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'l'he Problem 

The purposes ~f this study were (1) to review the 

history of school-ciistrict recall laws in California, (2) to 

enumerate the legal steps in the recall process, (3) to survey 

a school district ·::::1ere a .::.,ecall election had tah:en place, and 

(4) to present cc=~unity feelings and effects. 

?rocedure 

A search was ~ade of all laws and official records pertain-

ing to schoo~ trustees' recall elections in California. 

A questionnai~e desig~ed to elicit respondent attitudes 

and feelings was ~ailed to all who voted in the school district 

"ccall ~-~"tl"on ~~ ·u~ecetn-IJ·~r? ........... --- ___ ~, ···-' .. ....,_ v, 1970. A preliminary numtsr of 

questionnaires we~e mailed first to determine the quality of the 

qu estionnai~ e ant: .:.~z;sponses. Post o i"fic e boxes wc;re re:;_ ted in 

ti.1c: t\'/o ::.ost pop:.;_::..:Jus cor:1::.unl tlcs for a better _percenta;2 

tionnaires 33 pe~ cent re~urn were received. ~he raspo~ses to 

t~e twen~y questi:ns were t~en tab~lated with expJanaticns of 

givin~ a cross re~ere~ce tJ the fi~dings of the taoul~r as9oc~ 

of the survey w~re used. 



Findings 

.Selected fi:~cii:1gs are: 

1. The Califor~ia State Legislature developed a 
body of law to rerr1ove wen1bs:.rs of school dis-l.:ric"Z. 
trustees by recall. 

2. Procedures for initiating a recall movement are 
set down by state law in both the election and 
school codes. 

3. A few b~~hly motivated, well-organized people 
can initiate a successful recall elect~on. 

4. In a small school district with small populated 
comn:lmities, a word-of-mov.tr1, door-to-door cam­
paign by proponents of a recall, can win an 
election. This method is considerably more 
effective than any media. 

5. Proponents of a recall movement generally put 
forth considerably more effort than do opponents. 

6. Older people are xore interested in School Board 
of Trustee recall elections than younger people. 

?. ~hat after a two-year elapse of a successful 
recall movement, t~e feelings of discontent and 
susuicion toward members of the school board are 
still e·,rident. 

Conclusions 

1. Electors in a ne~ly created Cl~Y loc&ted withi~ 
an old established school district Eight be ~ore 
apt to initiate a recall :·;;o"Jerc:;nt t11aE those of 
an older town. 

2. Any area within a school district voting a very 
hich perL0ntage in favor Qf the recall can win 
the recall election. 

3. School board memoers up far recall were not ws:l 
~:nown by the ma:jor:i.ty of th0 elc:ctors. 

4. l<cr:wv:Lc· · t:wrnbcr~ f'r-urn a school ooard by recall, 
where ~xact r2asons were in doubt, has lasting 
c f fee ts in ~, school di~;tric t. 



Hecomm.enda tions 

1. All members of a School Bourd of Trustees should 
make themselves and their actions ~nown in the 
diotrict in 8rder to eliminate the necessity for 
recall. 

2. Issues in a recall move~ent should be completely 
explained to the voters especially by members up 
for recall. 

3. School-board members should be positively responsive 
to new land and housing developments within the 
school district. 

4. A non-pax·tial cor::mittee, lJOssibly from the State 
Depart~Jent of Education, be formed to recommend 
steps tnat :·11igr1c. be take:::l by a community and school 
district to eliminate tns necessity of a recall 
electio~. 

5. Leaderl.3 of all comrauni tj_c-;s should be encouraged 
to a.ttend school-board IT!':;etings regularly to 
recognize school problems as they develop and 
search for mRans of solutions. 

Critique 

Research information on this subject is limited. However, 

this dissertation points out that recall of School Board of 

trustees in California is of importance. 3ecause a community 

can i.ni tia t e recalls, chances within a f~cnool district may ta}:e 

such a for1:1 that could d..:casti.call::!' reshape a vr0.ole school 

pro6ram. 
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l~'TTRODU CTIOi~ 

The purpose of this study was to determine the dissension 

a~d reasons for the dissension in school-district trustee 

r.;call elections in California. By law detail~d records of 

recalls of school trustees are not required to be kept in the 

state or in the offices of the County Superintendent of Schools. 

Therefore, a case study was made of a California school district 

known to the author. 

The district is composed of 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 still. 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 

recall laws in California. Chapter III contains the results 

of the survey. Chapters IV and V are explanations of the Haps 

and analysis of the Survey. Chapter VI lists Conclusions and 

~ecom~endations. 

The findings from the district used in this type study 

snould be applicable to any other district facing similar 

problems. 

i 



PREFACE 

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

Califor~ia, and a professional employee of the ~ojave Unified 

School District, I was very concerned with the highly volatile 

nature evidenced by many active participants in the School 

Trustee ~ecall Election of December 8, 1970. 

I observed that the results of this recall did not seem 

to erase the conflicts that precipitated it. Therefore, I 

undertook this study in the hope that these findings could 

somehow point the way to some understanding of the effects 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 who were 

of assistance to me in Walden University and the cities cd 

Eojave a.."ld California City, California, Hy sincere thanks are 

extended to Lucile F. i.Vake, Viho as my local adviser, lent her 

guidance throughout this dissertation. 

I wish to acknowledge the fine work of my cartographer, 

Greg Jagow, and the patience of my typist, Virginia Vihite, who 

was understanding of the many corrections in the manuscript. 

:··:y appreciation is extended to Dr. Herman Roemmich, my :~egional 

Adviser, who gave me the 11 Carte Blanche" and encourage:::ent to 

co~plete my work as I developed it. 

A special tha...'1ks to my dear wife who aided me at all 

ti:r.es wnen requested. 
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CHA?TZR I 

History of the Rec?ll Election 
in California 

In 1849 the framers of the first Constitution of the 

State of California made provisions for the establish!lient 

of a state school system by directing the legislature to 

allocate sufficient funds so that schools would be open at 

least three months each year. They assumed that land for 

public schools would be dedicated to the state by the Federal 

Government. Almost immediately many deficiencies in the 

Constitution were apparent to many elect~d officials and some 

citizens. Among the omissions of that document was the lack 

of provision for the recall of any elected officer in the 

state. 1 

Futile attempts by the Legislature to call for a new 

Constitutional CJnvention (1859, 1860 and 1873) were finally 

overcome and in 1877 the electorate approved a constitutional 

convention. The Second California Constitution written in 

convention was approved by the voters of the state in 1879 

and with many ~endments is in effect today. 2 

The authors of the 1879 Constitution attempted to correct 

the deficiencies and omissions of the 1849 Constitution. illnong 

the additions were Article XXIII, "Recall of Public 0 fficers, 11 

1 ~est 1 s An~otated 8o1es, Constitution of the State of 
California, Articles I ::-IV, West Publishing Co. St. Paul, 
l.finn., Vol I) 

2·:Jest: op. cit., Vol. I; Palmer, William J. and 
Selvin, Paul P., 11The Development of the LaVI in California," 
pp. 1-65) 



and Article XI, "Cities, Counties, and Towns." But neither 

the provisions of these two articles nor the codification of 

2 

school a~d election laws that followed provided the authority 

for the recall of members of the Boardo of Education. It was 

not until 1911 that the two articles were amended to provide 

the authority to recall members of Boards of Education. 

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

11 The recall shall also be exercised by the electors 
of each city and county of the State with reference 
to the elective officers thereof, under such procedure 
as shall be provided by law. 11 1 

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

"City Charters: 2. For the manner in which, the 
times at which, and the terms for which members of 
boards of education shall be elected or appointed, 
for their qualifications, compensation and removal, 
and for the number vthich shall constitute their 
board. n2 

These two amendments 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 XI were 

specifically directed to those school districts created or 

authorized under the charters of local governments. School 

districts in the State of Califo:.:-nia are created by local vote 

1west, op. cit., p. 471. 
2 Hasen, Paul: Constitution of the State of California, 

Annotated, with amendments up to and including those adopted at 
the State General Election, No. 4, 1952. Vol. II, Article VI, 
Section 5 to End; Bancroft-Whitney Company, San Francisco 1953, 
pp. 244-256. 
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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 l'1oody the court wrote 

that under Article XI, Cities, Counties and Towns 

11 ••• 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 
the city. 11 1 

Again, in 1932 in the case of Rutledge v Dominguez the 

court wrote that Article XXIII 

11 ••• 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 written opinion, gave further substantiation to 

the limitations of recall of school-board. members when he wrote 

11The elections Code does not provide for recall of a 
school trustee; nor does any section of the School 
Code, for which reasons we conclud~ that a school 
trustee is not subject of recall. 11 ) 

1Akerman v Hoody (1918) 38 CA 461, 176 p. 696. 
2Rutledge v Dominguez (1932) 122 CA 680, 10 p. 2nd 1027. 

