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THE RECALL ELec I0d: ITS 4FF.CT Cu 4B SCHAGOL DISTRICE

Al COMnUNITY I¥ CALIFOmRnI1A

The Provlem

The purposes of tais study were (1) to review the
nistory of school-district recall laws in California, (2) to

enumerate the legal step

L]

in the recall oprocess, (3) to survey

J

[0

N -

a school district wacre a recall election had taken place, and

(4) to present community feelings and ¢ffects.

Zrocequre

A searcn was nade of all laws and official records nertain-
ing to schoo. trustees' recall elscticns in California.

A guestionraire designed to elicit respondent attitudes

and feelings was zailed to all who voted in the school cistrict

b
4

[

scall eslection of December 3, 1970. A preliminary numcer of
questionnaires were mailed first to determine the guality of the

guestionnaire an’ rcesponses, Post office boxes were rented in

tine twe most populous comuunities for a better overcentag

resvonse.  dJitnin two weens after taes comple mailing -f ques-
tionnalilres 335 per cent relurn were rec ed. The r:aspornzszs to

tne twen:ty questiicas were “nen tabulated with explanaticns of
each. w0 open-zad guestiosns, tc supplement tze overal: analysis
of the svrvey, ans % map oFf thne school district saowing voling
precincts, percerntu;s grasas, and other relevant inforssztion
ziving a cross reference o the findings of the taculur aspect

of the survey wers used,




Findings

Selected finciags are:

1. pe California State Loegislature developed a
body of law to remove menmbers of school districe
trustees by recall.

2. Procedures for initiating a recall movement are
set down by state law in botn the electlon and
schocl codes.

3, A& few bighly mectivated, well-organized people
can initiate a successful recall electlon.

L. In a small school district with small povulated
communities, a word-of-moutn, door-io-door cam-
paign by proponents of a rescall, can win an
clection. This method is considerably more
effective than any media.

5. Proponents of a rescall movement generally put
forth considerably more effort than do opponenis.

, 6. Older people are more interested in School Doard
) of Trustsze recall elections than younger peopic.

7. 'hat after a two-year elapse of a successful
recall movement, tne feelings of discontent and
suspicion toward members of the schocl board ers
still evident.

Conclusicns

1. %lectors in a newly created city located within
an 0ld sstablishced school district mignt be more
apt to initiate a recall wovensnt tnan those ¢f
an older town.

2. Any arsa within a school district voting a very
nigh percentage in favor of the recall can win
the recall election.

i
o

! %. School board newmoers up for recall were not well
e snown by the majority of the electors.

~r~ from a school ooard by recall,
sons were in doubt, has lasting
chool district.

embe f
where ¢t rarasons
affects in ¢ s




Recommendations

All members of a &School Bourd of Trustees should
make themselves and their actions tnown in the
district in order to eliminate tih¢ necessity for
recall.

.

2. Issues in a recall movement should be comolbtely
explained to the voters especilally by members up
for recall.

3, School-board memvers should bhe positively responsive
to new land and housing developments within the
school district,

L., A non-partial committee, poesibly from the State
Department of Education, be formed to recommend
steps tnat aignt be taken by a community and school
district to cllmlnate tne necessity of a recall
election.

5. Leaders of all communities should be encouraged
to attend school-board msetings regularly to
recognize school problems as they develop and
search for means of solutions,

Criiique

Research information on this subject is limited. However,
this dissertation points out that recall of School Board of
irustees in California is of importance. Zecause a community
can initiate recalls, changes within a scnool district may take
such a form that could drastically reshape a wnols school

program,
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INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this study was to determine the dlesension
and reasons for the dissension in school-district trustee
recall elections in California. 3y law detailed records of
recalls of school trustees are not required to bde kept in the
state or in the offices of the County Superintendent of Schools.
Prerefore, a case study was made'of a California school district
known to the author.

The district is composed oOf several small desert communi-
ties with a stable population and economy. The majority of the

population lived in the district at the time of the recall

election and reside there gtill. Therefore, accurate data

could be gathered from these residents.

The basic organization of this study is as follows: the
first two chapters deal with the history and procedure of
racall laws in California. Chaoter III contains the resulis
of the survey. Chapters IV and V are explanations of the ilaps
and analysis of the Survey. Chapter VI lists Conclusions and
xeconzendations.

The findings from the district used in this type study
znould be applicable to any other district facing similar

sroblens.




PREFACE

Because I am a long-term resident in the city of ocjave,

California, and a professional employee of the Mojave Unified

School Cistrict, I was very concerned with the highly volatile
nature evidenced by many active participants in the School
Trustee Recall Election of December 8, 1970.

I observed that the results of this recall did not seenm
to erase the conflicts that precipitated it. Therefore, I
uncertook this study in the hope that thnese findings could
somenow point the way to some undersianding of the effscis of
the recall on the school and community and some directions that
might be taken to avoid tensions and dissension.

It would be impossible to name all of the people wno were
of assistance t¢ me in Walden University and the cities of
Mojave and California City, California, My sincere thanks are
extended to Lucile F, Wake, who as my local adviser, lent her
guidance throughout this dissertation.

I wish to acknowledge the fine worlt of my cartograpaer,
Greg Jagow, and the patience of my typist, Virginia White, who
was understanding of the many corrections in the nmanuscript.
Xy appreciation is extended to Dr. Herman Roemmich, my Regional
Adviser, who gave me the "Carte Blanche" and encouragezsat to
complete my work as I developed it.

A special thanks to ny dear wife who aided me.at all

times wnen requested.
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CAAPTEZR I

History of the Recell Zlection
in California

in 1849 the framers of the first Constitution of the
State of California made provisions for the establishment
of a state school system by directing the legislature to
allocate sufficient funds so that schools would be open at
least three montns each year. They assumed that land for
public schools would be dedicated to the state by the Federal
Government. Almost imzmediately many deficiencies in the
Constitution were apparent to many elected officials and sonme
citizens. Among the omissions of that document was the lack

of provision for the recall of any elected officer in the

state.]

Futile attempts by the Legislature to call for a new
Constitutional Conventiorn (1859, 1860 and 1873) were finally
overcome and in 1877 the electorate approved a constitutional
convention. The Second California Cchstitution written in'
conveniion was approved by the voters of the state in 1879
and with many amendments is in effect today.2
™he authors of the 1879 Constitution attempted to correct

the deficiencies and omissions of the 1849 Constitution. Among

the additions were Article XXIII, '"Recall of Public Officers,"

]West's Lnaotated Codes, Censtitution of the State of
California, Articles I - IV, West Publishing Co. St. Paul,
¥inn., Vol I)

2'-.'Jest: op. cit., Vol. I; Palmer, William J. and

Selvin, Paul P., "The Development of the Law in California,"
pP. 1-65) -




and Article XI, "Cities, Counties, and Towns.'" But neither
the provisions of these two articles nor the codification of
school ané election laws that followed provided the authority
for the recall of members of the Boards of Education. It was
not un:til 1911 that the two articles were amended to provide
the authority to recall meambers of Boards of Zducatiomn.

ticle XXIII, Section 1 in part was amended to read:

wihe recall shall also be exercised by the electors

of each city and county of the State with reference

to tne elective officers thergof, under such procedure

as shall be provided by law,"

Article XI, Section 8.5, No. 2 was added:

ngity Charters: 2. Tor the manner in wanich, tne
+imes at which, and the terus for which members of
boards of education shall de elected or appointed,
for their qualifications, compensation and removal,
and for the number which shall constitute their
voard.”

These two amencdments to the 1879 Constitution broadened
the provisions of recall from the original limitations that
state~elected officials could be recalled to include that
locally elected officers could be recalled by local electors.
In spite of this major expansion of the authority to recall,
there was still some question as to recall of some school
trustees because the recall provisions of Article X1 were
specifically directed to those school districts created or

authorized under the charters of local governuments. School

districts in the State of California are created by local vote

1‘.’-:'est, op. cit., P. L71.

“vason, Paul: Constitution of the State of California,
Annotated, with amendments up to and including those adopted at
tne State General Electlon, Ho. 4, 1952. Vol. 1T, Article VI,
Section 5 to End; Bancroft-Whitney Company, San Francisco 1953,
pD. 244=2564




and the districts so created need not be under the jurisdiction
of a local chartered community.

Two California Supreme Court decisions in the years follow-
ing the 1911 amendment seemed to substantiate the restriction ,
on the removal of school trustees by recall to those trustees
wno functioned only under local charter provisions.

In 1918 in the case of Akerman v Moody the court wrote
tnat under Article XI, Cities, Counties and Towns

" . . . under the charter of a city, the right to

recall members of the board of education equally
with the right to elect such members is vested in

tne city."
Again, in 1932 in the case of Rutledge v Dominguez the

court wrote that Article XXIII

" . . « makes clear that the power of cities operating
under freeholders' charters shall be as full and com-
plete as was intended by Article XI Section 8.5."2

As late as 1940 the Attorney General of the State of
California, in writiten opinion, gave further substantiation to
the limitations of recall of school-boaré members when he wrote

"The elections Code does not provide for recall of a

school trustee; nor does any section of the School

Code, for wnich reasons we conclude that a school
trustee is not subject of recall."-

ikerwan v Moody (1918) 38 CA 461, 176 p. 696.

