mittee and develop a more equitable salary scale for the Arizona State 

Superintendent of Public Instruction. The action of the Twenty-eighth 

Legislature was to raise the salary of the Arizona State Superintendent 

of Public Instruction to $17,000.00 in 1968.̂  

Upon the recommendation of the Director of the Tuberculosis Con

trol Center, the State Board of Education moved that teachers be required 

to get a tuberculosis X-ray or skin test annually as opposed to the pres

ent biannual requirement. This ruling brought opposition from the Ari

zona Education Association, Arizona School Administrators, and the Arizona 

Association of Classroom Teachers. After hearing their arguments the 

classroom teacher member of the Board moved that the State Board of Edu

cation rescind its previous rule. The Board would not reverse its original 

decision, and the motion died for lack of a second. It was the consensus 

of the Board that, where the health of the children in Arizona is con

cerned, the greatest precaution must be taken and medical testimony had 

shown the need for this requirement. 

Ŝecretary of State, 1968 Session Laws, State of Arizona, Twenty-
eighth Legislature (Phoenix: Secretary of State, 1968), p. 594. 
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In the area of certification, the Board repealed a policy estab

lished in June, 1960, which gave authority to the State Superintendent 

of Public Instruction to revoke a teaching certificate when a person has 

made a false statement on his application for a teaching certificate or 

when a certificate holder has been convicted in a court of an offense in

volving moral turpitude. It was the unanimous decision of the State Board 

that a teacher being charged with certificate revocation or suspension is 

entitled to a hearing before the Board. 

In other actions, a committee was appointed by the Board to inves

tigate the matter of Statewide testing to determine reading achievement. 

Additionally, the Board discussed the problem of various levels of stan

dards by which applicants are recommended for certification by the State 

institutions of higher education. It was generally agreed that the final 

authority for certification rested with the Director of Certification 

acting as the agent of the Arizona State Board of Education. The Board 

also moved to support the Western States Small School Project. 

The Board discussed several recommendations made by the "Design

ing Education for the Future" project and incorporated some of them into 

legislative proposals. Other recommendations made by this educational 

project were endorsed, rejected, or tabled for further study. Some of 

the Board members felt that a few of the recommendations were theoretical 

in nature and were not supported by enough practical research and evi

dence, The Board promised that all proposals would be studied. 

During the year, the Board functioned in a regulatory manner in 

making 62.3 per cent of its decisions. The leadership function was re

flected In 24.4 per cent of its decisions. This represented a high for 



the ten years under study. The governing function reflected 9.1 per cent 

of the decisions, and 4.6 per cent of the decisions were classified under 

the research function. 

1969 

The State Board of Education met thirteen times in 1969 in three 

special meetings and ten regular meetings. The 1969 Board equaled the 

1970 Board in having the largest number of meetings for any single year 

in the ten-year study. The duration of the meetings varied from one 

hour to eight hours. The average member attendance was 88.6 per cent, 

also the highest attendance percentage in ten years. 

The State Board made 154 decisions, exactly the number of deci

sions made in 1968. Slightly over one-fourth (26.0 per cent) of these 

decisions were concerned with personnel and over one-fourth (27.3 per 

cent) of the decisions were related to textbook and curriculum proposals. 

At the January meeting, the Board approved a pilot study on the 

effectiveness of Statewide testing in reading at the third grade level if 

appropriations were made available. In April, the Twenty-ninth Legisla

ture passed a State law requiring a standardized reading achievement test 

be adopted by the State Board of Education to be given annually to all 

third grade students.7 The Legislature instructed the State Board to 

promulgate rules and regulations to govern the administration of the read

ing tests. The Board also would receive the reports of the tests and assess 

7Secretary of State, 1969 Session Laws, State of Arizona, Twenty-
ninth Legislature (Phoenix: Secretary of State, 1969), pp. 132-133. 
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the effectiveness of the reading program. At the August meeting, the 

Board approved plans to proceed with the testing of all school children 

in the third grade. 

The Board continued in its attempt to bring about legislative ac

tion, as the topic of possible legislation emerged in almost every Board 

meeting. The Legislative Advisory Commission was modified to include one 

member from the Arizona Tax Research, School Board Association, Arizona 

Education Association, Division of School District Superintendents, County 

School Superintendents, Arizona School Business Officials' Association, 

and State Department of Public Instruction. This group presented the 

Board with a list of legislative recommendations on October 27, 1969. 

The Board presented the list to the Joint Legislative Education Committee 

to draft necessary legislation. The Board withheld endorsement prior to 

reading the drafted proposed legislation. The members of the Board indi

cated that they were much encouraged—for the first time, all education 

agencies throughout the State were working together on legislation to 

achieve a common goal. 

Sex education was discussed during several meetings of the Board. 

An opinion was requested from the Attorney General with regard to teach

ing and implementing of new courses of study in the common schools through 

the use of supplemental materials. The Attorney General's opinions dated 

July 11, 1969, stated that the State Board of Education is authorized to 

g 

prescribe a course of study in the common schools and the Board may 

O 
The Attorney General, L.L.O. 69-17-L, July 11, 1969 (Phoenix, 

Office of the Attorney- General). 
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prescribe guidelines for sex education in the common schools, but the 

common school districts may not implement an additional subject or course 

9 
of study not prescribed by the State Board of Education. The Board ap

proved guidelines for sex education in August, 1969, but did not authorize 

any district to have a course in sex education. 

In other actions, the State Board created a State Advisory Commis

sion representing minority groups, approved a requirement for one semester 

of health education in the high schools, approved the creation of the posi

tion of Administrative Assistant to the Superintendent of Public Instruc

tion and a reorganization of the Department of Public Instruction. 

The Board expressed sorrow at the sudden death of Mrs. Sarah 

Folsom, State Superintendent of Public Instruction, in June, 1969. The 

Governor appointed Dr. W. P. Shofstall as the new Superintendent of Pub

lic Instruction, and his first official meeting with the State Board took 

place on July 21, 1969. 

The Board functioned in a regulatory manner in making 68.2 per 

cent of its decisions, while 14.3 per cent of its decisions were classif

ied under the leadership function. 

The 1969 Board was the most active Board during the ten-year study 

period in terms of total meetings and decisions made, while maintaining 

the highest attendance record. The Board underwent a change of executive 

officers without any major difficulty and made several major procedural 

and.organizational .changes and modifications during the year. 

The Attorney General, L.L.O. 69-17-C, July 11, 1969 (Phoenix: 
Office of the Attorney General). 
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1970 

The year 1970 marks the last year of the ten years under study. 

The Board met thirteen times In eleven regular meetings and two special 

meetings for periods of time extending from a few minutes to eight hours 

and fifteen minutes. The average member attendance for the year was 

84.3 per cent. 

The Board made 138 decisions during the year. Slightly less than 

one-fourth (24.6 per cent) of the decisions were concerned with per

sonnel and over one-fourth (29.7 per cent) were directly related to text

book and curriculum matters. 

There was a continued interest in legislation throughout the 

year. The .Legislative Advisory Commission was extremely active and made 

numerous reports to the State Board of Education. At the August meeting, 

the Board felt that it would be advantageous to education in general to 

have a member of the Independent Academic Schools on the Legislative Ad

visory Commission. The Board believed this would provide another perspec

tive on education in Arizona and would provide more cooperation with the 

private schools, even though the State Board of Education has no juris

diction over the Independent Academic Schools. There were also weekly 

legislative meetings involving Board members, Department staff members, 

members of the Legislature, and the Legislative Advisory Commission. 

During the June meeting, the Chairman of the State Board of Edu

cation presented a report to the Governor on the activities of the State 

Board of Education. After accepting the report, the Governor stated that 
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this was the first time in the history of the State that the Arizona State 

Board of Education had properly performed its function as a policy-making 

board. 

In the area of curriculum, the Board expressed approval for an 

intensive Statewide program of preventive education regarding drug abuse 

and amended its previous requirement for health education to allow high 

schools to offer the course at either the ninth or tenth grade level. 

Additionally, the mandatory reading test was selected and purchased; 

plans were made for the training of teachers to administer the required 

test. 

The Board approved numerous certification changes and also ap

proved the appointment of an Ad Hoc Committee to collect information 

regarding performance certification. The Committee was to make recom

mendations to the Superintendent of Public Instruction for research and 

experimentation leading toward performance certification. The Committee 

was to consist of the Deans of the Colleges of Education of the three 

Arizona universities, the President of the Classroom Teachers Association, 

Chairman of the Advisory Committee on Teacher Education and Certification, 

and a member of the State Board of Education. 

The Board functioned in a regulatory manner while making 67.4 per 

cent of its decisions and displayed a leadership function in making 19.6 

per cent of its decisions. Over 10 per cent of the Board's decisions 

were classified under the governing function and 2.2 per cent under the 

research function. 
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The Board was succeeding in serving as a focal point for all 

State educational agencies to gather support to bring about legislative 

changes. The Board continued to support itself with advisory committees 

and commissions in an attempt to keep current and relevant issues before 

it for possible action. 

The Findings 

The Arizona State Board of Education held a total of eighty-five 

meetings from 1961 through 1970 for an average of 8.5 meetings a year. 