3Attorney General's Opinion, No. NS2783 July 19, 1940. 
See Literature Cited, Hasen, Paul 
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In reviewing ull court cases and annotated codes having 

to do wi tn the recall of me1:1bers of school boards from the 

advent of the 1911 amendments to the next substantial change 

iu 1945, it could be postulated that there were no pressing 

needs on 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 t~1is area. There were also no changes 

in either the Election Code or the School Code dealing with 

this 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 me:nber.3 by the enactment of a new section 

(Chapter 1518, Section 1) to tne Education Code which stated 
' 

11 • • • A member of any elective governing board of 
a school district who has held office at least 6 
mont~s, may be recalled at any time by tne voters 
by following the recall procedure as set forth in 
this chapter. This chapter shall not, ho\'tever: 
apply in the case of any member of any board of 
education of a city the cnarter, 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 

of the State of California clear authority for the recall of 

any scho~l-board member regardless of the jurisdiction under 

which the school district was created. It gave to the electorate 

direct authority ~~d a method of procedure in non-chartered 

school districts. 

1see Literature Cited, Deering 
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Although Chapter 1513 of the Education Code clearly 

limited its jurisdiction to those board ~embers not under 

a chartered city which had provisions for recall, the question 

arose as to th.e precedence of authority for the recall procedur·~s 

themselves. The District Attorney of Butte County, California., 

asked of the Attorney General in 1947 

11V:here the charter of a city provides tha.t the recall 
provisions found in the Elections Code applying to 
municipal corpor·ations shall be applicable to the 
city, do those provisions govern the recall of members 
of the board of education or do the urovisions of the 
~ducation Code providing for the recall of foverning 
boards of school district generally apply?" 

The Attorney General replied, in summary as follows: 

"'J:he alternative procedure suggested for the recall 
of the board members is that contained in Chapter 5.5 
of Division 2 of the School Code, as addeci by Statutes 
of 1945, Chapter 1518. This chapter does contain 
detailed procedure for the recall of •.• (school 
trustee) ••• c ~owever, another section of this 
chapter specifically provided that 'this chapter shall 
not, however, apply in the case of any member of any 
bo~rd of education of a city the charter, if any, 
provided for the recall of members of such board.' 
• . • We conclude, therefore> that • • • the Elections 
Code should govern any proc~eding for the recall of 
members of the board ••• 11 

The court stated that the Elections Code takes precedence 

over the Education Code, but that the latter is to be used for 

the recall of members of boards of education in non-chartered 

districts. It therefore appears that with the addition of 

1opinions, Calif. Atty. Gen., Vol. 9 Jan-June, 1947; 
Op. No. 47-138, June 13, 1947, PP• 304-305. 

2Loc. cit. Opinions, P• 305. 
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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 be. The following amendment was passed by 

the C~lifornia State Legislature: 

"Chapter 799, Article 4, Recall of Elementary School 
District Governing Board He::nbers. 

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

With this last major change in the Election Code m: recall 

of school-board members, the inferences and direction of the 

Cc~stitution of 1879 were fulfilled and from 1955 on, an) 

me.:nber of any ·ooard of education in any district in the State 

o~ California was and is subject to recall under the provisions 

ar .. d processes of the :::: .. ~~ctions t;ode of the State of California. 

1see Literature Cited, Statutes of California 
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CHAPT::!::R II 

California Recall Procedure 

Since 1955, when the recall provisions of the Education 

Code were codified. into the Election Code, a~endments to both 

of these codes have occurred with irregular frequency. T~ese 

amendments have in no way affected the right of electors of 

any school district in the State of Californi? to remove, by 

the process of a recall election, members of the Boards of 

Education. What they have done was to clarify the process. 

The statement of grounds on which the recall was instituted 

and the response to that statement by the incumbent now have 

to be made public to the electorate. For every trustee to bP. 

recalled, a proposed new candidate appears on the ballot. 

Amendments nave also clarified the petition process and 

have removed the handling 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 of the develop­

ment of recall one provision has remained constant: that is 

the provision of the 1879 California Constitution which states 

t:n.at an incumbent cannot be removed from office ':Jy recall for 

the first six months of his term of office. 

The recall of members of School Governing Boards (commonly 

and frequently called Boards of Trustees or Boards of Education) 

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



The process under which electors brin3 a m0rnber of a 

Board of Education to the ballot for the purpose of recall 

is delineated under Part l, Division 4, .Chapter 4, Article 3, 

Sections 1131-1154 of the Education Code. 

Section 1131. Kembers 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 demandin6 the recall of any govern­

in£; board member shall be filed for verification of 
signatures with the County clerk having jurisdiction 
over the district. If :r.cre than one governing board 
member is sought to be recalled, separate petitions 
shall be filed for each ~ember sought to be recalled. 

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

Section 1132.4. Notice of intention 
No signature may be affixed to the petition 

until the proponents have served, filed and published 
a notice of intention to circulate a recall petition, 
containing the name of the officer sought to be 
recalled and the title of his office, a statement of 
not more than 500 words of the 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 
certified mail, on the officer sought to be recalled, 
and a copy thereof with a certificate of the time and 
manner of service shall be filed with the county clerk. 

Section 1132.5. Withdrawal of signature from petition 
Any voter who has signed a petition demanding 

the recall of any school-district governing board 
;.a.ember shall have his signature withdrawn from the 
petition upon filing a v1ri tten request therefor with 
the appropriate County Clerk prior to the day the 
recall petition is filed. 



SectiQ£ 1134. Circulation by regist8rGd voter only 
The recall petition shall not be circulated 

by any person other than a registered voter of the 
district. 

Section b!:..i2· Statement of grounds 
Within seven days after the filing of the 

notice of intention, the officer sought 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 pro­
ponents named in the notice of intention. The statement 
and answer .s..ce intended solely for the information of 
the voters and no insufficiency in the form or substance 
thereof shall affect the validity of the election or 
proceedings. 

113efore any signatu.:-e 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 sl" .. all 
so state." 

Section 1136. Number of signatures required 

The recall petition shall be signed by registered 
voters equal in number 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 1137. Xot necessary to sign one pe.per; 
infor!iiation required with signatures 

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

Soction 1138. Affidavit wit!1 each separate paper 
Each separate paper of each recall petition 

shall have attached to it an affidavit which shall 
state that the affiant is a regist~red voter of the 
district; that the affiant circulat~d that particular 
pa:9er and sav1 each signer write his Bignature and 
residence thereon; and that according to the best 
information and beli~f of the affiant~ 

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

9 



(b) ~ach siGner is a registered voter of 
tile district. 

(c) Each signature was obtained on the date 
indicated on the petition. 

Section 1139. Hust be filed for verification witnin 
six :non ths 

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

Section 1141. Supplemental petition 
If the number of signatures is not sufficient, 

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 be 
t~~en thereon. The petition shall remain on file as 
a public record, and the failure to secure sufficient 
signatures shall not prejudice the filing later of an 
entirely new petition to the same effect. Sec. 2720.5 
of the Election 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, together 

with supplementary petitions, if any, sufficient he 
shall at once notify the school district governing 
board which shall call a special election to be held 
in the district within not less than 60 nor more than 

10 

75 days after the date of the call, to determine 
whether the voters will recall the governing board 
mer:1ber. If a regular election for the election of 
members of the governing board of the district is to 
occur not less than 60 nor more than 75 days from the 
date of the call for the special election, the governing 
board may in its discretion, order the holding of the 
special election at the time the regular election is 
held. 

Section 1143. Notice 
The county superintendent of schools shall call 

tne recall election by posting election notices in 
three public places in the district at least 35 days 
before the election, and by publishing a notice of 
the election in the district. 



Section f~• El0ction conducted by county clerk 
Exceut as provided in this article, the recall 

election shall be held and conducted by the county 
clerk having jurisdiction. 

Section 1145. Consolidation of recall elections -Recall elections of two 0~ more governing 
board members may be consolidated. 

Section 1146. Candidate for election at recall -Any registered voter of the district, except 
the governing board member whose recall is sought, 
may become a candidate for election at a recall 
election. The declaration of candidacy shall state 
that the proposed candidate is a candidate in the 
recall election to succeed the incumbent (naming him) 
if he is recalled. 

Section 1147· Recall election despite vacancy 
If a vacancy occurs in the office of the member 

sought to be recalled after a recall petition is 
filed for verification of signatures, the election 
shall nevertheless proceed as provided in this 
article. 

Section 1148. Sa~ple ballot -

11 

The county clerk shall mail to each registered 
voter within the district a sample ballot on which 
there shall be printed in not more tnan 200 ·words 
the state~ent of the grounds on which the recall is 
sought set forth in the recall petition. Upon the 
same ballot there shall also be printed, in not ~ore 
than 200 words, any statement submitted by the member 
sought to be recalled justifying his course in office. 