2zutledge v Dominguez (1932) 122 CA 680, 10 p. 2nd 1027.

5Attorney General's Opinion, No. NS2783 July 19, 1940.
See Literature Cited, Kason, Paul




In reviewing all court cases and annotated codes having
to do witn the recall of members of school boards from the
advent of the 1911 amendments to the next substantial change
in 1945, it could be postulated that there were no pressing
needs ¢n the part of the electorates in non-chartered communi-
ties to recall their board members from office as there were
no cases of record in tiais area. There were also no changes
in either the EZlecticn Code or the School Code dealing with
tais subject.

In response to some unknown need the State Legislature of
California in 1945 took steps that enlarged the scope of recall
of school-board members by the enactment of a new section
(§hapter 1518, Section 1) to tne Education Code which stated

n ., ., . A member of any elective governing board of

a school district wno has held office at least 6
montas, may be recalled at any time by the volers
by following the recall procedure as set forth in
this chapter. This chapter shall not, however,
apply in the case of any member of any bvoard of
education of a city the cnartier, if any, of which 1
provides for the recall of members of such board."

This new chapter established for the first time in the history

a3

ofF the State of California clear authority for the recall of

zn7 school-board member regardless of the jurisdiction under
which the school district was created. It gave to the electorate
direct authority and a method of procedure in non-cinartered

scnool districts.

1See Literature Cited, Deering




Although Chapter 1513 of the kducation Code clearly
limited its jurisdiction to those board members not under

a chartered city which had vprovisions for recall, the question
arose as to the precedence of autnority for the recall procedurss
themselves. The District Attorney of Butte County, California,

asked of ithe Attorney General in 1947

Mhere the charter of a city provides that the recall
provisions found in the Elections Code applying to
municipal corporations shall be applicable to the
city, do those provislons govern the recall cf members
of the board of education or do the provisions of the
Zducation Code providing for the recall of §overning
boards of school district generally apply?"

Thne Attorney General replied, in summary as follows:

iPhe alternative procedure suggested for the recall
of the board members is that contained in Chapier 5.5
of Division 2 of the School Code, as addea by Statutes
of 1945, Chapter 1518. This chapter does contain
detailed procedure for the recall of . . . (school
trustee) . . . . However, another section of this
chapter specifically provided that 'this chapter shail
not, however, apply in the case of any member oi any
board of education of a city tne charter, if any,
provided for the recall of members of such board.!
. . . Ve conclude, tnerefore, that . . . the Electlons
Code snould govern any procgeding for the recall of
members of the board . . "

The court stated that the Elections Code takes precedence
over the Education Code, dbut that the latter is to be used for
tne recall of members of boards of education in non~-chartered

Gistricts. It therefore appears that with the addition of

lopinions, Calif. Atty. Gen., Vol. 9 Jan-June, 1947;
Op. No. 47-138, June 13, 1947, pp. 304=305.

2

-

Loc. cit. Opinions, pe. 305.




By

Chapter 1518 to the School Code, recall of members Of boards
of education would be effected under either code, wnichever
applied to that particular district.

In 1955 the Elections Code was changed so as to incorporate
the provisions of the Education Code as they applied to the
recall of school-board members whatever their organizational
jurisdiction might Dbe. The following amendment was passed by

the Czlifornia State Leglslature:

nChapter 799, Article &, Recall of Elementary School

District Governing Board Members.

Section 54, Any elected or appointed member of
any elective elementary school district governin%
board may be recalled pursuant to this article."

With this last major change in the Tlection Code ox recall

of school-poard members, the inlerences and direction oi the
Constitution of 1879 were fulfilled and from 1955 on, any

mexber of any board of education in any district in the State

Yy

o7 California was and 1s subject to recall under the provisions

-~

and processes of the I.ectlone Code of the State of California.

ISee Literature Cited, Statutes of California




CHAPTER 11
california Recall Procedure

Since 1955, when the recall provisions of the Education
Code were codified invo tpe Slection Code, amendments to both
of these codes have occurred with irregalar frequency. Taese
amendments have in no way affected the right of electors of
any school district in the state of Californie to remove, by
the process of a recall election, members of the Boards of
Bducation. What they nave done was to clarify the processSe.
The statement of grounds oxn which the recall was instituted
and the response to that statement by the incumbent now have
to be made public to the electorate. Xor every trustee to be
recalled, a proposed new candidate appears on the ballot.

Amendments nave also clarified the petition process and
have removed the nandling and filing of recall petitions from

the office of the County Superintendent of Schools to the office

of the respective County Clerk. In the history eoi tre develop~

ment of recall one provision nas remained constant: tnat is
the provision of the 1879 California Constitution which states
tnat an incumbent cannot be removed from office Ly recall for
the first six months of nis term of office.

Tne recall of members of School Governing Boards (commonly
and frequently called Boards of Trusiees or Boards of Zducation)

covers 25 sections of Article 3 of the 1971 EZducation Code:




The process under wnich electors bring a member of a

ard of kducation to tae balilot for the purwose of recall

is delineated under Part 1, Division 4, Chapter 4, Article 3,

Sections 1131-1154 of the Lducation Code.

Section J13l. Members subject to recall

Any elected or appointed member of any elective
school district governing board may be recalled pur-~
suant to this article. '

Section 1132. Petition

A petition demanding the recall of any govern-
ing board menber shall be filed for verification of
signatures with the Couniy clerk having Jjurisdiction
over the district. If more than one governing board
member is sought to be recalled, separate petitions
shall be filed for each member sought to be recalled.

Befcre any signatures are obtained to a recall
petition, a copy of tne itext of the petition shall
be filed with the County Clerk having jurisdiction,
and the recall proceedings shall be deemed to Dbe
pending from the date of such filing.

Section 113%2.4., Notice ¢f intention

No signature may be affixed to the petition
uniil the proponents have served, filed and published
a notice of intention to circulate a recall petition,
containing the name of tne officer sought to be
recalled and the title of nis office, a statement of
not more than 500 words of tne grounds on which the
recall is sought, and the name and address of at
least one, but not more than five, proponents. The
notice of intention shall be served, personally or by
certifiec mail, on the officer socught to be recalled,
and a copy thereof with a certificate of the time and
manner of service shall be filed with the county c¢lerk.

Section 11%2.5. Withdrawal of signature from petition

Any voter wno has signed a petition demanding
the recall of any school-district geverning voard
member shnall have his signature withdrawn from the
petition upon filing a written request therefor with
the approsriate County Clerk prior to the day the
recall petition is filed.




Section 1134. Circulation by registercd voter only

The recall petition shall not be circulated
by any person other than a registered voter of the
district,

Section 11%5., Statement of grounds

Within seven days after tne filing of the
notice of intention, the officer sougnt to be recalled
may file with the county clerk an answer in not more
than 500 words to the statement of the proponents and,
if an answer is filed, shall serve a copy thereof,
personally or by certified mail, on one of the pPro-
ponents named in the notice of intention. The statement
and answer are intended solely for the information of
the voters and no insufficiency in the form or substance
thereof snall affect the validity of the election or
droceedings.

'"Before any signature may be affixed to a recall
petition, the petition shall bear a copy of the notice
of intention, statement and answer of the officer
sought to be recalled, if any. If the officer sought
to be recalled has not answered, the petition shall
so state.!

Section 1136, Humber of siznatures required

The recall petition shall be signed by rcgistered
voters equal in rnumber to at least 20 per cent of the
registered voters of the district as of the time of
filing the petition for verification of signatures,

Section 113%37. XNot necessary to sisgn one paper;
inforwatlon reguired witk signatures

Each signer shall add to his signature his
place of residence, giving street and number . .
and the date of signature.

Scction 1138, Affidavit witn each separate paner

Lach separate paper of ecach recall petition
shall have attached to it an affidavit which shall
state that the affiant is a registaered voter of the
district; that the affiant circulat:d@ that varticular
baper and saw each signer write his signature and
resldence thereon; and that according to the best
informaticn and velief of the affiant:

(a) Each is the genuine signature of the
Person whose name it purports to be.




(b) Zach sizner is a registered voter of
tne district.

(¢) Zach signature was obtained on the date
indicated on thne petition.

Section 1139. Hust be filed for verification witain
six montns

No petition shall be valid . . . unless it saall
be filed for verification of signatures within six
months after the date on which a copy of the text
of the petition was filed.

Section 1lL1, Supplemental petition

If the number of signatures is not sufficilent,
a supplemental petition, in form a duplicate of the
original petition, but bearing additional signatures,
may be filed with the county clerk within 10 days
from the date on which the county clerk certified the
results of the petition. If the signatures to the
petition are still insufficient, no action shall oe
taken thereon. The petition shall remain on file as
a public record, and the fallure to secure sufficient
signatures shall not prejudice tae filing later of an -
entirely new petition to the same effect. JSec. 2720.5 ’
of the Electiion Code states that the petition shall
remain on file for two years.

