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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to direct attention 

to the relationship between the editorial reactions of four 

Arizona newspapers on the issues of federal, state, and 

local financial support of education and the incidence of 

social, political, and economic controversy and contention 

in Arizona. Particular emphasis was placed on the Tucson 

and Phoenix metropolitan areas during the years 1950-1959, 

inclusive. 

Using microfilm copies, a survey and critical 

analyses were made of the editorials that appeared in the 

Arizona Daily Star, Tucson Daily Citizen, Arizona Republic , 

and Phoenix Gazette. The responses on the issues were 

determined favorable, neutral, or unfavorable and the 

coverage compared in relation to public schools and higher 

education in Arizona and, particularly, Tucson and Phoenix. 

A reading of relevant historical material on the major 

current events of the period under study was conducted as 

were pertinent interviews which served to place in proper 

perspective the reference of editorials to times of 

contention concerning school financing. 

Among the major findings and conclusions was the 

appearance of a direct relationship between the editorial 

reactions on school financing and the social, political, 

xi 
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and economic conditions prevalent at the time. A close 

parallel existed between the time and frequency of response 

and (l) an increasing state and national public interest 

in and legislative consideration of federal aid to educa

tion, (2) sessions of heightened state legislative activity 

on school aid proposals; and (3) a rapidly growing school 

enrollment and rise in the costs of education. 

The pervasiveness of the state's generally con

servative nature was reflected in the common point of view 

on school financing shared by the four Arizona newspapers. 

Editorial response on the subject tended to be uniform and 

universal both in terms of attitudes expressed and the time 

and frequency of response. 

On the issue of federal support, the very evident 

negative attitude (87 per cent) gave the people of Arizona 

little in the way of alternative editorial viewpoints. An 

essentially conservative attitude imbued with a spirit of 

"rugged individualism" permeated editorial reaction. Fre

quently opinion assumed the mantle of dogma and was 

indicative of narrow-mindedness and intemperate intolerance 

of contrary opinion. This was especially true of edito

rials in the Republic. 

A fear of federal control and a faith in the 

state's ability to meet school needs were the two major 

arguments against federal aid. In view of the apparent 

sincerity and confidence with which these opinions were 
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expressed, the strong support (80 per cent) and minimal 

negative response (7 per cent) to the issue of state 

support was predictable. 

In the realm of state support, editorials appeared 

to have reflected rather than influenced legislative 

opinion on school aid. It was evident, also, that editors 

tended to value more the efforts of those involved in the 

management of the schools than those in teaching. Sig

nificantly, the comparatively few editorials arid negative 

responses directed to higher education may stand as mute 

testimony to a discriminatory editorial attitude in favor 

of higher education. 

On local support, the appearance and frequency of 

editorials discussing specific school districts was directly 

related to the size of the district and the number of 

districts within the area served by the newspapers. 

Districts experiencing a continually increasing cost of 

operation tended to receive questioning of the quality and 

worth of their educational practices. Editorial attitude 

then tended to change from advocating more money for educa

tion to demanding more education for the money. The 

propensity of editors to find more to criticize than to 

compliment in the schools reinforces the need for educators 

to develop and maintain a sound public information program. 



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Public education in America has been, historically 

a responsibility of local communities. Under the Tenth 

Amendment of the Constitution of the United States, educa

tion was left to the states as a residual power. In turn 

the state legislatures delegated the responsibility for 

education to local school districts, locally controlled 

through elective Boards of Education, supported in large 

part through local taxation, and generally operated within 

a framework of state determined policy. 

With an educational system largely dependent upon 

local control and support, it would seem important that 

communities be adequately informed about their schools. 

The assumption is that a well-informed public is better 

qualified to interpret and respond to the needs of educa

tion than one poorly informed. 

Historically, the local newspaper has served as a 

major source of communication on schools and school finan

cing. With varying degrees of accuracy and completeness, 

the press has provided the public with information on the 

subject of education in general and on local schools in 

particular. In addition, the newspaper has exercised a 
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well-established prerogative for editorial expression and 

has presented opinions and attitudes on educational issues. 

Several studies have indicated that editorial 

comment on education is most prevalent during periods of 

current local controversy. For example, in his doctoral 

study entitled, "American. Education as Seen in Newspaper 

Editorials, 1961-1963, " Howard (1965) found that in each 

community served by the press, most editorial reactions 

were precipitated by an incidence of local contention. A 

similar finding was reported by Livingston (1966) in his 

study of editorials on education appearing in Pennsylvania 

daily newspapers. 

It can be assumed that during periods of local 

strife, public opinion would tend to become aroused and 

made vocal. Newspaper editoarials may not only have in

fluence on public opinion during these periods but may also 

reflect public opinion. 

Some evidence of this exchange is found in a study 

by Krebs (1962), where he indicates that, 

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

2. The public as a whole tends to accept as fact 
those items of discussion most frequently 
brought to their attention.(p. l68). 

The conclusions reached by Krebs, Howard, and 

Livingston have important implications for this study. 

Extensive editorial coverage of financial issues, 



especially during times of local strife, may tend to sway 

public opinion on the question of support of local schools. 

Therefore, a study of the relationship between editorial 

opinions on school financing and periods of controversy and 

contention should be of interest to those concerned with 

public education. 

Statement of the Problem 

This study directed attention to the relationship 

between the editorial reactions of four Arizona newspapers 

on the issue of school financing and incidences of social, 

political, and economic controversy and contention in 

Arizona. Particular emphasis was placed on the Tucson and 

Phoenix metropolitan areas during the years 1950-1959 

inclusive. A survey and critical analyses were made of 

editorials that appeared in the Arizona Daily Star , Tucson 

Daily Citizen, Arizona Republic, and Phoenix Gazette during 

this period of time. The responses and coverage on this 

issue were determined and compared in relation to public 

schools and higher education in Arizona and, especially, 

Tucson and Phoenix. 

Objectives of the Study 

The following objectives gave order and direction 

to the study: 

1. To determine and to contrast the extent that school 

financing was given favorable or unfavorable 
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presentation in the editorials of the Arizona Daily 

Star and Tucson Daily Citizen and the Arizona 

'.epublic and Phoenix Gazette. The subject of 

financing was divided into the following categories 

according to the source of support: 

a. Federal support 

b. State support, with emphasis on equalization 

c. Local support, with emphasis on school bonds, 

budgets , and tax rates 

2. To determine and to contrast the number of favor

able, neutral, and unfavorable responses and to 

compare the coverage given to the following: 

a. Public schools in Arizona and in Tucson and 

Phoenix metropolitan areas . 

b. Higher education in Arizona and in Tucson and 

Phoenix metropolitan areas . 

c. Public schools and higher education in Arizona 

and in Tucson and Phoenix metropolitan areas. 

3« To direct attention to the relationships between 

editorial opinion and incidences of local strife. 

Justification of the Study 

School financing plays an important role in the 

administration and operation of schools. Exactly how 

important may be a question open for discussion. Few would 
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admit, however, that as social institutions schools could 

function without financial support . 

One of the conditions affecting the degree of 

support is the public 's opinion of" the schools . How 

will i n g  a  com m u n i t y  i s  t o  supp o r t  i t s  s c h o o l s  m a y  be  d e 

pendent in large part on what it knows about its schools . 

Newspapers and particularly their editorials are a major 

source of information and opinion on education. They may 

also reflect and may play a significant role in the shaping 

of public opinion. 

The studies by Foster ( 1937) and Howard (1965) 

determined that school financing is a major topic of 

interest among newspaper editors. Others, notably Boratn 

(1963) and Livingston (1966), indicated that a relation

ship exists between the frequency of editorial response 

and the thrust of controversy in a community. Hamilton 

(1970) found that of all the educational issues covered in 

the editorials of two daily newspapers in Tucson, Arizona, 

in 19^5-1965, those on school financing were greatest in 

numb er. 

The years of 1950-1959 saw a rapid increase in 

school enrollment in Arizona (see Appendix). In 19^0, 

there were 193,006 persons in Arizona between the ages of 

five and twenty-four. Of this number, 57*2 per cent 

attended school. By 1950, the figures had risen to 

261,230 with 6O.8 per cent attending school. In i960, 
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the figures were 47^,113 and 70.8 per cent. Thus from 1950 

to i960, the number of persons of ages five through twenty-

four increased 181.5 per cent, and the per cent attending 

school had risen 11-7 per cent. 

The resultant immediate need for more schools and 

teachers created a strain on the city, county, and state 

school resources. Editors, politicians, educators, and 

the public were often in disagreement on the source and 

the amount of financial aid needed for the schools. 

Events on the national level during this period 

also produced divergent views on education in Arizona. 

The federal government extended the GI Bill to Cold War 

veterans, provided money for impacted areas, wrote legis

lation on school construction aid, and created the National 

Defense Education Act. 

The initial survey of related literature indicated 

that the research on editorial reaction on school financing 

has been quite limited and centered mainly in the North

eastern part of the United States. Only one study was 

found that critically analyzed editorials in Arizona news

papers , and that study did not examine editorials appearing 

in the Arizona Republic and the Phoenix Gazette. 

Therefore, in view of the potential significance 

that newspaper editorials may have in influencing public 

opinion on school financing, it appeared important to carry 
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on this study. It is believed that the research would have 

the following implications: 

1 . Th is research might serve to cause local school 

districts to institute or to revise a program of 

public relations. Since schools are dependent in 

large part upon community support , this research 

might significantly signal or re-emphasize the need 

for schools to adequately inform the public and the 

news media on the subject of school financing. 

2. This research might indicate to the news media a 

need for re-evaluating their policies and practices 

concerning the issue of public support of education. 

Such a re-examination potentially could assist in 

providing and maintaining an appropriate level of 

support for schools. 

3• This research might contribute information to the 

limited amount of knowledge existing on editorials 

on school financing. This information might pro

vide support for conclusions reached in other 

studies or indicate where additional research is 

needed. 

Procedures Used in the Study 

The following procedures were completed in gather

ing the data for this study: 



A review of the literature pertaining to analysis 

of newspaper editorials on school financing to 

evaluate the originality of the study and to 

investigate research procedures and conclusions. 

A review of related literature that would serve 

first to reveal the significant events and issues 

pertinent to the period to be studied, and second, 

to place this period into proper perspective. 

All primary data were read by direct visual exam

ination of microfilm copies of the Star, the 

Citizen, the Republic, and the Gazette from January 

1, 1950, through December 31, 1959-

The data obtained from the microfilm copies were 

recorded on cards with the following information: 

a. Name of newspaper 

b. Date of editorial 

c. Page 

d. Title of editorial 

e. Financial source (federal; state, with emphasis 

on equalization; and local, with emphasis on 

school bonds, budgets, and tax rates) 

f. Brief summary of editorial content 

g. Educational level (public or higher education) 

h. School or school district (if applicable) 

i. Editorial reaction (favorable, neutral, or 

unfavorable) 



j. Other significant statements and conclusions 

5« The data were analyzed to determine the following: 

a. Total number of editorials on school financing 

b. Total number of editorials on each of the 

specific sources of financing to be studied 

c. Total number of editorials on public and higher 

education 

d. Differences among the S tar and Ci ti zen and the 

Republ ic and Gazette on "a," "b, " and "c " above 

e. Comparison of the Star and Citizen with the 

Republic and Gazette on each of the three 

objectives of the study 

6. Statistical information on school enrollment was 

secured from the United States Bureau of Census and 

the Arizona Department of Public Instruction. 

7. Figures were prepared to aid in the recognition and 

understanding of some of the major findings of the 

study. 

Delimitations of the Study 

The study was limited to the microfilm copies of 

the Arizona Daily Star, the Tucson Daily Citizen, the 

Arizona Republic, and the Phoenix Gazette from January 1, 

1950» through December 31, 1959* It did not include any 

other daily or weekly newspaper printed during the same 

period of time in the state of Arizona. 
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The focus of the study was on public schools and 

higher education in Arizona and in the metropolitan areas 

of Tucson and Phoenix. The study did not include private 

or parochial schools. 

Only editorials and editorial comment on school 

financing formed the basis of study. News articles, 

syndicated columns, and letters to the editor were not 

examined for editorial reaction. 

Definitions of Key Terms 

School financing refers to federal, state, and 

local financial support of public schools and higher educa

tion . 

Editorial reaction refers to the position taken by 

the newspapers on school financing and is categorized in 

one of three ways: (l) favorable--in agreement with, 

partial toward, commendatory, affirmative, approving, in 

support of, pleasing, or positive; (2) neutral--objective, 

informative, not aligned, impartial, or uncommitted; and 

(3) unfavorable--in disagreement with, opposed to, contrary, 

negative, disapproving, or against. 

Local refers to the metropolitan limits of Tucson 

and Phoenix as defined by the United States Bureau of 

Census (19&2) . 

Public education and public school includes K-12 

and adult education. 
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Higher education refers to universities and junior 

colleges. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Chapter 2 presents a review of the related litera

ture on newspaper editorials on school financing. As the 

initial survey revealed, the number of completed studies 

was quite limited and centered mainly in the Northeastern 

part of the United States . The major findings of the 

survey are topically arranged and reviewed in the following 

paragraphs. 

Editorial Interest 

Several studies indicated that financial support of 

public education was an important subject of concern among 

newspaper editors. Foster (1937) analyzed all editorial 

comment on education appearing in twenty-five selected 

newspapers for the period 1930-1935, and found that educa

tional costs shared the center of editorial attention. 

Boram (1963) investigated the stance of the New York Times 

on American education during 19^6-1961. He reported that 

the topic of finances received the third highest ranking 

in amount of coverage. Howard (1965) examined the state of 

education as reflected in newspaper editorials during 1961-

1963 and observed that the topic of equalization of educa

tional opportunity was given the most attention. In 

12 
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analyzing "the editorial reaction of two Tucson newspapers 

in 19'l5-1965, Hamilton (1970) noted a majority of the 

editorials was on school financing. 

Community Relationships 

A few reports showed a relationship between the 

frequency of editorial attention and the climate of opinion 

of the community at particular times. In his research on 

mass-media attitudes toward certain aspects of teacher 

welfare in 1931, 19^1, and 1951, Fleming (195^) indicated 

that the economic environment prevalent at a given time 

can influence the stand on school news taken by the press. 

Boram (1963) also noted a tendency of editors to reserve 

their comments for the periods when major school issues 

were present. Howard (1965) observed that most editorials 

appeared during times of local controversies. Livingston 

(1966) studied the editorial attitudes of selected Pennsyl

vania newspapers on topics of education related to that 

state in two decades of contrast, 1926-1935 and 1953-1962. 

He indicated that the conditions of the times were fre

quently reflected in editorial treatment. 

Favorable and Unfavorable Responses 

Boiram (1963) said the New York Times generally' 

supported the public schools on most financial issues. In 

his study of editorial expression on education in two 

Pittsburg papers in the period 1956-1965, Holtz (1966) 



indicated that both papers supported a policy of adequate 

financing for the public schools. 

Foster (1937) determined that eighty per cent of 

all editorial references to the cost of education was un

favorable. Beck (195'i) surveyed 2500 editorials on educa

tion appearing in Chicago newspapers in 1890-1920. He 

found that editors were somewhat ambivalent in their con

sideration of financial support of public education, al

though in the thirty years covered, fewer than twenty 

editorials attempted to defend the schools' expenditures. 

Editorial Prescriptions 

Beck (195^) found that most often the editors ' 

solution to the problem of rising costs amounted to a call 

for reduction in services and a return to the basic funda

mentals of education, that is, the 3 R's. In his review 

of editorial attitudes of Buffalo newspapers toward public 

education in 1926-1950, O'Donnell (1959) found that among 

some editorial constants was a similar insistence on a 

return to the basics. 

In the conclusions reached by Beck (195^)5 Foster 

(1937), and Hamilton (1970), there was criticism of 

editors for failing to be more constructive in their 

judgment of the schools. Foster deplored the failure of 

editors to understand the need for reorganizing the school 

tax base. Beck revealed that despite the many crusades on 
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economy led by editors, there was no attempt made to 

formulate a constructive policy and that sometimes the 

advice of editors made it even more difficult for the 

schools to function. Hamilton felt that the newspapers 

were not cognizant of the features and services of the 

modern school and thus were reluctant to endorse funds 

earmarked for such purposes. 

School and Media Relations 

Several studies stressed the need for better rela

tions and communications between the press and the schools. 

Beck (l95'i) felt that much adverse criticism could have 

been avoided if a closer relationship had existed between 

editors and administrators and school boards . Livingston 

(1966) advocated that in the crucial area of financing 

educators should aim to justify their requests for greater 

support in terms the public understands. He suggested that 

schools designate a person to handle the lines of communica

tion with the press. Hamilton (1970) recommended that every 

effort be made to improve communications with the press 

relative to significant educational issues. 

Higher Education 

This topic received considerable editorial atten

tion. Foster (1937) stated that two-thirds of the 

editorials he read were on this subject. Borain (1963) 

determined that the highest ranking category in terms of 



cover-age (42 per cent) and favorable responses (88 per 

cent) was higher education. Hamilton (1970) indicated 

that the papers often gave support to higher education 

while denying it to other levels of education. 

F ederal Aid 

Editorial response on the subject of federal aid to 

education was examined in five studies. O'Donnell (1959) 

discovered that federal aid was considered acceptable for 

school construction and for temporary relief measures, but 

generally feared as a threat to home rule. Both Boram 

(1963) and Howard (1965) noted editorial support on this 

issue. Holtz (1966) found the two Pittsburgh papers having 

opposite views. One paper strongly endorsed federal aid 

while the other paper vigorously opposed such aid. 

Hamilton (1970) stated that both Tucson newspapers 

generally favored aid for higher education but rejected it 

for other levels of education. 

School. Equalization 

On the topic of equalization of educational 

opportunity, Foster (1937) detected a tendency of editors 

to put community self-interest first. Howard (1965) noted 

that editors were generally positive in their position on 

this issue. Hamilton (1970) reached a similar conclusion 

relative to the Tucson newspapers. 
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Summary 

In summary, this survey of the literature reveals 

several findings pertinent to this study. One, the issue 

of school financing is a major topic of editorial comment 

and is discussed most frequently during times of community 

unrest. Two, editors generally support education on most 

financial issues but often fail to offer criticism more 

constructive to the schools. Three, the subject of higher 

education receives significantly more editorial attention 

than other levels of education do. Four, there is a 

definite need for better public relations between the 

schools and the newspapers. 

There are many common elements of this study with 

those reviewed in the survey, and the findings of this 

study will be evaluated with the results of those in mind. 



CHAPTER 3 

EDITORIAL REACTIONS ON FEDERAL SUPPORT 

The purpose of this chapter is to review the 

editorial reactions on federal support of education that 

appeared in the Arizona Daily Star, Tucson Daily Citizen, 

Arizona Republic, and Phoenix Gazette (hereafter referred 

to and cited as the Star , Citizen, Republic , and Gazette, 

respectively). 

Attention is directed to the relationship that 

existed between these editorials and incidences of contro

versy and contention in Arizona and especially Tucson and 

Phoenix in the years 1950-1959 • In regard to public schools 

and higher education in these geographical areas, the total 

number of editorials in each paper is contrasted and the 

coverage compared. A determination is made of the extent 

of favorable, neutral, and unfavorable responses. 

The first section of the chapter gives an overview 

of editorial reaction on federal support of education in 

the decade. The second section presents the favorable, 

neutral, and unfavorable responses on the subject. The 

last section offers an overall summary of the chapter. 
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Overview 

In the ten years included in this study, there was 

a total of 832 editorials on the subject of school fi

nancing: 178 on federal support, 365 on state support, and 

289 on local support. Figure 1 indicates the annual total 

number of editorials directed to each of the three sources 

of support. It is apparent that the issue of federal 

support received comparatively little notice in the first 

half of the decade. In the second half and especially 

after 1956, an increasing amount of attention was devoted 

to it. In 1959, only the subject of local support 

exceeded it in coverage. 

Figure 2 shows the annual total number of edito

rials on federal support that appeared in each newspaper. 

It is cl ear that the Phoenix newspapers were more attentive 

to the issue than were the Tucson papers. For the ten 

years of the study, the Republic had 97 editorials and the 

Gazette 36. In Tucs on, the Citi zen had 2^i and the Star 21. 

The Republic ' s total number of editorials, then, was almost 

three times greater than the Gazette's and over four times 

greater than the Citizen ' s and the S tar ' s. Furthermore, 

while the Republic had at least one editorial in each year 

of the study, one or more of the other papers had none in 

seven of the ten years. 

The yearly total number of favorable, neutral, and 

unfavorable editorial reactions on federal support is given 



• • 
Federal Support #

#
#* • i 

State Support 

Local Support 

Figure 1. Annual Total Number of Editorials on Federal, State, and 
Support, 1 9 5 0 - 1 9 5 9  

Local 



Star 

Citizen 

Republ ic  

2Q_ 

12-

.1352. 125J I')'"'? IS53 T)S/, ;'.ss 

Annual Total Number of Editorials on Federal Support in the Star 
Citizen. Republic. and Gazette. 1950-1959 

Figure 2. Annual 
Citizen 

Total Support 



in Figure 3 *  Perhaps the most striking aspect lies in the 

contrast between the numbers of favorable and unfavorable 

responses. In ten years, there were six editorials (3 per 

cent) positive toward the issue; on the other hand, 15^ 

editorials (87 per cent) were negative. The majority of 

these negative responses (59 per cent) appeared in the last 

three years of the study. 

Figure k gives the total number of favorable, 

neutral, and unfavorable reactions that appeared in each 

newspaper for the decade in study. It is readily ob

servable that an attitude predominantly opposed to federal 

aid to education was universal among the four newspapers. 

Federal aid to public schools was discussed 15^ 

times in the ten years of the study and 59 times in rela

tion to higher education. (The total number of times dis

cussed, 213, exceeds the total number of editorials, 178, 

as often both levels of education were considered in the 

same editorial.) Yearly totals in Figure 5 point out that 

except for the first year, it was not until the last two 

years that higher education began to receive a comparable 

amount of editorial coverage. 

Few editorials on federal aid to education dis

cussed the issue in relation to a particular school or 

school district. Tables 1 and 2 number a total of 25 

editorials directed to a specific school during the decade 

in study. Only one response was determined favorable on 
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Table 1. Number of Favorable, Neutral, and Unfavorable 
Editorials in the Star and Citizen on Federal 
Support in Relation to Specific Schools, 1950-
1959 

Favorable 

School Star Citizen 

Tucson Public 
School #1 1 
Amphitheat er 
Sunnyside 
Wrightstown 
Tanque Verde 
Catalina 
Foothills 

University of 
Arizona 

Neutral Unfavorable 

Star Citizen Star Citizen 

2 1 2 2 
1 2 

2 
1 
1 

1 

Table 2. Number of Favorable, Neutral, and Unfavorable 
Editorials in the Republic and Gazette on Federal 
Support in Relation to Specific Schools, 1950-
1959 

F avorable Neutral Unf avorab1e 

Repub- Repub Repub-
School lie Gazette lic Gazette lie Gazette 

Phoenix Union 
High School 
and College 
System 1 1 1 
Osborn 1 
University of 
Arizona 1 

Arizona State 
Univers ity 1 



the issue. In Tucson and Phoenix, the larger school 

districts received the greater amount of editorial atten

tion. Higher education was considered in three of the 25 

editorials . 

Favorable, Neutral, and Unfavorable 
React ions 

As the figures in the overview indicated, the 

greatest number of editorial reactions on federal support 

were unfavorable. Only 3 per cent were affirmative. This 

largely negative attitude was predominant in each of the 

four newspapers. The Phoenix papers were more vocal on the 

issue than were the Tucson papers. And, when the number of 

favorable, neutral, and unfavorable responses is contrasted, 

the Phoenix papers were also more often negative, espe

cially the Republic. 

A larger number of editorials were written in the 

last half of the decade. This may be accounted for by the 

persistent efforts of the Eisenhower administration to 

secure federal aid legislation. Beginning in 1955, these 

efforts were capped by passage of the National Defense 

Education Act in 195$. By itself, this bill provoked more 

editorial response than any other single event involving 

federal aid in the ten years under study. 

The relatively small number of editorials in 1956 

may be explained by an increase in state and county aid to 

local school districts in Arizona. From 1950 to 1955, the 
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total amount of aid per pupil had remained a constant $115* 

In 1955, the legislature raised the amount to $157-50. 

This increase may have caused the temporary diversion of 

editorial interest away from federal aid to education. 

The editorials of 1950 introduced most of the 

principal arguments against federal aid to education 

employed by the four newspapers throughout the decade: 

1. Federal aid inevitably leads to federal control 

(S tar , 2-11-50, p. 8, 3~^~50, p. 8; Gazett e, 

9-5-50, p. 6).1 

2. Federal aid serves to brainwash and indoctrinate 

youth in the principles and practice of socialism 

(Republic, 2-16-50, p. 6). 

3« Local school districts are operating adequately and 

do not need federal assistance (Star , 3~^~50, p. 8; 

Republic , 2-16-50, p. 6) . 

k. Federal aid does not lift the load of taxation from 

local shoulders (Gazette, 9-5-50, p. 6). 

5. Federal aid erodes the initiative, self-reliance, 

and dignity of a community (Republic, 7-20-50, 

p . 6) . 

Although the Citizen did not offer any opinion on 

federal aid to education until 1952, its position in later 

1. Because of the number of uses, for the sake of 
convenience a numerical date notation has been used. 
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years of the study reflected the attitudes expressed by the 

other papers in 1950. 

In one editorial, the Gazet t e (l-23~50, p. ) presented 

a departure from the completely negative viewpoint 

established in 1950. The particular issue was a proposal 

calling for national subsidization of students who wanted 

to attend colleges and universities. On the one hand, the 

editor opposed the plan on the grounds that it would lead 

to federal control of higher education and would subject 

the minds of youths to federal brainwashing. He suggested 

that the government encourage the states to establish and 

expand community colleges. On the other hand, the writer 

stated that aid to elementary and secondary schools was 

acceptable if local control were maintained. "In a 

democracy, general education is a national problem. " 

The Gazette was not to offer any further comment 

on the subject until 1953» 

In one of the few favorable editorials on federal 

support appearing in the study, the Republic (12-1-51, 

p. 6) praised a local high school board for deciding to 

participate in the federal school lunch program. The 

writer believed undernourished children from a low eco

nomic background would then be provided a balanced diet. 

The next favorable opinion appeared in 195^» 

In the same year, 1951, the Star (9-8-51, p- lOB) 

was neutral in its response to an issue in the Amphitheater 
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School District (Amphi). In two previous elections, the 

voters had refused to accept federal aid. The editor 

reminded them of an upcoming election involving $^175,790 in 

federal funds for construction of a junior high school. 

Unlike the earlier elections, this one did not require 

local matching funds. He asked the voters to remember that 

no federal grant could be considered a gift. "It must, 

after all, come from the pockets of the taxpayers." 

In another editorial, the Star (8-l8-5l) presented 

a scenario on how local districts apply for federal aid--

in this instance, Tucson Public School District #1 (TPS): 

Here is the way the scheme works. The local 
officials [school officials] hear that the federal 
government is going to hand out some easy money. 
So they write to the U.S. Office of Education in 
Washington telling them of Tucson's desperate 
plight in being prosperous, and asking if it is 
true that there are going to be some handouts to 
communities suffering from prosperity. 

Tucson sends in school enrollment figures ; Washington 
sends back a formula; Tucson "demands" money. 
"After all, the money is going to be there for the 
asking" (p. 5)• 

The ed itor accused school authorities and educators of 

championing a raid on the federal treasury and of lowering 

the standard of public morality. 

There were no further neutral reactions in any of 

the papers until 1955* 

In 1952, the Star (3~9 52) introduced another 

reason for rejecting federal aid. In a discussion of the 

possible use of revenues from gas and oil tidelands for 
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schools, the editor said, "Education is a state function, 

where the federal government should not intrude" (p. 12C). 

A similar stance was taken in a second Star editorial 

(6-14-52, p. 10B) and in the Citizen (11-12-52, p. 10) and 

Republic (11-16-52, p. 6). 

Both the Star and Citizen admitted that local 

school districts were in need of more classrooms. But each 

paper chastized the community for exhibiting weakness of 

character in seeking federal aid as a solution. The Star 

(3-31-52) said the problem should be seen as a stimulating 

challenge, "Surely, the tax burden will be heavy, but is 

that any good reason for the people of Tucson to surrender 

the duty and the blessing of caring for the education of 

their children to a federal bureaucracy?" (p. 6). Accord

ing to the Citizen (11-12-52) "In Pima County, the public 

has more and more come to look upon school budgets and tax 

rates, and upon school bond issues, from the single stand

point of ability or willingness to pay. The objective 

question of need is virtually ruled out" (p. 10). 

Continued opposition to the use of revenues from 

gas and oil tidelands for education was evident in several 

editorials in 1953* The Gazette (2-10-53, P- 6) and 

Republic (7-30-53, P» 6) each saw such use as surely 

leading to federal control of local schools. 

Of the Tucson papers in 1953, only the Citizen 

(11-10-53) expressed an opinion on the issue. It again 



challenged the community to continue its support of educa

tion: "It is a fact that Americans are devoting a smaller 

proportion of their total income to support public schools 

than they did ten years ago" (p. 12). 

All the editorials on federal support in 195^ 

appeared in the Republic. The first one (4-7-5^) 

responded to a plan of the United States Indian Bureau in 

which $600,000 in 1955 and $700,000 in 1956 would be pro

vided for the school costs of Arizona's Indian children 

enrolled in the state's public schools. The government 

would pay the difference between state aid and actual cost 

per capita. The editor estimated that 76 schools would 

benefit from the proposal. He offered a yardstick by which 

federal assistance might be measured: "If the federal aid 

were long-term in nature, it would be undesirable. But as 

a short-term lift . . . it would solve one of the state's 

most difficult educational problems" (p. 6). This was the 

Republic's second — and last — favorable opinion on federal 

aid in the study. 

In November, 195^, the Republic (11-21-5^, P- 6) 

announced that a Wliite House Conference on Education (WHCE) 

would be held in Washington, D.C., in November, 1955* The 

writer believed one development would be a seemingly grass 

roots movement for federal aid to education. He repeated 

the argument that education is a function of the local 

communities and states. 
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The year 1955 marked a turning point in the study. 

For the first five years, there was a total of 27 edito

rials on federal support of education. In 1955, "there were 

23 reactions to the issue. This year also represented the 

first time in the study that all four newspapers responded 

to the subject. The principal reasons for the increase in 

interest may have been the WHCE and the Eisenhower adminis

tration's initial attempts to enact federal aid for school 

construction legislation. Another departure was the 

beginning of a trend toward an ad hominem approach to the 

issue. Previously the Star and Citizen had limited their 

criticism to the community at large. Starting in 1955, 

they were joined by the Republic and Gazette in attacks 

upon educators and educational organizations for supporting 

and lobbying for federal aid. 

In two editorials the Gazette presented a modifica

tion of the Republic's 195^ position on federal aid for 

Indian children attending Arizona public schools. Where 

the Republic had used length of time as a criterion for 

acceptance of aid, the Gazette (6-24-55) used the amount 

of aid: "Large federal grants have no place in the educa

tional systems of the states, but in this case a little 

additional aid [$7^7,203] can help reduce the overal 

figures in the future. Indians are still a federal re

sponsibility" (p. 6). This viewpoint was reasserted when 

additional funds were made available for school 



construction (8-2^-55, P -  6). The e  were the last two 

favorable opinions proffered by t! Gazette in the study. 

The WHCE was unpopular wit. the Arizona editors. 

The Citizen (11-28-55, P- 10) wondered if the word 

"cravenly11 did not accurately describe the way the NEA 

and most educators strove after more federal money. In 

its account of the conference, the Republic (10-20-55, 

p. 6) headlined the editorial, "Pnilosophy of More." The 

editor foretold a taxpayers' revolt. In a second editorial 

(Republic , 12-13-55) , he wrote, "It is easy to understand 

why educators favor federal aid. If handled properly it 

would mean money running out of their ears for their 

favorite projects. There undoubtedly would be classes in 

everything from the care of Maltese cats to an approach to 

the understanding of references to the Bible in Shakespeare1 

(p. 6) . The Star (l2-17~55) also criticized educators, 

calling them "school barons" who sought to intimidate 

Congress into providing more money for schools. "Arizona," 

the editor said, "can pay her own way" (p. 8). 