Ser.:.ion 1149· For:n of ballot and manner of voting 
There shall be printed on the recall ballo:., as 

to every member whose recall is sought, the following 
question: 11 Shall (name of person against whom the 
recall petition has been filed) be recalled from the 
office of (title of the office)? 11 following which 
question shall be the words 11Yes11 and 11 No

11 
on separate 

lines, v:ith a blan..~ space at the rig;:ht of each, in 
which the voter shall indicate, by stamping or writing 
a cross(+), his vote for or against the recall. 



Section 1150. Listing of candidates on ballot 
On the recall ballots, under each question, 

there shall be printed the names of the candidates 

12 

to succeed the incumbent if he is recalled. Following 
each list of candidates, the ballot shall provide one 
blank line with a blank square follov!ing, to allow 
the voter to write in a name·not urinted on the ballot. 
'.'/hen the recall election is held on the third Tuesday 
in April of an odd-numbered year, the candidates for 
the office to succeed the incumbent if he is recalled 
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 the recall ballots there shall be printed the 

sa~e statements which were printed on the sample 
ballots. 

Sect:'_.on 1152. Requirement of voting 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 when majority or exactly 
one-half those voting vote tt:No 11 

If a majority or exactly half of those voting 
on the question of the recall of any incumbent from 
office vote 11 No, 11 the incumbent shall continue in 
office. If a majority vote I!Yes, 11 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 having jurisdiction. 
At the time and place fixed in the notice of the 
elect 1, the clerk shall publicly canvass the 
r~tur~~ 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 him. If the elected 
candidate fails to qualify within 10 days after 
receiving the certificate of election, the office 
shall become vucant and shall be filled as provided 
in Article 4 of this chapter (special election). 
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One can summarize from tne 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 tht:::~selves, by 

reading the reasons for the recall and the response of the 

person to be recalled, whether they wish to be a sicnatory to 

the petition. Nowhere in either 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 those reasons for recall on a somewhat factual 

basis. In addition, the petition signer has the opportunity 

to change his mind and remove his name from the petition before 

it is filed. 

A positive approach to recall has been taken by the 

California Legislature in two different ways. One is the pro­

vision for additional time for supplementary petitions VJhen 

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 

incu~bent or for the incumbent and against the nominee for 

the ballot to be declared valid. 

Although the recall of scnool trustees is not a diffici.llt 

procedure, it is time consuming and must, of necessity, be 

originated ·oy highly motivated electors. In the County of Kern 

in California there are over fifty separate school districts, 

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



recall elections held. The results of these elections are 

as follows: 

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

l mer:1ber of a 3-me:::ber board. He call 
successful. Size of district -­
enrollment 221, 1959-60 school year. 

1962: 2 members of a 3-member board. Recall not 
successful. Size of district -­
enroll~ent 222, 1961-62 school year. 

1970: 2 members of a 5-member board. Recall 
successful. Size of district -­
enrollment 1,512, 1970-71 school year. 

1971: 2 members of a 5-member board. Recall 
successful. Size of district -- 1 
enrollment 1,733, 1970-71 school year. 

It might be assum~d that the electorates of school-

district trustees have not been so dissatisfied with their 

trustees that they have been moved to call for a recall 
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during the trustees' term of office except in those infrequent 

occasions cited above. 

1unpublished documents, County of Kern, Su~erintendent 
of Schools office, 19?2. 



CHAP'rER 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 ;vas 

designed. This questionnaire (see Appendix) was mailed to 

all addresses of those voting in the election with a three 

weeks cut-off date. Return envelopes were addressed to 

two different post office boxes in order to obtain the 

greatest number of responses. 
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In. addition to multiple choice items there were two 

open-end questions to permit the respondents to add subjective 

comments. Six known leaders in the election were personally 

interviewed. 

The following analysis of the response ta~ulations 

develops the characteristics of the voters, sources of their 

information, bases of their vote, and their present attit~des 

toward the effects of the recall on the school and cor:u:unity. 
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' C.l.. • • 

I ... R.CI u-,·-:.-ARY I' .... • ' t..:..t.. • 

~ 
k'"JA''"' ·-• -v"!\"l'ARY .~u \ L. t.w:...;~. 

JuSHt:A EL~!\"l'ARY 

\cA:-;n:.. El.E}(E}."l'ARY 

~TOTAl. DISTRICT 
(:: ROUNDED) 

A 

TABLE I 

MOJAVE U:ilt"IED SCliOcn:. DISTRICT 

RESrONS£ TO QUESTIONNAIRE 

l B 

REGlS7ERED VOTERS I VOTED r:; ELECTIO:i 

'1'07AL " 
I X OF 

TOTAL !VOTERS 
REG;STERE9 

VOTERS , 

!i35 28 332 31 62 

~0:7 53 
! 

450 42 44 

I 
jQ6 16 I 245 23 80 

50 3l I 36 3l 72 I 
1906 100 j .. 063 100 56 

c 
I 

RESPO:;sES TO QUESTIO!';\AIRES 

I I I % OF TOTAL 
TOTAL i 7. RESPO~DED! Ot:ESTIO!'~AIRES 

I 
70 I 21 20 

200 44 56 

66 27 lS 

20 56 6 .. 

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) 1 and shows the extent of voter 

interest in this election. 

When the school district was divided into its component 

voter precincts, the per cent range of voters voting was from 

44 per cent in l"·:ojave Ele~entary to 80 per cent in the Joshua 

precinct. There appears to be little relationship between the 

per cent of people who responded to the question~aire and the 

per cent of vote~s 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) 
, 

r:1ight indicate intense suspicion of the questionnairf .. 

l . 
Unpublished do~uments Kern County Schools Office: l972 



TABLE II 

RESIDEliCE IN YEARS 

0 - 1 1 - 3 4 - 6 7 - 10 10+ TOTAL 
I 

PRECINCT TOTAL 1: TOTAL % TOTAL '· TOTAL ~ % TOTAL X TOTAL X 

T 
ULRICH EL~~ENTARY 1 1 27 39 13 119 16 123 13 18 70 100 

I 

HOJAVE ELEHENTARY 0 0 9 4.5 23 1L5 17 
I i 8.5 144 72 1!:13 96.5 
I 

I 
168 JOSHUA ELEME~7ARY 0 0 7 10.6 1 L~ 10 ! 15 45 63 95.4 

C~~TIL ELEMENTARY 0 0 1 5 4 !20 5 25 9 145 19 95 
I 

TOTAL 
113 114 (% Rounded) 1 .3 44 41 12 48 I 21!. 61 345 X 

In comparing the length of residence with the percentage 

of vote, we finci that in the l-iojave :21e~entary 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 

:i:":lementary precinct the greatG:st per cent of those voting 

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

If we compare all precincts on the ~asis of residence 

for ten or more yt;a:.::-s, we find t~at Joshua ( 68 per cent) and 

Mojave (72 per cent) coL~ain electors of long r8sidence, 

whe!.'eas Cantil (45 per 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 

mor-e years. 
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TABLE III 

AGE OF VOTER 

-.-
21 - 25 26 - 30 I 31 - 40 41..- TOTAL RI:SPO:;SES TOTAL % 

I 

i'ii.ECI:>CT TOT,\L % TOTAL 7. TOTAL I 4 TOTAL I ~~ 

I 

170 I ! 
~'Ll\ICII !i 7.1 3 4.3 13 j1S.6 49 70 I 100 

I 

I I 

~:0JAVE 8 4.0 4 2.1 I 23 112 157 ls1. 7 192 100 
; 

.;QSHUA 3 4.S 6 9.8 13 121.4 39 163.9 61 100 

I i 
CA.\-r'lt 0 0 0 0 0 0 19 \1CO 19 100 

I I 

AVERAGE '/. 16 4.0 13 4.1 49 113.0 264 178.9 332 

Voter age at the time of the election was tabulated to 

ascertain whether length of residence was related ~i:h the 

age of the voter. The table reveals that ~here is little 

comparison between voter age and length (>f r~sidence in the 

school district. Nineteen per·cent of Ulrich precin~t were 

residents of 10 or more years, while 70 P~'~ cent were over 

41 years of age; 72 per cent of the Hojave Elementar:/ prscinct 

were residents 10 or more years, while 82 pe.· cent were 41 

years of age or older. 

Hojave, Joshua, and Cantil are old settled precl ::;\-: t; . .vi th 

slow urban growth. The Ulrich area is less than 12 yca:s old, 

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. 



TABLE IV 

PROPERTY O~~ERSHlP 

?RECI:-;CT YES % NO ~ TOTAL RI::SPm:SES TOTAL li 

;;:.RICH ELE}lE~7ARY 58 82.8 12 17.1- 70 100 

"' 

~!OJAVE ELE!'!I::~TA.ltY 134 68.7 61 31.2 195 lOG 

JOSHUA ELE!':EK!ARY I 62 98.4 1 1.6 63 100 

CA.WlL ELEHE. ... !ARY 13 68.4 6 31.6 19 100 

TOTALS 267 . 76.9 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. 