Section 1142. Time for. -recall election

If the county clerk finds the petition, togetner
with supplementary petitions, if any, suilicient nhe
snall at once notify the school district governing
board which shall call a special election to be held
in the disirict within not less than 60 ncr more than
75 days after the date of the call, to deteriine
wnether the voters will recall the governing board
member. 1f a regular election for the election of
members of the governing board of the district is to
occur not less than &0 nor more than 75 days from the
date of tne call for the special election, the governing
board may in its discretion, order the holding of the
svecial election at the time the regular election is
held.

Section 114%. Notice

The county superintendent of schools shall call
tne recall election by posting electiilon notices in
taree public places in the district at least 35 days
before tne election, and by publishing a notice of
the election in the district.




Section llih. Election conducted by county clerk

Except as provided in tnis article, tne recall
election snall be neld and conducted by the county
clerk having jurisdictione.

Section 1145 Consolidation of recall electiocns

Recall elections of two Or more governing
board members may be consolidatec.

Section 1146, Candidate for election at recall

Any registered voter of the district, except
the governing boarc rmemper whose recail 1s SOUghv,
1ay become & candidate for election at a recall
election. The declaration of candidacy shall state
tnat the proposed candidate is a candidate in the
recall electlon to succeed the incumbent (naming nim)
if he is recalled.

Ssction 1147. Recall election despite vacancy

If a vacancy occurs in the office of the member
sought to pe recalled after a recall petition is
7ilea for verification of signatures, the election
shall nevertheless proceed as provided in this
article.

Section 1148. Sample ballot

The county clerk snall mail to eacn registered
voter witnin the district a sanple pallot on which
tnere saall be printed in not more tnan 200 woras
+ne statezent of the grounds On which tne recall 1s
sought set forth in the recall petition. Upon the
same ballot there shall also be printed, in not nmore
+nan 200 words, any statement submitted by the member
sought to de recalled justifying nis course in office.

cection 11L0. Form of ballot and manner of votiing

mhere shall be printed on the recall balict, as
to every member wnose recall is sought, the following
guestion: 1shall (name of person against whom the
recall petition has been filed) be recalled Irom the
office of (title of the office)?" Zfollowing wnich
guestion ghall be the words nyegt and "'No' on separate
lines, with a vlank space at the rignt of each, in
wnich the voter shall indicate, by stamping or writing

.

5 oross (+), his vote for OT against the recalle.
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Section 1150. Listing of candidates on ballot

On the recall ballots, under each question,
tnere shall be printed the names of the candidates
to succeed the incumbent if he is recalled. Following
each list of candidates, the ballot shall provide one
vlank line with a blank square following, to allow
the voter to write in a name not printed on the ballot.
When the recall election is neld on the third Tuesday
in April of an odd-numbered year, the candidates for
the office to succeed the incumbent if he is recalled
J shall be listed separately from the candidates to
, succeed the governing board members whose recall is

not sought.

Section 1151. Printing of statements on ballot

On ihe recall ballots there shall be printed the
same statements which were printecd on the sample
ballotse.

Sect:on 1152. Requirement of voiing for or against
recall if vote for a candidate to count

No vote cast in the recall election shall be
counted for any candidate for the office unless the
voter also voted for or against the recall of the
person sought to be recalled from that office.

Section 1153, No recall wnen majority or exactly
one-nalif tnose voting vote '"No"

If a majority or exactly half of those voting
on the question of the recall of any incumbent from
office vote "No," the incumbent shall continue in
office. If a majority vote "“Yes," the incumbent
shall be deemed recalled from office, upon the
qualification of his successOr.

Section 1154. Tabulation of results

The inspector of the election shall deliver
the returns ©to the county clerk aaving jurisdiction.
At the time and place fixed in the notice of the
elect 1, the clerk shall publicly canvass the
retur . and declare the results. If a majority of
the votes cast favor the recall of the member, the
clerk shall declare the candidate who has received
the highest number of votes for the office elected
for the remainder of the term and shall issue a
certificate of election to nim. If the elected
candidate fails to qualify witain 10 days after
receiving the certificate of election, the office
shall become vacant and shall be filled as provided
in Article 4 of this chapter (special election).
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One can summarize from the above procedure that the method
of recall of school trustees is not difficult, at best it might
be tedious. The procedure is simple and the electors of the
district have full opportunity to conclude for themselves, by
reading the reasons for the recall and the response of the
person to be recalled, whether they wish to be a signatory to
the petition. Nowhere in eitaer code is there a requirement
for stating facts in the recall petition, but the provision
for the response of the person to be recalled to be part of
the recall petition tends to restrict the backers of the recall
to elucidating thosé reasons for recall on a somewhat factual
basis. Ih addition, the petition signer has the opportunity
to change nis mind and remove nis name from the petition before
it is filed.

A positive approach to recall has been taken oy the
California Legislature in two different ways. One is the pro-
vision for additional time for supplementary petitions when
there are insufficient verified signatures in the original
filing, The other is that it is not enough for the voter to
vote only for the nominee but he must also vote against the
incuxbent or for the incumbent and against the nominee for
the ballot to Dbe deélared valid.

Althougn the recall of school trustees is not a difficult
procedure, it is time coansuming and must, of necessity, be
originated by highly motivated electors. In the County of Kern
in Califcrnia there are over fifty separate school districts,

yet in the last twenty-one years there have been only five




recall elections neld. The results of thnese elections are

as follows:

1960: 2 members of a 3-member board. Recall
successful. Size of district =~
enrollment 281, 1959-60 school year.

1 member of a 3-menber board. Recall
successful. Size of district --
enrollment 221, 1959-60 school year.

2 members of a 3-member board. Recall not
successful. Size of Qistrict -
enrollment 222, 1961-62 school year.

2 members of a S5-member board. Recall
successful. Size of district =--
enrollment 1,512, 1970-71 scnool year.

2 members of a S-member board. Recall
successful. Size of district -- 1
enrollment 1,733, 1970-71 school year.

It might be assumed that the electorates of scnool-
district trustees have not been SO dissatisfied with their
trustees that they have been moved to call for a recall
during the trustees' term of office except in those infrequent

occasions cited above.

1Unpublished documents, County of Kern, Suverintendent

of Schools office, 1972.




CHAPTER III

Survey of the 1970 Mojave Unified School District

Recall Election

In order to analyze the attitude of the voters in the
recall election of December 8, 1970, a questionnaire was
designed. This questionnaire (see Appendix) was mailed to
all addresses of those voting in the election with a taree
weeks cut-off date. Return ehvelopes were addressed to
two different post office boxes in order to obtain the
greatest number of responses.

In addition to nmultiple choice items there were two
open-end gquestions to permit the resvondents to add subjective
comments. SixX known leaders in the election were personally
interviewed.

The following analysis of the response tabulations
develops the characteristics of the voters, sources of their
information, bases of their vote, and their present attitudes

toward the effects of the recall on the school and comrunity.




TABLE T

MOJAVE UNTFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
RESPONSE TO QUESTIONNAIRE

A B c

REGISTERED VOTERS VOTED I ELEGTION RESPONSES TO QUESTIONNALRES
SRECINGT ) % OF REGISTEREL I: % OF TOTAL
PRECINGT TOTAL % l7oTaL ivoTERS | VOTZRS | TOTAL | % RESPONDED| QUESTIONNAIRES
VLRICH ELEMENTARY 535 28 | 332 | n 62 70 21 20
L}:CJA\'E ELEMENTARY 1017 53 450 L2 44 200 &4 56
JOSKUA ELEYENTARY 306 16 | 245 | 23 80 66 27 19
CANTIL ELEMENTARY 50 31 36 31 72 20 . 56 6
T0TAL DISTRICT
(% ROUNDED) 1506 100 |1063 | 100 56 356 100 33

Of the 1908 possible voters, those registered and eligible
to vote, 1063 or 56 per cent did vote. This compares very
favorably with the average per cent of voters in general school-
district elections (35 per cent)] and shows the extent of voter
interest in this election.

Vnen the scnool district was divided into its component
voter precincts, the per cent range of voters voting was from
L4 per cent in iojave Elementary to 86 per cent in the Jdoshua
precinct. There appears to be little relationsnip between the
ver cent of people wno resvonded to the questionnaire and the
ver cent of voters who voted.

If the personal interviews with leaders of the recall
reflect the attitudes of the respondents of the Ulrich precinct,
the low percentage return from that precinct (20 per cent)

ulght indicate intense suspicion of the questionnaire.

]Unpublished documents Kern County Schools Office, 1972




TABLE I1

RESIDENCE IN YEARS

0 - 1 1 -~ 3 L - 6 7 - 10 10+ TOTAL
PRECINCT TOTAL | % TOTAL | % TOTAL | % | TOTAL | % TOTAL | % TOTAL %
ULRICH ELEMENTARY 1 1 27 39 13 19 16 23 13 18 70 100
MOJAVE ELEMENTARY 0 0 9 4.5 23 1Ls5¢ 17 8.5] 144 72 193 96.5
JOSHUA ELEMENTARY 0 0 7 10.6 1 L3 10 15 45 68 |[° 63 95.4
CANTIL ELEMENTARY 0 0 1 5 4 20 5 25 9 45 19 95
TOTAL
(% Rounded) 1 .3 L4 13 41 12 L3 14 ‘ 211 61 345 X

[

In comparing the lengtn of residence with the percentage
of vote, we find that in the Mojave Zlementary precinct the
greatest per cent of those voting were residents of the
district for ten or more years {72 per cent) and in the Ulrich
Zlementary precinct the greatest per cent ol those voting

(59 per cent) had been residents for five years or less.