Several editorials in 1955 discussed President 

Eisenhower's proposal for a federal school building program 

costing S 7 billion over a three year period. The Republic 

pointed out that the plan would leave control in local 

hands (l—l6—555 P* 6) and help the states finance their 

own school construction (2-22-55, P> 6). In the latter 

editorial, the writer noted that proposals by Congressional 



Democrats constituted a "shell game" with handouts leading 

to federal control. 

In his discussion of the differences among the 

various proposals, the editor of the Citizen (9-27-55, P-

12) reported that the National Education Association (NEA) 

was one of 40 national organizations pressuring Congress 

for emergency federal aid. He urged the readers to watch 

the ensuing political maneuverings closely. 

Although Eisenhower offered a new school construc

tion program in 1956, editorial interest in federal aid was 

not as great as it had been the previous year. The number 

of editorials fell from 23 in 1955 to nine in 1956. A 

sharp increase in Arizona's financial aid to local schools 

may account for this apparent withering of attention. 

The President's new proposal was rejected by trie 

Republic and Citizen. The former labeled it a "resurgent 

ghost . . . come to haunt us again" (l-l'i-56, p. 6). It 

would "lead to the end of our democratic way of life." 

The editor felt that wealthy states would use the money on 

"frills—bigger gyms, bands, more courses which have 

nothing to do with 'true' education." This distinction 

between philosophies of education would be developed at 

greater lengths in the Republic and the other papers in 

subsequent years in the study. 

The Citizen (3-9-56) thought federal aid was un

necessary, that Pima County and Arizona could and would 
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meet their needs. A statement emanating from the WHCE was 

quoted as evidence: 

No state represented has demonstrated financial 
incapacity to build the schools it will need 
during the next five years. But, with the excep
tion of a few states, none of the states presently 
has plans which indicate a political determination 
powerful enough to overcome all the obstacles. 

Using research prepared by the United States Office 

of Edu cation, the editor of the Gazette (9~13-56, p. 6) 

doubted that an emergency existed. He questioned two 

assumptions implied in the President's plan: one, local 

school districts can not cope with construction needs; and 

two, federal aid can be separated from federal control. 

Alternatives to federal aid were suggested by the 

Republic and Citizen. The Phoenix paper (1-14-56, p. 6) 

endorsed a proposal submitted by Reynolds Aluminum Company 

whereby Reynolds would serve as an agent for school 

districts, designing, building, and equipping schools. 

Financing would be arranged with 30 to ko year leases 

which, it was claimed, would cut present financing costs 

in half. 

The Citizen (1-27-56, p. l4) agreed with Barry 

Goldwater, Arizona's Republican Senator", that Arizona's 

federal lands should be subject to local school district 

taxes. It was estimated that $8 to $10 million annually 

could be allocated to the schools. 
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Federal aid to vocational education and to highway 

construction served as examples for the Republic of the way 

federal control operated. The Smith—Hughes Act of 1916 

required each state to submit a plan "which must meet with 

the approval of the Federal Office of Education" (1-7-56, 

p. 6). Highway aid amounted to an either-or proposition. 

"Either our way, or we'll bypass your entire state" 

(12-14-56, p. 6). These specific arguments would be 

repeated in subsequent editorials. 

Although the issue and the arguments remained 

essentially the same, the number of unfavorable editorials 

sharply increased from eight in 1956 to 30 in. 1957* The 

variety of arguments was greater and the approach more 

extensive than had been evident in previous years in 

the study. With almost two—thirds of the total number of 

editorials, the Republic led the opposition to Eisenhower's 

Si.3 billion federal aid program for school construction. 

The principal objections were the fear of federal control, 

the absence of need for federal aid, and the economic 

wastefulness of the program. The year also marked the 

appearance of the last favorable editorial on the issue in 

the study. 

On the subject of federal control, the Republic 

offered a number of comments: 

1. Washington was trying to put a "federal finger 

in the school pie" (1-14-57, P» 6). 
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. . democracy can die of its poison if this 

bad egg [federal aid] is permitted to hatch" 

(2-8-57, P- 6) . 

"Those who horselaugh at the idea that federal aid 

will lead to federal control" need only consider" 

the restrictions on billboards in the current 

federal highway construction bill in Congress 

(3-15-57, p. 6) . 

"Do you want your children brought up by a few 

crackpots in Washington? Do you want your local 

school boards to become nothing but a bunch of 

dummies that must obey the commands of a little 

group of bureaucratic string pullers?" (5-12-57, 

p • 6 ) . 

"The school building program was upset by the in

ability of local leaders to envision the great 

growth. They can't be blamed. Hardly anyone did 

see the true picture. But those people who are 

ready to give up and throw themselves into the arms 

of the federal government are ten times as short

sighted, for that way leads to federal control and 

is a shortcut to socialism" (5-21-57, P- 6). 

"When a federal agency holds the purse strings, 

the states must jump through the hoop or lose their 

share" (10-12-57, P» 6). 



The Gazette (4-10-57, P- 6) spoke of school lobbies 

in Washington that were trying to scare Congress into 

passing federal aid bills. "Federal aid to education," the 

writer pronounced, "is unwise, unnecessary, and dangerous." 

In another editorial (9-18-57, P» 6), the editor pointed to 

a financially distressed school district in Phoenix and 

warned that the situation could provoke arguments for 

federal aid. Me urged the state legislature to pass a 

school equalization bill before other similar situations 

forced the issue on federal support. 

Each of the papers recognized the need for more 

classrooms but none believed an emergency existed or that 

federal aid was necessary. Several papers felt the amount 

of aid proposed would provide only scant relief for local 

school districts. 

From a 195^ report of the Committee on Federal 

Responsibility in the Field of Education, the Republic 

(2-8-57) quoted: "Federal aid is not necessary either for 

current operating expenditures, or for capital expenditures 

for new school facilities. Local communities and states 

are able to supply both in accordance with the will of 

their residents" (p. 6). The editor estimated that 

Eisenhower's bill would build one-fifth of a classroom in 

each Arizona school district. 

A national assessment of school construction pre

pared by the United States Office of Education was used in 
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a Citizen editorial (2-13-57): "Local and state action is 

fully meeting the needs of increasing public school en

rollment year by year, and at the same time is sharply 

reducing the backlog of needs for classrooms which was 

built up in the preceding decade" (p. 6). The Citizen 

believed the current construction bill in Congress would 

provide Tucson approximately one-half an elementary school 

or about ten classrooms. A few weeks earlier (2,-k — 57, P-

8) , the writer had announced that for the first time in 

years there was no present shortage of classrooms in 

Tucson. 

According to the Gazette and Republic , there was a 

definite need for more classrooms in Phoenix. However, the 

community, it was maintained, was capable of meeting the 

need. While admitting a classroom shortage, the Republic 

(3-22-57) saw in the call, for more rooms "a bit of a 

numbers game, even here in Phoenix. By increasing the 

number of required square feet per pupil, by closing 

Carver High School, and by shrinking the capacity of 

Phoenix Union High School, it has been made to appear that 

the PUHS district faces a great classroom shortage" (p. 6). 

The readers were assured that the district could solve its 

problems and did not need federal aid. 

The Gazett e (9-12-57) was equally confident of the 

ability of local communities to help the districts get 

along without assistance from Washington. Nevertheless, 



the situation was serious enough that legislative action on 

state equalization could no longer be deferred. "The 

growth of school enrollment has hit a pace here [Phoenix] 

that makes new buildings inadequate from the time their 

doors are first opened. . . . Bond issues for additional 

wings on the city's two newest high schools are under dis

cussion with the signs of previous construction still in 

evidence" (p. 6). 

As far as the Star (8-1-57, p« 10D) was concerned, 

not one school district of the 62,969 districts in the 

country pleaded for federal aid because it was too poor. 

The Arizona Education Association (AEA) and M. L. 

Brooks, Arizona's Superintendent of Public Instruction, 

were under criticism in the Republic and Citizen. 

The AEA had reported a shortage of 275 classrooms 

in nineteen Arizona school districts would have to be 

resolved by September, 1957* The Republic (4-23~57, p* 6) 

quoted figures from the United States Office of Education 

which indicated that Arizona would build 250 classrooms in 

1957- The newspaper asked Brooks to verify the accuracy 

of the statement. Brooks could not but believed a shortage 

of rooms did exist. The editor said that whatever the 

actual situation was, even Eisenhower's plan could not 

provide relief as the cost for 275 rooms would be $9*6 

million. In any case, the writer felt if 48l districts in 

Arizona could help themselves, so could nineteen. 



The accuracy of the AEA report was questioned in a 

Citizen editorial (4-26-57, P» 1*0 • The paper referred to 

the healthy economic status of several school districts in 

Phoenix and Tucson to indicate its faith in Arizona's 

ability to handle any school constx-uction needs. The 

editor said Brooks did not believe a classroom crisis 

existed in Arizona. 

The third principal objection in 1957 was that 

federal aid was economically wasteful. The Republic 

estimated that the local tax dollar shrunk one-third 

(1-31-57, P- 6) or one-half (5-21-57, P- 6) on its round 

trip to Washington. 

Two editorials in the Republic in late 1957 sug

gested that one reason for the classroom shortage in 

America was a changing educational philosophy. In the 

first editorial (12-26-57, P- 6), the editor asserted that 

schools had become top-heavy in administration, teachers 

had become nursemaids, and frills and furbelows in the 

curriculum had created an unnecessary shortage of rooms. 

Lethargy and disinterest on the part of parents and tax

payers had enabled left-wing educators to fool the public 

into believing that federal aid was needed. Thus sub

stance had been given to the NEA fantasy involving a $4.6 

billion a year federal aid program. 

In the second editorial (12-29-57, P- 6), the 

writer agreed with Mortimer Smith of the Council for Basic 
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Education and Rear Admiral H. G. Rickover that federal aid 

was not the cure for America's educational ills. WTiat 

America needed was a purging of social adjustment theories 

and a return to fundamentals in the schools. 

The last favorable editorial on federal aid 

appeared in the Citizen (9-30-57, p» 6) . TPS had received 

$208,000 from the federal government's impacted area fund 

and had an opportunity to get another $720,000. The 

editor reluctantly agreed that TPS should apply for the 

funds. "It's a matter of necessity," he said. 

The advent of Russia's Sputnik in October, 1957, 

initiated Congressional action which culminated in passage 

of the National Defense Education Act (NDEA). Editorial 

reactions were as unfavorable to the bill as they had been 

to previous federal aid legislation. Leading the attack 

was the Republic, which had almost four times the number 

of negative responses as the other papers combined had. 

The pattern of criticism found in 1957 editorials was 

employed again in 1958. Once more federal control was 

presented as the major objection to federal support of 

education. 

In January, 1958, Eisenhower dropped his school 

construction program in favor of a $1 billion, four year 

package of grants and scholarships to upgrade teaching 

standards and facilities, especially in math and the 

sciences. The Citizen and Republic offered different 



explanations for the President's action. The Tucson editor 

said Congressional Democrats had planned to pigeonhole any 

construction bill in the next session because of forth

coming elections (1-9-58, p. 6). He added that the only 

loss for TPS would have been half an elementary school 

building. 

According to the Republic (2-10-58), Eisenhower may 

have changed his mind when more accurate research and 

continued school construction had shrunk the classroom 

"shortage." The editor then proposed a criterion for 

extending federal aid to education: 

The question is whether there are specific and 
serious individual school requirements which neither 
local nor state resources are capable of meeting. 
The answer to that question is the basis on which 
the nation should ultimately consider whether 
federal aid should be extended to those distressed 
localities (p. 6). 

Furthermore, the Republic (8-20-58, p. 6) con

sidered the President's endorsement of NDEA contradictory 

of a view he had expressed in a speech in 19^9 : "I would 

oppose any grant by the federal government . . . for 

educational purposes. ... It would completely destroy 

and defeat the watchful economy that comes about through 

local supervision over local expenditures of local 

revenues." 

The criterion for federal aid proposed by the 

Republic in its February 10 editoi-ial was apparently 

ignored by the paper in its consideration of an action 



taken by the PUHS trustees in May (5-25_58, p. 6). After 

voters in the district had defeated a bond issue on 

December 11, 1957, the school board announced its inten

tions to ask the federal government for $2.8 million for 

school construction. The board believed the PUHS district 

qualified as a federal impact area. The editor sharply 

disagreed and criticized the board for going over the 

heads of the people by turning to Washington for financial 

support. 

The Citizen (12-2-58, p. 6) expressed belief that 

NDEA was a direct result of Russia's launching of Sputnik. 

Each newspaper considered the threat of federal 

control as sufficient reason for opposing federal aid to 

education, particularly the NDEA bill. The primary purpose 

behind the enactment of NDEA was federal control of educa

tion, not national defense (Republic, 2-6-58, p. 6). In 

the same editorial, the writer stated that the bill would 

shape both curricula and student choice to expectations of 

the federal government. Later in February (2-25-58, p. 6) 

he faulted those who claimed better education could only be 

obtained through the intervention of Washington. Such 

interference, it was predicted, would lead to a communistic 

world state . 

What the Republic (8-17-58, p. 6) found most 

objectionable about NDEA were the federal specifications 

attached to grants for teacher training, student counseling 
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and guidance programs, and the purchase of technical 

equipment. A later editorial (10-8-58, p. 6) pointed out 

that the tests for identifying gifted students would be 

selected by the United States Office of Education. 

Among the other papers, the Citizen (9-10-58, p. 6) 

held the opinion that the "defense crisis" was a manufac

tured one, as had been the "classroom and teacher shortage 

crises" of recent years. The Star (11-29-58, p. 6) noted 

several restrictions in the bill and seconded Senator Barry 

Goldwater's call for a debate on the entire issue of 

federal aid to education. The Gazett e (1-21-58, p. 6) 

thought that NDEA would prove neither temporary nor free of 

federal control. Another comment (8-I-58) was that the 

"real aim [of federal control] is to take control over 

what is taught in every school in America" (p. 6). 

Special criticism was leveled at the NEA for its 

role in lobbying for federal aid legislation. The Republic 

(5-18-58, p. 6) said the organization was taking the nation 

down the path to federal dictatorship. Another editorial 

(±0-23-58) quoted Ruth Sout , NEA President, 011 NEA: "It's 

just a drop in a bucket. But we are exhilarated that it 

happened. It is only the beginning" (p. 6). The writer 

continued the metaphor and referred to federal aid as 

drowning the freedom of schools; a leak had sprung through 

the dike of local control and the flood was on. He urged 



the Dutch boy-taxpayer to use a finger of scorn to dam the 

f 1 ow. 

Several newspapers expressed an opinion that there 

was no need for federal aid, particularly of the kind 

provided through NDEA . The Republ ic (3—l6—58, p. 6) quoted 

Eisenhower's Commission on Intergovernmental Relations: 

"Federal funds are not essential to support elementary and 

secondary school systems." In July and August (7-8-58, 

p. 6 and 8-I-58, p. 6), the paper asserted that thousands 

of private scholarships went begging every year. Further

more, desire on the part of students was more important in 

producing first-rate scientists than scholarships. 

The Gazette (9-2-58, p. 6) took exception to the 

opinion of Lawrence G. Derthick , United States Commissioner 

of Education, that "the shortage of qualified teachers would 

continue this year. The editor observed that if the pupil-

teacher ratio of 1929 were applied today, there would be a 

surplus of 200,000 teachers. 

In reference to findings of the Commission on 

Science and Engineering and the National Academy of Science 

the Citizen (3-12-58, P- 6) concluded that the number of 

scientists in America was uncertain and that there might 

well be more than needed. The paper agreed with an 

opinion expressed by the Kansas City Star: "The American 

people might as well face the fact that in 1958 education 

has become a fine lure for the voters .... The answer of 
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the politicians is the same old numbers game, which depends 

on the philosophy that bigger spending will solve every

thing . " 

The Republic ( 3-19_58) concurred that the 

phil osophy of more was not the answer: 

If more dollars, more teachers, more classrooms 
were the answer, our educational system would be 
far better now than it has ever been The 
success or failure of a school system lies in the 
courses that are taught, and the way they are 
taught. Courses and methods can be improved only 
by local pressure. Federal aid can only make the 
situation worse by giving control to those who 
are most responsible for present failures (p. 6). 

The real problem with American education was not a 

lack of money but a left-wing philosophy of progressive 

education. "There is no gold cure for the ills of progres

sive education" (Republic, 4-2-58, p. 6). As the Republic 

said in another editorial (I-I6-58), this was "no time for 

the aid-to-education boys to get their fingers in the 

education pie on the excuse that schools are second-rate. 

Their 'togetherness program' brought that about" (p. 6). 

In subsequent editorials the Republic called for 

an upgrading and shifting of emphasis from personality to 

mentality (1-29-58, P- 6). The paper said that the idea 

that everyone should have an equal education was "silly" 

(2-25-58, p. 6). Progressive education, according to the 

editor, was akin to a "Hitler 'feeling of belonging to

gether' movement" (7-17-58, p. 6). In the same editorial 
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he asked the readers, "Do you want mental health surveys 

of your children?" 

Alternatives to federal aid and progressive educa

tion were offered by the Republic. In Arizona, the Board 

of Regents should provide leadership in the determination 

of the curricula of higher education which other levels of 

schooling would have to adjust to (2~3~58, p. 6). Income 

tax credits and tax credits for individual and corporate 

sponsored scholarships would be the best possible way of 

meeting the mounting costs of higher education (2-23~58, 

p. 6). In the same discussion the writer said gifted 

students should be weeded out and sent ahead. In April 

(4-2-58, p- 6) he proposed that colleges and universities 

get out of remedial education. Curricula had to be re

vitalized (4-21-58, p. 6). What was needed was a "return 

to the original American system which placed a certain 

amount of emphasis on the basic fundamentals of learning 

instead of in social adjustment and togetherness" (4-2^-58, 

p • 6 ) . 

As it had in previous years in the study, the 

Republic (2-12-58, p. 6 and 2-25~58, p. 6) objected to 

the devaluation of the local tax dollar in its journey 

to Washington and back. It was estimated that $2.50 was 

expended for every Si.00 returned in federal aid. 

The number of unfavorable reactions to federal aid 

to education increased from 32 in 1958 to a ten-year high 
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of ^3 in 1959* For the third time in the study, all four 

newspapers responded to the issue. Whereas the Republic ' s 

total number of editorials dropped from 28 in 1958 to 20 

in 1959 , the Star ' s rose from 0 to 7 and the Gazette ' s 

from k to 19- The Citizen's remained unchanged. Thus 

editorial interest in the issue, once so predominant in 

the Republic, was now shared more evenly among the other 

pap ers. 

The majority of editorial opinion evolved from 

discussions of the following subjects: political figures 

in Arizona; various Arizona public and private educational 

entities; the NEA and Health, Education, and Welfare 

Department (HEW); and the NDEA loyalty oath clause. Loss 

of local control and lack of need for federal funds were 

the two most frequently raised objections of federal 

support. 

Arizona's Democratic Congressman Stewart Udall's 

position on federal aid was attacked in several editorials. 

In others, his views were contrasted to those held by 

Senator Barry Goldwater and Governor Paul Fannin, both 

Republicans of Arizona. 

The Republic (9-19-59j P* 6) approved an editorial 

that had appeared in the Memphis Commei-cial-Appeal • The 

Memphis paper had criticized Udall for being "the prin

cipal supporter of the idea of federal taxes for public 
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schools." Both editors felt that Udall misunderstood the 

threat of controls in NDEA programs. 

When Udall spoke of federal financing of education 

as the only way to meet the Soviet challenge, the Gazette 

(10-30-59) retorted, "Control of education belongs at home, 

not in Washington" (p. 6). 

In an editorial entitled, "A Well Deserved 

Spanking," the Star (11-30-59, P» 10B) responded to a 

speech Udall had recently given in Phoenix. In the speech 

Udall had predicted that Arizona would not be able to meet 

the goal of doubling school expenditures in the next ten 

years. Thus NDEA and other federal funding were needed. 

In answer the Star said Arizonans were not beggars; the ten 

year challenge would be met through increased taxes from 

an increasing population. The editor shared Senator 

Goldwater's opinion that in limiting aid to the sciences, 

NDEA placed emphasis on killing rather than on peaceful 

living. 

In a 1956 speech Udall had stated: "The whole idea 

that controls follow [federal aid] is a hoax" (Citizen, 

12-1-59, P- 6). In rebuttal the writer indicated that 

Goldwater had found ten sections in NDEA which required 

a specific compliance by the states. The Citizen also had 

an answer to Udall 's contention that Arizona was incapable 

of bringing education to a satisfactory level. The paper 

cited Governor Fannin. Fannin noted that per capita pupil 



support in Arizona had increased nearly 200 per cent in the 

last eight years while school enrollment had increased 70 

per cent. He also said the three-quarter million dollars 

of federal funds Udall wanted was insigificant compared to 

the $152 million Arizona was spending on education in the 

current year. The Gazette (12-1-59, P* 6) took similar 

umbrage over Udall "s statements. 

In a speech in Phoenix, Fannin described federal 

aid as an "insidious scheme "(Republic, 11-30-59)- The 

editor concurred: "Federal aid is a sneak thief that will 

steal your rights. Resist this phony enchantress lest she 

steal your birthright, even as she seems to be smiling the 

sweetest" (p. 6). 

With Udall for the affirmative and Goldwater the 

negative, a formal debate on federal aid to education— 

particularly NDEA—was held in Tucson on December l^t, 1959* 

The Star supported the debate (12-2-59, P* 10D) and re

viewed each man's position on the issue (12-16-59, P- 10D). 

In its account, the Republic (12-16-59, P- 6) took Udall 

to task for saying the Republic printed only one side of 

the federal aid story. The editor claimed the paper had 

presented more information 011 the subject than other news

papers excepting those in America's largest cities. 

An anti-aid cartoon appeared in a Citizen editorial 

(12-1-59) publicizing the debate. The paper offered 
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reasons why there were two sides to the question of 

federal aid: 

There is justifiable objection to any part of it 
by those who refuse to sell their inherent rights 
to local control of schools for a "mess of 
pottage" from Washington. . . . There is support 
for it from those who see only the glitter of 
something for nothing—a mistaken impression in 
itself—and who espouse the philosophy that 
anything the people can do for themselves, big 
government in Washington can do it better (p. 6). 

Two days later the Citizen (12-16-59, P» 6) re

viewed the debate. Comparing it to a prizefight, the 

editor judged Goldwater as scoring the only knockout in the 

l4th round. He faulted Udall for not denying or refuting 

Goldwater's enumeration of controls in NDEA. The Congress

man's unsuccessful defense was that such restrictions were 

indicative of "not control--just good management." The 

writer then directed his attention to Amphi. He advised 

the distric t to raise its tax rate from $'±.8l to $5*78 

instead of seeking federal funds for the $170,000 it 

desired for labs and equipment. 

In its review of the debate, the Gazette (l2-l6~59j 

p. 6) said Udall had "labored" and committed a "Freudian" 

slip in calling NDEA a trend rather than a start in 

federal aid programs. On the other hand, Goldwater had 

gone to "the heart" of the matter in pointing to the 

controls that always follow the money. The Gazette 

described NDEA as an entirely new concept in federal aid, 

unlike land-grant college assistance, Public Law 815, and 
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the GI Bill. In its opinion, the greatest danger of NDEA 

and other educational aid programs was in "rearing a 

generation taught to rely upon a distant central govern

ment to solve all its problems." 

The Arizona State Board of Education was discussed 

in a number of editorials. The Republic (5-5-59, p- 6) 

was pleased when the Board refused to ask for $38,000 in 

NDEA funds. The Board, however, did request $^25,000 for 

science, math, and foreign language programs. The writer 

predicted the request would not be approved; the state had 

not complied with regulations requiring state expenditure 

for salaries of persons to administer the programs. He 

objected to federal bureaucrats telling people how to live. 

The Arizona Department of Public Instruction sought 

the Board's approval of $263,995 for matching federal funds 

(Gazette, 8-27-59)» According to Gus Harrell, the Depart

ment's Finance Director, "If Arizona doesn't take federal 

aid, Arizona taxpayers will still have to pay 'their share' 

to the federal government" (p. 6). Harrell said services 

were needed and could be acquired without federal controls. 

The paper replied that "services" like guidance testing, 

statistical investigations, vocational training, and math, 

science, and foreign language programs did indeed involve 

federal control. The Gazette and the Republic (9-19-59, 

p. 6) hoped the Board would refuse the request. 
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After State Senator Harold Giss asked the Board to 

endorse federal aid to education, the Gazette (9~30~59, 

p. 6) labeled the action a pretext for introducing the 

subject in the legislature. The writer avowed that the 

question was not whether money would help the schools but 

whether the birthright of local control would be sold for 

a few extra dollars. 

The Board's decision to ask the legislature to 

appropriate money for matching federal funds was denounced 

in a Gazett e editorial (10-1-59, P« 6). The editor con

sidered the decision a slap in the people's face. He 

said the people's acceptance of a recent 10 increase in 

the state sales tax indicated their desire to take care of 

their own children. In a front page editorial, the 

Republic (10-1-59, P« 6) joined the Gazette in urging the 

legislature to vote the request down. 

The Gaze11e (10-21-59) made a critical distinction 

between federal aid to education and other federal aid 

proj ects: 

. . . dams, buildings, power lines, and highways 
are inanimate things. Once completed, they cannot 
do a thing of their own volition to change our way 
of life, decrease constructive powers of local 
government or mould the thinking of a whole genera
tion . 

Equally important, they have been single-shot 
projects. When they are finished, that's that. 
They do not go on year after year creating always 
greater reliance upon some distant band of 
persistent theorists (p. 6). 
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News of the Arizona Council of Educators' endorse

ment of federal aid proved "shocking" to the Republic 

(11-25-59)• The Council was admonished: "Federal aid is 

a false crutch that will crumble and drop those who use it 

into the gutter of socialism. The wise will shun it as 

they would the blandishments of the Reds" (p. 6). 

A decision of the Arizona State Board of Regents 

met with disapproval in the Republic (lO-3~59, P» 6). The 

Board was prepared to ask for $6 million in federal loans 

for construction of fraternity and sorority houses. The 

editor did not object to the federal regulation prohibiting 

discrimination in housing. However, he felt the Board's 

decision had opened the door to further federal regulations. 

Both the NDEA and HEW were criticized for lobbying 

for federal aid. When Eisenhower appointed a committee to 

establish national standards for education, the Gazette 

(1-10-59, P« 6) absolved the President of any blame. The 

fault, the editor said, resided in the "professionals in 

HEW" who were trying to federalize education. 

Eisenhower was excused a second time when he sent 

a S2.5 billion federal aid bill to Congress (Gazette, 

2-11-59)* The President's action was induced by the HEW 

which was responding to the "shrieks from the NEA and its 

lobbyists in Washington." The writer stated that education 

was a local responsibility and expressed a "profound wish 

that Washington would get off our backs" (p. 6). 



The NEA study, "National Policy and the Financing 

of Public Schools," v^as labeled a blueprint for collec

tivism (Gazette, 7-3-59, P« 6). The paper accused the NEA 

of wanting to work with one agency rather than thousands 

of school boards. It found the study full of "all the 

old, moth-eaten tricks." For example, federal funds can 

be distributed without federal controls. 

Readers of the Republic (7-2-59, p- 6) were asked 

to campaign against the "NEA togetherness boys." The NEA 

had voted at its annual convention in St. Louis to "flood 

Congress with telegrams urging a massive program of federal 

aid." The editor agreed with Dr. Roger Freeman. Freeman 

said money was available but was dissipated in curriculum 

waste and methods of instruction. 

The Gazett e (4-20-59, P- 6) reported that NEA 

lobbyists were seeking repeal of the loyalty oath clause 

in NDEA student loan applications. Schools were refusing 

to handle the loans because the oath was seen as a threat 

to academic freedom. "Pure drivel," the writer said. "All 

loans have strings. " 

Dr. Richard A. Harvill, University of Arizona 

President, believed the loyalty oath would prove in

effective for no Communist student would hesitate to take 

it (Republic, 11-21-59) • The editor said that the NDEA 

was funded to fight the Communist menace of Sputnik. Thus, 

the government had a right to make sure its money went to 



non-Communists. He disagreed with Harvill's contention. 

"This handful of trouble-makers [Communist students] will 

not lie under oath, because they realize the penalties of 

perjury. A member of a Communist cell will not take a 

loyalty oath, because he never knows when some other 

member of the cell will turn him in" (p. 6). 

In another editorial (Republic, 7-13-59)j the 

writer claimed there was nothing wrong with the oath. It 

was "an effort to avoid an American version of the British 

traitor Klaus Fuchs" (p. 6). He wondered what the 

liberals, the same ones who had cried for federal aid, had 

expect ed . 

After twelve Eastern universities had refused to 

process the loan applications, the Republie (12-7-59) 

called the schools illogical in their reasoning and anti

democratic in their action. In the opinion of the editor, 

"This requirement [loyalty oath] seems innocuous" (p. 6). 

He reminded his readers that the requirement was also an 

example of federal control. 

In an editorial entitled, "No Absolutes in Federal 

Aid," the Star (12-11-59) said, "The fact is, federal aid 

to education has been going on a long time, it has 

benefitted Tucson and Arizona considerably, it has been 

enjoyed by numerous of its critics , and is likely to 

continue" (p. 12D). While the writer admitted that it 

could get out of hand, he felt federal aid would not 



provide Utopia and would not destroy America 's character 

or moral fiber. After reviewing the history of federal 

aid to schools in Tucson, he concluded, "It has no quick 

'yes' or 'no' answer. It should not be treated with 

catch-phrases, shibboleths or propaganda sayings by either 

side. . . . There is simply a great area where judgment 

and control are needed" (p. 12D). 

Summary 

Of the 178 editorial reactions on federal support 

of education, 15'± or 87 per cent were determined unfavor

able. Each of the four newspapers examined had a com

parably high percentage of negative responses: the Star, 

86 per cent (17 of 2k); the Citizen, 79 per cent (19 of 

2k) ; the Republic, 90 per cent (87 of 97) ! the Gazette, 

86 per cent (31 of 36). In the Phoenix papers, 89 per 

cent of the editorials were opposed to federal aid; in 

the Tucson papers, 80 per cent of the comments were 

negat ive. 

The reasons most frequently given for opposing 

federal aid were the following (in descending order of 

frequency of appearance): 

1. Federal aid inevitably leads to federal control. 

2. State and local communities do not need federal 

funding. 
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3« Federal aid is economically wasteful and does not 

provide relief for local taxpayers. 

k. Federal aid encourages the growth of progressive 

educ at ion• 

5. Education is a responsibility and function, of state 

and local government. 

6. Federal aid leads to socialism and the end of 

democracy. 

7. Federal aid erodes the initiative, self-reliance, 

and dignity of local communities. 

All four newspapers stressed the first two reasons, 

the Republic being most vocal with the first one. The 

remaining arguments appeared almost exclusively in the 

Republic . 

The year 1955 signaled a new development in the 

study. It was the first year all the papers responded to 

the issue. The number of editorials and negative comments 

sharply increased. Eighty-four per cent of the total 

number of editorials and unfavorable reactions in the study-

appeared in the years 1955 through 1959* Opposition to 

federal aid was now discussed in a more specific context. 

In the last five years, criticism was directed primarily 

to the following subjects: 

1. Congressional proposals on aid for school con

struction . 
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2. National Defense Education Act and its loyalty 

oath. 

3. Overcrowding and double sessions in the state and 

local areas . 

4. The National Education Association and the Health, 

Education and Welfare Department. 

5» Stewart Udall and the Udall-Goldwater debate. 

6. White House Conference on Education. 

7. Arizona State Board of Education and Board of 

Regents. 

Public schools received almost twice the amount of 

coverage given to higher education. In most instances, 

overcrowding and double sessions were discussed as a state 

and community problem rather than in relation to a specific 

school or district. The discussion was usually accom

panied by a declaration of faith in the ability of the 

state and community to remedy the situation without federal 

as sis tance. 

