
An historical survey of public land and public
education in the State of Arizona from 1863 to 1960

Item Type text; Dissertation-Reproduction (electronic)

Authors Gladen, Frank H.

Publisher The University of Arizona.

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

Download date 16/05/2023 14:16:06

Link to Item http://hdl.handle.net/10150/565606

http://hdl.handle.net/10150/565606


AN HISTORICAL SURVEY OF PUBLIC LAND AND 
PUBLIC EDUCATION IN THE STATE OF ARIZONA FROM 1863 TO I960

by
Frank H^&laden, Jr.

A Dissertation Submitted to the Faculty of the 
COLLEGE OF EDUCATION

In Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements 
For the Degree of
DOCTOR OF EDUCATION

In the Graduate College
THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA

1962



Copyrighted
by

Frank Henry Gladen, jr. 
1962



THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA

GRADUATE COLLEGE

I hereby recommend that this dissertation prepared under my

direction by Frank H. Gladen. Jr.______________________
entitled AN HISTORICAL SURVEY OF PUBLIC LAND AND PUBLIC 

EDUCATION IN THE STATE OF ARIZONA FROM 1363 TO I960
be accepted as fulfilling the dissertation requirement of the 

degree of Doctor of Education_________________________

Dissertation Director Date

After inspection of the dissertation, the following members 

of the Final Examination Committee concur in its approval and 

recommend its acceptance:*

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



STATEMENT BY AUTHOR

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

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

This dissertation has been approved on the date shown below:

SIGNED

APPROVAL BY DISSERTATION DIRECTOR

Emil L. Larson 
Professor of Education

ate



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The writer wishes to express his appreciation for 
the excellent cooperation received from personnel in 
the offices of the Arizona State Capitol Library, and 
the Arizona Education Association. He is especially 
indebted to his advisor and dissertation director.
Dr. Emil L. Larson, for the careful guidance provided 
during the progress of this study.

Sincere appreciation is also due the members of 
the writer’s doctoral examination committee: to
Dr. Emil S. Gavlak; to Dr. T. C. Johnston; to 
Dr. Lloyd McCann; Dr. Dorothy I. Marquart; and 
Dr. 0. A. Simley, for their interest and understanding.

The writer is grateful for the rapport and 
helpfulness of the personnel of the Arizona State Land 
Department during all phases of the research.

In particular, the writer is grateful, also, to 
his wife, Estella and daughters, Melody and Dawn, for 
their constant support and understanding.



TABLE OF CONTENTS
CHAPTER PAGE

I. INTRODUCTION ................ ................
Nature and Purpose of the Investigation ... 1

Statement of the Study ................. 1
Importance of the Study .............. 1

Purpose of the Investigation ........... 5
Review of Related Literature .........    9

The Beginning of Federal Support
for Education ............... 9

Principles of Educational Support .....  16

Land Economics..... ..........    33
Principles of Land U s e ....... •••...... 33

Selected State Land Reports ............... 44
Arizona.............      45
California .........................    45
Colorado ...............................  47
Idaho ..................................  4#
Montana ..........      49
Nevada.... ............................  49
New Mexico..........   50
Oklahoma............................••• 51
Oregon.................................  53

iii



CHAPTER PAGE
Texas ................................... 54
U t a h .................................... 57
Washington State .......... ........... 57
Wyoming................................. 5&

Past Studies of Arizona .................... 60
Graduate Studies ..................... 61

Arizona State Land Department Study ..... 63
Permanent Funds ......................... 66

Early Forms of Permanent School Funds ••• 66

Organization of the Study ..................  76
Sources of Information ..................... 7#
Summary of the Chapter .....................  80

II. THE ARIZONA TERRITORY 1863-1912 ............... 85
Social and Political Pressures ..........••• 85

The Influence of Charles D. Poston.....  85
The Territorial Legislature ............  88

Growth of the Territory.... ............ 90
The United States Land Reports ............. 92

Territorial Land Management.... . 92
Mechanics of Surveying ..................  94
Pessimistic Land Reports..... . 99

Summary of the Chapter ...................    108

III. THE -TERRITORIAL LAND AND ITS ASSIGNMENT,

1863-1912 ..................................  Ill

iv



CHAPTER PAGE
The National Survey System......   Ill

Characteristics of Townships ....... Ill
: The Origin of School Lands in the Terri

tory of Arizona .............   113
Land Grant Sections....... .. .... 113
Memorials to Congress.... . 120
Territorial Land Board.............. 123

Summary of the Chapter..... ........... 126
IV. THE IMPACT OF ARIZONA’S STATEHOOD UPON THE

PUBLIC LANDS ..........    129
Required Changes in Operational Procedure 129 

The Enabling Act for Arizona and
New Mexico............  130

Territorial D e b t ...........   134
Restrictions.of the Enabling Act ..... 135
The 1910 Constitutional Convention ... 139

The State Land Commission ............... 142
Personnel of the Land Commission.... . 142

Summary of the Chapter ............    14$
V. THE STATE LAND DEPARTMENT, STATE OF ARIZONA 151

Introduction.... . 151
The State Land Commission.........  151
The State Land Department ............  152

v



Facilities of the State Land Department . 156
Location and Function . . . . ...... 156

The State Land Commissioner ............. 159
Duties and Authority............  159
Complexity of Administration ........   162
Sale of State L a n d .... ......   164

Taxation ................      169
Free Enterprise.......     169

Leasing .................    17#
Administration...... ................ 179

Selection........ ......................  182

School Land Indemnity Selections ....  182

Bureau of Mines ........    I84

Board of Appeals ........................ 186
Introduction .........................  186
Appeal Procedure ....................   187

Arizona’s Land Utilization............  188
A Public Land State .................. 188
Protraction and Field Surveys .......  189

Summary of the Chapter...... ......... 193
VI. STATUS AND FISCAL SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STATE

LANDS IN ARIZONA...............  199

Introduction ............... 199

CHAPTER PAGE

vi



CHAPTER PAGE
Money ..... ........   199

The Territorial Period ..........    200
Fiscal Operations of the State Land

Department..... ........... 202
The Permanent Common School Fund ...... 203

The Investment Program ................... 206
Farm Loans ...........................  206
Investment Authority........   208
The Reduction of Cash Reserves.......  218
The Business Cycles ............   220

The Lyman Dam .....................    226

Misfortune and Mismanagement .........  226

An Analysis of Failure...............  229
Repayment of the Farm Loans ............. 238

An Era of Neglect ......    238

Nonresident Loans.... . 249
Contemporary Farm Loan Mortages ......  254

The Bond Investment Program .........   260

Introduction..............   260

The Bond Portfolio ..........    261
Revenue.......     263

Endowment Earnings ...............  263
Uninvested C a s h .... ..........    265

Summary of the Chapter ...................  268

vii



CHAPTER PAGE
VII. THE PUBLIC LAND POLICIES OF,SELECTED

TEACHERS» ASSOCIATIONS .................. 306
Historical Background........... ....... 306

Introduction.... .................... 306
The Arizona Education Associations 

Professional Interest in the Public 
Lands of Arizona ..................... 307
The Permanent Common School F u n d ....  307
The Farm Loan Program .......    311
State Land Department Administration • 316
Expanded Services ....................  316

The Lyman Dam Reclamation Project ....... 319
A History of Irresponsibility ...... 319
The United States Justice Department . 321
Participation of the.ASA in Land

Matters ••••••.....    322
Evidence of Mismanagement ............ 324-
Mineral Rights Reservations .......... 337
Purchase Rights to State Land ........ 339

• Activities of Other Western States
Teachers' Associations ............... 341
A Survey ...............   341
Questionnaire Design and Procedure ... 341
Results of the Survey...............  343

viii



CHAPTER PAGE
Summary of the Chapter.............. ... 353

VIII. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS.......  358

Conclusions ..............    358
Introduction ..............    358
School Finance .......   358
The Role of Compromise ..............  360
Disorder of the Early Periods ........ 361
Permanent Common School Funds .......  361
Social Conditions.... ............. 362

The State of Arizona...............  364
The Teachersf Associations ..........  374

Recommendations ................ 378

The Criterion of Reasonableness .....  378

Lay Support......................... 380

Management Control ................. 381
Research Needs for the Future..... .. 387

The Individual as a Research Agent ••• 387
Suggested Topics for Research ........ 388

Summary of the Chapter ............... 389

BIBLIOGRAPHY ..................................... 393

APPENDIX A ...     414
APPENDIX B .................... 415
APPENDIX C  ... .................  429

ix



LIST OF TABLES

TABLE PAGE
I. AN ANALYSIS OF MINERAL RIGHTS RESERVATION

PROVISIONS. IN SALES. OF STATE LAND.... ....... 6?
II. THE ROYALTY PROVISIONS ON STATE MINERAL LANDS.. 68

III. A COMPARISON OF APPROXIMATE TAXES PAID AND THE 
RECEIPTS RECEIVED FOR DIFFERENT TYPES OF .
PRIVATE AND PUBLIC PROPERTY.................  175

IV. STATUS OF ALL LANDS IN ARIZONA AS OF AUGUST 1,
I960,........ ...............................  190

V. ARIZONA LAND UTILIZATION BY THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT AS OF AUGUST 1, I960.............  191

VI. DISTRIBUTION OF ARIZONA STATE-OWNED LAND AS OF
JUNE 30, I960................................ 197

VII. RECORD OF STATE LAND DEPARTMENT ACREAGE UNDER 
LEASE AND.RECEIPTS THEREFROM AS OF 
JUNE 30, I960..............    198

VIII. STANDARD REFERENCE DATES FOR BUSINESS CYCLES,
UNITED STATES, 1855-1927....................  221

IX. STATEMENT OF ASSETS OF THE PERMANENT COMMON 
SCHOOL FUND OF ARIZONA AS OF DECEMBER 31, 
1933, AS REPORTED BY THE ARIZONA FACT FINDING 
STUDIES....... .............................. 271

X. ANNUAL RECORD OF ORIGINAL FARM LOANS MADE ON 
FARM LANDS.FROM THE PERMANENT COMMON SCHOOL 
FUND OF ARIZONA BY COUNTY AND YEAR FOR THE 
PERIOD 1916-1921.... ........................ 272

XI. ANNUAL RECORD OF ORIGINAL FARM LOANS MADE ON 
FARM LANDS FROM THE PERMANENT COMMON SCHOOL 
FUND OF ARIZONA BY COUNTY AND YEAR FOR THE 
PERIOD 1916-1921 IN PERCENTAGES........ ..... 273

X



XII. NUMBER OF FARM LOANS MADE FROM PERMANENT
COMMON.SCHOOL FUNDS BY YEARS AND COUNTIES.... 274

XIII. STATEMENT OF PROFIT AND LOSS ON FORECLOSED
FARM LAND .LOANS IN APACHE COUNTY. ARIZONA
AS OF. JULY. 1, 1936..................  276

XIV. ANNUAL RECORD OF LOANS MADE ON FARM LANDS 
FROM THE FUNDS OF THE PERMANENT COMMON 
SCHOOL FUND OF ARIZONA, REPAYMENT OF 
PRINCIPAL, RUNNING BALANCE, INTEREST 
INCOME, AND EFFECTIVE INTEREST RATE FOR 
THE FISCAL YEARS 1917 THROUGH 1932........... 277

XV. AMOUNTS OF FARM LOAN MORTGAGES ISSUED FROM THE 
PERMANENT COMMON SCHOOL FUND AS REPORTED BY 
THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION AND. THE 
STATE TREASURER.... .............   278

XVI. A REPORT OF FARM LOANS SOLD AT PUBLIC AUCTION 
FOR TAXES AND FOREVER LOST TO THE PERMANENT 
FUNDS OF ARIZONA BECAUSE OF AN ENFORCED 
STATUTORY PROVISION WHICH SPECIFIED TAX 
LIENS AS SUPERIOR TO OTHER ENCUMBRANCES...........  279

XVII. SUMMARY INFORMATION FROM A SPECIAL AUDIT OF THE
PERMANENT FUNDS DIRECTED BY THE ARIZONA STATE 
AUDITOR AND AUTHORIZED BY THE ARIZONA 
SESSION LAWS 1939, CHAPTER. 86, SECTION 5 FOR 
THE PERIOD JULY 1,.1938— JUNE 30, 1943....... 280

XVIII. ANNUAL RECORD OF REPAYMENT TO PRINCIPAL OF
LOANS MADE. ON FARM LANDS FROM THE PERMANENT 
COMMON SCHOOL FUND OF ARIZONA FOR THE FISCAL 
YEARS 1933 THROUGH 1944..........    281

XIX. STATEMENT OF AMOUNTS DUE ON FARM LOANS AS
PERCENTAGES OF THE TOTAL AMOUNT.DUE THE STATE 
OF ARIZONA..................   282

XX. PERCENTAGE REPORT OF THE PERMANENT COMMON
SCHOOL FUNDS WHICH PARTICIPATED IN THE FARM 
LOAN MORTGAGE INVESTMENT PROGRAM FROM 1917 
THROUGH 1944........     283

XXI. THE TOTAL BOND INVESTMENT PORTFOLIO OF THE
PERMANENT COMMON SCHOOL FUND AS.OF DECEMBER 
31, 1933.....................................  284

TABLE PAGE

xi



XXII. A SUMMARY OF THE NET INCOME FROM BONDS IN THE 
PERMANENT COMMON SCHOOL FUND FOR THE FIRST 
SEVEN YEARS OF THE BOND INVESTMENT. PROGRAM 
COVERING THE PERIOD 1927 THROUGH 1933.......  28?

XXIII. THE ANNUAL CONTENTS OF THE PERMANENT COMMON 
SCHOOL FUND OF ARIZONA FOR A TEN YEAR 
PERIOD BEGINNING WITH THE FISCAL YEAR 
I949-I95O AND ENDING WITH THE FISCAL YEAR 
1959-1960................. ..................  288

XXIV. AN ADDITIVE SUMMARY OF THE TOTAL DOLLAR VOLUME 
OF.THE.TOTAL BOND INVESTMENTS WITH PERCENT
AGES OF.THE PERMANENT COMMON SCHOOL FUND OF 
ARIZONA FOR THE TEN YEAR PERIOD 1949-1950 - 
THROUGH 1959-1960................    290

XXV. A TEN YEAR RECORD OF THE TOTAL MONIES EARNED 
BY THE LANDS GIVEN FOR THE SUPPORT OF THE 
COMMON SCHOOLS AND THEIR DIVISION INTO NON
EXPENDABLE AND EXPENDABLE-CATEGORIES.........  291

XXVI. STATEMENT— APPORTIONMENT OF STATE SCHOOL FUND 
FOR THE FISCAL YEAR JULY 1, 1957 THROUGH 
JUNE 30, 1958...................    292

XXVII. STATEMENT— APPORTIONMENT OF STATE SCHOOL FUND 
FOR THE FISCAL YEAR JULY 1,195^ THROUGH 
JUNE. 30, 1959........      293

XXVIII. STATEMENT— APPORTIONMENT OF STATE SCHOOL FUND 
FOR THE FISCAL YEAR JULY 1, 1959 THROUGH 
JUNE 30, I960........................   294

XXIX. STATEMENT IN PERCENTAGES OF THE APPORTIONMENT 
OF STATE SCHOOL FUND FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 
JULY 1, 1957 THROUGH JUNE 30, 1958..........  295

XXX. STATEMENT IN PERCENTAGES OF THE APPORTIONMENT 
OF STATE SCHOOL FUND FOR THE FISCAL YEAR .
JULY 1, 1953 THROUGH JUNE 30, 1959..........  296

XXXIe STATEMENT IN PERCENTAGES OF THE APPORTIONMENT 
OF STATE.SCHOOL FUND FOR THE FISCAL YEAR 
JULY 1, 1959 THROUGH JUNE 30, I960..........  297

TABLE PAGE

xii



TABLE PAGE
X m i .  A COMPREHENSIVE ANALYSIS OF CHANGES IN THE

UNINVESTED CASH OF ALL PERMANENT ENDOWMENT
FUNDS COMBINED. AND THE PERMANENT COMMON 
SCHOOL FUND OF ARIZONA FOR THE TEN YEAR 
PERIOD FROM 1949-1950 THROUGH 1959-1960.....  298

XXXIII. SOURCES OF THE PERMANENT COMMON SCHOOL FUND 
OF ARIZONA AS REPORTED BY THE ARIZONA 
STATE AUDITOR FOR THE PERIOD 1912-1934......  300

XXXIV. SOURCES OF THE PERMANENT COMMON SCHOOL FUND
OF ARIZONA AS REPORTED BY THE ARIZONA STATE
LAND AUTHORITIES FOR THE PERIOD 1912-1933.... 301

XXXV. A FORTY-NINE YEAR RECORD OF THE TOTAL LEASE 
AND SALES RECEIPTS OF.THE PERMANENT FUNDS 
OF THE. STATE OF ARIZONA FOR THE PERIOD 1912 
THROUGH I960 AS REPORTED BY THE ARIZONA 
LAND COMMISSION AND THE STATE LAND 
COMMISSIONERS............. .................. 302

XXXVI. THE APPROXIMATE TOTAL REVENUE RECEIVED BY THE 
. STATE FROM THE PERMANENT FUNDS LAND GRANTS,
FOREST RECEIPTS AND TAYLOR GRAZING.FEES FOR
THE FORTY-NINE YEAR PERIOD FROM.1912 THROUGH
I960 BY AMOUNTS..............    305

XXXVII. A TABULATION REPORT OF THE DATES ON WHICH THE 
VARIOUS.EXECUTIVE SECRETARIES OF THE.STATE 
TEACHERS* ASSOCIATIONS COMPLETED THEIR 
QUESTIONNAIRES..........   344

XXXVIII. A TABULATION REPORT OF THE DATES ON WHICH 
COMPLETED SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRES WERE. .
RECEIVED BY THE WRITER AT HIS RESIDENCE,
TUCSON, ARIZONA.............................. 345

xiii



LIST OF FIGURES

FIGURE PAGE
1. National Land Survey System....... .............. 114
2 . Total Institutional Land Grants Excluding

School Lands..................... .......... . 133
3. Total Institutional Land Grants, School Lands,

and Grand Total............     136
4. A Percentage Presentation of the Total Arizona

Land Grants with School Lands, County Bonds 
Land, and Institutional Grants Separated..... 137

5« Land Status Inventory Progress Report.............  196

xiv



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION

I. Nature and Purpose of the Investigation 

Statement of the Study.

The purpose of this historical survey is to seek out 
all available information concerning the background, organi
zation, and function of the public land grants for education 
in Arizona. It is the aim of this first chapter to indicate 
the importance of the study, to present a review of the 
related investigations and literature, and to describe the 
organization and methodology of the present investigation.

Importance of the Study.

As Arizona finds itself more and more in the path of 
the population expansion toward the west coupled with the 
national increase in population, all public land will 
increasingly become a topic of discussion. In 1961, Arizona 
is reported as having led the nation in the rate of pop
ulation growth between 1946 and I960. Arizona ranked first 
in the rate of income growth, non-agricultural employment, 
growth of agricultural income, and it also ranked first in

1
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the growth of manufacturing employment.^-
The Valley National Bank reported Arizona's pro

jected population growth between I960 and 1980 as double 
its present size. The present figure used by the bank's 
research department is a little over a million persons, 
while the 1980 projected population increase is to three 
million persons. 2

Another prediction of the population expansion 
was recently published by the National Education Associ
ation. Regarding Arizona, its forecast, too, presented 
a picture of remarkable growth potential by the following 
estimates:

Estimated Percent of Increase in Population 
by Age Groups, I960 to 1970 for Arizona.

5-13 years of age 
14-17 years of age 

5-17 years of age 
18-21 years of age 
22-64 years of age 

6 years of age and over

3 5.6% (increase)
71.2% (increase)
44*4% (increase)

104.7% (increase)
49.1% (increase)
60.7% (increase for the

general population 
of the state)3

T~. Valley National Bank, Arizona Statistical 
Review. 17th Annual Addition, Phoenix, Arizona, September,
1961, p. 2-5.

2. Ibid., p. 5.
3. National Education Association, Research 

Bulletin. Volume 39, No. 3, October, 1961, p. 9 0.
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From these forecasts, it is not difficult to 
visualize the importance land will take in the minds of 
western men in the foreseeable future. Already in Arizona 
there can be seen assembling a power structure of interested 
persons and organizations for land acquirement and control. 
On November 3, 1961, there was held in Phoenix, Arizona, a 
sub-committee meeting of the United States Congress to 
discuss with interested persons the topic of Federal land 
in Arizona. This was an invitational meeting designed to 
ascertain the opinions and feelings of Arizonans toward 
the Federal government's land policies in Arizona, both 
presently and for the future.

It is interesting to note that of the Arizonans 
attending the meeting which represented major interests 
including cattle, cotton, citrus, and copper activities, 
almost no one spoke in the forum without legal representa
tion. Most addresses to the chairman of the Congressional 
sub-committee were directed through an attorney for each 
particular group. This heavy accent on legal representa
tion, of course, indicated the high importance these people 
and groups attached to the meeting. It was the desire of 
those attending to make the strongest impression upon the 
members of the Congressional committee. The chairman of 
the committee passed out three representative bills from 
the first sessions of the 8?th Congress, House of Repre
sentatives. These bills were numbered 5277, 1992, and 7788.
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They were dated January 6, 1961, March 7# 1961, and June 
21, 1961, respectively.4 The general purpose of these 
bills was to authorize the classification, segregation, 
lease, and sale of public land for urban, business, and 
occupancy sites, to repeal obsolete statutes and for other 
general purposes. These could, in general, be termed 
public land bills. It can be said that these three bills 
and those that will follow in the meetings of Congress 
ahead, represent increased pressures on the Congress of the 
United States for liberalization of its present land 
policies in the western states.5

At the close of 1961, the Bureau of Land Manage
ment began expanding its Federal land advisory board. The 
expansion and diversification of membership on the board 
were ordered by Stewart Udall, the Secretary of the Interior. 
Previous to the Secretary’s order, the board was composed 
of cattlemen, sheepmen, and wildlife representatives. It 
was the intention of Mr. UdallTs directive that all in
terested persons should be given an opportunity to express

4 . §7th Congress, 1st Session, H. R. 5277 (By Mr. 
March 7, 1961; 87th Congress, 1st Session, H. R.
y Mr. Baring), January 6, 1961; 87th Congress, 1st 

Session, H. R. 7788 vBy Mr. Aspinall), June 21, 1961.
5. Personal Interview with Mr. Herbert Cooper, 

Director of Auxiliary Services, Tucson Public Schools, 
November 1 4, 1961.

Saund), 
1922 (B
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their opinion regarding Federal land usages by the Bureau 
of Land Management.^

Purpose of the Investigation.

In the presently charged atmosphere, a knowledge of 
the sources, organization, and practices both past and 
present regarding public school lands become particularly 
pertinent. The purpose of this investigation is three-fold:

1. To present the past, intermediate and present
policies which governed and continue to govern educational 
lands and the Permanent Common School Fund. .

2. To determine the present status of Arizona's 
Permanent Common School Fund.

3• To discover arid to support principles that are 
basic to a sound administration of the public school .lands 
and the Permanent Common School Fund of Arizona.

When Arizona became a Territory in 1863, two 
sections in each township were granted for the support of 
public education.7 Nearly fifty years later when Arizona 
became a state, two additional sections were added to the

ST The Arizona Daily Star. December 31, 1961, p. 1.
7. J. M. Edmonds, Commissioner, Report of the Com

missioner of the General Land Office to the Secretary of the
Interlof7 "^Washington, D. c.: . unitecTotates Government
Printing Office, ls63) p. 15..



6

original grant for the support of public education making 
a total of four sections in each township given for the 
purpose of education. The permanent school fund was estab
lished to house the principal which was to accrue from the 
sale of lands and other lesser revenue provisions provided 
for in the law. Other lands were provided for institu
tional land grants. These matters will be documented, and 
discussed in the chapters ahead. They are mentioned here, 
however, because within these grants were built certain 
safe-guards to insure their proper use. However, as with 
all things man-made, the safe-guards were not infallible.
The granted lands and their permanent fund for education 
have been taken advantage of from time to time.

An impartial study of this nature is an imperative 
aid for judging steps to be taken in the future; steps that 
will be forced upon those in positions of leadership in 
education. In increasing numbers, decisions which affect 
the future of the school lands and the Permanent School 
Fund of Arizona are being made in many quarters of gov
ernment. It is paradoxical that safe-guards which have been 
designed to keep these matters on a non-political plane 
and the Permanent Fund inviolable, and irreducible, allow 
for such a vast range of activities which, in effect, have 
the power to limit the effectiveness of these safety factors.
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Land sales policies, leasing plans, investment practices 
are just three areas laden with destructive, as well as 
constructive potential for this educational heritage.

Henry Aldous Dixon has said that a study of the 
administration of permanent school funds is a task beyond 
the power of one individual to accomplish. He stated 
this is true even if the problem is limited to one state 
as a type and felt that it is a public problem that 
requires for its solution expert counsel from individuals, 
constant cooperative support from state educational 
institutions, organizations, and departments and requires 
financial assistance for clerical work.# Another in
vestigator of endowments, Charles Franklin Dienst, ex
pressed the opinion that it is necessary to recognize the 
public nature of governmental endowments which"makes . 
public interest and official cooperation prerequisites to 
any type of endowment investigation. ■ - He flatly stated 
that these conditions call for financial sponsorship of 
endowment studies and complete understanding of the need 
for programs of endowment study•9

W. Henry Aldous Dixon, The Administration of State 
Permanent School Funds. Southern California Education Mono- 
graphs, Number 9, University of Southern California, 1936,
p • 5 •

9. Charles Franklin Dienst, The Administration of 
Endowments. (New York: Bureau of Publications, Teachers
College, Columbia University, 1933.) p. 14.



One of the most authoritative "writers in this 
field, Fletcher Harper Swift, was not without his troubles 
in this area. He wrote of the difficulties that surround 
any investigation into permanent funds.In calling for a 
Federal audit of states * permanent common school funds. 
Swift gave as one of his reasons the near impossibility 
of an individual obtaining valid data. It was his exper
ience in his own state that all attempts to learn the 
actual conditions of public lands and school funds were 
ignored. At length he was sent for by one of the officers 
of the state university who told him that the state land - 
commissioner who had charge of the sale of the university 
lands as well as the common school lands had notified the 
university that unless Professor Swift discontinued his 
efforts to secure information concerning school lands, the 
land commissioner would refuse to have further dealings 
with the university. Swift also reported the state 
teachers* association was able to obtain so little informa- 
tion that it disbanded its public school lands committee 
because of its ineffectual position. 10

The problem was solved recently to some degree in 
Arizona by an individual historian. However, in solving

10. PTetcher Harper Swift, A History of Public 
Common School Funds in the United States. 1795-T905 (New 
York: tienry Holt ancT"Company, 1911.) p. 201.
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the problem for his own individual needs he left behind 
him a trail of ill-will that caused this student some 
difficulty. This historian who is a resident of the 
state, swooped down upon the Arizona capitol quarters 
with a fleet of secretaries and adequate funds for 
specialty services and literally took over several offices 
during the course of his research to the discomfort of 
many state employees.

This study is presented in the hope that it will 
offer some small measure of aid for those in need of de
tailed information regarding Arizona1s educational herit
age of public land and its ledger account, the Permanent 
Common School Fund.

II. Review of Related Literature 

The Beginning of Federal Support for Education.

Under the feudal system, the government was prac
tically synonymous with the king who was the principal 
landowner in a country. Ordinarily the public domain pro
vided all the revenue the king required. During the early 
parts of its history, the federal government of the United 
States also relied to some extent on the public lands for 
its income.

m  Harold M. Groves, Financing Government (New 
York: Henry Holt and Company, 1950.) p.
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In early colonial times, lands were granted by- 
private individuals for the support of schools. In a 
large number of cases, towns having a surplus of wilder
ness lands within their borders set aside portions of 
them for the same purpose. The difficulty in providing 
grammar schools induced the colonial governments of 
Massachusetts and Connecticut to make direct grants of 
wilderness lands to towns on condition of their main
taining schools. 12

In 1785, a law was passed:granting a confirmation 
of five townships between.Penobscot and Union Rivers in 
the district of Maine. In each of the townships four lots 
were reserved, one for the first minister, one for the 
ministry, one for future appropriation and one for the 
use of a school.13

Regarding a national policy of land grants for 
education, the first proposition made in the Congress 
looked toward the appropriation of the.national domain 
to the support of education. It contemplated, however, 
the endowing of colleges, and it seems there was no

1 2. Schaffer, Joseph, "The Origin of the System
of Land Grants for Education." Bulletin of the University 
of Wisconsin. History Series Volume I, too. 1, Madison, 
Wisconsin, August, 1902, p. 25. .