11ore property owners than non-property ovmers voted 
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(77 per 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 residents 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 43 per cent 

were under 40 years of age (see Table 4). 

From this it can be inferred that property owners had a 

more direct and active interest in the composition of the 

school board than renters because of the ovmers' greater 

awareness of property taxes. 



TABU: \' 

SEX 

' MALE I FE~1ALE 

i'REcr:-;cr TOTAL z TOTAL i 
i 

% TOTA!. RESl'O~SE TOTAL % 

I 
::LRICH ELE~ 1!::\TARi' 32 45.7 38 I 51..3 70 100 I 

}:OJAVE ELE.'I E!<TARi' 83 42.6 111 1 57.2 194 100 

JOSHt;A EU.:~ !E:-;TARY ~6 41,,4 35 I 55.6 63 100 

; 

CA.'\TIL ELD :E~'fARi' E 1.2.1 ll 
I 

57.9 19 100 

As in the general population statistics, females 

slightly outnumbered males in the tabulation of Table 5. 

'l'here is no way of comparing sex with property nwnership 

since many respondents have joint ownership with their 

spouses, as indicated by two questionnaires being sent to 

the same address to two voters with the same surname. 

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. 

20 



TAHJ.I:: VI 

in District 

ll 

Ono or Here Previously 
Attendod School 1n District 
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Or.o or l·:orc in J..ttendance II I 
--------H--- ·----------~---~·---·-

-:-·:-::-:-':-L'-'_:M_::. ... --rA-R~Yf---~--~~ ::1 ::- 7: ~·-H--YES-6---ilf--20-~-7---+-: --7-9~~3-
!I 

r' 74 37 126 67 }!OJAVE ELE!-:E:\TARY ss I 27 ·' lhS 72.:;) -
--------~----~--~----~---~---4Jr--~------~----r---

Josnt;A I::LE!-:El(TARY ___ 32_-+~~- hB .5 ~_j__:_Sl_._:_S ---ljf---l+--1-9 __ 41 __ 28_._8-+-4-7 __ -t~--7_1._2_ 
CANTIL ELE!-!ENTARY 2 . 10 l 1~- _90-----il'------"-----0--_... __ o_-L-_20 _ _._1_00 __ _ 

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) to 77 per cent (Joshua Precinct) 

with the average being approximately 48 per cent. This 

reveals that half of the voters participating in the recall 

election had a direct connection with the district through 

their children. Comparison of Tables 5, 6, and 7 indicates 

that being a p~operty owner had more influence on the vote 

than being a parent of a district pupil. 
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TABLE VII 

ATTEND~\C~ l~ DISTRICT SCHOOLS 

I Previously Another .;.c.,lt I Have Never No One In My l 
Attended H.U.S.D Member Of Xy Attended X.U.S.D Family Has 

Family Attended Attended M.U.S.D 

I 
I 

l'R.ECI!\CT 'l'OTAL ;o; TOTAL I % TOTAL ~ TOTAL : TOTAL % 

I."'LRICH l 5 s.s 9 l:o.6 39 45.9 I 32. 37.6 85 100 I I 

XOJAVE I 2.2. 11.1 62. !. .. 71 J5.9 43 2.1. 7 198 ! 100 I I J_i.j 
\ I I 

I 
I 

l1oo JOSHUA 14 2.1.2 13 119.7 30 45.5 9 13.6 66 
! i 
j 

!100 
I 

CA..'.:TIL 0 0 5 127.8 9 50 4 2.2.2 18 

To define further the characteristics of our sample, we 

questioned whether the voter had personal direct relatio!lship 

with the school district ether than children attending or 

having attendedu This table reveals that although almost half 

of the respondents' children were connected with the district, 

the vast ~ajority of respondents (approximately 70 per 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 owners who 

had never had a ~ember of their fa~ily in attendance in the 

school district. 
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TABLE VIII 

~~LOY}ffiNT IN SCHOOL DISTRICT 

YES 1 !~0 •·roTA!. RESPONSES PER CE!;T 

?RECI~CT TOTAL \ 
., I TOTAL I r. '· 

I 
ULRICH 11 42.3 I 15 5i.7 26 100 

I 

~:OJ AVE 64 33.7 126 66.3 190 100 

JCSHUA 19 31.7 I 41 68.3 60 100 

CA..\'TIL 3 16 16 84 19 I 
100 

* Not All Respondents Anawered This Question. 

Tables 6 and 7 indicate that approximately 70 per cent of 

the respondents had never had a member of the frunily in attendance 

in district schools and led to a preliffiinary conclusion that the 

~ajority 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 talf of the respondents to 

this ite~ had one or more members of their family employed by 

the school district. Nearly one-third of the Mojave precinct 

respondents (31 per cent) had one or more members of their 

family employed by the district. 

Thirty-one per cent of all respondents to the item in the 

district had one or more members of their family employed by 

the district. This ranged from 42 per cent in i•J.ojave precinct 

to 16 per cent in Cantil. 
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TAllLE IX 

P.T.A. OR I'.T.O. ATTENDANCE 

I l AI ... "!O . .:ff 
;-;I,VE!\ Sm!ETl}',i.S E',"EHY TJ<Ifo: ALl. TliE nm: 

l 
_ ___;_c:.:.:..:..:;:;;._--t-___o=-----r--·--::-::--J---t--'-·-· 

l'l{I::Cl:-ICT TOTAL • TOTAL I % TOTAL I 7. TOTAL % 

ULRICH 42 57.i l 
23 ! 31.5 6 8.2 2 2.7 73 100 

133 7:!..1 44 ! 23.5 10 5.4 0 0 187 100 

JOSHUA 

! 

20 I 36.4 55 100 20 2 3.6 22 40 11 
I 

CA.'\TIL 14 82.4 1 J 65.9 2 11.7 0 0 17 100 

The per cent of the voting population who attend meetings 

of government agencies and quasi-governmental organizations is 

generally low. Table 9 reflects this trend in school ?.T.A. 

and P.T.O. attendance.* 

An average of 36 per cent of the respondents to this item 

indicated that they had attended some meetings of their school 

P.T.A. or P.T.O. in 1970. The greatest portion of this group 

(30.5 per cent) were 11 som.etimes 11 attendants and only 5.5 per 

cent attended all or al~ost all of their school organization's 

meetings. No one voting in the Hojave and Cantil precincts was 

a constant attendant. 

The majority of the respondents to this item had not 

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

*The Mojave 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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TAilLE X 

TRUSTEE MEETING ATTENDANCE 

ALHOST l NEVER SO}!ETIHES EVERY TIHE ALL TilE TIME RESPONSES 

Ps.ECit>;CT TOTAL % TOTAL % TOTAL i( TOTAL % TOTAL % 

ULRICH 30 47.6 32 50.8 l 1.6 0 0 63 100 

};OJ AVE 128 65 63 i 32 2 1 4 2 197 100 

JOSHUA 26 40 32 \ 49.2 7 10.8 0 0 65 100 

CA .. '\TIL 18 94.7 1 5.3 0 0 0 0 19 100 

The sruae situation is apparent in response to the question 

11My attendance at the Hojave Unified School District Board of 

Trustees meetings during 1970 was? 11 

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 mee·tings went "sometimes" 

(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. 
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TABLE Xl 

VOTER RECOG:>ITION 

MODr:?.ATELY 
?!\F:CINCT NOT AT ALL SLIGHTLY \·~E~L l'=:l.!. PERS01if,LL 'i 

TOTAL :4 TOTAL ., TOT;..:. l ,, TOTAL ' % TOTAL z TOTAL % '" L"!..RtCH C:LENE~;r..:.RY 

l. BLANCHARD 30 42.9 7.6 37.1 7 I 10 2 2.9 5 7.1 70 100 -
~· ~1F.A~\!i 32 45 25 35 6 8 I 2 2 6 8 71 100 

I I 
I 

~:CJAVE ELE~1El\'TARY 

l. BLA..'\CHARD 16 8 56 29 35 18 42 ! 22 lili 
23 193 100 

~ 
~!EA..'\5 14 7 63 34 41 22 30 i 16 I 21 187 100 ... 

~9 I 

JOSHtiA ELEHENTARY i I 

l. B~-'INCHARD 3 4 27 40 ll 16 9 \13 1A 27 68 100 
I 

2. MEANS 2 3 I 26 43 14 23 5 I 8 14 23 61 100 I 

I 
~\'TIL ELEMENTA..~Y I 
.... BLANCHARD 5 28 5 28 4 22 1 5 3 17 18· 100 
2. ~1EA..._S 3 20 5 33 :! 14 0 I 7 5 33 15 100 

A preponderance of the respondents had never attended 

P.T.A., P.T.O., or school-board meetings (see Tables 9 and 10) 

but had so.me knowledge of the trustees up for recall though this 

varied greatly from precinct to precinct. Seventy-nine per cent 

of 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 precinct in 

tneir 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 4 per cent and 3 per cent of the Joshua 

precinct did not know either of the men. 