The number of meetings varied from a low of five in 1963 and in 1964 to 

a high of thirteen in 1969 and in 1970. Table 1 points out the increase 

in the number of meetings held during the second half of the ten years. 

The average number of meetings during the first five years was 6.4, 

which compares with an average of 10.6 meetings from 1966 through 1970. 

A total of 1,014 decisions were made by the Arizona State Board 

of Education from 1961 through 1970 for an annual average of 101.4 de

cisions. The lowest number of decisions made in any year was forty-

eight in 1964. This number was more than tripled in 1968 and 1969 when 

the Board made a high of 154 decisions. Table 1 clearly shows the large 

increase in the number of decisions made during the second half of the 

ten years. The annual average of 135.4 decisions made from 1966 through 

1970 approximately doubled the annual average of 67.4 decisions made dur

ing the first half decade. 

The annual average attendance of the members at the State Board 

meetings ranged from a low of 79.4 per cent in 1967 to a high of 88.6 

per cent in 1969. The overall average for the ten years was 83.51 
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per cent. There was little difference between the first and second half 

of the ten years studied. The average of 84.11 per cent for the second 

five years was slightly higher than the 82.44 per cent average attendance 

for the first five years. Table 1 shows that, during 1969, the State 

Board conducted the largest number of meetings, made the largest number 

of decisions and, at the same time, compiled the best attendance record. 

TABLE 1 

RECORD OF MEETINGS, DECISIONS AND ATTENDANCE, 
ARIZONA STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION, 

1969 THROUGH 1970 

Percentage 

Year 
Number of 
Meetings 

Number of 
Decisions* 

of Member 
Attendance 

1961 8 65 84.4 

1962 7 89 80.4 

1963 5 66 80.0 

1964 5 48 82.5 

1965 7 69 83.9 

1966 8 106 83.3 

1967 7 125 79.4 

1968 12 154 82.4 

1969 13 154 88.6 

1970 13 138 84.3 

Average for 
the Period** 8.5 101.4 83.5 

*Does not reflect parliamentary decisions. 
**Averages computed from raw data. 



Throughout the ten years, an annual average of 27.03 per cent of 

the decisions of the State Board dealt with textbook and curriculum mat

ters. An average of 23.57 per cent of the decisions were directly related 

to the approval and confirmation of appointments, resignations, termina

tions, and transfer of personnel. A yearly average of 19.53 per cent of 

the decisions were concerned with certification, an average of 14.79 per 

cent with finance, and 15.08 per cent with other matters. The percentage 

of decisions in each of these subject areas for each individual year are 

found in Table 2. 

The percentages of decisions made by the Arizona State Board of 

Education according to function for each of the ten years from 1961 

through 1970 is shown in Table 3. The percentage of decisions classified 

under the regulatory function ranged from a low of 62.3 per cent in 1968 

to a high of 83.3 per cent in 1963. The overall average of decisions 

classified under the regulatory function for the ten years was 71.99 

per cent. 

There exists a wide range in the number of decisions classified 

under the governing function from a low of 3.8 per cent in 1966 to a high 

of 27.1 per cent in 1964. The overall average for the ten years was 

11.73 per cent. 

Table 3 shows the large increase in the percentage of decisions 

classified under the leadership function during the latter six years of 

the decade. The percentage of decisions classified under the leadership 

function varied from a low of 1.5 per cent in 1963 to a high of 24.0 per 

cent in 1968. The overall average for the ten years was 13.51 per cent. 
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TABLE 2 

PERCENTAGE OF DECISIONS BY SUBJECT AREA, 
ARIZONA STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION, 

1961 THROUGH 1970 

Year Personnel Certification Finance 

Textbook 
and 

Curriculum Other 

1961 30.8 15.4 15.4 24.6 13.8 

1962 23.6 37.1 5.6 25.8 7.9 

1963 19.8 33.3 6.1 31.8 9.0 

1964 39.6 20.8 8.3 16.7 14.6 

1965 20.3 21.7 17.4 23.2 17.4 

1966 14.2 34.9 14.2 25.4 11.3 

1967 20.0 13.6 14.4 42.4 9.6 

1968 24.7 13.0 19.5 17.5 25.3 

i969 26.0 12.3 17.5 27.3 16.9 

1970 24.6 10.9 18.1 29.7 16.7 

Average for 
the Period* 23.57 19.53 14.79 27.03 15.08 

*Averages computed from raw data. 
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In succeeding years, the number of decisions classified under the 

research function ranged from zero in 1964 to 5.8 per cent in 1965. This 

increase occurred during the year that the change in composition of the 

State Board's membership became effective. The overall average of decis

ions classified under the research function for the ten years was 2.76 

per cent. 

TABLE 3 

PERCENTAGE OF DECISIONS BY FUNCTION, 
ARIZONA STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION, 

1961 THROUGH 1970 

Year Regulatory Governing Leadership Research 

1961 67.7 26.1 1.6 4.6 

1962 78.6 14.6 4.5 2.3 

1963 83.3 13.7 1.5 1.5 

1964 66.7 27.1 6.2 0.0 

1965 72.5 8.7 13.0 5.8 

1966 82.1 3.8 11.3 2.8 

1967 78.4 4.8 14.4 2.4 

1968 62.3 9.1 24.0 4.6 

1969 68.2 14.3 16.2 1.3 

1970 67.4 10.9 19.6 2.2 

Average for 
the Period* 71.99 11.71 13.51 2.76 

Âverages computed from raw data. 
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Table 4 shows the overall averages of the decisions classified 

under the four functional headings from 1961 through 1970 compared with 

the percentage of statutory powers and duties that were classified under 

the functional headings by the panel of educators and laymen. This com

parison indicated that the functioning of. the State Board closely paral

lels the classification of statutory powers and duties accomplished by 

the panel. For example, the average percentage of Board decisions clas

sified by the researcher under the regulatory function for the ten years 

was 71.99 per cent. This compared to the panel's classification of 69.57 

per cent of the Board's statutory powers and duties under the regulatory 

function. 

The.researcher classified 11.73 per cent of the Board's total de

cisions under the governing function. This compared to 17.39 per cent 

of the Board's statutory duties classified under the governing function 

by the panel. 

The researcher found 13.51 per cent of the total decisions to be 

under the leadership function. This compared to the panel's classifi

cation of 8.69 per cent of the Board's duties required by law. 

The largest proportionate difference occurred in the research func

tion. The study showed 2.76 per cent of the Board's decisions under the 

research function; whereas, the panel judged that 4.35 per cent of the stat

utory powers and duties came under the research function. The 4.35 per cent 

judgment of the panel may be misleading because this function represented 

only one of the twenty-three statutory powers and duties (see Appendix B). 
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TABLE 4 

PERCENTAGE OF DECISIONS BY FUNCTION COMPARED WITH A PANEL'S 
CLASSIFICATION OF STATUTORY POWERS AND DUTIES, 

ARIZONA STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION, 
1961 THROUGH 1970 

Panel's Classification Researcher's Classification 
of Statutory Powers of State Board's 

Function and Duties Decisions 

Regulatory 69. ,57 71. ,99 

Governing 17. .39 11. 

Leadership 8. ,69 13. ,51 

Research 4. ,35 2. ,76 

As depicted in Table 5, each of the ten years was compared stat

istically to the succeeding year, beginning with 1961 and continuing 

through 1969, to determine any significant change in functioning. By 

use of chi-square, it was found that the 1965 State Board of Education 

functioned differently than the State Board of 1964, with significance 

at the .05 level. The 1968 State Board of Education was found to have 

functioned differently than the 1967 State Board of Education, with sig

nificance at the .05 level. It is probable, in both cases, that the 

significant change was due to the larger number of decisions classified 

under the leadership and research functions during the latter years. 

It is of interest to note that the composition of the membership of the 

Board was changed in 1965 and the recommendations of the "Designing Edu

cation For The Future" Project were published in 1968. 
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In the other comparison of two single years, the first year of 

the study was compared with the last year of the decade. It was deter

mined that a functional distribution of the decisions made by the Board 

in 1970 indicated a difference, significant at the .01 level, when com

pared with the decisions made by the State Board in 1961. It is highly 

probable that this change in functioning was due to the large number of 

decisions classified under the leadership function during 1970. 

Table 5 shows that the statistical comparison of groups of years 

brought more significant results. The decisions by the members of the 

Boards from 1965 through 1970 showed a significant difference in function

ing when compared with the decisions made by the Boards from 1961 through 

1964. -It is likely that the difference in the functioning was caused 

by the increasing number of decisions classified under the leadership 

function from 1965 through 1970. 

A functional distribution of the decisions made by the Arizona 

State Boards of Education from 1966 through 1970 showed a significant dif

ference from the decisions made by the State Boards from 1961 through 

1965 at the .01 level. It is probable that this change in functioning 

was due to the larger number of decisions classified under the leadership 

function from 1966 through 1970. 