If we compare all precincts on the basis of resicdence
for ten or more years, we find thaat Joshua (68 per cent) and
Mojave (72 per cent) contaln electors of long residence,
waereas Cantil (45 ver cent) is somewhat divided between new
and old residents and Ulrich is predominately new, as only
13 per cent of its voters have lived in the precinct 10 or

more years.
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TABLE 111

AGE OF VOTER

21 - 25 26 - 30 31 - 46 Lir TOTAL RESPONSES |TOTAL %
PRECINCT TOTAL % TOTAL % TOTAL % TOTAL %
ULRICH 5 7.1 3 4.3 13 |18.6 49 |70 : 70 100
YOJAVE 8 4.0 4 2.1 23 |12 157 181.7 192 100
SOSHUA 3 4.5 6 9.8 13 |21.4 39 |63.9 51 100
CaNTIL 0 ¢ 0 0 0 0 19 100 19 100
AVERAGE % | 15 4.0 | 13 4.1 49 |13.0| 264 |78.9 332

Voter age at the time of the election was tabulated to
ascertain whether length of residence was related =wi.a the
age of the voter. The table reveals that *here is little
comparison between voter age and length of residence in the
scnool district. Nineteen per-cent of Ulrich precinct were
residents of 10 or more years, while 70 pe¢r cent were over
L1 years of age; 72 per cent of the Mcjave Elementary precinct
were residents 10 or more years, while 82 pe. cent were 41
years of age or older.

Mojave, Joshua, and Cantil are old settled precincz. with
slow urban growth. The Ulrich area is less than 12 yecars ola,
and was incorporated in 1965. Age seems to have little bearing
on the length of residence and the commonly held belief that
newly developed areas have large populations of young citizens

did not hold true in this school district.
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TABLE 1V

PROPERTY OWNERSHIP

PRECINCT YES < NO % TOTAL RESPONSES TOTAL %
ULRICH ELEMENTARY 58 $2.8 12 7.1 70 100
MOJAVE ELEMENTARY 134 68.7 61 31.2 195 106
JOSHUA ELEMENTARY 62 95.4 1 1.6 63 100
CANTIL ELEMENTARY 13 68.4 6 31.6 19 160
TOTALS 267 . 6.9 80 347 100

To ascertain whether being a long-time property owner
had an impact on voting Table 4 was tabulated and compared
‘with Table 2, Residence in Years.

More property owners than non-property owners voted
(77 ver cent to 24 per cent) in all precincts. The voter's
age and length of residence appeared to have little relation
with property ownership. For example, in the Joshua precinct,
98 per cent of the respondents were property owners. Ten per
cent of the residentis had lived in the precinct three years or
less, 20 per cent had lived in the precinct 4 to 5 years, and
15 per cent, 7 to 10 years (Table 2). Approximately 432 per cent
were uncer 40 years of age (see Tadle 4).

From this it can be inferred that property owners had a
more direct and active interest in the composition of the
scnool board than renters because of the owners' greater

awareness of property taxes.




TABLE ¥V

SEX

MALE FEMALE
PRECINCT TOTAL % TOTAL | % TOTAL RESPONSE TOTAL %
ULRICK ELEMENTARY 32 45.7 38 54.3 70 100
MOJAVE ELEMENTARY 83 42,6 111 57.2 194 100
JOSHUA ELEMENTARY z8 o4 .4 35 55.6 63 100
]
CANTIL ELEMENTARY 1 42,1 11 ’ 57.9 19 100

As in the general population statistics, females
sligntly outnumbered males in the tabulation of Table 5.
There is no way of comparing sex with property nwnership
since many respondents have jocint ownersnip with their
spouses, as indicated by two questionnaires being sent to
the same address to two voters with the same surnanme.

A comparison of Table 5 with Table 18 (The Vote)
indicates that a greater percentage of females than males

(60 per cent to 40 per cent) voted for the recall.
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TABLE VI

PUPIL ATTENDANCE IN FAMILY

A B
One or More in Attendance Ono or More Previously

in District Attended School in District
PRECINGT ) ES | “ No & &S % Ko %
ULRICH ELEMENTARY| 23 32.8 L7 77 6 20,7 6l 75.3
MOJAVE ELEMENTARY| S5 27.5 | 15 72.5 (i 37 126 67 }
JOSHUA ELEMENTARY 32 L8.s 3L 51.5 19 28.8 L7 71.2
CANTIL ELEMENTARY 2 10 1.8 90 0 0 20 100

This question was asked to ascertain whether having
children in the past or present (1970) attending district
schools had an impact on the vote.

The percentage of the voters having or having had
children in attendance in the district ranged from 10 per
cent (Cantil Precinct) tc 77 per cent (Joshua Precinct)
with the average being aporoximately 48 per cent. This
reveals that half of the voters participating in the recall
election had a direct connection with the district tharough
their children. Comparison of Tables 5, 6, and 7 indicates
that being a property owner had more influence on the vote

than being a parent of a district pupil.




TABLE VII

ATTENDARCE 1IN DISTRICT SCHOOLS

I Previously Angther Adult 1 Have Never Ko One In My
Attended M.U.S.D§ Member Of My Attended M.U.S.D Family Has
Family Actended Attended M.U.S.DJ

PRECIXCT TOTAL b4 TOTAL x

ULRICH -5 0. 9 . 32 37.6

MOJAVE 1.1 331.3 . 43 21.7

JOSEUA

CANTIL

To define further the characteristics of our sample, We

cuestioned whether the voter had personal direct relationsiip

with tne school district cther than children attending or
having attended. This table reveals that although almost half
of the respondents' children were connected with the district,
the vast majority of respondents (approximately 70 oper cent)
had not attended, nor had adult members of their family attended
schools in the district.

This table leads to the conclusion that the majority of
voters in this recall election were those property ovners who
had never nad a zember of their family in attendance in the

school district.
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TABLE VIII

EMPLOYMENT IN SCHOOL DISTRICT

YES %0 *TOTAL RESPONSES PER CENT
PRECINCT TOTAL “ TOTAL A
ULRICH 11 42.3 15 57.7 26 100
MOJAVE 64 33.7 126 66.3 190 100
SCSHUA 19 31.7 41 68.3 60 100
CANTIL 3 16 16 84 19 100

* Yot All Respondents Answered This Question.

Tables 6 and 7 indicate that approximately 70 per cent of
the respondents had never had a member of the family in attendance
in district schools and led to a preliminary conclusion that the
majority of the voters (see Table 7) were independent of family
connections with the district. This table shows clearly that
there were.other connections to the district.

In the Ulrich Precinct nearly hLalf of the respondents to
fhis iter had one or more members of their family employed by
tne school district. Hearly one-third of the Mojave precinct
respondents (31 per cent) had one or more members of thelr
family employed by the district.

Thirty-one per cent of all respondents to tne item in the
district had one or more members of their family employed by
the district. This ranged from 42 per cent in Hojave precinct

to 16 per cent in Cantil.




TABLE 1IX

P.T.A. OR P.T.0. ATTENDANCE

ALMOST
NEVER SOMETIMES LVERY TTME ALL THE TTME KESPONSES

l Y -
PRECINCT TOTAL ‘ TOTAL | % TOTAL % TOTAL A TOTAL X
]
ULRICH 42 . a3 . 8.2 2.7 73

NOJAVE ol 44 . 5.4

JOSHUA 20

CANTIL

The per cent of the voting populaiion who attend meetings
of governument agencies and quasi-governmental organizations is
generally low. Table § reflects this trend in school 2.T.A.
and P.T.0. attendance.*

Ln average of 36 per cent of the respondents to this item
indicated tnat they hac attended some meetings of their school
P.T¢A, or P,T.0. in 1970. The greatest vortion of this group
(30.5 per cent) were "sometimes!" attendants and only 5.5 per
cent attended all or almost all of their school organization's
meetings. No one voting in the MoJjave and Cantil precinctis was
a constant attendanct.

The majority of ithe respondents to this item had not

attended a P.T.A. nor a P.T.0. meeting in 1970 (64 per cent).

*The MYojave Unified School District has both a
Parent-Teacher Association and a Parent-Teacher Organization.
The latter is a local non-affiliated organization. Generally,
both groups serve the same functions though not at the same
schools.
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TABLE X

TRUSTEE MEETING ATTENDANCE

ALMOST
NEVER SOMETIMES EVERY TIME ALL THE TIME RESPONSES
PRECINCT TOTAL ¥4 TOTAL % TOTAL 7% TOTAL % TOTAL b4
ULRICH 30 47.6 32 50.8 1 1.6 0 0 63 1.00
MOJAVE 128 65 63 32 2 1 4 2 197 100
JOSHUA 26 40 32 49.2 7 10.8 0 0 65 100
CANTIL 18 94,7 1 5.3 0 0 0 o} 19 1 100

The same situation is apparent in response 10 the question
"My attendance at the Mojave Unified School’District Board of
Trustees meetings during 1970 was?