Three per cent or 6 of the 178 editorials were 

favorable. The S tar had none. The Citizen reluctantly 

accepted impacted area funding as a necessity. In one of 

its two editorials, the Republic approved of the federal 

school lunch program. The Gazette assented to federal aid 

for public schools on the condition that local control 

were maintained. Both the Republic and Gazette approved 
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of federal grants for school costs of reservation Indian 

children attending Arizona public schools. The editors 

said the grants were acceptable because both the amount of 

money and time involved were specifically limited. 

Ten per cent of the total number of editorials 

were neutral. The Republic suggested that federal aid be 

considered in the context of the ability of state and local 

communities to meet the needs of distressed schools. The 

Star called for a more honest, more rational, less emo

tional discussion of federal aid. 

Three newspapers offered what they considered 

alternatives to federal aid. The Citizen suggested an 

extended school week and year. It also wanted federal 

lands in Arizona taxed for education. The Gazette sought 

passage of a school equalization bill. The Republic 

advised tax credits and a revitalized curricula as possible 

answers to the increasing cost of education. 



CHAPTER 4 

EDITORIAL REACTIONS ON STATE SUPPORT 

The purpose of this chapter is to review the 

editorial reactions on state support of education that 

appeared in the Star, Citizen, Republic , and Gazette. 

Special emphasis is devoted to the subject of state equal

ization of school financing. 

Attention is directed to the relationship that 

existed between these editorials and incidences of contro

versy and contention in Arizona and especially in Tucson 

and Phoenix in the years 1950-1959* In regard to public 

schools and higher education in these geographical areas, 

the total number of editorials in each paper is contrasted 

and the coverage compared. A determination is made of the 

extent of favorable, neutral, and unfavorable responses. 

The first section of the chapter gives an overview 

of editorial reaction on state support of education in the 

decade. The second section presents the favorable, neutral, 

and unfavorable responses on the issue. The last section 

offers an overall summary of the chapter. 

Overvi ew 

There was a total of 832 editorials on school 

financing in the ten years included in the study; 178 on 
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federal support, 365 on state support, and 289 on local 

support. Figure 6 shows the yearly total number of 

editorials on each source of support. State aid drew the 

greatest amount of editorial attention in five of the ten 

years. Almost half of the total coverage devoted to this 

issue appeared in 1953-19555 inclusive. 

Figure 7 indicates the annual total number of 

editorials on state support that appeared in each news

paper. It is clear the Phoenix newspapers were more 

attentive to the issue than were the Tucson papers. For 

the t en years of the study, the Republic had 195 editorial 

and the Gazette 72. In Tucson, the Star had 75 and the 

Citizen 26. The Republic's total, then, exceeds the 

combined total of the other three papers. 

The yearly total number of favorable, neutral, 

and unfavorable editorial reactions 011 state support is 

given in Figure 8. Perhaps the most noticeable difference 

lies in the contrast between the numbers of favorable and 

unfavorable responses. In ten years, there were 2k (7 per 

cent) negative editorials on the subject; on the other 

hand, 29^ editorials (80 per cent) were affirmative. 

Figure 9 gives the total number of favorable, 

neutral, and unfavorable reactions that appeared in each 

newspaper for the decade in study. It is readily ob

servable that an attitude predominantly supportive of stat 

aid to education was universal among the four newspapers. 
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State aid to public schools was discussed 328 times 

and 68 times in relation to higher education. (The total 

number of times discussed, 396, exceeds the total number 

of editorials, 365, as both levels of education were 

sometimes considered in the same editorial.) Yearly 

totals in Figure 10 point out that public schools received 

the greatest amount of attention in 1953-19555 inclusive. 

Tables 3 and k number a total of 76 editorials 

(21 per cent) directed to a specific school during the 

decade in study. No response was determined unfavorable. 

The Star and Republic indicated greater editorial interest 

in specific schools than did the other two papers. In both 

cities the larger school districts received the greater 

attention. Unlike the Tucson papers, the Republic and 

Gazette devoted more coverage to higher education than to 

public schools. 

Favorable, Neutral, and Unfavorable 
Reactions 

As the data in the overview section indicate, the 

greatest number of editorial reactions on state support 

were favorable. Only 7 per cent were negative. This 

largely affirmative attitude was predominant in each of 

the four newspapers. The Phoenix papers were more vocal 

on the issue than were the Tucson papers. And, when the 

number of favorable, neutral, and unfavorable responses is 
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64 

Public 
Schools 

Higher 

Education 

36 
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1951 1 9 5 3  

Figure 10. Annual Total Number of Editorials on State 
Support of Public Schools and Higher 
Education, 1950-1959 
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Table 3« Number of Favorable, Neutral, and Unfavorable 
Editorials in the Star and Citizen on State 
Support in Relation to Specific Schools, 1950-
1959 

Favorable Neutral Unf avorable 

School Star Citizen Star Citizen Star Citizen 

Tucson Public 
School #1 

Amphitheat er 

Sunnyside 

Flowing Wells 

Wrightstown 

Tanque Verde 

Morenci 

Mes a 

Phoenix Union 
High School 
and College 
System 

University of 
Arizona 

Arizona State 
University 

Northern 
Arizona 
University 

5 

5 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

3 

l 

1 
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Table k. Number of Favorable, Neutral, and Unfavorable 
Editorials in the Republic and Gazette on State 
Support in Relation to Specific Schools, 1950-
1959 

Favorable Neutral Unfavorable 

Repub- Repub - Repub-
School lie Gazette lie Gazette lie Gazette 

Phoenix Union 
High School 
and College 
System 5 1 

Phoenix 
El einentary 
S chool 
District 3 

Roosevelt 2 1 

Isaac 1 1 

Madison 1 

Wilson 1 

Sentinal 1 

University of 
Arizona 5 1 

Arizona State 
University 12 4 

Northern 
Arizona 
University 1 



contrasted, the Phoenix papers were also more often 

positive on the subject, especially the Republic. 

Forty-nine per cent of the editorials on state 

support appeared in 1953_1955- The particular subject of 

editorial interest in 1953 and 195'* was Governor Pyle's 

effort to obtain legislative enactment of tax reform and 

school equalization proposals. In 1955, attention was 

centered on Governor McFarland's program providing for 

increases in state and county Average Daily Attendance 

(ADA) allotments. 

Throughout the period under study, each newspaper 

generally recognized a need for more state aid to educa

tion. A difference of opinion, however, existed on the 

method of distributing school funds. Until the last year 

in the study, the Star favored flat increases in ADA 

payments. It opposed attempts to amend the state consti

tution regarding ADA. The other papers, especially the 

Republic , advocated a revision of state law permitting 

funds to be dispersed through an equalization formula. 

The Star maintained that ADA was a means of equalizing 

school financing. 

The majority of the editorials appearing in 1950 

dealth with propositions on the November ballot. One was 

an amendment to the state constitution to raise state aid 

from $95 to $150 per pupil. Twenty dollars of that sum 

was to be assigned to an equalization fund. Another was 
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an initiative measure to increase the state sales tax from 

two cents to three cents per dollar. The tax increase was 

dependent upon voter approval of the amendment. 

In its initial reaction, the Star (10-26-50) did 

not directly voice opposition to the proposed increase in 

aid or the equalization fund. It did, however, urge 

defeat of the amendment. "It may be that a reasonable 

increase in the state school apportionment is justified. 

If it is, the matter can be taken, care of by the legis

lature. It should under no circumstances become a part of 

the constitution where it can be changed only by another 

vote of the people" (p. 10B). 

The editor was more explicit in a later editorial 

(11-1-50): 

This proposal [amendment 1, hailed by its sponsors 
as a tax-equalization measure, would not, at first, 
increase taxes much in Pima County. But the undue 
increase — from $95 to $155 — to be apportioned per 
capita by the state, encourages future extravagance, 
while the inclusion of the kindergartens in the 
measure will call for additional expenditures. 
Increased taxes are bound to follow. The legis
lature is capable of handling this problem and 
should be permitted to do so (p. 10B). 

A few days later (11-4-50, p. 6) he pointed out 

that the effect of the amendment would be a 68$ increase 

in TPS taxes, not a reduction, as had been previously 

claimed by the district's superintendent. 

The Citizen displayed a similar change in attitude. 

In its first editorial (6-2-50, p. 10), the paper declared 
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it was remaining neutral. In a second editorial (10-6-50, 

p. IO), it said the problem of state aid was a legislative 

rather than constitutional matter. The readers were asked 

not to make up their minds until the paper had published 

all the arguments. 

In a third editorial (10-31-50) , the Citizen 

reviewed various state and local arguments for and against 

the amendment. The writer found agreement 011 one cardinal 

factor: state taxes would have to increase. He concluded, 

"With schools here [Tucson] having one of the highest 

standards in the nation as to physical plant and teacher 

qualifications, why spend more?" (p. 10). 

The next day the Citizen (11-1-50) wrote, "First 

and foremost objection to Proposition 102 [amendment] is 

pressure group insistence on enacting law and appropriating 

funds by the devious device of amending the constitution" 

(p • 10) . 

Two weeks after the defeat of the intiative and 

amendment, the Citizen (11-21-50, p. 12) declared it was 

still in favor of equalizing school taxes and would support 

legislative action in this direction. 

The Republic (10-1-50) also objected to pressure 

groups seeking to by-pass the legislature. Nor did the 

editor find any merit or urgency in any of the proposi

tions . "The school-allotment amendment would cost the 

taxpayers some 8 million dollars a year—by constitutional 
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provision even if the state were in the grip of a depres

sion—but there is no guarantee that school-district taxes 

would be reduced to neutralize the added burden" (p. l). 

The Gazette (10-10-50) called the November ballot 

a "race for special privilege." The paper (lO-19_50) later 

said, "It is unwise to write laws of this type at the 

polls, without legislative study and debate" (p. 6). 

Other editorials in 1950 praised the legislature 

for appropriating $800,000 for elementary school textbooks 

(Republic, 4-20-50, p. 6); asked for future evaluation of a 

regional compact plan enabling Arizona students to attend 

out-of-state medical schools (Republic, 3-22-50, p. 6); 

and approved of a Board of Regents $5,760,000 building 

program for being "held to the line of actual needs" 

(Gazette, 12-26-50, p. 6). 

In 19515 the legislature prepared to take action on 

a bill leasing state land to oil and gas interests. 

Leasing fees would be set aside for schools and other state 

institutions. The newspapers were unanimous in support of 

the bill in principle, but differed on the bill's partic-

ulars . 

The Star (l-29~5l) hoped the legislature would 

exact care in order to obtain the best revenue package 

possible. "Too often, in the past these lands have been 

exploited for private gain at the expense of the state's 

schools and other institutions" (p. 4). 



Two other Star editorials appeared in February. In 

one (2-13-515 P- 6) the editor suggested the legislators 

look to leasing laws in Texas for exemplary guidelines for 

Arizona policy. In the other (2-26-51, p. 4) he asked for 

at least a doubling of the present 100 an acre fee. Should 

oil or gas be found, the fee should be increased to $1.00 

an acre. The present twenty year lease restriction should 

be abolished in favor of an indefinite period. 

The only comment by the Citizen (2-14-51, P» l4) 

was a commendation of the legislature for its efforts in 

re-writing the bill. 

The Republic (2-23~51, P« 6) feared that an 

excessive rate would drive oilmen away. In Texas, the 

editor noted, the initial fee had been 50 an acre and had 

been only gradually raised to the present Si.00. In a 

later editorial (2-28-52, p. 6), he moved that Arizona 

set a 100 an acre fee for the first five years of a lease. 

If the lease were extended, the rate would go to $1.00. 

The Gazette (2-24-51, p. 6) also felt that dupli

cation of Texas law was too drastic for a state where oil 

and gas deposits were not yet proven. The editor did 

approve of the Texas policy of using revenue for permanent 

school projects rather than for reducing current operating 

expenditures. After the oil was gone, he said, there 

would be something left to see for it. 
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M. L. Brooks, the State Superintendent of Public 

Instruction, and the State Board of Education became 

involved in an argument with the legislature. The Board 

had requested $424,000 for textbook purchases. The 

legislature appropriated only $175,000, saving the re

mainder for passage in the next session. The Star 

(9-27-52 , p. 10B) defended Brooks and the Board, calling 

the action a "penny-wise, pound-foolish economy." In a 

front page editorial, the Republic (9-20-51) also blamed 

the legislature. "Arizona has a reputation for good 

schools, but it cannot be maintained unless the textbook 

shortage is overcome" (p. l). 

The Republic (12-4-51, p. 6) departed from its 

previous stand on medical schooling. In 1950, the paper 

supported state subsidy for Arizona's participation in a 

regional compact plan. It now advocated building a medical 

school in Phoenix. 

Three days later the Gazette (12-7-51, P* 6) 

offered a different plan. After Arizona's population had 

increased sufficiently, the state should build a medical 

school at the University of Arizona (UA) in Tucson, 

perhaps jointly with two or three neighboring states. 

Until that time, the state should provide scholarships 

for students attending out-of-state medical schools. 

Both the Republic (11-14-51, p. 6) and the Gazette 

(3-25-515 P« 6) approved Arizona Governor Pyle's proposal 
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for Griffenhagen and Associates, a consultant firm from 

Chicago, to make a detailed study of Arizona's tax system, 

with particular attention given to state school financing. 

The two Tucson newspapers reported on the rising 

costs of education and the need for a more equitable school 

tax system. The Star (2-1—51) opposed a bill calling for 

a mandatory teacher retirement age of 60 and allowing full 

pension rights after 30 years of teaching. The bill was 

too costly. "With the growing proportion of youngsters in 

our population, the war babies of 194-0-45 now entering 

schools, the state faces an enormous increase in educa

tional costs" (p. 10B). 

With reservation, the Star (3-8-51) endorsed a bill 

on equalization: "The taxable wealth of the state should 

be divided more equally among the various school districts, 

but the voters of each district should retain a large 

measure of personal responsibility for the cost of the 

education of their children" (p. 10B). 

In reviewing the recently completed legislative 

session, the Star (3-20-51) wrote, "The 20th legislature 

was particularly sympathetic to education. Its appropria

tions to the University of Arizona and the two state 

colleges represented clear thinking" (p. 6). 

The Citizen (2-9-5l) concluded that school relief 

was badly needed. "We are going to need a change in taxing 

systems to have the bills paid on a more equitable basis." 



What especially bothered the editor were "the large 

financially able institutions [who] were deriving the 

benefits of a fine education system without contributing 

proportionally to its support" (p. 10). Hughes Aircraft 

Company, located just outside the city limits of Tucson, 

served as an example. Most of its tax bill, he said, went 

to Sunnyside School District while most of the employees' 

children went to TPS and Amphi. 

In 1952, editorial reaction clustered around three 

subjects: school equalization, medical education, and 

educational television. 

The Star and Republic focused their attention on 

the problem of equalizing school taxes. Using TPS as an 

example, the S t ar (7-17-52) discussed the variations among 

county school districts in property valuations and tax 

rates. The writer concluded, "It now becomes necessary to 

determine whether the entire wealth of a county should be 

used more generally to educate all of the children in a 

county. Only by such a procedure can the tax burden be 

more equitably distributed" (p. 10B). 

When the new manager of Phelps Dodge in Arizona 

criticized efforts to equalize school taxes, the Star 

(11-21-52) responded with a statement it was to use again 

and again in later editorials: "The wealth of the state 

should be used to educate the children of the state, no 

matter where they happen to live" (p. 8D). The manager 



was advised to accept either a slower method of flat 

increases in state and county school aid or a quicker and 

more costly one, like a minerals separation tax. 

Pointing to the overwhelming growth of the 

Wrightstown and Tanque Verde school districts near Tucson, 

the Star (11-27-52, p. 12B) recommended an increase in 

county aid from $20 to S'iO and in state aid from $95 to 

$115' Otherwise such districts, having low property 

valuation, would face an almost confiscatory tax rate. 

The Repub1ic (11-16-52, p. 6) praised the investi

gative efforts of the Statewide Committee on Business and 

Education and supported its recommendations. Among the 

latter were these: 

1. Survey, revaluation, and reassessment of all real 

property both inside and outside school districts 

using a fixed formula to be adhered to by all 

county assessors. 

2. Equalization of school financing. 

3. Preservation of home rule in the consolidation of 

school districts. 

k. Economizing of school operating procedures and 

expenditures. 

In another editorial, the Republic (12-25-52) said 

"If the legislature performs with similar thoroughness [as 

the Statewide Committee] while considering the proposals 
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to be put before it, Arizona will be well on its way toward 

solving its educational dilemma" (p. 6). 

As it had in 1951? the Gazette (2-15~52, p. 6) 

asked the legislature to establish scholarships for Arizona 

students attending out-of-state medical schools. 

The Republic (10-19—52, p. 6) abandoned its stand 

on building a medical school in Phoenix and returned to 

its position supporting Arizona's participation in a 

regional compact plan. This plan would be "much cheaper 

than building our own medical school." 

When the 20th legislature approved of a compact 

plan, the Republic (12~9~52, p- 6) asked the next session 

to appropriate $50,000 for tuition. Unless students opened 

practice in Arizona, they would be required to pay back a 

part of the state-paid tuition costs. 

On the same day, both the Republic and Gazette ran 

editorials advising the legislature to reject any plans 

for establishing a statewide educational television net

work. The Republic (12-20-52) said: 

Arizona faces too many other pressing educational 
problems to take on the additional costly com
plexities of TV. Until the state solves its 
taxation enigma and boasts sufficient school 
plants to adequately meet its soaring classroom 
needs, its educators and government should steer 
clear of oversimplified proposals concerning 
educational television (p. 6) . 

The Gazette (12-20-52, p. 6) referred to the 

Griffenhagen report in turning down the television 



proposal. The report stated that Arizona needed $39 

million for school construction immediately and $120 

million for the next fifteen years. 

The year 1953 marked a considerable increase in 

the number of editorials on state aid. The number of 

responses rose from l4 in 1952 to 76 in 1953* The majority 

of the comments dealth with legislative action on school 

financing and a proposed amendment to the constitution 

removing average daily attendance (ADA) as a method of 

distributing state and county school aid. In general, the 

Star favored a flat increase in aid and opposed the amend

ment. The other papers favored an equalization program 

and approved the amendment. 

In a series of editorials, the S t ar insisted that 

the easiest, simplest, most practical, equitable, and most 

politically feasible method of providing more funds for 

education was to increase the present state and county ADA 

payments. "At present the state pays $95 and the county 

$20 for each student. If this were raised $20 each . 

most of the districts would be able to solve their prob

lems" (2-16-53 , p. 10B). The state was urged "to equalize 

more justly the school taxes of the state along the lines 

of taxing the wealth of the state, no matter where it is 

located, to educate the children of the state, no matter 

where they are. This can be done simply by increasing the 



amount of state and county support for average daily 

attendance" (3-2^-53, P- 12B). 

In April, the Star (^-7~53, P* 12B) lowered its 

recommended increase in county aid from $20 to $10. In 

May (5-1^-53), it declared the Governor was "playing into 

the hands of those who want no reform or, at best, wish t 

postpone it as long as is possible" (p. l6B). It request 

that the Governor accept the recommendations of a study 

prepared by the Tucson Chamber of Commerce calling for 

increases in state and county ADA payments. The editor 

assured the Governor that those business interests 

presently outside of any school district would pay their 

share since their state and county property taxes would 

increas e. 

In June, the Star (6-21-53) warned, "Any other 

course [than ADA increase] will almost inevitably result 

in no relief being granted before the regular session 

starting in January of 195^t, and the schools need help 

long before that" (p. 6). 

The Republic (l-7-53) gave strong support to 

Governor Pyle and his efforts to spearhead reform in the 

state tax system and method of school financing. "The 

legislature can no longer ignore the fact that the state ' 

tax structure, particularly as it relates to the financin 

of public schools , has become woefully inadequate in the 

light of Arizona's post-war growth" (p. 6). 



Even if Pyle's budget allocations for education 

were adopted, the Republic (1-20-53) contended, "there will 

be double shifts of students in many schools, the result 

of an enrollment gain which will continue for some years" 

( p . 6 ) . 

In several editorials the Republic continued to 

exhort the legislature to pass the Governor's program. 

"Property revaluation and school cost equalization are at 

the heart of the governor's program of tax revision but 

there is some doubt that they will win passage. If they 

do not, the tax problem will go over until next year 

virtually untouched" (3~l6-53, P« 6). 

The legislature did not enact Pyle's program. It 

did provide building funds for the deaf and blind school 

and the colleges and university, for which the Republic 

(4-2-53, P* 6) thanked the lawmen. 

Some optimism, however, was retained. "One of the 

saving graces of the school expansion problem is that 

property values frequently grow as fast as the population. 

. If the value isn't there, the need for legislation 

to equalize statewide school costs is emphasized "(Republic, 

4-29-53, P- 6). 

Of the four newspapers, only the Star opposed the 

proposed amendment to the state constitution abolishing 

ADA as a method of distributing state and county school 

aid . 
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The Star objected to the amendment for several 

reasons. One, it would enable the mines and railroads to 

avoid paying their share of the tax bill. Two, ADA 

distribution was a tested method which voters were being 

asked to abandon for some unknown plan. Three, ADA was a 

means of adequately equalizing school funds. 

As an example, the S tar (8-31-53, p• 10B) compared 

the Morenci and Amphi school districts. Morenci, with its 

mines, had eleven times the assessed valuation as Amphi. 

If state aid were increased from $95 to $150 per ADA, 

Morenci's school district tax rate would be reduced about 

120 per $100 assessed valuation. The additional amount 

paid to the state, however, would result in a 77# net 

increase. Amphi's district rate would be reduced $2.01 

per $100. The net decrease after paying the increased 

amount of assessed taxes would be $1.15 per $100. 

Upon defeat of the amendment and Pyle's announced 

intention to continue to seek legislative approval of his 

program, the Star (ll-26-535 P» 12B), unlike the Republic, 

came out against revaluation of real property. The editor 

stated that revaluation would eliminate veteran exemptions, 

shift part of the tax burden from the railroads to small 

property oirners, and fail to reduce taxes or costs of 

government. 

The Republic was equally adamant in support of the 

amendment. Its primary objection to ADA was that it forced 



the state to give the same increase in aid to wealthy 

districts as it did to poor districts. Approval of the 

amendment would enable the legislature to prepare a dif

ferent and equitable formula for aid distribution. 

The Republic (7-28-53, P» 6) objected to paid 

advertisements appearing in its paper which asked the 

readers to vote against the amendment. The ad suggested 

that a YES vote would cause Maricopa County to lose more 

than $1 million annually in ADA payments. Political 

trickery was suspected by the sponsors of the ad. 

Just prior to the voting, the Republic (9-26-53, 

p. 6) expressed hope that citizens would consider the 

notice of increased taxes which they had recently received 

in the mail as evidence of a need for reform of Arizona's 

taxes. Reform could begin with a YES vote on the amend

ment . 

Defeat of the amendment prompted an assessment 

from the Republic (10-1-53): "A small vote, highly 

organized opposition behind the scenes, doubts aroused by 

uncertainty and misinformation, plus injection of party 

politics, all probably played a part" (p. 6). 

In two editorials the Citizen expressed approval 

of the amendment. In one (9-25_53) the editor said, "We 

amass a state fund principally through taxation and then 

distribute it among all the school districts whether they 

need state help or not" (p. l4t). The situation was 



"preposterous" when Morenci, with a 9# tax rate, and Amphi 

with a $5 .55 rate, received the same amount of state aid. 

In the second one (9-28-53), he said the present method 

was "like collecing a Community Chest budget of $300)000 

for social welfare and distributing $1-50 to everyone" 

(p . l6) . 

The Gazette's (6-26-53) initial comment on the 

amendment was in reaction to what it considered a compli

cated formula for distribution of aid submitted by a state 

lawmaker. "ADA may not be the ultimate answer to state 

aid, but the more you study Mr. Wallace's scheme the more 

you realize there is a lot to be said for ADA" (p. 6). 

The editor said ADA was easily understood, allowed for 

equality of treatment, and was not subject to political 

whim. 

The second Gazette editorial (9-11-53, P* 6) 

presented a history of ADA in Arizona. It had been an 

initiative measure approved by the voters in 19^0. The 

paper said Pyle was offering assurance that the voters 

would have an opportunity to vote on any substitute for 

ADA. 

As the Citizen and Star had done, the Gazett e 

(9-15-53, P* 6) used several school districts having wide 

variations in assessed valuation as evidence of the need 

for a more equitable basis of distributing aid than ADA 

offered. The paper then urged YES on the amendment. 



As the Republic had before, the Gazette (9—28—53, 

p. 6) denounced the scare tactics of the Maricopa County 

Committee to Assess Equal Rights for Arizona School 

Children. The Committee said the county, which received 

$1.2 million more in aid than it contributed to the fund, 

would lose that amount if the amendment were passed. 

According to the Gazette (9_30—53, p» 6), there 

were several reasons for the amendment's defeat: serious 

doubt had been cast upon the constitutionality of the 

proposition; the campaign was late getting started; in 

Maricopa County, a county building amendment was tacked 

onto the ballot; and the election came only a few days 

after voters had received their tax bills. 

In other editorials in 1953 5 both the Republie am 

Gazette refused to support new taxes, even for education. 

The Republic (2-9~53) noted, "The average American family 

is sacrificing something in the neighborhood of 40 per 

cent of total income for taxes . Many home budgets are 

strained to the breaking point" (p. 6) . The Gazette 

(3-10-53) wrote: "If Arizona schools need more state 

aid—and apparently they do--it should be at the expense 

of less needed programs, not taken out of the hide of 

the taxpayers" (p. 6). 

The Republic sought legislative action on a state 

supplemented pension plan for teachers (2-19-53? P* 6) 

and approval for district paid expense accounts for 
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educators attending educational conferences and meetings 

(2-7-53, p. 6). 

The Arizona State Land Department was praised for 

initiating action to obtain title to approximately eight 

million acres of public school lands which had been 

granted to Arizona under the statehood act of 1912 

(Republic, 7-10-53) • The editor believed the action 

"should produce major new sources of public school funds, 

and may go far toward meeting the total school costs in 

future years" (p. 6). 

The legislature was asked by the Republic (1-30-53, 

p. 6) to appropriate $62,600 for Arizona's first year's 

participation in the Western State Regional Education 

Compact. The appropriation would enable 29 Arizona 

students to attend graduate schools outside the state. 

Medical students could receive a $1000 credit toward their 

loan debt for each year they practiced in Arizona. 

In a series of five editorials the Republic 

rejected plans for an educational television network in 

Arizona. "The decision of the state board of regents to 

go slow on television in Arizona education echoes the 

position of groups studying the medium in other states. 

. Arizona is not ready for school-operated TV because 

there are too many other costly and pressing school needs 

to be met first" (3-11-53, P* 6). 



Governor Pyle's new legislative proposals on 

school financing and the increasing costs of education were 

the two major topics of editorial interest in 195^* None 

of the papers changed their stance on ADA and equaliza

tion. The Republic, however, introduced two new approaches 

to the subject of school costs. One was to compare 

Arizona's record on support of education with the records 

of other states. The other was to advise school boards to 

practice economy by removing frills from the curriculum 

and returning to fundamentals. 

The Star (2-3-5'* 5 P» 12B) found several weaknesses 

in the Governor's program. In light of the simple method 

of increasing ADA payments, the program was unnecessarily 

complicated. It merely shifted present inequalities among 

school districts from the state to the county level. And 

the main beneficiaries would be owners of property having 

large assessed valuation located in areas with low popula

tion . 

Upon further analysis, the Star (2-2^-5^, p* 12B) 

admitted that the program might equalize school district 

aid within the counties. In Pima County, TPS and Amphi 

might receive relief from Ajo with its copper mines. The 

editor agreed that incorporating all unorganized areas 

into District X for school tax purposes was a sound idea. 

On ADA, he approved of putting it on a current rather than 

a previous year's basis. He disapproved of calculating 



ADA over a nine month rather than a six month period. He 

felt the average over the longer period would result in 

less aid for the schools. 

The Star (8-10-5^) opposed reducing the state tax 

rate from Si.00 to 8O0 because it would provide the best 

advantage to those property owners whose land was outside 

any school district. Instead, the editor advised keeping 

the rate at Si.00 and using some of the state's surplus 

funds for education. "If only S4t million of the S7 

million in surplus were used to increase state aid, and 

the state rate were kept at Si.00, the 'poorer' districts 

would enjoy a far greater reduction in taxes than the 

reduction in the state rate" (p. 12B) . 

The legislature was frequently admonished by the 

Republic to take action on the Governor's plan. "A compre

hensive tax reform program has yet to materialize in the 

legislature despite an exhaustive study and recommenda

tions for improvement made by Griffenhagen and Associates 

in 1951" (1-13-54:, p. 6). 

In February, the Republic (2-3-5^) said, "Districts 

in some counties would still lose out on this deal [county 

equalization] by a county-to-county comparison. But much 

of this inequity might be neutralized if the five cor

rective measures recommended by the governor were put 

through" (p. 6) . 
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In March, the Republic berated the legislature for 

wasting time on a $10 joer pupil budget limitation bill 

(3-7-5^5 P« 6)9 a new income tax law (3—2'l—5^, P» 6), and 

an increase in the sales tax (3~19~5'l, P- 6). 

The Gazette joined the Republic in urging legis

lative enactment of Pyle's program. The paper outlined the 

new program in a February editorial (2-2-5^, P> 6). It 

continued to support county equalization in March, saying 

the plan "will equalize taxes for at least half the state's 

school districts" (3-20-5^, P- 6). 

Both Phoenix newspapers expressed disappointment 

over the performance of the legislators. The Republic 

(4-11 —5'l) said the session had produced very little and 

asked the voters to correct the situation in the next 

elections. The editor found the uniform school budget law 

the "only constructive action on Arizona's critical educa

tional finance problems." He did appreciate a $2 million 

appropriation for university and state college construc

tion, "a portion of which assures the University of Arizona 

a start on adequate gallery facilities in which to house a 

priceless art collection" (p. 6). 

The Gazet te (3~31-54, P» 6) faulted the reduction 

in appropriations for higher education but did approve of 

an overdue increase in professorial salaries. In a second 

editorial (Gazette, 4-10-54, P- 6), the paper assessed the 



over-all performance of the legislature as a "record of 

futility. " 

The increasing costs of education elicited several 

editorials in the Republic. In response to the Hollis 

Report on higher education and the Griffenhagen study, the 

editor said, "Just how all these demands can be met without 

boosting the already burdensome state taxes is a problem 

that most surveys fail to solve." However, he believed 

that "with a little patience all around . . . Arizona's 

educational standards can be kept at satisfactory levels 

and the increasing school population taken care of without 

bankrupting the state or local property omiers11 (10-22-5^, 

p. 6) . 

In another editorial the Republic (10-28-5^, p- 6) 

defended Arizona's support of education. The Hollis Report 

showed Arizona paying 9*60 per cent of its total income in 

state and local taxes. The median for twelve other Western 

states was 9»l6 per cent. A Chamber of Commerce study 

found Arizona 30th in per capita income but l^th in 

expenditures per pupil. The state was 3rd in per cent of 

income that goes into public schools. The writer asked 

Arizona educators "to realize there is a limit to the tax 

burden that can be borne, and that the state faces a good 

many demands besides schools. 

The Republic (11-8-5^) recognized the need for more 

money for education and asked educators to help by getting 
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rid of some of the frills in the curriculum. "In a time of 

need, such as we face, it seems we should go back to the 

essentials and get rid of the fancy work" (p. 6). 

In two editorials the Republ1c suggested that 

Arizona could save money if it established a textbook re-

binding program. "If a rebinding program can save state 

taxpayers $3*50 per pupil per year ... it would aid in 

reducing the mounting cost of education in Arizona" 

(2-26-54, p. 6). 

The majority of the editorials in 1955 centered on 

a new school aid bill. The Star gave strong support to 

McFarland's (new Arizona Governor) program which called 

for increasing state and county ADA payments. The 

Republic and Gazett e opposed the program in favor of 

equalizing school aid. The Citizen had only one editorial. 