Of those who knew the trustees, an 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 did less than 10 per cent of 

the respondents personally know both trustees. 

27 
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TABLE Xll 

FlRST Rr:CALL t\'i-1AREXESS 

WORD OF I }!QUTH NEWSi:'AP!'R RADIO TELEVISIO:\ RESPONSES 
I 

I I I TOTAL l'RECl~CT TOTAL ., TOTAL i; TOTAL X % TOTAL % " 

t:LRICd 55 67 27 l 33 I 0 0+0 0 82 100 I 

}!OJ AVE 140 65 I 66 31 7 I 3 2 1 215 100 

JOSH\.: A 60 72 20 24 3 4 0 0 83 100 

CANTIL 12 55 10 45 0 0 0 0 22 100 

Word of mouth was the most effact:i.ve method of getting 

tne issues to the people. 

This item was designed to ascert.;\in 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 

of this pending election had little 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 out with some 

news early in the recall movement and reached 33 per cent of 

the rest of the respondents. First knowledge of the racall 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 Hojave precinct did respondents 

(1 per cent) get first knowledge of the recall election from 

television. This is partly due to limited reception in the 
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district from the Bah:ersfield television stations whi.ch 

carried news of the recall movement. 

Sor.1e respondents ansv:0red this qu~stion in more than 

one category as there were 76 more r~sponses than respondents 

to this item. ~hese respo:Hlents might have first become aware 

of the recall in two or more ways on the same day and in the 

two-year time lapse could not decide which source was the first. 
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TABLE XIII 

COXTINUING REC.\Ll. AWARENESS 

RADIO \ T.V. I P.T.A. p. '!.c. 

30 

PE'i'ITION 
AHENDING! 

CARRIER 
BOAiW I 

m:Ern;cs i 

PRECINCT 1TOTAL TOTALI); \ TOTALI 
I I i 

1: ~TOTAL :t T07Al. 7. 7. ITOTALI {. TOT ALi i: TOTAL i: TOTAL {. 

' 
I I I l I 201 1 100 

I 
ULRIC!! 55 27 54 27 10 I 5 0 o I 8 1 4 12 ! 7 43 21 19 <j 

. 21 
I 

1 j . 21 }l0JAVE 166 34 162 33 36 7 1 3 I 6 92 19 31 6 492 100 
I 

I 16 
1

10 I I 
o I o 

I 
o\ JOSHUA 

I 

1so 1 100 51 34 55 37 0 O! u! 9 6 19 13 
I I • 

' I I I 

CA.-;TIL 7 25 13 45 1 4 o I o l 1 4 I 4 14 1 41 28 100 1 l 4 

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 11 

and "word of mouth. 11 

The media and meetings (?.T.A., P.T.O., and Trustee) gave 

additional information to the respondents. From the 356 

respondents, 871 res~onses were given this item shows the 

relative impact on the respondents from tha several sources 

of information. In obtaining further information 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.O., or attendance at school-trustee meetinzs had less 

impact than from face-to-face contact, or media coverage for 

further information from these sources averaged only 5 per cent 

with one precinct reporting zero and an avera;e of 8 per cent 

of the responders having attended at board ~eetings. 

Information derived from P.T.A., P.T.O., or attendance at 

school-trustee meetings had less information "'::han fron: face­

to-face contact.s or media coverage. Respondents reporting 

information derived from meetings averaged only 5 per cent wit:O 

one precinct reporting zero and an average of 8 per cent of the 

responders having attended board meetings. Attendance at P.T.A., 

P.T.O. meetings provided further information to 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 from the newspaper, while radio was a source of 

further information to an average of 6.5 per cent of the 

respondents, and television to only .002 per cent. 



32 

TABLE XIV 

I'RHi.\RY INFOl\}:ATIUN SOURCE 

I 
WORD OF I }lOUTH ~EHSI'Al'ER RADIO TELE'.' IS rr,!; kES!'Ol<SES 

i 

i ?R.ECI:\CT i TOTAL ., TOTAL % TOTAL i: TOTAL ;: TOT/,L 7. ,. 

l 
I 

l:LRICH 43 50 39 45 4 5 0 0 !i6 100 

I I 
~:OJ AVE I 142 55 109 42 7 3 0 ! 0 258 100 I I 

I I JOSHUA j 43 53 32 40 6 7 0 0 81 100 I 

I 

I 
I 

CA.'\TIL I 14 56 11 44 0 0 0 0 25 100 

The 356 respondents to the questionnaire checked the 

above-listed item 450 times indicating their belief that most 

of their information concerning the election ca~e from more 

than one source. 

In appraising major infor~ation sources the respondents 

revealed that radio and television played ~ minor role. None 

of the respondents from Cantil and an average of only 4 per cent 

from other three precincts got most of their information from 

the radio. Host information throughout the c~paign was derived 

from personal contact (53 per cent). Newspapers informed an 

average of 37 per cent of the respondents. 

Information deriv0d from personal contact expressed in the .. 
answers to the two open-and questions on the questionnaire seemed 

to indicate that more respondent weight was given to personality 

factors and less to the facts at issue. 
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TABLE XV 

DECISION INFLUENCE5 

1\0RD OF 
HOUTH NEWSPAPER RADIO TELEVISIO::> RESPO:\SES 

i 
; 

PRECINCT TOTAL 4 TOTAL i. TOTAL 
., TOTAL 4 TOTAL r. '· ' 

I \ 

ULRICH 38 I 50 36 47 2 3 0 0 76 l 100 

1 i 
I 

}!OJ AVE 122 60 74 39 3 1 0 0 199 ! 100 

JOSH'!JA 39 52.7 32 43.2 3 4.1 0 0 74 

,. 
100 

CA.'\TlL 12 48 13 52 0 0 0 0 25 I 100 

Not only did the majority of the respondents derive 

their information from personal contact, followed by newspapers 

(see preceding Tables 12, 13, and 14), but these same sources 

were corres~ondingly influential in the decision-making process. 

Only eighteen respondents to this ite~ checked more than 

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

respondents were able to pinpoint the source that most influ-

enced their vote. "Word of Nouth11 was the most influential as 

indicated by 53 per cent of the voters, closely followed by 

newspapers with 45 per cent • 

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

by television. 
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TABLE XVI 

PARTICIPATIO:; n: RECALL 

-
! 

-r---····-

I 
~ ORGA.'\I ZER PETITION i PETITION I !'ROPO~ENT) CARRIER I SIGNER \"t/l'i:ol. NON-VOTF.R 

I 
I 

I ! ' I 
\ 

I ' PRECI!iCTi TOTAL 
., :'OTAL I 7. ! TOTAL 7. j TOTAL % TOTAL 7. TOTAL % ,, 

I I 

I I i I 
I 

ULRICH I 2 2.2 4 I 4.3 I 20 22 59 65 6 6.5 91 100 
! 

I ! 3 

i 

I 
: 

}!OJ AVE 1 . 5 6 ! 15 7 169 84 11 s.s 202 100 

I 
i I JOSHUA 0 0 1 1 I 13 1& 59 81 0 0 73 100 

I ! 

CA,'\TIL l 0 

f 

I 
i 

0 0 0 I 
2 10 17 85 j 1 5 20 100 

To ascertain voters' roles in the recall campaign the 

question "Hy role in the recall was (check the most active) 11 

was asked. 

Seventy people ansv1ered the questionnaire from Ulrich 

precinct and made 91 responses to this item. Seven more 

responses than respondents were noted in Joshua precinct, two 

more in l1ojave, 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 multiple roles. 

The only role of the vast majority of thG 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-half per cent of the registered voters 

cast ballots in the recall election (Table l, page 16). This 
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indicates that more voters than non-voters responded to the 

questionnaire. 
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Of the 20 Can~il respondents, only 2, or 10 per cent, 

participated in the recall orga~ization in addition to voting. 

Their second role was restricted to signing a petition. 

Eighty-four per cent of the respondents in Mojave precinct 

voted in the recall, though only 11 per cent participated in 

the recall movement as an active proponent, petition carrier, 

or petition signer. Eighty-one per cent in Joshua voted wit~ 

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 percentage participation 

in the recall movement and the lowest respondent percentage 

voting; 22 per cent were peti.tion signers, 4 per cent petition 

carriers, and 2 per cent organizers (proponents). 



7A3LS XVII 

TH'.E OF DECISION 

I I I EARLY HIDDLE I LATE AT THE POLL RESPO:-<SES 
! 
! 
' PRECINCT TOTAL 7. TOTAL :r. 'iCTAL % ! TOTAL '· TOTAL % 

I 
; 
! I l.:LRICH 41 64 10 15.6 ::.2 18.8 i l 1.6 64 I 100 
I 
I 

~:OJ AVE 127 71 26 14 24 13 i 2 2 179 100 I 
! 