13. Ibid., p. 35.
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support for the common school system by that means. The 
movement for land grant support for public education came 
from another source. During the year 17#3, in New England, 
Timothy Pickering of Massachusetts drew up a plan for the 
proposed State of Ohio. On the basis of this plan. Gen
eral Rufus Putnum, the leader of the movement, submitted 
a petition to Congress. Pickering suggested that all the 
surplus lands should be the common property of the state, 
and disposed of for the common good, as for laying out 
roads, building bridges, erecting buildings, especially 
schools and academies, defraying the expense of government 
and other public uses.14

In I786-I787, a new company of New Englanders was 
organized for the purpose of settling Revolutionary 
soldiers and others in the Ohio country. Rufus Putnum 
was a leading figure in the new organization. A memo
rial to Congress was drawn and presented in May, 1787*
This paper contained a proposition on the part of the 
company to purchase from the government a body of contig
uous territory north of the Ohio and to plant a new state 
there. A new ordinance was reported providing for the 
government of the Northwest Territory. A former bill, 
which contained no education clause had been recommitted

1/)-. Ibid., p. 38.
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and formed a basis for the new. This measure was enacted 
into law as the Ordinance of 1787, on July 13. It contains 
the famous passage: "Religion, morality, and knowledge
being necessary to good government and the happiness of 
mankind, schools and the means of education shall be for
ever encouraged."15 At this time, the provision for land 
reservations as created by the Land Ordinance of 1785 was 
as follows: Section 16 was given by Congress for the
maintenance of schools and section 29 for the support of 
the ministry. Further, one township was also given by 
Congress for the purpose of establishing an institution of 
higher learning. Similar reservations were made in con
nection with the Symmes purchase made during the same year. 
This was the last occasion on which provision for religion 
was made by the Congress, while with regard to schools, 
the section sixteen clause in the Land Ordinance of 1785 
became the principle in all future grants within the 
Northwest Territory, and also in the new states of the 
Southwestern trans-Mississippi Territory, elected prior 
to 1 8 5 9 Of the states in which the Federal government 
owned lands, the first to be admitted into the Union was 
Tennessee in 1796, but no Federal grant of school lands

1 5. Ibid., p. 4 0. 
16. Ibid., p. 41.
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was made to this state until 1806, ten years after its 
admission, with the result that Ohio, admitted in 1802, 
was the first state to receive section sixteen for the 
support of schools.17

Swift writes further that there were within Ohio, 
more than nine million acres of land, over one-third of 
the area of the state, in which no school sections had 
been reserved. As a consequence of this situation, Ohio 
prepared modifications to the original Congressional 
proposals, with the result that Congress granted land 
equal to approximately one thirty-sixth of all portions 
of the state not affected by the sixteenth-section grant. 
The policy which Congress had adopted of granting lands 
for schools to the Northwest Territory was soon extended 
to the southwest. On March 3, 1803, section sixteen in 
each township was reserved within the present states of 
Alabama and Mississippi, then belonging to Mississippi 
Territory.!#

From 1802 until 1848 in all newly surveyed 
Congressional townships, one section was reserved for 
the support of schools. In the establishment of the 
Territory of Government for Oregon in August of 1848,

TT, Fletcher Harper Swift, Federal and State 
Policies in Public School Finance in the United States. 
(Boston: """Ginn and Company, 1931) p. 13, l4»

18. Ibid., p. 15.
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and in the act for Minnesota approved March 2, 1849 it 
was provided that sections sixteen and thirty six in each 
township should be reserved for the use of schools. The 
Oregon Act was the first act appropriating two sections 
for schools. The first three states to receive two 
sections in each township were California, admitted in 
1850, Minnesota 1858, and Oregon 1859. While Congress 
had bestowed millions of acres upon every new state, with 
the exception of Virginia, Connecticut, and Tennessee, 
it had done nothing for any of the original states or for 
the states carved out of them, although by the resolution 
of 1780 Congress had given its pledge that the western 
lands ceded by the states should be disposed of for the 
benefit of all; In 1821, Maryland passed resolutions 
stating that all the states had equal rights in the public 
lands and that those for whom no appropriations had been 
made were entitled to such. The states which received no 
federal grantstof township school lands nor any grant of 
land or money in lieu thereof, are as follows: the thirteen
original states, Kentucky, Maine, Texas, Vermont, and 
West Virginia.19

Three states— Arizona, New Mexico, and Utah—  
received from the Federal government for the support of

l9l Ibid., p. 15-1 6.
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public schools, sections two, sixteen, thirty-two, and 
thirty-six in each township. In the case of these states, 
the federal grants were proportionately twice as great as 
those previously made to any state. This was undoubtedly 
due to the recognition that each of these states contained 
vast regions of desert land.20 According to Swift, the 
domain granted specifically for schools by the Federal 
government to its first thirty public-land states amounted 
to 114,000 square miles. 21

A recent change in Federal land grant policy is 
reflected in the Enabling Act for the new State of Alaska, 
whereby some 103,350,000 acres were granted for public 
purposes. All mineral rights to the land are included in 
the grant and these must be reserved by the state if the 
surface rights are sold. Mineral deposits on such lands 
are subject to lease as the Alaska State Legislature may 
direct. There is no mention of permanent funds or how the 
proceeds are to be used. This again is to be determined 
by the Alaska State Legislature. The grant presented to 
Alaska is approximately 2# percent of the state's total 
land area of 365,481,600 acres. Twenty-five percent of

2 0. Ibid., p. 17.
2 1. Fletcher Harper Swift, Federal Aid to Public 

Schools. Bulletin Number 47, United States Department ofthe 
Interior, Bureau of Education, 1922, p. 34*



the state's area is held in Federal reserves, as well as 
an additional 176,588,800 acres in military defense areas.22

16

Principles of Educational Support.

In a recent publication, the National Education 
Association presented those Federal statutes which it felt 
were the most important of the early land grants for 
educational purposes. They are listed below in summary 
form:

1785: Land Ordinance. Specified the manner in
which the western lands should be surveyed 
and stipulated that "there shall be re
served the lot number 16 of every town
ship for the maintenance of public schools 
within said township."

17872 Northwest Ordinance. Stated that "religion, 
morality, and knowledge, being necessary to 
good government and the happiness of man
kind, schools and the means of education 
shall forever be encouraged."

1802: Ohio Enabling Act. Granted section 16 of
each township in the states carved from the 
public domain to the township inhabitants 
for the support of schools. With the ex
ception of Texas, Maine, and West Virginia, 
the same policy applied to all states admit
ted to the Union before I848.

1803: Further Land Grants to New States. Granted
a township to Ohio for a seminary of learning 
and stipulated that all educational land 
grants were to be "for schools and for no 
other use, intent or purposes whatsoever."

2 2 . The Congressional Record. June 24, 1958
p. 12012. . '
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Similar grants extended to other states 
carved from the public domain.23

Among the Land-Grant College statutes, the 
National Education Association lists the following as 
the most important. They are mentioned here because 
these statutes represent a part of the land-grant pat
tern for education from common schools to institutions 
of higher learning. However, it will be observed that 
the National Education Association has mixed a land 
grant act with financial aid statutes.

1862i Morrill Land-Grant Act; Granted to each
state an amount of 30,000 acres of public 
land (or its equivalent in scrip) per 
Congressman for the support of a - college 
which would have as its primary purpose 
the teaching of "such branches of learning 
as are related to agriculture and the 
mechanic arts. • ." Provision was also 
made for military training.

1890: Second Morrill Act: Increased the support
ox the land-grant colleges and universities 
by providing annual appropriations to 
these institutions.

1908: Nelson Amendment to Morrill Act: Increased
the support of the land-grant colleges and 
universities. The permanent annual appro
priation under this act was $2,550,000 in i960.

1935! Bankhead-Jones Act: Increased annual appro- 
priations for support of land-grant colleges

2 3 . Legislative Commission, National Education 
Association, "It*s Older than the Constitution," National 
Education Association, 1201 Sixteenth Street, NW, Washing
ton 6, D. C., October, I960, p. unnumbered.



and universities. As of I960, Congress 
was appropriating $2,501,000 under this 

; >  act annually.24
These two devices, land or cash grants, achieve 

the same goal of aid to education, but they are different 
in form. The Federal government has made grants of public 
lands in aid of higher education since the earliest days 
of the nation. The first grant to a state for university 
purposes was to Ohio in 1802. The Enabling Acts under 
which new states have been admitted have usually included 
provisions for special grants of Federal lands for higher 
education. The famous Morrill Act of 1862 led to the 
creation of the land grant colleges and universities which 
constitute a distinctive feature of higher education in 
the United States.

The practice of making annual appropriations of 
money from the Federal treasury in aid of selected types 
of higher education in the United States began with the 
Hatch Act of I887 which provided appropriations for the 
agricultural experiment stations maintained in conjunction 
with the land grant colleges. The second Morrill Act of 
1890 was also a money bill which provided annual appro
priations to the land grant colleges. A series of later

2 4. Ibid.
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supplementary Federal Acts extended a measure of Federal 
financial support to specific types of higher education. 
Among these were the extension work in agriculture and 
home economics (Smith-Lever Act of 1914), the education 
of teachers of vocational agriculture, home economics 
and for trade and industrial training programs under 
provisions of the Smith-Hughes Act of 1917.25

In his conclusions regarding the educational 
significance.of the early Federal land ordinances, Taylor 
concluded that the reservation of lot number sixteen for 
the maintenance of public schools in the Ordinance of 
1785 was the beginning of the national land grants for 
education. The reservations for education in this land 
ordinance were placed in the document as a special in
ducement to promote the sale of public lands. The 
Ordinance of 1787 was a governmental ordinance rather 
than a land law. Therefore, it contained no land grants 
for education. However, the principle set forth in the 
document in encouraging education was a guiding influence 
in the later development of a national policy of land 
grants for education. According to Taylor, the words of 
this ordinance were quoted time and again to urge Congress

25. Walter S. Monroe, Editor. Encyclopedia of 
Educational Research (New York: The Macmillan uomoanv. 
1952.) p. 232.
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to make further grants for education. The influence brought 
to bear upon Congress by the Ohio Company of Associates 
while the Ordinance of 17^7 was pending became strong and 
resulted in a mandate for the encouragement of education.
The reservation of section sixteen in’each township for the 
use of public schools? was in conformity with the provisions 
of the Ordinance of 1785, but the large land grant for a 
university to the Ohio Company was the first grant of its 
kind made by the national governmenti The great importance 
of these land sales of 1787-1788 was in the fact that they 
made it possible to prove in actual experience that land 
grants for education were both practical and wise. One 
general conclusion that grew out of the study of the early 
land ordinances by Taylor was the fact that there was no 
well defined policy or purpose involved in the early land 
grant for education. The land grants for this purpose were 
incidental, in so far as Congress was concerned, and such 
grants were incorporated into these laws principally to aid 
the sale of western lands. The actual beginning of a na
tional policy of land grants for education was in the act 
enabling Ohio to become a state in 1802 rather than in the 
early land ordinances. 26

2 6. Howard Cromwell Taylor, The Educational Signif
icance of the Early Federal Land Ordinances (Wew York; 
teachers College, Columbia University, 1922.) p. 121-125.
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The form of land grants for education of the early 
land ordinances "was that just pointed out which reserved 
every section sixteen for the use of the inhabitants of 
the township. This form of grant eventually gave way to 
the section grants to the state for the use of schools 
within each township, which in turn was replaced by the: 
grants to the state for the use of schools, regardless of 
township lines. Before these changes had taken place, the 
first form of grant had exerted a very definite influence 
on the public school system.This first form of grant was 
essentially of New England origin and was vitally associated 
with the township planting system of settlement character
istic of New England. Out of this form of. grant grew the ; 
district school system which flourished wherever this form 
of grant was made. This retarded the development of broad 
state systems of education. On the other hand, it is true 
that this form of grant met the local needs in the early 
days and fostered the ideal of adapting the schools to 
community problems. In observing the problems of the de
velopment of education by taxation, Taylor has stated that 
the slowness was not due to the:land grants for education, 
but it was the inadequacy of.these grants as financial sources 
which caused the necessity for taxation support.%7

27. Ibid.. p. 124.
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Taylor observed that in so far as the use of land 
grants for education was concerned, two things seemed clear: 
first, there was little or no appreciation of the value of 
these grants or interest in their management on the part of 
the public; secondly, in general, the school lands and funds 
were poorly managed and frequently squandered through in
competence or corruption, School lands were often leased 
on terms calculated to serve other interests rather than 
those of education. Undue haste in selling these lands far 
below their market value further attested to the fact that 
the general public was little concerned with land grants for 
education. However, Taylor*s opinion is that it is not just 
to conclude that the policy of selling school lands was in 
itself unwise. The land grants for education were made to 
assist the early settlers in their new territories and 
states. It was never intended that these lands should be 
held for the benefit of future generations more able to 
maintain schools than were the pioneers. If the early set
tlers could derive the greatest aid from the land grants 
by selling school lands, such sales were wise. It is only 
where the lands were sold for considerably less than their 
market value at the time of the sale that adverse criticism 
is fair. 20

28. Ibid.
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The influence of the railroads during the nine
teenth century on the development of the west cannot be 
underestimated. During the years from 1823 to 1870, two 
transcontinental railroads passed through Arizona and 
received substantial land grants. These two were the 
Atlantic and Pacific Railroad and the Texas and Pacific 
Railroad.29 According to historian John Hicks, most 
railroads made little money out of the disposal of their 
lands. What they did, and what they meant to do, was to 
bring the population to the west and build up the country. 
Only by doing so could they hope for a volume of business 
adequate to maintain their railroad lines. Without 
people to pay freights and passenger fares a railroad 
could not long survive in the new country. Indeed, the 
railroads did not much care whether the incoming settlers 
bought railroad land or acquired lands from the govern
ment by purchase or by homesteading. Railway pamphlets 
often pointed out methods of obtaining from the United 
States more land than the Homestead Law offered. Such 
suggestions covered the Pre-emption Act of 1841 and 
Hicks mentions the Timber Culture Act of 1873 which was 
the first of a series of laws designed specifically to

29. John D. Hicks 
Houghton Mifflin Company,

, The American Nation (Boston: 
19457) p. 232.
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meet the needs of the far west. The Desert Land Act of 
1877 contemplated still larger holdings and the Timber and 
Stone Act of 187# is mentioned whereby a pioneer might 
purchase at not less than $2 .50 an acre, a quarter section 
of land valuable chiefly for timber and stone. Interest
ingly enough, although the railroad advertisers could not 
print such facts, it was known to most Americans that by 
a little perjury and fraud, qualities not highly condemned 
in the frontier region, disagreeable governmental require
ments could be evaded.30

The Constitution of the United States provided that 
"the Congress shall have power to dispose of and make all 
needful rules and regulations respecting the territory or 
other property belonging to the United States..."31 Another 
important clause of the Constitution provided: "The Con
gress shall have power to lay and collect taxes, duties, 
imposts and excises, to pay the debts and provide for the 
common defense and general welfare of the United States."32

These two Constitutional provisions appear to have

"  30l Ibid., p. 232-236.
31. Constitution of the United States. Article IV, 

Section 3, Par. 2 .
3 2. Constitution of the United States. Article I, 

Section 8, Par. 1.
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been the basis of the Federal land grants. Although it 
is evident that some of the grant statutes had been con
sidered, interpreted, and commented upon by the Supreme 
Court, not until 1922 does there seem to have been a case 
challenged on the point of constitutionality alone for a 
grant-in-aid statute. The case in question is that of 
Massachusetts vs. Mellon. It challenged the constitu
tionality of a Federal grant-in-aid before the Supreme 
Court. The Supreme Court in 1922 was asked to review a 
direct charge that the conditional cash grant-in-aid was 
unconstitutional. It specifically referred to the Sheppard- 
Towner Act of 1921 authorizing grants for maternal and 
child health programs. The Supreme Court of the United 
States upheld the constitutionality of the act.33

A group concerned with these matters also is the 
Council of State Governments which is an association of 
professional state government officials. It is the opinion 
of this association that its members need not worry about 
land or other grants-in-aid being declared unconstitutional 
because of the attitude presented in the Massachusetts vs. 
Mellon case by the Supreme Court.34

33- Massachusetts vs. Mellon. 262 U.S. 474-75 (1923).
34. Council of State Governments, Federal Grants-in- 

aid (United States: Council of State Governments, 1949) p. 
25-27.



26

According to the Council of State Governments, the 
key factor for its membership to be concerned with is the 
appropriations function of Congress whereby it may achieve 
power and control in the Congress in today*s setting.35 

There still remains a large area of land held by 
the Federal government. The approximate figures for the 
rural land in Federal ownership by total and agency were in 
1951: Total land area of the United States, 1,903,825,000.
In Federal ownership, 408,553,000 acres or about twenty-two 
percent of the total. This area is located principally in 
the west. Of this total, the Department of the Interior 
controlled 211,208,000 acres and the Department of Agri
culture controlled another 167,517,000 acres. A relative 
newcomer to Federal ownership in increasingly larger 
amounts is the Department of Defense which in 1958 con
trolled 27,159,000 acres.36

The public land policies of the United States have 
always provided areas for debate among its citizens. There 
are those who sincerely feel the public lands constituted 
common wealth for the benefit of all the states and their 
citizens. On the other hand there are equally qualified

35% Ibid., p. 26.
36. Department of Commerce. Statistical Abstract of

the United States (Washington, D. C.: Government Printing
Office, 1^53.)p. 183.
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*

authorities who express the opinion that the country could 
not have grown without the expenditure of its public lands 
and their resources by states and individuals. The two 
concepts are briefly stated below:

1. The common trust whereby all public land 
represents community wealth for the benefit of 
all the states and their citizens.

2 . The individual stated rightlto;full owner-
: ship to whatever lies within its state borders.

.George M. B. Hawley, writing from Tucson, Arizona, 
in 1931 conceived of the public lands as a common fund, the 
United States Congress the trustee, and all of the states as 
the beneficiaries. Tracing the origin of the public land 
system under the Articles of Confederation by Ordinance of 
the Continental Congress July 13, 178? through the con
temporary setting, Hawley.has mustered an impressive wealth 
of evidence to support this thesis. It was his final con
tention that the majority of the western public land states 
had no valid claims upon the Federal domain remaining 
within their borders.37

Using many, similar documents presented by Hawley in 
his arguments for the public trust concept of the public

3 7. George M. B. Hawley, The Public Lands of the 
United States. (Tucson, Arizona: George M. B. Hawley,"1931.)
p. 4, aj:
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domain, Charles E* Winter assembled an equally impressive 
collection of data to bolster his position that.the public 
domain belonged to the individual states and that every 
acre should be divested from the Federal government in 
favor of the states for their sovereign purposes. Winter 
expressed the opinion that the trust exemplified by the 
Federal government was not created to go on forever. He 
specifically felt that the lawful beneficiaries of the 
Federal lands were the specific states within which the 
lands were located no matter how great or small the area. 
Winter loudly disclaimed any right of the Federal govern
ment to continue the reservations of acreage for Indian 
Reservations, parks, forests, power sites, national mon
uments, or mineral withdrawals. He felt the right of each 
state to all the soil within its borders was "just, logical, 
imperative, and inevitable. Right must prevail."38

Winter * s work, of course, was written before World 
War II and all that has followed. Perhaps war and time 
would have mellowed his adamant attitude. There is much 
evidence that the Federal government is making an increased 
effort to divest itself of lands which rightfully belonged 
to the states but have not been transferred to them for one

38. cEarles E. Winter, Four Hundred Million Acres: 
The Public Lands and Resources (Casper, Wyoming: Overland
Publishing Company, 1932.) p. 153-154.
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reason or another. For example, school in lieu lands are 
being processed more swiftly today than they were just a 
few years ago. . . . . . j

And on the other hand, the Federal government is 
strengthening its position in areas where the Congress has 
felt national responsibility such as in defense matters, 
national parks, conservation problems, highways, and power 
sites.

Hawley and Winter waged their debate some thirty 
years ago and each wrote with intelligence and conviction. 
Each pressed his viewpoint with good logic. The argument 
regarding the degree of Federal ys. state control continues. 
Perhaps no other single group in the United States is caught 
between the extremes of these positions more than are school 
men for they live their professional lives between the needs 
of local control, effort, initiative, and the larger respon
sibilities for education borne by the state and the Federal 
government. They are neither permitted nor allowed the 
luxury of an extreme position. Theirs is the task of 
compromise.

From all indications, it would seem that future 
Congressional debates on this topic will take the form of 
policy and appropriations decisions rather than being 
fought in the larger arena of the constitutionality of



30

Federal grants-in-aid as was done occasionally in the 
past.39

The closing of the public domain brought with it 
many implications for public education. The public land 
policy of the United States has been described as having 
fallen into three phases: sale, development, and reser
vation. Peffer places the date of June 17, 1902 as the 
turning point which indicated the closing of the public 
domain in the rugged tradition. This is the passage date 
of the Reclamation or Newlands Act which allocated the 
proceeds of future sales of public lands to the irrigation 
of the arid west. Without irrigation, most of the remain
ing public lands were unfit for cultivation, and hence for 
settlement. By the opening of the twentieth century it was 
generally accepted as fact that the best days of the public 
domain had passed.40

One of the implications for education that arose 
was that of the national forest receipts and their partial 
allotment for educational purposes. Clawson and Held, in 
reviewing this matter, stated that in 1905 when the forest 
reserves were transferred to the Department of Agriculture,

39• Council of State Governments, op. cit., p. 25-27.
40. E. Louise Peffer, The Closing of the Public 

Domain (Stanford, California: Stanford University fress.
1951.) p. 4.
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Gifford Pinchot, an active leader in the Department per
suaded the Congress to allow the Forest Service to expend 
its receipts. These funds were to be available without the 
necessity of appropriation for as long as five years after 
receipt. Under the appropriation act for the fiscal year 
1907> ten percent of the receipts were given to the states 
for the benefit of roads and schools in the counties in 
which the forests were located. Revenues from the forests 
reached nearly one million dollars in 190?. This,was a 
much higher figure than the Congress had expected. Con
sequently, it revoked the authority to spend receipts with
out reappropriation. It is interesting to note that at 
this time! Pinchot presented predictive revenue and expend
iture estimates which indicated the national forests would 
be self-supporting by 1911.41 According to Clawson and 
Held, he missed the mark by being about forty years too
early in his estimate.42

. I n  May 1908, an act was adopted which changed the 
counties1 share of national forest receipts from ten percent 
to twenty-five percent. This is the share that has been 
paid ever since. The recorded debates of Congress on this

4l• Ibid.. p. 92-93•
' 42. Marion Clawson and Burnell Held, The Federal

Lands: Their Use and Management (Baltimore: The J n h r i W nniH n  <5
Press, iWfTl p. 2J5-237T . F
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measure make it reasonably clear that the payments were in 
lieu of taxes on these lands.43 Some members of the Con- 
gress objected to the payments on grounds that the revenue 
belonged to all the people of the United States, and that 
the states and counties in which the land lay could not 
claim a loss in taxes since the land had never been on the 
tax roll. Those who favored the payments maintained that 
the western states and counties in which all the national 
forests then lay needed all the revenues they could get to 
support even the minimum governmental services; that the 
public domain had been withdrawn from entry for establish
ment of the national forests; that lands would, at least 
in part, have been on the tax rolls; and that, the states 
and counties performed certain governmental services oh 
these lands, and thus should be reimbursed for the expense 
involved. In the end, this latter view prevailed. Debate 
took place on the share of the receipts going to the 
counties. It was felt that ten percent was too small, but 
that twenty-five percent was fair as a tax substitute. The 
funds were made available for roads and schools.44

43. “Congressional Record. Mav.8. 1908, p. 5924.
44. Congressional Record. May 11, 1908, p. 6058-

6059.
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III. Land Economics 

Principles of Land Use.

Economically, a price is paid for the use of land 
for the same reason that a price is paid for any other 
productive agent. Land is valuable because it has certain 
useful productive qualities and is scarce. Like other 
kinds of capital, it is sometimes used for consumption as 
when game preserves are constructed for such purposes as 
hunting or when a lawn is planted to adorn a home. How
ever, in its most general use, land is used for production. 
The money income a land owner receives, whether he rents 
the land or uses it himself depends on the value of the 
services of the land. Land possesses fertility, possible 
valuable mineral deposits, or other valuable materials, and 
it affords a solid base on which to erect buildings or 
roads. It is upon the importance of these qualities to 
producers of economic wealth that the demand for land use 
depends. The demand is derived from the demand for the 
products to which the land contributes. The land*s con
tribution to whatever product or service the land may 
render will follow the same general principle of marginal 
productivity which determines the demand for productive 
agents generally. , _ • •

The supply of land involves certain peculiarities.
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The outstanding fact is that the quantity of land is fixed.
The supply of land differs from that of other kinds of 
economic wealth in that each kind of land, and each piece 
has its own value which differs from that of other land.
However, there is some mobility of land in respect to its 
different uses, because of the fact that more often than 
not, there are several possible employments open to the 
prospective user of a given piece of land. The adjustment 
to the total supply of land among all its possible users is 
variable in the amount employed for any one purpose. It 
can and will increase or decrease in response to the demand 
for it. Therefore, while recognizing the fixed and un
changeable supply of land as a whole, consideration must 
be given to the variability of a specific supply of land 
for any particular use.

According to general economic principles, the rent 
that will be paid for a piece of land will depend on several 
factors of which the following are important:

1. The particular product to which the land is 
suited.

2 . Its excellence for that particular product.
3« The scarcity of that kind of land.
4« The demand for the product as transmitted to the 

land according to the principle of marginal productivity.45

45. Raymond T. Bye, Principles of Economy re (New 
York: F. S. Crofts and Company, iV40.l p. 341.---



35

The poorest land in use is commonly known as mar
ginal land because it marks the outer fringe beyond which 
land is not utilized. This generally applies to poorer 
lands. On better lands, another term is sometimes applied 
called intensive margin. This term may be defined as that 
point in the utilization of any piece of land where the 
least productive unit of labor and savings is applied. The 
product obtained at the margins of cultivation is the mar
ginal product of the combined labor and saving employed in 
production. As the economic value of land increases, it 
tends to reach what is called a margin of transference.
This term is defined as any point where there are alternative 
uses for land which will yield approximately equal returns.
In this situation each of the possible uses of the land 
limits the other. Lands inferior for business sites to 
those on this margin will not be used for that purpose, if 
they can be made to yield more for residences, and lands 
superior to this for residences will not be used as such, 
if they can be made to yield more for business sites.46

The usual procedure for returns yielded by mineral 
lands is that they are paid in the form of a royalty per 
unit of the product removed from such lands, and not as a 
lump sum per acre. They differ slightly in principle from

46. Ibid., p. 556.
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the returns of other kinds of land, in that, since the 
land is not returned to the owner as rich in deposits as 
it was received, the royalty includes a price paid for the 
depreciation resulting from the removal of minerals from 
the soil. This condition of the depletion of natural 
resources is of concern to governments as well because of 
the loss of tax base valuation. Severance taxes are some
times proposed to compensate the state for mineral and other 
resource losses.

Most economic analyses of land are presented in 
terms of the rent concept. As the term is now commonly 
used in economics, it refers to all payments to factor unit 
owners in excess of the amounts necessary to keep the 
factor units available for use in production. In a free 
enterprise system the most significant rent from the 
standpoint of a business firm is excess profit, which is 
a rate of return to the owners of the business over and 
above the amount necessary to insure permanent operation 
of the business.47

Today, capital improvements to land and the land 
itself are so intermingled that any attempt to separate the 
total sums paid for the land plus improvements into the two

~ 47I John F. Due, Intermediate Economic Analysis
(Chicago: Richard D. Irwin, Inc., 1950.) p. 337.
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separate elements paid for each part is impossible. As 
a consequence, land rent is now regarded simply as one 
form of return on capital.4#

In a free enterprise system the selling price of 
lands is set by bargaining between two parties, the buyer 
and the seller. It is not easy for either party to deter
mine exactly the yield figure of future expected returns 
since the latter depends upon estimates of future conditions. 
Therefore, there is much chance for differences of opinion 
among the parties concerned.