A functional distribution of the decisions made by the State 

Boards from 1968 through 1970 indicated a difference, significant at the 

.01 level, when compared with the decisions made by the Boards from 1961 

through 1967. Again, it is probable that this change was due to the 

larger number of decisions classified under the leadership function and 

I 
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TABLE 5 

RESULTS OF CHI-SQUARE TESTS COMPARING NUMERICAL 
DISTRIBUTION OF DECISIONS BY FUNCTIONS, 

ARIZONA STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION, 
1961 THROUGH 1970 

Years Compared Chi-Square 

1961 to 1962 

1962 to 1963 

1963 to 1964 

1964 to 1965 

1965 to 1966 

1966 to 1967 

1967 to 1968 

1968 to 1969 

1969 to 1970 

1961 to 1970 

4.8381 

1.2841 

6.1047 

8.6135* 

3.2918 

.6899 

8.4531* 

7.4818 

1.4488 

17.8559** 

46.8469** 

38.3520** 

28.6274** 

15.3371** 

1961-1964 to 1965-1970 

1961-1965 to 1966-1970 

1961-1967 to 1968-1970 

1965-1967 to 1968-1970 

*Significant at the .05 level. 
**Signifleant at the .01 level. 
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the proportionate decrease of decisions classified under the regulatory 

function from 1968 through 1970. 

A functional distribution of the decisions made by the Arizona 

State Boards of Education from 1968 through 1970 revealed a difference, 

significant at the .01 level, from those decisions made by the Boards 

from 1965 through 1967. As in previous year groups, it is likely that 

this significant change was due to the increase in the number of deci

sions classified under the leadership function from 1968 through 1970. 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Summary of the Study 

There is general support for the belief that state boards of edu

cation should exert a more dynamic leadership role. During the past ten 

years, the Arizona State Board of Education has been the recipient of 

several recommendations to increase its leadership and research roles. 

In addition, the Board has undergone a change in the composition of its 

membership and has seen the State's contribution to total public school 

revenues jump from approximately one-third to over one-half. The pur

pose of this study was to identify any changes in the functioning of the 

State Board after being exposed to these efforts and recommendations. 

The functioning of the State Board was determined by identifying, 

analyzing, and classifying the decisions of the Board as reflected in the 

official minutes from 1961 through 1970. It was assumed that these de

cisions would fall under one of four functional categories identified as 

regulatory, governing, leadership, and research. 

A panel of nine educators and laymen with a composition similar 

to the membership of the State Board of Education was selected to classify 

the statutory and recommended powers and duties of the State Board under 

104 
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one of the four functions. The results of this panel were used by the 

researcher as a guide in classifying the decisions. 

It was found that the Arizona State Board of Education made al

most two times the number of decisions during the second half of the 

ten years than had been made in the first half. The Board held almost 

fifty per cent more meetings and the attendance record of the members 

was slightly better during the second half. 

Chi-square tests were used to determine any differences or sim

ilarities in the functioning of the State Board. It was found that a 

significant difference at the .05 level existed in the functioning of 

the State Board when the decisions made in 1964 were compared with de

cisions of 1965 and when.the decisions of 1967 were compared to those 

made in 1968. It is highly probable that the differences in the func

tioning of the Boards in both cases were due to the increase in the number 

of decisions categorized under the leadership and research functions dur

ing 1965 and 1968. 

In comparing year groups, significant differences at the .01 level 

were found in the functional distribution of decisions between the follow

ing year groups: 1961 through 1964 compared with 1965 through 1970; 1961 

through 1965 compared with 1966 through 1970; 1961 through 1967 compared 

with 1968 through 1970; and 1965 through 1967 compared with 1968 through 

1970. In every case, it is highly probable that the differences existed 

because of the increase in the number of decisions made by the Board un

der the leadership function and a proportionate decrease in the number of 

decisions made under the regulatory and governing functions during the 

latter year groups. 
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Conclusions 

The following conclusions were made from the findings of the 

study, an analysis of the statutes, and an analysis of the official min

utes of the Arizona State Board of Education. 

1. The Arizona State Board of Education functioned chiefly in a 

regulatory manner from 1961 through 1970. In doing so, the State Board 

performed its duties as directed by the statutes. 

2. There is a significant trend toward an increased leadership role 

in the functioning of the Arizona State Board of Education. The data do 

not allow a definite conclusion to be drawn as to the precise cause of 

this trend, but it is probable that several factors gave impetus and 

inspired the effect. The change in the composition of the Board in 1965 

brought inquiry and new ideas to the forefront. This is supported by 

the significant change in the functioning pattern of the Board in 1965. 

The Title V of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 gave 

Awareness and impetus to the leadership role of the State Board and pro

vided funds that promulgated research within the State as well as an 

interchange of ideas with surrounding states during the 1967 through 1970 

period of time. New Superintendents of Public Instruction in 1965 and 

in 1969 may have assisted in stimulating the leadership role of the Board. 

In any case, there was an increased alacrity in the activities of the 

Board from 1965 through 1970. 

The State Board is a dependent agency of the State Legislature 

for its authority to act and for financial support. The leadership role 

can be seen in the Board's attempts to stimulate and coordinate effort 

to bring about legislative change. The creation of the Legislative 
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Advisory Commission, strong recommendations of legislative proposals, 

joint meetings with the Legislative leadership, and increased interest 

in legislative matters by Board members created a visionary and far-

reaching framework for legislative change and a dynamic leadership role 

for the Arizona State Board of Education. 

This conclusion contradicts, in part, the conclusions made by 

Sroufe that the state board members prefer to have little to do with leg

islation or politics and that board members are ineffective leaders.̂  

However, Sroufe's conclusions were based on the results of a question

naire mailed to board members of forty-five state boards. He requested 

information about personal characteristics, self-role expectations, op

erating procedures, and the appointment process, but he did not analyze 

the decisions made by the boards. 

3. The present manner of electing the Superintendent of Public In

struction by popular vote creates the possibility of a dysfunctional or

ganizational relationship between the office of Superintendent of Public 

Instruction and the Arizona State Board of Education. 

This conclusion is drawn from an analysis of the statutes govern

ing the State Department of Education and the minutes of the Arizona State 

Board of Education. 

Although the present Superintendent of Public Instruction has 

publicly acknowledged his responsibilities in executing the policies of 

Ĝerald E. Sroufe, "An Examination of the Relationship Between 
Methods of Selection and the Characteristics and Self-Role Expectations 
of State School Board Members" (unpublished Doctor's dissertation, De
partment of Education, University of Chicago, 1970). 
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the Board, there exists the structure for bifurcation within the State 

educational organization. The State Superintendent of Public Instruction 

is elected by popular vote. He may or may not take a stand on various 

educational issues while seeking office. Regardless, if elected, he re

ceives a mandate from the people of Arizona to carry out his duties in a 

certain manner. This is the will of the people. On the other hand, the 

State Board of Education receives a mandate by law to develop the policies 

for the educational system within the State and the Superintendent of Pub

lic Instruction is responsible to the Board in executing these policies. 

The Superintendent of Public Instruction does not possess the authority 

to establish policy nor does he have any choice except to carry out the 

policies dictated by the Board. This is misleading to the public, can 

cause frustration, and establishes the possibility of dysfunctional or

ganization. 

4. The State Board of Education has no direct interaction with the 

public school children of Arizona. In the ten years of Board activity 

studied, not once did the official minutes reflect that the Board, as a 

unit, requested, sought or received the opinions, beliefs, desires, sug

gestions, or recommendations of a student or group of students enrolled 

in the public schools of Arizona. It is difficult to see how a state 

board of education can accurately determine school policy without some 

direct feedback from whom it affects the most. 

5. There is a need for the development and codification of a body 

of written policies for the Arizona State Board of Education. Several 

times throughout the ten years studied, Board members expressed doubt or 

uncertainty of existing policy. Several times, a historical review of 
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the Board minutes had to be made to determine whether or not a precedent 

had been set. A policy handbook delineating Board policy on role, func

tion, educational program development, school districts, pupils, school 

personnel, school buildings and construction, and relationships is needed 

immediately. 

6. The "powers and duties" of the Arizona State Board of Education, 

as given in the statutes, are in need of immediate revision. Some of the 

"powers and duties" are so all-encompassing that, if taken as a general 

policy statement, they would preclude the necessity of any other duty. 

Some of the "powers and duties" are ambiguous, attested to by the writing 

of twenty-two opinions by the Attorney General from 1961 through 1969 to 

clarify responsibilities. Consideration should be given to whether many 

of the administrative tasks now required of the State Board could best 

be accomplished by a Division of the State Department of Education guided 

by the policy of the Board. The reduction of such regulatory administra

tive tasks would allow the State Board more flexibility to act in a 

leadership role. 

Recommendations 

Based upon the conclusions of this study, the following recom

mendations are made: 

1. It is recommended that additional emphasis be given to the need 

for revision of the present "powers and duties" of the State Board of 

Education. Studies have already been accomplished in this area and rec

ommendations have been made for change. A concerted effort by all edu

cational agencies of the State working with the Legislative Advisory 
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Commission and the Legislative Educational Committee is needed to in

fluence the Legislature to incorporate necessary changes. Such duties 

as the prescribing of textbooks and the prescribing of rules and regula

tions for certification of personnel should be reassigned to appropriate 

Divisions within the State Department of Education to be carried out un

der policies established by the State Board of Education. Until there 

is a legal basis for the Board to assume a more dominant leadership role, 

it will be burdened by the regulatory role of performing numerous admin

istrative tasks as presently charged under the statutes. 