The total number of editorials rose from '±0 in 1954 to 64 

in 1955-

Just prior to the opening of the legislative 

session, the S tar (l-7~55) warned the AEA and other edu

cators not to "pile on the legislature proposals for a 

constitutional amendment to permit a complicated system 

of state aid to be adopted" (p. 8D). The editor advocated 

a simpler method of increasing state and county ADA 

support. 

In answer to charges that an increase in ADA would 

produce a large increase in state property taxes, the Star 



(l-l'l-55) replied, "But the increase . . . would be 

balanced off in great part by the lowering of district 

school taxes" (p. 8D). AS an example, he predicted Ainphi 

would have a 15 »9 per cent net decrease in taxes while 

Morenci would have a net increase of 78.2 per cent. 

The S tar (1-21-55, P »  8D) offered another example 

of how ADA equalized school aid. Greenlee County had low 

population and high assessed valuation. Increasing state 

aid from $95 to $115 would provide the county with $5^,960 

more in state aid. However, a 50(2 increase in the state 

property tax would result in the county paying $260,518 

more in taxes. The difference, $209,^58, would be used by 

the state for aid to less wealthy districts. Thus the 

wealth of the state, no matter where it was, would educate 

the children of the state, no matter where they lived. 

McFarland's plan, the S tar (1-28-55 , P -  8D ) con

tended, would also force large interests like the railroads 

and utilities to pay their share of the costs of education. 

These interests, the editor said, preferred a sales tax 

increase because it would be less expensive for them. 

After continuing to urge passage of McFarland's 

program, the Star (4-2-55) was pleased when the legisla

ture raised county aid from $20 to $30.50. The editor 

said those who had opposed the bill, including the Arizona 

Republic, had failed "to distinguish between the equality 



of aid per student, and the vast inequity in school en

rollment and assessed valuation" (p. l4t). 

The Republic (1-11-55) doubted that the Governor 

really believed that increasing state and county allotments 

would mean ati equivalent reduction in district taxes. 

"Nevertheless, the governor proposes to hand out money to 

rich and poor districts alike, with the pious hope that 

the districts will reduce their own tax rates in propor

tion " ( p . 6 ) . 

The cost of McFarland's bill was estimated at $11 

million. The Republic (l-13~55) wondered where the money 

was coming from. "This idea of saying it won't cost any

thing to pay an $11,000,000 bill is sort of screwy" (p. 6). 

In place of straight ADA allotment increases, the 

Republic (1-28-55, p. 6) advised the legislature to go to 

the voters in summer with a formula for equalization. The 

plan could take effect in September, the earliest any ADA 

"stop-gap" program could benefit the schools. In addition 

to the formula, ADA should be put on a current basis, 

counties should assess all property presently located 

outside school districts, and the state should reimburse 

districts for money lost through veteran and widow exemp

tions . 

Instead of equalizing taxes, the Republic (2-8-55) 

feared they would be centralized. "Some school district 

taxes may come down for a year, but the climb will soon be 
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started again. The load won't be equalized; it will be 

centralized and multiplied. . . . At least half the school 

districts in the state do not need additional stcite aid. 

But they are going to get it anyway, and the state's tax

payers are going to foot the bill" (p. 6). 

The Republic (2-20-55, P« 6) supported a Senate 

amendment to the bill providing for a one-year self-

repealing clause. The purpose was to allow immediate aid 

for schools while the legislature and the public further 

explored equalization proposals. In another editorial 

(3-17-55) the editor stressed the importance of the clause. 

"If it isn't passed there will be no incentive to equalize 

school costs throughout the state. . . . School costs will 

never be equalized between districts as long as the schools 

are able to get by, and they'll get by as long as the 

legislature keeps boosting school aid" (p. 6). 

The other Phoenix newspaper also realized the 

necessity for a time limit on the school bill. The Gazette 

(1-11-55 , P* 6) agreed with McFarland that ADA should be 

put on a current basis. However, the paper did not believe 

a blanket increase in ADA allotments was realistic. In a 

second editorial in January (1-27-55)5 the Gazette said, 

"While it is true that raising state and county aid brings 

a certain kind of equalization, it is not that which is 

most needed. . . . The only way to pinpoint equalization 

at the district level is to set up a special equalization 
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fund and formula" (p. 6). The editor also felt that 

blanket ADA increases would not necessarily be offset by 

decreases in school district tax rates. 

After the legislature enacted McFarland's plan, 

the reactions of the newspapers were predictably different. 

The Star noted benefits that would be derived from the 

increase in ADA while the Republic and Gazette maintained 

their stance on the need for an equalization program. 

The Star (5-8-55) said, "That is the purpose of all 

plans to increase state aid; to give aid to poorer dis

tricts, but not to aid the richer districts" (p. 12D). In 

answer to critics of the new aid bill, including the 

Arizona Republic, the editor referred to various school 

districts in Maricopa and Pima counties to show how the 

new bill would work. 

A proposal made in a special joint legislative 

committee meeting on school financing in September met 

with the Star1s disapproval (9-1^-55, P« l^B). The 

proposal would require every school district to levy a 

minimum tax rate of Si.00 to be eligible for any state 

and county aid. The editor stated the requirement would 

be in violation of the state constitution requiring aid 

on the basis of ADA. It would also lighten the tax load 

of big interests like the mines. Although he recognized 

a weakness in ADA--equal aid to rich and poor districts 
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alike--he considered it a minor one in comparison to the 

many advantages he saw in ADA. 

The Star (9-18-55, P- 10D) criticized the efforts 

of the Arizona Tax Research Association (ATRA) for the 

Phoenix Gazette to disparage ADA. Using ATRA figures, the 

writer said increases in ADA had made it possible for 3 5 

per cent of the school districts in Maricopa County to 

reduce their tax rates while rates in only 11 per cent of 

the districts were raised. 

In a number of editorials the Republic noted the 

failings of the new aid bill. The paper (5-5_55, P' 6) 

reported that the PUHS school board had reduced salary 

increases from $200 to $100 and passed a resolution against 

any further salary increases until the state had initiated 

a change in the method of financing schools. 

The new bill was blamed also for having forced an 

increase in the Maricopa County tax rate from 84(J to $1.47 

(9-7-55 , P- 6). "Some legislative chickens have come home 

to roost . . . " The paper announced the state tax rate 

would go up 4:5$ although the entire $8 million in the 

state's surplus fund went to reducing the rate. 

When PUHS announced a 30 "to 5£ reduction in its 

tax rate, the Republic (6-9-55) wrote, "So it is evident 

that a 5"? drop in a tax levy is far from the 'no-cost' 

ideal boasted of by the advocates of increased school aid" 

(p. 6). 
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In response to the Si.00 rate requirement sug

gested by the special joint legislative committee, the 

Republic (9-l'i~55) said, "No tax plan Cor schools can be 

equitable until property valuation is standard throughout 

th e state. Until this is done all plans are empty 

gestures" (p. 6). 

In five editorials the Gazett e said the new school 

aid bill had raised taxes, particularly in Maricopa County. 

In addition, the paper felt the school financing problem 

was still not settled. 

The Citizen (2-28-55, P» 8) had only one editorial 

in 1955- It thanked the legislature for appropriating 

building funds for the UA. 

In other editorials in 1955, the Republic (5~6~555 

p. 6) supported State Sonatory Nielson Brow's proposal to 

eliminate veteran exemptions on property taxes. The paper 

figured loss to school districts yearly amounted to 

$1,891,882. It urged a limit on the number of years or 

value of property exempted. 

A court decision revising the age limit for ADA 

allotment would open the way for kindergartens according 

to the Republic (5-18-55)• The paper believed it was time 

"to get the Arizona school tax system on a sound and 

permanent basis before trying to expand it." The writer 

reported some school districts using the increased aid for 
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"swimming pools , huge auditoriums, and de luxe athletic 

facilities" (p. 6). 

The Republic (9-9-55? P« 6) opposed McFarland's 

request of the Board of Regents to hold the budget line for 

a year. The writer felt the request was an election year 

ploy. The state institutions of higher learning, he said, 

needed more teachers and increased salaries. 

In November, the Republic ran two more editorials 

on higher education. In one (11-2-55, P* 6) the editor 

wondered why the university and colleges in the state 

participated in large-scale athletic recruiting programs 

in light of their claims for needing larger budgets for 

increasing enrollments. In the second one (11-29-55), the 

writer supported building a new football stadium at ASU. 

"College football," he said, "is expected to pay its way, 

and it can't do so without having tickets to sell" (p. 6). 

Equalization and ADA continued to be the subjects 

of editorial interest in 195&. Once again the Star 

favored ADA and the Republic and Gazette supported tax 

revaluation and school equalization. The Citizen had no 

comment for this year. The total number of editorials 

dropped from 64 in 1955 to l8 in 1956. 

The S t ar (3-5~56, p. 6) predicted school adminis

trators and other educators would rue the day the legis

lature followed their proposals on school financing. The 

educators had advocated a constitutional amendment to 
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revise ADA and an equalization formula. The editor 

believed the package offered an untried and unknown system 

with a complicated method over a simple, direct, and 

effective system which ADA represented. He suggested the 

state might follow a California plan wherein ADA is supple

mented with special funding in accordance with the pro

portion of the number of pupils to the assessed valuation 

in a district. 

In another editorial (3-12-56, p. 10B), the S tar 

opposed tax revaluation because it would benefit big 

interests more than it would homeowners. Veterans would 

also lose their exemptions. 

The S t ar ' s (4-17-56, p. 10B) only other comment 

on school aid was to compliment the legislature for giving 

higher education all the funds requested for future expan

sion . 

The Republic (I-IO-56, p. 6) opposed the AEA ' s 

$9 million school equalization program on the grounds that 

it did not include tax revaluation. The editor said 

revaluation must precede any equalization plan. 

The approach to school financing endorsed by a 

joint legislative committee and the Arizona Association of 

School Administrators appeared to be "as sound as a bell" 

to the Republic (I-I6-56, p. 6). The plan called for re

valuation of all property, a constitutional amendment on 

ADA, and an equalization formula. 
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According to the Republ ic (3-9_56, p. 6), the 

failure of this plan to receive legislative passage was due 

to an "unholy alliance" of copper lobbyists and urban 

legislators . The writer saw election, repercussions from 

the threatened veteran exemptions as another reason for 

the plan's demise. He asked the voters to remember this 

failure in the next election. 

In an editorial entitled "Winners But Still Chumps," 

the Republ ic (4-9~56, p. 6) wondered what had happened to 

the entire school tax program promised as a cure after 

last year's temporary emergency school aid bill. In a 

second editorial (4-6-56, p. 6), the editor predicted a 

full blown education financial crisis in 1957-

In its review of the legislative session, the 

Gazette (4-16-56) said, "The important matter of property 

revaluation as a step to school aid equalization lost out. 

This is a glittering failure, since the legislature in its 

first regular session [1955] had committed itself to this 

action as a companion to last year's blanket increase of 

school aid to the rich and poor districts alike" (p. 6). 

In previous editorials the Gazette had urged the lawmen to 

provide a r evaluat i on-equali zat ion bill. 

The 23rd legislative session and a special House 

Tax Study Committee were the centers of editorial atten

tion in 1957. For the sixth consecutive year, the Republic 

led the other papers in the number of reactions . The 
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total number of editorials rose from 18 in 1956 to 23 in 

1957-

For only the third time in the past six years of 

the study, the Citizen (2-18-57, P' 6) expressed an 

opinion on state aid to education. It asked the legis

lature to put ADA on a current basis and to allocate 

capital outlay funds for higher education. In another 

editorial (3~6-575 P* 1^) the paper estimated that state 

and county aid provided half or less the actual cost per 

pupil per school year. In a change from its previous 

stance, it characterized ADA as a practical means of 

spreading school costs beyond the school district itself 

and making all property owners pay their share of education 

costs. 

The Republic (l-23_57j P* 6) reported that 

McFarland had requested putting ADA on a current basis but 

had failed to provide money for it in his budget. 

The football stadium at Arizona State University 

(ASU) was again supported by the Republic (3-2-57)* The 

House was asked to approve the Regents' request for 

$800,000 for construction. "A sound football program, 

topped by a fine football team, can do great things for a 

college and an area, both in revenue and publicity" (p. 6). 

McFarland was accused of running hard for the 

national Senate in the next election (Republie, 3~7-57, 

p. 6). The editor said the Governor's budget would boost 
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the state property tax from Si.00 to approximately $1.65* 

His veto of a sales tax increase because it would hurt the 

working man was viewed as a political ploy by the editor. 

Ten days later the Republic (3-17_57, P* 6) 

announced that the legislature had refused to appropriate 

money to put ADA on a current basis because McFarland had 

vetoed its sales tax bill. 

When McFarland signed the bill providing funds for 

a football stadium at ASU, the Republic (3-23-57) said, 

"This much is certain: the school that wins recognition 

on the gridiron can usually attract the teachers and stu

dents and money needed for excellency in the classroom" 

(p. 6). 

The Gazett e (1-12-57, P- 6). believed the entire 

state education picture needed a careful review by the 23rd 

legislature. In summing up the session in March, the 

Gazette (3-16-57, P* 6) re ported that the legislature had 

"left the controversial school aid question unsolved." 

Each of the newspapers offered some comment on the 

House T ax Study Committee. The Star (5~1_57) opposed 

appropriating Si.5 million for persons outside the state 

to assess property. That job belonged to the State Tax 

Commission. The editor advised that if people wanted to 

equalize their taxes, they should put pressure on the 

county assessors. He felt there was little chance for 

bills increasing the state sales tax and repealing 
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deduction of federal income taxes from state income taxes 

because each bill affected some groups more than others. 

He believed the current Si.00 state tax levy a small 

fraction of the total tax levy and not the financial burden 

depicted by some of the state's big interests. He re

iterated the Republic ' s 195^ view tlicit if people wanted to 

lower their taxes, they should "insist that school district 

taxes be held to the amount needed for additional 

functional-type classrooms devoid of frills" (p. 8D). 

Th e tax rate of $13*^5 in the city of Tucson made 

it imperative that something be done about the property 

tax burden (Citizen, 10-^-57, P» 12). After reviewing the 

work of the tax committee, the editor said the tax rate in 

Amphi would be reduced if ADA were on a current year 

basis. 

The Republic (3-15~57, P« 6) thought the committee 

was performing a worthwhile study. The paper recommended 

that the state turn over all property tax collections to 

the counties and school districts. In another editorial 

(6-17-57, P* 6), the editor estimated that repeal of the 

federal income tax deduction from the state income tax 

would cut tax rates by 80 per cent. The use of 50 per 

cent of the revenue from an increase in the sales tax for 

school equalization had merit he said. In a third edito

rial (9-1^-57, P* 6) he said one flaw in the committee's 
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approach was a failure to establish mandatory property 

assessment rates. 

The Gazette (9-13~57) wrote, "The committee's 

complicated school tax plan sounds workable in general but 

it has at least one major weakness. . . . The real estate 

transaction tax runs counter to giving property owners 

relief" (p. 6). 

In other editorials in 1957, the Republic (11-30-57, 

p. 6) noted a growing sentiment on reducing and eventually 

eliminating veteran exemptions on property. The paper 

estimated that over $2 million in taxes yearly were lost 

to the school districts. 

For the first time in the study, junior college 

was the subject of editorial concern. In one of two 

editorials, the Republic (9-30-57, P • 6) reacted to a 

suggestion by Bruce Moore, Superintendent of PUHS. Moore 

recommended establishing more junior colleges throughout 

the state. These schools, he believed, could relieve 

enrollment pressures at the schools of higher education. 

The editor agreed and said local communities should decide 

if they wished to support a junior college. Then the 

county and state would assist in providing funds. 

In the other editorial (12-27-57, P» 6), the 

paper favored a Regents' decision to build a junior college 

at Yuma, Arizona. The state would pay $80,000 the first 
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year, and half the second year costs of $120,000. Yuma 

would have to raise the money for the buildings. 

The Gaz,ette (8-27~57, P* 6) reviewed the financial 

plight of higher education. It said tuition rates paid 

only a fraction of the operating expenses, but increasing 

tuition rates would only force out too many students. The 

editor suggested greater emphasis on student loans. 

The total number of editorials almost doubled in 

1958, rising from 23 in 1957 to 42. The Republic had nine 

times as many responses as the Star and Citizen had and 

three times the number for the Gazette. The topics of 

greatest interest were new school aid bills and a medical 

school in Phoenix. Higher education received the most 

attention it had received since 1953-

For a brief time the Star appeared to have changed 

its position on ADA. In February (2-4-58, p. l4B) it 

supported a bill requiring a constitutional amendment 

revising state law on ADA allotment. 

In March (3-21-58) , it asked the people to 

initiate the amendment if the legislature failed to call 

a special election for that purpose. The amendment would 

pave the way for a new Minimum Essentials school bill to 

take effect. The bill would raise state aid from $127 to 

$170 and reduce county aid from $30-50 to $10. A special 

$20 equalization fund at the county level would be distrib

uted to "needy" districts which met a formula. The formula 
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required a district to levy a minimum tax of Si.50 for 

elementary schools and $1.30 for high schools. If the levy 

and state aid failed to produce an amount of $275 per 

elementary pupil and $425 per high school pupil, the 

county would make up the difference. Districts wishing 

to expend more than the minimum essential per pupil would 

have to raise it by tax levy. The editor said, "It is 

believed no local district, and certainly not Tucson No. 1 

[TPS], can qualify the way the legislature has written the 

law, and thus the only substantial benefits coming into 

the area will come through an increase in state ADA" 

(p. 14b). He estimated the tax levy in local districts 

would go doirn from a low of 620 to a high of $2-35* 

In October, the Star (10-8-5$, p. 8D) said the 

only way to resolve the inequities of school district taxes 

was to increase state aid. In place of an increase in the 

sales tax, the editor favored raising the state property 

tax to $1.50. This, he felt, was the only way of reaching 

some large taxpayers. He also favored doubling the excise 

tax on tobacco and liquor and using the revenue for ADA 

payments. He admitted that ADA had problems but did give 

immediate relief. Furthermore, other methods would re

quire a constitutional amendment which might take years to 

pass and might not give relief. 

The Citizen (3~29~58, p. 16) recommended an in

crease in the state sales tax because it would lower local 
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property tax rates at least $1.50. The paper feared an 

increase in taxes at all levels unless the sales tax bill 

passed. It referred to a poll taken in Tucson in which 

73 per cent indicated approval of the sales tax increase. 

In a second editorial (3-25-58, P« 10) the Citizen 

advised its readers to write their legislators in support 

of putting ADA on a current basis. The paper figures the 

bill would provide TPS with enough money to underwrite a 

building program without adding 10 to the tax rate. 

The Republic (l-13~58, p. 6) was not optimistic 

about any school equalization plan becoir.ing law this year. 

The editor considered the election year and a legislature 

dominated by conservative Democrats as two reasons for 

not having much hope. 

Depending on an increase in luxury taxes to finance 

schools, dependent children, and the aged and blind was an 

unrealistic approach (Republic, 1-15_58, P* 6). The writer 

reminded the legislature of its promise in 1955 to pass an 

equalization bill. Putting ADA on a current basis was good 

but failed to provide any substantial relief for property 

owners. He repeated the recommendations of the 1957 House 

Tax Study Committee on school equalization and sales taxes. 

He said it was "sheer murder" to expect property owners to 

continue to carry the burden. 

According to the Republic (l-19~58, p. 6), the 

Governor and legislators lacked political courage to adopt 



a new formula for school aid. The writer suggested the 

school aid program in Arkansas be investigated. In that 

state school aid was distributed on the basis of need. 

State aid was reduced if local property was not assessed 

at a rate of at least l8 per cent. 

When McFarland decided not to call a second special 

session, the Republic (4-11-58, P- 6) said it was just as 

well he did not. The legislature had failed to follow the 

advice of its own House committee. The editor hoped that 

next year, a non-election year, a new Governor would press 

for tax equalization. 

The Gazette (1-14-58, p. 6) approved of placing 

ADA on a current basis but had reservations about depending 

on luxury taxes to provide the whole cost. The paper 

preferred creating a school equalization program. 

Late in the year after the elections, school aid 

again was a topic of editorial concern. The Citizen 

(12-19-58, p. 8) reported that the new Governor, Republican 

Paul Fannin, was not opposed to a sales tax increase if 

the revenue went to the schools. The paper said the best 

way to reduce taxes was to keep a careful watch on school 

expenditures. 

The Republic (11-14-58) addressed itself to the 

next legislature: "Any group that attempts to block 

equalization of school taxes for the state is a traitor to 

the state and should receive harsh treatment from the 
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people. School taxes must be and are the No. 1 problem for 

solution by the next session of the legislature" (p. 6). 

The Maricopa County Taxpayers Association proposed 

a school aid program which the Republic Cll-22-58, p. 6) 

termed "a good start." The plan called for establishing a 

minimum expenditure per student. The state would contrib

ute a basic amount with the county making up the difference, 

all aid being distributed on a current ADA basis. District 

levies would be for bonded indebtedness and, if the 

district voted so, for exceeding the minimum standard. 

The Republic (l2-9-58, P» 6) also reported on a 

meeting of Fannin, some legislators, and the Greater Phoenix 

School Board and Administrative Council. Their proposal 

also called for a minimum expenditure per pupil with the 

state making up the difference between district, state, and 

county aid and the minimum standard. The difference would 

come from a state equalization fund. Capital outlay and 

debt services and any costs exceeding the minimum would 

come from district levies. 

The Gazette (12-20-58, p« 6) opposed the League 

of Arizona Cities and Towns 1 request for 10 per cent of 

the revenue from any increase in taxes. The League said 

the money would relieve property owners. The editor felt 

the money would be spent carelessly as pressure would 

remain on the state to cut taxes. He stated it would be a 
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political fraud to use any increases in taxes for anything 

other than the schools. 

Walker McCune, a wealthy Phoenician, offered 

$500,000 if Arizona would establish a two-year medical 

school in Phoenix. A secret donor offered another million 

dollars. Both the Republic and Gazette urged the Regents 

to accept the offer. 

The Republic (k-22-^Q) said, "Had the money been 

offered by the Washington bui"eaucracy, we suspect the 

board of regents would have accepted it immediately" (p. 

6). The editor believed petty rivalry between Tucson and 

Phoenix had caused the delay. He pointed out that Arizona 

was spending $56,000 yearly to send 28 students to out-of-

state medical schools. 

In May, the Republic (5-4-58, P- 6) compared the 

yearly costs of two-year medical schools in North and South 

Dakota with projected figures for a similar school in 

Arizona. The paper said the state was now spending &2000 

per student to send 87 students to out-of-state schools. 

When the Regents decided not to accept the offer 

but to seek funds for a survey, the Republic (9_9~58, p. 

6) suggested the legislature override the decision and 

accept McCune's donation. The writer said Arizona could 

have a medical school for three years without expending a 

single cent of taxpayers' money. 
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In four editorials the Gazette also urged the 

Regents and legislature to accept McCune's offer. The 

paper estimated it would be 1963 or 196'i before the problem 

of cost would confront the state (4-23~58, p. 6). 

In the last year of the study, 1959, editorial 

attention in the four newspapers was directed primarily to 

a Minimum Essentials school aid bill. 

The Star (2-6-59, P« 10D) compared various bills 

on school aid before the legislature. The editor said any 

bill considered should have provisions for reducing 

property taxes and limiting annual expenditures per pupil. 

Although a constitutional amendment was required, he 

favored a "Minimum Essentials" bill. This bill, he be

lieved, would allow a large reduction in district taxes, 

establish a minimum expenditure per pupil, and limit the 

annual increase in per pupil costs. 

In March, the Star (3-21-59, p* 8D) expressed 

dissatisfaction with the bill passed by the legislature. 

The paper did not feel that any substantial relief would 

accrue to property owners. 

The Citizen (1-7-59, P« 1*0 believed there were 

only two ways the legislature could provide tax relief. 

One was to shift taxes away from property; the other was 

to increase some taxes in order for school district taxes 

to be lowered. It was reported that the Arizona Council of 

Educators was supporting the Minimum Essentials bill. 
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By the sixth week of the session, the Senate and 

House were stalemated (Citizen, 2-17-59, P« 12). The 

Senate wanted the revenue from an increase in the sales tax 

to be distributed among the state, counties, cities, and 

school districts. The Mouse advocated using all the 

revenue exclusively for education. The editor noted that 

the Arizona League of Public Schools was pressing strongly 

for action and that school officials were willing to com

promise and accept some budget limitations. He referred 

to the sales tax increase as a "necessary evil." 

In March, the Citizen (3~^~59, P» 6) listed the 

Republicans and Democrats in the legislature and their 

position on the school aid bill . It urged its readers to 

apply pressure on them. 

The bill eventually passed by the legislature was 

called a "real achievement" by the Citizen (3-23~59, P- 6). 

The paper reviewed some of the features of the bill . It 

increased state aid and put ADA on a current year basis. 

It provided a budget limitation with an escape clause: 

County Boards of Supervisors had the authority to permit 

districts to exceed the limit. All revenue from a sales 

tax increase went to education. And it established 

equalization at the county level. The writer estimated 

that the TPS tax rate would go down 760. 

The Republic (l-3~59) continued its support of an 

increase in the state's sales tax. "The most logical, the 
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most equitable method of finding these funds for education 

is through a boost in the sales tax. • . . Obviously, any 

addit ional revenue must be ear-marked for schools" (p. 6). 

The paper (1-9-59, P« 6) also continued to urge the legis

lature to take action on veteran and widow property 

exemptions. It estimated that one of every ten homes in 

Arizona was exempted from property taxes . 

In its last editorial in January, the Republic 

(1-20-59, P» 6) praised the House for voting out six bills. 

It asked the House to reconsider and give a "Do Peiss " 

recommendation to one of them. This one would provide 

state equalization to districts unable to reach the 

minimum expenditure per pupil after totaling all its in

come from various sources. The bill also put a 6 per cent 

limit on annual increases in per- pupil costs. These 

features, it was held, would establish equalization and 

prevent the evils of blanket increases in ADA. Wealthy 

districts would be kept from wasting increases on "frills 

and furbelows." 

State Senatory Harold Giss of Yuma was criticized 

by the Republic (3-l^-59, P- 6) for failing to act on the 

school aid bill. The paper accused Giss of representing 

an alliance of small counties and big interests like the 

utilities, railroads, and mines. It particularly objected 

to Giss' efforts to stop equalization. It gave approval 

to citizens to begin initiative procedures. 



On March l8, the Republic (3-l8-59, P« 6) ran an 

editorial comparing Yavapai County with Maricopa County to 

indicate a need for equalizing the distribution of revenue 

from any sales tax increase. It asked the legislature to 

adopt the House rather than Senate version of the school 

aid bill. 

Upon conclusion of the legislative session, the 

Republic (3~19~59) said that the lawmen had enacted "at 

least a substantial part of the school finance program 

endorsed by Governor Fannin." The paper still felt that 

counties with small populations had dominated the Senate 

and had an unfair advantage. "Equalization at the county 

level may be a booby trap. On the other hand, it could be 

a start toward equalization at the state level, and per

haps to a reassessment of the present property valuation 

practice, which now permits some counties to take ad

vantage of other counties" (p. 6). 

The Gazette (1-30-59, P« 6) foresaw political 

maneuverings on the school bill. It reported "rumors that 

the bill would become a last-minute hassle." The paper 

favored the House version. 

The increase in the sales tax was considered fair 

by the Gazette (1-20-59, P- 6) because it spread out the 

school load over the broadest possible tax base. The 

writer urged educators to strongly support the sales tax 

bill . 
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As the House and Senate appeared near a compromise, 

the Gazette (3~3~59) reviewed the recently completed 

legislative session. The editor said the only losers were 

the special interests, the cities and towns. He stated 

the bill helped distressed districts, relieved property 

owners, and limited sales revenues largely to education. 

He was most pleased with the creation of an equalization 

principle. "In this the action of the legislature is 

historic" (p. 6). 

An opinion of the State Attorney General, Wade 

Church, elicited four editorials in the Republic. The 

opinion stated that the first four days of a student's 

absence would apply in ADA computations. In effect, then, 

ADA was interpreted in t ei"ms of enrollment rather than 

actual attendance. The pc\pei~ (5-27-59, P« 6) figured ADA 

payments would increase from 6 to 10 per cent or about 

$3 million per year. 

In a second comment (5-31-59, P* 6) the editor 

warned school administrators not to operate on the basis 

of the opinion but to wait for a court ruling. In another 

editorial (7-12-59, P> 6) he blamed the opinion for adding 

80 to the Maricopa County tax rate and nullifying in part 

the legislative intent to give property owners relief. 

In other 1959 editorials, the Citizen (2-4-59, P» 

6) referred to a promise made by Grady Gammage, ASU Presi

dent, and others that changing the name of Arizona State 
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College at Tempe to Arizona State University would not cos 

anything. The writer wondered, then, what the $100,000 

appropriation bill for ASU was for. The writer also 

reported that several new courses at ASU were obviously 

duplications of ones at the UA. The proposed catalogue 

prompted two regents to demand cost estimates before 

reaching a decision. 

The Republie (1-2-59, P* 6) announced that the 

Tucson Medical Center had been offered to the UA as a 

medical school. The editor noted that critics of the need 

for a medical school were now suddenly quiet. He repeated 

his advocacy of Tempe as the logical place for a medical 

school. An editorial (5~3_59, P- 6) in May carried the 

same thrust. 

Summary 

Of the 365 edit orial reactions on state support of 

education, 29^ or 83 per cent were determined favorable. 

Except for the Citizen, each of the papers had a compar

ably high percentage of positive responses: the Star, 85 

per cent (64 of 75)5 the Republic, 80 per cent (156 of 

195)i and the Gazette, 8l per cent (58 of 72). The 

Citizen had 70 per cent (l6 of 23)• In Phoenix, then, 80 

per cent of the editorials were supportive of state aid; 

in Tucson, 82 per cent were favorable. 



The year 1950 was the only year in the study when 

the largest number of editorials were unfavorable. Each 

paper objected to an effort by so-called pressure groups to 

by-pass the legislature through an amendment to the state 

constitution. The increase in ADA called for by the 

amendment was not immediately needed; nor was the increase 

in local and state property taxes that would follow 

acceptable . 

After 19505 the attitude of the newspapers toward 

state support of education was generally positive. A 

difference of opinion did exist on the method of distrib

uting school funds. Until the last year of the study, the 

Star favored equal payments per pupil based on ADA. The 

other papers advocated a dispersement of funds through an 

equalization formula based on the economic needs of 

individual school districts. 

This difference of opinion was readily observable 

in the editorials of 1953~1955 - The Star opposed Governor 

Pyle's tax revaluation and school equalization proposals. 

Revaluation would benefit mainly large property owners, 

would not necessarily reduce local school taxes, and would 

adversely affect veteran and widow property exemptions. 

Pyle's equalization program was unnecessary because ADA 

provided for the equalizing of school finances. The wealth 

of the state, no matter where it was located, would be used 

to educate the children of the state, no matter where they 
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lived. ADA was a simple, easy, direct, and proven method, 

one which required big interests like the mines to pay 

their share of the costs of education. For these reasons, 

the Star strongly supported Governor McFarland's plan to 

increase state and county ADA payments. 

The Republic, Gazette, and, to a lesser extent, 

the Citizen considered property revaluation essential to 

any school equalization program. The Republic suggested 

that the amount or tenure of veterans 1 property exemptions 

needed to be reduced and eventually terminated. The paper 

also felt the Governor was naive for believing an increase 

in state aid would result in a decrease in local school 

taxes. Each paper backed a 1953 initiative to amend the 

state constitution regarding ADA. The basic flaw in ADA 

was that it did not recognize any difference in the 

economic capabilities of individual school disti~icts . 

Rich and poor districts alike were given equal amounts of 

aid. McFarland's plan was not endorsed by the Phoenix 

papers. 

Each paper gave approval to computing ADA on a 

current year basis. The Star advised keeping the computa

tion over a six rather than nine month period. The 

Republic warned school administrators not to operate on 

the basis of a ruling by the State Attorney General. The 

ruling interpreted ADA in terms of enrollment rather than 

att endanc e. 
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The 1959 Minimum Essentials school aid bill offered 

features on which both the Star and the other papers could 

agree. The bill provided for an increase in the state ADA 

allotment and an amendment to the constitution permitting 

an equalization program at the county level. Approval of 

the budget limitation feature reflected a growing senti

ment in the Stetr , Citizen, and Republic on the need for 

greater economy at the school district level. 