At the meeting in Phoenix, Arizona to which Mr. 
Herbert Cooper of the Tucson Public Schools had been in
vited with other influential citizens to express opinions 
regarding federal land uses, an interesting economic prin
ciple was discussed. This principle, roughly stated, allows 
that public lands should be permitted to be used in their 
most productive capacity. The land, in other words, should 
be permitted its highest economic and moral use without 
restriction. An example of restrictive land use is illus
trated by the complaint of Ben Shein, president of the 
Arizona Planning and Zoning Association at the group1s 
conference in Casa Grande in December of 1961. Shein’s 
complaint was that the Arizona State Land DepartmentTs

4tn Ibid.. p. 341 •



policy of renewing grazing leases on state land near urban 
areas was severely handicapping the plans of the cities for 
orderly expansion. Mr. Shein further stated the State Land 
Departments policy of automatically renewing grazing leases 
on land located near cities for periods up to ten years 
prevented any expansion of the urban area in that particular
direction.49

Another example of this same problem of economic 
worth has been raised in the Tucson area by the placing of 
mining claims on residential areas, particularly in the 
Casas Adobes area north of Tucson. Harold Hochmuth, 
Associate Director, Bureau of Land Management, Washington,
D. C., told the Arizona Planning and Zoning Conference in 
Casa Grande that such mining claims were invalidated be
cause sharp operators took advantage of the law and tried 
to sell mineral rights to the home and property owners.
Mr. Hochmuth also explained pressures that are coming on 
the United Stated Bureau of Land Management for public 
domain lands for urban development. He stated that ad
ditional bills will be introduced into the United States 
Congress to help with the orderly development of cities 
with public domain lands where possible.50

1+9Z TKe Arizona Daily Star. December 9, 1961, p. 1.
50. Ibid.
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Congressman Morris K, Udall raised still another 
question. In December of 1961, Mr. Udall sent to some of 
his constituents in Arizona, an information bulletin on 
the "Wilderness Bill." Mr. Udall explained the "Wilderness 
Bill" by illustrating pressures that are being brought to 
bear on raw land for use and he further stated the original 
wilderness of the United States will soon exist only in 
history books if some of it is not preserved. His report 
stated the "Wilderness Bill" is confined to presently held 
Federal lands. In Arizona, the proposed "Wilderness System" 
would encompass approximately three million acres. It is 
conceivable that such a system could easily become de
structive to areas already developed by the use of eminent 
domain procedures to "fill in" or "round out" certain geo
graphic locations of the grand plan. Mr. Udallfs statement 
has been presented to illustrate the increasing pressures 
that are being brought for various types of land utilization 
along the continuum from primative to highly developed land 
usages.51

There is no doubt that in the decade of the 1960*s 
there will be many more pressures placed upon public officials 
in charge of both Federal and state lands. In an editorial,

" 3T1 Morris K. Udall, "Congressman*s Report "House
of Representatives, December 7, 1961. p. 2.
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the Arizona Daily Star called leasing fees on state owned 
land unrealistically low. The figure of slightly more than 
three dollars an acre for some quarter of a million acres 
of agricultural land in Arizona was simply called ridic
ulous when compared with the commercial rates paid for 
lands of similar quality. The figures on grazing lands 
were equally distressing to the Arizona Daily Star. The 
grazing acreage totaled slightly over eight and one half 
million acres and was leased for an average of a little 
more than six cents an acre for the fiscal period ending 
June 30, I960. The Star*3 investigation revealed pri
vately owned land renting from twenty dollars to fifty 
dollars an acre for similar agricultural land for which 
the state charges only three dollars per acre.52

Information regarding public land matters for the 
western states which can be readily compared is difficult > 
to find. The National Education Association reports by 
correspondence no thorough comparative study on public 
lands since the publication of its booklet. Status and 
Fiscal Significance of Federal Lands in the Eleven Western 
States which was completed in 1950.53 The eleven western

7 52. The Arizona Daily Star. September 2 3, I960, p.12.
53• Committee on Tax Education and School Finance 

Status and Fiscal Significance of Federal Lands in the Eleven 
Western States. National Education Association, T^OirTTix^ 
teenth Street, NW, Washington 6, D. C., October, 1950.
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states covered in this survey were: Arizona, California,
Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, 
Washington, and Wyoming. These are commonly called the 
public lands states. In the conclusion of this study, the 
National Education Association reported the situation in 
1950 of Federally owned real estate in the eleven western 
states, particularly with reference to taxation and in lieu 
provisions as confusing and ambiguous. According to the 
National Education Association, the property owned by the 
Federal Government covers an amazing range of types and 
uses. In nature, the real estate varies from almost worth

less desert wastelands to highly improved urban properties 
and industrial facilities. Much of the Federal land in
vestigated had never been on local and state tax rolls, but 
many Federal acquisitions had made serious inroads upon 
local tax bases. Some properties and improvements, however, 
would not have been developed without Federal programs 
and activities.

As to use, some of the properties were of strictly 
local interest and benefit^ while other primarily served 
national interests. Still other Federal properties were 
proprietary in nature and,in competition with private enter
prise. The range of ownership of Federal property and 
Federal activity in a given community was found to be
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infinitesimal in relation to other property and activities 
in some areas while in another area it was found to be so 
great as to be the dominant factor in the life of the com
munity. Out of these conditions have come a variety of 
arrangements whereby the Federal government makes payments 
to state and local governments because of Federally owned 
property and associated activities in local areas. These 
arrangements are not the result of comprehensive, consist
ent policy, but rather seem the result of expediency and 
compromise.54

The National Education Association in its study 
sharply pointed out the serious difficulties that confront 
any attempt to make summary comparisons of the absolute 
and relative importance of Federal real estate holdings and 
of the substitutes for taxes with estimated taxes upon such 
property. Acreage figures alone are inadequate because of 
the great differences in value and because improvements 
are omitted entirely in Federal information sources. Fur
ther, assessed valuations when made under the most favor
able circumstances provide only an approximate index of the 
relative importance of Federal real estate. Since very few 
states assess public property, crude estimates are at best 
incomplete.

54. Ibid., p. 141-145.



By 1950 the eleven western states as a group had 
changed their amount of land under Federal control very 
little. These relatively small changes were explained by 
the predominance of large acreages within the public do

main, forest reserves, national parks, Indian Reservations, 
and reclamation projects. This study revealed that at the 
end of the fiscal year in 194& the Federal government owned 
or held in trust for the Indians some 404•2 million acres 
of land in the eleven western states. Vacant and unreserved 
lands of the Bureau of Land Management and the national 
forest accounted for 4 4 .5 and 3 3 .7 percent respectively, 
or nearly four-fifths of the total acreage. One-half 
of the remaining 22 percent was in Indian land. Although 
the holdings of all the other agencies may appear small in 
comparison with these three agencies, the impact on local 
governments was often great. The National Education 
Association reported these 404.2 million acres of Federal 
lands as equal to 5 3 percent of the land area of the 
eleven western states and nearly nine-tenths of the total 
Federal acreage. The State of Washington was reported as 
having the least amount and the lowest percent of land 
area Federally owned and Nevada ranked highest in both 
amounts of Federal land and the percent of land area 
Federally owned.55

55• Ibid.. p. 141-145.

43



44

These figures, the National Education Association 
reports, are confusing because so much of the land consists 
of arid and semi-arid land in mountain peaks such as in 
Nevada which are relatively worthless. However, the 
picture changes considerably when these matters are cal
culated on a value basis. The valuation of Federal pro
perty has been known to be under-stated because of the 
omission of nearly all improvements of atomic energy pro
jects, military installations, hospitals, facilities 
belonging to improvement projects, all equipment belonging 
to river dam projects, mineral rights, and the various 
other properties. Disregarding these omissions Federal 
real property in the western states as a whole is only 
about one-fifth as important on a value basis as it is on 
an acreage basis.56 It appears to have been the purpose 
of this study to present the various alternatives whereby 
the United States would bear a larger proportion of the 
responsibility for education at the local level more 
fairly in proportion to the amount of Federal property 
owned in a particular area.

IV. Selected State Land Reports 

An examination of the official state land department 

56. Ibid., p. 141-145.
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reports from selected western states reveals the Impos
sibility of a comparative statement from these reports.
Some states have reported their information differently. 
They have not always used comparable terms and some 
reported more comprehensively than others. The time 
covered in several of the reports varied. Some were two 
year reports while others covered one year or less. Any 
comparative statement based upon these reports without 
more adequate information would be both ambiguous and 
untrustworthy. However, selected information from these 
reports will be presented.

Arizona.

Activities and information from the Arizona State 
Land Reports will be reported in detail in later chapters. 
For the present, comments on Arizona will be limited to 
the fact that Arizona contains 72,688,000 acres of land and 
of this total 9,147,544 acres or 1 2 .6 percent of the state 
remains in state ownership.57

California.

California is a state that presents a picture

57. /ortv-Eighth Annual Report of the State Land 
Commissioner. Obed M. Lassen, Commissioner, July 1 I iQsb 'to 
June 3 0, I960, (Supplement, August 1, I960) p. l.
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somewhat unique from other western states. It has dis
posed of roughly &4 percent of its original grant. Since 
California’s existing statutes do not provide for the 
preparation of an annual report by the California State 
Lands Commission, the Public Lands Officer, Kenneth Smith, 
was kind enough to reply personally to this writer’s request 
for information. Mr. Smith’s letter contained this comment:

On May 24, I960, the California State Land Com
mission withdrew from sale all vacant State school 
lands upon which applications to purchase were not 
filed prior to 5:00 P.M., May 24, I960. This with
drawal is for an indefinite period, and we suggest 
that you contact this office periodically for up- 
to-date information relative to public restoration 
of the lands for sale. ,

Vacant State school lands are sold for cash at 
a price to be determined by the California State 
Lands Commission after the lands are inspected, 
appraised and publicly advertised for sale, said 
lands being sold by competitive bidding.

There is very little, if any, vacant California 
State school land remaining within the State which 
may be classed as suitable for cultivation without 
artificial irrigation. In every sale considered 
by the State Lands Commission a finding is made as 
to whether the land is or is not suitable for cul
tivation, with Section 7357 of the Public Resources 
Code setting the standards upon which findings are 
made.

It is incumbent upon a prospective purchaser of 
vacant State school land to ascertain from the con
tiguous land owner if a right-of-way will be granted 
over and across privately owned lands, as the State 
of California guarantees no right of ingress or 
egress.
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All minerals must be reserved by the State of 
California, pursuant to Section 6402 of the Public 
Resources Code. There is no provision of law 
whereby the State can sell or relinquish such 
mineral rights. Taxes on vacant State school lands 
are levied by the Assessor of the county in which 
the lands are located following sale by the State 
and issuance of patent. The purchase of land 
under the homestead laws is entirely under the 
jurisdiction of the Federal government and is not 
applicable to California State lands.58

Colorado.

In 1950 Colorado ranked tenth among the eleven 
western states in total Federal acreage and ninth in per
centage of land area with 25.0 million acres, or 37.6 per
cent, which were owned by the Federal government.59 Ac
cording to an analysis made in 1956 by the Utah Education 
Association, Colorado had retained sixty-three percent of 
its original grant lands.60

At the close of the fiscal year June 30, I960, the

5 8 .  Personal letter to the author from Kenneth C. 
Smith, Public Lands Officer, State Lands Commission; Depart
ment of Finance, State of California, Sacramento 14, Cali
fornia, August 9, 1961.

59. Committee on Tax Education and School Finance, 
Status and Fiscal Significance of Federal Lands in the Eleven 
Western States. National Education Association. 1201 Sixteenth 
Street, W ,  Washington 6, D.C., October, 1950, p. 40.
, 60. Utah Education Association, "The Place of Public
Lands, in Financing Schools in Utah." Research Bulletin. 312 
East South Temple, Salt Lake City, Utah, October 1958, p. 9.



Public School Permanent Fund of Colorado consisted of 
$24;467,088.43. The annual cash receipts to the Public 
School Income Fund were $ 3 , 3 5 3 , 1 2 5 . 7 3 Of the original 
grant to Colorado of 3,783,204.95 acres there remained 
2,748,088.40 acres as of June 30, 1960.62

Idaho.

Among the eleven western states, the National 
Education Association ranked Idaho fifth in total Federal 
acreage and fourth in percentage of land area. The state 
had 53 million acres of land area of which 35.8 million 
acres or 67.56 percent were in Federal ownership in 1950.63

Of its original land grant, Idaho has retained 
approximately 75 percent of its granted lands. Of the 
3,653,809.74 acres granted, 2,665,701.65 acres were state 
owned in 1958. This left less than a million acres in the 
dlsposed-of category. By far the largest source of cash

6 1 .  Biennial Report of State'Board of Land Com- 
missioners of Colorado. R. KeTTy Jackson, Register, July 1, 
1958 to June 30, I960, p. 16.

6 2, Ibid.. p. 4 and 17•
6 3. Committee on Tax Education and School Finance. 

Status and Fiscal Significance of Federal Lands in the Eleven 
W estern States. National Education Association, 1201 Sixteenth 
"Street, NW, Washington 6, D. C., October, 1950, p. 51.
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receipts for the permanent funds of Idaho was the sale of 
timber. The sale of timber on schools lands alone accounted 
for one-half the total cash received.&4

Montana.

In 1950, Montana ranked seventh among the eleven 
western states in total Federal acreage and tenth in per
centage of land area Federally owned. Of the states 93.6 
millions of land area, 33 .25 million acres or 36.58 percent 
were in Federal ownership. Originally Montana received 
5,188,000 acres for its public school land grant. Approx
imately eighty-seven percent of that original acreage, or 
4,620,808.26 acres remain as of June 30, I960. Montanas 
permanent fund stood at $36,892,666.80 at the close of 
the same fiscal period.65 ,

Nevada.

In 1950, Nevada had the double distinction of having 
both the greatest amount of Federal acreage and the highest 
percentage of land Federally owned in the United States.
The state of Nevada had 70.3 million acres of land area of

64. Ibid.
6 5. Biennial Report. Montana Department of State 

Lands and Investments. Lou Bretzke, Commissioner.
I960, p. 9.
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which 59«4 million acres or 84.5 percent were in Federal 
ownership.66 Nevada has sold approximately 96 percent of 
its grant lands.6?

New Mexico.

New Mexico, among the eleven western states ranked 
sixth in 1950 in total Federal acreage and eighth in per
centage of land area Federally owned. The state has 77.8 
million acres of land area of which 35 .3 million acres or 
45.4 percent were owned by the Federal government. 68 New 
Mexico in I960 presented one of the largest permanent fund 
figures, for at the end of I960 the permanent funds of the 
land office beneficiaries were approximately #185,000,000. 
According to its annual report, the guiding principle in 
New Mexico has been to obtain the greatest possible amount 
of revenue for the beneficiaries, and the report states

™* 66. Committee on Tax Education and School Finance,
Status and Fiscal Significance of Federal Lands in the Eleven 
Western States, national Education Association^ 1201 Sixteenth 
Street, NW, Washington 6, D.G., October, 1950, p. 74.

67. Annual Report of the Department of Conservation 
and Natural Resources!Hugh-X. Shamberger, Director, October 
TT"1960, p. 52%

68. Committee on Tax Education and School Finance, 
Status and Fiscal Significance of Federal Lands in the Eleven 
Western States. National•Education Association. T2OlHJixteenth 
Street, NV, Washington 6, D. C., October, 1950, p. 85.
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further that the entire organization of the state land 
office and its policies are predicated upon this obli
gation. The state land office in New Mexico is respon
sible for the management of thirteen million acres. It 
reports that practically every acre of New Mexico trust 
land is under grazing lease and plays an important part 
in the livestock industry of New Mexico.69

Although the New Mexico Land Office reported its 
multiple leasing program in detail, this is a common 
practice utilized by other western states including 
Arizona. The principle of multiple leasing has been 
found to be a satisfactory device to obtain maximum 
revenues from trust land. Under this system of leasing 
the same tract of land, it may be leased for several 
purposes with the surface or grazing lease remaining as 
the primary lease. Other leases for oil and gas, minerals, 
business purposes, sand and gravel and other types of 
leases are made over the surface lease.70

Oklahoma.

Under provisions of the Enabling Act passed by

55TI Innual Report. New Mexico State Land Office. 
Murray E. Morgan, Commissioner, 1959-1960, p. 20.

V ,70. Interview with Mr. George M. Skiles, Supervisor, 
Service Division, Arizona State Land Department, July, 1961.
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Congress in June, 1906, approximately 3,132,736.57 acres 
of land in Oklahoma Territory were granted to the State 
of Oklahoma as trustee for school, institution, and public 
building purposes. Generally, sections sixteen and thirty- 
six in every township in Oklahoma Territory, except where 
such sections or parts of them had been previously en
cumbered by contract or act of Congress, were granted to 
the state as trustees for the use and benefit of the com
mon schools. Section thirteen, except those previously 
encumbered were reserved and granted for the use and bene
fit of the colleges and universities, and section thirty- 
three were granted for charitable, penal institutions and 
public buildings• In lieu of the previously encumbered 
lands, the state was given the privilege of selecting 
other comparable lands. In lieu of a grant of land for 
purposes of internal improvements made to some new states, 
the state was granted the additional privilege of selecting 
approximately 1 ,050,000 acres for universities and colleges.71 
As of June, 1959, the Permanent Common School Fund of 
Oklahoma contained $77,022,871.30. As has been character
istic of all states having permanent funds, the common 
school fund is the dominant one. The total of all permanent

~  Biennial Report. Department of Commissioners
of the Land Office. State of Oklahoma. T9l>B-196o, p. 7-ftt
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funds for Oklahoma was, as of June, 1959, $106,924,9d5.52.72 
From this official report, it would appear that 

Oklahoma has disposed of over two-thirds of its original 
grant. It will be recalled that the original grant was 
over three million acres and there remained in I960 only 
795,911,612 acres of public land.73 ;

Oregon.

Among the eleven western states, Oregon ranked 
eighth in total acreage under federal ownership and fifth in 
percentage of land area federally owned in 1950. The 32.9 
million acres of Federal lands were equal to 53.41 percent 
of the land area of Oregon.74

The permanent common school fund for Oregon at the 
end of the fiscal period of June 30, was $14i428,462.93« In 
the periods reported, 1956 through 195#, the fund had 
increased some $617,000.75 An interesting feature.of the

72. Ibid., p. 3 5.
73. Ibid., p. 41.
74* Committee on Tax Education and School Finance, 

Status and Fiscal Significance of Federal Lands in the Eleven 
Western ^bates. National Education Association. T20l Sixteenth 
Street, MW, Washington 6, D. C., October, 1950, p. 97.

75. Fortv-fourth Biennial Report of the Oregon State 
Land Board. E. T. Pierce, Clerk, 1956-1958, (Prepared for the 
1959 State Legislature) p. 1 0.
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Oregon report covered a factual listing of loans made 
from the common school fund principal and secured by first 
mortgages on real property within the State of Oregon. 
These loans ranged in amounts from a low of around $200 to 
a high of more than a quarter of a million dollars loaned 
to one Cameron Cliff. There are several loans in the 
$100,000 class and many involved five figures. The total 
of these loans was $2,$38,777.69. Oregon had sold approx
imately ninety percent of its original grant, and as of 
June 30, 195&, there remained a total of 817,001.11 acres 
of state-owned land.76

Texas.

The state of Texas is usually not represented in 
western states* land comparisons. However, because of its 
proximity to Arizona, it is here considered. Evidently, 
because of the unique historical background of Texas, the 
f ormat and presentation of permanent school fund matters 
are done somewhat differently in the State of Texas than in 
most others. Therefore, a short historical summary will be 
given with statistical information below. *

The origin and definition of the Permanent School 
Fund of Texas forms a colorful history. The Fifth 
Legislature in 1854 appropriated $2,000,000 of United

W .  TFid., p. 16-22 and 3 2.
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States five percent bonds, then remaining in the treasury 
of the State, to be set apart as a school fund to be used 
for the support and maintenance of public schools. It 
was to be called a "special school fund" and the interest 
arising therefrom was to be appropriated and distributed 
to schools. The school fund was changed to a "permanent 
free school fund" by the Texas Legislature in 1870 and 
was made a "perpetual public school fund" by the consti
tution of I876. By constitutional provision, the Per
manent School Fund is composed of a landed endowment and 
an investment trust fund. The State Board of Education is 
charged with the responsibility of managing the investment 
program for the fund.77

On August 31, 1958, the landed endowment of the 
Permanent School Fund consisted of 874,440 acres of unsold, 
surveyed school land and 13,158,877 additional acres in 
the Mineral Estate of the Fund. The total Mineral Estate 
of the Permanent School Fund is set out in the following
tabulation.78

77. Report of the Commissioner of the General 
Land Office of the State of Texas. Bill~Tllcoren. Com
missioner, T$56-1955', p. 40-41.

78. Ibid.
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Category Acres

River Beds 1,000,000

Unsold, Surveyed School Land 874,440
Sold School Land with all 7,281,949

Minerals Reserved
Free Royalty Lands 731,254
Bays and Inlets 1,536,900

Area from Coast to 3-League Limit 
(10.36434)*

2.608.774

TOTAL 1A.033.317

As of August 31, 1958, land notes outstanding 
against sold school lands amounted to $6,104,557.68. 
There were 3,654,590 acres of the Mineral Estate under 
lease with producing acreage amounting to 426,182 acres. 
The following tabulation shows the accruals to the 
Permanent School Fund from the landed endowment during 
the 1956-1958 biennium.79

Source Amount Percent of Total
Bonuses, Rentals & Awards $20,266,031.77 

on Mineral Leases
40.95

Oil and Gas Royalties 27,820,008.92 56.21

Principal on Land Sales 914,666.83 1.85
All Other Sources 492.229.50 .99

TOTAL $49,492,937.02 100 .00

*Wote: This area refers to the land resources located
under the Gulf of Mexico for a distance of three leagues out 
from the coastal line of the State of Texas (a marine league 
equals 3 .4 5 land miles).

79. Ibid.
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Utah.
Utah has 52.7 million acres of land area of which 

3 7 .7 million acres, or 71*57 percent were owned by the 
Federal government in 1950. This total placed Utah fourth 
among the eleven western states in total Federal acreage 
and second in percentage of land area Federally owned.

Washington State.

In 1950 Washington State contained approximately 
fifteen million acres which were equal to about thirty- 
five percent of the land area of the state. Of the eleven 
western states surveyed by the National Education Associa
tion, this one had the lowest acreage and lowest percentage 
of Federal land.^0 During the fiscal period from 1956 
through I960, the Washington State Department of Natural 
Resources transmitted to the State Treasurer roughly thirty 
million dollars as earnings on all state owned lands. Of 
this amount, almost two-thirds had been realized from the 
single source of timber sales.

80'. Committee on Tax Education and School Finance, 
Status and Fiscal Significance of Federal Lands in the Eleven
Western.States. National Education Association. 12Ol Sixteenth
Street, Nw, Washington 6, D.C., October, 1950, p. 108 and 119.

81. Second Biennial Report. Department of Natural 
Resources; State of Washington, Bert L. Cole, Commissioner, 
1958-1966, p. 27. -
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About one-half of all money earned from state 

land was earned by school sections. Of this amount 
approximately fifteen millions of dollars or twenty 
percent was placed in a fund for current public school 
apportionment while the remaining eighty percent was 
placed in the Permanent Common School Fund.**2

Washington State still retains approximately 
three-quarters of its original land grant. It follows 
the pattern of most states where the enabling acts re
quired public land sales and minimum prices. Most of 
the states which require the public sale and stipulation 
of minimum prices have not disposed of their lands as 
readily as those states not requiring such conditions.

Wyoming.

Wyoming contained, in 1950, 32.6 million acres 
of Federally owned land, which equaled 52.24 percent of 
the land area of the state.. At that time every county 
in Wyoming had some real estate owned by the Federal 
government within its borders, although the amounts varied 
considerably. Two counties had as few as 2,000 acres

Ibid.
#3 . Utah Education Association, "Place of Public 

Lands in Financing Schools in Utah," Research Bulletin.
312 E. South Temple, Salt Lake. City, October, 193"#, p. 9.
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while Fremont County had more than five million acres.#4 
As of 1 9 5 Wyoming had sold only approximately thirteen 
percent of its original land grant. It too, is one of the 
states requiring minimum prices and public sales by law.#5 
Of the 4,161,295.09 acres originally granted to Wyoming, 
546,461.075 acres have been sold.°6

For the single fiscal period from 1892 to September 
3 0, I960, the common school lands through rentals, interest, 
and royalties, had earned 69 million of the total #3 million 
dollars earned by all institutional and higher education 
grants in Wyoming.8? - •

The observation which the Utah Education Association 
made with regard to the relationship between required mini
mum price and public sale of grant land, and the prevention 
of desecration to the grants appeared sound. Although the

34% Committee on Tax Education and School Finance, 
Status and Fiscal Significance of Federal Lands in the Eleven 
Western States. National Education Association, TZOl Sixteenth 
Street, NW, Washington 6, D. C., October, 1950, p. 131.

35. Utah Education Association, op. cit., p. 9.
36. Twenty-eighth Biennial Report of the Commissioner 

of Public Lands and Farm Koans of Wyoming. SoarcL 6? land Coin̂ "" 
missioner. - and Wyoming Loan Board. K. W. Bell, Commissioner, 
October 1, 1953 through September 30, I960, Table II, p. 
unnumbered.

37. Ibid.. Table VI. p. unnumbered.
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number of states involved was too small to allow cor
relative statistical treatment, some interesting conclu
sions can be drawn by inspection. These states have
enabling acts which require minimum prices and public
sale: 88

Percentage of Original 
State Grant Sold as of 1958
Arizona 08.
Colorado 3 7.
Idaho 25.
Montana 1 3.
New Mexico ' 07.
Washington 2 6.
Wyoming 13.

The following states do not have enabling acts which 
require minimum prices and public sale:89

California 84Nevada 95Oregon 90
Utah 53

V . Past Studies of Arizona

Studies specifically concerned with Arizona are 
limited. The most recent has been a review of the public 
lands and public education in Arizona by the Arizona 
Education Association. This booklet tells an informative 
story of the state's lands in an effort to acquaint its

88. tJtah Education Association, "The Place of Public 
Lands in Financing Schools in Utah," Research Bulletin. 312 
E. South Temple, Salt Lake City, October, 1958, p. §.

89. Ibid.
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membership with the history and operations of the Arizona 
State Land Department. It points up the Association's 
interest in the state's schools and institutional grants 
and reviews the activities of its public lands committee.
The booklet has found favor in the State Land Department
and it is passed out freely to visitors.90

Neither the Arizona State College at Flagstaff,
Arizona State University at Tempe, nor the Arizona State 
Capitol Library and Archives of Phoenix, has catalogued 
specific studies regarding the public lands and public 
education in Arizona.

Graduate Studies.

The University of Arizona Library has two master's 
theses in this area. The oldest is really a study of the 
activities of the Arizona State Treasurer's Office and 
involved an examination of land grants and the Permanent 
Common School Fund only incidentally as such matters 
pertained to the topic of the thesis.91

The other study is that of Davis Bruce Reazin's 
investigation into the Permanent Common School Fund of 1

95% Arizona Education Association, Public Lands and 
the Public Schools of Arizona (Phoenix: Arizona Education 
Association, I960) p. unnumbered.

91. Joyce E. Peterson, "The State Treasurer of 
Arizona," Unpublished Master's Thesis, University of Arizona, 
Tucson, 1933, p. 35-50.
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Arizona in 1 9 3 Mr. Eeazin’s study is of particular in
terest because of the enthusiasm with which he laid out 
his plan of study. In first person narrative, he stated 
that he planned to examine the department files of state 
agencies in order to ferret out hidden or unreleased in
formation. Although Reazin reported that he had good 
rapport with the Arizona State Land Department officials 
during his study, his bibliography and the contents of 
his study show that he was forced to confine his investi
gation to the normally published public reports issued by 
the various state offices. This study is of value, however, 
because it represented an impartial effort to obtain a much 
needed viewpoint of the operations of the Arizona State Land 
Department. Of the nine recommendations made by Reazin at 
the close of his thesis in 193&, several have become re
alities. The state has no longer used permanent funds for 
general expenses— even on a short term borrowed basis• The 
accounting procedures of all offices in the state are im
proved as a result of machine accounting. The internal 
auditing procedures of state offices now appear more thor
ough and systematized than at the time of Reazin*s writing. 
And, of course, the losses which resulted to the permanent 
funds because of the farm loan activity of an earlier
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period have been repaid.92
An interesting comparison can be drawn from these 

two studies because of contrasts. For the same chronological 
period, Peterson praised activities in the Treasurer’s office 
which Reazin condemned.93 From a reading of both investi
gations there is evidence that while both were operating as 
individuals in their research they were neophytes in their 
respective areas of investigation. This comment is made not 
to be critical of their faith and effort in attempting a 
difficult task, but merely to point up the difficulty of 
research where so many fields are involved. In their ef
forts to do research in complex areas, these graduate 
students were literally forced to deal with such matters; 
as accounting, economics, land management, law, political 
implications, and educational policies. It is to their 
credit that they attempted their investigations and thereby 
created some valuable insights into matters of state 
government. -

Arizona State Land Department Study

Although not specifically dealing with educational

92l Bruce David Reazin, "The Administration of the 
School Fund of Arizona," Unpublished Master’s Thesis, School 
of Education, University of Southern California, Los Angeles. 
1938, p. 107-108. 6

93• Joyce E. Peterson, op. cit.. p. 3 5.
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lands, Proposal Number Twenty-three, which had been prepared 
by the Arizona State Land Department in 1956 for a special 
purpose, was somewhat of a policy statement which is worthy 
of notation. Its effect upon school lands was not by name, 
but by implication. This paper related the confusion that 
existed prior to the present law regarding mineral sales in 
Arizona. According to the State Land Department, previous 
to the 1954 law each State Land Commissioner had a different 
individual interpretation of what constituted mineral rights 
for the state. "One would issue patents reserving the min
eral rights, while a later one would issue patents not re
serving the mineral rights."94 It was the position of the 
State Land Department in 1956 that to increase the percent 
of reservation to the state above the present one-sixteenth 
of the mineral rights would prohibit mineral activities on 
such state land and, therefore, the State Land Department 
went on record as favoring no percentage change. However, 
it did endorse the total reservation of mineral rights to 
the state if the legislature saw fit to make a change in the 
future.95 From the general attitude displayed by the Arizona 
State Legislature since the analysis, it would appear that

"Arizona State Land Department, Proposal No. 23. 
Relating to Reservation of Mineral Rights and A Study of 
Mineral Income to the State of Arizona (Prepared for the 
Legislative Council) January 1, 1956, p. 1.

95. Ibid.. p. 4.



the one-sixteenth mineral reservation right to the state 
will remain for some time.