2. It is recommended that the Arizona State Board of Education ex

pedite any plans for the development of a body of written policies. As 

the governing and policy-determining agency of the State Department of 

Education, it is absolutely essential that the State Board assign this 

task the highest priority. A written body of Board policies should be 

available to educators throughout the State. It is only then that the 

State Board can be assured that the educators of the State are aware of 

its desires, intentions, and guidance. 

3. It is recommended that the State Board of Education appoint the 

Superintendent of Public Instruction. Every major study made of the Ari

zona State Board of Education since Statehood has recommended this change. 

This study is in agreement with previous recommendations. The dysfunc

tional arrangement of the present organization is open to bifurcation and 

exhaustive measures should be undertaken at once to correct the situation. 

A. The Arizona State Board of Education should immediately develop 

a channel whereby ideas, recommendations, and suggestions made by students 

in the public schools of Arizona would receive consideration. Student 
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governments could form the organizational structure and establish pri

orities eliminating any volume that might arise. It is also recommended 

that the State Board of Education set aside one hour of its meeting time 

each year to allow students to speak, debate, or discuss with the Board 

various ideas and suggestions. The students appearing before the Board 

could be selected on a county rotational basis through student govern

ments . 

5. It is recommended that copies of the minutes of the Arizona 

State Board of Education meetings be provided to the libraries of all 

Arizona institutions of higher learning conducting programs leading to 

a certified educational position. The minutes of the meeting of Sep

tember 18, 1950, indicated that the State Board felt the minutes should 

be provided annually in bound book form to the universities to prevent 

loss of records in case of fire. Of greater importance, it would seem 

that this would help inform the future educators of the activities of the 

highest educational policy-determining agency in the State. In any case, 

a check of these institutions revealed that this is not being done. It is 

recommended that such a project be coordinated through the Educational Re

search Centers located at the universities. 

Recommendations for Further Study 

The following recommendations are offered for possible further 

research: 

1. An additional study on the role of the Arizona State Board of 

Education is recommended using a different classification system or in

dex to check the validity of the present study. 
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2. A follow-up to the present study is suggested to attempt to iso

late or identify the specific factor or factors causing the increase in 

the number of decisions reflected under the leadership function. 

3. Research is needed on the effectiveness of appointive versus elec

tive state boards of education. The literature is full of opinion, but 

little is based on research. 

4. A study is needed to determine if Board membership should be a 

full-time paid position. If this were possible, what implications would 

it have on the organizational structure? 

5. Research is needed to determine the effects the Chief State School 

Officer may or may not have on the functioning of the State Board of Edu

cation. 
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Information for the Panel Members 

I am a doctoral student in Educational Administration at The Uni

versity of Arizona. For my doctoral dissertation, I am examining the role 

of the Arizona State Board of Education from 1961 through 1970. Each de

cision made by the State Board during this time period will be classified 

under a functional category. The functions will be compared statistically 

to determine any changes or trends in the functioning of the Board. 

A panel of nine educators and laymen has been selected with a com

position similar to that of the State Board of Education in Arizona. Be

cause of your unique position, you have been selected to serve as a member 

of this panel. The task of the panel will be to classify the powers and 

duties of the State Board of Education as identified by the State statutes 

and the powers and duties recommended for the State Board by an eight-state 

study called "Designing Education For The Future." The results of your 

efforts will be used by the researcher to classify the decisions of the 

State Board during the past ten years. 

The "Definitions of Functions," "Instructions," "Powers and Duties 

of the State Board of Education" as identified in the statutes, and the 

"Recommendations for Revisions of Powers and Duties of the State Board of 

Education Proposed by the Designing Education For The Future Project" 

appear on the following pages. 
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I am very grateful to you for taking time from your busy sched

ules to assist In this research. 
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Instructions 

After reading the powers and duties of the Arizona State Board of 

Education and the powers and duties recommended by the "Designing Educa

tion for the Future" project, place the number of the function defined 

below in the space provided before each power and duty which you feel 

best describes that particular power or duty. 

Definitions of Functions 

1. Regulatory function. The act of establishing policies and guide

lines to achieve the minimum educational requirements identified in con

stitutional provisions, legislative actions, or statutes. 

2. Leadership function. The act of initiating new structures or 

rtddifying existing procedures. 

3. Research function. The act or initiation of the act of a studious 

inquiry or examination; a critical and exhaustive investigation or experi

mentation having for its aim the discovery of new facts, or the practical 

application of such new or revised conclusions, theories, or laws. 

Governing function. The act of exercising direct operational con

trol over some phase of education. Hawaii is an example of a state board 

of education exercising operational control over the entire educational 

system. Other state boards have been given direct operational control 

over special schools for the handicapped, vocational schools, and tech

nical schools. 
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POWERS AND DUTIES OF STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION1 

_1. Adopt and use an official seal In the authentication of its acts. 

_2. Keep a record of its proceedings. 

_3. Make rules and regulations for its own government. 

_4. Determine the policy and work undertaken by the Board. 

_5. Appoint, on the recommendation of the Superintendent of Public 

Instruction, employees of the Board. 

_6. Make rules and regulations for the government of the employees 

of the Board. 

__7. Prescribe the duties of employees of the Board when not pre

scribed by law. 

_8. Delegate to the Superintendent of Public Instruction the execu

tion of policies decided upon, 

_9. Recommend to the Legislature changes or additions to the statutes 

pertaining to schools. 

10. Prepare, publish, and distribute reports concerning the educa

tional welfare of the State. 

11. Devise plans for the increase and management of the State school 

fund and prepare a budget for expenditures necessary for proper 

maintenance of the Board and accomplishment of its purposes, and 

present the plan and budget to the Legislature. 

12. Ascertain that the school laws are properly enforced. 

Ŝecretary of State, 1970 Session Laws, State of Arizona, Twenty-
ninth Legislature, Second Regular Session (Phoenix: Secretary of State, 
1970), pp. 819-821. 
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JL3. Aid in the enforcement of laws relating to schools, health, com

pulsory education, child labor, and child conservation. 

_14. Exercise general supervision over and regulate the conduct of the 

public school system. 

15. Prescribe and enforce a course of study in the common schools. 

_16. Prescribe the subjects to be taught in all common schools. 

_17. Prescribe a list of optional subjects to be taught in all com

mon schools. 

_18. Prescribe textbooks for the common schools, and prepare a list 

of not less than three nor more than five textbooks for each 

grade and each subject taught in the common schools for the se

lection by the school district of one book from such list for 

each student. . . 

_19. Determine the number of credits necessary for graduation from 

high school. 

20. Supervise and control the certification of teachers and prescribe 

rules and regulations therefor. 

_21. Charge fees for the issuance or renewal of teachers' certificates. 

_22. Revoke all certificates or life diplomas for immoral or unpro

fessional conduct or for evident unfitness to teach. 

_23. Prescribe, in consultation with the auditor general, a uniform 

system of records and accounting. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR REVISIONS OF POWERS AND DUTIES OF STATE BOARD 0? 
EDUCATION PROPOSED BY "DESIGNING EDUCATION FOR THE FUTURE" PROJECT 

1. Establish educational goals for the State of Arizona. 

2. Determine and record the policies necessary to reach these goals. 

3. Appoint the State Superintendent of Public Instruction and dele

gate the execution of the policies necessary to reach these goals. 

4. Prepare and record the necessary rules and regulations for its 

own government and keep a written record of its proceedings. 

5. Plan imaginatively for the implementation of needed education 

changes. 

6. Recommend annually to the Legislature changes in or additions to 

the statutes which are deemed necessary to improve public educa

tion in the State. 

7. Recommend annually to the Legislature the amount of State funds 

required to provide adequate State support for public education. 

8. Establish a budget for the State Education Agency. 

9. Develop a master plan for school district organization. 

10. Coordinate efforts with various boards and agencies involved in 

public education at all levels—elementary, secondary, junior 

college, college, and university. 

11. Develop regional and State-wide plans for improving and expand

ing vocational-technical education and coordinate them with 

higher education. 

o 
Designing Education for the Future, Report of Recommendations 

(Phoenix: Designing Education for the Future, January, 1968), pp. 1-2. 
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12. Ensure that appropriate consultative services are available in 

the State Department of Public Instruction. 

13. Supervise the certification of teachers and administrators and 

record the rules and regulations for such certification. 

14. Establish guidelines and specifications for school sites and 

school construction. 

_15. Encourage the development and coordination of public and school 

library services. 

16. Establish an effective research department and information sys

tem for the public school systems in the State. 

_17. Appoint, upon the recommendation of the State Superintendent of 

Public Instruction, all personnel necessary to carry out the 

work of the State Department of Public Instruction. 

18. Critically evaluate the educational programs in effect at all 

levels of public education in the State and report to the Leg

islature annually. 
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POWERS AND DUTIES OF THE ARIZONA STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION ACCORDING 
TO FUNCTION AS DETERMINED BY PANEL OF EDUCATORS AND LAYMEN 

Regulatory Function 

1. Adopt and use an official seal in the authentication of its acts. 

2. Keep a record of its proceedings. 

3. Make rules and regulations for its own government. 

4. Determine the policy and work undertaken by the Board. 

5. Make rules and regulations for the government of the employees of 

the Board. 