The Star appeared to rely upon increases in 

property taxes to proA^ide the necessary funding for state 

aid to schools. It opposed using an increase in the state 

sales tax for education because a sales tax largely bene

fitted big interests. At one point the Star advocated 

using the state's surplus funds for education. In the 

event of an equalization program, the Star wanted local 

school tax rates kept high enough to ensure a spirit of 

community responsibility for local schools. 

The other papers assumed that the bulk of the money 

needed for state support of education could be found 

through a program of tax revaluation and enforced assess

ment procedures. Each paper affirmed the use of sales tax 

revenues for education; the Repub1ic and Gazette demanded 

that the revenues be reserved exclusively for the schools. 

All four newspapers expressed an awareness of the 

influence wielded by special interest groups and certain 

legislators on school legislation. The day-to-day 
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activity of the legislature was covered most extensively in 

the Republic. 

References to specific public schools were made 

primarily for the purpose of illustrating the advantages 

of ADA, the need for equalizing school cots, the actual and 

predicted effects of school legislation on school tax 

rates, and the need for local tax relief. 

Each paper expressed appreciation for legislative 

appropriations for higher education. The Phoenix papers 

devoted more coverage to this level of learning than did 

the Tucson papers. The Republic and Gazette insisted upon 

Arizona's participation in a regional compact plan for 

graduate students and pleaded for establishing a medical 

school at ASU. Both papers, however, opposed the Regents' 

proposal for a statewide educational television network. 

The Republic urged legislative funding for an art gallery 

at the UA and approval for building a junior college at 

Yuma. 



CHAPTER 5 

EDITORIAL REACTIONS ON LOCAL SUPPORT 

The purpose of this chapter is to review the 

editorial reactions on local support of education that 

appeared in the S tar , Citizen, Republic , and Gazette. 

Special emphasis is devoted to school district taxes, 

budgets, and bond issues. 

Attention is directed to the relationship that 

existed between these editorials and incidences of contro-

very and contention in Arizona and especially Tucson and 

Phoenix in the years 1950-1959* In regard to public 

schools and higher education in these geographical areas, 

the total number of editorials in each paper is contrasted 

and the coverage compared. A determination is made of the 

extent of favorable, neutral, and unfavorable responses. 

The first section of the chapter gives an overview 

of editorial reaction on local support of education in the 

decade. The second section presents the favorable, 

neutral, and unfavorable responses on the subject. The 

last section offers an overall summary of the chapter. 

Overview 

In the ten years included in this study, there was 

a total of 832 editorials on the subject of school 

125 
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financing; 178 on federal support, 365 on state support, 

and 289 on local support. Figure 11 indicates the yearly 

total number of editorials on each source of support. 

Local support drew the greatest amount of attention in five 

of the ten years. As with federal aid, over 60 per cent of 

the coverage on local aid appeared in the last three years 

of the study. 

Figure 12 shows the annual total number of edito

rials on local support that appeared in each newspaper. 

It is clear that the Phoenix newspapers were more atten

tive to the issue than were the Tucson papers. For the 

ten years of the study, the Republic had 110 editorials 

and the Gazette 5^. Tucson, the Star had 57 and the 

Citizen 68. The dominance of the Republic is not as 

evident on this issue as it was on federal and state 

support. 

The yearly total number of favorable, neutral, 

and unfavorable editorial reactions on local support is 

given in Figure 13• What is perhaps most noticeable is 

the sharp rise in the number and proportion of neutral and 

unfavorable responses in the last three years of the study. 

In ten years, 51 per cent of the editorials were favorable, 

24 per cent were neutral, and 25 per cent unfavorable. It 

should be noted that these percentages are more approxi

mate than were the percentages derived from the data on 

federal and state support. 
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gure 13• Annual Total Number of Favorable, Neutral, and 
Unfavorable Editorials on Local Support, 
1950-1959 
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Figure l4 gives the total number of favorable, 

neutral, and unfavorable reactions that appeared in each 

newspaper for the decade in study. It is apparent that 

the papers presented a more balanced editorial point of 

view on this issue than they did on either federal or state 

aid . 

The relative amount of editorial attention directed 

to public schools and higher education in each year of the 

study is depicted in Figure 15• As might be expected, 

attention was almost exclusively devoted to public schools. 

In Table 5 it is clear that both Tucson papers were 

generally positive in their comments on particular schools. 

Of the two papers, the S tar appeared more willing to render 

a positive or negative judgment on the issue. This is 

especially exemplified in its reactions to Tucson Public 

Schools #1. This school and Amphitheater, the two largest 

districts in the area, received the greater amount of 

editorial coverage. 

It is apparent in Table 6 that Phoenix Union High 

School and College System, the largest district in the 

area, received the greatest number of editorial responses. 

The Republic seemed to present a more balanced point of 

view on this district than did the Gazette. Discussions 

of the Phoenix Union district and the others were generally 

pos itive. 
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Table 5* Number of Favorable, Neutral, and Unfavorable 
Editorials in the Star and Citizen on Local 
Support in Relation to Specific Schools, 1950-
1959 

F avorable Neutral Unf avorable 

S chool Star Citizen Star Citizen Star Citizen 

Tucson Public 
School #1 23 27 1 23 18 6 

Amphitheat er 7 12 1 k 3 l 

S unny side 2 3 1 1 

Flowing Wells 2 2 l 

University of 
Arizona 1 
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Table 6. Number of Favorable, Neutral, and Unfavorable 
Editorials in the Republic and Gazette on Local 
Support in Relation to Specific Schools, 1950-
1959 

Favorable Neutral Unfavorable 

Repub - Repub- Repub-
School lie Gazette lie Gazette lie Gazette 

Phoenix Union 
High School 
and College 
System 27 l6 15 1 23 7 

Pho enix 
Eleraentary 
School 2 2 k 2 11 

Madison 1 4 

Osborn 3 2 

Creighton 1 2 1 

Scottsdale 2 1 

Surxnyslope 1 

Roosevelt 1 

Cartwright 1 

Arizona State 
University 1 • 1 

University of 
Arizona 1 
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Favorable, Neutral, and Unfavorable 
Reactions 

There are three readily observable differences 

between the editorial reactions on local support of educa

tion and those on federal and state support. One, the 

dominance of editorial coverage by the Republic is not as 

great on this issue as it was on the other two sources of 

school financing. Of the 289 editorials on local support, 

the Star had 57, the Citizen 68, the Republic 110, and the 

Gazette 5k• 

Two, the numbers of neutral and unfavorable 

responses on local aid are proportionately greater than 

they were on federal and state aid. Fifty-one per cent of 

the responses were favorable, 2k per cent neutral, and 25 

per cent unfavorable. The increase in neutral and 

negative reactions was most apparent in the last three 

years of the study. 

And three, there is less unanimity of editorial 

attitude on this issue among the newspapers than existed 

on federal and state support . The Citizen and to a lesser 

extent the Gaze11e tended to exhibit a favorable or neutral 

viewpoint on local financing. The Star seemed most often 

to adopt a clearly positive or negative position. The 

numbers of favorable and unfavorable responses were 

closest in the Republic. 
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Until 1957, the newspapers were generally positive 

in their reactions to local bond issues and school tax 

rates and budgets. In the early years of the decade, the 

papers offered an understanding of the effect that an 

ever-increasing student enrollment was having and would 

have on the costs of education. In the middle years, the 

editors projected an attitude challenging local school 

boards to be more economical in the operation of schools 

and more conservative in the curricular program. They were 

urged not to use the 1955 increase in ADA allotments for 

salary raises but for tax relief. 

In 1957) the number of unfavorable responses 

sharply rose to a ten year high of 31* For the first time 

in the study, bond elections in the largest school district 

in each city were clearly opposed. The one in TPS was 

rejected because of purported extravagances; the one in 

PUHS because of misleading information and a top-heavy 

administrative staff. From 1957 on, editors began demand

ing that school boards and administrators stop asking for 

more money for education and start giving more education 

for the money. 

In 1950 , the Cjtizen and Gazette supported bond 

issues and the Republic urged greater economy in school 

operation. The S t ar had no editorials. 

The Citizen (ll-17~50) gave enthusiastic support 

to a $550,000 bond election in Amphi. The writer 
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predicted "a double session with its inherent educational 

shortcomings will have to be instituted" if the election 

failed. He praised the district's past record in building. 

"Amphitheater traditionally shuns the unnecessary in con

struction. For instance, 20 classrooms built by Amphi 

cost $119,000 less than a comparable 20 rooms in a neighbor

ing district" (p. 8). 

An audit of schools by the State Examiner elicited 

response in the Republic (2-28-50): 

In all parts of the state, particularly in the 
Phoenix and Tucson areas, these levies have been 
forced higher and higher because of the rapid 
growth in population. The report of the State 
Examiner shows school expenditures in Maricopa 
County have increased per cent in a decade. 
The burden, in a tax way, has been excessive, but 
borne philosophically as a necessary load in a 
fast-growing community (p. 6). 

The writer said if the public does not get economy, it will 

1egislate it. 

In an editorial entitled, "At Last, We Save Money," 

the Republic (5-18-50) praised PUHS for adopting a budget 

cut. "Dr. E. W. Montgomery, head of the school system, is 

to be congratulated for setting examples of economic 

management which might well be followed by other officials 

entrusted with public funds" (p. 6). 

In August, the Republic (8-13-50) announced a 57"? 

reduction in the PUHS tax rate. "Considering what they are 

getting for their money, the taxpayer should be happier 

this year" (p. 6). 
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The PUHS school board was again commended, this 

time by the Gazette (9-12-50,pp. 6). The district had 

exercised an option to purchase a site for a future high 

school. The paper approved of an October 7 bond issue for 

$3^,000 to buy the site. 

In two other editorials the Gazette backed local 

school bond issues. In one (10—5-50) the voters in the 

Madison district were tolcl they "should not hesitate to 

vote their approval, since the only obligation to be in

curred is that of a comparatively minor increase in bonded 

indebtedness still well within the legal limit" (p. 6). 

It was noted that Madison's enrollment had increased 31 

per cent in one year. 

In the other editorial (12-11-50), the electors 

in the Sunnyslope district were asked to approve a $295,000 

bond issue to build a new high school. The writer remarked 

on the overcrowded conditions and said, "School facilities 

probably will remain in short supply in the Valley [Phoenix 

area] for many years to come" (p. 6). 

In 1951, the Star ran editorials on big interests 

avoiding or minimizing their payment of school taxes. 

Others responded to bond issues in Amphi and the budget in 

TPS. All the Citizen editorials were on the bond issues 

in Amphi. The Republic and Gazett e commented on bond 

issues and the consolidation of local school districts. 
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The Star (l-27-515 P» 6) suggested that railroads 

pay school taxes on their property in the same manner as 

they paid municipal taxes. The present practice was for 

railroads to average the valuation across several school 

districts with varying tax rates. 

There were three editorials in the St ar on the 

first Amphi bond issue and one on the second. Each was 

favorable. In February, the Star (2-10-51) said, "With 

its record of good and conservative administration . 

the expansion plan is a sound investment" (p. 8). In 

March, the paper (4-20-51) wrote, "Amphitheater is an up 

and coining district with a fine educational record which 

should be maintained" (p. l4B) . Two days later, the Star 

(4-22-51) remarked, "Actually, it is a bargain proposal 

since the bond issue represents only approximately one-

half of the cost of a new high school plant worth 

$875,000" (p. 8C). The other half was to be provided 

through federal funds. The writer observed that the en

rollment of the Amphi schools had tripled in the last ten 

years . 

With some reservation the St ar (9-8-51) approved 

the second Amphi bond election in 1951- Unlike the first 

one in April, this one did not involve the district in 

matching federal funds. The editor asked the voters to 

remember that "no federal grant can be considered a gift. 
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It must after all, come from the pockets of the taxpayers" 

(p. 10B). 

Two Star editorials responded to the financial 

situation in TPS. In one (5-28~51, p. 6) the editor urged 

the readers to attend a Tucson Chamber of Coiiunerce meeting 

on the TPS budget. The purpose was to provide an oppor

tunity for clearing up any mistakes or misunderstandings 

concerning the budget. The other (6-5~5l) reported on a 

TPS school board meeting at which a need for a major 

building program in 1952 was expressed. It was also noted 

that numerous elementary schools would be on double 

sessions in the 1951-1952 school year. The writer saw a 

need for more state financial assistance but cautioned that 

"local taxes should continue to be painful enough to compel 

local responsibility and local economy" (p. 6). 

In five editorials the Star urged a "NO" vote on 

an election to renew the Tucson Gas and Electric Company's 

franchise with the city. The paper said the utility had 

built its new plant outside the boundaries of Tucson and 

TPS to save taxes. It wanted a special tax levied against 

the utility before any consideration was given to renewing 

the franchise (3-11-51, P- 8C; 3-18-51, p. 10C; 3-27-51, 

p. 10B; 3-31-51, p. 10B; and 4-1^-51, p. 8C) . 

The Citizen gave continuous approval to an April 

bond issue in Amphi. In March, the paper (3-2-51, P* 8) 

estimated that the cost to the property owners would be 
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around $7*00 a year. It also observed that half the bond 

amount was being financed through federal funds. On April 

21 (4-21-51, P« 14) the editor suggested the district hold 

a back-to-school night for parents so they could experience 

the " crowding, inadequate facilities, and substandard 

classrooms." Then parents might be inclined to approve 

the bond issue. Two days later (4-23~5l) he wrote, "In 

light of need, slight added taxes become a burden nonethe

less, but a burden to be borne proudly—sacrificially if 

necessary" (p. 16). 

The day after the defeat of the issue, the Citizen 

(4-26-51, p. 14) asked the voters to pull together and 

review once again the objectives and needs of the district. 

The Citizen did not report on the second bond issue in 

S ep t ember. 

On two occasions the Republic spoke on the con

solidation of school districts. One comment (2-17-51) 

thanked the Phoenix City Council of Parent-Teacher Associa

tions for studying the issue. "Certainly great economies 

could be effected by consolidation in Phoenix, but much 

more rigid supervision and inspection probably would be 

necessary if loose methods of operation, waste, and in

efficiency are to be entirely overcome" (p. 6). 

To a proposal that PUHS and PES be consolidated, 

the Republic (11-17-51) proposed the people in the 

districts be given an opportunity to vote on the proposals. 
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"After all, it is the school taxpayers who should decide 

what is to be done" (p. 6). 

The expansion of population in Northwest Phoenix 

was seen as a valid reason by the Republic (4-6-51, p« 6) 

for approving a $500,000 bond issue. The paper reviewed 

the sound financial picture of PUHS and asked for a "YES " 

vote on the issue. 

In December, the Republic (12-4-51) also supported 

an $878,000 bond election in the Osborn district: 

Businessmen and homeowners stand to lose more 
through property devaluation if schools remain 
overcrowded than they would spend in taxes to 
provide adequate school buildings. 

To a great extent, school taxes constitute an in
vestment that boosts the value of property. The 
bonds, we believe, should be approved by the 
people (p. 6). 

Veterans were asked by the Republic (8-18-51, p« 6) 

to voluntarily give up their property tax exemptions. 

These exemptions, the paper believed, put a dispropor

tionate burden of school taxes on other citizens. 

Citizens were encouraged by the Republic (10-26-51, 

p. 6) to participate in local school board trustee elec

tions. This was one way they could make sure that "waste 

and extravagance [were] not the custom in their districts." 

The Gazette (11-7-51, p- 6) also approved of 

efforts to consolidate PUHS and PES. The paper believed 

the result would be a savings for taxpayers. 
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In backing the $500,000 bond election in PUHS, the 

Gazette (4-2-51, P* 6) said the only alternative was double 

s essions. 

Comparing students with sardines, the Gazette 

(11-26-51, P» 6) asked property owners in the Osborn 

district to accept a $878,000 bond issue. The paper listed 

double sessions and a fire hazard as probable outcomes of 

a negative vote. It was noted that the district's tax 

rate was low in comparison to some others in Phoenix and 

that the school was within the bonded limit. 

Four days later the Gazette (11-30-51, P* 6) 

answered critics of the Osborn bond election. Their pro

posal was to eliminate the library and Home Economics 

rooms j to drop physical education, music, and art from the 

curriculum; and to hold double sessions. The paper 

declared all these things essential for a modern education 

and repeated its plea for a "YES" vote on the issue. 

In 1952, the Citizen reacted to bond issues. The 

Republic and Gazette responded to bond issues and recom

mendations for consolidation. The Star had no editorials 

on local support. 

The Citizen (l-l6-52, p. 12) chastized voters in 

Amphi for defeating a $60,000 bond issue for purchase of 

school sites. The paper noted that it was the third defeat 

of a bond election in one year. It expressed 
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disappointment with the small turnout of voters and the 

2 to 1 margin of defeat. 

In June, the Citizen (6~9~52) reported that TPS was 

contemplating a $12 million bond election sometime in the 

fall. The editor asked that the school authorities "present 

proposals carefully, pruned of any excesses, and that can be 

justified in the minds and by the votes of citizens." He 

observed that "no parent is unaware of the 'must' factor in 

school system expansion. There is a simple ratio of more 

population, more children, more school facilities" (p. l4) . 

In support of a $291,186 bond issue ($l66,l86 in 

federal funds) in the Creighton School District, the 

Republic (5-20-52) spoke strongly against the alternative 

of double sessions: 

Property owners , who have the right to vote on 
such issues, owe it to the children of their 
district to provide enough classrooms for schooling 
within the normal hours of the day. Schools can't 
properly be run on shifts like factories. Double 
sessions turn the day upside down for both children 
and parents, interfere with a school's extra
curricular program, and put a burden on teachers 
that can't help but be reflected on the students 
( p  .  6  )  .  

In four editorials, the Republic asked the voters 

in PUHS to approve a $3*5 million bond issue for two new 
* 

high schools and additions to other facilities. In one 

(5-22-52), the writer considered the $3*5 figure con

servative in light of the district's past and projected 

increase in enrollment. He told the readers, "School 
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taxes are going up and up in the next 10 years, and we feel 

the voters will be right in approving reasonable and sound 

expenditures to meet educational needs" (p. 6). He 

believed one of the new high schools should be built in 

the south part of Phoenix. 

In June (6-5-52), the paper wrote, "Higher expenses 

are among the penalties of growth, but the growth at the 

same time means greater taxable wealth throughout the 

district and hence a spreading of the tax load" (p. 6). 

The paper continued its support of the bond issue 

with two editorials in July. 

A recommendation for consolidation made by Griffen-

hagen and Associates, a consultant firm from Chicago, was 

supported by the Republic in two editorials. Griffenhagen 

had advised consolidating the state's 327 school districts 

into l4 county-wide districts. The paper (9-27-52, p. 6) 

felt the action was bound to save money for the taxpayers. 

The second editorial (11-16-52) raised the question of home 

rule under consolidation: "Wouldn't it be possible to 

achieve some degree of consolidation and retain home rule, 

through advisory committees to be elected in each com

munity, and at the same time give taxpayers the benefit of 

central purchasing and a single financial structure?" (p. 

6) . 

In a series of editorials, the Gazette responded 

to overcrowding at North Phoenix High School and called for 
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a building program in PUHS. On May 8 (5-8-52, p. 6) the 

editor supported a board proposal to change the boundaries 

of the North Phoenix school and transfer some 500 students 

to Phoenix Union High School. He said the South Phoenix 

area needed a high school before a new one was built in 

North Phoenix. 

On May 13 (5~13-52, p. 6) he opposed the suggestion 

of parents who had attended a recent PUHS board meeting. 

The parents preferred having double sessions at the North 

Phoenix school over transferring students. Double sessions, 

he said, was a poor alternative. 

On May 15 (5-15-52, p. 6) he urged the PUHS board 

to start planning for expansion of North Phoenix High 

School or construction of a new high school in the northern 

part of Phoenix. He also recommended, however, that 

priority for a new school go to the southside of Phoenix. 

In an editorial entitled, "A Second Look At High 

School Bonds," the Gazette (6-23-52, p. 6) raised some 

questions. Although conceding that additional high school 

facilities would be needed in the near future, the writer 

asked school authorities and voters alike to question 

several aspects of the bonds carefully. He wondered if 

the proposed South Phoenix High School needed to be as 

large as it was now planned. South Phoenix would draw 

students from Phoenix Union High School which, he said, 

even now has unused facilities. He asked if $200,00 gyms 
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were necessary in an area whose climate permitted sports 

outdoors all year. He queried why the proposed Phoenix 

College music building needed to be so elaborate.. 

The Gazette (8-27~52) agreed with the consolida

tion recommendation of the Griffenhagen Report. "Organ

izing all school districts along county lines would force 

all of the taxable wealth of the state to carry its fair 

share of the school load" (p. 6). 

A proposal that businessmen in Phoenix visit local 

schools during the school day was approved by the Gazette 

(4-23-52). "If they realize what the schools are trying to 

do, and how the system has changed since they went to 

school, they should pay the bill more cheerfully and 

criticize modern education more intelligently" (p. 6). 

In 1953, the Star and Citizen supported a TPS bond 

issue but expressed surprise at the resultant increase in 

the tax rate. The Republic and Gazette were most concerned 

about the increasing costs of education 

The Star (2-28-53) praised the TPS school board 

for abandoning its original $12 million, four-year building 

program. The board now proposed a $6.2 million, two-year 

bond issue. The editor said, "The two-year plan ... is 

a sound program and should have the support of the people 

of Tucson" (p. l^B). 

On the day of the bond election, the Star (3-12-53) 

wrote, "So it is just plain good business to go to the 
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polls today and vote in favor of the school bond issue. 

The money is really needed and it will be well spent" (p. 

12C) . 

The Star (5-21~535 P» 1^) objected when Robert 

Morrow, Superintendent of TPS, announced that the tax rate 

might rise ^iO to '±5<? • The editor said Morrow had told the 

Citizen on January 23 that the rate might decrease 80 or, 

if additional teachers were needed, go up 3 or k<t . He 

stated the Citizen had repeated the estimates in two 

editorials in March. 

In the first of a number of editorials, the Citizen 

(3-9-53) said, "Soundly conceived, the bond proposals 

warrant an affirmative vote of school district property 

owners" (p. 18). The writer noted that $6.2 million was 

an ultra-conservative figure considering that the last bond 

election was five years ago. He thought the tax rate would 

not go up and might even drop 3 or . 

Readers were told the next day that one-third of 

the elementary schools were on double sessions (Cit izen, 

3-10-53} P» 6). If the bonds were defeated, all the 

elementary schools would have double, perhaps even triple 

sessions. If passed, double sessions would end by next 

January. They were also reminded that $8^1,000 in federal 

funds for construction of a junior high school was part of 

the election. Another editorial on the day of the vote 
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carried the same positive attitude expressed in earlier 

comments (3-12-53, P* 12). 

As the Star had, the editor of the Citizen (5~19_53, 

p. 6) objected to news of the 40 to ^5«? increase in the TPS 

tax rate. He asked the board not to "rubber-stamp the 

administration's budget requests." In June the paper 

(6-2-53) reported that the discrepancy in tax rate figures 

was now being cleared. "Interpretations presently being 

made available are a good step in that direction" (p. 6). 

Once again the Republic (10-13-53) asked citizens 

to participate in local school board trustee elections: 

Anyone who is familiar with his tax bill knows that 
the largest part of his property levy is assessed 
by his school district. In most cases the schools 
have good reason for high taxes in terms of an 
expanding system to keep up with population growth. 
But the volume of money which is spent by school 
board trustees makes these public jobs very 
important to the voter and taxpayer (p. 6). 

The Republic (11-2-53, P* 6) praised the Maricopa 

County Board of Supervisors for serving notice to school 

boards that "excessive costs in construction of new schools 

must ceast. " The paper believed the benefits derived from 

the new policy would be reflected in tax statements. It 

thought the action was necessary because "most educators 

are not well qualified for the complex task of evaluating 

building costs in terms of how best to fill their needs 

at the lowest cost consistent with good value." 
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In the Gazette ( 4-23~535 P« 6) it was proposed 

that the state not compete with local school districts in 

levying property taxes. The property tax was the only tax 

the district could levy. The writer believed the state's 

loss of revenue could be made up by plugging loopholes in 

the state income and sales taxes. 

In two editorials the Gazette reflected upon the 

increasing taxes borne by taxpayers. After property tax 

notices had been mailed, the editor noted the rise in 

state, county, and school district taxes (10-19-53)- He 

said, "Some authorities think the time has come to place 

legal restrictions on school district expenditure. . . . 

Currently there is practically no control over school 

district costs" (p. 6). He advised people to start showing 

some interest in the financial operation of the schools. 

On bond issues, the Gazette was neutral toward the 

$3^3,000 election in the Alhambra district (9~5_53j P» 6). 

The editor did observe that all three schools in the 

district were on double sessions because of a 33 per cent 

increase in enrollment the past year. 

The PUHS board was advised not to call any new bond 

elections until Carver and Phoenix Union high schools were 

at full capacity. Otherwise, it was predicted, the board 

would face a well-organized taxpayer's revolt. 

The principal concern of the Star and Citizen in 

195^ was a bond issue in Amphi. The Republic centered its 
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attention primarily on a conflict between the Maricopa 

County Board of Supervisors and the PUI1S school board over 

building sites. The Gazette was mainly interested in 

school district taxes, especially as affected by proposed 

increases in teachers' salaries in PUHS . 

The Star (5-6-54, P* 12C) sought voter approval of 

a $478,000 bond issue in Amphi. The editor said a citizens 

group had devoted fourteen months to its planning, trimming 

construction down to functional necessities. He noted that 

federal funds had helped in the past, but that a tripled 

enrollment increase in the past ten years had kept the 

district behind in building schools. The first year's 

additional cost to the taxpayers was estimated at 26<£ . 

The recent passage of bonds in the Flowing Wells, 

Sunnyside, and TPS districts was reviewed and the readers 

reminded of the forthcoming election in Amphi (Star, 

5-11-5^, P« 12). On elect ion day the editor rhetorically 

asked, "Are children worth educating?" He expressed fear 

that "there are some old fogies without children who are 

going to get out and try to defeat the proposed bonds" 

(5-22-54, p• 12B). 

The Star (1-15-54, p. 12C) examined a proposal to 

void veteran property exemptions at the county, city, and 

school district level. It thought the limitation would 

make an appreciable difference in revenues available for 

the schools. 
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The Amphi bond election was announced in an 

editorial which reflected on the impact that increasing 

enrollments were having on local schools (Citizen, 3-19-54, 

p. l4) . 

The editor emphasized the long planning that went 

into the preparation of the bonds and the participation of 

members of the community in the study (Citizen, 5-17-54, 

p. l4). It was reported that the unit cost of construction 

was half that of some schools in the state. The editor 

concluded that there was no reason why "an informed 

citizenry should not go to the polls and endorse the 

$478,000 bond issue for the future of Amphitheater." 

Similar opinions appeared in an editorial four days later 

(5-21-5^, P- 12). 

An increase in the TPS budget was accepted by the 

Citizen (7-12-54) . "Schools . . . cannot be allowed to lag 

behind community growth and population increase" (p. 6). 

It was observed that the district's tax rate was reduced 

for the sixth consecutive year. 

A series of editorials in the Republic foLlowed a 

conflict over school sites between the Maricopa County 

Board of Supervisors and the PUHS school board. The sites 

were part of a proposed $7»9 million bond issue. The 

county refused to approve the bonds, which exceeded the 

district's bonded limits, unless the sites were appraised. 

The county attorney assigned to the district was of the 
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opinion that the school board had no authority to pay for 

an appraisal. The school board believed the requirement 

would unnecessarily delay the bond election. 

The purchase of school sites had been one of the 

recommendations of a University of Southern California 

conducted survey of the needs in the PUHS district 

(Republic, 4-15-54, P- 6). The survey called for the 

acquisition of five high school sites to take care of an 

estimated 5,000 additional enrollment by 1959• The paper 

urged the school boai~d to start buying the sites immedi

ately. Such action was "essential to economy as well as 

to good school distribution." 

The Republic (12-19-5^) P* 6) supported the 

county's offer to initiate a friendly suit to settle the 

conflict. The writer felt that an estimated 30 day delay 

•was less important than a clouded bond issue. 

In a front page editorial the school board was 

scolded for threatening to force a reassessment of all 

property at 100 per cent value and to organize to defeat 

the re-elect ion of the present supervisors (Republic , 

12-20-54). Such talk "smacks too patently of Hitler's 

Germany." The paper added, "Obviously the school board is 

planning to buy more land and build more buildings than 

will be needed during the next three or four years. The 

school tax rate already is almost as high as property 

owners can pay and still afford to own their homes' (p. l). 
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The school board reduced the original $7»9 million 

issue to one calling for $2.6 million (Republic, 12-21-^h). 

Instead of four sites, two new high schools, and expansion 

at four other schools, the new bonds proposed two sites, 

one new high school, and expansion of two schools. The 

editor was "pleased to see a belligerent attitude replaced 

by the decision to seek a more reasonable bond issue. 

Even 2.6 million is a substantial sum, and we'd like to see 

a breakdown on what it will cost to staff the schools and 

additions now contemplated" (p. 6). He warned the board 

that if the new school and planned additions were needed, 

an accurate projection of the tax rate had better be 

prepared; and should the voters protest, the board had 

better apply a red pencil to some of its plans. 

The fourth editorial in the series on building 

sites appeared on December 22 (Republic, 12-22-5^)• The 

writer said the board was wrong from the very beginning in 

planning to purchase five to seven sites. "Who can tell 

where the next 2500 subdivision is going to be?" He 

recalled past errors of the board. "Plenty of surveys 

were made before North Phoenix and West Phoenix [high 

schools] were located. But no one in his right senses 

today would place these two schools on Thomas Road within 

two miles of each other, especially with Phoenix College 

sandwiched between them" (p. 6). He remembered that 1952 

bonds had provided Carver High School with additional 
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fn ities and had a large appropriation for Phoenix 

Col se. The board, he said, does not want to turn the 

col ve over to the state and Carver is closed. He went 

on \<e don't bring these things up to cast aspersions upon 

pi' nt or previous boards of education. We're all human. 

We think it's costly and unwise to close some 

scl Is only in order to build others" (p. 6). 

Early in January the Gazette (1-8-5^, P- 6) warned 

the IHS board to watch out for a taxpayers ' revolt. The 

ed! r questioned the wisdom of planning new facilities 

wlx two schools were presently under capacity. He asked 

ill oard to remember that voters had only recently 

a). > red a $3-5 million issue for two new high schools. 

When the Phoenix Union and Phoenix Technical 

sc Is were merged, the Gazette (12-19~5^. P- 6) pre-

dj.c d a savings in plant and administrative costs. 

On the county-school dispute over building sites, 

tlii 'azette (12-21-5^, p» 6) judged that the school board 

con I I be in the wrong. 

When 300 teachers gathered at a board meeting on 

sal lies, the Gazette (3-^-5^, P« 6) advised care and 

p< 1 • nee be exercised by both sides. The editor estimated 

th. • eachers ' request would add 27<? to the tax rate and 

S L' 205 to the budget. He asked the board to make a 

c, ul survey and agree only to an increase commensurate 

wi its ability to pay. He asked the teachers to reduce 
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their full requests until the legislature had worked out a 

long-term solution to school financing problems. 

The following month the Gazett e (4-29-5^) wrote: 

"These are not good times to contemplate tax raises. The 

teachers are obviously entitled to the cost of living 

increases and merit raises already slated. But if the 

board goes much beyond that, it had better figure out some 

way to reduce the rest of its budget for next year11 (p. 6) . 

When PUHS officials expressed annoyance at the new 

state law requiring uniform budget practices, the Gazette 

(7-15-5^, P* 6) professed to see no harm in having normal 

restraints on school district spending. 

The bill limiting veterans exemptions on property 

was viewed in the same light by the Gazet te (l-25~5^, P« 6) 

as it had been by the Star. In the event that the bill 

failed to pass, the writer recommended giving each veteran 

$2 for every day spent in service. 