As the 1962 Arizona State Legislature convened in 
Phoenix, Governor Fannin stressed to the legislators the 
need for tightening the laws relative to oil and gas de
posits. In the past, Arizona has exercised less control 
over oil and gas matters than have other western states. 
Governor Fannin asked of the legislature additional tech
nical strength in the laws rather than a change of principle. 
His recommendation was based on the facts of accelerated 
drilling and exploration programs for oil, gas, and helium 
by independent, individual and major oil company operators.
To implement the flow of venture and risk capital and to 
encourage the oil and gas industry to do further explora
tion work in Arizona, the Governor deemed it necessary to 
protect the correlative rights of the various properties of
the earth.96

This chapter has presented some of the conditions 
existing among Arizona's neighboring states with regard to 
Federal and state lands in order that they might serve as a 
measure of contrast. When school lands are being discussed, 
mineral rights retention to the several states is a topic 

of importance. Therefore, the mineral rights retention

9c>. The Arizona Daily Star. January 9, 1962, p. 1.

65
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policies as they were in 1956 are presented in Tables 
I and II.

VI. Permanent Funds 

Early Forms of Permanent School Funds.

The noted author, Newton Edwards, writing with 
Herman G. Richey, recorded that for a long time it was 
generally expected that permanent school funds could be 
built up to the point where income derived from them 
would provide an adequate educational program. Connec
ticut created a permanent school fund in 1750, to which 
in 1795, was added $1,200,000 received from the sale of 
the Western Reserve. By 1821, the income from this fund 
was so large that the law of more than a century's standing 
which required towns to levy a two-mill tax for the school 
was repealed. Among the older states to establish such 
funds were: Virginia, 1810, Maryland, 1812, New York, 1805,
Delaware, 1796, New Jersey, 1816, Georgia, 1817, New 
Hampshire, 1821, Kentucky, 1821, Vermont, 1825, and North 
Carolina, 1825.97

With respect to the possibility of financing edu
cation through endowments, undue optimism was aroused and

97. Newton Edwards and Herman G. Richey, The School 
in the American Social Order. (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Com- 
pany, 1947.) p. 364.
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TABLE I

AN ANALYSIS OF MINERAL RIGHTS RESERVATION 
PROVISIONS IN SALES OF STATE LANDS*

State Provision
Arizona:

California: 
Colorado: 
Idaho: 
Montana: 
North Dakota:

New Mexico: 
Oklahoma:

(a) One-sixteenth on non-mineral lands sold;
(b) Sale of known mineral lands prohibited.
Reserves all mineral rights on State land sold.
Reserves all mineral rights on State land sold.
Reserves all mineral rights on State land sold.
Reserves all mineral rights on State land sold.
(a) Reserves 100% of mineral rights on State grant 

lands sold.
(b) Reserves 50% of mineral rights on State land 

acquired by mortgage foreclosure.
Reserves all mineral rights on State land sold.
(a) Reserves all mineral rights on known mineral

lands sold. •
(b) If the land is non-mineral, no mineral rights 

are reserved by the State on the sale of land.
Oregon: Reserves all
Texas: Reserves all
Utah: Reserves all
Washington: Reserves all
Wyoming: Reserves all

♦Compiled from Arizona State Land Department, Proposal No. 23 
Relating to Reservation of Mineral Rights and a Study of Mineral Income 
to the State of Arizona (prepared for the Legislative Council) January 
1, 1956, p. 4-6.
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THE ROYALTY PROVISIONS ON STATE MINERAL LANDS*
TABLE II

State Provision

Arizona: 5% net smelter. Transportation and processing 
deductible before 5% is taken.

California:

f

Determined by public bid on known mineral lands, 
or as set forth in the prospecting permit if a 
preferential lease.

Colorado: 15% for uranium and vanadium.
10% on minerals that can be taken out in 
processing of extracting uranium and vanadium.

Idaho: Oil and gas 12%%; quartz, sliding scale 2%% to 
12%% based on values, other minerals (gravel, 
phosphate rock, etc.,) on tonnage basis.

Montana: 5 to 20%, the 20% being for uranium leases on 
which subsidy is paid, the State claiming its share 
to the subsidy.

North Dakota: No mineral leases.
New Mexico: 2% on ordinary minerals and 5% on precious and 

semi-precious, including uranium and other 
fissionable materials. These are minimum charges. 
There is no maximum.

Oklahoma: 12%% of gross value for ore produced.
Oregon: •Maximum of 10% of gross value for ore produced.
South Dakota: 5% minimum of market value. Fixed by Board of 

School and Public Lands for each type of mineral.
Texas: 1/6 of gross value of fissionable materials and 

1/6 of gross value of other minerals.

Utah: 12%% for oil and gas. In the process of adopting 
a sliding scale for uranium and vanadium and other 
metalliferous metals since August 8, 1955.

Washington: Not less than 1% or more than 4% of the value of 
the minerals after deducting the costs of trans
portation and treatment.

Wyoming: 5% but in the process of changing to vary with 
different minerals.

*Ibid., Propoaal No. 23, p . 4-6
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interest stimulated by the federal land grants for education 
in the new states then comprising the union. In addition, 
expectations were created for financial aid in the older 
states which had not received federal lands. The states, 
sharing in this deposit on the basis of their representation 
in Congress, received sums varying from slightly less than 
|300,000 as in Delaware, Michigan, and Arkansas, to some
thing over $4,000,000 in New York. Although the states 
were free to make any use of the funds as they saw fit, 
sixteen of them placed the money received in a special 
fund fbr educational purposes or added it to the permanent 
school f u n d . A c c o r d i n g  to Swift, the income, or portion 
of it, reached the common schools in every state in the 
Union except for Michigan, Mississippi, South Carolina, 
and Virginia.99 In summing up matters relative to per
manent school funds in the early years, Edwards and Richey 
wrote that the funds never became as important as had been 
hoped. As the cost of education mounted, permanent funds 
played an increasingly smaller part in financing education.
In certain instances, the existence of a permanent fund

98. Ibid.
99. Fletcher Harper Swift, Federal and State

Policies in Public School Finance. (Boston: Ginn and Company, 
1931.; p.T4" '
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operated to inhibit the development of an adequate program. 
In other states, the restriction of the use of the income 
to the schooling of poor children or paupers fixed more 
firmly the idea that public supported and pauper schools 
were the same thing. In others, the early optimism which 
attended the creation of such funds continued long after 
educational statesmen had discounted their importance in 
the total financial program. Contemporary writers at the 
time blamed the low condition of Connecticut schools on 
the existence of the state's exceptionally large and well 
managed fund. Although the fund was large for an endowment 
fund, it was inadequate for full school support. In 
Massachusetts, opponents of the establishment of a per
manent fund pointed to the sad results of Connecticut's 
efforts to escape taxation. In the latter state, the 
increasing cost of education led to a reduction in both 
quantity and quality of schooling offered. To supplement 
funds, the rate bill (a form of tuition) was the only 
practical means of securing the added funds needed. ^00

The most useful purpose served by the permanent 
school funds was that of providing in most instances, the 
first stable sources of support given to free schools. 
According to Edwards and Richey, these funds fostered the

10b. Edwards and Richey, op. cit.. p. 365.
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idea of education as a public concern. Since these funds 
could be granted or withheld by the state, they could be 
used to stimulate effort. Effort, in this sense is de
find ed as the relative exertion of power or financial 
ability made by a governmental unit toward the support 
of a given or proposed educational program.101

Districts were granted funds if they fulfilled 
certain conditions set by the state. As one of these 
requirements, the state often specified that the local 
district should raise money to supplement the state funds 
received. This concept of requiring local districts to 
make some effort was helpful in breaking down heavy op
position to local taxation for public education.102

As a concept of school support, the permanent 
fund did not rise to great heights. Swift in speaking of 
the school finance situation in Colorado said, "The ex
perience of a number of our states has shown that a 
permanent common school fund should not be relied upon 
as the chief source of state school revenue." Although 
Swift was pointedly against permanent common school funds 
being the single source of support for public education, 
he emphatically pressed for the conservation of the

101. Carter V. Good, Editor, Dictionary of Edu
cation. (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1959.) 
p. 195. 102. Edwards and Richey, op. cit.. p. 3 6 5.
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investment funds by pointing up the need for sound land 
management practices of the public school sections. Again, 
while analyzing the Colorado situation. Swift suggested 
that the need in Colorado:was not to get rid*of the school 
lands because the state was a poor landlord, but to have 
the state become a good landlord. The comments of Register 
Hoggat (1914) that Colorado should get out of the public 
land business as quickly as possible because he felt the 
state had no valid reason for being in the public land 
office sales and leasing service were most distasteful to 
Swift. It was Swift1s contention that the better plan 
would be to increase the quality of land administration in 
Colorado rather than forfeit the total heritage just to be 
rid of the public lands. Swift further stated that the 
true need did not center around disposing of the public 
land but in an educational campaign to make the state a 
good administrator by causing citizens to be made aware of 
the inadequate staff and meager funds allocated for the 
care and management of matters pertaining to the granted 
lands.103

In order to emphasize the position played by one of 
the early permanent common school funds, a few highlights

103. Fletcher Harper Swift, Studies in Public 
S chool Finance: California and Colorado". [Minneapolis: 
University of Minnesota, ±922.) p. 191.
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from the State of Kansas are presented. The first aid to 
local government in Kansas consisted of distribution of 
earnings from the state Permanent School Fund to common 
school districts. This fund, which was similar to many- 
other state funds, was made up of the proceeds from the 
sale and use of school lands granted by the Federal gov
ernment to Kansas. The first distributions to common 
school districts were made in 1863• No further programs 
of any consequence were inaugurated until 1909 when the 
state began to sponsor normal training in high schools.
This was followed by subsidies for industrial training. 
Assistance to fiscally weak districts was begun in 1911 
on an extremely modest scale. The program of aid to 
elementary education attained significant proportions 
orily after 1937• Aid to secondary schools was provided 
in the 1955 session of the legislature to begin with the 
1955-1956 school year.104 For 1953-1954, the Kansas State 
Annual School Fund contributed $744,468 or approximately 
four percent of the total state school aid of $18,825,980  

for grades one through eight in local districts.105
Regarding the turbulence that has surrounded many 

-' . ■ - —
1 0 4 .  Kermit Watkins, Economic Implications of State

Grants-in-Aid. (Lawrence. Kansas: School of business.
University of Kansas, 1956.) p. 37.

105. Ibid., p. 47.
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of the states* permanent common school funds. Swift has 
written at length and competently. His analysis of the 
topics of losses to the public permanent common school 
funds, the management of such funds, and his work on the 
purpose and effects of public permanent common school 
funds is enlightening. He has written of the change in 
public opinion that has taken place over the past century 
ranging from the open hostility against free public 
schools prior to 1&50 to the public pride in the common 
schools of today. Out of his writings came the vision 
of a Federal Permanent Common School Fund for the United 
States. In his final statement on this topic. Swift asked 
the question of his readers, "Would it not hasten the 
establishment of national standards of education and unify 
our state systems?"^-^ Although this question was asked 
in the year 1911, the debate goes on and becomes more 
complex and is yet, of course, unanswered.

The fiscal characteristics of the Arizona Permanent 
Common School Fund will be presented in the chapter dealing 
with matters of fiscal significance. A ten year record of 
the uninvested cash of the permanent funds will be assem
bled, as well as a ten year profile of the investment 
pattern for the Permanent Common School Fund.

106. Fletcher Harper Swift, A History of Public 
Permanent Common School Funds in the United States. 1795- 
1905, (New York:Henry Holt and Company, 19117) p. 203.
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Arizona does not follow the model of investment 
procedures for state funds as prepared by the National 
Municipal League. Such model laws are, however, prepared 
to function as guides, and no state probably meets all of 
the expectations. The model recommends a large adminis
trative staff, the establishment of a state investment 
officer as the executive officer of a state investment 
council, centralization of the investment function, defi
nition of investment powers and duties, defined eligibility 
of securities and other assets for investment, and other 
precise details designed as control features. The basic 
tenets of the law appear to have been designed by a com
mittee of some thirty state and national fiscal officers.107

Although the foregoing plan has definite merit, the 
provision whereby this law would require the pooling of all 
state moneys for investment purposes into a single port
folio would be most distasteful to some persons and groups 
within Arizona. This law suggests the pooling of the fol
lowing funds for investment:

(a) temporary surplus cash in the general fund, 
or special funds of the treasury which will not be 
needed for short or medium term periods;

(b) proceeds of bond issues not yet needed for 
construction projects;

.... 167. TTational Municipal League, Model Investment of
State Funds Law. (New York: National Municipal League. 47 
feast 68th Street, 1954*) P* iii and 23.



76

(c) pension, retirement, and annuity funds;
(d) workmen’s;compensation insurance funds;
(e) special trust funds;
(f) permanent trust funds;
(g) sinking funds for bond retirement.

VII. Organization of the Study

Recent years have, of course, seen a trend toward 
a new importance for land in Arizona. Activities of both 
governmental agencies and individuals with land as the 
center are on the increase. All types of activity are 
present and in the center of some of this activity lies 
the welfare of school land and the Permanent Common 
School Fund. . . . u ; ...

A review of the activities which have involved 
state lands in Arizona indicates that most of these have 
been performed over long periods of time with little effort 
having been made to evaluate such activities and services 
beyond financial audits.

This present study is directed toward a partial 
correction of this condition for Arizona. It consists of 
three general areas: (1 ) the gathering of significant
information about the public lands in Arizona from the

10S. Ibid.. p. ix.
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Territorial period through the contemporary setting; (2) 
the appraisal of the situation of the basis of historical 
perspective, certain evaluative criteria; and (3) the 
presentation of recommendations ■which might contribute 
to the effectiveness of future land management•

In order to give this study perspective, it will be 
necessary to surround certain topics within this study with 
some of the circumstantial evidence that has accompanied 
all land grants in Arizona. It is emphasized at this point 
that the prime purpose of surveying the historical material 
and the subsequent evaluation of the public and private 
agencies involved is not to condone or condemn particular 
types of behavior but to serve the larger purpose of 
examining the degree of success or failure of the school 
land grant for Arizona.

To serve as a partial basis for the determination 
of the effectiveness of state agencies and selected state 
teachers1 associations in the western states, a series of 
criteria was developed. These criteria were designed for 
presentation to the executive secretaries of thirteen 
western states teachers* associations. The presentation 
is to be made to the panel by way of a questionnaire. The 
executive secretaries have been chosen for participation 
because they are known to have extensive knowledge of the
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organization and operation of their own state associations 
and that of the State Land Departments in their respective 
states. As salaried administrators they often possess 
insights born of experience which are not common to elected 
officers.

The judgments and conclusions of this groups will 
provide valuable aid by which the programs of the several 
western State Land Departments as well as the teachersT 
associations can be evaluated. An interesting notation 
at this point is that at the onset of this study it was 
communicated to the writer that officially there could be 
no opinions presented by the Arizona State Land Depart
ment's employees as to the conduct of past affairs of the 
Department. The official reports were the only historical 
record available. It was impossible to receive any type 
of evaluative information of a reflective nature except 
in the case of a few quotable asides. This policy was 
also evident in the written communications with the State 
Land Departments of the western states. Each state 
promptly sent a copy of its current report when requested. 
However, these reports were all factual, numerical, often 
coded for machine accounting, and expectedly unreflective.

VIII. Sources of Information

The primary and secondary sources to be used in this
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study and the type of research method are explained in the 
paragraphs of this section. Primary sources of data are 
the official records of land offices, the Arizona State 
Auditing Department, State financial records, opinions 
from the Arizona State Legal Departments, Court decisions, 
the Enabling Act, the Arizona State Constitution, Laws of 
the United States and Arizona, various reports of the 
United States, and the State of Arizona. Secondary sources 
include research studies of authorities in the field of 
public school lands, the writings of textbook authors on 
the subject, records of the Arizona Education Association, 
reports by questionnaire of the policies and activities 
of selected western state teachers* associations, confer
ences with officials of the Arizona State Land Department, 
officials of the State Auditor's Office, State Treasurer's 
office. State Department of Education, and personal con
ferences with qualified persons in the field.

Using all major libraries in the state as data 
centers for this paper, investigations have been made at the 
Arizona State Capitol Library and Archives; Arizona State 
College Library, Flagstaff; Arizona State University 
Library, Tempe; Library of the Arizona Education Associa
tion, Phoenix; and the Library of the University of 
Arizona, Tucson.
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- The historical type of research method is best
suited to accomplish the purpose of this study for this 
investigation involves a survey of the historical back
ground surrounding the educational lands and their man
agement by governmental agencies from the Arizona Ter
ritorial Period through the year I960. It looks toward 
the future as well as to the past. The principal aim of 
this research is that it serve as a functional guide in 
the diagnosis of the strengths and weaknesses in the 
administration of Arizonafs educational lands and Per
manent School Fund.

IX. Summary of the Chapter

< . There is no question but■that all land in Arizona
is becoming of increasing importance to people both within 
and without the state. The population expansion westward 
and the population increase over the United States places 
Arizona within the growth pattern.

The present study can aid school men particularly 
by acquainting them with the background, legal provisions, 
and present status of the state's public lands and espe
cially the school sections. There are, of course sound 
principles of business administration which are necessary 
to any successful enterprise either public or private. It 
will be the task of this study to view past and existing



policies with the matters of soundness and adequacy being 
kept in mind.

The burden that will fall upon responsible school 
men in the immediate future is that they will be increas
ingly called upon to aid and advise in the making of de
cisions at the state’s executive "-level. It is imperative 
that they be informed. Without being so, decisions will 
be made without their advice— or their counsel may be 
embarrassingly ignored.

Without exception, every major and minor author 
writing in the field of public lands and public endowments 
has recorded his chagrin at the difficulty of having not 
been able to obtain valid and accurate material. The range 
of this difficulty has covered the obstacles encountered in 
attempting comparisons of inter-governmental reports dealing 
with the same matter to outright obstinate behavior on the 
part of governmental officials to keep public records from 
being made public.

From the first efforts of this nation to endow 
education by the device of internal wealth, the wealth of 
land reveals a remarkable story. From the Land Ordinance 
of 17&5 which provided the means and the Ordinance of 178? 
which stated the ideal, much has been indeed accomplished. 
The important dates fall rapidly and surprisingly close



to each other on the calendar. Moving rapidly from 178?, 
the Ohio Enabling Act of 1802 left its mark of Section 
Sixteen across the nation in the name of education and 
literacy. The Morrill Land-Grant Act of 1862 gave higher 
education a helping hand. Just recently a new state was 
born, Alaska. Its land grant from the Congress is less 
restricted than those received by other states in the past. 
The burden is upon the state legislature for the intelli
gent use of the trust.

There is still much debate in these United States 
regarding the amount of control the Federal government 
should have in the affairs of individual states. This 
debate has been settled mostly by compromise in the past. 
There are extremists in both camps: those for extensive
Federal participation vs. those who feel the Federal govern
ment should exist in name only. School people can not be 
afforded the luxury of either extreme position.

The public domain in the rugged tradition is closed. 
The very soils which were exploited so freely in the begin
ning are now being looked at scientifically for more than 
the second look. They are becoming increasingly the objects 
of concern and study. The ages of acquisition, disposal, 
reservation, and intensive scientific management are visible 
across the horizon of history. They are as much of the



national history as are the records of the Congress.
Economically, land is basically important. It is 

more than a factor of production, a representation of 
wealth, land is life. The outstanding fact about land is 
that it is fixed. Another characteristic of land which 
makes it different from other economic factors is that 
each piece is unique. The mobility of land is not in the 
soil but in the uses— these become the mobile factors. This 
represents a paradox when compared with other factors of 
production.

Among the reports of the western land offices, 
there is little information that can be validly compared. 
Each has its own characteristics to the extent that in 
order to collect enought data to make them-susceptible to 
comparison would require an extensive study in itself.
They have been presented with a view toward a contemporary 
vignette for the reader rather than a depth study.

The studies about Arizona in this field are limited. 
The reasons for this are probably varied but among them most 
certainly must have been the difficulty in obtaining data. 
The available studies are largely of value as orientation 
devices. They tend as a group to point the way for needed 
research rather than being research studies. Arizona stands 
unique and alone in its mineral rights reservation policy



among the western states. It is less unique in royalty- 
provisions than in its position on mineral rights reser
vations •

The permanent funds were created to conserve per
petually the wealth that stemmed from the land trusts pre
sented to the various western states in the enabling acts. 
Their prominence in school finance in the early period was 
principally verbal. They never rose to the great expecta
tions made for them. It is not that they were not important 
in their own way, it is only that unwarranted optimism was 
aroused. If there was disappointment, it was a disappoint
ment of mind rather than function. The most useful purpose 
served by the permanent common school funds was that of 
providing in most instances, the first stable sources of 
support given to free schools.

This study is organized to succeed in its purpose 
of enlightening the Arizona scene with regard to public 
lands and public education from the time of the Apaches* 
superiority in the Territory to the present. The test of 
its usefulness will lie in the hands of those who may find 
occasion to read this study in the future.



CHAPTER II

THE ARIZONA TERRITORY 1863-1912

I. Social and Political Pressures

The Influence of Charles D. Poston.

The development of Arizona is nowhere more 
poignantly told than in the history of the land and the 
people who have lived upon its surface. The official 
historian for the Arizona State Legislature has written 
of early Arizona primarily in terms of people's suffer
ings and accomplishments. While working on a commission 
from the Second Legislature of the State of Arizona, 1915, 
he related the story of Arizona's growth in a casual nar
rative with many first person quotations from pioneers. 1 

This author presents a summary of the social 
pressures that surrounded the political creation of the 
Territory of Arizona in the following quotation:

"Undoubtedly the Confederate invasion of 
Arizona and New Mexico, and the organization 
of Arizona into a separate Territory by the 
Confederates, which was acknowledged by the 
Confederate Government, with the discovery 
of gold in large quantities in Arizona, of

FI Thomas Edwin Parish, History of Arizona.(San 
Francisco: Filmer Brothers Electrotype Company, 1915.)
V olumes I-VIII•



which the Government at that time stood 
in great need, were the real .causes of the 
passage of the bill through Congress in 
the session of 1862-1863 for the creation 
of the Territory of Arizona." 2 3 4 5

The estimated total United States population in 
1863 was 34,026,000 persons.3 Two histories using the 
i860 United States Census and other supporting data agree 
that the population in the Territory of Arizona in 1863 
consisted of approximately six hundred white persons, 
six thousand-one hundred Mexicans, and about four thou
sand civilized Indians.4-5

On February 24, 1863, President.Lincoln signed 
the bill which made Arizona a territory of the United 
States. An interesting account of Charles D. Poston*s 
personal connection with the final passing of the legis
lation which made Arizona a territory follows:

"At the meeting of Congress in December 
1862 I returned to Washington, made friends 
with Lincoln, and proposed the organization

2 . Ibid.. Volume II, p. 321.
3. United States Department of Commerce, Historical 

Statistics of the United States.(Washington 25. D.C.: tinited 
States Government Printing Office, I960.) p. 7.

4. Parish, op. cit.. Volume II, p. 322.
5. Hubert Bancroft, History of Arizona and New 

Mexico. (San Fransisco: History Company, 1889.) Volume XVII,
p. 509.



of the territory of Arizona#. • There vras 
no other person in Washington, save General 
Heintzelman, who took any interest in Arizona 
affairs. They had something else to occupy 
their attention, and did not even know where 
Arizona was. Old Ben Wade, chairman of the 
senate committee on territories, took a lively 
and bold interest in the organization of the 
Territory, and Ashley, chairman of the com
mittee in the house. told me how to accom
plish the object. He said there were a num
ber of members of the expiring congress, who 
had been defeated in their own districts for 
the next term, who wanted to go west and 
offer their services to the *galoots* and if 
they could be grouped and a satisfactory 
slate made, they would have influence enough 
to carry the bill through congress. So the 
slate was made and the bargain concluded, but 
toward the last it occurred to my obfuscated: 
brain that my name did not appear on the slate, 
and in the language of Daniel Webster I ex
claimed: *Gentlemen, what is to become.of me?*
Gurley politely replied, *0, we will make you 
Indian Agent.* So the bill passed, and Lincoln 
signed all the commissions, 'and the oyster sup
per was paid for, and we were all happy, and 
Arizona was launched upon the political sea.**°

As facetious as this account of the motivational 
factors in the creation of the Territory of Arizona appears, 
Peplow gives extensive credit to these men for the excel
lent and valuable service which they rendered to the ter
ritorial community.7 Many serious writers of Arizona*s 
history and growth give praise to these men for their 
performance rather than their motives.# 6 7 8

. . ... .:._.
6. Parish, op. cit., Volume II, p. 323-324.
7. Edward Peplow, Jr..History of Arizona,(New York: 

Lewis Historical Publishing Company, 1938.) Volume I, p. 601
8. passim.



The Territorial Legislature.

On September 26, 1864, the First Legislative 
Assembly for the Territory of Arizona was held in Prescott. 
This august group stayed in session through November 8,
1864. Governor John N. Goodwin stressed to the State Legis
lature the need for a system of free public schools to be 
established in the new Territory, and that this system 
should be supported with funds raised from taxation. He 
brought to the attention of the group that the act organizing 
the Territory of New Mexico had provided for the setting 
aside of two sections in each township for the support of 
schools, and mentioned further that Congress had provided 
for the establishment of an agricultural college in every 
state or territory that might avail itself of this provision. 
The primary concern of this first legislature was to estab
lish a system of laws. This set of laws was known as the 
Howell Code and was adopted by the legislature. Section 
11, Chapter XXXIII, of this Code provided for a system of 
public education. However, it was not used.9

The First Legislature heard the report of its Joint 
Committee on Education. It was a negative report stating 
that it would be premature to establish a regular system of 9

9. Frank C. Lockwood, Pioneer Days in Arizona.
(New York: The MacMillan Company, 1932.) p. 24I.
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common or district schools. 10

Lockwood states that such school laws as existed 
in Arizona Territory through 1870 were both inadequate and 
inoperative. Previous legislatures had failed to provide 
any definite support for the public schools. Trustees and 
supervisors could levy a tax, or not, at their election.
They had generally seen fit not to levy such a tax for 
school support. (The county commissioners had been made 
the trustees of the public schools.) Governor Safford had 
been defeated in the legislature in his effort to obtain 
revenue for the operation of a public school system. As 
his only recourse, he went directly to the people with his 
plan for schools and they responded. Though it is reported 
that only one school was actually opened in 1871 due to the 
lack of teachers, books, and classrooms, a good start had 
been made, and by 1872 the public school system was assured 
of life and growth. In his report of school progress to the 
Territorial Legislature meeting in Tucson, January 6, 1873, 
Governor Safford told of free schools being taught for at 
least three months in every school district during 1872. By 
1880, school enrollment had risen to 101 classrooms and 101 

teachers.il 10 11

10. Journal, First Legislative Assembly. Territory 
of Arizona. l86/f, p. 13%

11. Lockwood, op. cit.. p. 241-248.
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Slight changes were being made in the school laws 
of.the Territory of Arizona through the years. The first 
major change came in 1883 with the adoption of a school 
code similar to that of the State of California.-^

The several factual historical records examined 
make no mention of an anti-public-school feeling among 
the citizens of the Territory during the period of the 
1880*s. However, Donaldson states there was such a feeling 
and it played havoc on the infant school system. He cites 
several severe legislative restrictions placed upon teachers, 
and the reduction of the Superintendency of Public Instruc
tion to a nominal position. A part of the reasoning behind 
this reactionary position appeared the people1s concern for 
obvious, wasteful and corrupt management of public affairs 
in general.13

Growth of the Territory.

By 1882 there were 98 school districts, with over 
10,000 pupils, and the value of school property had reached 12 13

12. Ibid., p. 248.

13. Marion Donaldson, "An Appraisal of the Arizona 
Education Association and Its Contribution to the Improvement 
of Public Education in Arizona," (Doctoral Dissertation 
University of Arizona, Tucson, 1959) p. 30..
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#116,750.14- The year prior to statehood, 1911, there were 
351 school districts containing 13 high schools, 217 grammar 
schools and 535 primary schools. The school census totaled 
36,611 children between the ages of six and twenty-one. The 
professional staff was given as 876 teachers.^5

It is only natural that the dynamic history of the 
growth and development of the Territory of Arizona was told 
first in the medium of human experience. By the close of 
the territorial period there was no doubt in the minds of 
many of its citizens that civilization had reached the far 
west.

The earthy soil in the early days of the TerritoryTs 
growth was of secondary importance: Survival was the first
concern. The land had several different values as it still 
does today. Some were interested in the precious metals under 
it; and others were interested in the water and grass upon 
it; and others were interested only in the quality of the 
terrain for transportation purposes. 14 15

14. James H. McClintock, Arizona. Prehistoric—
Aboriginal. Pioneer— Modern.(Chicago: S. J. Clarke Publishing
"Company, 1916.) Volume II, p• 497.