JOSHUA 46 74 10 16 6 10 i 0 0 62 100 ! 

I 
CAl\TlL 3 17 5 i 28 s 44 I 2 11 18 100 

I 

The highest proportion (57 per cent) of respondents 

nade up their mind as a voter early in the campaign. 

Eighteen per cent made their decision in the middle of the 

campaign; 22 per cent late in the campaign) and only 4 per 

cent at the poles. 
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TABLE XVlll 

THE VO.:E 

I FOR RECALL AG,\rl\ST RECALL DID :;o: VOTE m:spo:;st:s 

i 1 
PRECINCT TOTAL l 7. TOTAL 7. TOTAL 1 i; TOTAL ~ % 

l I 
' : 

ULRICH 50 I 71,4 12 17.1 8 11.?. 70 i 100 

I 
}:OJ AVE 1.1 I 21 l49 76 7 3 197 I 100 I 

~I I _I JOSB.t.:A 17 26.2 46 70.8 1 0 65 100 

CA..'iTIL 7 l 37 7 37 5 26 19 I 100 l 
I ' I 

T0TA'L I I I hO so.2 llO.l I ___ .. ···-·-J...V?.:RJ,GR I 

- ·- . ··- '-· .. --- ... - . -· - .. -·-·-

* 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 votes 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 per cent) and 147 (60 per 

cent) no. 

It is interesting to point out that in the responses to 

the questionnaire, 71 per cent v1ere for the recall in the 

Ulrich precinct, whereas the average of 73.4 per cent of the 

respor..dents of the combined i'iojave and Joshua precincts were 

against the recall. The Cantil respondents were divided 

equally between proponents and opponents. 

Although the majority of Mojave and Joshua respondents 

voted against the recall, a sufficient number of voters in 

these precincts voted for the recall to combin8 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 vote pattern of the district 

for this election. 

Personal interviews with leaders of the recall ~ovement 

informed the interviewer that they personally discouraged the 

return of the questionnaire by many in the Ulrich precinct. 

If the return of this precinct had been in proportion to the 

other precinc~s this table would closely follow the actual 

vote of the recall election of 1970, as the minimal response 

received seems to indicate this trend. 

~-
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TABLE XIX 

PRESE~"T ATii:TUDE 

SA!'!E VOTE REVERSE VOTE NOT VOTE RESPONSES 

-
l l 

PRECINCT TOTAL k TOTAL i k TOTAL i. TOTAL % 
' 

t:LRICH 60 88 I 0 0 a 12 68 100 
. -

}:OJ AVE 178 96.2 i .l. I .6 6 3.2 185 100 
-

I 
JOSHUA 61 98.4 0 i 0 1 1.6 62 100 

CA.'\ TIL 16 I so l I 5 3 15 20 100 
-

The respondents have overwhelmingly 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 questions 21 and 22 of the questionnaire 

(see Appendix, page 64) further substa~tiate this finding. 

Respondents voted for the recall because they believed the 

trustees were 11 not qualified.," 11 were hostile,'' llpoli tical," 

and 11 prejud.iced. 11 A smaller number of respondents to this 

item voted for the recall to give California City (the Ulrich 

precinct) a "greater representation." 

Questions 21 and 22 also point out those ·who voted 

against the recall commented that the men up for recall were 

"fine representatives," "well qualified for the positions," 

that they wr::re "victims of political power grabs,n "prejudiced 

people, 11 and 11 an unfair campaign. 11 
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Additional reasons for voting against the recall were 

"the present board was best for the district," "electors 

did not believe in recall elections," "felt it was a waste 

of tru.:payers• money," and wanted to "eliminate politics" in 
school elections. 
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TA!lLE XX 

l::VALUA740:; OF RECALL 

BE!\EFITED HURT NO Dll:.FERENCE :u:spm;sEs 

PRECl~Ct TOTAL ~ TOTAL I % TOTAL % TOTAL i:: 

\;Li'-ICll 35 61 I 12 19 13 20 63 lOG 

~:OJA\'E 27 14 \ 136 73 26 13 189 100 

JOSElJA 12 20 45 I 75 3 5 60 100 

CJ...';T:L 6 40 6 40 3 20 15 100 

Sixty-one per cent of the Ulrich precinct respondents 

believe that the results of the recall benefited the dist~ict, 

while 74 !Jer cent of the Hojave and Joshua. respondents feel 

it did not. Cantil respondents were evenly divided. 

This distribution of feelings two years after the recall 

closely app~oximates the dist~ibution of the vote. 



ANALYSIS OF THE SURVEY 

An assumption was made by the author that the recall 

election of December 8, 1970, polarized the Mojave Unified 

School District and that polarization has had a co~tinuing 

ef~·ect on the school and community. 
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One of the major findings of this survey is that most of 

the ca>npaign was conducted by word of mouth. The method of 

co~unicating the reasons for or against the election was very 

effective. People talked to people and then made their voting 

decisions early in the campaign. Apparently, later discussion, 

the newspaper, radio and television had less influence on 

voter decisions. 

P.T.A., P.T.O., and attendar-ce at school-board meetings 

was so minimal that these, too, had little influence on the 

vote. 

Door-to-door communication by v;omen brought u:ore women 

than men to the polls. The effectiveness of this type of 

caw:paign and the issues themselves were of great concern to 

the electors as more electors turned out to vote in this recall 

election than had in previous school elections. 

E.ost of those who voted were middle-aged or older. Ulrich 

precinct in California City (see Map No. l, page 50) did not 

co:c.forl'll to the commonly held idea that newly developed areas 

have younger voters. It did, how0ver, nave the largest per­

centage of respondents w~ose relatives were employed by tile 

scnool district. 
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Those middle-aged or older voters were also property 

owners. One inference ~ight be that property owners have a 

~ore direct interest in the co~position of the school board than 

do renters as some respondents indicated that their vote was 

intended as a means of sho·::ing that they wished to caintain the 

present tax rate. 

The vote tabulation sho\'Jed that Ulrich p:t ... ecinct had a 

very lar6e vote in favor of the recall. The Ulrich voters 

said that they needed more representation on the school ooard 

so that the board would recognize their needs in California 

City. 

M.oJ· a.ve and Joshua precincts (see l>~a·o No. 1 -oaGre 50) 
.... ' - o.....J 

in the old established town of Mojave voted strongly against 

t~e recall. These voters felt that their school board was 

composed of fine representatives wit~ a good businesslike 

approach to education. They indicated by their vote and 

their cor.:::ents that they were satisfied with their board 1 s 

operation of the district and did not want furtier expansion 

of school facilities in California City. 

Although Zojave and Joshua voted overwhelr;:ingly in 

opposition to the recall, the ~inority votes of those two 

precincts combined with those of Ulrich precinct in Cali:'ornia 

City swung the election in favor of the recall. 

Cantil, a small precinct on the fringe of t~e district 

(see Map l, page 50), was almost evenly divided on the recall 

a:.r..d as a consequence had little intpact on the tctal vote. 



One conclusion seems apparent throughout the respo~ses 

to the questionnaire. Provincialism played a larc~ a~d 

C.e:~la:J.dins role in the recall. 'I'he old.e:::- tovm':: residol1ts 

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

~ore representation with its resulting possibility for 

capital improvement and new building in their com~unity. 

Comnonts to the questionnaire reflected feelinss of disen-

franchise~ent by the residents of Califo:::-nia City. 

Although this survey was :nade more than t'.'/O years after 

the recall election the polarization of the cor~~unity has 

not abated. Not one of the respondents would be willing to 

change his vote if the election were held today. The highly 

charged reasons given for the respondents' votes still deter-

~ine their positions. 

In Ulrich precinct suspicion of any inquiry concerning 

the recall election was so strong that r.1any active participants 

in the recall movement did not return the questionnaire and 

.:prevailed upon others to do likewise. 

This lasting effect is so apparent that the present call 

for a bond election, designed to fulfill the felt needs of the 

California City co~~unity, is evidencing the polarity and 

differences with the same intensity. 



CHAPTER V 45 

Voter Characteristics 

Hap No. 1 

District Profile 

The Xojave 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 prinarily residents of 

ten or ~ore years (61 per cent) with the remainder eQually 

divided in resident year classifications. Eighty per cent of 

the respondents were over 41 years of age with the next largest 

age group between 31 to 40 (13 per cent). The vast majority 

of respondents were property owners (76 per cent) and slightly 

r.1ore 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 attended district schools the~selves 

and approximately one-third of the respondents had anot!1sr 

adult member of the family in attendance sorneti~'le. Two-thirds 

of the respondents were not employed by the school district. 

Ulrich ?recinct Profile 

Ulrich precinct was tne secor~d largest in the l-':ojave 

Unified School District with 535 registered voters of which 

62 per cent cast their ballot in the 1970 recall electio~. 