The Republic presented several ideas on school 

budgets. In one editorial (3~7_5/±1 P- 6) the writer 

thought the legislature was wasting time on a $10 per pupil 

budget limitation bill. He termed the provision 

"impossible . . . in a fast growing state like Arizona. " 

In reviewing a speech on school costs given by a Vice-

President of the Valley National Bank, the Republic 

(6-17-5^) wrote: "Some so-called frills and refinements 
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can undoubtedly be eliminated from school costs but ir

reducible school costs are going to continue to be big" 

( p . 6 ) . 

The findings of a state audit of seven school 

districts prompted the Republic (l2-23~5^) to conclude: 

"The taxpayers' penny is not being treated with the 

respect it deserves. . . . We need economy in operation. 

We are not getting an economical job from many of our 

school administrations" (p. 6). The paper supported a 

budget control bill that would make "botching . . . next 

to impossible unless it be done with criminal intent." 

The TPS budget and bond issues were the subjects of 

editorial interest in the Star and Citizen in 1955* The 

Republic was more diversified as it discussed a bond issue, 

tax rates, veteran exemptions, consolidation, and a tuition 

bill. The Gazette focused on a bond issue and tax rates. 

The Star (5-12-55) spoke depressingly of the 

financial situation of local school districts, especially 

TPS. The writer noted that "even though local school 

boards practice the strictest economy, the taxpayers face 

an increase in already heavy taxes." TPS, for example, 

wanted to add 176 jobs next year, increase teachers' 

salaries $200, and call an $8 million bond election which 

would provide, among other things, a swimming pool at each 

of the two new high schools. He said, "Superintendent 
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Morrow has shown through the past he will spend and spend 

as long as he meets no opposition" (p. 10). 

Citizens were urged to attend the TPS school board 

meeting on the district's budget and salary requests (Star, 

6-1-55)• The writer said the expected budget would be 

$1,693, ̂3^ higher than the previous year's and that 

teachers would get $200 increases plus the regular annual 

increments. He advised the readers, "Your apathy will be 

considered approval and the spend and spend program will 

go on unchecked" (p. l4B). 

The Citizen (7_5-55) P- 12) remarked that the 

almost $2 million increase in the TPS budget gave cause for 

serious thought. The paper, nevertheless, approved of the 

teachers' salary raises. 

When the State Examiner, after a lapse of seventeen 

years, audited the TPS accounts and found "wholesale 

extravagance" and "extreme laxity," the Citizen (9-30-55) 

defended the board. The board, the editor said, had 

frequently asked for an annual audit—as provided by law— 

and had only received vague replies. He knew the board 

was prohibited by law to use funds for an independent 

audit. He concluded: "The TPS board has become extremely 

and commendably hard-headed about school business pro-

cedures" (p. 6) . 

The Star (7-17-55) approved a TPS bond issue of 

$8,585,000. "The program represents a careful evaluation 
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of every need. . . . There is little if any extravagance 

in what is proposed, and the need is mandatory" (p. 10D). 

In a second response, (7-25-555 P* SB) the writer said the 

present school population and its current rate of increase 

were all the proof needed for voter approval of the bonds. 

The Citizen (6-10-55) was also in favor of the 

bond issue. The editor reviewed the projected figures for 

growth of school enrollment and stated, "The demand is not 

one that can be deferred" (p. 12). He observed that 

approximately 75 citizens had assisted the board and 

administration in studying the problem. 

In July a "YES" vote on the bonds was again asked 

for (Citizen, 7-20-55, P* 1^)« Attention was called to the 

last issue in 1953 and the recent success of bond elections 

in other local districts. The writer said the Citizen was 

preparing a three-part series of articles on the bonds. 

On the day prior to the election, the paper announced that 

a poll it had conducted on the bonds found no opposition 

(7-25-55, P« 6). It was predicted that voters would find 

sufficient reasons to vote "YES." 

In Phoenix, the conflict between the PUHS school 

board and the county supervisors drew more attention 

(Republic, 1-15-55, P- 6). Reacting to a PUHS Newsletter 

critical of the supervisors, the editor suggested the 

school board "come off [its] lofty platform." By staying 
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within the k per* cent bonding limit , the board would make 

both the supervisors and the taxpayers happy. 

The taxpayers were also entitled to some answers 

(Republic, 1-20-55)• "Why, for example, was the new figure 

of 12,650,000 sufficient to accomplish the same program 

that originally was estimated to require $6.3 million?" 

(p. 6). A week later the paper asked for voter approval 

of the bonds (1-27—55, P- 6). "We feel the issue should 
\ 

be authorized " (p. 6) . 

In its only comment on the bonds, the Gazette 

(1—26-55) alerted the readers to the reduced amount which 

set the bonded debt limit at 3*99 per cent. Furthermore, 

expansion needs made it clear: "The voter should have no 

hesitancy about approving the bond issue and site acquisi

tions tomorrow" (p. 6). 

On the subject of budgets, the Republic (l-29~55, 

p. 6) opposed a bill requiring tuition for out-of-state 

students attending public schools in Arizona. It was 

believed that the money spent by tourists more than made up 

for the education costs accrued by their children in going 

to Arizoila schools. Furthermore, passage of the bill would 

result in a decrease in the number of winter visitors. 

It seconded a recommendation to consolidate PUHS 

with twelve elementary school districts (Republic , 3-3-55> 

p. 6). It concurred with a six member citizen advisory 
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group that consolidation would help equalize costs and save 

money. 

On taxes, the Republic (3_9~55) saw some relevance 

for Arizona in President Eisenhower's opinion that veteran 

exemptions might be getting out of line. "Some school 

districts are in bad financial condition because of veteran 

exemptions" (p. 6). 

Both the Republic and Gazette expressed disappoint

ment that school boards were not using the recent increase 

in ADA payments to reduce school taxes. The Republic 

(5-2^-55) reported that a PUIIS appropriation of $70,000 for 

athletics raised the cost per pupil $13* "All frills and 

extras should be pared from budgets until the system is on 

a sound basis" (p. 6). The Gazette (5-l6-55, P- 6) 

wondered why the PES board used the additional money to 

raise salaries rather than lower taxes. 

An increase in state and county ADA payments in 

1955 may account for the decrease in the number of 

editorials in 1956. There were 20 in 1955 and 10 in 1956, 

the lowest total number of editorials since 1950. The 

Star's single response dealt with a proposed tax on house 

trailers. The Citizen made two progress reports on educa

tion in the Tucson area, discussed district tax rates, and 

backed an Amphi bond election. The PUHS tax rate and bond 

issue received attention from the Phoenix papers. 
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The Star (4-20-56, p. 8B) wrote approvingly of a 

proposed bill requiring owners of trailers to pay property 

taxes. Excluded were tourists without children in school. 

The paper thought school districts would profit from the 

bill's passage. 

The Citizen (1-2-56, p. 6) began the year with a 

progress report on schools in the Tucson area for 1955* 

Successful bond elections in TPS and Sunnyside indicated a 

"slow, steady gain" in the advance of local education. 

Salary increases led the Citizen (6-27~56) to 

declare "The big responsibility of boards now is to tax

payers, not teachers" (p. l4). From various sources, the 

editor revealed that Arizona was fourth in the nation in 

teacher salaries and had a "remarkably low" 9-5 per cent 

teacher turnover. He observed that tax rates in four local 

districts had risen, largely, he thought, because of 

salary raises. 

It was pointed out that while the state, county, 

and city tax rates had dropped this year, the rate in TPS 

rose (Citizen, 8-22-56, p. 6). However, the writer added, 

in all fairness it should be known that over the past six 

years, the situation had been just the opposite. The de

creasing rate in TPS had helped to keep the "lid on the 

overall tax rate. " He forecast a drop in the school rate 

next year, even with an anticipated bond issue, if the 

assessed valuation went up appreciably. 
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A bond issue in Amphi received strong support 

(Citizen, 11-16-55, P« 6). Attention was directed to the 

fact that there had been no capital improvements at the 

elementary level since 1948. The district's bonded 

indebtedness was given as 1.4 per cent of the district's 

assessed valuation. A 35# increase in taxes was estimated 

for the first year. 

The Citizen's (12-31-56, p. 4) progress report on 

schools for 1956 showed "strong gains." Two new high 

schools had been completed in TPS, and Amphi and Flowing 

Wells had successful bond elections. 

A $2.1 million bond issue in PUHS was approved by 

both Phoenix papers. The Republic (2-6-56, p. 6) said the 

fact that the cost was within the bond debt limit of k per 

cent placed the issue on solid ground. An increase in 

school enrollment and a shift in population were other 

reasons given for getting behind the election. The Gazette 

(2-2-56) noted that the bonds would enable the district 's 

capacity to be almost equal to enrollment by the fall of 

1957« "An 11<? increase in taxes [is] reasonable for 

keeping up with schools" (p. 6). A second editorial 

(2-8-56, p. 6) again urged voter support. 

The protest of teachers over the salary raises 

granted them by the PUHS board was viewed with alarm by 

the Republic (4-18-56) . In defense of the board, the paper 

wrote, "They can't suddenly through a 25 cent increase in 
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school taxes for pay raises. . . . The resulting uproar 

would be deafening and fully justified" (p. 6). 

For several reasons the year 1957 might be con

sidered a turning point in the study. The year marked a 

leap in the total number of editorials from 10 in 1956 to 

a decade high of 72. The number of unfavorable responses 

exceeded the number of favorable reactions for the first 

and only time in the study. Also for the first time, local 

bond issues in Tucson and Phoenix were rejected by the 

newspapers. District tax rates and budgets received in

creasing criticism as the papers continued to call for 

greater economy at the local level. 

Noting that school taxes comprised over half the 

sum paid in property taxes, the Star ( 3-22-57, P* 10D) 

asked its readers to phone or write their school districts 

and demand greater economy in the budget. Otherwise, the 

paper said, the schools will interpret the silence as 

apathy and thus a signal for a spend-spend, tax-tax 

administration. As an example of citizen action, the 

editorial spoke of the protests that had successfully 

reduced the construction costs of a new high school by Si 

million. Without that protest there would have been 

frills and unnecessary facilities. 

The $7,325,000 TPS bond election scheduled for 

June was first opposed by the Star in April (4t-2^-57, P* 

16B). The edit or admitted that as long as Tucson grew 
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and marrieds produced three or four children instead of 

one or two, there would be a need for more schools. But 

the burden of taxation was such that school boards now had 

to distinguish carefully between the desirable and the 

indispensable. The failure of the TPS board to do so was 

the principal reason for the paper's opposition to the 

election. Some $1,244,465 of the bond issue was for 

alterations and repairs of existing schools, none of which 

he detailed absolutely necessary. Therefore he asked the 

voters to give a "stern rebuke" to the board, which was not 

entitled to a vote of confidence. The result, he said, 

would be a new bond issue of a lesser amount in three 

months. 

The opinion of the Community Development and Tax 

Survey Committee of the Tucson Chamber of Commerce on the 

TPS bond issue was quite similar to that of the Star 

(5-5-57)• Both saw the need for new classrooms but 

questioned the need for numerous alterations and repairs. 

One of the town's most respected and generous citizens (so 

described, but not named) was quoted: "The schools have 

been overreaching themselves now for a number of years" 

(p. 12D). 

The same thrust was expressed in a May 19 

editorial (Star , 5-19-57, P- 12D). Again the board was 

criticized for offering bonds which did not reflect an 

awareness of the difference between necessity and 
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desirability. Otherwise school kitchens and auditoriums 

would not be a part of the bond issue. 

Three days later, the Star (5-22-57, P* l4B) 

reported that between 1946 and 1956, per pupil expendi

tures in TPS had increased 433*35 per cent. A comment was 

added that the board was not making any visible effort to 

reduce bond demands. 

Only $2,208,430 of the total bond amount was 

justified (Star , 5-27-57, P- IOC). The remainder reflected 

a board attitude of wanting "the bestest of the mostest." 

Just 25*35 per cent of the high school bonds was for con

struction of new classrooms. The rest was for "things 

nice but not necessary." 

In the Tucson High School cafeteria on May 15, 1957, 

Charles Carson, TPS Associate Superintendent, spoke to 

building representatives of the Tucson Education Associa

tion (Star, 6-3-57) • From minutes of the meeting, the 

editor said teachers were told to "take an overall view 

and ignore the realities of some items being unnecessary. " 

According to the Star, Carson informed them that "opposi

tion to bonds is opposition to education." This was non

sense said the editor-. "To oppose extravagance is not to 

oppose education" (p. 8B). 

Two days prior to the election, the Star (6-9-57, 

p. IOC) reviewed its position on the bond election, adding 

that the TPS budget would be at least $13 million and the 
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tax rate $7• Readers were reminded that the board could 

come back with a better issue in 60 days. 

Two weeks after the bonds had been defeated, the 

Star (6-25-57, P' 10B) complimented the board for taking 

steps to reduce the budget to the minimum. The tax rate 

was announced at $6.73. 

In July, the Star (7~5~57) wrote, "The school 

board has shown a commendable spirit in its willingness to 

adjust its sights to the public's demands" (p. 10D). The 

writer noted that the board, administration, and Chamber 

of Commerce committee had tentatively cut $2 million from 

the original bond amount. He stated that when the new 

issue was presented, it would deserve public support. 

A series of Star editorials continued to support 

the election. The new bond election of $5,276,123 

"deserves full support" (7-21-57, P* 10D). Vote an "over

whelming YES" on the bond issue (8-25~57, P« 10D). "Pared 

of frills and furbelows, the issue now represents the real 

needs of the district" (9-8-57, P- IOC). 

When some critics accused the board of not 

reducing their demands but simply finding the money for 

them elsewhere, the Star (9~23~57, P- 8C) answered them. 

Some of the issues in the last election did not properly 

belong there and the board rightfully provided for them 

from its operating budget. The board was also right to 

use 100 levy funds to raise $208,000 to obtain $720,000 



in federal funds for construction of a junior high school. 

Thus 2k vital classrooms were secured. 

Joint use by the city and TPS of all recreational 

facilities under their jurisdiction was another example of 

how the board was making a real effort to give value for 

every dollar expended (Star , 9-27-57, P- 10D). Therefore 

citizens could be assured that the bond money would be 

carefully spent. 

Defeat of this second election prompted the Star 

(10-6-57, p. 10D) to call for the resignation of two 

board members, Mrs. John D. Lyons and Delbert L. Secrist. 

The edit or described them as rubber stamps, symbols of 

waste, and reluctant representatives of the people. He 

then revealed that the S tar had learned the next bond 

issue could be reduced to $4,250,000 without hurting the 

educational program. 

The Citizen ' s initial reaction to the TPS election 

was neutral (3-22-57, P- l4). The editorial was a preview 

of the district's needs for the next three years. Mention 

was made of the participation of a citizens advisory group 

in drawing up the issue. 

The paper sided with the board in its rejection of 

a proposal by the Mayor of Tucson to postpone the school 

issue in deference to a city bond election (4-17-57, P- 6). 

"Citizens ought to get worked up over the budget 

and tax rate as much as they are over the bond issue. The 
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TPS rate went up $ 1 - 7 7  last year and the bonds will push it 

up at least 370 this year. A vote on June 11 will not 

solve the problem of high taxes one way or the other" 

( C i t i z e n ,  5 - 2 7 - 5 7 ,  P -  6 ) .  

A  decision on the bond issue was like the decision 

facing house buyers (Citizen, 6-7~57, P» 12). A person 

can put all appliances on the mortgage and thus increase 

the payments or reduce the mortgage by buying all the 

appliances at once. Paying for alterations and repairs 

through the operating budget would reduce the bond amount 

but increase the tax rate. Voting yes would still in

crease the rate. A no would lose $720,000 in federal 

funds. 

The paper remained neutral up to election day 

(6-10-57, P» ^)- Ramifi cations of a yes and no vote were 

reviewed again. It was observed that the inclusion of 

improvements probably raised doubts which would not have 

existed had the bonds been for rooms alone. The school 

board was viewed as a conscientious group of people who 

served the community without pay. The editorial concluded 

that a yes vote did not mean a vote for frills; a no vote 

did not mean opposition to education. 

Two days after the election, the Citizen (6-13-57, 

p. 6) advised the board to consider public opinion about 

bare necessities and to accept guidance in reappraising 

the situation. The paper praised the fresh approach and 
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constructive efforts of the many groups who were working 

on a new bond issue (6-17-57, P* 1^)« 

The board was commended for an "exceptional job" 

in reducing the budget and holding the tax rate to $6.72 

(Citizen, 6-25-57, p. 8). Increases in the budget were 

ascribed to the need for hiring 100 more teachers and 

salary increments. The paper expressed hope that the 

public would approve the next bonds. 

The issue of improvement was seen as a difficult 

one for various groups to resolve (Citizen, 7-5_57, P» 1^). 

Whatever was eventually decided, however, the editor 

thought the board deserved thanks rather than condemnation 

for its conscientious efforts. 

It was announced that the PTA, the citizens ad

visory group, and the Chamber of Commerce were ready to 

support the new election scheduled for October 1 (Citizen, 

7-25-57, P- 6). The writer thought that the first issue 

may have been too high. 

The editorial attitude of the Citizen became quite 

positive toward the bond proposal. "There can be no 

question but that this bond program is a vital necessity 

and a hard minimum. . . . An unthinkable defeat would be 

a setback for our school system that would take years to 

overcome" (9-H-57, P- 8). The results of the successful 

1955 bond election in the district were reviewed, and 
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approval of the October issue was again urged (9-19-57, 

p. 10) . 

The editor predicted that some 20,000 students 

would go on double sessions if no additional rooms were 

built prior to i960 (Citizen, 9-23~57, P- 6). He pointed 

out a 52 per cent increase in enrollment since 1950 and 

the projected growth in the next three years of 25 per 

cent. A higher than average birth rate and a monthly 

population increase of 1300 in the city were also noted. 

He summed up, "It calls for a resounding YES vote on 

October 1" (9~23-57, p. 6). A projected tax increase 

resulting from a successful election led the Citizen 

(9-27-57) to proclaim, "If our children are worth anything, 

they are worth $8.10" (p. lk). 

The Citizen (l0-3~57, P« 10) blamed the defeat of 

the bonds on the property tax structure in Arizona. The 

defeat was not a revolt against schools but against ever-

increasing state and county taxes. When citizens received 

their tax bills just prior to the election, the election 

was, for all purposes, over. The writer observed the 50 

per cent increase in Pima County taxes and asked the 

readers to compare the $2.38 rate to Maricopa's rate of 

930 • 

In Phoenix, the newspapers, particularly the 

Republic. wrote almost exclusively on the financial situa

tion at PUHS. The papers split on the first bond issue but 
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were together in rejecting the second one. The Republic 

appeared especially disappointed when the PUHS board 

turned down a city and county proposal on sharing the 

costs of an auditorium. The Republic also continued its 

emphasis on the need for greater economy at the local level. 

The Republic (1-16-57) did not take a stand on the 

Si.8 million bond election in PUHS. "As long as the school 

board remains within its k per cent statutory limit, it 

probably will get the money it seeks" (p. 6). The writer, 

however, objected to the practice of closing schools, as 

the board had closed Carver High School, and then asking 

for money for new ones. The Gazett e (l-l6~57, P* 6) on 

the other hand, approved the bonds, offering overcrowding 

and the sound business practice of staying within the k per 

cent limit as reasons. 

In a number of editorials the Republic exhorted the 

PUHS board to accept the city-county offer of $400,000 

toward the costs of an auditorium planned for the 

district's Central High School. The paper thought the 

3000 seat auditorium would be a bargain for both the city 

and the district (3-^-57, P* 6). ". . . this way the 

area will get an $800,000 auditorium for $^00,000, since 

school funds would have had to be expended anyway" 

(3-21-57, p« 6). The $^00,000 was considered about the 

amount spent for auditoriums by other high schools (6-6-57, 

p .  6 )  .  
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It was pointed out that the cultural growth of the 

city was lagging behind its physical growth and, therefore, 

the city could use an auditorium (6-10-57) • "If the school 

district is going over the 4 per cent figure, it will do 

so without an auditorium. And it does have a special 10 

mill tax that it can fall back on if it really wants to 

get the job done" (p. 6). 

"The entire Valley of the Sun [Phoenix area] is the 

loser [of a] selfish and short-sighted decision" by the 

PUHS board to turn down the auditorium proposal (Republic , 

7-27-575 P* 6). It was obvious to the writer that the 

board did not want to reciprocate the cooperation it 

sought on many projects and did not want to share the 

auditorium with anyone. Another editorial (8-15-57, P* 6) 

claimed the board wanted to stay in their "own little 

kingdom" without outside interference. The paper could 

not believe the board's estimate of $1-5 million for the 

structure nor the plea of a shortage of school district 

funds. 

The Gazette (7-27_57, P* 6) viewed the board's 

decision on the auditorium as a brush-off. It asked the 

board to explore further to determine if cost were the real 

reason for rejecting the offer. It thought the decision 

went directly against public opinion. 

The resolution by six of twelve elementary dis

tricts in Phoenix to freeze teachers' salaries was 
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applauded by the Republic (3-6-57)• The writer determined 

the average salary of teachers in Arizona was $^±960, or 

6 th in the nation, and the average salary in Phoenix was 

$5623, or 2nd in the nation. Arizona's per capita income 

average was $1577, or 29th in the country. "Since the 

average person pays the taxes that support the average 

teacher, we submit that the teachers ' claim to higher pay 

at this time is not based on sound economics" (p. 6). 

The editor was displeased when the PUIIS board 

granted $200 salary raises (Republic, 3—57) • Other 

boards,it was felt, would be influenced by the action. For 

taxpayers, it was termed a defeat. The mounting costs of 

education especially incensed the Republic. The "whopping" 

increase in school taxes led the paper to exclaim, "The 

citizens of Arizona are becoming fed up with the heavy 

load imposed on them by education costs. Tucsonans . . . 

voted down a $7,325,000 bond issue because they felt it 

provided for too many unnecessary extravagances." Educa

tors were warned of the "need for cutting out the luxury 

items and sticking closely to the true needs of education" 

( p • 6 ) . 

A week later the editor took notice of three $10 

dolls requested by Phoenix College (6-22-57, P« 6). 

Admittedly the dolls represented an infinitesimal fraction 

of the PUHS budget. However, he believed the dolls 

indicated that there were "soft spots" in the budget. 



In October, the time citizens normally received 

their tax notices, the Republic (10-7-57, P- 6) offered 

its readers a "howling manual. " In order to howl about 

their taxes, they should go to board meetings, participate 

in trustee elections, and vote down bond issues. 

An 8 per cent turnout for a PUIIS trustee election 

in October was termed "expensive voter apathy" by the 

Gazette (lO~3_57, P« 6). Citizens were implored to show 

greater interest in their money at a time when school taxes 

were soaring. 

In November, the Republic (ll-15~57, P* 6) called 

educators "unreasonable and unrealistic" for criticizing 

the recommendations of a state tax study committee. The 

committee had asked for uniform school levies and limita

tions on budgets with voter rights on appeals by districts. 

The educators were advised of the two bond issues that had 

been defeated in Tucson recently. 

The Republic 's first reaction to the second PUHS 

bond election was neutral (9-12-57, P* 6). The editor did 

not take issue with the enrollment projections offered by 

the PUHS Superintendent, Bruce Moore. "If they [four high 

schools] were all made large enough to handle 3000 students 

apiece, with Phoenix Union remaining at 5000, the impending 

wave of new students will be taken care of for several 

years to come" (p. 6). The writer saw a recurrent problem 
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in getting school authorities "to emphasize the building of 

school rooms, not flossy accessories to modern education." 

In its second reaction, the paper issued a warning 

to the PUHS board not to propose a $12 million bond issue 

(11-10-57)• That amount would put the bond indebtedness 

over the k per cent limit. Nor should the board threaten 

double sessions as an ultimatum to the voters. "If the ADA 

figures are taken, instead of the peak enrollment, there 

certainly will be no reason for double sessions" (p. 6). 

The board was reminded that the voters had approved 

$100,000 for an east side site last year but that the money 

had been spent elsewhere (Republic, 11-19-57, P* 6). Now 

the board wanted $200,000 for a site. What the editor 

thought they really wanted was a "blank check." The board 

was advised to cut more than a rifle range at South 

Mountain High School if they expected to convince voters 

of the need for all the money they were asking for. 

The Republic (11-24-57, p. 6) commented on its own 

series of articles on the number and roles of administrators 

in the schools and central offices of PUHS. A comparison 

was made with an "army of a banana republic—more generals 

than privates." Taxpayers were asked to instruct the 

board to "end the parade of consultants, co-ordinators, 

etc . " 

"The Arizona Republic has never before urged its 

readers to vote against a school bond issue" (12-4-57)• 
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It was doing so now for two reasons. One the administra

tion of PUHS was "top-heavy," causing an unnecessary burden 

on the taxpayers. Two, by using peak enrollment figures 

instead of ADA figures, a threat of double sessions was 

fostered on the public. The paper believed a change in 

boundaries or an extension of hours might be necessary, 

but not double sessions. It concluded, "School authorities 

have had their own way for too long. They should no longer 

be given a blank check" (p. 6). 

In five more editorials , the theme of blank check , 

number game, scare tactics, top-heavy staff, and mounting 

taxes was repeated (12-6-57, 12-7-57, 12-9~57, 12-10-57, 

and 12-11-57) • 

The Gazette (11-26-57) began discussing the second 

bond election in November. It disputed the board's 

calculations. "The mere application of the 80 per cent 

'normal capacity' yardstick seems to offer a misleading 

cushion in arriving at the new bonded debt for taxpayers 

to assume" (p. 6). The writer also questioned the need 

for the number of staff personnel employed by PUHS. 

In December, the issue was declared in need of 

further study (Gazette, 12-6-57, P* 6). It was suggested 

that some boundaries be changed to insure full capacity 

in some of the older schools. 

The following day, the Gazette (l2-7~57) wrote, 

"We believe the bond issue has not been proved necessary 
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now. The district itself says 'normal capacity of its 

schools (which is only 80 per cent of actual seats) is 

about equal to last fall's student membership'" (p. 6). 

The editor observed that the administration was pressuring 

its employees to vote for the bonds. Me begged the 

readers not allow 1300 workers to swing the vote. A 

second appeal was made the day before the election 

(12-10-57, p. 6). 

After the defeat of the bonds, the Republic 

(12-13-57) said, "It would be wrong to consider the vote 

as reflecting an anti-school attitude" (p. 6). The public 

did not appreciate number games, frills, top-heavy 

administration, and schools "too flossy for the good of 

the pupils. " What the board had to do was demonstrate a 

need for public support. 

The next day, the paper discussed the state of 

education in America (12-1^-57, P» 6). There was "con

siderable evidence that something has gone wrong with the 

American system of education." It was behind Russia in 

the number of scholars, scientists, and engineers. Until 

answers were found, the public was counseled not to vote 

another penny for school construction. 

The bond defeat was seen as a voter mandate for 

economy of administration and caution in construction 

(Republic, 12-22-57)* The PUHS board evidently had not 

learned the lesson. The editor noticed that last Thursday 
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the board voted $36,763 for tennis and shuffleboard courts. 

He wondered why the money was not used for classrooms, 

which the board had maintained it needed so badly. Why 

was recreation placed ahead of education? He said, "A 

dangerous tide of sentiment is running against the sort of 

education that the youth of the land is getting, and 

against the amount of money being poured into needless 

educational frills" (p. 6). 

The total number of editorials 011 local support 

dropped from 72 in 1957 to 46 in 1958. The number of un

favorable responses decreased 68 per cent. In Tucson, the 

TPS budget and bond issue received the greatest amount of 

editorial attention. In Phoenix, the Republic ' s interest 

was in a variety of financial issues affecting local 

schools. The Gazette limited its reactions to affairs in 

the PUHS district. 

The progress of local schools in Tucson in 1957 

was described as "poor" in the Citizen's annual report 

(I-I-58, p. 6). The defeat of the two TPS bond elections 

"1 eaves plenty to be done in 1958. " 

The Star (2-6-58, p. 10D) began the year praising 

the TPS board for showing "commendable foresight and 

financial wisdom" in purchasing some school sites. The 

State Attorney General, however, ruled that the board had 

violated a requirement demanding voter approval of such 

purchases. The paper supported a legislative bill which 
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would authorize boards to buy sites without calling an 

election. 

Both Tucson papers ran a number of editorials on 

the TPS budget. The Citizen (3-2^-58, p. 6) did not 

attempt to resolve what it called a twin desire for more 

salaries and more rooms. The board was warned, however, 

that the citizens expected some tax relief (6-2-58, p. l8). 

If they got it, the climate for a bond issue would be 

favorable. 

News of the TPS budget and tax rate projected for 

fiscal 1959 did not please the Star (4-23~58, p. 12B). 

"Glaringly necessary cuts" were advised. The bond defeats 

indicated the public's lack of confidence in the board and 

its awareness of administrative extravagance. Yet there 

persisted a "smug refusal of some members of the board to 

make a much more vigorous effort to reduce the budget's 

total." The writer speculated that the board might allow 

double sessions to stack up to intimidate voters. He 

opposed any salary increases. 

The apparently recalcitrant board members were 

identified in the next editorial (Star , 7~5_58, p. 10B). 

What the paper found most objectionable was their attempt 

to place items in the budget that had been defeated in 

recent bond elections. According to the editor, the board 

had promised not to include them for one fiscal year. He 
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also objected to the 3 per cent raise on top of an annual 

$250 inc rement. 

The readers were again reminded of the broken 

promise (Star, 7-7-58, p. 10B). They were also informed of 

a "health empire" appropriation of $175,860, all but S826O 

for salaries. The paper noted the absence of an empire in 

any other local district. The following day, the editor 

warned that continued board extravagances would jeopardize 

future bond elections (7-8-58, p. 12B). He thought it 

futile for the board to say it was not going to raise the 

tax rate. 

The Citizen (7_7_58) posed a question: "Will a 

board majority and an adamant superintendent be willing to 

compromise to a relatively small extent on certain budget 

questions?" (p. l8). The superintendent was quoted 

answering, "I will not change my mind about them." The 

items in conflict were landscaping, accoustical tile, foot

ball lighting, and remodeling. The Community Development 

and Tax Study Committee of the Tucson Chamber of Commerce 

recommended cutting 150 to $200,000 from the half million 

improvements proposal. The predicted tax cut was not the 

result of careful screening but an increase in assessed 

valuation and a budget surplus. If the board really econo

mized now, the public's feelings about bonds would improve. 

The "modest and reasonable" reduction of the 

budget did not impress the Citizen (7-IO-58, p. 6) as much 
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as the large number of people who attended the meeting. 

The three board members who resisted cutbacks during the 

four hour session were identified by the paper. 

The Star (7-IO-58, p. 8D) termed the board's 

decision a "victory for needless waste. The budget went 

up 11 per cent and the tax rate went down . " This rate 

decrease was "microscopic" considering the $1.5 million 

budget surplus, the additional $300,000 in ADA, and the $3 

million increase in assessed valuation. The budget was 

thought padded to insure a surplus the following year. 

The $7)358,000 TPS bond issue scheduled for October 

21 was given full support by the S t ar . The sum was con

sidered large but so was the need (9-19-58). "The major 

problem which will face the voters is the problem of 

child ren, not dollars" (p. 8D). In another editorial, 

(9-28-58, p. 120) the cost was estimated at 800 a month, 

hardly significant in light of the fact that all facets 

of the community would be hurt by a NO vote. This approach 

to the issue was continued in three subsequent editorials 

(10-4-58, 10-16-58, and 10-20-58). 

From the outset the Citizen, in a series of 

editorials, supported the TPS bond issue. Its first 

response outlined the proposal (9-19-58, p. 1^). The 

second said overcrowding and double sessions were not 

conducive to attracting industry to Tucson (9-2^-58, p. l4). 

The next editorial asked voters to ignore any revivial of 
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education, and administrative policies (9-29-58, p. 6). 

The fourth one revealed the favorable response of the 

Chamber of Commerce and the Support Our School civic group 

(lO-l'Jt-58, p. l'l). Three more editorials urged voter 

acceptance (IO-16-58, 10-17-58, and 10-20-58). 

The year end progress report on the schools in 

Tucson said "Excellent" (Citizen„ 12-31-58, p. 6). Bond 

issues in TPS and Flowing Wells had both been passed. 