15. Hon. Richard E. Sloan. History of Arizona.
(Phoenix: Record Publishing Company, 1930.)Tolume ll, p.
363.
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II. The United States Land Reports

Territorial Land Management.
The creation of the Territory of Arizona is reported 

by J. M. Edmonds, Commissioner of the General Land Office, 
in the following terms: ’’All that part of the former Ter
ritory of New Mexico lying west of the 32nd meridian, west 
from Washington, was erected into a separate Territory, 
styled Arizona, by Act of Congress approved February 24,
1863.... n16

By August, 1863, a Surveyor General had been appointed 
for the Territory and the President designated Tucson as the 
headquarters for this new governmental office.1? The un
surveyed lands were a hampering circumstance for the new area. 
In order for the earth to become manageable and of economic 
importance to nearly all except the large cattle operations, 
it was necessary that the lands be surveyed. That immediate 
surveying was a primary need was evidenced from the appoint
ment of a Surveyor General as cited above. However, within 
the year, Arizona under the provisions of the 8th Section of 
an act approved July 2 , 1864, which consolidated Arizona and 16 17

16. 7T M. Edmonds, Commissioner, Report of the 
Commissioner of the General Land Office to the Secretary of 
the Interior."TWashington. D.C.: United State Government 
Printing Office, 1863.) p. 15*

17. Ibid.. 1863, P- 9.
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New Mexico for surveying purposes, lost its Tucson Terri
torial Office of the Surveyor General. Under the instruc
tions of the act, the Surveyor General closed the office 
and transferred the archives to Santa Fe, New Mexico. In 
his brief report to the Commissioner,, J . M. Edmonds, Lewis 
Bashford, Surveyor General, stated that schools should he a 
first consideration in the Territory.

The principal topic of Commissioner Edmonds* report 
in 1865 was the heavy Indian hostility which had limited the 
surveyors* ability to perform their duties in the field.
Both the Territories of Arizona and New Mexico were involved 
in extensive surveying delays.19 The total area of the 
public lands remaining unsurveyed was reported as 80,730,240  

acres as of June 30, 1865 .* 19 20 This figure represented nearly 
the total area of the newly acquired Territory of Arizona.

By 1866, there was still no decrease in hostile 
Indian activity, and the risk to life made land surveying 
impossible in any but the most protected quarters. In the 
1866 report, it was recorded that the Territory of Arizona 
had been reduced in size by a boundary change. The northwest

W .  Ibid.. 1864, p. 92.
19. Ibid.. 1865. p . 45.
2 0. Joseph S. Wilson, Commissioner, Report of the

Commissioner of tne General Land Office to the Secretary of 
the Interior.~TWashington, D.C.: United States Government 
Printing Office, 1866.) p. 370. .
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corner was altered to provide additional land for the State 
of Nevada which had been admitted to the Union in I864.
This land mass amounted to 7,823,936 acres. The remaining 
acres in the Territory of Arizona were 72,906,304 under 
the Congressional Act of May 5’, 1866 which directed the 
change. This area was considered to be 113,916 square 
miles• Land remaining unsold and unappropriated,as of 
June 30, 1&67 was reported as 68,885,954 acres. The school 
lands were reported this same year as 4,050,350 acres. 21

Mechanics of Surveying.

The mechanics of surveying during this period, aside 
from Indian hostility and modest equipment, are reported by 
the Surveyors General as being difficult due to the absence 
of comfortable living conditions. The Arizona Territory 
was considered by these employees to have a very high cost 
of living in relationship to the salaries they received. 
From the register of complaints found in these official 
reports of the 1860*s, it can be assumed that the general 
morale among these workers was low. The reports indicate 
a high percentage in turn-over of personnel in all phases 
of the surveying operation during this period.

One of the principal instruments used in surveying

£L. Ibid.. 1866, p. 371.
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at this time was the Gunter Chain composed of one hundred 
links which totalled sixty-six feet in length. These 
chains were often used to the point where the wear between 
the heavy metal links would cause some distortion in the 
measurement. This was especially true in long linear 
measurements. Hearsay remarks in the literature give 
reference to wagon wheels having been marked by surveyors, 
the number of revolutions counted and these in turn con
verted mathematically and reported in chains•

In order to bring this material up to date, a 
geologist who is currently surveying both the public and 
private lands in Arizona was contacted. Mr. T. H. Eyde has 
observed many of the territorial survey markers in the 
field. These markers exist in the more remote areas of 
the state and are distinguished by their cut-stone char
acteristics. The stone memorials contain the basic survey 
information and lie near the ground level. Many of these 
older, markers are accompanied by upright wooden stakes ap
proximately four feet high. These stakes are all badly 
weathered; by the elements and contain no formal information. 
Their purpose has been to act only as guides for the loca
tion of the stone memorials at their bases. Mr. Eyde 
reports that he has been surprised at the degree of accu
racy obtained by the early surveyors. A large number of the
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survey points have been found to be at or near those made 
•with today’s modern maps and equipment. However, the State 
Land Department has reported that although many of the 
early territorial surveys are accurate, there are surveys 
along the Colorado River that are in error from 18 to 26 

miles per survey along the river bed.22-23
A difficulty arising in field surveys was caused 

by the American system of surveying. This system was 
based on the rectangular fora of the township as the 
primary unit. The land ordinance which laid the foundations 
for the public land system in 1875 was most specific on the 
matter: ■ ' ' 1 1

"The plats of the townships respectively, shall 
be marked by subdivision into lots of one mile 
square, or 640 acres, in the same direction as the 
external lines, and numbered from 1 to 36; always 
beginning the succeeding range of the lots with 
the number next to that with which the preceding 
one concluded...”24

This system, however, made no allowance for the 
curvature of the earth’s surface. Thus, township lines do 
not match exactly and must be corrected by an adjustment. 
This adjustment takes the fora of township correction lines. 22 23 24

22.  T7 H. Eyde, Geologist, Interview of June 20. 1961.
23. G. M. Skiles, Supervisor. Service Division, 

Arizona State Land Department, Interview of July. 1961.
2 4. H. S. Gommager, Documents of American History.

(New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, Incorporated, 1949•)
p • 132.
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The correction is accomplished by the use of guide meridians. 
These aid in preventing the effects of the convergence of 
meridians from becoming excessive. The township boundaries 
were formed by running meridians north for six miles and 
then connecting that township corner with the one slightly 
less than six miles west of it. The discrepancy in distance 
due to convergence was placed in the last half mile.25

In dividing the township into sections, the north 
and south lines were run parallel with the east side of 
the township, rather than as true meridians. All errors 
in chaining were placed in the most northerly half miles 
of the township, and the discrepancies due to convergence 
were thrown into the most westerly half miles. The full 
sections should always contain 640 acres, whereas any 
section in;the west tier may be expected to contain less 
than that acreage. 26

By 1870, Arizona Territory was again an independent 
surveying district after having been united with New Mexico 
in I864 and then California in 1867. This restoration by 
Act of Congress, July 9, 1870, was the result of increased 
activity in the Territory^ Around the Salt River meridian, * 26

257 , Collier's Encyclopedia (New York:
P. F. Collier and Son, Corporation, 1957.) Volume 18, p. 315.

26. Ibid. .



five townships were completely surveyed and a three million 
acres reservation survey was started during the year for 
the Navajo Indian tribe.27

As soon as a township was completely surveyed, the 
school lands were fixed in place unless contested by prior 
right. When such lands were legally contested, equivalent 
tracts were offered upon the recommendation of the local 
school authorities. The United States Territorial Land 
Office would then send the request to the Secretary of the 
interior for his approval. Some of the prior right claims 
originated from Spanish and Mexican titles, under the 
Eighth and Ninth Articles, in the Treaty of Guadalupe 
Hidalgo which provided prior rights upon the land for qual
ified nationals. 28

Progress was being made, and in the year 1872, a 
total of 2,468,675 acres of the Territory of Arizona had 
been surveyed. Remaining unsurveyed were some 70,437,629 
acres. A pressing need had arisen at this time for in
creased surveying activity because settlers had been 
moving in large numbers onto what had been given to the 
Indians in assignment as reservation lands. However, 28

TT* Wilson, op. eft.. 1870, p. (Arizona Section).
28. Willis Drummond, Commissioner, Report of the 

Commissioner of the General Land Office to the Secretarv of 
the Interior .""^Washington, D.C.: united States Government 
Printing bffice, 1871.) P» (Arizona Section).
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although the land had been assigned in large masses, the 
actual boundary lines were often crude and of general 
character in the documents. The sum of $20,000 was spent 
on surveys In Arizona in 1371• This sum, according to 
the Commissioner1s report of 1872, represented only a 
fraction of the actual needs of the Territory.29

The Congressional Acts of 1826 and 1859, permitting 
the substitution.of equal value lands for sections 16 and 
36, resulted in 69,899.84 land acres being granted to 
school districts as in lieu lands.30

Pessimistic Land Reports.

The general tone of communication received from

the majority of the land reports of these early years is 
one of pessimism. The report of I878 is no exception. It 
relates the difficulties, loss of life and hardships that 
resulted from conflicts among the many bid and new miners, 
cattlemen, and settlers due to the lack of surveyed, and 
thus specific land boundaries. The report further states 
that each month brought more and more people into the 
Territory of Arizona seeking opportunities for personal

59% Tbid.. 1872, p. (Arizona Section).
30. S. S. Burdett. Commissioner. Report of the

Commissioner of the General Land Office to the Secretary of
the Interior."TVfashington, D. C.: United states Government
Printing Office, 1874#) P* (Arizona Section).



100

success by way of the land and its resources. The small 
amounts of Federal funds that were available to the several 
Surveyors General caused them to be bitter in their com
ments at times. These grievous feelings are duly recorded 
in their early journals.31 ,

The mastery of the Apache Indians over the inhab
itants had declined by 1880. Water for agrarian purposes 
remained a critical issue, arid the report of 1880 contains 
a comment to the effect that if private capital was not 
invested in badly needed irrigation facilities there would 
be little need for additional government surveys.32

The 1881 official report communicates the total of 
21,788,010 acres as having been surveyed in the public 
domain of the Territory of Arizona. A large part of the 
public funds allowed for surveys were spent in the Valley,s 
timber and pasture sections. In his report, the Land 
Commissioner appeared again concerned about the serious 
fighting that had taken place among the citizens over 
unsurveyed public domain. Another serious factor in the 
fighting was the fact that township lines had not been 
placed over mine locations. The coming of private capital

3TT IHid.. 1871, p. (Arizona Section).
32. A. J. Wilhamson. Commissioner. Report of the

Commissioner of the General Land Office to the Secretary of
the interior."TWashington. D.C.; United States Government
Printing Office, 1880.) p. 17.
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to the Territory had been a slow process because of the 
fighting and it was felt that, paradoxically, increased 
capital activity would have stopped the general conflict. 
Indian hostility subsided to a minimum. However, there 
remained during these years, much conflict in the White 
Mountains and the San Carlos Indian Reservation areas.
The encroachment of the settlers upon alleged reservation 
lands caused the Indians to be hostile to nearly all 
white persons found on their lands.33

The report of 1882 tells of fraudulently regis
tered public land entries by both private persons and 
corporations. The preemption act of 1841 was considered: 
by the Land Commissioner of 1881 as being out-moded.34 
However, in defense of this act it might be said that 
the occupation of the west, pushing ahead faster than 
the government land surveys, created a problem of grave 
character. Individual settlers squatted on the public 
domain, and considered it a gross injustice when lands 
which they had cleared, cultivated, and improved were put 
up for public sale. The Congress, in 1841, recognized the 
rights of squatters by enacting a preemption law, by 
which settlers were allowed to settle on a quarter section

*" """Ijnrrc. McFarland, Commissioner, Report of the 
Commissioner of the General Land Office to the Secretary of 
the Interior.TWashineton. D.C.: United States Government 
Printing Office, 1881.) p. 1-9 6. 34

34. Ibid.. 1882, p. (Arizona Section).
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of unsurveyed public land with the right of purchase at a 
minimum price when such land was placed on sale.

Section 10 of the Preemption Act of 1841 gives the 
restrictions, and they are very extensive. The lands 
reserved for the support of schools were exempt from the 
rights granted under this act.35

From a reading of the law and the field facts con
tained in the Land Commissioner*s reports, it is easily 
seen that there were extensive abuses of this act.

Mr. John Wasson, the Surveyor General for the 
Territory in 1882, was concerned about the lack of surveying 
around mine sites as were those in his office prior to him. 
Mr. Wasson also reported that the quarter section of land 
granted under the Homestead Act of May 20, 1862, placed 
an undue hardship on the settler in an arid region. The 
small amount of land made subsistence from the soil alone
almost impossible.36

The following year, 1883, the new Surveyor General 
for the Territory of Arizona, J.W. Robbins, testified that 
Wasson*s observations and comments regarding the fraudulent 
claims, the Homestead Act's limits, and the immediate need 
for additional surveys were proper and correct. His * 36

35I Commager, op. cit.. p. 291-292.
36. McFarland, o p . cit., 1882, p. 12.
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observation on surveying needs were that there should be 
ten times the sum of $10,000 appropriated for surveying 
in the Territory in 1883.37

The 1884 report revealed the fact that no sur
veying appropriation had been made for this fiscal year. 
Royal Johnson, another Surveyor General for the Territory, 
definitely stated that in his opinion the United States 
Congress had under-rated the potential of the Territory 
of Arizona.3& . ^

By 1885, the most important consideration in the
Land Commissioner's report regarding the Territory was
-

land fraud. This report was worded in the strongest 
language. In summary, it stated that the public domain 
had been made the prey of unscrupulous speculation and 
the worst forms of land monopoly through systematic fraud 
carried on and contumaciously consummated under the public 
land laws. By 1885, 3,459 miles, 39 chains, and 57 links 
of the public domain had been surveyed. However, all was 
not serene. There is ample evidence in the I885 land 
report attending to the charges that large cattle ranchers, 
cattle corporations, and some mine owners had resorted to 
well-armed private armies to keep settlers from occupying 37 38

37. Ibid.. 1883. p. (Arizona Section).
38. Ibid.. 1884, p. 154.
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the public land. These mounted armies roamed the land 
keeping settlers off by both threats and violence.39

The report of 1886 is unique in that it reported 
internal difficulties among some of the surveyors in the 
Territory of Arizona. - The reported abuses settled around 
their professional activities. Through political pressures 
and influence brought to bear upon some of the surveyors, 
they made surveys in less-than-township lots around pre
ferred land for the benefit of individual citizens. Some 
very valuable lands for farming and ranching were purposely 
excluded from surveying -while the surveyors1 time and ef
forts were spent surveying miles upon miles of worthless 
desert wilderness. In order to correct the abuses that 
arose from the less-than-township lot surveys, an order 
was issued that required all surveying to be done in town
ships as complete units. This order quickly worked a 
hardship against residents of small plots of excellent 
land located near mountains or streams. These small areas 
were often occupied by settlers who wanted to file valid 
claims for their land.40

Perhaps the most blasphemously overt abuse of the 39 40

39. Wm. A. J. Sparks, Commissioner, Report of the 
Commissioner of the General Land Office to the Secretary of the 
Interior. (WasKington. D.C.: United States Government Printing 
Office, 1885.) p. 325-328, 12-17.

40. Ibid.. 1886, p. 475.
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surveyor's power reported by the Territorial Surveyor 
General, John Hise, was when he detailed not only more 
general irregularities among the surveyors but, in ad
dition, the rather specialized practice of gerrymandering 
their railroad property surveys so that the rare and very 
valuable water holes would be located on railroad property. 
Also, Mr. Hise reported manipulations of the public domain 
in openly brazen fraud schemes against the government of 
the United States by both individuals and corporations.41 

In his 1888 report, John Hise reported that there 
had been little money for field surveying in the Territory 
since 1886. He appeared deeply concerned because markers 
and memorials:in the field had been lost, stolen, and 
mutilated in great numbers. The net effect, of course, 
was to render some of the public surveys useless.42

By 1889, cases involving land fraud had reached 
the courts. There was still little money available for 
surveying in the Territory during these years, and only 
$1 ,000 is reported as being available during that year.
This land report detailed some of the land fraud cases * 42

U .  Ibid.. 1887, p. 5.
.* .. "

42. S. M. Stockslager, Commissioner. Report of the 
Commissioner of the General Land Office to tne Secretary o? 
the Interior."TVfashington D. C.: United State Government 
Printing Office, 1888.) p. 19-393.
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which involved the Surveyor General1s office.43
Rafael A. Johnson, the new Surveyor General for 

1890, reported that the Desert Land Act had been good for 
Arizona.44 Clawson in commenting on the Desert Land Act 
and other similar legislation stated that by the use of 
these laws, the applicant obtained the land virtually free 
or by payment of a.nominal filing fee, or a modest flat 
sum per acre.45

By 1891, the long and difficult struggle to com
plete the surveying of the western boundary of the White 
Mountains Indian Reservation had been completed.4& The 
following year, the Arizona Territory's funds for surveying 
were increased to $5,000. This small amount, however, 
represented only one-third of the desired funds.47 46 47

4 3 • w7 M. Stone, Commissioner, Report of the 
Commissioner of the General Land Office to the Secretary of 
the Interior."^Washington. D.6.: United States Government 
"Printing Office, 1889.) p. 303.

, 4 4. Lewis Groff, Commissioner, Report of the
Commissioner of the General Land Office to the Secretary of 
the Interior."TVashington. D.C.: United^States Government 
Printing Office, 1890.) p. 354-355.

45• Marion Clawson. The Federal Lands: Their Use 
and Management. (Baltimore: The Johns Hopkins Press, 1957•)
p. 230. ... -

4 6. Thomas H. Carter, Commissioner, Report of the
Commissioner of the General Land Office to the Secretary of 
the Interior."TWashington. D.C.: United"T>tates Government
Printing Office, 1891*) P» 335*.

47. Ibid.. 1892, p. 409.
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The year 1892 appears to have been the last one 
in which generally inadequate surveying funds were ap
propriated to the Territory. The funds granted for 1893 
were $15,000, and there is no evidence in following an
nual reports after that year of serious and critical 
shortages of operating funds.4#

The previous concern regarding the uselessness of 
the public surveys because of lost, stolen or mutilated 
markers and memorials was given new importance in 1897 as 
authorization was sought for new surveys of previously 
surveyed areas.49 By 1905 there was considerable discussion 
regarding the abuses of the once much-desired and sought- 
after Desert Land Act.50

From this time on, the Land Commissioner Reports 
show substantial increases in surveying activity in the 
Territory of Arizona. There is little personal prose in 48 49 50

48. S. W. Lamoreux, Commissioner, Report of the
Commissioner of the General Land Office to the Secretary of 
the Interior.‘"TWashington. D.C.: UnitedHStates Government
"Printing Office, 1893.) p. 317.

49. Singer Hermann, Commissioner, Annual Reports
of the Department of the Interior: Report of the General
Land Office. (WashTngton, b.C.: United States Government
Printing Office, 1897.) p. 18-360.

50. W. A. Richards, Commissioner, Annual Reports 
of the Department of the Interior; Report of the General 
Hand Office. (Washlngton, D.C.;Unitea 8tates Government 
Printing Office, 1905.) P» 47.



any of the reports and they are less than ten percent of 
their former size. In essence, the Land Commission Reports 
reflect the growing maturity of the Territory of Arizona 
and its impending bid for Statehood.

III. Summary of the Chapter

From its territorial days, Arizona developed 
rapidly from a wilderness to a land ready for statehood.
It has been the purpose of this chapter to illustrate 
some of the social turbulence that surrounded the growth 
of the Territory. In the light of the content of this 
chapter, it is easily seen why Arizona was somewhat slow 
in starting a public school system. Many of the first 
pioneers were drifters who came into the area to make a 
fortune which they hoped to enjoy in the more sophisticated 
regions away from the desert. The census figures revealed 
that the natives were largely Indians and Mexicans and the 
legislators were not moved to very great generosity in the 
matter of providing money for education.

However, the legislature did have the foresight to 
inaugurate a plan for schools, and their control in the 
Howell Code approved at the first Territorial Legislaturefs 
meeting. This action on the part of the Legislature could 
possibly be called the birthday of the public school system 
in Arizona, at least, in intent.
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The outstanding public official in this era was 

Governor A. P. K. Safford, who had been appointed Ter
ritorial Governor in 1869• This man made it his business 
to see that the nearly 2,000 children living in the Ter
ritory were provided with school services. He was deter
mined to see educational facilities developed even though 
most of the children enumerated in the census of 1870 were 
not of Anglo-American origin. He sympathized with a people 
under a government whose language could not be read or 
written by the citizens. He inaugurated a plan of educa
tional responsibility which has been followed with various 
degrees of generosity since that time.

Because of the nature of this study, a review of 
the United States Land Reports has been felt to be impera
tive. It is understandable that the schools received very 
little benefit from their lands in the early years. The 
primitive conditions surrounding the Territory of Arizona 
made education a desired service, but good schools were 
to wait until some of the wild had left the wilderness.

As Mr. T. H. Eyde, the geologist, stated, it is 
truly remarkable the excellent work that was done by the 
first surveyors under the conditions of nearly one 
hundred years ago. The review of approximately fifty 
years of United States Land Reports covering the territorial 
period revealed the struggles of those persons responsible
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for making the land socially manageable, and their eventual 
success over the elements of weather, sheer numbers of 
people, corruption, and the magnitude of the task.

It is hoped that this social orientation to the 
development of the Territory of Arizona will be of assist
ance in the interpretation of the following chapters, 
which of necessity will be more technical in presentation.



CHAPTER III

THE TERRITORIAL LAND AND ITS ASSIGNMENT, 1863-1912

I. The National Survey System

, - In order for the public lands to be manageable,
they are constantly being surveyed by professionally 
trained surveyors whose responsibility it is to maintain 
the correctness of private, public, and Indian reserva
tion boundaries.

The survey system of the United States is the 
basis for land title descriptions and locations. It is, 
of course, beyond the scope of this presentation to 
analyze the public survey system. However, because the 
layman generally has limited information in this area 
and this information is essential to a competent under
standing of this chapter, a short orientation to the 
public land survey system is presented.

Characteristics of Townships.

The public lands are surveyed into townships (twp.) 
six miles square. Public surveys start from an initial 
point from which a base line is carried east and west, and 
a guide meridian north and south. In Arizona these are

111
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known as the Gila and Salt River Base and Meridian. These 
are sometimes written on maps and other documents as G&SRB&M. 
Townships are numbered consecutively north and south and 
ranges set east and west, according to the distance and 
direction from the initial point. Thus, Kingman is in T 
21 N, R 17 W; St. Johns is in T 13 N, R 28 E; Bisbee is in 
T 22 S, R 2if E; Yuma is in T 8 S, R 23 W.

The thirty-six square mile area of each township is 
subdivided into thirty-six separate one square mile sections. 
Each of these square mile sections has a number starting 
with one in the northeast corner of the township and con
tinued serially through section thirty-six which is in the 
southeast corner of the township plat. Each of these full 
sections contains 640 acres. The township design as out
lined in this paragraph is the uniform public land survey 
system used throughout the United States.

Since 1912, at the corners of each section the 
surveyors have set an iron pipe with a brass cap whereon 
is stamped the township, range, and section corners. At 
each half-mile on every section line there is a smaller 
pipe set which has stamped on its cap indications of a 
quarter ..section, y These are sometimes called quarter- 
corners. Public land surveys prior to 1912 are marked
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by stone corners.1”^

The diagrams below illustrate the concepts. Four 
townships are shown with the numbering of the sections within 
the townships. The lower illustrations show how a single 
section is further subdivided into 40 acre tracts and their 
method of description.

II. The Origin of School Lands in the Territory of Arizona 

Land Grant Sections.

Prior to 1&63, the Territory of Arizona had been a 
part of the Territory of New Mexico. The United States 
Congress in 1850 created the new Territory of New Mexico, 
and granted from the public domain land sections 16 and 36 
of each 36 square miles township for the expressed purpose 
of aid to the public schools of the Territory.3

Arizona remained a part of the Territory of New 
Mexico until Congress established the Territory of Arizona 
by Congressional action February 24, 1863• Provision was

1 .  T. H. Eyde, Geologist, Interview on June 20. 1961.
2. Victor H. Verity, Laws and Regulations Governing 

Mineral Rights in Arizona. (Phoenix: Department of Mineral
Resources, I$59T7 p. 6l.

3. Frances Newton Thorpe, Constitutions and Charters. 
(Washington, D.C.: United States Government Printing Office. 
1909.) Volume V, p. 2621.



114
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made whereby the Congressional enactment, which created 
the Territory of New Mexico in 1850, was extended and 
made applicable to the newly created Territory of Arizona. 
This new Territory of Arizona received sections 16 and 36 
just as New Mexico had received the same sections of the 
public domain for public education.4

On July 2, 1862, the Congress enacted the Morrill 
Land-Grant Act. This act granted to each state an amount 
of 30,000 acres of public land (or its equivalent in scrip) 
per Congressman for the support of colleges which would 
teach agriculture and the mechanic arts. This allotment 
was not made available to territories and, therefore,
Arizona received no aid under this grant while a Territory.5

However, provision was made for the establishment 
of the University of Arizona by an Act of the Legislature 
of Arizona in 1865. The intent on the part of the Legis
lative Assembly was commendable. However, there were no 
funds allotted for its operation. The only appropriation 
made for the erection and maintenance of the institution 
was to consist of the proceeds from the sale of land not yet 
available to the Territory by Congress for higher education.6 * 5 6

L. Ibid.. Volume I, p. 260.
5. Commager, op. cit.. p. 412-413•
6. Arizona Territorial Legislative Assembly, Howell

Code. (Arizona: 1865.) Chapter 23, Section I, *
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By an act of the United States Congress in 1881, 
the Territory of Arizona was the recipient of 72 sections 
of the public domain for university purposes. These 
granted sections were not available for use by the University 
of Arizona until statehood was achieved.7

Limitations were imposed upon the Territory of Ari
zona by the Congressional Act of 1881, pertaining to the 
management and investment policies for this fund. The lands 
were made subject to sale only at public auction, which was 
to be held subsequent to appraisement by the Secretary of 
the Interior of the United States• The lands were not 
salable for less than their appraised value, and the uni
versity fund was to consist of all money derived from the 
sale of the lands and was subject to investments in only 
the bonds of the United States. The fund was not available 
for expenditure for university maintenance until it amounted 
to $50,000. in addition, when this sum was reached, only 
the interest could be expended. When the fund could exceed
$100,000 it was permitted to be used for maintenance purposes.#

' . : ■ ' , . : ■■ ■.........

The following year after the University Land Grant 
was made, the Superintendent of Public Instruction made the 7 8

7 .  United States Statutes at Large. 46th Congress 
1879-1##1, Volume 21, Chapter 6l, p. 326.

8. Ibid.

f
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selections of the University lands and forwarded his se
lections report to the United States Land Commissioner in 
Washington, D. C.9

The selections made by the Superintendent consisted 
of choice sections in Yavapai County, the larger part of 
which were timber lands• The United States Land Commis
sioner’s office approved the selections and withdrew them 
from the marketable lands list.10

Although this action was taken, the matter was not 
yet closed. Governor F. A. Tritle, in his message to the 
Council, January 24, 1885, specifically detailed these 
granted sections by plat location which were in the north
eastern part of Yavapai County. The selections were as 
follows:

Sections 2, 8, 10, and 12, 18, 14, 20, 22, 24, 
30, 28, 26, 32, 34, Township 20 North, Range 5 
East.

Sections 2, 4, 8, 10, 12, 18, 14, 20, 22, 30, 
28, 26, 32, 34, Township 20 North, Range 6> East.
Sections 4, 6 , and 18, Township 20 North, Range 

7 East.
Sections 2, 4, 8, 10, 18, 20, 22, 30, and 28, 

Township 21 North, Range 8 East^
Sections 6, 8, 18, 24, 30, 28, 26, 32, and 34, 

Township 21 North, Range 7 East.
. Sections 8, 10, 12, 14, 18, 20, 22, 24, 26, 28, 
30, and 34, Township 21 North, Range 6 East. * 10

97 N . 0. Murphy, Report of the Governor of Arizona 
to the Secretary of the Interior."TWashington, D 
States Government-Printing Office, 1891.) p. 28.

U.E7: United

10. F. A. Tritle, Message of the Governor of Arizona 
to the Thirteenth Legislative Assembly. TPamphletT^ 1885.



Sections 12, 18, 14, 20, 22, 24, 26, 28, 30,
34, Township 21 North, Range 5 East.