6. Prescribe the duties of employees of the Board when not prescribed 

by law. 

7. Exercise general supervision over and regulate the conduct of the 

public school system. 

8. Prescribe and enforce a course of study in the common schools. 

9. Prescribe the subjects to be taught in all common schools. 

10. Prescribe a list of optional subjects to be taught in all common 

schools. 

11. Prescribe textbooks for the common schools, and prepare a list of 

not less than three nor more than five textbooks for each grade and 

each subject taught in the common schools for the selection by the 

school district of one book from such list for each student. . . 

12. Determine the number of credits necessary for graduation from high 

school. 
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Supervise and control the certification of teachers and prescribe 

rules and regulations therefor. 

Charge fees for the issuance or renewal of teachers' certificates. 

Revoke all certificates or life diplomas for immoral or unprofes

sional conduct or for evident unfitness to teach. 

Leadership Function 

Recommend to the legislature changes or additions to the statutes 

pertaining to schools. 

Devise plans for the increase and management of the State school fund 

and prepare a budget for expenditures necessary for proper mainten

ance of the Board and accomplishment of its purposes, and present 

the plan and budget to the Legislature. 

Research Function 

Prepare, publish, and distribute reports concerning the educational 

welfare of the State. 

Governing Function 

Appoint, on the recommendation of the Superintendent of Public In

struction, employees of the Board. 

Delegate to the Superintendent of Public Instruction the execution of 

policies decided upon. 

Ascertain that the school laws are properly enforced. 

Aid in the enforcement of laws relating to schools, health, compul

sory education, child labor, and child conservation. 
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POWERS AND DUTIES OF THE ARIZONA STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION PROPOSED 
BY DESIGNING EDUCATION FOR THE FUTURE PROJECT ACCORDING TO 
FUNCTION AS DETERMINED BY PANEL OF EDUCATORS AND LAYMEN 

Regulatory Function 

1. Determine and record the policies necessary to reach educational 

goals. 

2. Prepare and record the necessary rules and regulations for its own 

government and keep a written record of its proceedings. 

3. Establish a budget for the State Education Agency. 

4. Supervise the certification of teachers and administrators and re

cord the rules and regulations for such certification. 

5. Establish guidelines and specifications for school sites and school 

construction. 

Leadership Function 

1. Establish educational goals for the State of Arizona. 

2. Plan imaginatively for the implementation of needed education changes. 

3. Recommend annually to the Legislature changes in or additions to the 

statutes which are deemed necessary to improve public education in 

the State. 

4. Recommend annually to the Legislature the amount of State funds re

quired to provide adequate State support for public education. 

5. Develop a master plan for school district organization. 

6. ' Coordinate efforts with various boards and agencies involved in pub

lic education at all levels—elementary, secondary, junior college, 

college, and university. 
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Develop regional and State-wide plans for improving and expanding 

vocational-technical education and coordinate them with higher edu

cation. 

Ensure that appropriate consultative services are available in the 

State Department of Public Instruction. 

Encourage the development and coordination of public and school li

brary services. 

Research Function 

Establish an effective research department and information system 

for the public school systems in the State. 

Critically evaluate the educational programs in effect at all levels 

of public education in the State and report to the Legislature annually. 

Governing Function 

Appoint the State Superintendent of Public Instruction and delegate 

the execution of the policies necessary to reach these goals. 

Appoint, upon the recommendation of the State Superintendent of 

Public Instruction, all personnel necessary to carry out the work 

of the State Department of Public Instruction. 
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The memberships of the Territorial and State Boards of Education 

were not found in any single publication. The memberships reported in 

this Appendix were taken from the Biennial and Annual Reports of the Ter

ritorial and State Superintendents of Public Instruction, the minutes of 

the meetings of the Territorial and State Boards of Education, the Ari

zona Education Directory, and the Acts of the Legislative Assembly. 

During those Territorial and Statehood years when such reports were not 

produced, the memberships were determined from various historical docu

ments and publications. 

Overlapping dates were shown because the membership changed with

in the year due to a resignation, illness, death, or new appointment. 

When this occurred, the appointment date was shown, or both individuals 

occupying the position in that time span were listed. 
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TERRITORIAL BOARDS OF EDUCATION 

1871-1873 

SAEFORD, ANSON PEACELY KILLEN 

BASHFORD, COLES 

ALLEN, JOHN B. 

Goveimor and Superintendent of Public 
Instruction 

Secretary of the Territory 

Territorial Treasurer 

1873-1875 

SAFFORD, ANSON PEACELY KILLEN 

BASHFORD, COLES 

TULLY, PINCKNEY RANDOLPH 

Governor and Superintendent of Public 
Instruction 

Secretary of the Territory 

Territorial Treasurer (Appointed July, 
1873) 

1876 

SAFFORD, ANSON PEACELY KILLEN 

HOYT, JOHN P. 

TULLY, PINCKNEY RANDOLPH 

Governor and Superintendent of Public 
Instruction 

Secretary of the Territory (Appointed 
May, 1876) 

Territorial Treasurer 

1877-1878 

HOYT, JOHN PHILO 

GOSPER, JOHN J. 

TULLY, PINCKNEY RANDOLPH 

Governor and Superintendent of Public 
Instruction (Appointed April, 1877) 

Secretary of the Territory 

Territorial Treasurer 



FREMONT, JOHN C. 

GOSPER, JOHN J. 

TULLY, PINCKNEY RANDOLPH 

FREMONT, JOHN C. 

SHERMAN, MOSES H. 

BUTLER, THOMAS J. 

TRITLE, FREDERICK A. 

HORTON, WILLIAM B. 

BUTLER, THOMAS J. 

TRITLE, FREDERICK A. 

LONG, ROBERT L. 

BUTLER, THOMAS J. 
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1878 

Governor and Superintendent of Public 
Instruction (Appointed June, 1878) 

Secretary of the Territory 

Territorial Treasurer 

1879-1882 

Governor 

Superintendent of Public Instruction, 
President, and Secretary of Board 

Territorial Treasurer 

1883-1884 

Governor and President of Board 
(Appointed February, 1882) 

Superintendent of Public Instruction, 
Secretary of Board 

Territorial Treasurer 

1885 

Governor, President of Board 

Superintendent of Public Instruction, 
Secretary of Board 

Territorial Treasurer 
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1885-1887 

ZULICK, CONRAD MEYER 

LONG, ROBERT L. 

BUTLER, THOMAS J. 

Governor, President of Board 
(Appointed October, 1885) 

Superintendent of Public Instruction 
Secretary of Board 

Territorial Treasurer 

1887-1889 

ZULICK, CONRAD MEYER 

STRAUSS, CHARLES W. 

BUTLER, THOMAS J./FOSTER, C. B. 

Governor, President of Board 

Superintendent of Public Instruction, 
Secretary of Board 

Territorial Treasurer 

1889-1890 

WOLFLEY, LEWIS 

CHEYNEY, GEORGE W. 

SMITH, JOHN Y. T. 

Governor, President of Board 
(Appointed April, 1889)* 

Superintendent of Public Instruction 
(Appointed April, 1889) 

Territorial Treasurer 

N. 0, Murphy served as Acting Governor many times during this 
period of time and is listed in the 1890 Superintendent's Biennial Report 
as a member of the Board. 

2 
It was during this period of time that Charles W. Strauss re

fused to give records and seal to the newly-appointed Superintendent. 
(See handwritten minutes of Territorial Board of Education for January 
13, 1890.) 
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1890-1892 

Governor, President of Board 
(Appointed October, 1890) 

IRWIN, JOHN NICHOL 

CHEYNEY, GEORGE W. 

SMITH, J. Y. T./CHRISTY, WILLIAM Territorial Treasurer 

Superintendent of Public Instruction, 
Secretary of Board 

1892-1893 

MURPHY, NATHAN 0. 

CHEYNEY, GEORGE W. 

CHRISTY, WILLIAM 

HUGHES, LOUIS C. 

NETHERTON, F. J. 

FLEMING, JAMES A./COLE, P. J. 

FORD, ROCHESTER 

STORMENT, E. L. 

FRANKLIN, BENJAMIN J. 

DALTON, T. E. 

FARISH, T. E. 

BILLMAN, HOWARD 

McNAUGHTON, JAMES 

Governor, President of Board 
(Appointed May, 1892) 

Superintendent of Public Instruction, 
Secretary of Board 

Territorial Treasurer 

1893-1895 

Governor, President of Board 
(Appointed April, 1893) 

Superintendent of Public Instruction, 
Secretary of Board (Appointed April, 
1893) 

Territorial Treasurer 

Chancellor, University of Arizona 

Principal, Normal School, Tempe 

1896-1897 

Governor, President of Board 
(Appointed March, 1896) 

Superintendent of Public Instruction 
Secretary of Board 

Territorial Treasurer 

Chancellor, University of Arizona 

Principal, Normal School, Tempe 
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1897-1898 

McCORD, MYRON H. 

SHEWMAN, A. P. 

JOHNSTONE, C. W. 