In Phoenix, the newspapers tended to adopt a 

contemplative attitude about bonds and taxes in general and 

in specific about some recent bond elections in local 

school districts. 

The Republic (1-20-58) reported that the No. 1 

topic at a recent Arizona School Board Association meeting 

was how to pass bond issues. The editor asked board 

members to "create a feeling of trust and belief . 

prove to the taxpayers their fact sheets are trustworthy 

and can be believed. Juggled figures and half-truths 

won't sell any bond issue, as has been proved by the 

results of recent school bond elections in the state" 

(p . 6) . 

A bond election in Scottsdale, Arizona, served as 

an example for the editor's contention that the pendulum 

had swung too far from austerity (Republic, 9-l^-58). He 

estimated that over 30 per cent of the bonds were 
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designated for projects not having any direct connection 

with the academic education of the students. For example, 

drama and music rooms, an auditorium, a stadium, a gym and 

track, a parking lot, and a roadway. "These things are not 

part of true education, and they increase the cost of 

school construction and the cost of school maintenance in 

a considerable degree" (p. 6). 

High property taxes caused the 2 to 1 defeat of 

bonds in the Roosevelt District (Republic , H-l-58, p. 6) . 

The taxes could be traced directly to the failure of the 

1955 "stop-gap" ADA legislation. 

The most harried citizens, according to the 

Republic (IO-6-58, p. 6) were administrators. In need of 

more school facilities, they were ruled by gun-shy school 

boards surrounded by taxpayers in open revolt. Increasing 

property taxes forced home owners to choose between keeping 

their homes or accepting double sessions. Administrators, 

teacher groups, and the PTA bore some responsibility for 

this dilemma. They had not applied pressure on the legis

lature to enact a school equalization program. The AEA had 

shunned a proposed increase in the state sales taxes which 

would have provided additional funds for the schools. 

In several editorials, the Republic criticized the 

tax free status of the state's largest public utility, the 

Salt River Project. The paper agreed with a proposal 

making the project pay an in-lieu tax (9-2-58, p. 6). 
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Revenue would be distributed to the schools. In reply to 

the project's 2000 word ad claiming it paid sales, payroll, 

and gas taxes, the Republic (10-21-58, P- 6) said not one 

dollar went toward the support and maintenance of the 

schools. It was forecast that angry taxpayers would 

initiate a constitutional amendment wiping out every 

vestige of the tax exemption. 

Both the Republic and the Gazette pointed with 

pride to the efforts of three employees of PUIIS to cut 

construction costs. One idea called for wiudowless schools 

(Republic, 11-26-58, p. 6). Another involved using one 

basic design plan for more than one school (Gazette, 

11-27-58, p. 6). 

The Gazette (I-3O-58, p. 6) thought the most 

important by-product of the recent bond defeat in PUHS was 

the realization by school officials that the taxpayers 

needed a break. The writer was pleased when the super

intendent announced a "hold-the-line" policy ruling out 

any new building through 1959- In another editorial 

(1-1-58) the new president of the board was thanked for 

exhibiting a "willingness to experiment with measures other 

than higher expenditures to meet the needs of the schools" 

(p. 6). One of the measures was a change in the bound

aries of several schools. In a third comment (2~3_58, p. 

6) the administration was complimented for accepting a 

recommendation calling for a reduction in staff. The paper 
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expressed faith that through these kinds of action, the 

board could regain the public confidence it had lost in the 

last bond election. 

In answer to a charge that the newspapers had de

feated the last PUHS bond program, the Gazette (7-30-58, 

p. 6) replied, no, the people had. The papers had merely 

made recommendations. As further proof, it was pointed 

out that the papers had made no recommendation on a recent 

elementary school district election and the bonds had 

failed. 

In November, the Gazette (ll-13~58, p. 6) observed 

that a bond election in the Madison district did not 

involve a "blank check" or frills or other extravagances. 

Rather the issue reflected a legitimate need and conserv

ative, reasonable planning. It was an intelligent effort 

to find an economical solution and was worthy of support . 

In 1959, the last year of the study, the Tucson 

newspapers responded to a bond issue in Ainphi and the 

costs of education in Amphi and TPS. The Phoenix news

papers , especially the Republic, were more varied in their 

reactions and wrote of bond issues, budget limitations, 

consolidation, teacher salaries, and curriculum expenses. 

A general theme prevalent in all the papers was an interest 

in getting more education for the money rather than more 

money for education. 
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The Amphi bond issue of Si,90^,000 was favorably 

discussed in the S tar (5-2^-59, P« 1 4tD ) . In itemizing the 

proposal, the writer remarked that the school board had an 

excellent record for economical operation. For evidence 

he contrasted the per pupil costs and the tax rates of 

local school districts, showing Aniphi to advantage. He 

estimated that careful budgeting, higher valuation, and 

new state funds would enable the bonds to be absorbed with 

little or no increase in the tax rate. 

In its first editorial on the Aniphi bonds, the 

Cit izen (4-16-59, P- 10) remained neutral in its examina

tion of the proposal. In May, the paper (5-29-59> P« 12) 

spoke approvingly of the long and careful preparation by an 

advisory citizens group. In June, it reviewed its stand on 

the election and called for a YES vote (6-1-59, P* 8) . 

A recently and quickly formed teachers group in the 

TPS district called the Scoutmasters Club was advised by 

the Citizen (6-2-59, P- 10) not to antagonize the public. 

Talk of a mass holdout, betrayal, and insincerity was un

wise. The editor agreed that teachers were not necessarily 

well off, but they needed to keep a proper perspective. He 

reminded them that while they did not receive the 10 per 

cent salary increase requested, the pay raise did amount to 

7 to 8 per cent. 

The discussion was continued the next day (6-3-59)• 

Teachers were asked to maintain a constructive rather than 
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carping attitude about the problem. Talk of being second 

class citizens was "balderdash" and downgraded the pro

fession. "Think not of more money for education but more 

education for the money" (p. 6). Then there would be room 

for more teacher pay. They were instructed to compare the 

costs of education of TPS with that of Amphi. The savings 

to be detected there along with a 10 month school year and 

merit pay would enable the board to afford higher salaries. 

The TPS budget dominated the remaining editorials 

in the Tucson papers in 1959- The public's apparent dis

interest in a recent budget meeting perplexed the Citizen ' s 

editor (6-26-59, P- l6). The small turnout and few 

questions made him wonder if people and teachers really 

cared about their schools. Perhaps they just liked to 

gripe. Maybe teachers were scared and people satisfied. 

In any event, he hoped they would raise questions about the 

disparity in school costs between Amphi and TPS. He then 

invited their attention to several examples of the differ

ences between the two districts. 

In anticipation of the next budget hearing, the 

Star (6-30-59) contrasted the school costs in Amphi and 

TPS. TPS had a lower teacher-pupil ratio, higher per 

pupil expenditures, and a greater percentage of non-

teaching employees. There were 62 counselors in TPS and 2 

in Amphi; the larger district had 39 nurses while Amphi had 

1. The paper questioned "whether we are spending more 
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dollars for education than we are getting education for 

dollars" (p. l'lB). 

The Star (7~9~59) was dissatisfied with the board's 

performance at the budget hearing. The board was accused 

of using the increase in state aid for "numerous high cost, 

non-teaching items." Properly used, the money could have 

reduced the tax $1.19 instead of 19£- "But the frightening 

aspect of the action was the manner in which the board, 

which has almost autocratic power in establishing school 

costs, chose to ignore the responsibility which goes with 

such power . . . " (p. 10D). The public shared the blame 

for remaining silent. 

The Citizen (7-10-59, P- 1^) found the meeting 

equally disappointing. The 70 citizens attending asked for 

more, not fewer services. To the writer, the board showed 

more sensitivity to the tax rate than the people did. 

Expenditures for health, guidance, and psychological 

services went unchallenged. Air conditioning, bus trans

portation, and driver training were not questioned. The 

philosophy of health, welfare, and education was endorsed— 

in that order. 

When the new tax rates for the state, county, city, 

and TPS were announced, the Citizen (7~15-59, P* l^t) 

directed attention to the combined total for Tucsonans, of 

$11.07, considerably lower than the $13*^5 total of two 

years before. The writer expressed discontent with the 
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190 reduction in the TPS rate. Revenue from the higher 

state sales tax should have lowered the rate $1.19* 

The Star (7-20-59, P- 10B) again criticized the 

board for having ignored the intent of the legislature, 

which was to provide relief for taxpayers. It was now 

reported that instead of a 19^ reduction in the tax rate, 

there would be a 3£ increase. 

In Phoenix, the Republic (1-12-59) led the dis

cussion on bond elections in local school districts. The 

school board in the Creighton district was charged with 

being secretive about a proposed $1.5 million bond issue. 

The board was quoted as saying, "We didn't want the news

papers to know. " The paper replied, "Any attempt to ram 

through a school bond issue is likely to meet with trouble" 

(p. 6). It also recommended that the item of kindergartens 

be voted on separately since, without ADA aid, the entire 

load would fall on the taxpayers. 

Five days later the Republic (1-17-59, P- 6) 

announced that the Creighton district would split the bond 

issue, allowing a vote on kindergartens. The paper com

mented that pre-school education, if not a frill, was at 

most an extra, worthy only if taxpayers wanted to pay for 

it . 

The defeat of the Creighton bonds was termed justi

fiable (3-10-59, P- 6). The defeat should serve as a 

warning to educators that they could not boost the cost of 
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education without demonstrating a need for it. In 

Creighton, the voters had drawn a line between what educa

tors want and what they need. 

In regard to the Creighton bond defeat, the Gazette 

(3-13_59) faulted the tenets of modern education: "The 

public intuitively resents a doctrine [progressive educa

tion] so alien to its own concepts" (p. 6). 

The warning given the Creighton board was repeated 

in an editorial discussing a successful bond election in 

the Cartwright district (Republie, 3~15~59)* Administra

tors had to learn to "stop trying to stuff pet projects 

down their [voters] throats" (p. 6). People do not want 

overcrowded classrooms or double sessions; nor do they 

want bands, theaters, clubrooms, and other extras. 

"But schools, like Oliver Twist, are always asking 

for more" (Republic, ̂ -7-59, P« 6). In particular, the 

editor was reacting to a $625,000 bond election in PES for 

two new buildings and additions to eight schools. He 

reminded the readers that last July the district had lost 

an election for $375,000 for one new building and additions 

to six others. The question of actual need was again posed. 

He said the paper was not making recommendations but wanted 

qualified voters to improve upon their disgraceful voting 

history of poor attendance (the bonds were defeated, 623 

to 538). 



192 

The Gazette (7-^-59, P» 6) praised the Madison 

district school board for keeping good faith with the tax

payers. In last fall's bond election, voters were told 

that if the sum approved was larger than proved necessary, 

the excess would go to reducing the debt. The board had 

recently announced that $100,000 was returned to the bond 

redemption account. 

The superintendent of the Scottsdale school 

district was severely criticized in a front page editorial 

in the Republic (10-18-59, p. l)• Eugene Pulliam, owner 

of the Republic and Gazett e, reported the educator as 

saying the reason the newspapers were against public 

schools was that Pulliam was a Catholic whose children 

attended parochial schools. Pulliam replied that his 

religion had nothing to do with his views on public schools. 

He had opposed only one bond issue and had done so because 

it was a blank check election. He concluded, "Careless 

and overlapping administration has cost the taxpayers of 

this community thousands upon thousands of dollars, and 

that is what these papers are opposed to" (p. l). 

Earlier in the year the Gazette (1-21-59, P- 6) 

had complained that for a number of months, citizens 

desiring better schools at lower costs had been attacked 

by "professional theorists." For example, a number of 

educators had criticized a Reader's Digest article which 

militantly opposed architectural faddism in school 
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construction. The paper recommended that citizen commit

tees work with administrators and architects in planning 

new schools. 

In October the Republic (10-26-59) saw the inclu

sion of a citizens committee in the planning of a PUIIS bond 

election as a step in the right direction. It was good 

because the committee could demonstrate any need in 

language the public could understand. "When a sound and 

sensible proposal is made, it will get the support it 

deserves" (p. 6). 

In November, the Republic (11-8-59, P *  6) reported 

that across the country the previous week half the bond 

issues had been defeated. In the Phoenix area, voters had 

rejected the Scottsdale high school bonds and approved the 

elementary school bonds. The split was attributed to a 

recently built high school in the district that, according 

to the editor, looked like the Taj Mahal. 

The Republic ran three editorials on consolidation 

of school districts. One (1-11-59, P« 6) considered James 

Conant's recommendation that all schools not graduating at 

least 100 students yearly should be consolidated. Another 

(l-l8-59, P- 6) submitted that equality of educational 

opportunity might be achieved through consolidation. It 

asked school districts and the legislature to think about 

the idea. The third one (3-21~59, P« 6) held that a 6 per 

cent limit on the yearly increase of school budgets would 
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bring pressure for a much needed consolidation of dis

tricts . 

The legislature was asked to provide help in school 

construction and to place limits on the annual increase of 

school budgets (Gazette, 1-16-59, P« 6). Readers were 

encouraged by the Republic (l-13~59, P- 6) to let the 

legislature know their opinion on the proposal to place 

limits on school budgets. In March, the Republic (3-8-59, 

p. 6) endorsed the plan. In June, the paper (6-2-59, P« 

6) commended the PUIIS board for staying $^100,000 under the 

recently enacted 6 per cent budget limitation law. 

Both papers rendered opinions on teacher salaries. 

In the light of their annual requests for salary raises, 

the Republic (1-21-59, P« 6) found teachers' lack of in

volvement in legislation affecting education irresponsible. 

It was suggested that they follow the example of the 

Arizona School Board Association and support the sales tax 

bill. Then they would be able to tell the people where 

money was available for pay raises. 

The two papers were in agreement that the 78 page 

report of the Citizens Advisory Committee for the Improve

ment of Instruction in PUIIS was unrealistic and immoderate. 

The Gazette (2-25~59, P• 6) feared that if the legislature 

believed any increase in state aid would be used for 

salary increases, any property tax relief would die on the 

vine. The Republic (2-26-59) said, "Existing economic 
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conditions in Phoenix make them [recommendations] illu-

sionary" (p. 6). 

The PUHS board told teachers they could expect a 

pay raise next year (Republic, 5-20-59, P- 6). The reason 

they were refused an increase this year was that the times 

were "psychologically wrong." The editor thought the 

primary consideration should have been the ability of tax

payers to afford it. 

The candidacy of Dr. Charles Purtymen, Jr., for the 

PUHS school board was supported by the Gazette (7-27_59, 

p. 6). The paper thought his interest in merit pay for 

teachers made him worthy of citizen approval. 

In several editorials the Republic discussed the 

mounting costs of education and questioned whether tax

payers were getting more education for the money. In one 

(8-16-59) an appeal was made to reform the educational 

syst em: 

The United States must redraw its educational 
standards and fit them into the framework of what 
is possible. And it must make school a place 
where boys and girls are sent to learn, not to 
keep out of mischief. 

For there aren't enough potential teachers, there 
aren't enough possible classrooms, there isn't 
enough money to teach social adjustment to everyone 
who wants to enter our public schools (p. 6). 

A similar attitude was expressed in another edito

rial in August (8-2^-59): 

Every bit of teaching that goes beyond the basic 
ABC's is an added financial load. 
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These extra courses that are custodial courses 
rather than a true part of the academic program, 
mean more classrooms are needed, more teachers 
are needed, more equipment is needed. And the 
cost of education goes soaring both from the 
standpoint of investment and of maintenance 
( p .  6 )  .  

If educators got rid of the frills in education, 

the cost of schooling would get back into proper perspec

tive (Reupblic, 12-15-59)" "And the voters' distrust of 

the cost of education will disappear" (p. 6). 

In other editorials in 1959, the Republic (3-16-59j 

p. 6) opposed any district paying the AEA-NEA dues of its 

teachers and principals. The current practice of paying 

the Arizona School Board Association dues, even though 

lawful, should also be stopped. The paper said that a 

study by the Maricopa Taxpayers Association showed widow 

and veteran property exemptions amounted to 5*5 per cent of 

the county's total assessed valuation (9-25~595 P- 6). It 

was estimated that county school districts had lost 

$1,831,167 in tax revenues. Several districts lost between 

$140,000 and $262,000 each. 

Summary 

Of the 289 editorial reactions on local support of 

education, the Star had 57, the Citizen 68, the Republic 

110, and the Gazette 5^* Again, the Phoenix papers 

directed more attention to the subject than did the Tucson 

papers. The dominance of the Republic, however, is not as 
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apparent on this issue as it was on the issues of federal 

and state support. 

Of the total number of reactions, 51 per cent were 

favorable, 2k per cent neutral, and 25 per cent unfavor

able. These percentages reflect a more balanced distribu

tion of editorial opinion than do the percentages for the 

other two sources of financial aid. 

When the data in Figures k, 9, and l4 are compared, 

there appears to be less unanimity of editorial attitude 

among the newspapers on local aid to schools than exists 

on federal and state aid. At the local level, the Citizen 

and Gazette tended to exhibit a favorable or neutral 

attitude. The Star seemed most often to assume a clearly 

positive or negative stance. The number of favorable and 

unfavorable responses appear most approximate in the 

Republic . 

Figures 12 and 13 indicate some homogeneity among 

the papers. Except for the Gazette, the majority of the 

editorials in each paper appeared in the last three years 

of the study. In this same period, there was a sharp 

increase in the number of neutral and unfavorable responses 

in each paper. 

A brief review of the decade's editorials on local 

school board issues, tax rates, and budgets reveals some 

further similarities among the papers. Prior to 1957, 

there were no unfavorable reactions on any local bond 
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elections in any of the newspapers. In 1957, each news

paper opposed bond issues in the largest school district 

in each city. None of the papers objected specifically to 

the inclusion, of federal funds in local bond proposals. 

In the first three years of the study, the news

papers expressed an awareness of the effect that a rapidly 

growing population would have on school taxes and budgets. 

Citizens were asked to attend budget hearings and to 

participate in trustee elections. Ways were sought to ease 

the burden of mounting school costs. Consolidation and 

voidance of veteran property tax exemptions were advocated. 

From 1953 to 1955, rising taxes, frills in the curriculum, 

budget limitations, and economy were discussed. In 1955 

and 1956, anger was expressed when districts announced 

intentions to use increased ADA payments for salary raises 

rather than tax cuts. By the end of the decade there was a 

universal insistence that educators stop demanding more 

money for education and start delivering more education for 

the money. 

In Tucson, the two largest school districts, TPS 

and Amphi, received the greatest amount of editorial 

attention. The Citizen devoted more coverage to these 

districts than did the S tar . With one exception, both 

papers supported every local school bond issue discussed in 

th eir editorials. The exception was the first TPS bond 

election in 1957- The S tar opposed it and the Citizen was 
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neutral. Other local bond issues were either ignored or 

mentioned only in a passing review of local education. 

In the Amphi bond elections, each paper stressed 

the good record of the administration, the rapid growth 

in enrollment and the threat of double sessions, and 

citizen participation over a long and careful planning 

period. In the TPS elections, the length of time since 

previous elections, the existence or inevitability of 

double sess ions, and the absence of extras were emphasized. 

The Star opposed the first TPS election in 1957 on 

the grounds that the school board had failed to distinguish 

between the desirable and the indispensable. In particular 

the editor rejected $1,244,^65 be ing proposed for altera

tions and repairs. The Citizen assumed a neutral stance, 

refusing to equate a YES vote with approval of frills or a 

NO vote with opposition to education. The Star blamed the 

defeat on two school board members who were called "symbols 

of waste" to the community. The Citizen blamed the state 

property tax structure for the defeat. 

Nearly all discussions of school taxes and budgets 

in Tucson involved the TPS district. Until 1955} there 

was little editorial comment on the subject. The Star 

suggested ways the railroads and the local power utility 

could be made to pay a share of school taxes. The editor 

approved of voiding veteran property tax exemptions. He 

recognized a need for more state aid but wanted school 
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taxes kept high enough to ensure a spirit of community 

responsibility for education. The Citizen wrote of 

accepting the burden of mounting school costs "proudly— 

even sacrificially. " Both papers attacked the super

intendent in 1953 for giving misleading tax rate projec

tions, but the Citizen later referred to the situation as 

a misunderstanding. The Citizen thanked the school board 

in 195^ for keeping the tax rate down for the sixth con

secutive year. 

In the last five years of the study, each paper and 
0 

particularly the Star expressed a growing dissatisfaction 

with the administration and the board. In 1955 5 the Star 

accused the superintendent of leading a "spend-spend, tax-

tax" administration and urged citizens to attend board 

hearings on the budget and teacher salary requests. The 

Citizen approved the salary increases and defended the 

board against the charge of "wholesale extravagance" made 

by the State Examiner. In 1956, the Citizen reversed its 

position on teachers' salaries. In view of rising city and 

county taxes, the Citizen praised the board for "keeping 

the lid on." In 1957, both papers complimented the board 

for holding the tax rate and budget down. In 1958, the 

Star termed the budget a "victory for waste" and joined the 

Citizen in criticizing school officials for favoring 

teachers over homeowners. In 1959, the costs of education 

in the TPS district were unfavorably compared with the 
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costs in the Amphi district . Each paper concluded that it 

was time the public got more education for the money. 

The coverage in Phoenix somewhat paralleled the 

coverage in Tucson. Again, the largest school district in 

the area, PUHS, received the greatest amount of attention, 

especially from the Re pub1i c. During the first three 

years, both newspapers supported local bond issues. Each 

paper stressed that rapid enrollment growth had produced 

or threatened to produce double sessions. Each pointed out 

that the bond amounts were within the k per cent bonded 

indebtedness limit. The Republic observed that new schools 

increased the value of property more than the amount of 

dollars spent in higher taxes for them. The $3*5 million 

figure in a 1952 PUHS election was termed conservative by 

the Republic. The Gazette expressed the only reservations 

during this period, questioning the elaborateness of a 

music building for Phoenix College and the need for 

$200,000 gyms in an area whose climate permitted year-

round sports outdoors. 

The attitude of each paper shifted temporarily 

during 1953-1955 • The Gazette advised the PUHS board not 

to propose a $12 million election or any election until 

Carver and Phoenix Union High Schools were operating at 

full capacity. Both papers took exception to the actions 

of the board in its dispute with the Maricopa County Board 

of Supervisors over the purchase of school sites. The 
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but, in the light of rising taxes, wondered if new schools 

were needed when present ones were not at full em-ollment. 

The Gazett e warned of a taxpayers revolt if the present 

schools were not used to the fullest extent possible. 

Early in 1955, however, both papers supported the bonds, 

noting the bonds were within the k per cent limit and, in 

the Gazette, the needs of expansion. 

In 1956, each paper endorsed a $2.1 million 

election in the PUIIS district. The Republic emphasized 

a shift in the population to the north and west sides of 

Phoenix. The Gazette predicted that passage of the program 

would raise the district's capacity to the level of the 

projected student enrollment for the fall of 1957-

There were two PUIIS bond elections in 1957- On the 

first one, the Republic assumed that since the board stayed 

under the 4 per cent limit, it would probably get its 

money. The paper did object to the board closing one 

school while seeking money for a new one. The Gazette 

supported the first election, taking notice of the k per 

cent limit and overcrowded conditions. 

Both papers opposed the second bond issue, which 

called for a vote on $1.2 million in December as the 

initial step in an over-all bond program of $12 million. 

The Republic criticized the administration for being top-

heavy, wanting a blank check, and misleading the public 
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with inaccurate fact sheets. The Gazette also found 

confusion in the district's calculations on projected 

capacity and enrollment. Both papers accused the board of 

attempting to intimidate the public with the prospect of 

double sessions. Each suggested the board initiate re-

zoning to alleviate overcrowding. 

Discussions of local bond issues after 1957 tended 

to be neutral or negative and to serve the purpose of 

illustrating each paper's belief that the public had lost 

confidence in school boards. Frills, scare tactics, blank 

check proposals would not be supported. By 1959, school 

boards were being encouraged by the papers to invite 

citizen participation in the planning of bond elections to 

ensure that the people would get more education for their 

money. 

There was a greater tendency in Phoenix than in 

Tucson to discuss school taxes and budgets without refer

ence to specific schools or districts. When reference was 

made, it was most frequently to the PUHS system; this was 

especially true of the Republic . 

Generally, the newspapers viewed rising school 

expenditures with some detachment in the early years of the 

decade. Each observed the rapidly expanding population and 

remarked on the effects this increase would have on the 

school in the years ahead. The Republic noted the philo

sophic spirit in which the burden of taxes had been borne 
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by the public. It predicted, however, that unless greater 

economy was practiced in the coming years, the public would 

seek to legislate it. The Republic asked veterans to 

voluntarily exclude themselves from property tax exemp

tions. Both papers endorsed the recommendation of the 

Griffenhagen Report for county-wide consolidation of school 

districts. Each commented on the economic benefits to be 

derived from a consolidation of PUHS with several elementary 

districts in Phoenix. The Republic felt one advantage of 

population expansion was the increase in assessed valuation 

which helped spread the costs of education over a greater 

area. The Gazette suggested that local business men visit 

the school before complaining about their tax bills. 

In 1953, the Republic complimented the Maricopa 

County Board of Supervisors for its announced intention to 

oversee more vigorously school construction budgets. The 

Gazette advocated leaving the field of property taxation 

to school districts. The Gazette also reported that 

certain authorities (anonymous) were in favor of estab

lishing annual budget limitations. 

A 1954 legisl ative proposal limiting annual budget 

increases to $10 per pupil was thought impossible in a 

fast growing state. The Republic also observed that while 

some frills were avoidable, some school costs were irreduc

ible. The paper concurred with the State Examiner in con

cluding that the taxpayer's penny was not being wisely 
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spent. The Gazette called for a moratorium on salary 

increases in the PUHS district until the legislature found 

a solution to school financing pi~oblems . 

Both papers criticized local school boards in 1955 

and 1956 for using increased ADA payments to raise 

salaries rather than lower taxes. The Republic again 

favored consolidating PUIIS with elementary districts, 

repealing veteran property exemptions, and removing frills 

from the curriculum. A taxpayers' revolt was predicted. 

The PUHS board was heavily criticized by the news

papers in 1957- The Republic, particularly was angered by 

the board's decision not to accept a city-county offer of 

$400,000 toward the costs of a 3000 seat auditorium at the 

new Central High School. Both papers also proposed a 

freeze on salary increases in the district. The Republic 

said the request for three $10 dolls by Phoenix College 

indicated "soft spots" in the budget. The paper reversed 

itself and supported a state tax study committee's recom

mendation for an annual budget limitation bill. It also 

offered a "howling manual" for taxpayers to voice their 

complaints about school spending. Until Russia's superi

ority in the sciences could be explained, the Republic 

asked voters not to approve another penny for school 

construction. 

As the Star had done in 1951) the Republic in 195& 

sought ways to make a local power utility, the Salt River 
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Project, pay a share of school taxes. Both papers asked 

for a reduction in the PUHS central office staff and a 

change in the boundaries of several schools. Each inter

preted the recent bond defeat in the district as a voter 

mandate for greater economy. Both praised the efforts of 

a group of PUHS employees in seeking ways to cut construc

tion costs . 

In 1959, the Republic responded to a charge that 

the newspapers were against public schools. The answer 

was that the newspapers were against only the loss of 

thousands of dollars engendered by careless and over

lapping school administration. Both papers rejected a 

citizens advisory group's recommendations on salaries in 

the PUHS district. Each paper approved of the recently 

enacted law on annual budget limitations. 



CHAPTER 6 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter is divided into three sections. A 

summary of the study and the techniques used is included 

in the first section. The conclusions based upon the data 

collected are contained in the second section. The third 

is concerned with recommendations in terms of the implica

tions of this study as well as suggestions for further 

study. 

Summary 

Statement of the Problem 

The purpose of this study was to direct attention 

to the relationship between the editorial reactions of four 

Arizona newspapers on the issues of federal, state, and 

local financial support of education and the incidence of 

social, political, and economic controversy and contention 

in Arizona. Particular emphasis was placed on the Tucson 

and Phoenix metropolitan areas during the years 1950-1959, 

inclus ive. 

A survey and critical analyses were made of the 

editorials that appeared in the Arizona Daily Star, Tucson 

Daily Citizen, Arizona Republic, and Phoenix Gazette during 

207 
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this period of time. The responses and coverage on the 

issues were determined and compared in relation to public 

schools and higher education in Arizona, and, especially, 

in Tucson and Phoenix. 

Procedures of the Study 

A review of research pertaining to analysis of 

newspaper editorials on school financing was conducted to 

evaluate the originality of this study and to investigate 

research procedures. The findings of others and notably 

those of Hamilton's (1970) study of Tucson newspaper 

editorials were considered in preparation for this re

search . 

Other literature that would serve to further an 

understanding of pertinent issues and events of the decade 

under study was examined. This material, for example, 

included reports of the Arizona Department of Public 

Instruction, publications of the Arizona Tax Research 

Association, school board minutes, U. S. Bureau of Census 

studies, and feature stories and articles in magazines and 

newspapers. Interviews were held for the same purpose. 

The period from 1950 through 1959 was chosen for 

the study because it was a time of rapid increase in school 

enrollment in Arizona (see Appendix A). The resultant 

immediate need for more schools and teachers and the 

attendant need for greater financial support gave rise to 
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increasing expression of editorial and public opinion on the 

subject of school financing. The launching of Sputnik and 

the growing involvement of the federal government in the 

funding of local schools, along with other international 

and national events of the fifties, also bore on the 

attitudes formed on the mounting costs of public education 

in Arizona. 

The four newspapers selected for the study served 

the two largest metropolitan areas of Arizona, Tucson and 

Phoenix. Over 70 per cent of the state's population 

resided in or near these cities during the period. In 

effect, then, a virtually statewide, fourth estate position 

on school funding was observable. 

The primary data, newspaper editorials on school 

financing, were read by direct visual examination of micro

film copies of the Star, Citizen, Republic, and Gazette 

from January 1, 1950, through December 31, 1959-

These editorials were classified in three ways: 

(l) according to the source of financial support, either 

federal, state, or local; (2) according to the kind of 

reaction, either favorable, neutral, or unfavorable on the 

issue covered; and (3) according to the level of education 

discussed, either public schools (K-12) or higher educa

tion . 

The coverage and the extent that school financing 

from federal, state, and local sources at the public school 
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and higher education level in Arizona and particularly in 

Tucson and Phoenix were given favorable, neutral, and un

favorable presentation in the editorials of each of the 

four newspapers was determined, contrasted, and compared. 

Figures and tables were then prepared to aid in the 

recognition and understanding of the findings. 

When applicable and in the light of information 

gathered from a reading of relevant material, attention 

was drawn through an analysis of the editorials to the 

relationship between editorial reactions and events of 

social, political, and economic disturbance in the state 

and local communities. 

Presentation of Findings 

The total number of editorials in each of the three 

classifications that appeared in each of the newspapers 

during the decade is presented in the following series of 

figures. 

Figure l6 shows the yearly total number of edito

rials on school financing. It is evident that if the year 

1956 is omitted from consideration for the moment, the 

editorials may be grouped into three distinctly different 

three year periods. In the first, 1950-1952, there were 

130 editorials representing l6 per cent of the total number 

of editorials for the decade. In the second period, 1953-

1955» the number of responses rose to 270 or 32 per cent 
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of the total. In the last period, 1957-1959, the number 

of reactions increased to 395 ^7 per cent of the total. 

Thus the number of editorials in the closing years of the 

decade tripled the number of responses in the beginning 

years. 

Of the total number of 832 editorials, 178 were on 

federal support, 365 on state support, and 289 on local 

support. State aid to education dominated editorial 

coverage in the years 1950 and 1953-1956; local support in 

the years 1951, 1952, and 1957-1959- Only in 1958 and 1959 

did federal aid receive a number of responses close to that 

directed to state and local financing. 

Figure 17 gives the yearly total number of edito

rials 011 school financing that appeared in each newspaper. 

Except for one year, 19515 the Republic clearly exceeded 

the other papers in editorial coverage during the decade. 

Its total almost equaled the combined total of the other 

three papers. The Star and Gazette were more approximate, 

with 153 and 162 editorials, respectively. The Citizen 

had the lowest number, 115* In Phoenix, the Republic 

outdid the Gazette every year in the study. In Tucson, 

the Star dominated for the first six years with the Citizen 

leading in the last four years. 