Section 2, Township 21 North, Range 3 East.
These 72 sections at the time the selections were 

made, December, 1882, were covered with the finest pine 
timber in the Territory. After considerable correspondence, 
the Superintendent of Public Instruction was informed by 
the authorities of the Land Office at Washington, D.C., 
that the sections selected had been withdrawn from the 
market in compliance with the Act of February 18, 1881, 
and were at the disposal of the Territory for University 
purposes. It later transpired, however, that although 
the proper action had been taken at Washington, the 
Register of the Land Office of the District of Prescott, 
not having been instructed on the subject, made no note 
upon the books and plats of his office at the time these 
selections were made, and filings by preemption and home
stead had been entered upon many of the sections selected. 
These later filings were duly reported to the Council in 
full plat terminology. The list was extensive and exact. 
With justifiable fear, the Governor indicated that in 
many instances the lands filed upon had been wholly, 
partially, or were in the process of being denuded of

m  Estelle Lutrell, Legislative Source Book for 
the University of Arizona. (Tucson: University of Arizona 
1924, unpublished) p. 31• '
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their prime timber, and their value to the University 
•would be greatly reduced. It was the recommendation of 
Governor Tritle that new selections be made in order to 
avoid the discord and loss that would result to the Uni
versity and the Territory by pressing for the original 
Yavapai County selections.12

Apparently subsequent efforts to. elect alternate 
selections were successful, for a brief history of the 
University of Arizona written by its president. Dr. Richard 
Harvill, speaks of selections of forest lands in Coconino 
County being made in 1882. Dr. Harvill also noted that 
only fifty of these Coconino County selections were im
mediately approved by the Federal Government. Interest
ingly, Dr. Harvill has pointed out the exaggerated estimates 
of the volume of revenue that would be derived from land 
grants to the University. As a final comment on the matter, 
he stated: "Arizona received little in returns from its 
university land grants during the entire territorial period."^3

This same unfortunate situation is reported in the 
Annual Report of the Board of Regents. University of Arizona 
for the year 1882. It details the request of the Governor 
of the Territory to cancel selected sections because of the * 13

3.2. Ibid*
13. Richard A. Harvill. Arizona: Its University's 

Contributions to the Southwest. (New York:7 The Newcomen
Society in North America, 1953.) p.12.
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timber having been removed and the request for new 
alternate virgin lands.14 In the years just after state
hood, references appear in the legislative records 
which refer to the University lands in the Coconino area.3-5

Memorials to Congress.

For nearly a quarter of a century from as early 
as 1873# and as late as 1896, the various Governors and 
successive Legislative Assemblies of the Territory con
stantly requested Congress to grant to the Territory 
authority to manage the granted lands with regard to sel
ling, leasing, and general administration. Governor 
Safford requested the Legislative Assembly of 1873 to 
direct a memorial to the Congress of the United States.3-6 
This they did and the point of their message was that the 
Territory had limited resources and the funds that might 
be obtained from the sale of the lands would help to im
mediately establish a free public school program.3-7 15 16 17

■ ' ' 14. Annual Report of the Board of Regents. Uni
versity of Arizona. 1892, p. 1;J.

15. Lutrell, op. cit., p. 337-358.
16. A. P. K. Safford. Message of the Governor of 

Arizona to the Seventh Legislative Assembly. (Pamphlet)^873.
17. Memorial of the Arizona Legislative Assembly 

to Congress, (Pamphlet)1873•
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The situation had not changed during the next 
ten years. Governor Tritle’s official reports indicated 
that it was his feeling the Territory was being discri
minated against in comparison with the privileges granted 
to the states regarding their land grants. He desired 
that the Territory should have the same disposition rights 
for. sections 16 and 36 of the public domain as did the 
states. He also pointed out the need for the selection of 
in lieu lands where the educational sections were located 
in worthless areas. It was his fear that all the desirable 
land would be preempted at the expense of the school fund, 
thus rendering the trust insignificant when statehood
arrived.18-19-20

For the next twelve years, the several Governors in 
their messages to the Legislative Assemblies requested that 
Congress be memorialized in favor of authorizing the

18. F. A. Tritle, Report of the Governor of
Arizona to the Secretary of the Interior. (Washington, 
D.C.: United States Government Printing Office, 1883.)
p. 12-13.

19. Ibid.. 1884, p. 531.

20. Ibid.. 1885, p. 17.
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Territory of Arizona to sell its school lands.21-22-23-24-25 
In accordance with these requests, memorials were sent to 
the Congress of the United States in 18#3 and 1885. In 
particular, the memorial of 1885 presented the necessity 
for the sale of university lands in order to permit, and 
to facilitate, the erection and maintenance of a state 
university.26-27 In evidence of the freewheeling, laissez- 
faire attitude that still prevailed in the Territory,
Governor Zulick in 188? reported that the school lands 
were being stripped of their prime timber.28 21 22 * 24 * 26 27 28

21. FT A. Tritle, Message of the Governor of Arizona 
to the Twelfth Legislative Assembly. (Pamphlet) 1883•

22. F. A. Tritle, Message of the Governor of Arizona 
to the Thirteenth Legislative Assembly! [Pamphlet) T585.

23* C. M. Zulick, Message of the Governor of Arizona 
to the Fifteenth Legislative Assembly. (Pamphlet) 1^89.

24. N. 0. Murphy, Message of -the Governor of Arizona 
to the Sixteenth Legislative Assembly. (Pamphlet) 1^1.

25# L. C. Hughes, Message of the Governor of Arizona 
to the Eighteenth Legislative Assembly. (Pamphlet) H?93T

26. Memorials of- the Arizona Legislative Assembly 
to Congress. March 6, 11833, and March 7, 1883.

27. Memorials of the Arizona Legislative Assembly 
to Congress. (Famphlet)“March 7, 1885.

28. C. M. Zulick, Report of the Governor of Arizona 
to the Secretary of the Interior. WashingtonD.C.: United 
States Government Printing Office, 1887#) p. 8-9.
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Two years later, however. Governor Wolfley felt 
more optimistic about the maturity of the Territory and 
stated that the Territorial savants were now able to ar
range leases, receive revenues, and manage the affairs 
of the granted lands competently should the Congress care 
to grant such powers.29 . :

Territorial Land Board.

However, the Congress of the United States was 
not so inclined. No powers for this purpose were granted 
until 1896, at which time the lands reserved for school 
and university purposes were made available for lease under 
laws and regulations to be prescribed by the Legislative 
Assembly of Arizona subject to limiting restrictions im
posed by the Congress. Pending legislative action, the 
Territorial Governor, the Secretary of the Territory, and 
the Superintendent of Public Instruction were to consti
tute a board for the leasing of lands under the rules and 
regulations of the Secretary of the Interior who then made 
the final decision regarding approval or rejection of
leases.30 29 30

2 9 .  Lewis Wolfley, Report of the Governor of Arizona 
to the Secretary of the Interior. (Washington. D.C.: United 
States Government-Printing Office, 1889•) p. 16-17.

30. United States Statutes at Large. 54th Congress. 
1895-1397, Volume IXIX, Chapter 95.
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It is interesting to note that this board arranged 
no leases for land. It was the opinion of Governor Franklin 
that the board's power to make rules might provoke hostility 
or interminable confusion among the honorable legislators.31 

The I960 public lands committee of the Arizona Edu
cation Association dismisses this hesitation with a crisp 
paragraph: "It appears that designated common school lands
from I863 until 1897 produced absolutely no revenue for the 
public schools of Arizona"32

The Congress imposed upon the Territory of Arizona 
restrictions relative to the leasing of the land. All 
expenses incurred in the administration of the lands were 
to be paid out of the proceeds derived from the leases.
The valuable timber stands on leased lands were not to be 
molested. No person, corporation, or association could 
legally lease more than one section of land. The duration 
of the leases was to be five years and such leases were to 
expire upon the admission of Arizona as a State into the 
Union. Monies derived from the leased school land were to 
be used exclusively for public school purposes. The pro
ceeds from the leases of university lands were also to be * 32

3TI Benjamin J. Franklin. Message of the Governor 
of Arizona to the Nineteenth Legislative Assembly. (Pamphlet) 
TB97.

3 2. Arizona Education Association, Public Lands 
and the Public Schools. (Phoenix: I960) unnumbered.page.
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used by the institution for which the lands were so 
granted.33

In accordance with the new responsibilities 
granted to the Territory/ the boards of supervisors of 
the various counties were empowered by the Legislative 
Assembly in 1897 to control and lease all the university 
and school lands located within their respective counties.34 

. L In the execution of their duties, the boards of 
supervisors were subject to certain regulations imposed 
by the Legislative Assembly which were in addition to 
those stipulated by the Congress of the United States. A 
record of proceedings regarding school lands was required 
of the boards of supervisors. Annual reports were re
quired of the boards of supervisors which were to include 
the amount of land leased, the value of such land, and the 
amounts of money turned into each fund for the schools and
the university.35

Preemption rights were granted to those persons 
who had settled and occupied the school and university 
lands. The preemption right granted to the settler allowed 34 35

33• United States Statutes at Large. 54th Congress. 
1895-1897, Volume tol. Chapter 95.

34. Laws of the Territory of Arizona. 1897, Number 
69,. 8ectibn 1.

35. Ibid., Number 69, Sections 1, 2 , 18, 1 9,
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preferential leasing privileges.36 This right was granted 
to the settlers at the request of Governor Franklin who 
called attention to the necessity of needed protection for 
those who had occupied the lands in good faith and had 
reclaimed the lands from the desert.37

The moneys from school land leases deposited by 
each of the counties to the Territorial School Fund of the 
Territorial Treasury increased annually from the turn of 
the century to 1908. The receipts for the year 1900 ex
ceeded $4,000 and those of 1908 exceeded $16,500.38

As the Territory moved nearer to the time when it 
was to become a state, it removed the funds from the Ter
ritorial School Fund by abolishing that entity in 1909.
The procedure, thereafter, required the boards of super
visors to turn the receipts from the school lands into 
the County Treasuries. The County Treasurers in turn ap
portioned the revenues among the school districts.

III. Summary of the Chapter 

Because of the need for fundamental understandings 36 * 38

3 6. Ibid.. Number 69, Section 4.
' 37. Franklin, op. cit.

3 8. Reports of the Territorial Treasurer of Arizona. 
1900 and 1908. ~
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regarding the principles of the United States survey system 
in making the land grant information more meaningful, a 
brief orientation has been included. The significant facts 
are, of course, that townships are 36 square miles in area 
and that they contain 36 sections, each of which contains 
64O acres of land area. After the rectangular survey system 
law was passed in May of 1785, the public domain was 
measured in accordance with its provisions. This system was 
designed for the west and did not change the value of the 
older metes-and-bounds surveys found in the eastern United 
States.

Very little revenue found its way into the territorial 
government for the support of schools from the lands 
that had been granted by the Federal Government for that 
purpose. Much of the school land had not been leased and 
that land which was rented during the period returned to 
the schools far less than the commercial rates for similar 
sections. However, not too much was lost because these 
lands later became a part of those granted to the State of 
Arizona in 1912.

The land grants by the United States to the Territory 
of Arizona were those of Sections 16 and 36 for public school 
purposes and the University's 72 sections of superior land. 
For the better part of its tenure, the Territory of Arizona



■was allowed no power in the management of its granted lands, 
Limited authority came in 1896 and then with a number of 
restrictions which the Congress deemed necessary for the 
protection of the lands and the revenue that would accrue 
from the granted lands in future years. When Arizona did 
receive authority in 1896, the Territory delegated to the 
boards of supervisors the responsibility for the leasing 
and collection of rental fees from the school lands. The 
boards were directed to record such matters as the names 
of lessees, funds collected, and funds owing to the 
Territory.
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CHAPTER IV

THE IMPACT OF ARIZONA'S STATEHOOD UPON THE PUBLIC LANDS

I. Required Changes in Operational Procedures

Arizona's admission to the Union in 1912 neces
sitated many changes in governmental functions. The 
management of the public lands was one function that 
received major changes in responsibility for the new 
state. This was caused in no small measure by the ac
quisition of large amounts of the public domain granted 
by the Congress of the United States to the new states 
for civic purposes. As was pointed out in the previous 
chapter, the Territorial government had managed its land 
grants on a decentralized plan by which the county boards 
of supervisors had been made responsible for the manage
ment of the lands and their fiscal accounts. However, 
with the increased land mass to be managed, centralization 
became the method of administration. Arizona's admis
sion into the Union was preceded by much thoughtful 
preparation by way of the Enabling Act of 1910 which 
paved the way for Arizona's victory two years later.
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The Enabling Act for Arizona and Hew Mexico.

The Enabling Act for Arizona and New Mexico is a 
unique document. It was approved June 20, 1910 allowing 
for many additional land grants. Some of its land pro
visions are enumerated below:

1. Granted a share of the proceeds from the 
sale of public lands of the United States for 
the support of the common schools.

2. Granted the lands of the Territory of 
Arizona to the State of Arizona which had been 
previously assigned to it as sections 16 and 
36 for the use of the common schools and the 
university lands assigned by the act of 1##1.

3. Granted sections 2 and 32 in addition 
to sections 16 and 36 for the support of the 
common schools.
4» Granted a total of 2,446,080.00 acres 

for institutional purposes.1
The original school grant accounted for 8,311,929*89 

acres of which the state still has title to 7,397,878.67 
acres.% The magnitude of these areas is a reflection of the

r* United States Statutes at Large. 6lst Congress. 
1909-1911, Chapter 310, Sections 24, 25, 27, 28.

2. Obed M. Lassen, Commissioner, 48th Annual Report: 
Arizona State Land Commissioner. I960, p. 10. ~
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responsibility the Congress felt for a new state in the 
Union, Arizona, as other new states which had preceded it, 
was authorized to receive a share amounting to five percent 
of the proceeds from the sale of the public lands of the 
United States located within the state. The amount was to 
be calculated after the deduction of the expenses incident 
to such sales. This share was to be paid into a permanent 
inviolable fund for the exclusive useful purpose of common 
school support. The lands previously granted were to be 
administered in conformity with the provisions of the Act 
of the Congress of the United States by which the Territory 
of Arizona had been given the rather limited and restricted 
powers of administration in the year 1896.3

For educational purposes, sections 2 and 32 of each 
township were given in addition to the existing grant of 
sections 16 and 32. Granted sections falling within the 
national forests were not to be vested in the new State 
until the national forests were restored to the public 
domain by the United States. However, the state was to 
receive a portion of the revenues from the national for
ests which are administered by the United States Forest 
Service. The computational base for the State of Arizona’s

3~* United States Statutes at Large. 6lst Congress, 
1909-19H, Chapter 310, Sections 27, 237
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share that might be received was made dependent upon the 
area of school lands located within the national forests 
in a proportional relationship to the total area of such 
forests.4-

However, certain restrictions were placed upon 
the grant which caused it to be less than a blanket 
presentation. Any identified section or part of a sec
tion was not given to the State of Arizona if it was 
regarded as mineral land; if it had been previously sold 
and patented by the Federal Government; if it had been 
reserved or otherwise appropriated by Congress; or if 
settlement had been made thereon with a view to preemption, 
homesteading, or under the provisions of desert land entry.5

Figure 2 presents the total institutional land 
grants enumerated in the Enabling Act. In explanation of 
the grant of 1,000,000 acres for the payment of bonds and 
accrued interest thereon issued to Maricopa, Pima, Yavapai 
and Coconino counties the following is presented: The one
million acres were granted to these counties to facilitate 
the payment of bonds which had previously been issued for 
the construction of railways. The railway bonds had * 5

4% Ibid.. Chapter 310, Section 24.
5. United States Statutes at Large. 6lst Congress. 

1909-1911, Chapter 310, Sections 24^3. '



TOTAL INSTITUTIONAL LAND GRANTS EXCLUDING SCHOOL LANDS
FIGURE 2 1 33
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failed as good investments for the counties. However, the 
counties were still responsible for the repayment of the 
money that had been borrowed. In 1890, the Congress of the 
United States empowered the Territory of Arizona to issue 
coupon bonds. This function was given to the Loan Commis
sioners of the Territory. The persons composing the Loan 
Commission were the Governor, Auditor, and the Secretary 
of the Treasury of the Territory.&

Territorial Debt.

The Funding Law of 1890 appears to have had as its 
purpose to extract the Territory from a heavy credit opera
tion to a sounder debit operation via the route of lower 
interest rates.7 In 1896, the Congress authorized the 
extension of the process of funding. This extension ap
plied to the outstanding obligations of the counties, 
municipalities and school districts of the Territory of 
Arizona. The 1,000,000 acres of public domain granted by 
the Enabling Act for the payment of the railroad bonds 
issued by Maricopa, Pima, Yavapai, and Coconino counties 
were made applicable to the payment of bonds issued in * 7

FI Ibid.. 51st Congress, 1889-1891, Volume XXVI, 
Paragraph 2039, 2040, Sections 1, 2.

7. United States Senate Reports. 54th Congress. 
1895-1896, Number 1022. '
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accordance with the Act of Congress of 1896.^
The first State Governor, George ¥. P. Hunt, was 

very much aware of the value of the endowment that had 
been presented to the people. He called it an inheritance 
and stated that the advantages which such a grant would 
present to future generations should not be underestimated.9

That the Congress of the United States recognized 
the value of the grant was mutely told in the contents of 
the Enabling Act. Mr. Beveridge, Chairman of the 1910 
Senate Committee on Territories stated that the Enabling 
Act was restrictive in administrative requirements while 
at the same time generous in grants• He stated that some 
of the restrictions were the product of experience. Some 
years previously, the timber grant to the Territory of 
New Mexico had been grossly and fraudulently violated.10

Restrictions of the Enabling Act.

Several of the conditional restrictions incorporated 
in the Enabling Act related to the sale and lease of lands; 
the relinquishment of lands by the State of Arizona to the 9 10

"ST United States Statutes at Large. 54th Congress, 
1895-1897, Chapter 339, Sections 1 and 2.

9. George W. P. Hunt, Message of the Governor to 
the First Legislature of Arizona. 1912f p.^13, 1̂ ..

10. Congressional Record (Senate) March 21, 1910.
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A PERCENTAGE PRESENTATION OF THE TOTAL ARIZONA 
LAND GRANTS WITH SCHOOL LANDS, COUNTY BONDS LAND, AND INSTITUTIONAL

GRANTS SEPARATED

FIGURE 4

Institutional Land Grants in Acres 
2,446,080.00 

(14%)

School Lands Grant in Acres 
8,311,929.89 

(77%)

*County Bonds 
Grant in Acres

TOTAL OF GRANTS IN ACRES: 10,758,009.89

*Note: After the repayment of the County Bonds indebtedness has
been completed, the income from the County Bonds Grant will be absorbed 
by the Permanent Common School Fund as an additional source of revenue.



United States and to mortgages. The lands were not to be 
sold or leased except at public auction to the highest 
bidder and they must be advertised at the State Capital 
and in a newspaper near the site where the lands were 
offered for sale. Notice of public auction was required 
setting forth the nature, time, and place of the sale, 
together with a complete description of the land offering. 
The lands and their products were not to be sold for less 
than their appraised values. The legal minimum price for 
land was $3•00 per acre and for land usable for irrigation 
purposes, the price was #25.00 per acre. No mortgage nor 
any other encumbrance on the lands was to be valid in favor 
of any person or corporation. Additional reservations were 
that the Secretary of the Interior of the United States 
could require the State of Arizona to relinquish lands to 
the United States for irrigation in connection with any 
federal project. The central government retained the 
title to all land actually or prospectively valuable for 
the development of water power or electrical transmission. 
In lieu of such lands as the federal government might need, 
other land would be granted to Arizona.H

The Attorney General of the United States was

ll* United States Statutes at Large. 6lst Congress 
1909-1911, Chapter 310, Section 28.
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authorized to enforce the conditions of the Enabling Act 
(Within four decades, the Arizona Education Association was 
to request his help regarding the school lands.). One of 
the safeguards which was later to prove its worth was the 
requirement that the State of Arizona create a separate 
monetary fund for each of the grants and the State Treasurer 
was mandated to deposit the proceeds derived from the lands 
in the appropriate account. The funds were only to be in
vested in safe interest-bearing securities

The 1910 Constitutional Convention.

The 1910 Arizona Constitutional Convention laid down 
additional restrictions. These were made applicable to all 
state lands. Bona fide lessees were given first preference 
for the renewal of leases. They were to be reimbursed for 
the improvements they had placed upon the lands. The 
Constitution of Arizona did not set a date for the reim
bursement of the owners for their improvements. The owners 
were granted only the right of entitlement to such 
reimbursement.13

The Constitutional authorization to sell the public 
lands was an issue at the Arizona Constitutional Convention.

12. Ibid.
13. Constitution of Arizona. Article X, Sections 

9 and 10.
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Those delegates who favored the selling of the public land 
presented arguments to support their position. Their logic 
centered around two points: one, that the proceeds from
the sale of the land were necessary to build the designated 
institutions, and two, the sale of the land was essential 
for the development of the state. Delegates who opposed 
the Constitutional authorization argued that the school 
lands should never be sold, and that there was no necessity 
for the sale of land because the state already had a fine 
school system. Thus, an added possibility was that the 
lands would greatly increase in value and, also income 
from them to the schools and other institutions.14

In its final form for adoption, the Constitution 
provided for the sale of lands in Article X, Section 10, 
and the following Section'll, provided that no individual, 
corporation, or association could legally purchase more 
than one hundred sixty acres of agricultural land or more 
than six hundred forty acres of grazing land.15

With regard to this section, there was much dif
ference of opinion. The debate in favor of the concept 
centered around the fact that one hundred sixty acres of * 26

14* Verbatim Report of Arizona Constitutional 
Convention. 19l0, Volume III, Proceedings of November
26, 1910.

15. Constitution of Arizona. Article X, Section 11.
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irrigable soil was sufficient for any one party and that 
additional land, if needed, could be purchased from private 
persons. The opposing arguments were that the State of 
Arizona should have the legal authority to sell land for 
high prices to large land companies and that the provisions 
of the Enabling Act contemplated no such limitations.

The Convention refused to accept a proposal con
cerning mineral deposits within the state. This presenta
tion provided that the right to mineral deposits would be 
forever retained by the State of Arizona and a seven per
cent payment would be made to the state by any lessee 
removing such mineral deposits.17

It is interesting to note that it was the opinion 
of some members of the Constitutional Convention that the 
mines paid their share of community taxes and, therefore, 
were entitled to some mineral rights.1&

During his 1912 message to the Arizona State 
Legislature, Governor Hunt called attention to the fact 
that the state lands had not been selected from the public 
domain as provided for in the Enabling Act. The Enabling 
Act had delegated this function to the Governor, the 16 17

16. Constitutional Convention Report, op, cit.
17. Ibid.
1&. Arizona Daily Star. November 27, 1910.
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Attorney General, and the Surveyor General# During this 
period, Arizona had no Surveyor General. In lieu of this, 
the Governor suggested that the duties of this office be 
assumed by the State's Engineer and that a commission 
consisting of the three officials and one other be created 
to aid in land selection.19

II. The State Land Commission

• The State Legislature in official action on May 
20, 1912, created a temporary administrative body which it 

officially designated the State Land Commission. Its 
membership consisted of the three ex-officio members—  
Governor, Attorney General, and the State Engineer with 
three additional members appointed by the Governor.

Personnel of the Land Commission.

The personnel of the State Land Commission was as 
follows:20 :

Ex-Officio Members
George W. P. Hunt Governor Globe, Arizona
Wiley E. Jones Attorney General Phoenix, Arizona
Lamar Cobb State Engineer Clifton, Arizona

l9l Hunt, op. cit.. p. 14, 15•
20. Report of the State Land Commission. June 6, 

1912-December 1, 1914, P» 7#
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Appointed by the Governor
Mulford Windsor Chairman Yuma, Arizona
Cy Byrne Secretary Phoenix, Arizona
Wm. A. Moody Member Thatcher, Arizona

The final report of the Commission was sent to the
Governor with the signatures of Mulford Windsor, Chairman,
Cy Byrne, Secretary, and Wm. A. Moody, Member.

An orientation paragraph at the beginning of the
report presents to the reader the official function of the
group:

"The State Land Commission, designed to be 
temporarily, the Land Department of the State, 
comprising three members appointed by the Gov
ernor, and the Governor, the Attorney General, 
and the State Engineer as members Ex-Officio 
was created by the Act of the First Legisla
ture, approved May 20, 1912 (Chapter-1, Title 
43, Revised Statutes. 1913), and assumed its 
duties June 4, 1912. 21

The final report was a comprehensive document 
filled with many recommendations. The Commission had this 
to say about the Permanent School Fund:

"Though all of the grants of land made and 
confirmed by the Enabling Act are designed for, 
and if wisely administered, will effect a com
mon end— that of relieving the citizens of the 
State of burdensome taxation— and, therefore, 
should be guarded in each instance with the 
same jealouse care, no other one of the trusts 
accepted by the State is in its nature as 
sacred, nor in its magnitude, as important as

2T. Ibid.
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that dedicated to the common schools. In 
establishment of the fund, therefore, which 
shall serve as the depository of the moneys 
received from the grant for,common schools, 
the utmost care should be exercised to the 
end that the great and beneficent heritage 
bestowed upon Arizona^ children may be 
honestly conserved and not frittered away—  
to the end that the plenty of today may not 
only perform its present duty, but be em
ployed as insurance against the needs of
the future."22

As platitudinous as this quotation sounds, it 
represented more of a goal than a fact, for the State 
Land Commission had already found earthly soils for 
their investigative powers in regard to the conditions 
surrounding school lands. The Commission reported:

"...with very few exceptions, the leased 
school sections examined to date were leased 
primarily for grazing purposes and are, 
therefore, producing a minimum rental. This 
rental as it affects the period for which 
the Commission is issuing permits to the 
former lessees February 14, 1912, to March 
15, 1913, has been generally left undistri
buted by the boards of supervisors to fix 
the amount to be charged for school lands 
in their respective counties, while doubt
less the most practical plan for the present 
temporary purpose, has been proven unbusi
nesslike and unfair, in that it does not 
permit the uniform scale of charges for sim
ilar lands throughout the state."23 * 23

" 22. Report of the Arizona State Land Commission.
June 6, 1912 to December 1, 1914,p. 144»

23. Report of the State Land Commission of Arizona 
to the Governor of Arizona. The First State Legislature, 
"("Typewritten) February 1, 1913, p. 17.



145

The Commission expressed displeasure at finding 
such large discrepancies between the lease rates being 
charged by the State of Arizona for land similarly adapted 
for grazing purposes and the commercial rates being charged 
by the Atchison, Topeka, and Santa Fe Railroad on its 
land grant sections. The Commission soon experienced 
additional dissatisfaction when its investigations revealed 
that the United States National Forest Service was also 
charging considerably more for grazing sections than
Arizona.24

The Arizona State Land Commission’s 1913 type
written report appears to be a unique document. It is 
a more informal report than any other land report and 
tends to show the difficulties and hardships the Commis
sion encountered in its effort to fulfill its obligation 
as an official body. It was the observation throughout 
the report that the county boards of supervisors had 
been extremely casual in their duties, the supervisors 
keeping practically no written records of who had leased 
what, or when any payments had been made. The county 
boards of supervisors were apparently very lenient in 
their methods of setting rates with little effort being 
made to conceal the fact that the leasing of state land 24

2 4. Ybid.. p. 18
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was fast becoming a part'of the functioning political 
spoils picture. This matter of personalities and state 
land being intermingled was most distasteful to the Com
mission. Apparently, this particular report was not 
published as a Commission.Report.25

The State Land Commission selected its own 
chairman and secretary from its membership. The chairman 
exercised the powers of the surveyor general.26

The State Land Commission was directed to assume 
responsibility to examine thoroughly the lands belonging 
to the State of Arizona. It was required to make a 
careful record of the examinations so that the value and 
character of the lands could be used to the best advantage 
of the state. On the basis of these examinations, the 
lands were to be classified according to such categories 
as timber, agricultural, and mineral. In the;Commissionfs 
reports to the Governor, specific lands were to be recom
mended for selection. The final report to the Governor 
was submitted by the latter to the State Legislature in 
order for policies to be formulated regarding the statefs 
lands. It was the hope of the Governor and the intent of 25 26

25. Ibid., p. 18.
26. Session Laws of Arizona. 1912. Chapter 79, 

Sections 1, 6, 7.
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the law that these data would form the basis for intel
ligent analyses.27

An additional task assigned was that of ascer
taining the value of improvements on the state and school 
lands which were presently under lease agreements. Further, 
the State Land Commission was required to report the ap
praisals of the improvements to the Governor and the legis
lature so as to enable legislators to provide a method for 
managing the lands and to facilitate the adjustment and 
rights of both parties to the lease agreements: the State
of Arizona and the lessees. ■ Power was given the State 
Land Commission to summon witnesses and to require them to 
produce documents and records relative to the jurisdiction 
of the Commission., The Commission could take depositions 
of witnesses and each member was authorized to administer 
oaths to witnesses for official purposes. Upon request, 
the Boards of Supervisors were to furnish information re
lating to the authority of the Commission and its respon
sibilities. Complete authorization was given the Commis
sion to lease school lands and university properties to 
bona fide residents of such lands. The Boards of Super
visors issued permits and determined the rental fees for

27. THid.. Chapter 79, Section 4*
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the lands within their counties.28

During its administration of the state, school, 
and university lands, the State Land Commission adhered 
to the regulations and laws under which it operated. The 
various records were designed so that almost any signi
ficant information regarding the assets could be easily 
gleaned by the inspecting person.^9

III. Summary of the Chapter

The acceptance of Arizona as a state changed the 
concept of land responsibility in the administration of 
the new government. During the Territorial period, the 
decentralized form of management had worked reasonably 
well because of the small number of grants. It may be 
remembered from the discussion dealing with the revenues 
received from the grants that there was no income at all 
from 1863 until 1897. And, of course, no income reflected 
the non-operative state of the grants.