A slightly higher average of‘the respondents (30 to 36
per cent) indicated that they had attended some meetings of
the school district. As in Table 9 the greatest proportion of
those who went to school-board meetings went ''sometinmes"

(34 per cent) while 4 per cent went to all or almost all board
meetings. The respondents of only one precinct (.5 per cent)
attended all meetings.

The majority of respondents (62 per cent) had never
attended a school-board meeting. In Cantil precinct 95 per

cent of those responding had never attended a meeting.




TABLE X1

VOTER RECOGNITION

PRECINCT NOT AT ALL SLIGHTLY WELL PERSOIALLY
TOTAL 4 | TOTAL A [OTA i TOTAL Z

ULRICH ELEMENTARY

1. BLANCHARD 30 }42.9 26
I. MEANS 32 |45 25

MCJAVE ELEMENTARY
1. BLANCHARD
2. MEANS

JOSHUA ELEMENTARY
1. BLANCHARD
2. MEANS

CANTIL ELEMENTARY
1. BLANCHARD , 28
2. MEANS 33

A preponderance of the respondents had never attended
P.T.A., P.T.0., or school-board meetings (see Tables 9 and 10)
but had some kxnowledge of the trustees up for recall though this
varied greatly from precinct to precinct. Seventy-nine per cent
0f the respondents knew one recalled trustee at least slightly,
and slightly more (81 per cent) knew the other recalled trustee.

Although the Board of Trustees held meetings in all pre-

cincts respondents varied widely from precinct to precinet in

taeir acquaintance with the two trustees up for recall.

Forty-three per cent and 45 per cent of the respondents

from Ulrich precinc’ did not know either of the two trustees
at all, while only L4 per cent and 3 per cent of the Joshua
rrecinct did not know either of the men.

Of those who knew the trustees, ah average of 13 per cent

knew both trustees moderately well or well. In Joshua and
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Mojave precincts both candidates were personally known by
approximately 25 per cent of the respondents.,
Only in Ulrich precinct dig less than 10 per cent of

the respondents personally know both trustees.




TABLE X1i

FI1RST RFCALL AWARENESS

WORD OF
MOUTH NEWSPAPER RADIO TFLEVISION RESPONSES
PRECINCT TOTAL ‘e TOTAL i TOTAL % TOTAL % TOTAL %
ULRICH 55 &7 27 33 0 0 0 0 82 100
MOJAVE 140 65 66 31 7 3 2 1 215 100
JOSHUA 60 72 20 24 3 4 0 0 83 100
CANTIL 12 55 10 &5 0 0 0 0 22 100

Nord of mouth was the most effective method of getting
tne issues to the people.

This item was designed to ascertain the impacts of the
media versus personal contacts as an influence in the recall,

Sixty-two per cent of all the respondents received their
first information by personal contact. That radio coverage
0f this pending election had littile impact is indicated by no
responses in two precincts and that less than 5 per cent of
the respondents in the other two precincts first acquired
knowledge in this manner. The newspaper came outl with some
news early in the recall movement and reached 33 per cent of
the rest of the respondents. First knowledge of the recall via
newspaper ranged from 24 per cent in Joshua to 45 per cent in
the Cantil precinct. Television coverage at the beginning
seemed to be minimal., Only in the Mojave precinct did respondents
(1 per cent) get first knowledge of the recall election from

television. This is partly due to limited reception in the

3
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district from the Bakersfield television stations which
carriecd news of the recall movement.

Some respondents answered this question in more than
one category as there were 76 more rezponses than responcents
to this item. These respondents might have first become aware
of the recall irn two or more ways on the same day and in the

two-year time lapse could not decide which source was tane first.




TABLE XIII

TR

oF

CONTINUING RECALL AWARENESS

WORD OF PETITION “‘ngﬂgém
MOUTH NEWSPAPER RADIO T.V. P.T.A. P.T.C CARRIER . A.
MEETTHGS
PRECINCT |TOTAL| % |TOTAL| % {TOTAL| % {TOTAL| % |TOTAL| % |[TOTAL! X |TOTAL{ % |TOTAL| % |TOTAL| %
i
ULRICH 55027 s4t27| 0|5} 0! o0 8| 4| 12t 7 43|20} 19| 9| 201|100
i
MOJAVE 166 (34 | 162 {33 36| 7)1 1 |.2 3 6 1l.2) e2f19 31 6 492100
- !
JOSKUA 519341 55137 | 16{10t 0 | 0 0 0 6! oo 9{ 6| 19|13 | 1501100
!
CANTIL 7025 13 45 1{4f 01! o0 1) 4 1 § ¢ 4|14 1| 41 28100

In the preceding Table 12 it was found that 62 per cent
of the respondents received their first information concerning
the recall election via personal contact. This item indicates
that the respondents continued to get much of their information

from individuals.

An average of 45 per cent of the respondents indicated
that they received further information from "petition carriers”
and "word of mouth."

The media and meetings (P.T.A., P.T.0., and Trustee) gave
additional information to the respondents. From the 356
respondents, 871 resvonses were given this item shows the
relative impact on the respondents from tne several sources
of information. In obtaining further infeormation media played
as important a role as personal contact (42 per cent to 45 per
cent).

The impact of television was infinitesimal as only one

respondent checked this item. Information derived from P.T.A.,
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P.T.0., or attendance at school-trustee meectinzs had less
impact than frou face-to-face contact, or media coverage for
further information from these sources averaged only 5 per cent
with one precinct reporting zerc and an averaige of 8 per cent
of the responders having attended at board nmeetings.
Information derived from P.T.A., P.T.0., or attendance at
school=-trustee meetings had less information <han fror face-
to-face contacts or media coverage. Respondents reporting
information derived from meetings averaged only 5 per cent wita
One precinct reporting zero and an average of 3 per cent of the
responders having attended board meetings. ttendance at P.T.A.,
P.T.0. meetings provided further information t0 an average of
2.2 per cent and 2.3 per cent respectively, of the respondents.
An average of 35.4 per cent of the respondents derived further
information frox the newspaper, while radio was a source of
further information to an average of 6.5 per cent of tae

respondents, and television to only .002 per cent.




TABLE X1V

PRIMARY INFORMATION SOURCE

WORD OF '
MOUTH NEWSPAI'ER RADIO TELEVISION KRESPONSES
1
PRECINCT TOTAL “ TOTAL % TOTAL % TOTAL ¥4 TOTAL %
ULRICH 43 50 39 45 4 5 ) 0 66 106
MOJAVE 142 55 109 42 7 3 0 0 258 100
JOSHUA 43 53 32 40 6 7 0 0 81 100
i
CANTIL i 14 56 11 44 0 0 0 0 25 100

The 356 respondents to the guestionnaire checked the
above-listed item 450 times indicating their velief that most
0f their information concerning the slection came from more

than one source.

appraising major information sources :the respondents

In
revealed that radio and television played i minor role. HNone

0f the respondents from Cantil and an average c¢f only &4 ver cent

irom oiner three precincts got most of their informaticn from

ne radio. Most information throughout the campaign was derived

ct

|

rom personal contact (53 per cent). Newspapers informed an
average of 37 per cent of the respondents.

Information derived from personal contaci expressed in the
answerg t0 the two open~end questions on the questibnnaire seeméd
to indicate that more respondent weight was given to versonality

factors and less to tae facts at issue.
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TABLE XV

DECISION INFLUENCES

WORD OF
MOUTH NEWSPAPER RADIO TELEVISION RESPONSES
i
PRECINCT | TOTAL % | ToTAL % | TOTAL % | ToTAL x| ToTAL | %
i.
ULRICH 38 50 36 47 2 3 0 0 76§ 100
NOJAVE 122 60 7 39 3] 1 0 0 199 | 100
=
JOSHUA 39 52.7 32 43.2 3 4.1 0 0 74 100
CANTIL 12 48 13 52 0 0 0 0 25 100

¥Not only did the majority of the respondents derive
their information from personal contact, followed by newspapers
(see vreceding Tables 12, 13, and 1l4), but these same sources
were corresvondingly influential in the decision-making process.
Only eighteen respondents to this item checked more than

one source of information. Therefore, 95 per cent of the

respondents were able to pinpoint the source tmat most influ-

enced their vote. "Word of Mouta" was the most influentlal as
indicated by 53 per cent of the voters, closely folloved by
newspayers with 45 per cent.

2dio played a minor role. No one was most influenced

*

by television.
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TABLE XVI

PARTICIPATION IN RECALL

ORGANIZER PETITION PETITION
PROPONERT) CARRIER SIGNER VGTEn NON-VOTER
o .;
PRECINCT|{TOTAL | % | 7OTAL % | TOTAL % TOTAL % TOTAL % TOTAL %
ULRICH 2 j2.2 4 4.3 20 22 59 65 6 6.5 51 100
MOJAVE 1 .5 6 3 4 15 7 169 84 11 5.5 202 100
JOSHUA 0 |o 1 1 1 13 18 59 81 0 0 73 100
1
i
CANTIL o jo | o o 2 10 17 85 1 5 20 100

To ascertain voters' roles in the recall campaign the
guestion "My role in the recall was (check the most active)™
was asked.