Except for the Ci ti zen, each newspaper devoted 

almost 50 per cent of its total coverage of school fi

nancing to the issue of state support of education and 
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approximately 50 per cent to local support. Fifty-nine 

per cent of the Citizen's responses were directed to local 

financing and 20 per cent to state aid. 

Figure l8 indicates the yearly total number of 

favorable, neutral, and unfavorable reactions. From a 

generally positive attitude in the first three years, the 

responses became increasingly suppox^tive in the middle 

years but were weighted more evenly in the last years by 

a sharp rise in the number of neutral or unfavorable 

reactions. 

Eighty-seven per cent of the editorials on federal 

support were negative while 80 percent on state support 

were positive. The responses on local financing were more 

approximate with 51 per cent favorable, 24 per cent neutral, 

and 25 per cent unfavorable. 

Figure 19 shows the total number of each kind of 

reaction in each newspaper during the decade. When the 

reactions are contrasted, the Citizen, followed by the 

Gazette, appeared least willing to commit itself on an 

issue. The Star, on the other hand, most frequently ex

pressed a definite opinion. About two-thirds of its views 

were favorable. The Republic had the inost approximate 

number of positive and negative reactions. 

Opposition to federal aid and strong support for 

state financing were universal among the newspapers. The 

Tucson editors tended to register impartiality slightly 
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more often than did their counterparts in Phoenix. On 

local support, the Phoenix editorials offered a more 

balanced range of opinion than did the responses in Tucson. 

The Citizen tended to assume a neutral stance on state and 

particularly on local financing more frequently than any 

of the other papers. 

Figure 20 gives the total number of'editorials on 

school financing at the public school and higher education 

level. The dominance of coverage of public schools is 

clearly evident. 

Figure 21 indicates the total number of editorials 

devoted to public schools and higher education financing 

in each newspaper. It is readily apparent that higher 

education received greater attention in the Phoenix papers. 

This was true of their responses on both state and federal 

aid to education. 

Table 7 shows that both Tucson newspapers were 

generally approving in discussions of school financing 

involving particular schools and school districts. The 

city's two largest school districts, Tucson Public School 

District No. 1 and Amphitheater, received the greater 

amount of attention. The S tar tended to be more negative 

toward the larger district, TPS, while the Citizen more 

frequently reserved its judgment. Universities in the 

state received relatively little but generally favorable 

attention in each paper. 
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Table 7« Number of Favorable, Neutral, and Unfavorable 
Editorials in the Star and Citizen on School 
Financing in Relation to Specific Schools, 1950-
1959 

F avorable N eutral Unf avorable 

S chool S tar Cit izen S t ar Citizen Star Citizen 

Tucson Public 
School #1 28 29 k 27 20 8 

Amphitheat er 12 13 1 5 k 3 

S unnys id e 3 3 2 1 1 1 

Flowing Wells 3 2 1 

Wrightstown 2 

Catalina 
Foothills 1 

Tanque Verde 2 

Morenci 2 1 

Mes a 

Phoenix Union 
High School 
and College 
System 

University of 
Arizona 

Arizona State 
Univers ity 

Northern 
Arizona 
Univers ity 
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The Phoenix papers also were usually positive in 

their responses to particular schools. As in Tucson, the 

largest district drew the largest number of editorials. 

Table 8 reveals that the Gazette was less negative in its 

coverage of Phoenix Union High School and College System 

than was the Republie. Each paper and especially the 

Republic was supportive of financing for the state's three 

institutions of higher learning. 

Summation of Findings 

In summarizing the major findings, perhaps the 

single, most salient, characteristic of the editorial 

reactions of the decade is the uniformity of attitude on 

federal, state, and local support. Although differing in 

the total number of editorials, with the Republic providing 

the greatest exception, each newspaper held similar 

opinions on each category of financial aid. The responses 

not only parallel each other in viewpoint but also in time 

of appearance. Again, the exception lies primarily in the 

total number of editorials directed to a particular subject. 

A brief, year-by-year review of editorials will serve to 

illustrate this major finding and others and to note sig

nificant trends in editorial reactions. 

1950• The dominant issue was a referendum in 

November that would raise the state ADA allotment through 

an amendment to the constitution. All but the Star 
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Table 8. Number of Favorable, Neutral, and Unfavorable 
Editorials in the Republic and Gazette on School 
Financing in Relation to Specific Schools, 1950-
1959 

F avorable N eutral Unf avorable 

S chool 
Re pub 
lie Gazette 

Repub
lic Gazette 

Repub
lic Gazette 

Phoenix Union 
High School 
and College 
Syst em 32 l6 17 1 24 8 

Pho enix 
Element ary 
S chool 5 2 4 2 1 1 

Osborn 3 2 1 

Madis on 2 k 

Creighton 1 2 1 1 

Scottsdale 2 1 1 

Roosevelt 2 1 1 

Isaac 1 1 

Wilson 1 

S entinal 1 

S unnyslope 1 

Cartwright 1 

Arizona State 
Univers ity 13 k 3 

University of 
Arizona 6 1 1 

Northern 
Arizona 
Univers ity 1 l 
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expressed resentment against the AEA and other "pressure 

groups" for unwisely seeking to bypass the legislature. 

All but the Gazette felt there was no need for such an 

increase and that passage of the referendum would adversely 

affect taxes. The AEA and other teacher groups would be 

singled out for criticism on other issues in other years. 

School board and administration associations, on the 

other hand, were more frequently the subject of praise. 

The Republic, in what would be the first of many responses, 

urged Arizona's participation in a regional higher educa

tion compact plan. 

Local bond issues were approved in each city, and 

only the Republic commented on school budgets. Excepting 

the Citiz en, each paper offered arguments against federal 

aid, the principal one being the threat of federal control. 

The Gazette said, "In a democracy, general education is a 

national problem" (l-23~50, p. 4). It was a proposition 

which neither the Gazette nor the other papers would 

express again in discussions of federal aid. 

1951» The principal state issue was a revised 

bill on leasing state land for oil and gas exploration. 

Fees were reserved for the schools and other state insti

tutions. Each paper agreed in principle to the bill but 

did differ on the amount of the fees and the tenure of the 

leases. Another state issue found the Star and Republic 
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siding with the state superintendent of schools in his 

argument with the legislature over textbook appropriations. 

Both Phoenix papers ran the first of what would be a long 

series of editorials supporting tax revaluation and school 

equalization. The two papers divided on an issue that 

would be contested again in later years, the location of a 

state medical school. The Republic nominated Phoenix while 

the Gazette advised participation in the compact plan until 

the state's population could afford to build a school in. 

Tucson. In Tucson, the Citizen pleaded for tax relief. 

The Star said whatever relief was available should not 

diminish the concept of local responsibility for education. 

It was a theme the Star would enunciate in other editorials. 

All four papers made suggestions that would effect 

greater economy or secure more money at the local level. 

The Tucson papers sought greater school tax accountability 

by big interests like the railroads, copper mines, and 

utilities. The Republic advocated voiding veteran property 

tax exemptions and, with the Gazette, school consolidation, 

particularly PUHS with elementary districts. The Star and 

Republic urged more citizen involvement in bond and trustee 

elections. 

Local bond issues were endorsed by all the papers, 

none of which objected to the inclusion of federal funds 

in the proposals. The Star criticized TPS officials for 

applying for more federal funds. It was a criticism that 
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the Star and the others would launch against other educa

tors and educational institutions guilty of seeking or 

supporting federal aid to education. 

1952. The S t ar and Republic began what would 

become an annual disagreement over the best means for 

equalizing school financing. Except for infrequent expres

sions to the contrary, the other two papers sided with the 

Republic. The Star favored flat increases in state and 

county ADA payments. The method was tried and proven and 

gave the children of the state, no matter where they lived, 

the wealth of the state, no matter where it was located. 

Thus school aid was equalized. The Republie supported 

distributing funds from a new valuation program according 

to a formula that recognized that some districts needed 

more assistance than others. Not until the Minimum 

Essentials Bill of 1959 did each paper find reason for 

compromise. Both Phoenix papers again endorsed the compact 

plan, the Republic temporarily dropping its advocacy of a 

medical school in Phoenix. In a rare instance, both papers 

opposed a Board of Regents' plan for a statewide educa

tional television network. 

The Citizen, which expressed comparatively little 

interest in issues of state school financing during the 

decade, joined the S t ar in chastizing the local community 

for wavering in its responsibility for supporting local 
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schools. Both urged the public not to yield to the 

of federal aid• With the Republic, the Tucson paper 

opposed the use of revenues from federal gas and oil 

tidelands for public education. 

Although local bond elections continued to r 

approval, the Gazette, the first of the newspapers t 

so, raised some sharp questions about the PUHS propo 

It rejected expression of parental preference for do 

sessions over a temporary transfer of students. The 

Republic saw some advantage in the rapid growth of s 

as property values rose also. Both Phoenix papers s 

the Griffenhagen recommendation for consolidating al 

state schools into fourteen county districts. 

1933- The number of editorials rose sharply in 

1953 as legislative consideration of school equalization 

and property revaluation and a proposition amending the 

state constitution on ADA were the major issues of edito

rial interest. As might be expected, the Star opposed the 

legislative bill and the amendment. The other papers 

supported both, although the Gazette initially favored a 

straight increase in ADA. The Star rejected revaluation 

because veterans would lose their exemptions, little 

property owners would lose more than the big interests, 

and there was no guarantee that school taxes would be 

reduced. Both Phoenix papers expressed antagonism toward 

lure 

s 

ec eive 

0 do 

s al . 

ubl e 

chools 
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newspaper advertisements against the amendment sponsored 

by a special interest group, the Maricopa County Committee 

To Assess Equal Rights for Arizona Children. Each Phoenix 

paper blamed the defeat of the amendment on pressure 

groups, doubts raised on the legality of the proposition, 

and high taxes. The Republic continued to urge appropria

tion for the compact plan and rejection of the Regents' 

television network proposal. 

On federal aid, the Gazette joined the others in 

opposing the use of federal tideland revenues for schools. 

The Citizen again called upon the community to accept the 

burden of providing for local education. 

On the local level, expressions of a lack of con

fidence in and even distrust of school officials began to 

appear. The Tucson papers supported a TPS bond election 

but charged the district's superintendent with supplying 

false projected tax rate figures. The Republic praised 

the intention of the Maricopa County Board of Supervisors 

to supervise more exactingly school construction programs. 

The Gazette warned the PUIIS board not to call any further 

bond issues until all schools in the district were 

operating at capacity. This question of capacity would 

figure importantly in the Phoenix editorials in subsequent 

years. The Gazette also alleged that some authorities were 

beginning to think seriously about the need for annual 

school budget limitations. 
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195^» Governor Pyle's new proposal establishing 

school equalization at the county rather than state level 

did not produce any fundamental change in editorial 

attitude. In order to keep big interests "honest," the 

Star recommended keeping the state property tax rate at 

the present level and using part of the state's surplus 

funds for increasing and putting ADA on a current basis. 

It also favored incorporating all unorganized territory 

into District X for school tax purposes. These recommenda

tions would be supported by one or more of the other papers 

in succeeding years. The Republic said the lawmen wasted 

time discussing a $10 per pupil budget limitation bill, an 

impossible requirement in a rapidly growing state. Before 

the end of the decade, all the papers would approve of 

legislation restricting annual school budget increases. 

The two Phoenix papers thanked the legislature for appro

priating funds for an art gallery at the UA. Neverthe

less, both papers registered disappointment with the 

session's performance. The Gazette called it a "record of 

futility." The Republic said the uniform school account

ing bill was the "only constructive action on Arizona's 

critical educational problems." 

A proposal offering to pay part of the cost of 

Arizona Indian children attending public schools led the 

Republic to formulate a criterion for accepting federal 

aid; if the tenure of the aid were brief, the funding was 
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acceptable. The paper expressed suspicion that the 1955 

WHCE would enable educators to create a seemingly grass 

roots movement for federal aid. 

Dissatisfaction with school officials continued. 

For the first time, the Republic remained neutral on a 

bond issue. The Gazette and especially the Republic were 

highly critical of the PUIIS board in its dispute with the 

county board of supervisors over building sites. The 

Republic concluded from a state audit of schools that tax

payers were not getting economy in school administration. 

It was the first paper to point to frills in the schools as 

an example of wasteful spending. The Gazette called for a 

moratorium on PUIIS salaries until the legislature found a 

long term solution to school financial problems. The Star 

changed its view and with the Gazette approved of repealing 

veteran exemptions. 

1955 • The state and county ADA rate had not risen 

in five years. The largest district and its officials in 

each city were under increasing criticism. Bond elections 

in Phoenix were being questioned more closely. The 

mounting costs of education were deplored. Only higher 

education had largely escaped editorial displeasure. 

For the first time in the study, every newspaper 

responded to the issue of federal aid to education. Educa

tors attending the WHCE to discuss the subject were, 
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perhaps, intetnperately criticized by the Tucson and 

Republic editors. They were variously described as "school 

barons" who were "cravenly" seeking more money for "pet 

projects like classes in the care of inaltese cats." 

Eisenhower's school construction aid program failed to 

receive approval by the Republic and Citizen. The Gazett e 

accepted aid for Indians attending Arizona's public schools 

because the amount was small ($7^7,203). "Large federal 

grants have no place in the educational systems of the 

states" (6-2^-55, P* 6). 

The major state issue was the new Governor's 

(McFar1 and's) proposal raising the state and county ADA 

rates. As might be predicted, the Star supported the bill 

and the Phoenix papers opposed it. The Star admitted that 

giving equal aid to all districts was a flaw in the ADA 

method, but a minor one when lower district taxes and more 

accountability from big interests were considered. The 

Phoenix editors concluded the assumption of lower school 

taxes was naive and urged the legislature to prepare an 

equalization formula to offer for voter approval in the 

summer. Barring that, ADA should be current and a one-

year, self-repealing clause attached to the ADA law. After 

the session, the Star attacked the Phoenix papers in its 

editorials for failing to understand the new law. On 

higher education, the Republic questioned the need and 
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expense of large-scale athletic recruiting, but favored 

appropriation for a new football stadium at ASU. 

Local bond issues were supported by all the papers, 

perhaps more enthusiastically in Tucson. VvTiile the Star 

criticized the TPS superintendent for a "spend-spend" 

administration, the Cit izen defended the board from the 

state examiner's charge of "wholesale extravagance." The 

Phoenix papers accused school boards of violating legis

lative intent in using the ADA increase for salaries and 

frills instead of tax relief. 

1956 . The reason for the decade's fewest number of 

editorials on financing may have been the temporary relief 

provided schools by the 1955 ADA increase. The Star and 

the Phoenix papers continued to disagree on ADA and equal

ization. As it had the previous year, the Star warned the 

AEA not to propose another constitutional amendment. In 

opposing property revaluation, it returned to its earlier 

support of veteran exemptions. The Republic praised the 

Arizona Association of School Administrators for what it 

blamed the AEA for not doing: endorsing tax revaluation. 

Both Phoenix papers accused the legislature of breaking a 

1955 promise to reconsider equalization and reassessment. 

The apostasy, according to the Republic, was owing to an 

"unholy alliance of copper lobbyists and urban 
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legislators" and election year fears of veterans' re

prisals. It predicted a "full blown educational crisis in 

1957." 

The Citizen and the Phoenix papers rejected 

Eisenhower's newest school construction plan. The 

Republic said federal aid encouraged frills in the schools 

and a departure from "true" education. It was a distinc

tion both Phoenix papers would develop in subsequent years. 

The Citizen and Gazette also introduced an opinion that 

would find repeated expression in other years: no emer

gency existed in Arizona and the state and local communi

ties were capable of meeting any educational needs. The 

Republic began using federal highway and vocational educa

tion programs to illustrate the alleged fact of federal 

control. 

As the Republic had done in 195^±, the Citizen now 

favorably compared Arizona's school financing with that of 

other states. It joined the Republic and Gazette in 

maintaining that the responsibility of school boards now 

was to taxpayers, not teachers. Local bond issues were 

approved, the Gazette noting that the new capacity at PUHS 

would equal the projected enrollment by the fall of 1957' 

1957• Eisenhower's latest construction plan fared 

no better than the others had. The Republic was partic

ularly vociferous in its denunciation of such aid. Perhaps 
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typical of its remarks was this: . . democracy can die 

of its poison if this bad egg [federal aid] is allowed to 

hatch" (2-8-57, P- 6). The C itizen and Gazette united 

with the Republic in offering familiar opinions on the 

educational needs of the state and the state's ability to 

meet them. The Gazette did observe, however, that local 

school conditions were serious enough that if the legis

lature did not soon institute an equalization program, 

arguments for federal aid would be stimulated. And the 

Republic judged that parental apathy would help left-wing 

educators win a federal package of frills for local schools 

According to the Gazette, the 23rd Legislature 

"left the controversial school aid question unsolved." 

The Republic again suspected election year politics as a 

factor in the session's failure to put ADA on a current 

basis and to pass an increase in the state's sales tax 

that h ad been earmarked for education. The Citizen 

abandoned equalization in favor of ADA and combined with 

the other papers in advocating a current basis for ADA. 

Each paper expressed an interest in but not a committment 

to the recommendations of the House Tax Study Committee 

calling for minimum per pupil expenditure standards, 

uniform district tax rates, county equalization, and annual 

school budget limitations. These recommendations would 

form the substance of legislative proposals in the next 

two years and receive a definite opinion from the papers. 
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The Republic's prediction of a "full blown educa

tional crisis in 1957" may have been accurate. Decade high 

totals for the number of editorials and negative reactions 

on local support appeared this year. For the first time 

in the study, bond elections in each city's largest 

district were clearly opposed by the newspapers. Com

plaints about the mounting costs of education continued 

to increase. 

In Tucson, the Star rejected the first TPS bond 

election, accusing the board of failing to exclude the 

merely desirable from the really indispensable items in the 

proposal. The Citizen was neutral, a change from its 

perfect record of supporting local bonds. The first bond 

election was soundly defeated. The second TPS election was 

endorsed by both papers, each editor complimenting the 

board for responding to public opinion in making necessary 

reductions. The second election was also rejected. The 

defeat of both elections was blamed on two school board 

members who, the St ar said, were "symbols of waste. " The 

Citizen said the fault lay in the Arizona tax structure 

with its over-emphasis on property taxes for education. 

In Phoenix, the Republic was neutral on the first 

PUHS bonds, noting that the district was not operating at 

its fullest capacity. The Gazette approved the issue. 

Both papers opposed the second election. They disputed the 

accuracy of capacity and enrollment figures publicized in 
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the district's newsletter. The Republic also alleged the 

district was top-heavy with administrators. The defeat 

of the second issue was interpreted by the Republic as a 

mandate for greater economy and a purging of frills from 

the curriculum. Until Russia's superiority in the 

sciences, as evidenced by Sputnik, could be explained, the 

Republic asked citizens not to vote another penny for 

school construction. 

The Star again complained of the "spend-spend" 

TPS administration. The Republic and, to a lesser extent, 

the Gazette, bitterly criticized the PUHS board for not 

cooperating with the city and county in sharing the costs 

and use of a proposed civic-school auditorium in one of the 

new high schools. The Republic offered a "howling manual" 

for citizens to protest the frills and waste exemplified by 

the inclusion of three $10 dolls in the PUHS budget. The 

paper rebuked school officials who voiced opposition to 

legislation limiting annual school budgets. 

1958 • The Citizen believed politics forced 

Eisenhower to forego another school building program. 

Congressional Democrats had planned to use Sputnik to 

manufacture still another crisis in American education, the 

"def ense" crisis. The Republic felt more accurate research 

and continued school construction were behind the Presi

dent's action. The Star and the Phoenix papers again gave 
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federal control as their major objection to federal aid. 

The Republic continued to attack progressive education, 

saying there was no gold cure for what ailed American 

schools. They had simply drifted away from "true" educa

tion which stressed mentality, not personality. The 

Republic proclaimed that the touch-stone for federal aid 

was whether there were individual school requirements which 

neither local nor state resources could provide. To 

obviate the need for federal aid, the paper suggested tax 

credits be granted to individuals and corporations spon

soring scholarships. 

Editorial attitude on state aid did not change, 

although the Star did temporarily adopt the Phoenix papers' 

position. The Citizen, Republic, and Gazett e once more 

urged ADA be put on a current basis, especially, the 

Phoenix editors said, in lieu of an equalization bill. 

While the other papers favored increasing the state sales 

tax for education, the S tar, with big interests in mind 

again, supported raising the state property tax. Legis

lative failure on school aid, according to the Republic, 

was owing to a lack of political courage on the part of the 

Governor and legislators, especially those in the conserv

ative Democratic majority. The Republic said anyone in 

the next session who stood in the way of solving the 

state's No. 1 problem — school taxes—would be a traitor. 

Both Phoenix papers campaigned for the state to accept a 
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philanthropic offer of $1.5 million to build a two year 

medical school in Phoenix. 

In Tucson, both papers gave generous support to a 

TPS bond election. The problem was children, said the 

Star, not dollars. Citizen readers were asked to ignore 

any revival of familiar compaints about the district. This 

time the bonds were passed. 

The major topic of discussion at the Arizona School 

Board Association meeting, reported the Republic, was how 

to pass bond issues. The Republic counseled the creation 

of trust and the reduction of programs to essentials. It 

estimated that 30 per cent of the bond proposal in Scotts-

dale, a wealthy Phoenix suburb, was for frills like music 

and drama rooms, an auditorium and a stadium. The Gazette 

complimented the PUHS board for issuing a "hold the line" 

policy on construction through 1959* It also rebuked 

critics of the attitude of the Phoenix newspapers toward 

public schools, saying the papers had nothing to do with 

the recent PUHS bond defeat. 

The Citizen, which had usually been supportive, 

joined the Star in severely criticizing the TPS super

intendent and several board members for not compromising 

on items in the budget and, thus, not providing citizens 

with tax relief. Their "smug refusal," said the S tar, 

produced a "victory for needless waste." In Phoenix, three 
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PUHS employees' ideas on cost-saving construction won 

praise from both papers. 

1959« The number of negative reactions reached a 

ten-year high as each paper expressed strong opposition to 

federal aid, particularly NDEA. Arizona Democratic 

Congressman Stewart Udall's views in support of federal aid 

were compared unfavorably to the oppositve views held by 

Arizona Republicans, Governor Paul Fannin and Senator Barry 

Goldwater. The Star was alone in not interpreting a public 

debate on federal aid between Udall and Goldwater as a 

victory for Goldwater. The Gazette said NDEA was a new 

concept in aid, unlike the GI Bill, impact area funding, 

and land-grant college assistance, which it previously had 

never objected to. Both Phoenix papers criticized a number 

of state educational ageneies for either expressing 

approval of aid or making application for funds. The NDEA 

and HEW were rebuked for similar reasons. Neither paper 

could find fault with the federal government requiring a 

loyalty oath for student loan assistance. Nor could the 

Republic criticize the federal ban on discrimination in 

dormitory construction programs. The Gazette made a 

distinction between federal aid for dams and highways and 

aid for education. The former, being inanimate things, 

could not "change our way of life, decrease constructive 

powers of local government, or mould the thinking of a 
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whole generation" (10-21-59, p» 6). The Star called for 

a more honest, more rational, less emotional discussion 

of federal aid, noting that Arizona and Tucson and Phoenix 

had benefitted from federal funding for a long time. 

What had been virtually an annual disagreement 

between the S tar and the other papers on the merits of ADA 

versus equalization was apparently put aside this year, at 

least temporarily. Each paper supported the Minimum 

Essentials school aid bill which increased the state ADA 

rate and called for a constitutional amendment to provide 

for equalization at the county level. The bill also placed 

ADA on a current basis and limited the annual increase of 

school budgets to 6 per cent. The additional revenue 

necessitated by these changes would come from an increase 

in the state sales tax. The disagreement may have been 

revived after enactment of the bill as the S tar expressed 

dissatisfaction with it while the Citizen called it "a 

real achievement," the Republic, "a start," and the 

Gazette, "historic. " The Republic wondered where all the 

critics of its advocacy of a medical school in Phoenix 

were now when it was announced that the UA had been 

offered the Tucson Medical Center to serve as the state 

medical college. 

On the local level, editorial opinion in both 

cities demanded that school boards stop asking for more 

money for education and start giving more education for the 
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money. In Tucson, the Citizen again joined the Star in 

criticizing the TPS board, both papers unfavorably com

paring the district's costs of operation with that in the 

Amphi district. Both papers expressed dissatisfaction with 

the 19# reduction in the TPS tax rate, each expecting a 

greater decrease in light of the new school aid bill. The 

two papers, as they had throughout the decade, supported 

a bond election in Amphi. 

In Phoenix, editorial attitude on bond issues was 

either neutral or negative. Individual bond elections were 

treated as vehicles for expressing the editor's philosophy 

of education rather than for discussing the merits of the 

proposal. The Republic found the school officials in the 

Creighton district typical of educators who could not 

distinguish between the desirable and the indispensable 

needs of education. The Gazett e said the defeat of the 

Creighton bonds was owing to a public which "intuitively 

resents a doctrine [progressive education] so alien to its 

own concepts." School boards were like Oliver Twist, said 

the Republic, always asking for more. The defeat of the 

Scottsdale bond issue, according to the Republic, was 

perhaps the result of public attention drawn to the 

recently built high school which looked like the Taj 

Mahal. The Republic denied a charge by a Scottsdale school 

official which maintained that the owner of the two Phoenix 

papers was opposed to public schools because he was a 
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Catholic whose children attended parochial schools. In a 

signed editorial, Eugene Pulliam said the papers criticized 

schools only because there was little economy in school 

administration. Both papers advised greater citizen 

participation in the planning of bond elections. 

Conclusions 

Based on the findings in this study, a series of 

conclusions can be drawn. These conclusions relate to the 

general subject of school financing as reflected in 

editorial reaction to specific issues. The conclusions 

are: 

1. The pervasiveness of the state's generally con

servative status was reflected in the common point 

of view on school financing shared by the four 

Arizona newspapers. Editorial responses on the 

subject tended to be uniform and universal both in 

terms of attitudes expressed and the time and 

frequency of response. 

2. There appeared to be a direct relationship between 

the editorial reactions on school financing and the 

social, political, and economic conditions preva

lent at the time. This is borne out by the close 

parallel between the time and frequency of re

sponses and (a) an increasing state and national 

public interest in and legislative consideration of 
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federal aid to education, (b) sessions of height

ened state legislative activity on school aid 

proposals, and (c) a rapidly growing school en

rollment and rise in the costs of education. 

3* The people of Arizona were limited virtually to a 

single point of view on federal aid to education. 

Of the total number of editorials on the subject, 

87 per cent were unfavorable. 

k. Editorial opinion on federal aid to education fre

quently assumed the mantle of dogma. The attitude 

was indicative of logic-tight, compartmentalized 

thinking and expressive of intemperate intolerance 

of contrary opinion. 

5. Several conclusions may be drawn from the fact that 

NDEA drew a greater amount of editorial attention 

than did any other single subject concerning 

f ederal aid: 

a. Actual enactment of federal aid legislation was 

perceived as a real rather than theoretical 

threat of federal control. 

b. Federal aid emphasizing school programs and 

personnel was perceived as a greater threat to 

local control than aid emphasizing school con

struction . 

6. The strong support for state aid and the minimal 

negative reaction to the issue was predictable. 
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Editorial expressions of fear of federal control 

and faith in the ability of the state to meet 

school needs seemed both sincere and confident. 

7• Editorials on state support appeared to have re

flected rather than influenced legislative opinion 

on school aid. There was a relative absence of 

legislation on matters persistently and frequently 

recommended in editorials. There was also a shift 

in editorial opinion on state support in the later 

years of the study that closely paralleled a change 

in the legislative approach to school financing. 

8. In relation to school aid legislation, editors 

tended to value more the efforts of those involved 

in the management of the schools. More editorial 

praise was received by administrator and school 

board associations than by teacher organizations. 

9- There is evidence that a difference in editorial 

analysis of the political disposition of the 

legislature was a significant factor in the dis

agreement between the S t ar and the other papers as 

to the best method of distributing state aid. 

10. The appearance and frequency of editorials dis

cussing specific school districts was directly 

related to the size of the district and the number 

of districts within the area served by the news

paper . 



Editorial opinion was not fully cognizant of the 

complexities of school management engendered by the 

public's expectations of the schools and its 

ability and willingness to support education. 

Increasing costs tended to develop more editorial 

questioning of the quality and worth of education 

and educational practices. Editorial opinion then 

changed from advocating more money for education to 

demanding more education for the money. There was 

an increasing expression of dissatisfaction with 

educational programs that ignored the fundamentals , 

stressed the student rather than the subject, and 

expanded the school services and facilities. 

School boards were more frequently admonished that 

their primary responsibility was now to provide 

relief for the taxpayers and not raises for the 

teachers. Bond proposals were scrutinized more 

closely with greater emphasis being placed upon the 

need for excluding the merely desirable from the 

absolutely indispensable provisions. More often 

there were expressions of distrust and personal 

criticism of administrators and school board 

members. 

There is distinct evidence of the need for educa

tors to develop and maintain a sound public com

munication and citizen participation program. 



2 k 5  

Editors tended to find more to criticize than to 

compliment in the schools as well as to make 

personal attacks upon individual school officials. 

l4. The few editorials and negative responses on higher 

education in contrast to those on public schools is 

significant. It offers a reasonable basis for the 

assumption that editors were discriminatory in 

their coverage of the financing of higher education. 

Recommendations 

In view of the findings of this study, it would 

seem appropriate to make certain recommendations. The 

recommendations are classified into two areas. They are: 

(l) general recommendations, and (2) suggestions for 

further study. 

General Recommendations 

1. It is of importance to the welfare of education 

that good, effective relations exist between the 

press and the schools. Good relations begin with 

good communication. Communication is not served 

by editorial ad hominem attacks upon school admin

istration, insistence upon a return to an educa

tional system of by-gone days, or intemperate 

crusades for greater economy. Nor is communication 

served by administrative refusal to consider the 

opinions of laymen, defensive posturing in the face 



of inquiry, or reluctance to explain the school's 

purposes and practices in language than can be 

readily understood. The goal, of communication is 

not agreement but understanding. To that end the 

press and the schools must make greater effort. 

2. The extent that public schools are dependent upon 

local taxation for financial support makes it 

imperative that educators (a) periodically sample 

community opinion on education, (b) create and 

maintain public interest in the schools, (c) better 

explain and interpret both the programs and the 

problems of the schools, and (d) invite on a 

regular basis and utilize in more meaningful ways 

the public's involvement in education. 

3 • If education is to receive an appropriate share of 

the state and federal dollar, it would appear neces

sary that the education profession expend greater 

effort and become more adept in securing favorable 

school legislation from the state and federal 

government. To this end, educators should explore 

further the advantages that may derive in joining 

forces with other groups sharing a similar com

mittment to improving the welfare of children. 

k. As evidenced by this study, increasing costs tend 

to produce greater questioning of the philosophy 

and practice of public schools. In view of this 
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expectation, educators might better prepare to take 

advantage of these times of closer public scrutiny 

and potential criticism. Criticism is not neces

sarily bad. It can provide an opportunity to focus 

public attention on areas of neglect and need, and 

provide greater interest, understanding, and 

support for public education. 

Suggestions for Further Study 

1. A comparative study of the same topic in the same 

period of time in the state of Florida or another 

state experiencing a similarly rapid rate of growth 

of population and student enrollment. 

2. A case—history investigation of school public rela

tions programs in times of controversy concerning 

school financing. 

3- A case-history investigation of the approach and 

action taken by teacher, administrator, school 

board, and other selected groups on school aid 

legislation at the state and national level. 

k. A study comparing print and electronic news media 

coverage of federal, state, and local financial 

support of public schools. 



APPENDIX A 

SCHOOL ENROLLMENT IN ARIZONA, 
19^0, 1950, AND I960 

19^0 1950 I960 

Number of persons between 
ages 5 and 2k 193,006 261,230 47^,113 

Percentage of persons 
between ages 5 and 
2k attending school 57*2 60.8 70.8 
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