The Enabling Act gave to Arizona and New Mexico 
alike grants which have formed the cornerstone of a sound 
public educational system. Even in the matter of granted

—  35% Session Laws of Arizona. 1912, Chapter 79.
29. Report of the State Land Commission. 1912- 

1914, p. 9.
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lands that fell in terrain still held as Federal property, 
provision was made for income and in lieu privileges for 
the new states. From the paternal experiences of the 
mother country, the United States Congress placed around 
the grants restrictions of considerable detail in an effort 
to protect the grants from abuses that had taken place in 
other parts of the nation.

During the Constitutional Convention, after, and 
presently, there are debates relative to the policy of 
selling or retaining the state's title to the granted 
lands with the exception of those which cannot be sold or 
the soil mineral rights transferred. The debate centers 
around the concept of the function of government in society. 
Our present Governor, Paul Fannin, has stated publicly on 
several occasions that he is in favor of a policy of well 
managed and rapid sale of the State's lands.30

However, Governor Hunt in speaking to the First 
Legislature of the State of Arizona in its third session, 
presented an opposite viewpoint when he said that he was 
cognizant of the task the State Land Commission had been 
facing while operating under..."imperfect, immature, and 
totally inadequate laws..." but that the State Land Com
mission had sensed its responsibility to the people of

' 3UI Paul Fannin, Political speeches at Flagstaff, 
Arizona, August, 1958, and Tucson, Arizona, December, i960.
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the State of Arizona in their efforts to safe-guard the
endowment.31

The happy occasion of Arizona1s becoming a state 
in 1912 brought with it the promise of good state 
institutions and schools. An important part of that 
promise was the ability of the land grants to furnish 
adequate supplementary income to these civic enterprises. 
The first fifty years of statehood have brought some 
help, but the full contribution of the trust lands is 
yet to be realized.

31» George W • P. Hunt, Message of the Governor to 
the First Legislature of Arizona. Third Session, 1913, pT~27.



CHAPTER V

THE STATE LAND DEPARTMENT, STATE OF ARIZONA

I. Introduction 

The State Land Commission.

The Arizona State Land Department arose from the 
activities of the State Land Commission. This latter body 
had been established in 1912 as a temporary administrative 
entity created to do a specific task. That task was to 
conduct an examination of the state’s lands so that the 
State Legislature could formulate a policy for state land 
administration on valid data.l

During the course of its operation, the State Land 
Commission pointed out the necessity for the creation of a 
permanent State Land Department. Because the state had been 
made responsible for the granted lands, they felt it was 
good business practice to concentrate the responsibility 
into one organization and one set of up-to-date records.
In the Commission’s desire for a sound business administra
tion of the public lands, they asked further that the State 1

1. Report of the State Land Commission. 1Q12-1Q1A. 
p. 163-164.
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Land Department have specific divisions with specific
responsibilities. 2

In his proclamation ordering the convening of 
the Second Special Session of the Second Legislature for 
1915, Governor George W. P. Hunt pointed out to the 
legislators the need for legislation providing for the 
administration of the state's lands.3

The Governor's requested legislation was approved 
on June 26, 1915. This legislative Act, as amended by 
subsequent legislation through the years to the present 
time, constitutes the legal basis for the present admin
istrative system for the state's public lands that were 
entrusted to it by the Enabling Act of 1910.4

The State Land Department.

Regarding the creation of the State Land Department, 
a footnote in the Arizona Revised Statutes Title 37 briefly 
outlines the circumstances surrounding the event:

"At first there was no special legislation 
to", carry into effect these provisions of the 
Constitution, if they were not*self-executing, 2 3 4

2 . Ibid., b. 164.
3. George W. P. Hunt, Governor's Proclamation Order

ing the Second Legislature to Convene in Special Session.

4 . Session Laws of Arizona. 1915, Second Special 
Session, Chapter 5> Sections 2, 3•
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but in 1915; the governor called a special 
session of the legislature to consider 
various matters among these being the fol
lowing: to determine powers and duties of
the land commission, with respect to man
agement, control, disposition and adminis
tration of the state and school lands, and . 
to make suitable appropriations for the 
maintenance of such commission and the 
exercise of the powers and the performance 
of the duties so defined."5
During that Second Special Session of the Second 

Legislature for the State of Arizona, the topic of the 
establishment of a State Land Department must have been
an important consideration because there was enacted 
Chapter Five of Substitute House Bill #1 providing in 
essence a land code. The legislation was entitled:

"An Act, to provide a code for systematic 
administration of, care and protection of 
the State Lands and vesting the necessary 
powers therefore in a department, to be 
known as the State Land Department, and 

r: creating the office of commissioner of State
lands to carry out the provisions hereof; to 
provide for selection and securing of title 
to the lands granted to the State by the 
Enabling Act; to provide for the appraise
ment of State lands and the improvements 
thereon and for the trial of appeals from 
such appraisement; to provide for the lease, 
sale, and other disposition of the State 
lands, and of the timber and other products 
thereof; to provide a method of reimbursing 
lessees of State lands for the improvements 
placed thereon; to provide for the granting 
of rights of way and sites over and upon 
State lands for various purposes; to pro
vide for the filing of water appropriations 
and the acquisition of water rights for the

' 57 Arizona Revised Statutes. Section 37-201
(footnote).
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benefit of the State; to provide for the 
taking over of school or University land 
by the State, or any department of the 
State; to provide for the establishment 
of special funds for the several purposes 
for which the lands were granted to the 
State of Arizona by the Enabling Act or 
otherwise; and for the disposition of the 
receipts of such lands; to make an appro
priation for carrying out the provisions 
of this Act; and to repeal all Acts and 
parts of Acts in conflict with the pro
visions of this Act, with an emergency 
clause."O
From the entitlement paragraph of the Act creating 

the State Land Department, it can be seen that this law 
established control and authority over the administration 
of the state lands acquired in conformity with the Enabling 
Act. The several individual sections which follow the 
above quoted paragraph deal specifically with the mechanics 
of control, authority, and management of the lands, as well 
as the investment of the permanent funds including the 
authority to invest in farm mortgages. Section 120 of 
Chapter Five labeled this Act an emergency for legislative 
purposes.7

At the present, the State Land Department functions 
under the compiled laws of Title 37, Arizona Revised Statutes. 
1956 and the accumulated Session laws. The Department has * 7

Session Laws of Arizona. Second Legislature, 
Second Special Session, Chapter 5, p. 13•

7. Ibid.
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the responsibility for the administration of all laws 
relating to the lands owned by, belonging to, and under 
the control of the state. The Department has the ad
ditional responsibility of administering all laws relating 
to the waters of the state, excepting those responsibili
ties reserved to water commissioners appointed by the 
courts under decrees in effect on March 18, 1950. Ex- 
j tremely broad powers have been granted to the State Land 
Department. The statutes grant to the Department man
agerial authority over the products that are related to 
the lands. This includes timber, stone, gravel and other 
products with the exception of those lands which are under 
direct institutional control such as the University timber 
lands (1881).8

The department has the authority to commence and 
prosecute legal action under the jurisdiction of the at
torney general, a county attorney or special counsel under 
the direction of the attorney general. The Department 
represents the State of Arizona in all legal relations 
with the United States government where the interests of 
the State of Arizona are involved. The State Land Commis
sioner is placed by statute in the position of receiving *

Arizona Revised Statutes. Section 37-102.
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all summonses involving any actions against the State of 
Arizona respecting any lands of the state or the products 
of such lands.9

II. Facilities of the State Land Department

Location and Function.

• Currently, the offices of the State Land Department 
are located on the fourth floor of the Arizona Capitol 
Annex, 1610 West Adams, Phoenix, Arizona. The work of the 
department is carried on by a staff of forty employees.
The State Land Commissioner has a supervisory staff of ten 
junior executives to help him meet his many,responsibilities. 
Nine divisions are now represented in the State Land 
Department. They are as follows:

1. Accounting 6. Service
2. Leasing 7. Soil Conservation
3. Legal 8. Water
4« Mineral, Oil and 9. Watershed Management

Gas Production
5. Sales

Each of these divisions has an administrative head and
attending employees.^

For several years, the Department has been trans
ferring its permanent records to the punched card system 9 10

9. Ibid.
10. Author1s field trips to the Arizona State Land 

Department, September, I960 and July, 1961.
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of the International Business Machines Corporation. This 
system is commonly known as IBM punched card programming.
It is the design of the service division supervisor, Mr. 
George M. Skiles, to have the inventory of the state's
properties placed on punched cards. Presently, part of

....

the inventory is recorded on the card control system and 
a remaining part on the older method of hand entry in plat 
record ledgers. Mr. Skiles states that the plan has been 
so successful that on current changes in land status which 
take place on a day-to-day basis, the Arizona State Land 
Department's records are more current than are those of 
the United States Bureau of Land Management. In fact, on 
some transactions involving federal lands, the Bureau of 
Land Management now calls by telephone to verify such 
transactions because, although the Bureau of Land Manage
ment records are accurate, they are processed by the slower 
hand entry method.11

It is, of course, true that the office of the State 
Land Commissioner appears to be assigned tasks which are 
remotely related to the principal duty of land management 11

11. Interview with Mr. George M. Skiles, Supervisor, 
Service Division, State Land Department, July, 1961.
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and administration. These tasks are enumerated below:

Responsibilities Allocated to Commissioner

Responsibility A.R.A. Sections
1. State Land Commissioner Secs. 37-131, 132, 201,202
2. State Water Commissioner Secs. 37-132, 45-102

45-302

3• U.S. Geological Survey Secs. 37-211, 37-341
Cooperative Agreements

4. Arizona Land Settlement Secs. 37-132, 371
Commissioner 372

5. Soil Conservation Secs. 45-2002, 2011,
Commissioner 2012, 2013

6. Weather Control and Secs. 45-2401
Cloud Modification ■

7. Ex-officio-non-voting.. Secs. 27-501, 527
Member of Oil and Gas
Conservation Commission

8. Ex-officio Member of the Secs. 45-503
Arizona Interstate Stream
Commission

9. Member, Arizona-Colorado Secs. 41-521, 522
River Boundary Commission

10. Study and Management of Chap. 47# Laws of
Watersheds 1956

11. Ex-officio Member of the Sec. 41-511^
State Parks Board 12

12. 45th Annual Report of the State Land Commis 
signer, I960, p. 7.
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Each of these responsibilities makes demands upon 
the State Land Commissioner1s time and several of them 
cause him to provide facilities and equipment for their 
execution. In general, the assignment of so many auxiliary 
duties 'would indicate the existence of a modest or small 
operation. However, the State Land Department is no minute 
enterprise. The I960 financial statement indicates the 
Department as a four and one half million dollar operation.13

III. The State Land Commissioner

The senior officer in the Department is the Com
missioner. He is an appointed officer. The appointment 
is made by the Governor subject to confirmation by the 
State Senate. The term of office is for six years. The 
commissioner may be removed for cause, after public 
hearing, and he is entitled to representation by counsel.
He is, of course, bonded.14

Duties and Authority.

A reading of the law indicates that Title 37 is 
rather specific in the general administrative procedures 13 14

13. Ibid., p. 41-43.
14. Arizona Revised Statutes. Section 37-131.
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that are to be followed by the State Land Department.15 
However, this is not to be construed to mean that the Land 
Commissioner has no individual policy making power. In 
past years, the sale of land has varied from officer to 
officer. The present Commissioner^ announced policy in 
195# was as follows:

"State land is sold when such sales are 
deemed to be in the best interest of the state 
of Arizona. It is felt that in best serving 
the State, the lands should only be considered 
for sale when it is definitely proven that the 
institution in whose name the land was granted 
will undoubtedly benefit from such sale. The 
sale of such parcels of land should bring the 
maximum amounts to the permanent funds of 
these institutions."16

The question of what constitutes the best interest 
of the State of Arizona, even among officers of the Statefs 
government is a moot one. Shortly after the above quota
tion was published, the Attorney-General for Arizona, Wade 
Church, brought suit in Superior Court against the State 
Land Commissioner of Arizona to halt a sale of state land 
in,Maricopa County. It was the opinion of the Attorney- 
General that certain terms of the sale were unconstitutional 
and the appraisals themselves on the land were much less than 
the true value required by the Constitution. In preparing 15 16

15. ' "Ibid.. Title 37.
16. Fortv-Sixth Annual Report of the State Land 

Commissioner. July 1. 1957 to June 30. 1958,pT 19.
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to support his action in stopping the State Land Depart
ment’s sale No. 464, the Attorney-General secured the 
services of independent appraisers outside the State Land 
Department. According to Mr. Church, the difference be
tween the appraisal made by his office and that of the 
State Land Department would result in a potential loss 
to the State of Arizona of a substantial amount. The 
amounts and their difference follows:

Independent Appraisal from $564,000.00
the Attorney-General

Land Department Appraisal 261,713*75
Total on Eight Parcels __________

Potential Loss to State #302.2#6.25^7

Mr. Church also charged that, in his opinion, the 
State’s lands were being sold too rapidly and were simply 
being held by others (private persons) for speculative 
purposes. Arizona’s present tax assessment practices 
also upset Mr. Church. He stated that the present policies 
of inadequate and inequitable assessing would hardly bring 
a reasonable tax return to the state after the lands had 
been disposed of in the Land Commissioner’s ’’accelerated” 
land disposal plan.18 17 18

17. Letter from Wade Church, Attorney-General, to 
Governor Paul Fannin, (Mimeographed) May 18, I960.

18. Ibid.
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C omplexitv of Administration.

The administration of the State Land Department is 
a complex operation involving many different kinds of 
transactions. Aside from those who have a secondary interest 
in its operation such as school people, institutional direc
tors and followers of good government, there are those 
persons whose daily work is contingent upon their relations 
with the State Land Department. These people are interested 
in the commercial aspects of the lands either for surface, 
grazing, mineral, oil, or gas operations. They are inter
ested in establishing their right to lease or purchase the 
lands.

One national company which does business in Arizona 
has a printed land-status notebook which it uses in its 
field work. It is the purpose of this record to identify 
the land upon which the geologist or field surveyor is 
working. In its legend, the notebook contains the combina
tions of land classifications that are found. In order to 
illustrate the complexity of the task of land status identi
fication, not only for the private person or corporation, 
but for the State Land Department the following list is re
produced:

A. Surface and Mineral Rights Patented
B. Surface Rights one party 

Mineral Rights two parties
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C. U.S.A. Mineral and Surface Rights 
(public domain)

D. U.S.A. Mineral and Surface Rights 
. Patented by private party
E. U.S.A. Mineral Rights 

State Surface Rights
F. State Mineral Rights 

U.S.A. Surface Rights
G. State Mineral and Surface Rights
H. State Mineral Rights

Surface Rights Patented by private party
I. Railroad Mineral and Surface Rights
J. Railroad Mineral Rights 

U.S.A. Surface Rights
K. Railroad Surface Rights 

U.S.A. Mineral Rights
L. Railroad Mineral Rights
: Surface Rights Patented by private party
M. Public Land Order Withdrawals
N. Indian Lands
O. Military Reservation
P. National Parks and Monuments
R. National Recreation Area
S. National Wildlife Withdrawal
T. State Monuments and Parks
U. Bureau of Land Management Withdrawals^ 19

19. Land Status Notebook, Union Carbide Corporation, 
Nuclear Division, 220 North Arlington, Reno, Nevada, p. 
(Legend).
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The Inventory of ownership rights is further 
complicated by the multiple lease mechanism. This legal 
process is one by which the same tract of land may be 
leased for several purposes, with the surface or grazing 
lease as a possible primary lease. Other leases for oil 
and gas investigations, minerals such as copper, various 
business purposes, sand or gravel, or leases for valid 
purposes are made right over the primary lease. However, 
multiple leasing provides also multiple sources of revenue 
to the State of Arizona.

Sale of State Land.

The sale of the state lands is administered by 
the Sales Division working closely with the other Depart
mental Divisions. Their procedures are governed by the 
Arizona Revised Statutes and session law supplements.20

All state lands, except land granted for the 
operation of a hospital for disabled miners, are in 
general subject to sale. The State of Arizona reserves 
an undivided one sixteenth of all oil, gases, and other 
hydrocarbon substances, coal and stone, metals, minerals 
fossils and fertilizer of every name and description, as 
well as all fissionable materials.21

Arizona Revised Statutes. Section 37-231-37-255.
21. Ibid.. Section 37-231.
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A person desiring to purchase state lands must 
make a formal, verified, written application to the State 
Land Department in order for the purchase request to be 
processed. Forms printed for this purpose are available 
at the State Land Office at no charge.

The process of legal notice is required before the 
state lands can be sold. This requires advertisement 
stating the time, place and terms of the sale and a full 
description of the land. The notice is to be published 
once each week for not less than ten successive weeks in 
a newspaper of general circulation at the capital city and 
in another published nearest the location of the lands 
to be sold.

The amount of land that can be purchased is defi
nitely limited. No person may purchase more than six 
hundred forty acres of grazing land, or more than one 
hundred sixty acres of land susceptible to immediate use 
for agricultural purposes. And, of course, all purchasers
must be United States citizens.22

The terms of sale for state land were modified 
slightly by the enactment of new legislation during the 
Second Regular Session of twenty-fourth Legislature. The 
new law reads as follows: "Ten percent of the appraised

251 Arizona Revised Statutes. Sections 37-232. 
37-237, 37-245:
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value, which shall be applied to principal together with 
classification and appraisal fees provided for in Section 
37-108, shall be paid in cash or cashier's check upon 
announcement of the successful bidder. The balance of the 
purchase price shall be in twenty-five annual payments, 
with interest on the amount unpaid at the rate of five 
percent per annum payable annually.n23

It must be noted here that the interest rate of 
five percent on the unpaid annual balance is superior for 
the purchaser to any that he might obtain in the 1961 com
mercial loan market for similar purchases. In addition, 
the land is held by the state as the security for the 
loan until the complete debt is paid at which time clear 
title is given to the purchaser.

There are interested persons in Arizona who feel 
this condition does not meet the Constitutional provision 
which requires that lands shall not be sold upon credit 
unless accompanied by ample security.24 The debate, of 
course, hinges on what is meant by ample. The argument 
for the land being its own security is based on the premise 
that it will revert to the state if the purchaser fails * 24

I960 Session Laws. Twenty-fourth Arizona State 
Legislature. SecondRegularSession. Chapter 6 2r Senate 
Bill 103, p. unnumbered.

24. Constitution of Arizona. Article 10, Section 4.
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to make his payments. However, it was the Attorney Generalfs 
opinion that if the State Land Department appraised a parcel 
of land at only $96,000 and the buyer placed a value on it 
of $300,000 and bought it at the Land Departmentfs figure, 
then according to the Attorney General, the Land Department 
would have been within its rights to demand additional 
security for the difference. Otherwise, continued the 
Attorney Generalrs logic, the State Land Department is 
either admitting that it did not appraise the land at the 
true value, or it accepted what it believes to be only 
$96,000 worth of land as security for a $300,000 obligation. 
In either case, he felt there would be a violation of the 
Constitutional requirement.25

A further analysis of the law relating to the sale 
of State lands shows that upon filing the certificate of 
purchase, with evidence of full payment, "the State Land 
Commissioner shall issue to the purchaser a patent therefore 
under the seal of the State, signed by the Governor, and 
Secretary of State?26 The present practice of the State 
Land Commissioner^ office does not include the issuance of 
a patent described in A. R. S. Section 37-251. A record 26

2 5I Eetter from Wade Church, Attorney General, to 
Governor Paul Fannin, (Mimeographed) May 18, I960.

26. Arizona Revised Statutes, Section 37-251.



of all patents issued is kept in the State Land Department, 
but the purchaser does not receive a formal document. Mr. 
Skiles, State Land Department, states that it is the desire 
of the Commissioner to institute the issuance of such a 
formal paper in the near future. The need for a closer 
following of the law has arisen from the requests of land 
title companies in Arizona who have been asked by clients 
to search the titles to what were initially State owned 
lands. Without formal documents, this has caused their jobs 
to be unnecessarily difficult. Mr. Skiles, as the service 
supervisor, feels that he will be assigned the task of 
developing such an instrument.27

The minimum price of the land placed on the market 
or offered for sale is three dollars per acre. The minimum 
price of lands susceptible of irrigation from an established 
irrigation project is twenty-five dollars per acre according 
to statute. However, no land can be sold for less than its 
appraised value.28

An interesting comparison is observed when the price 
of State land selling in 1932 is compared with the present 
report. The average price of all land sold during the year 27 28

27. Interview with Mr. George M. Skiles. Supervisor, 
Service Division, State Land Department, July, 1961.

2 8. Arizona Revised Statutes. Section 37-239.
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ending June 30, 1932, Was #4•60 an acre.29 From an in
ventory of 43 parcels of land totaling 4,318.81 acres 
sold during 1959-1960, the average price was $314.93 
per acre.30

IV. Taxation

All state land is sold subject to taxation. The 
right of the state to tax the land after the sale has been 
completed is based upon the transfer of ownership from 
public to private possession. The assessment and collection 
procedures are no different for previously owned state land 
than they are for any other class of similar land.31

Free Enterprise.

The earlier discussion regarding the Attorney 
General1s suit against the present State Land Commissioner, 
Obed M. Lassen, involved indirectly this question of taxa
tion. There are people in Arizona who sincerely believe 
that it is in the best interest of the state's growth and 
the concepts of free enterprise for the public lands, all * 30 31

29~. Report of the State Land Commissioner. 1932. 
p. 344. -------------- —  :— ;------------

30. Fortv-eighth Annual Report of the State Land 
Commissioner. Obed Lassen, Commissioner,-T959-l$60, p. 11.

31. Arizona Revised Statutes. Section 37-252.
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public lands, state and Federal to be turned over to 
private individuals and corporations immediately. They 
believe these lands in private ownership will send.more 
funds into the community than will public ownership.

On the other hand, there are those who feel that 
the situation is not as simple as the above agrument 
presents the issue. These people feel that the state's 
lands are a trust fund for the benefit of a specific 
object as directed by the Enabling Act. This is especially 
the opinion regarding school lands. Some of these folks 
point to the State of New Mexico as an example. On the 
back cover of the current 1959-1960 New Mexico State Land 
Office Report it was reported that New Mexico*s permanent 
fund approximated $185,000,000.32 The good fortune of the 
state in finding oil on its property is to be applauded. 
However, the needs of education in New Mexico outweigh the 
modest interest income from the fund. The interest income 
from Arizona’s permanent fund also pays only a fraction of 
the cost of education within the state.33

Between those who believe that the lands and their 
mineral rights should be placed in the hands of private * 33

Office.
Report of the New 
Tear, 1959-1960,i

33. Annual Report of the Arizona State Auditor. 
1959-1960, p. 136. ™
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enterprise immediately and those who believe that the lands 
should be disposed of slowly with all mineral rights re
tained, there is no argument regarding the rights of the 
schools and institutions to benefit. But the method is 
definitely in debate. The free enterprise people feel 
their method, while more indirect, will eventually give 
more support to the schools through added wealth to the 
community. On the other hand, the socially conservative 
group, which is generally represented by school teachers, 
expresses the opinion that the schools receive, and will 
continue to receive, more real and direct aid through the 
medium of slow public land disposal and the retention of 
full mineral and hydro-carbon rights. Both groups believe 
in the capitalistic system and the concept of the trust 
funds for social purposes. In summary, the debate appears 
to center around the question of time rather than principle. 
The free enterprise representatives demand the immediate 
sale of the public lands while the more socially oriented 
group request a more conservative disposal of the public 
domain. However, the history of land as an economic 
device in the United States has revealed that a too free 
land policy resulted in "land grabs" and ruin to natural 
resources while a too tightly held governmental hand slowed 
private development. ;
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At this point, an interesting question is raised. 
For the State of Arizona, does land usually yield more 
economic wealth directly to the state government when 
such land is held in public or private ownership? The 
question is not easily answered. This issue appears to 
be basic to land problems and governmental policies for 
it is found laced throughout the expressed interest in 
the public domain by agents of the Federal, state, and 
local governments, cattlemen, farmers, miners, land 
developers, public power interests, and teachers1 asso
ciations. It is, of course, a most important concept 
and principle of government. In Arizona, the question 
appears to have been answered by various degrees of com
promise through the years.

In this regard, it is possible to present a 
guarded answer for the contemporary setting of the 
1960*s. A guarded and limited answer is necessary 
because upon examination the subject is complex. There 
are many variables and the available information reveals 
only segments of the total pattern of facts. In a dis
cussion of comparative returns between government owned 
factors of production and the same factors owned by pri
vate enterprise, several observations must be noted. One, 
the assessed valuation placed upon property in Arizona



173

for tax purposes does not realistically approximate the 
market value for such wealth. A dramatic example of this 
condition is that reported bv the Arizona Daily Star 
whereby it gave, an extensive report on the topic of the 
competent appraisal of the Joe King Ranch, Marana, Arizona 
and its total appraised value of $1,293,800. The point 
of the Star*3 analysis was that this extensive ranch pro
perty paid in 1959 the total sum of $1,944-62 to the state, 
county, and school district in taxes.34

The assessed valuation for tax purposes was ap
proximately $33,628.81 based upon a total county tax rate 
of $5.7826 for Marana Number Six Tax District of Pima County. 
The county,s assessed valuation was approximately two and 
one-half percent of the commercially assessed value for the
property.35

Two, the total economic activity which takes place 
because of activities connected with a particular piece of 
property is impossible to follow. This difficulty prevails 
for both public and private property. Without a specific 
study of objective data only vague generalizations made * 35

3A. The Arizona Daily Star. December 15, 1961, p. 12.
35. Twenty-Fifth Biennial Report of the State Tax 

Commission of Arizona. William E. Stanford. Chairman. Fiscal 
Years, 1958=1939 and 1959-1960, p. 200-201.
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■without adequate support are possible in such circumstances.
Three, without knowledgeable counsel, it is not al

ways possible to receive realistic interpretations from 
governmental reports. This condition can occur because of 
the form in which the reports are written, lack of specific 
data reported, labeling of information according to codes, 
numbers, statutory terminology or other technical presenta
tions. These complexities become particularly paramount 
when intra-governmental agencies give different names to 
the same subjects or otherwise manipulate the terminology 
to the point where comparable matters become no longer 
comparable among the various branches of government.

The above three conditions prevail for Arizona as 
well as other areas of government. For the year 1959-1960, 
Arizona received returns from its private lands in the form 
of taxes and income from its grant lands in the form of 
receipts. These land grant receipts are contrasted with 
the approximate taxes that were paid by private holders of 
such property. All approximate tax returns reported in 
Table III were calculated on the basis of the I960 average 
tax rate per one hundred dollars valuation of $7*64 on the 
reported assessed valuation of such property.36 The average 36

3 6. Twenty-Fifth Biennial Report of the State Tax 
Commission of Arizona. William E.Stanford, Chairman, Fiscal 
Years, 1956-1959 and 1959-1960, p. 30 and 0 8.
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A COMPARISON OF APPROXIMATE TAXES PAID AND THE 

RECEIPTS RECEIVED FOR DIFFERENT TYPES OF PRIVATE AND PUBLIC PROPERTY**
Approximate Taxes Mean Receipts from

Description of Property Paid on One Acre One Acre Grant Land

Land Held Privately: $ $
Irrigated Land 3.99 
Pump Land 1.50 
Dry Farming Land .72 
Grazing Land .07 
Desert Land .30 
Other Land 1.60

Land Held by State
of Arizona:
Agriculture 3.11
Commercial 1.11
Grazing .06
Homesite 5.23
Natural Products .51
Mineral .77
Oil and Gas .26
Rights of Way 
Special Use Permits

.08
(41 Acres) 

United States
138.30

Contracts .02
Average of all

state owned land: .16
(The Mean was computed
on the basis of the 
total acres in each use)

* Note: Unit values were presented only for these few types of
real estate because of limitations within the official report. City 
lots, mining properties, utility properties and industrial holdings 
were lumped into grand sums in the Report of the State Tax Commission.

** Compiled from data in the following reports:
Forty-Eighth Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner of 

Arizona. Obed M. Lassen, Commissioner, 1959-1960, p. 32-33.
Twenty-Fifth Biennial Report of the State Tax Commission of 

Arizona, William E. Stanford, Chairman, 1958-1959 and 1959-1960, p. 88.
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of all land grant receipts is used in this table in order 
that it be fairly equated with the properties reported by 
the Arizona State Tax Commission. The state school land 
grant receipts followed closely the mean receipts in each 
category.37

Table III reveals the oversimplification of the 
question when it is limited to a comparison of the income 
from property taxes and the various kinds of receipts 
which are received from the grant lands. The open market 
values of real estate transactions, assessment practices 
across the state, and the value of other types of taxes 
readily become important variables in any discussion of 
this question of economic returns when land is held pri
vately or publicly. From the limited data available it 
is not possible to draw a valid conclusion regarding the 
comparative income to the state from taxes paid on pri
vate land as contrasted with revenue received by the 
state from receipts on state owned land. Table III does, 
however, reveal a trend which shows that taxes paid on 
some types of rural property approximate the receipts 
received for the same type of property when held by the 
state.

37% Forty-Eighth Annual Report of the State Land 
Commissioner of Arizona.Obed M. Lassen, Commissioner, 
1959-1§60, p.12-33.



The important and financially meaningful properties 
such as city lots, mining properties, utility properties, 
and industrial sites were lumped into grand sums in the 
official tax reports and were, therefore, alien to com
parison. A study of tax income and state owned property 
receipts would require examination of detailed records 
of the offices of the Arizona State Tax Commission and 
the Arizona State Land Department.