HUGHES, L. C./HERRING, WILLIAM 

McNAUGHTON, JAMES 

Governor, President of Board 
(Appointed May, 1897) 

Superintendent of Public Instruction, 
Secretary of Board 

Territorial Treasurer 

Chancellor, University of Arizona 

Principal, Normal School, Tempe 

1898 

MURPHY, NATHAN 0. 

SHEWMAN, A. P. 

JOHNSTONE, C. W./PEMBERTON, T. W. 

HERRING, WILLIAM 

McNAUGHTON, JAMES 

Governor, President of Board 
(Appointed July, 1898) 

Superintendent of Public Instruction, 
Secretary of Board 

Territorial Treasurer 

Chancellor, University of Arizona 

Principal, Normal School, Tempe 

1899-1902 

MURPHY, NATHAN 0. 

LONG, ROBERT L. 

PEMBERTON, THOMAS W. 

HERRING, WILLIAM 

MATTHEWS, A. J. 

Governor, President of Board 

Superintendent of Public Instruction, 
Secretary of Board (Appointed February 
27, 1899) 

Territorial Treasurer 

Chancellor, University of Arizona 

Principal, Normal School, Tempe 

3 
C. H. Akers served as Acting Governor many times during this time 

and is frequently listed in the minutes of the Territorial Board as Acting 
President of the Board. 
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1902-1905 

BRODIE, ALEXANDER 0. 

LAYTON, NELSON G. 

Governor, President of Board 
(Appointed July, 1902) 

Superintendent of Public Instruction, 
Secretary of Board (Appointed July 1, 
1902) 

CHRISTY, ISAAC M./KIRKLAND, E. E. Territorial Treasurer 

ADAMS, F. YALE/BABCOCK, KENDRIC C. President, University of Arizona 

MATTHEWS, A. J. Principal, Arizona Normal School 

TAYLOR, A. N. Principal, Northern Arizona Normal 
School, Flagstaff 

KIBBEY, JOSEPH H. 

LONG, ROBERT L. 

KIRKLAND, E. E. 

BABC0CK, KENDRIC C. 

MATTHEWS, A. J. 

TAYLOR, A. N. 

1906 

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS 

Governor, President of Board 
(Appointed March, 1905) 

Superintendent of Public Instruction, 
Secretary of Board (Appointed January 
1, 1906) 

Territorial Treasurer 

President, University of Arizona 

Principal, Arizona Normal School 

Principal, Northern Arizona Normal 
School, Flagstaff 

MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

BLOUNT, GEORGE 

LOPER, J. D. 

Principal, High School, Phoenix 

Principal, Mesa School, Mesa 
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KIBBEY, JOSEPH H. 

LONG, ROBERT L. 

KIRKLAND, EDWARD E. 

BABCOCK, KENDRIC C. 

MATTHEWS, A. J. 

TAYLOR, A. N. 

1907-1909 

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS 

Governor, President of Board 

Superintendent of Public Instruction, 
Secretary of Board 

Territorial Treasurer 

President, University of Arizona 

Principal, Arizona Normal School 

Principal, Northern Arizona Normal 
School, Flagstaff 

ROBERTSON, H. Q. 

LOPER, J. D. 

MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

Principal, Tempe Schools, Tempe 

Principal, Mesa Schools, Mesa 

SLOAN, RICHARD E. 

MOORE, KIRKE T. 

KIRKLAND, EDWARD E. 

BABCOCK, KENDRIC C. 

MATTHEWS, A. J. 

BLOME, R. H. H. 

1909-1912 

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS 

Governor, President of Board 
(Appointed May, 1909) 

Superintendent of Public Instruction, 
Secretary of Board (Appointed March 
17, 1909) 

Territorial Treasurer 

President, University of Arizona 

Principal, Arizona Normal School 

Principal, Northern Arizona Normal 
School, Flagstaff 

MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

ROBERTSON, H. Q. 

LOPER, J. D. 

Principal, Tempe Schools, Tempe 

Principal, Mesa Schools, Mesa 
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STATE BOARDS OF EDUCATION 

HUNT, GEORGE W. P. 

CASE, C* 0. 

WILDE, ARTHUR H. 

MATTHEWS, A. J. 

BLOME, R. H. H. 

1912-1914 

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS 

Governor, President of Board 

Superintendent of Public Instruction, 
Secretary of Board 

President, University of Arizona 

Principal, Arizona Normal School 

Principal, Northern Arizona Normal 
School, Flagstaff 

MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

STABLER, A. K. 

MILLER, W. CURTIS 

Principal, Phoenix High School 

County Superintendent of Schools, 
Prescott 

HUNT, GEORGE W. P. 

CASE, C• 0• 

VON KLEINSMID, R. B. 

MATTHEWS, A. J. 

BLOME, R. H. H. 

1914-1915 

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS 

Governor, President of Board 

Superintendent of Public Instruction, 
Secretary of Board 

President, University of Arizona 

President, Arizona State Normal School 

President, Northern Arizona State 
Normal School, Flagstaff 

STABLER, A. K. 

MILLER, W. CURTIS 

MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

Principal, Phoenix High School 

County Superintendent of Schools, 
Prescott 
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HUNT, GEORGE W. P. 

CASE, C. 0« 

VON KLEINSMID, R. B. 

MATTHEWS, A. J. 

BLOME, R. H. H. 

1915-1916 

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS 

Governor, President of Board 

Superintendent of Public Instruction, 
Secretary of Board 

President, University of Arizona 

President, Arizona State Normal School 

President, Northern Arizona State 
Normal School, Flagstaff 

LOPER, JOHN D. 

MILLER, W. CURTIS 

MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

City Superintendent of Schools, 
Phoenix 

County Superintendent of Schools, 
Prescott 

HUNT, GEORGE W. P. 

CASE, C. 0. 

VON KLEINSMID, R. B. 

MATTHEWS, A. J. 

BLOME, R. H. H. 

1916-1917 

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS 

Governor, President of Board 

Superintendent of Public Instruction, 
Secretary of Board 

President, University of Arizona 

President, Arizona State Normal School 

President, Northern Arizona State 
Normal School, Flagstaff 

MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

LUTZ, W. E. 

MILLER, W. CURTIS 

LOPER, JOHN D. 

High School Superintendent, Morenci 

County Superintendent of Schools, 
Prescott 

City Superintendent of Schools, 
Phoenix 
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CAMPBELL, THOMAS E. 

CASE | C • 0 • 

VON KLEINSMID, R. B. 

MATTHEWS, A. J. 

BLOME, R. H. H. 

1917-1918 

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS 

Governor, President of Board 

Superintendent of Public Instruction 

President, University of Arizona 

President, Arizona State Normal School 

President, Northern Arizona Normal 
School 

MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

LOPER, JOHN D. 

HEYWOOD, S. C. 

MATTHEWS, H. E. 

City Superintendent of Schools, 
Phoenix 

County Superintendent of Schools, 
Safford 

Principal, High School, Mesa 

HUNT, GEORGE W. P. 

CASE, C. 0. 

VON KLEINSMID, R. B. 

MATTHEWS, A. J. 

CORNELIUS, G. E. 

1918-1919 

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS 

Governor, President of Board 

Superintendent of Public Instruction 

President, University of Arizona 

President, Arizona State Normal School 

President, Northern Arizona Normal 
School 

4 Served one year of term before Arizona Supreme Court ruled that 
George W. P. Hunt had won election. 
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MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

PHILBROOK, C. F. 

TOLES, ELSIE 

MATTHEWS, H. E. 

CAMPBELL, THOMAS E. 

CASE, C. 0. 

VON KLEINSMID, R. B. 

MATTHEWS, A. J. 

CREAGER, J. 0. 

City Superintendent of Schools, 
Bisbee 

County Superintendent, Tombstone 

Principal, High School, Mesa 

1919-1920 

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS 

Governor, President of Board 

Superintendent of Public Instruction 

President, University of Arizona 

President, Arizona State Normal School 

President, Northern Arizona State 
Normal School, Flagstaff 

MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

PHILBROOK, C. F. 

TOLES, ELSIE 

MATTHEWS, H. E. 

CAMPBELL, THOMAS E. 

TOLES, ELSIE 

MARVIN, CLOYD H. 

MATTHEWS, ARTHUR J. 

McMULLIN, LYNN B. 

City Superintendent, Bisbee 

County Superintendent, Tombstone 

Principal, High School, Mesa 

1921-1922 

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS 

Governor, Chairman of Board 

Superintendent of Public Instruction 

President, University of Arizona 

President, Tempe Normal School 

President, Northern Arizona Normal 
School, Flagstaff 
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MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

REYNOLDS, KATE B. 

MARTIN, SUTTON H. 

JANTZEN, DANIEL J. 

HUNT, GEORGE W. P. 

CASE, C. 0. 

MARVIN, CLOYD H. 

MATTHEWS, A. J. 

COTTON, F. A. 

TUPPER, C. R. 

JONES, A. L. 

LUTZ, W. E. 

HUNT, GEORGE W. P. 

CASE, C. 0. 

MARVIN, CLOYD H. 

MATTHEWS, A. J. 

COTTON, F. A. 