Seventy pszople answered the questionnaire from Ulrich
precinct and made 91 responses to thls item. Seven more
responses than respondents were noted in Joshua precinct, two

more in Mojave, and none in Cantil. Therefore, a sizable

number of respondents had multiple roles in the recall election.
It is impossible to establish from this table just what were
the individual's multionle roles.

The only role of the vast majority of the respondents was
to vote. Seventy-nine per cent of the respondents voted in the
election with a low of 65 per cent in Ulrich and a high of 85
per cent in Cantil,

Sixty-four and one-nalf per cent of the reglistersd voters

cast ballots in the recall election (Table 1, page 16). This
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indicates that more voters than non-voters responded to the
questionnaire,
Of the 20 Cantil respondents, only 2, or 10 per cent,

participated in the recall organization in adcdition to voting.

Their second role was restricted to signing a petition.
Eighty-four per cent of the respondents in MHojave precinct

voted in the recall, though only 11 per cent participated in
the recall movement as an active proponent, petition carrier,
Or petition signer. ZEighty-one per cent in Joshua voted with
18 per cent as signers to the recall petition, 1 per cent as
petition carriers, and no one as an organizer (proponent).
Ulrich precinct had the highest bercentage participation
in the recall movement and the lowest respondent percentage

voting; 22 per cent were petition signers, 4 per cent petition

carriers, and 2 per ceat organizers (proponents).




TABLE RVII

TIME OF DECISION

EARLY MIDDLE LATE AT THE POLL RESPONSLES
PRECINCT TOTAL % TOTAL % TCOTAL Z TCTAL % TOTAL A
: ;
1
ULRICH 41 64 10 15.6 12, 16.8 1 1 1.6 64 100
YOJAVE 127 71 26 14 2 13 2 2 179 100
!
JOSHUA 46 74 10 16 6 10 | o o 62 100
CANTIL 3 17 5 28 5 44 2 11 18 100

The highest provortion (57 per cent) of respondents

rade up their mind as a voter early in ihe campaign.

Bighteen per cent made their decision in the middle of the
campaign; 22 per cent late in the campaign, aad only 4 per

cent at the poles.
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TABLE XVIII
TRE VOTE
FOR RECALL AGAINST RECALL DID ¥OT VOTE RESPOXNSES
i
PRECINCT TOTAL % TOTAL % TOTAL % TOTAL %
ULRICH 50 7.k 12 17.1 8 11.7 70 1 100
NOJAVE 41 21 149 76 7 3 197 L' 100
i

JOSHUA 17 I 26.2 hé 70.8 1 0 65 100
CANTIL 7 37 7 37 5 26 19 100
ﬂ\’\ITAY i
AYERIGR | ko 50.2 oL | )

* One split vote.

In the actual election in the Ulrich precinct the vote
was 300 yes (90.4 per cent) for the recall and 32 voies no
(9.6 per cent) against the recall. In the Mojave precinct
the vote was 120 yes (26.7 per cent) and 330 no (73.3 per cent).
Joshua precinct voted 98 yes (40 ver ceat) and 147 (60 per
cent) no.

It is interesting to point out that in the ressonses to
the questionnaire, 71 per cent were for the recall in the
Ulrich precinct, whereas the average of 73.4 per cent of the
respordents of the combined Mojave and Joshua precincts were
against the recall. The Cantil respondents were divided
equally between proponents and opponents.,

Although the majority of Mojave and Joshua resvondents

voted against the recall, a sufficient number of voters in

these precincts voted for the recall to comdbine with the yes

vote in the Ulrich precinct to carry the election.
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The total number of responses to this item on Table 18
appears to contradict the actual voie vattern of the district
for this election.

Personal interviews wita leaders of the recall rmovement
informed the interviewer that they personally discouraged the
return of the questionnaire by many in the Ulrich prescinct.
If the return of this precinct had been in proportion to the
other precincts this table would closely follow the actual
vote of the recall election of 1970, as the minimal response

recelved seems *o indicate this trend,




TABLE AIX
PRESENT ATTiTUDE
SAME VOTE REVERSE VOTE NOT VOTE RESPONSES
PRECINCT | TOTAL % TOTAL % TOTAL % TOTAL 3
ULRICH 60 88 0 ¢ : 12 68 100
MOJAVE 178 96.2 | i .6 6 3.2 185 100
JOSHUA 61 98.4 0 0 1 1.6 62 160
CANTIL 16 80 1 5 3 15 20 100

The respondents have overwnelmingly indicated that their
vote would be the same (91 per cent) if the recall election
were to be held at this time after a two-year elapse.

The responses to gquestions 21 and 22 of the questionnaire
(see Appendix, page 64) further substantiate this finding.
Respondents voted for the recall because they believed the
trustees were '"not qualified," '"were hostile," "“political,™
and "prejudiced." 4 smaller number of respondents to tais
item voted for the recall to give California City (the Ulrich
precinct) a "greater representation.™

Questions 21 and 22 alsc point out those who voted
against the recall commented that the men up for recall were
"fine representatives," '"well gualified for the positions,"
that they were "victiims of oolitical power grabs,'" "prejudiced

people," and 'tan unfair campaign."
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Additional reasons for v

otirg against the recall vcre

"the present board was best for the district,“ "electors
did not believe iy recall elections,” "felt it was a waste
of taxpayerst money," ang Wanted to "eliminate Politicsgh ip
Scaool elections,
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TABLE XX

L

EVALUATION OF RECALL

BENEFITED HURT NO DIFFERENCE RESPONSES
PRECINCT TOTAL % TOTAL % TOTAL “ TOTAL %
ULRICH 38 61 12 19 13 20 63 1G0
MOJAVE 27 14 136 73 26 13 189 166
JOSELA 12 20 45 75 3 5 . 60 160
CANTIL 6 40 6 40 3 20 15 160

Sixty-one per cent of the Ulrich precinct respondents
believe that the results of the recall benefited the district,
waile 74 ver cent of the Mojave and Joshua respondents feel
it did not. Cantil respondents were evenly divided.

This distribution of feelings two years afiter the recall

closely approximates the distribution of the vote.




CHAPTLER IV
ANALYSIS OF THE SURVEY

An assumption was made by the author ithat the recall

election of December 8, 1970, polarized the Mojave Unified
Schoonl District and that polarization has had a continuing
efiect on the school and community.

One of the major findings of this survey is that most of
tne campaign was conducted by word of mouth. The method of
cozrunicating the reasons for or against the election was very
effective. People talked to people and then made thelr voting
decisions early in the campaign. Apparently, later discussion,
the newspaper, radio and television had less infiuence Cn
voter decisions.

P.T.4., P.T.C., and attendance at school-board meetings
was so minimal that these, too, had littile influence on the
vote.

Docr-to~door communication by women brought more women
than men to the polis. The effectiveness of this type of
campaizn and the issues themselves were oI great concern o
the electors as mors electors turned out tc vote in this recall
election than had in previous school elections.

Most of those who voted were middle-aged or older. Ulrich
vrecinct in California City (see Map No. 1, page 50) did not

onform to the commonly held idea that newly developed areas

Q

hnave younger voters. It did, however, nave the largest per-

ntaze of respondents wiose relatives were ewployed by the

(2]

W

'
G2

cnool district.

"




Those middle-aged or older votiters were also property
ovners. One inference mizht be that property owacrs have a
rore direct interest in the composition of the school board than
G0 renters as some respondents indicatecd that their vote was

intended as a means of showing that they wished to maintain the

The vote tabulation showed that Ulrich precinct had a
very large vote in favor of the recall, The Ulrich voters
said thet they needed more repreésentation on the school board
s0 that the board would recognize their needs in Califorznia
City.

Mojave and Joshua precincts (see Map No. 1, sage 50)
in the 0ld established town of Mojave voted strongly against
the recall., Thnese voters felt that their school board was
composed of fine representatives with a good businesslike
approach to education. They indicated by thelr vote and

tneir corments that they were satisfied with their board's

O
tes

seration of the district and did not want furtier expansion

of school facilities in California City.
Although Mojave and Joshua voted overwhelringly in
opposition to the recall, the winority votes of tnose two

srecincts comdined with those of Ulrich precinct in California

N

City swung the election in favor of the recall.
Cantil, a small precinct on the fringe of tre district

-

gee Map 1, vage 50), was almost evenly divided on the recall

Py

™

néd as a conseauence nad little impvact oan the tctal vote
o] X




Ll

One conclusion seems apparent throughout tue responses
to the questionnaire. Provincialisnm played a large and
demanding role in the recall. The older town's residents

-

wanted no change, and the younger town's residents wanted

Iy
+ 3

©0re representation with its resulting ©ossibility for

capital improvement and new building in their comaunity.

Comments to the questionnaire rsflecte

o3
H
®

elinzs of disen-
franchisement by the residents of California City.