Twenty per cent responded to the questionnaire. This represents 

21 per cent of the total respondents. The larsest single group 

of respondents were residents of one to three years in the 
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Joshua Precinct: 

Joshua Precinct, the second smallest in nu:::.bcr of registered 

voters (306), had the large:st percenta..;e voting in 1970 (80 per 

cent) and was the second smallest in percentage of return ques­

tionnaires (19 per cent); Joshua precinct represents 27 per cent 

of the total questionnaires. Two-thirds of the respondents had 

lived in the precinct 10 or more years with the rest of the 

residents equally divided among lesser number of resident years. 

The graph discloses that almost two-thirds of the respond­

ents were 41 years of age or older with one-fifth between ages 

31 to 40 and one-tenth from 26 to 30 years of age. Ninety-eight 

per cent were property owners in 1970 a."ld slightly more than half 

(56 per cent) of the respondents were female. One-half of the 

respondents had one or more children in attendance in the district 

prior to 1970. 

An e~ual numoer of the respondents (approxi~ately 20 per 

cent) had either personally attended scnool in the district or 

had another adult ~ember of their family attend district schools. 

Sixty pe~ cent had never attended nor had a me~oer of tLeir 

family attended school in the district. One-third of t~e 

~espondents were e::nployed by the school district. 

Cantil Precinct: 

Cantil, the s~allcst precinct with~n the district with 

50 registered voters, had the second largest percentage of 

qualified voters voting in the 1970 election and the largest 

:per cent (56 per cent) questionnaire returns which represents 
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district (39 per cent). The othGr new groups were about evenly 

distributed. Two-thirds of the rGspondents were 41 years of 

age or over and property ownership shows over threG-fourths 

owned their own hor:1es in 1970. Slightly more women than men 

in this precinct responded to the questionnaire. One-fourth 

of the respondents 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 Y;i.ember ·who previously attended district schools. 

Almost half of the respondents were employed by the school 

district. 

Hojave Precinct: 

r.Iojave is t!le largest precinct in the number of registered 

voters vath 1,017. It is the largest in per cent of responses 

to the questionnaire (56 per cent) and represents 44 per ~ent 

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

dents have lived in the school district 10 or more years. One­

fourth have lived in the district 4-6 years with the re~ainder 

fairly evenly divided. Eighty per cent of the respondents were 

41 years of age or older, one-third weJ.'e 31 to 40 years of age 

\'/i th the remaining ten per cent under 31 years old. 'I"uo-thirds 

of the rGsidents were property owners and over half of those 

responding were fer:1ales. 

Alnost three-fourths of respondents had no children in 

previous attendance. Forty-one per cent of the respondents in 

this precinct either perso~ally attended or a me~ber of their 

family personally attended the Nojave Unified School District. 

One-third of respondents were employed by the school district. 
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6 per cent of the total questionnaires. Forty-five per cent of 

the residents lived in the district 10 or more years and all 

. , • 41 f responQen~s were years o age or older. Two-thirds of the 

respondents were property owners and slightly ~ore than half 

(58 per cent) were women. Ninety per cent of t~e Cantil 

respondents had no children in attendance within the district 

and all (100 per cent). had none of their children in previous 

attendance in the district. 

No respondents had previously attended district schools 

but one-fourth 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. 

Sum::1ary 

Although there is some similarity of profiles among the 

precincts this 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 responder:.ts were 41 years of age 

or older, whereas the other precincts, though naving a l)repon-

derance of older voters had respondent representation from all 

age groups. 

Joshua precinct stanQs out as havin6 the largest per cent 

of home owners. Joshua precinct also had tho largest perc~ntage 

of children atte~ding district sc~ools closely followed by 

~ojave p~ecinct while Ulrich precinct had the lowest nu~ber of 

adults havinG attended the district schools. 



Ulrich had the highest per cent of c~~~oyment in the 

school district while Cantil had the lowest. 
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Participation a~d Infor~ati0n Characteristics 

District Profile 

The majority of the district respondents (64 per cent) 

never attended any P.T •. u •• or P.T.O. r.:1eetings. Hojave precinct 

had the lowest per cent of respondents who attended those 

meetings (23 per cent). ~pproxi~ately 6 per cent respondent 

residents neve:- attended school-board meetings. Again l,~ojave 

precinct represents the g:-eatest proportion of those who had 

been to a board meeting (32 per cent). 

The two recalled candidates were at least slightly known 

by the oajority of the voter respondents. Approximately 

one-fourth of the respondents knew Hr. Blanchard well and per­

sonally. One-fifth of the respondents knew l-lr. Ivieans as well. 

Two-thirds of the respondents in the total district 

received their first infor::ation about the recall by word-of­

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

The largest per cen~ of active participation in the recall 

by the respondents was the act of voting06 per cent). The 

second active participatio~ was as petition si~ner (14 per cent). 

Ulrich Profile: 

The profile indicates 58 per cent out of a total of 73 

respondents to the questionnaire never attended a ?.T.A. or 

P.T.O. Geeting with approximately 31 per ce~t having attended 

so~etioes. Forty-seven per cent of the responden~s only 

occasione~ly attended a scnool-board meeti~g. Forty-four 
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Joshua ?rofile: 

r.r:ae Joshua precinct profile shows 40 :per cent :1.:...d never 

attended ?.T.A. nor P.T.O. meetings, while 36 per cent 

attended occasio~ally. 

Trustee ~eating attendance shows 40 per cent of those 

respondents never attended meetings, 49 per cent attended 

sometimes, and ll per cent attended almost every ti~e. 

Voter recognition of the two recalled candidates siows 

about 3 per cent did not know them at all, about 42 per cent 

knew them sligntly, and about 25 per cent knew each c~~didate 

personally. 

The first recall awareness in the Joshua precinct ~sas 

from word-of-mouth (72 per cent) followed by newspaper (24 per 

cent). T:C.ese two :neans continued to be the primary sou::-ce of 

inforr!lation. 

The respondents indicated that the participation in the 

recall was by voting (81 per cent) with 18 per cent of the 

Joshua precinct respondents were petiti.on signers. 

Cantil Profile: 

T::1e Cantil profile indicates that about 82 per cent of 

. d . ' , t . . , ~ r.· • :J r.1 0 . . tne respon en~s naa never a ~enaea a ~.r.A. or :.1. ~ mae~1ng 

in 1970. Tw~lve per cent attended al~ost all tte time • 

..i'-t '-endanc e at tr11.stee rr:eetings was al:;1o.st never Y!i th 95 per 

cent never having attended a school-board l~eeting. 

Voter recognition of the two r~called candidates i~dicates 

that aoout 24 per cent of the Cant1l respo~dents did not know 
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per cent of the respondents did not know the two recalled 

ea...-·1didates at all \'lhile approxir::ately 36 per cent l..:new thea 

sll.t£htly. Seven per cent of the responde;.1.ts knew I·lr. 31G"mchard 

and Mr. Means well, and personallye 

The first recall awareness was received largely by word 

of uouth (67 per cent) followed by the ~ewspaper with 33 per 

cente This continued to be the main source of infor~ation. 

•J:he largest participation in the recall by the respond•~nts 

was the act of voting (65 per cent) followed by petition 

signers (22 per cent). 

l•:ojave precinct: 

Hojave precinct profile shows approximately 70 per cent 

of the respondents never attendeu P.T.A. or ?.T.O. meetings, 

while approximately 23 per cent attended infrequently. 

Trustee meeting attendance indicates that approximately 

65 per cent of the respondents never attended a trustee 

meeting while 32 per cent attended occasionr.lly. 

Voter recognitio~ of the two recalled me~bers shows that 

8 ~?er cent did not know them at all, while about 31 per cent 

knew them slightly, and 20 per cent knew them moderately well, 

ar..d 21 per cent kne\'J' both ;:1er~ well and personally .. 

The first recall awareness indicates that word-of-mouth 

was the first infor~ation for 65 per cent of respondents 

followed by the newspaper with 31 per cent. These two moans 

cc::1tinued to be t:r.e primary source of information. 



the~. Thirty per cent knew the~ slightly and 25 per cent ~new 

them personally. 

The first recall awareness in Cantil precinct was via 

wo~d-of-mouth (55 per cent), followed by 45 par cent fro~ ~he 

ne~spaper. This awareness was continued larsely by infor=ation 

derived from newspapers (45 per cent), 

t~~ng second place (25 per cent). 

The respondents, when asked the final question in t~~s 

sequence, indicated that overall their primary source of 

inforn:ation was almost equally divided between word-of-moutn 

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

two sources were primary in influencing their final decision 

(45 per cent) word of mouth, (52 per cent) newspaper. 

Eighty-five per cent of the respondents indicated their 

sole role in the recall was tnat of voter while 10 per ce~t 

were petition signers. 

Sumffiary 

Ulrich and Joshua precincts had more attendance at 

trustee meetings than the other two prec::..r~cts. 