Superintendent of Schools, Pima County 

Superintendent of Schools, Prescott 

Principal, Phoenix Union High School 

1923-1924 

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS 

Governor, Chairman of Board 

Superintendent of Public Instruction 

President, University of Arizona 

President, Tempe Normal School 

Acting President, Northern Arizona 
Normal School, Flagstaff 

MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

Superintendent, City Schools, Miami 

County Superintendent, Maricopa County 

Superintendent of Schools, Morenci 

1924-1925 

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS 

Governor, Chairman of Board 

Superintendent of Public Instruction 

President, University of Arizona 

President, Tempe Normal School 

Acting President, Northern Arizona 
Normal School, Flagstaff 
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MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

TUPPER, C. R. 

SEXSON, J. A. 

JONES, A. L. 

Superintendent, City Schools, Miami 

Superintendent, City Schools, Bisbee 

County Superintendent, Maricopa County 

HUNT, GEORGE W. P. 

CASE, C. 0. 

MARVIN, CLOYD H. 

MATTHEWS, A. J. 

GAMMAGE, GRADY 

1925-1926 

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS 

Governor, Chairman of Board 

Superintendent of Public Instruction, 
Secretary of Board 

President, University of Arizona 

President, Tempe Normal School 

President, Northern Arizona State 
Teachers College 

MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

TUPPER, C. R. 

SEXSON, J. A. 

JONES, A. L. 

Superintendent, City Schools, Miami 

Superintendent, City Schools, Bisbee 

Superintendent of Schools, Maricopa 
County 

HUNT, GEORGE W. P. 

CASE, C. 0. 

MARVIN, CLOYD H. 

MATTHEWS, A. J. 

GAMMAGE, GRADY 

1926-1927 

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS 

Governor, Chairman of Board 

Superintendent of Public Instruction, 
Secretary of Board 

President, University of Arizona 

President, Tempe State Teachers College 

President, Northern Arizona State 
Teachers College 
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MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

TUPPER, C. R. 

SEXSON, J. A. 

FARRELL, GRACE A. 

Superintendent, City Schools, Miami 

Superintendent, City Schools, Bisbee 

Superintendent of Schools, Santa Cruz 
County 

HUNT, GEORGE W. P. 

CASE, C. 0. 

CUMMINGS, BYRON 

MATTHEWS, A. J. 

GAMMAGE, GRADY 

1927-1928 

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS 

Governor, Chairman of Board 

Superintendent of Public Instruction, 
Secretary of Board 

Acting President, University of Ari
zona 

President, Tempe State Teachers College 

President, Northern Arizona State 
Teachers College 

MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

HIBNER, D. M. 

ROSE, C. E. 

FARRELL, GRACE A. 

Superintendent, City Schools, Ray, 
Arizona 

Superintendent, City Schools, Tucson 

County School Superintendent, Santa 
Cruz County 
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PHILLIPS, JOHN C. 

CASE, C. 0. 

SHANTZ, HOMER L. 

MATTHEWS, A. J. 

GAMMAGE, GRADY 

1928-1930 

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS 

Governor, Chairman of Board 

Superintendent of Public Instruction, 
Secretary of Board 

President, University of Arizona 

President, Tempe State Teachers College 

President, Northern Arizona State 
Teachers College 

MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

ROSE, C• E• 

MONTGOMERY, E. W. 

GARCIA, AMELIA HUNT 

Superintendent, City Schools, Tucson 

Principal, Phoenix Union High School 

County School Superintendent, St. Johns 

HUNT, GEORGE W. P. 

CASE, C. 0. 

SHANTZ, HOMER L. 

SWETMAN, RALPH W. 

GAMMAGE, GRADY 

1930-1932 

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS 

Governor, Chairman of Board 

Superintendent of Public Instruction 

President, University of Arizona 

President, Arizona State Teachers 
College, Tempe 

President, Arizona State Teachers 
College, Flagstaff 
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MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

DAVIS, C. K. 

HIBNER, D. M. 

HENDERSON, EDITH L. 

Superintendent of City Schools, Miami 

Principal, High School, Ray 

County Superintendent, Navajo County 

MOEUR, B. B. 

HENDRIX, H. E. 

SHANTZ, HOMER L. 

GAMMAGE, GRADY 

TORMEY, T. J. 

1933-1936 

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS 

Governor, Chairman of Board 

Superintendent of Public Instruction 

President, University of Arizona 

President, Arizona State Teachers ' C 
College, TempeJ 

President, Arizona State Teachers 
College, Flagstaff 

MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

LOPER, JOHN D. 

HENDRIX, A. W. 

SYKES, DORTHY 

Superintendent, City Schools, Phoenix 

Principal, Prescott High School 

County Superintendent, Gila County 

"*Ralph W. Swetman served January 1, 1933 to June 30, 1933. 
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STANFORD, R. C. 

HENDRIX, H. E. 

ATKINSON, ALFRED 

GAMMAGE, GRADY 

TORMEY, T. J. 

1936-1938 

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS 

Governor, Chairman of Board 

Superintendent of Public Instruction 

President, University of Arizona 

President, Arizona State Teachers 
College, Tempe 

President, Arizona State Teachers 
College, Flagstaff 

MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

HENDRIX, A. W. 

NELSON, LAFE 

BURTON, M. A. 

Principal, Prescott High School 

Safford, Ar-izona 

Tucson, Arizona 

JONES, R. T. 

HENDRIX, H. E. 

ATKINSON, ALFRED 

GAMMAGE, GRADY 

TORMEY, T. J. 

NELSON, LAFE 

HICKERSON, CARL 

HARKINS, C. L. 

1938-1940 

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS 

Governor, Chairman of Board 

Superintendent of Public Instruction 

President, University of Arizona 

President, Arizona State Teachers 
College, Tempe 

President, Arizona State Teachers 
College, Flagstaff 

MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

Safford, Arizona 

Clarkdale, Arizona 

Yuma, Arizona 
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OSBORN, SIDNEY P. 

RING, E. D. 

ATKINSON, ALFRED 

GAMMAGE, GRADY 

TORMEY, T. J. 

1941-1942 

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS 

Governor, Chairman of Board 

Superintendent of Public Instruction 

President, University of Arizona 

President, Arizona State Teachers 
College, Tempe 

President, Arizona State Teachers 
College, Flagstaff 

NELSON, LAFE 

BUGG, JOHN J. 

KAYETAN, J. J. 

MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

Safford, Arizona 

Florence, Arizona 

Phoenix, Arizona 

OSBORN, SIDNEY P. 

RING, E. D. 

ATKINSON, ALFRED 

GAMMAGE, GRADY 

BELLWOOD, TOM 0. 

1942-1944 

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS 

Governor, Chairman of Board 

Superintendent of Public Instruction 

President, University of Arizona 

President, Arizona State Teachers 
College, Tempe 

President, Arizona State Teachers 
College, Flagstaff 

NELSON, LAFE 

BUGG, JOHN J. 

KAYETAN, J. J. 

MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

Kingman, Arizona 

Florence, Arizona 

Phoenix, Arizona 
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OSBORN, SIDNEY P. 

RING, E. D. 

ATKINSON, ALFRED 

GAMMAGE, GRADY 

BELLWOOD, TOM 0. 

1944-1946 

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS 

Governor, Chairman of Board 

Superintendent of Public Instruction 

President, University of Arizona 

President, Arizona State College, 
Tempe 

President, Arizona State College, 
Flagstaff 

MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

CARSON, C. A. 

FULGHUM, RUBY E. 

GUITTEAU. PAUL E. 

Principal, Tucson Senior High School 

School Superintendent, Cochise County 

Superintendent, Amphitheater Public 
Schools 

1947-1948 

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS 

GARVEY, DAN E. 

PULLIAM, N. D./KLEMMEDSON, L. D. 

McCORMICK, JAMES BYRON 

GAMMAGE, GRADY 

EASTBURN, L. A. 

Governor, Chairman of Board 

Superintendent of Public Instruction̂  

President, University of Arizona 

President, Arizona State College, 
Tempe 

President, Arizona State College, 
Flagstaff 

1948. 
Became Acting Governor upon death of Governor Osborn in May, 

Superintendent Pulliam resigned in 1947 to accept a position with 
the United States Office of Education. 
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MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

CARSON, C. A. 

FULGHUM, RUBY E. 

GUITTEAU, PAUL E. 

Principal, Tucson Senior High School 

School Superintendent, Cochise County 

Superintendent, Amphitheater Public 
Schools 

GARVEY, DAN E.

BROOKS, M. L. 

McCORMICK, JAMES BYRON 

GAMMAGE, GRADY 

"EASTBURN, L. A. 

1949-1950 

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS 

Governor, Chairman of Board 

Superintendent of Public Instruction 

President, University of Arizona 

President, Arizona State College, 
Tempe 

President, Arizona State College, 
Flagstaff 

MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

STEWART, JAMES I. 

MORROW, ROBERT D. 

HICKERSON, CARL 

CARTER, JAMES S. 

8 
Principal, North Phoenix High School 

Superintendent, Tucson Public Schools 

Yavapai County School Superintendent 

Principal, Union High School, Phoenix 

R̂esigned July 1, 1950. 
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PYLE, HOWARD 

BROOKS. M. L. 