Although this survey was made more than two years after
the recall election the polarization of the community has
not abated. Not one of the respondents would be willing to
change his vote if the election were held tocday. The highly
charged reasons given for the respondents' votes still deter-
mine their positioans.

In Ulrich precinct suspicion of any inquiry concerning
the recall election was so strong that many aciive participants
in the recall movement did not return the questionnaire and
drevailed upon others to do likewise.

This lasting effect is so apvarent that tihs oresent call
Tor a bond election, designed to fulfill the fel:t needs of the
California City community, is evidencing the saxze polarity and

aifferences with the same intensity.
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Voter Characteristics

Map No. 1
District Profile

The Mojave Unified School District in 1970 had 1,908
registered voters of which 56 per cent cast their ballots in
the 1970 recall election and 33 per cent responded to the
questionnaire. These respondents were primarily residents of
ten or more years (61 ver cent) with the remainder ecually
¢ivided in resident year classifications. Eighty ver cent of
the respondents were over 41 years of age with the next largest
age group between 31 to LO (13 vper cent). The vast majority
of respondenis viere vroperiy owners (76 per cent) and slightly
more than half (58 per cent) were women. Two-thirds of the
respondents in the district had had no children either in
attendance or who had attended district schools. Less than
25 per cent had previously attenced district schools thsuselves
and approximately one-third of the respondents rad anotasr
adult member of the family in attendance sometime. Two-~thirds

of the respondents were not employed by the scnool distirict.
Ulrich Precinct Profile

Ulrich »precinct was tne second largest in the Mojave
Unified School District with 535 reglstered voters of waich

€2 ver cent cast their

-

bellot in tne 1970 recall election.

Twenty wner cent responded to the guestionnaire

]

. This revresents

a

per cent of the total respondentis. The largest single group

e

of respondents were residents of cone to three years in the




Joshua Precinct:

,,

Joshua Precinct, the second smallest in nuwmber of re gistercd

3

ntaze voting in 1670 (30 per

o
’-

voters (306), had the largest perce
cent) and was the second smallest 1in percentage of relurn gues-
tionnaires (19 per cent); Joshua precinct represents 27 per cent

~

of the to:tzl questionnaires. Two-thirds of the respondents had

lived in the precinct 10 or more years with the rest of thne
residents equally divided among lesser runber of resident years.

The graph discloses that almost two- thirés of the respond-
snts were L1 years of age or older with one-fiftn between ages
31 to 40 and one-tienth from 26 to 30 years of age. Ninety-eight
per cent were property owners in 1970 and sligatly more than half
(56 per‘cent) of the respondents were female. One-halil of the
respondenis had one or more children in attendance in the district
prior to 1970.

An ecual numbder of the respondents (approximately 20 per
cent) had either personally attended sczool in the dilstrict or
vad anotiher adul:t member of their family attend district schools.
Sixty per cent had never at tended nor nad a mezver of itrnelr
fapily atiended school in the district. One-third of tae

~espondents were ezployed by the school district.
Cantil Precinct:

-

Cantil, the smallest precinct within the district with

n

50 registered voters, had the second largest perce entage of

walified voters voting in the 1970 election and the larzgest
(] (&)

Q

per cent (56 per cent) guesticnnaire reiurns which represents




L7
district (39 per cent). The other new groups were about evenly
distributcd. Two-thirds of the resvondents were 4l years of
age or over and property ovnershlpo shows over threc-fourths

wned their own Lo

I3

es in 1970. Sligntly more women than men
in this precinct responded to the gquestionnaire. One-fourtn
0f the respondenis had one or more children in school in 1970,
and only 6 per cent had had one or more in prior attendance in
the school district. Fifteen per cent of the families had had
an adult member who previously attended district schools,
slmost nalf of the respondents were employed by the school

district.
Mojave Precinct:

Mojave is tae largest precinct in the number of registered
voters with 1,017. It is *he largest in per ceat of responses

t0 the questionnaire (56 per cent) and represents 44 per cent

Hy

of the total response Approximately 75 per cent of the resi-

|

dents have lived in the school district 10 or more years. One-
fourth rave lived in the district 4~6 years w1th the rezeinder
feirly evenly divided, Eighty per cent of the responaenus were
41 years of age or older, one-third were 31 to LO years of age
with the remainingz ten psr cent under 31 years old. Two-thirds
o7 the residents were property owners and over half of those
responding were fezales.

Almost three-fourths of respoandents had no cinildrexn in
orevious attendance Foriy-one per cent of the respondents in
tnis precinct either personally attended or a memrber of their
family oersonally attended the Mojave Unified School Districte.

One~-third of respondents were employed by the school district.




per cent of the total questionnaires. Forty-five per cent of

the residents lived in the district 10 or more years and all
respondents were 41 years of age or older. Two-thirds of the
resyondents were property owners and slightly more than nalf
(58 per cent) were women. Ninety per cent of tne Cantil
respondents had no children in attendance within the district
and all (100 per cent) nhad none of their children in previous
attendance in the district.

No respondents had vreviously attended district schools
but one-ifourth had had an adult member of their family attend
school in the district. Sixteen per cent of the respondents

were employed by the school district.
P
Summary

Although there is some similarity of profiles among the
precincts thls map clearly delineates differences in the
individual characteristics.

Mojave and Joshua precincts have the largest per cent of
older years of residents while Ulrich precinct is the newest
in resident years. All Cantil respo nts were 41 years of age
or older, whereas the other precincts, though having a prepon-

derance of older voters nad respondent representation from all

Joshua vrecinct stands out as having the largest per ceat

of home owners. Josaua orecinct zlso had the largest vercent

z age
0f children attending district schools closely followed by
Yojave precinct while Ulrich precinct had the lowest nuzber of

adults having attended the district schools.
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Ulrich had the nighest per cent of ecwiioyment in the

school district while Cantil had the lowest.
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Participation and Iaformatinn Characteristics

Map Loc. 2
District Profile

The majority of the district respondents (64 per cent)
never attended any P.T.i. or P.T.0. nmeetings. Mojave precinct

1

nad the lowest per ceni of respondents who attended those

_‘4

etings (23 per cent). Aipproximately 6 per cent respondent
esidents never attended school-board meetings. Again Mojave
precinct represents the greatest proportion of those who had

-

been to a board meeting (32 per cent).

The two reczlled candidates were at least slightly known
by the majority of the voter respondents. Approximately
one-fourth of the respondents knew Mr. Blanchard well and per-
sonally., One-fifth of the respondents knew Mr. Means &as well,

Two~thirds of the respondentis in the total districet

-

received their first inforzation about the recall by word-oi-

mouth and this continued to be the primary source of inlormatiocn.

The largest per cent of active participation in the recall

by the respondents was the act of voting (76 per cent). The

second active participatica was as petition signer (14 per cent).

Ulrich Prefile:
The profile indicates 58 per cent out of a total of 75

respondents to the gquestionnaire never attended a 2.T,4. or
.T.0. meeting with approximaiely 31 per cent having attended
soxetimes. Forty-seven per cent of the respondents only

occasionally attended a school-board meeting. Forty-four




4

Josgshua FProfile:

The Josnua vrecinct »drofile shows 4O ver cent 21ud never
attended P.T.A. nor P,T.0. meetings, while 36 per cent
atitended occasicrally.

Trustee meeting attendance sinows 4O per cent of tnose
respondents never aittended meetings, LY per cent attenced
sometimes, and 11 per cent attended almost every tine.

Voter recogniition of the two recalled candidates saovs
apout 3 ver cent did not know them at all, about 42 per cent
knew them sligntly, and about 25 per cent knew each candidate
Dersonally.

The first recall awareness in tae Joshua precinct was
from word-of-mouin (72 per cent) followed by newspaper (24 per
cent). Tnese two zmeans continued to be the primary source of
information.

Thne respondentis indicated that the participation in tae
recall was by voting (81 per cent) with 18 per cent of the

Joshua precinct respondents were rvetiiion signers.
Cantil Profile:

The Cantil »rofile indicates that about &2 per ceat of
the reszondenis nad never attencded a ?.T.A. or Z.7.0. mesting
in 1970. Twelve per cent atitended almost all the time
Litendance at trustee meetings was almost never with 95 »er
cent never having attended a school-board meeting.

Voter recogunition of the two recalled cancdidates indicates

that about 24 per cent of the Cantil respondeants did not know




per cent of the respondents did not know the two recalled

candidates at all while aporoximately 36 per cent knew thenm
slightly. Seven per cent of the resvondeuts knew Mr. 3lanchard
and dMr. dHeans well, and personally.

The first recall awareness vas received largely by word
oI mouth {67 per cent) followed by the newspaper with 3% per
cent, This continued to be the main source of ianformation.

The largest participation in the recall by the respondents
vas the act of voting (65 per cent) followed by petition

signers (22 per cent).
Mojave precinct:

Mojave precinct profile shows approxinmately 70 per cent
oI the respondents never attended P.T.A, or 2.T.0. meetings,
while approximately 23 ver cent attended infrequently.

Trustee meeting attendance indicates that avproximately
65 per cent of the respondents never attended a trustee
meeting while 32 per cent attended occasionally.