Cantil and Joshua precincts participated to a greater 

degree in ?.T.A. and P.T.O. activities. Joshua responden:s, 

along with Ulrich, had mora attendance at school-trustee 

Ulrich respondents led the precincts in lack of kno~ledge 

of the :cecalled trustees, while Joshua respondents had tte 

largest personal knowledge. 

I 
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All precinct profiles indicated two main sources of 

infornation. One source, word-of-~outh, contin~ed to b8 the 

:primary influence in all but Cantil precinct whert.: the news­

paper took precedence. 

In all precincts the iliajor participation by the respondents 

was that of voter but Ulrich precinct led in the per cent of 

petiti.)n signers and petition carriers. Joshua was second in 

petition signers and Mojave precinct in petition carriers. 
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Voter Decisions and Judgments 

Hap No .. 3 

District Profile: 

Most respondents received most of their infor~ation 

via word-of-mouth (see Map 3). They apparently used this 

information in forming an early decision as to their vote 

(56 per cent). By the middle of the campaign three-fourths 

of all respondents had formed their opinion as to how they 

would vote. 

57 

The ~ajority of the respondents voted against the recall 

(50 per cer4t). 'ren per 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. 

Although the respondents would cast the same vote as 

two years p~eviously, approximately 34 per cent said the 

recall was of benefit to the school district, 52 per cent 

felt it hurt the district and 14 per cent said it :!lade no 

difference. 

Ulrich profile: 

Ulrich precinct respondents (64 per cent) made up their 

!nincis as a votE:r early in tile campaign. Seventy-two per cent 

of th~ respondents voted for the recall and 88 per cent would 

vote the sar:-::~ 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 cent felt it 

did not, and 20 per cent thought it ~ade no difference. 



i··:Lojave profile: 

Mojave precinct respondents (71 per cent) made up their 

minds as a voter early in the car."!paign. Twenty-one per cent 

vcted for the recall and 96 per cent v:ould vote the same v1ay 

if the election were to be held today. 

Fourteen per cent of the respondents in this precinct 

felt that the recall benefited and 73 per cent felt it hurt 

the school district, while 13 per cent said it made no 
difference. 

Joshua :profile: 

Seventy-four per cent of the Joshua respondenta made up 

their minds as a voter early i:;:]. the campaign. Twenty-six per 

cent voted for the recall and 99 :per cent would vote the same 

way if the election were held. today. Twenty per cent o:: the 

respondents in this precinct felt taat tae recall benefited 

and 75 :per cent fblt it hurt the district. 

Cantil profile: 

Seventeen per cent of the respondents of Cantil made 
up their m:Lnds as a voter early in the camnai r.n 28 per cent - 0 , 

in th.e middle, 44 per cent late in the car.:paie;n, anci 11 per 
cent at the poll. 

Forty per cent voted for the recall and 50 per cent 
against. 

. . 

. " . . ·. : 
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If the Alection ~ere to be ~old today, ]O per cent wo~ld 

vote the sa:::e: way. Forty per cent of Cantil res:9onder.ts :fe:l t 

that t:::.e recall either benefited or hurt the school district 

while 20 per cent said it ~ada no difference. 

Summary 

In mru~ing their voting decisions three precincts made U? 

their rainds early in the campaie;n. Cantil did not, as the 

graph shows similar divisions between time periods. 

Hojave and Joshua precincts respondents voted strongly 

against the recall while Ulrich respondents voted for it, a."'l.d 

C J.. "l 1". .._, t an~..l. sp l -c :,ne vo e. 

All profiles indicate that if the recall were held today 

the vote would be the same. 

Hojave and C"oshua profiles indicate that the electi.on 

hurt the school district while Ulrich precinct respondents 

had. the opposite view, and Cantil was divided. 
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CriA?'I·E.H VI 

co:.:CLU SIONS A~.:D ::<Ecm:;,-:ENDATIONS 

These conclusio~J.s aY:d recorr:.:endations are based. on the 

study of one school ~istrict witi the belief that these same 

findings would be applicable to a":J.y other school district 

with similar problems. 

Conclusions: 

l. A one-to-one :pe~sonal a?proach :persuaded the 
electorate befo~e all facts were on the table. 

2. Newspaper factual articles had little early 
effect on the election. 

3. A few highly .r!lotivat_;d and. well-organized. 
people can sway the electorate. 

4. Adjacent communities we-=e not in accord on 
issues. 

5. A school district that cov~rs more than one 
community is r.1ore apt to have difficulty if 
both col~t.rnunities do not build a feeling of 
unity in all areas of ~he school district. 

6. Feelings of co::.munity separation can last at 
least two yea~s. 

7. Suspicions, once aroused, do not disappear 
quicl':ly. 

8~ A recall election is r:,ore likely to have a 
divisive than unifying effect upon the school 
district involved. 

:,:{ecommend.ations: 

l. School Boards of rrrusteE:S l~mst continually 
com.munica te VIi th all areas of the district 
and recognize that this co~~unication is a 
two-way process. 



.accommendations (continued) 

2. Leader·s of all cow.r:1uni tios Wl c.run the school 
district must develop co~mon goals for the 
benefit of the total district. 

3. Small differences ;:-lust be resolved very early 
before they become ~ajar issues. 

4. All analyses of district needs ~ust be based 
on data understood and trusteQ bf all. 

r o. 

The property owner re)resents a large voting 
~ercentage of the electorate and, therefore, 
must be furnished with accurate infm."mation 
to be an informed voter. 

Superintendents must ~aintain credibility 
with the public. 

People must be encouraged to partici·oate in 
parent-school organizations and should be 
constantly encouraged to attend and s~e~~ 
at school-board meetings. 
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EDUCA. 1"10NAl QUESTIONNAIRE DIRECTIONS: PLEASE CHECK APPROPRIATE SQUARES 

1. I hu\'c lived in the Mojave Unified School District 
0 less thim a year 
0 1-3 years 
0 4-6 years 
0 7-10 years 
0 over 10 years 

2. On December 8, 1!J70 I voted at 
0 R. P. Ulrich Elementary School 
0 Mojave Elementary Schooi 
0 Joshua Elementary School 
0 Cantil Elementary School 

3. In 1970 I was 
0 21-25 years old 
0 26-30 years old 
0 31-40 years old 
0 41-over years old 

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

5. I am 
0 male 
0 female 

6. In 1970 I had 
0 one or more pupils in Mojave Unified Sc •. ool District 
0 one or more had previously attended Mojave Unified School District 

7. In 1970 
0 I had previously attended Mojave Unified School District 
0 another adult member of my family had pre.,-icus!y attended ~1ojave Unified School District 
0 I have never attend~d Mojave Unified School District 
0 no one in my family has attended Mojave Unified School District 

8. One or more members of my family is employed i:1 the Mojave Unified School District 

0 yes 
0 no 

9. My attendance at P.T.A. or P.T.O. meetings in 1970 was 
0 never 
0 sometimes 
0 nlmost every time 
Oall 

10. My attendance at the Mojave Unified School District Board of Trustees meetings during 1970 was 

0 never 
0 sometL'lleS 
0 almost every time 
Oall 

11. The following trustee members were known to me 

Floyd Blanchard 
Joe Means 

not ot aU 

0 
0 

c 
[J 

12. I first became aware of the recall election through 
0 word of mouth 
0 newspaper 
0 radio 
0 television 

moa. weU 

c 
0 

wail 

0 
0 
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p~rnona\ly 

0 
0 



Appendix (2) 

13. I obttlincd further information about the recall election from (check all squares that apply) 
0 v.•ord of mouth 
0 newspapers 
0 radio 
0 television 
0 P.T.A. 
0 P.T.O. 
0 petition carriers 
0 attcndanro at board meetings 

14. I got most of my information from 
0 worJ of mouth 
rJ .oc\ ;spapers 
0 rod\o 
0 television 

15. My decisirn was most influenced by information from 
0 word ot mouth 
0 newapapers 
0 ro.dio 
0 television 

16. My role in the recall election was (check most active) 
0 organizer (proponent) 
0 petition carrier 
0 petition signer 
0 voter 
[] non-voter 

17. I made up my mine! as a voter 
0 early in the campaign 
0 middle of the campaign 
0 late in the campaign 
0 at the poll 

18. I voted 
0 for the recall 
0 a6ai:1st the recall 
0 did not vote 

19. Ii the :recall election were held today, I would 
0 again vote as I did in 1970 
0 reverse my vote 
0 notvote 

20. I believe that the results of the recall have 
0 benefited the school district 
0 hu.>t the school district 
0 made no difference 

65 

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

22. If you ha·;e any additior.nl co•"<Uncnt. -dSe so state. 

Thank you kindly 


	Walden University
	ScholarWorks
	8-1972

	The Recall Election: Its Effect on the School District and Community in California
	Chester C. Fields

	tmp.1428641014.pdf.YDXry