HARVILL, RICHARD A. 

GAMMAGE, GRADY 

EASTBURN, L. A. 

1950-1954 

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS 

Governor, Chairman of Board 

Superintendent of Public Instruction 

President, University of Arizona 

President, Arizona State College, 
Tempe 

President, Arizona State College, 
Flagstaff 

MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

BENEDICT, FRANKLIN J. 

BEST, BESSIE KIDD 

BOOTH, R. E. 

Principal, Tempe Union High School 

Coconino County School Superintendent 

Superintendent, Winslow Public Schools 

McFARLAND, ERNEST W. 

HARKINS, C. L. 

HARVILL, RICHARD A. 

GAMMAGE, GRADY 

EASTBURN, L. A. 

1955-1956 

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS 

Governor, Chairman of Board 

Superintendent of Public Instruction 

President, University of Arizona 

President, Arizona State College, 
Tempe 

President, Arizona State College, 
Flagstaff 

MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

AUSTIN, WILFRED G. 

HAM, GWYNETH 

TOWNSEND, WES A. 

Superintendent, Chandler Public Schools 

Yuma County School Superintendent, Yuma 

Superintendent, Glendale Union High 
School 
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McFARLAND, ERNEST W. 

BROOKS, MARION L. 

HARVILL, RICHARD A. 

GAMMAGE, GRADY 

EASTBURN, L. A. 

1957-1958 

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS 

Governor, Chairman of Board 

Superintendent of Public Instruction 

President, University of Arizona 

President, Arizona State College, 
Tempe 

President, Arizona State College, 
Flagstaff 

MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

AUSTIN, WILFRED G. 

HAM, GWYNETH 

TOWNSEND. WES A. 

Superintendent, Chandler Public Schools 

Yuma County School Superintendent 

Superintendent, Glendale Union High 
School 

FANNIN, PAUL 

DICK, W. W. 

HARVILL, RICHARD A. 

GAMMAGE, GRADY 

WALKUP, J. LAWRENCE 

1959 

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS 

Governor, Chairman of Board 

Superintendent of Public Instruction 

President, University of Arizona 

President, Arizona State University, 
Tempe 

President, Arizona State College, 
Flagstaff 

MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

BOOTH, RAYMOND E. 

BEST, BESSIE KIDD 

MOORE, BRUCE K. 

Superintendent, Winslow Public Schools 

Superintendent, Coconino County Schools 

Superintendent, Phoenix Union High 
School 
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FANNIN, PAUL 

DICK, W. W. 

HARVILL, RICHARD A. 

RICHARDSON, HAROLD D. 

WALKUP, J. LAWRENCE 

1960 

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS 

Governor, Chairman of Board 

Superintendent of Public Instruction 

President, University of Arizona 

Acting President, Arizona State Uni
versity 

President, Arizona State College, 
Flagstaff 

MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

BOOTH, RAYMOND E. 

BEST, BESSIE KIDD 

MOORE, BRUCE K. 

Superintendent, Winslow Public Schools 

Superintendent, Coconino County Schools 

Superintendent, Phoenix Union High 
School 

FANNIN, PAUL 

DICK, W. W. 

HARVILL, RICHARD A. 

DURHAM, G. HOMER 

WALKUP. J. LAWRENCE 

1961-1962 

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS 

Governor, Chairman of Board 

Superintendent of Public Instruction 

President, University of Arizona 

President, Arizona State University 

President, Arizona State College, 
Flagstaff 

MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

BURTON, CHARLES 

BEST, BESSIE KIDD 

DICUS, WALDO M. 

Principal, North Phoenix High School 

Superintendent, Coconino County Schools 

Superintendent, Ajo Public Schools 
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FANNIN, PAUL 

DICK, W. W. 

HARVILL, RICHARD A. 

DURHAM, G. HOMER 

WALKUP, J. LAWRENCE 

1963-1964 

EX OFFICIO MEMBERS 

Governor, Chairman of Board 

Superintendent of Public Instruction 

President, University of Arizona 

President, Arizona State University 

President, Arizona State College, 
Flagstaff 

BURTON, CHARLES 

FOLSOM, SARAH 

DICUS, WALDO M. 

FOLSOM, SARAH 

MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

Principal, Alhambra High School 

Superintendent, Yavapai County Schools 

Superintendent, Ajo Public Schools 

1965 

EX OFFICIO MEMBER 

Superintendent of Public Instruction 

MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

McCLENNEN, LOUIS 

McNULTY, JAMES F., JR. 

HICKS, TAYLOR 

HANSEN, JEAN A. 

O'BRIEN, MARY 

DURHAM, G. HOMER 

TAYLOR, ROBERT W. 

OSBORN, ANNA MARGARET 

Lay Member, President, Phoenix 

Lay Member, Vice President, Bisbee 

Junior College Board Member, Prescott 

Classroom Teacher, Tucson 

County Superintendent of Schools, 
Florence 

President, Arizona State University 

Superintendent, Globe High School 

Lay Member, Yuma 
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1966 

EX OFFICIO MEMBER 

FOLSOM, SARAH Superintendent of Public Instruction 

MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

McCLENNEN, LOUIS 

McNULTY, JAMES F., JR. 

HICKS, TAYLOR 

HANSEN, JEAN A. 

O'BRIEN, MARY 

WALKUP, J. LAWRENCE 

TAYLOR, ROBERT Q. 

OSBORN, ANNA MARGARET 

Lay Member, President, Phoenix 

Lay Member, Vice President, Blsbee 

Junior College Board Member, Prescott 

Classroom Teacher, Tucson 

County Superintendent of Schools, 
Florence 

President, Northern Arizona University 

Superintendent, Globe High School 

Lay Member, Yuma 
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1967 

EX OFFICIO MEMBER 

FOLSOM, SARAH Superintendent of Public Instruction 

MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

McCLENNEN, LOUIS 

McNULTY, JAMES F., JR. 

HICKS, TAYLOR 

WEISENBORN, DAVID 

O'BRIEN, MARY 

WALKUP, J. LAWRENCE 

SEYMOUR, HOWARD C. 

Lay Member, President, Phoenix 

Lay Member, Vice President, Bisbee 

Junior College Board Member, Prescott 

Classroom Teacher, Tucson 

County Superintendent of Schools, 
Florence 

President, Northern Arizona University 

Superintendent of High Schools, 
Phoenix 

OSBORN, ANNA MARGARET Lay Member, Yuma 
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FOLSOM, SARAH 

1968 

EX OFFICIO MEMBER 

Superintendent of Public Instruction 

MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

McCLENNEN. LOUIS 

O'BRIEN, MARY 

MARKS, MAURICE A. 

McNULTY, JAMES F., JR. 

RALSON, JOSEPH P. 

SEYMOUR, HOWARD C. 

WALKUP, J. LAWRENCE 

WEISENBORN, DAVID 

Lay Member, President, Phoenix 

County Superintendent of Schools, 
Vice President, Florence 

Lay Member, Yuma 

9 
Lay Member, Bisbee 

Junior College Board Member, Phoenix 

Superintendent of High Schools, 
Phoenix 

President, Northern Arizona University 

Classroom Teacher, Tucson 

g 
Oliver Pierce was appointed to replace James McNulty to serve out 

unexpired term of office. Mr. Pierce served on the Board for the meetings 
of February 10 and February 24, 1969. 
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SHOFSTALL, W. P. 

1969 

EX OFFICIO MEMBER 

Superintendent of Public Instruction, 
Secretary* 

MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

SEYMOUR, HOWARD C. 

WEISENBORN, DAVID 

WALKUP, J. LAWRENCE 

KENNEDY, PAUL P. 

MARKS, MAURICE A. 

JENCKES, JOSEPH S., JR. 

HARRIS, RICHARD 

RALSTON, JOSEPH P. 

Superintendent of High Schools, 
President, Phoenix 

Classroom Teacher, Vice President, 
Tucson 

President, Northern Arizona University, 
Flagstaff 

Lay Member, Globe 

Lay Member, Yuma 

Lay Member, Phoenix 

County School Superintendent, Phoenix 

Junior College Board Member, Phoenix 

Appointed after death of Superintendent Sarah Folsom. Super
intendent Shofstall's first official meeting with the State Board of 
Education was July 21, 1969. 
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SHOFSTALL, W. P. 

1970 

EX OFFICIO MEMBER 

Superintendent of Public Instruction, 
Secretary 

MEMBERS APPOINTED BY GOVERNOR 

SEYMOUR, HOWARD C. 

WEISENBORN, DAVID 

HARVILL, RICHARD A. 

KENNEDY, PAUL P. 

MARKS, MAURICE A. 

HUDSON, DWIGHT G. 

HARRIS, RICHARD 

Superintendent of High Schools, 
President, Phoenix 

Classroom Teacher, Vice President, 
Tucson 

President, University of Arizona 

Lay Member, Globe 

Lay Member, Yuma 

Lay Member, Scottsdalê  

County Superintendent of Schools, 
Phoenix 

RALSTON, JOSEPH P. Junior College Board Member, Phoenix 

11 Appointed after death of Joseph S. Jenckes Jr. in July, 1970. 
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