Voter recognition oI tne two recalled members shows that

(@3]

per cent did not know them at all, while about 31 per cent
xnew them sligntly, and 20 per cent knew them moderately well,
and 21 per cent knsw both men well and personally,

The first recall awareness indicates that word-of-moutn
wes tne first information for €5 per cent of respondents
Tfollowed by the nevispaver with 31 per cent, These

ccntinued to be tne primary source oi information.




them. Thirty ver cent knew thcer slightly and 25
them versonally.

The first recall awareness in Cantil

viord-of-mouth (55 per cent), followed by

F
6]

er cent Iron Tne

newspaver. This awareness was continued largely

o

y inforzetion
derived from newspavers (45 per cent), with word-of-mouth
taking second place (25 per cent).

The respondents, when asked the final gquestion in this

IS

sequence, indicated that overall thelr primary source of
information was almost equally divided bvetween word-oi-moutin

and newspaper (56 per cent) to (44 per cent), and that these

two sources were primary in ianfluencing their firal decision

(L5 per ceant) word of mouth, (52 per cent) nswspaper.
Eighty-five per cent of the respondents indicated thei

sole role in the recall was taat of voter while 10 per cexnt

were petition signers.
Suniary

Ulrich and Joshua vrecinctis had more attencance at
trustee meetings than the other two precincis.

Cantil and Joshua precincts participated to a gresater
degree in 2.T.A. and P.,T7.0. activities. Josiua respondents,
2Yong with Ulrich, had more attendance at school-trustee
meetinis.

Ulricn respondents led the precincts in iacx of knowlisdge

()

of the recalled trustees, while Joshua respondentis nad tke

largest personal knoviedge,




All precinct profiles indicated two main sources of
information. One scurce, word-of-mouth, continued to e the
Yrimary influence in all but Cantil precinct where the news—
Paper ook precedence. |

In all precincts the major participation by the resovondents
was that of voter bdbut Ulrich precinct led in the per cent of

vetition signers and petiiion carriers. Joshua was second in

petition signers and Mojave vrecinct in petition carriers.
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Voter Decisions and Judguents
Map No. 3
District Profile:

Most respondents received most of their information
via word-of-mouth (see Map 3). They apparently used this
information in forming an early decision as to their votie
(56 per cent). By the middle of the campaign three-fourtns
0f all respondents had formed their opinion as to how they
wvould vote.

The majority of the respondents voted against the recall
(50 per ceni). Ten ver cent did not vote at all. Ninety per
cent of the respondents indicated that, if the recall were to
be held again, they would cast an identical vote.

Althougn the respondents would cast the same vote as
two years previously, approximately 34 per cent said the
recall was of benefit to the school district, 52 per cent
felt it hurt the disirict ang 1L per cent said it made no

difference.

Ulrich profile:

Ulrich precinct respondents (A4 per cent) made up their
minds as a voter early in the campaign. Seventy-two per cent
Of thz respondents voted for the recall and 83 per cent would
vote the sare way if the election were to be held today.

Sixty-one per cent of this precinct felt that the district
benefited by the recall election, while 19 per ceat felt it

did not, and 20 per cent thought it made nc difference,




minds as a voter early in the campaign., Twenty-cne per cent
vcled for the recall ang 96 per cent woulg Vote the same vay

1

e election were to be held today.

e
[ 2
ct

Fourteen per cent of the respondents in this precinct
felt that tne recall benefited andg 73 per cent felt it hurt
the school district, while 13 per cent saig it made no

difference.
Joshua profile:

Seventy-~four ber cent of the Joshuza respondents made up
their minds as a voter early in the Campalgn, Twenty-six ver
cenv voted for the recall anc 99 ver cent woulgd voie the same

way if the election were held today, Twenty per cent o2 t

~
®

Tespondents in this precinct felt that the recall benefited

and 75 ver cent felt it hurt the district,
Cantil profile:

Seventeen per cent CcI the respondents of Cantil made
up their minds as g voter early in the Caupaign, 28 ner cent
in the middle, 44 Per cent late in the campaign, and 11 per
cent at the vpoll.

orty per cent voted for the recall ang 50 ver cent

against,




the sawe way. rorty per cent of Cantil respondents
the recall either venefited or hurt the school dis

N

e 20 per cent sald it made no difference.
Summary

In maiing their voting decisions three precincis mace ud
tneir minds early in the campaign, Cantil did not, as the
grapn shows sinmilar divisions between time periods.

Mojave and Joshua precincts respondents voted strongly
against the recall while Ulrich respondents voted for it, and

Cantil split the vole,

411 profiles indicate that if the recall were held toca
P

the vote wouid e the sanme.
Mojave and soshua profiles indicate that the election
nurt tne school district while Ulrich precinct respondents

had the opposite view, and Cantiil was divided.
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CHAPTER VI 61

CONCLUSIONS ALD RECOMENDATIONS

These conclusions and recommendations are based on the
“study of one school district witn the belief that thece sanme
findings would bve applicaole to any other school district

with similar probleus.
Conclusions:

woroach persuaded tne

1., A one-to-one personal &
szcts were on the table.

electorate veiore all

ifg3 o. Hewspaper factual articlies nad little early
: effect on the elsction.

B 3, A few highly rotivatsd and well-organized
2 peovle can SWay the electorate.
P

L, Adjacent communities were not in accord on
issues.

5, A school district rnat covers more than one
community is more ap»t 1o have difficuliy if
voth communiiies do not puild a feeling of
unity in all areas of itne school district.

6., TFeelings of cormunity separation can last at
least two years.

7. Suspicilons, once arcused, do not disapnear
quickly.

8., A& recall election 1is more likely to have a

divisive than unifying effect upon the school
district invelved.

Zzcommendations:

1. School Boards of Tru +zes must continually
communicate with all areas of +ne district
and recognize that 1
Two~-vay ProcesSSe

4




Recommendations (continued)

e

Leaders of all communities wiithin the school
district must develop common zoals for thne
benefit of the total district.

Small differences must be resclved very early
before they become major issues.

Al)l analyses of distr
3

ict needs must be based
on data understood and t

rusted by all.

The properiy owner renresents a large voting
dercentage 0f the elsctorate and, taereiore,
must be furnished wiin accurate information

10 he an informed voter.

Superintendents musti maintain credibility
with the public,

People must be encourzged to partici:
parent-school organizations and should be
constantly encouraged to attend and sveak
at school-board meetings.

pete in
5
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EDUCATIONAL QUESTIONNAIRE  DIRECTIONS: PLEASE CHECK APPROPRIATE SQUARES

1,

to

9!

(o2

1.

8.

9.

10.

11.

12.

1 have lived in the Mojave Unified School District
{7 less than a year

O 1-3 years

{3 4-6 years

{0 7-10 years

{3 over 10 years

. On December 8, 1970 I voted at

1 R. P. Ulrich Elementary School
] Mojave Elementary School
0O Joshua Elementary School
[ Cantil Elementary School

In 1970 I was

3 21-25 years old
[ 26-30 years old
[ 31-40 years old
{7 41-aver years old

In 1970 I was a property owner in the Mojave Unified School District
0 yes
{0 no

Iam
(] male
0O female

. In 1970 I had

T one or more pupils in Mojave Unified Sei.zol District
[ one or more had previously attended Mojave Unified School Distriet

In 1970

(3 I had previously attended Mojave Unified School District

{3 another adult member of my family had previcusly attended Mojave Unified School District
7 I have never attended Mojave Unified School District

{1 no one in my faraily has attenced Mojave Unified School District

One or more mernbers of my family is employed in the Mojave Unified School District
O yes '
0 no

My attendance at P.T.A. or P.T.O. meetings in 1970 was
[ never

] sometimes

7 almost every time

dall

My attendance at the Mojave Unified Schoo! District Boazd of Trustecs meetings during 1970 was
{2 never

[ sometimes

[ almost every time

0O all
The {ollowing trustee members were known to me

not ot oli slightiy mos. wali wail penonolly
Floyd Blanchard ] o O [} O
Joe Means 0 ) O O g

I first became aware of the recall election through
[) word of mouth

T} ncwspaper

[ radie

[ television




Appendix (2)

13. I obtained fusther information about the recall election from (check all squares that apply)
O word of mouth
[ newspapers
[ radio
O television
O P.TA.
0 B.T.0.
3 petition carriers
[ attendanco at board meetings

14. I got most of my information from
(] world of mouth
M nevwspapers
O radio
] television

15. My decisirn was most influenced by information from
0 word o1 mouth
O newspapers
O radio
1 television

16. My role in the recall election was {check most active)
[} organizer (proponent)
(O petition carTier
[ petition signer
3 voter
1 non-voter

17, I made up my mind as a voter
{J early in the campaign
] middle of the campaign
[0 lsie in the campaign
[ at the poll
18. I voted
[ for the recall

[0 against the recall
] did not vote

19. If the zecell election were held today, I would
{7 egain vote as I did in 1870
[ reverse my vote
{3 not vote

20. I believe that the results of the recall have
[ beneSted the school district
] burt the school district
[ made no difierence

21. The most important reason for voting as I did was (please limit your answer to the space provided)

22, 1f you have any additional coment:  ase so state.

Thank you kindly
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