An important factor which should not be overlooked 
in any discussion of this nature is the fact that the 
underlying philosophy of this country is a belief in the 
principles and concepts of free enterprise. Such beliefs 
require that property be privately held when not in con
flict with the national welfare.

For many years, the topic of tax assessment 
practices in Arizona has been of concern to the Arizona 
Education Association and in 1961 the county assessors of 
the state became officially aware of the need for reform. 
The County Assessors* Association has gone on record as 
favoring the creation of an office at the state level which 
would be called the State Supervisor of Assessments. It 
is the assessors* plan for the office to be created by 
legislation which the assessors themselves plan to intro
duce into the Arizona State Legislature during its 1962

177
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sessions. This group would like to see this new state 
officer chosen by a committee composed of several 
persons representing responsible agencies of the state. 
Specifically, they would like representation from the 
governor^ office, the state tax commission, the state 
legislature, and the Arizona Assessors1 Association.

The goals toward which the assessors are aiming 
in requesting a state assessment officer are to obtain 
the uniform assessment of all real property and personal 
property in the state and to provide a means for the 
instruction of the county assessors in groups and as 
individuals in the technical aspects of assessing
property.39

V. Leasing

Due to the statutory restrictions placed on the 
sale of the stateTs land, leasing is the principal way the 
properties of the state are utilized by businessmen.

At one time it was possible to lease state land 
for as long as twenty years.40 However, at present, leases

3*n TEe Arizona Daily Star. December 21, 1961, p. 1.
39. Ibid.
40. Struckmeyer, F. C. Revised Code of Arizona.

1928, Sections 2964, 296$. -------
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are for ten year periods• All state lands are subject to 
lease "without advertising. All applications for leases 
must be made upon forms prepared and furnished by the 
State Land Department and filed with the State Land 
Department when completed in accordance with all statutory 
requirements.41

Administration.

The work of the Department is an on-going operation 
with old leases expiring and new leases being contracted 
each business day. Therefore, it is imperative that 
lessees cooperate with the Department in such matters as 
reporting what the land is being used for and what appraisal 
values are most nearly correct. Information of a personal 
nature supplied to the Department is confidential and not 
subject to public inspection.42

It is important to note here that school sections 
are not treated any differently in the leasing process than 
are any other classifications of State land. The lesseeTs 
contract and the Department's records indicate the grant 41 42

41. Arizona Revised Statutes. Section 37-281.
42. Ibid.. Section 37-282.
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ownership but it is an accounting procedure and does not 
influence the contract.43

A grazing lease cannot be subleased, sold, or 
otherwise changed without written permission from the 
State Land Department.44 All leased lands are classified 
as to their possible uses and the number of animals each 
parcel can support. These various classifications along 
with appraisals give the land its character in the IBM 
accounts of the Department. An effort to ignore or avoid 
the instructions of the lease by the lessee endangers the 
contract.

On grazing land, a margin of ten percent in excess 
of the rated classification is granted to the lessee.45 
The lease does not change unless the lessee violates any 
condition of the lease. If he does, the lease is for
feited.4& However, the lessee is entitled to a public 
hearing, and in fact the Commissioner cannot cancel the 
lease without first having held such a hearing for which 
the lessee has received due notice.47 * 44 45 46 47

0 1  TT Johnson, Field Engineer, Arizona Department 
of Mineral Resources, Personal Interview, June 19, 1961.

44. Arizona Revised Statutes. Section 37-283.
45. Ibid.. Section 37-283.
46. Ibid.. Section 37-288.
47. Ibid.. Section 37-289.



Even though the state land is leased, it may- 
return some additional income to the State above the 
leasing fee. All improvements placed upon state prop
erty are subject to taxation, just as if they had been 
placed on private property.

If the leasee should lose or cancel his lease 
and is in good standing with the State Land Department 
he may remove certain of his improvements. However, 
virtually all improvements relative to water storage 
or wells are not removable.49

For improvements placed on the lands which are 
not removable, there is a statutory provision for reim
bursement by the succeeding leasee. The same procedure 
is followed for the appraisal of these objects as is 
followed when State land is sold.50

For improvements on state lands, appraisal of 
the conditions is based on three factors which are 
contained in the statutes: (a) the condition of the
improvements, (b) the current value, and (c) their
suitability for uses ordinarily made on the land in * 49 50

4$'. Arizona Revised Statutes. Section 37-292 A.
49. Ibid.. Section 37-292 B.

50. Ibid., Section 37-293.
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which they are located at the time the improvements were
made.51

VI. Selection

The State Land Commissioner has the duty to 
examine the public lands for the purpose of selecting 
the state's lands or to identify possible indemnity 
lands as provided for in the Enabling Act. The Commis
sioner has a Selection Board to help with the final 
selections as they are made, and to audit the paper work 
involved in the final transfer of public domain to state 
patent.52

School Land Indemnity Selections.

The State of Arizona has been making an effort 
to receive its school land indemnity properties from the 
Federal Government. Recent activity has been brisk. 
Starting in 1955, the State Land Department inaugurated 
a protraction survey mapping program as a part of its 
larger effort termed the Land Inventory, Status and 
Acquisition Program. This protraction survey had the

$ n  Tbid., Section 37-322.
52. Arizona Revised Statutes, Sections 37-201,37-202.
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immediate effect of surveying the whole state on paper.
This effort brought into focus the school sections num
bered 2, 16, 32, and 36 which previously to this effort 
were in a stagnated condition: the existence of the 
granted lands was not in doubt, but they were unidenti
fied in the unsurveyed wilderness. This program has 
been approved by the Department of the Interior whereby 
Arizona has been able to progress toward full exchange 
of its indemnity lieu selections.53

Heretofore, there has hot been available a full 
comprehensive map to show the impact of this increased 
State activity. At a cost of over two hundred dollars, 
the State Land department during July, 1961 acquired a 
composite black and white map ten by fourteen feet to 
illustrate the total state land picture in one viewing. 
Presently, all that is available to the individual for 
state school land or other state land identification are 
individual maps, 92 in number, which in total would cost 
nearly two hundred dollars to purchase.

A comparison of the official Arizona Territorial 
Map of 1880 with the new State Land Department map reveals 
both the benefits of progress and the superior organizational 53

53. Annual Report of the Superintendent of Public 
Instruction to the Governor of Arizona. 1955-IQ56.
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value to the State Land Department of the new map.54
Since there is at present only one custom copy of 

the State Land Map, an idea of the virtues of the pro
traction method of mapping can be obtained from viewing 
a current issue of the United States Department of the 
Interior’s Geological Survey map of Arizona which uses 
this method.55

Bureau of Mines.

The"Arizona State Land Department has not been 
the only agency to utilize the advantages offered by the 
protraction survey method. The University of Arizona’s 
Arizona Bureau of Mines has over-laid the location and 
boundaries of Arizona’s 246 mining districts onto the 
base map furnished to it by the United States Geological 
Survey. The mining districts which were plotted on the 
map were those in effect as of August, 1961. This is 
principally the same map referred to above as being an

54« Official Map of the Territory of Arizona, 1880, 
Compiled by E. A. Echoff and P. Riecker, The Graphic Com
pany, 39 and 41 Park Place, New York, 1879 (Obtainable in 
copy form from the Arizona State Capitol Library and Archives, 
Arizona, Phoenix, $6.00).

55« United States Department of the Interior, 
Geological Survey Map, 1956, Arizona, Scale: One Inch
equals Eight Miles, Washington 25, D. C.
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example of the protraction survey method.56
Such a protraction map does not do any more for 

the Arizona Bureau of Mines, University of Arizona, than 
it has for the Arizona State Land Department. However, 
the virtue of the map lies in the fact that more progress 
can be made with its use than without it. The mapping 
procedure is designed merely to augment the field survey 
technique, not to replace it. •.

The indemnity lieu selection record for the past 
three years indicates the magnitude and velocity of the 
present effort by the State Land Department. The figures 
below testify to the above:

Year Acres

1953 Patented to Arizona from U. S. 63,347.2457

1959 Patented to Arizona from U. S. 47,784.14* 57 58 59
I960 Patented to Arizona from U. S. 47,345.1459

The total of patents issued to the State of Arizona

5FI Arizona Bureau of Mines, Map and Index of 
Arizona Mining Districts, August, 1961, Compiled by Eldred 
D. Wilson, Robert T. O'Haire and Fred J. McCrory, University 
of Arizona, Tucson, Arizona.

57. Forty-Sixth Annual Report of the State Land 
Commissioner. 1957-1958. p. 39.

58. Forty-Seventh Annual Report of the State Land 
Commissioner. 1958-1959, p. 2 8.

59. Fortv-Eighth Annual Report of the State Land 
Commissioner. 1959~19oQ.P. 28.
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for school land indemnity under the terms of the Enabling 
Act to June 30, I960 has been 3,658,390.58 acres.60 When 
compared with the total land indemnity figure, the three 
year record cited above is small. However, the fact 
remains that indemnity lieu selections to which the state 
is entitled will be transferred to the State of Arizona 
only as fast as the State Land Department prepares the 
basic data necessary to initiate such transfers.

The United States Bureau of Land Management has 
analyzed the Federal patents issued to states for I960, 
and Arizona's figure of 47,345.14 acres is twice as large 
as that of any other western state r e p o r t e d . T h e  present 
tone of activity for the Arizona State Land Department in
dicates that this figure will remain high.

VII. Board of Appeals

Introduction.

The State Land Department is provided with an of
ficial Board of Appeals. The function of this agency is 
to provide an avenue whereby appeals from the final decisions 
of the State Land Commissioner may be heard. The board

EG~. TFid.
61. Statistical Appendix to the Annual Report of 

the United States Division of Land Management. 1%0, Wash
ington,D.G., p. 10.
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consists of three members, one of whom is appointed from 
each.of three districts into which the state is divided.
The members are appointed by the governor with the advice 
and consent of the senate. The term of office is six 
years. The terms of the officers are arranged so that they 
are rotated, with the term of one member expiring on 
January 31 each even numbered year.62

Appeal Procedure.

The process of appeal appears to be fair. An 
appeal from a final decision of the State Land Commissioner 
is taken to the Board of Appeals. If this is unsatis
factory to the complainant, the next station is the superior 
court. The decision of the superior court may be appealed 
to the supreme court as a civil action.63

The 1959-1960 activity of the Board of Appeals is 
impressive. The board met twelve times during the year, 
processed 525 leases, supervised auction sales, heard 23 
appeals from decisions of the commissioner, and no decisions 
of the Board of Appeals were appealed to a higher court.
The Board executed field trips for additional intelligence

6 2. Arizona Revised Statutes. Sections 37-213-214.
63. Ibid.. 37-214.



beyond written office documents in order for the board's 
decisions to be as just and fair to all parties as
possible.64

VIII. Arizona’s Land Utilization

A Public Land State.

It is important to understand the distribution of 
land ownership and control in Arizona. There are several 
other governmental agencies in addition to the State of 
Arizona which control large areas within the state’s borders. 
There are privately patented lands which hold an important 
percentage of ownership. An item to note is that the State 
of Arizona is known as one of the public lands states. It 
will easily be observed why in the following discussion.

Of the 72,688,000 acres of land in Arizona, it was 
reported on June 30, I960, that the Federal Government 
owned and otherwise controlled 53,991,700 acres (includes 
21,491,520 acres of Indian Reservations). The Federally 
owned lands amounted to 44*71 percent of the land area of 
the state, while the Indian Reservation land, sometimes 
called trust land, consisted of 29.57 percent. The total 
land mass under Federal jurisdiction was 74.28 percent.
The state owned 9,949,547 acres, or 13.69 percent of the

64% 5Fed M. Lassen, Commissioner, 48th Annual Report: 
Arizona State Land Department. 1959-1960, pT 13.



land area. This leaves 8,746,735 acres, or 12.03 percent 
in the form of privately patented land.65

A supplemental data sheet issued by the State Land 
Department illustrates how rapidly the land status of 
Arizona is changing. By August 1, I960, the total of 
privately owned lands had risen to 11,$67,080 acres or 15.9 
percent while the total of state owned lands reflected the 
change by dropping to 9^147,544 or 12.6 percent of the land
area.66

Table IV illustrates the status of the state lands 
of Arizona as of August 1, I960. Table V illustrates the 
Federal utilization of land in Arizona as of the above 
date.67

Protraction and Field Surveys.

Previously, it had been discussed that Arizona,s 
land department was permitted the privilege of working out 
an arrangement with the Federal Government whereby it 
could obtain its indemnity lieu selections on an accelerated

65. Arizona Department of Mineral Resources: In
ventory of Lands as of June 30, T$66, Mimeographed,p. 
unnumbered.

66. Forty-Eighth Annual Report of the State Land 
Commissioner. 1959-1960. Lithographed supplementr p. one 
sheet.

67. Ibid.
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TABLE IV
STATUS OF ALL LANDS IN ARIZONA AS OF 

AUGUST 1, 1960*

Land Ownership Acres

FEDERAL:
TOTAL: Federally controlled, owned or

managed lands: (71.5%) 51,973,376

STATE OF ARIZONA:
TOTAL: State Lands: (12.6%) 9,147,544

(Arizona has had a total of 10,788,485 acres 
granted to the state of which 906,129 acres 
have been sold at public auction and 734,813 
acres remain to be selected from the Bureau 
of Land Management's total.)

PATENTED:
TOTAL: Privately owned lands: (15.9%) 11,567,080

GRAND TOTAL: (100%) 72,688,000

♦Report of the Director of the Bureau of Land Management.
1960 Statistical Appendix and the Forty-Eighth Annual Report of the 
State Land Commissioner of Arizona, 1959-1960, Supplement.
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ARIZONA LAND UTILIZATION 
BY THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 

AS OF
AUGUST 1, 1960*

Land Classification Acres

FEDERAL:
Department of Interior

Bureau of Land Management 13,194,493
Park Service 1,481,302
Bureau of Reclamation 1,350,819
Fish and Wildlife Service 1,526,977
Bureau of Indian Affairs 31,006
Other ' 1

Subtotal 17,584,598

Department of Agriculture
Forest Service 11,381,100
Soil Conservation Service 50
Other 25

Subtotal 11,381,175

Department of Defense, c. of Engineers and Indian Land
Department of the Air Force . 2,601,844
Department of the Army 971,181
Department of the Navy 968
Corps of Engineers 19,403
Indian Reservations 19,411,691
Other 2,516

Subtotal 23,007,603

TOTAL: Federally controlled owned or
managed lands: (71.5%) 51,973,376

Non-Federal (State and Patented Land) 20,714,624

TOTAL LAND AREA OF THE STATE OF ARIZONA: 72,688,000

*Data supplied by the Arizona State Land Department and based 
upon the Report of the Director of the Bureau of Land Management, 
1960 Statistical Appendix.
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schedule via the device of protracted surveys or "paper 
surveys." This was an important compromise with the 
United States, because as of June 30, 1959# the Director 
of the United States Bureau of Land Management reported 
23#582,568 acres of Arizona still unsurveyed in the 
field. As of the above date, the State of Arizona held 
the doubtful distinction of having the largest area of 
unsurveyed land of any state in the United States.68

A brief review will aid in the discussion to 
follow regarding the particular category known as school 
lands. As previously discussed, the Enabling Act (June 
20, 1910) granted the State of Arizona each section of 
land numbered 2, 16, 32, and 36 within every township in 
Arizona. If the section was classified "IF," it meant 
that the section was unencumbered, unwithdrawn and sur
veyed. The particular section of land could then become 
a full and functioning part of the framework of the per
manent school fund. However, if any of these sections 
were encumbered or withdrawn, the State of Arizona was 
given the privilege of selecting other lands of equal 
acreage and quality from the "open public domain."

In the interpretation of State Land Department

631 Arizona Department of Mineral Resources: 
Inventory of Lands as . of June 30. i960. Mimeographed__ p. 
unnumbered.
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documents, a term was often used which is called base 
lands. The land which the state gives up its right to 
is termed base land. In effect, when the state says,
"We have 20,000 acres of base land remaining," it means 
there are 20,000 acres of school;sections (2, 16, 36, and 
3 6) that the state cannot take physical title to, nor has 
the state selected any lands in lieu of these sections.
It is literally land in a state of suspension as far as 
the permanent fund is concerned. It is neither an income 
property nor is it a severed section. At present, there 
are nearly a quarter of a million acres of the untenanted 
land.69

The protraction survey method discussed earlier 
in the chapter will permit rapid progress in the identi
fication of the school and other necessary sections be
longing to the state. The State Land Department has been 
progressing rapidly in this area. The following Figure ’
5 is a copy of the current status of the school lands 
while Tables VI and VII are general information tabulations•

IX. Summary of the Chapter

This chapter represents the heart of the actual

69. Letter from John Haefner, State Land Department, 
to Frank Gladen, July 26, 1961. . '

L
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operations that involve the state’s lands. It is the State 
Land Commissioner who is legally charged with the responsi
bility set forth in the Enabling Act. Being an appointed 
officer, he directly reflects the attitudes toward the 
state’s lands that are carried by the Governor. It is the 
announced policy of the present Governor, Paul Fannin, that 
he is in favor of an orderly disposal to private enterprise 
of the public lands.

Perhaps the most significant statistic in the 
chapter is the one that revealed that there remains 
approximately 23,582,568 acres of land in Arizona that 
have not been actually surveyed in the field. This 1959 
figure represents approximately one third the land area 
of Arizona. It was from the importance of having the 
land surveyed that the State Land Department sought and 
received approval to institute the use of the "paper 
survey.”

The State Land Department would rather have field 
surveys than the sweeping protraction survey, but there are 
neither the funds nor personnel within the state’s service 
to complete such an undertaking.

Perhaps the attitude of the present day administra
tion of the State Land Department can best be presented in 
the colloquial terminology of one of its administrative
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employees, a supervisor, who said that he felt the depart
ment was "babysitting11 ten million acres and it was the 
job of the department to put itself out of business as 
rapidly as possible. This, of course, does not represent 
the official attitude, but on the other hand, it reflects 
accurately the attitude found among several junior admin
istrators within the department.

In the final summary of the department1s activities, 
it is a disturbing fact to contemplate that the policies of 
the State Land Department are so political in nature and 
that this political power has the effective force at its 
command to limit— at any level—  the economic wealth of 
the permanent funds.
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I ADMINISTERED BY FOREST SERVICE
2. LEGISLATIVE APPROPRIATION FOR STATE 

LAND INVENTORY $ 6 0 , 0 0 0  EXPENDITURES 
(TO DATE) $ 5 7 ,8 4 6  92 COST PER ACRE-2M4

3. ESTIMATED VALUE OF 242 ,061 29  ACRES 
AT $ 5 0 .0 0 »  $ 12 ,104 ,06 4 .50 .

4  ON FILE WITH BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
5. 17,421.16 ACRES TEMPORARY 

INELIGIBLE AS BASE

L A N D  STATUS IN V E N T O R Y
PROGRESS R E P O R T *

ST A T E  L A N D  D E P A R T M E N T

O B E D  M. L A S S E N C O M M IS S IO N E R
DRAWN BY D. JENNINGS. JULY 1 5 ,1 9 6 0  PHOENIX, ARIZ,

*Fortv-Eighth Annual Report of the State Land Cpmaisgioner to the 
governor of Arizona. 1959-1960, p. 10.
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TABLE VI
DISTRIBUTION OF ARIZONA STATE-OWNED LAND 

AS OF JUNE 30, 1960*

No . of Acres Sub-Total
State Lands Under Certificate of Purchase 77,772 77,772

State Lands Under Lease:
Grazing ■ ' ..... 8
Agriculture
Homesite
Commercial
Miscellaneous .
To U. S. Government

,652,723
215,761

535
74,851

219
162.074 9,106,163

State Lands Not Leased 30,798 30,798

Lands Not Subject to Lease By State:
Institutional Lands to be Selected 
State Land in National Forest 
(administered by Forest Service)

2,162
671,970

Land in Process of Exchange (No Rental) 60.682 734,814

TOTAL LAND OWNED BY STATE (In Acres) 9.949.547

Special Considerations:
Oil and Gas Leases
(Duplication of Grazing and Other Leases) 1,671,794

Mineral
(Duplication of Grazing and Other Leases) 50,376

Right of Way Leases Producing Revenue
*• * - ' • -

48,231
1,770.401

*Forty-Eighth Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner. 
1959-1960, Supplement.
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TABLE VII
RECORD OF STATE LAND DEPARTMENT ACREAGE 
UNDER LEASE AND RECEIPTS THEREFROM 

AS OF JUNE 30, 1960*

Acreage Acres Receipts

Agriculture 215,761.11 $ 662,093.57
Commercial 74,851.39 83,398.81
Grazing 8,652,723.48 553,877.75
Homesite 534.50 2,724.85
/Natural Products 178.00 91.00
Mineral ; 50,375.61 38,512.99
Oil and Gas 1,671,793.52 434,170.15
.Rights of Way 48,231.15 37,050.26
Special Use Permits 41.01 5,595.12
U.S. Contracts 162,073.54 2,720.45

TOTALS 10,876,563.31 $ 1,820,234.95

Penalty and Interest 19,906.62

GRAND TOTAL RECEIPTS FROM ACREAGE UNDER LEASE $ 1,840,141.57

Receipts per Acre $ 0.1692
Mineral Receipts per Acre $ 0.7645

(Lease rental on mineral claims is 75 cents per acre, per year.)

*Forty-Eighth Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner. 
1959-1960, p. 32-33.



CHAPTER VI

STATUS AND FISCAL SIGNIFICANCE OF THE 
STATE LANDS IN ARIZONA

I. Introduction

Money,

Sums of money by themselves have little meaning 
when viewed out of a contextual setting. An appropriate 
definition of money for this study is: "Money is anything 
that is widely used in payment for goods and services 
and is also used in the discharge of other obligations.
This definition rules out of consideration those instru
ments that are periodically employed in times of emergency 
when the money and exchange system are temporarily dis
rupted. In examining the permanent endowment funds of 
Arizona, it is found that the accounts have both status 
and significance.

The various funds have status in terms of the 
structure of their portfolios and each has significance 
in its relationship to other financial functions of the

1. J. Marin Peterson, Money and Banking.(New York: 
The MacMillan Company, 1947.) p. 5.

199
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state government. It is the purpose of this chapter to 
outline the contents of the several accounts and their 
general meaning.

The Territorial Period.

The Territorial Auditor's Reports indicated that 
the Sections of land 16 and 36 which had been reserved in 
each township for the benefit of the common schools pro
duced no revenue for the public schools for a period ex
ceeding three decades after the creation of the Territory 
in 1863• However, within another decade, the lands were 
producing appreciable revenue. In 1908, the Territorial 
Auditor reported rental income from school sections total
ling $16,623.04.2 Interestingly, this figure represented 
the approximate sums that had been spent by the Territorial 
authorities on public education annually. As late in the 
Territorial Period of Arizona as 1890, the government had 
spent the limited annual sum of $15,927.58 on all public 
education in the Arizona Territory. The sum of $10,000 
was apportioned to counties and the remaining one third 
was spent on administrative expenses at the capital.3 The 
following apportionment figures are presented to indicate

" 2l Territorial Auditor. Bi-annual Report to the
Governor of the Territory of Arizona. 1890 and 1907. 3

3. Ibid.. 1889-1890.
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representative annual totals of Territorial aid to counties
during the latter years of the period:

Year Apportionment to Counties
1890 $10,000.00  
1892 1 3,000.00
1898 15,000.0 0.
1900 23,797.344
The early official financial reports reveal the same 

qualities of informality found in the United States Land 
Office Reports. The reports offered liberal quantities of 
advice on financial matters of the territory. The Ter
ritorial Auditor, Thomas Hughes, bluntly wrote in his report 
that some of the financial difficulties of the Territory 
could be overcome by eliminating the office of Superintend
ent of Public Instruction and transferring the responsi
bilities to the Treasurers hands.5

Just as the United States Land Office Reports re
flected the growth of the Territory by losing their colorful 
prose and their volume of pages as the activities of the 
Federal Government decreased in the Territory, the Terri
torial AuditorTs Reports became larger and more "official" 
in their presentations as statehood loomed.

For the public schools, the Territorial period had * 5

A. Ibid.. 1889-1890, 1891-1892, 1897-1898, 1889-1900.
5. Ibid.. 1889-1890, p. 5.
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been an era of birth and growth. For the common school 
lands, the period had been one of birth, dormancy for income 
purposes, but holding the promise of a brighter future. 
During the development of the western United States into 
territories, the Federal Government stipulated the reser
vation of certain lands for specific purposes, but generally 
the identification and management of such lands awaited 
Federal admission as a state.

Fiscal Operations of the State Land Department.

The State Land Department receives from the 
statutes its authority and responsibility for the segre
gation of the funds derived from the sale and lease of 
state lands. Sections 37-521 through 37-526 of the Arizona 
Revised Statutes outline the content of each of the perman
ent funds and from these descriptive guides, the State 
Land Department has constructed an accounting system which 
conforms to the statutes. It handles its own funds and 
forwards vouchers for all amounts to the state Auditor*s 
office. At the proper moment in the accounting cycle, 
the department’s vouchers are paid and moneys are assigned 
by posting to the proper ledger account. At the present 
time, Arizona’s State Auditor processes the largest volume 
of all state financial matters.6 6

6. M. Griffith, Deputy State Auditor, Interview 
August, I960. '
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An interesting difference between the accounting 

systems of the State Land Department and ■'the ■.Auditor*s 
office is that although the two systems are card program
med, the State Land Departmentfs equipment is different 
from that of the Auditor1̂  office, rendering the two 
systems incompatible. The former is manufactured by the 
International Business Machines Corporation, while the 
latter is made by Remington Rand Corporation. Thus, the 
programmed cards are not interchangeable.7

The Permanent Common School Fund.

The composition of the Permanent School Fund and 
the provisions for its use are according to statute as 
follows:

A. The permanent common school fund shall consist 
of:

1. The proceeds of all lands granted to the 
state by the United States for the support of 
common schools.
2. All property which accrues to the state 

by escheat or forfeiture.
3. All property donated for the benefit of 

the common schools, unless the terms of the 
donation otherwise provide.

4. All unclaimed shares and dividends of 
any corporation incorporated under the laws of 
this state.

7. Field trip to State Auditor's Office and State 
Land Department, August, I960.
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5* The proceeds of sale of timber, 
mineral, gravel or other natural products 
or property from school lands and state 
lands other than those granted for spe
cific purposes.

6. The residue of the lands granted for 
payment of the bonds and accrued interest 
issued by Maricopa, Pima, Yavapai, and Co
conino counties, after the purpose of the 
grant has been satisfied, and the five 
percent of the proceeds of sales of lands 
lying within this state sold by the United 
States subsequent to admission of this 
state into the union, as granted by the 
enabling act.

B. The fund shall be and remain a perpetual fund, 
the interest of which only, together with the monies 
derived from the rental of the lands and property, 
shall be placed in the state common school fund and 
appropriated as other monies in the state common 
school fund are apportioned.""
The University Land Fund consists of all the lands 

granted to the Skate of Arizona by the United States for 
University purposes. In addition this fund contains prop
erty donated by individuals for University purposes and 
the proceeds from the sale of the products or property 
from the lands granted or given for the use of the Uni
versity. The University Land Fund is a permanent and 
perpetual fund.9

The Arizona State Colleges Land Fund consists of 
all lands granted to the State of Arizona for teacher * 9

"FI Arizona Revised Statutes. Section 37-521.
9. Ibid.. Section 37-522.
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training institutions (normal schools). All property- 
donated for this purpose and the proceeds from the sale 
of products therefrom are included in this fund.' It, 
too, is a permanent fund.10

The Agricultural and Mechanical Colleges and 
School of Mines Land Fund is similar to the above two 
endowments in that it has the same general characteris
tics. In addition, it places the Agricultural and 
Mechanical College and School of Mines at the University 
of Arizona.11

With the exception of the County Bonds Land Fund, 
the remaining permanent funds have the same restrictions 
and benefits. This fund has provision in it for the 
retirement of refunded railroad bonds and the disposition 
of excess proceeds. The function of this fund was for 
the payment of the principal of bonds issued by Maricopa, 
Pima, Yavapai, and Coconino counties and the accrued 
interest thereon. These were refunded bonds and originally 
known as railroad bonds. After the obligation to complete 
the payment of the bonds and all the secondary obligations 
connected with the retirement, the remainder, if any, of 11

Iffl Ibid.. Section 37-523.
11. Ibid.. Section 37-524.
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the fund shall be added to and become a part of the 
permanent school fund.12 At present, there is remaining
a total of $10,000 in outstanding bonds with an interest 
rate of three percent.13

II. The Investment Program

Farm Loans.

The story of the development of the investment 
program for the permanent funds and how it became embroiled 
in deep and serious trouble is one of the astounding events 
of Arizona1s statehood.

It was a logical thought pattern that led the 
original loan board’s officers to look to the land of 
Arizona as an area for the investment of the funds that had 
accrued to the permanent funds of the state and that would 
accrue to these accounts in future years.

In classical economics, there are basically only 
three factors of production: 1. land, 2. labor, and 3.
capital. The loan officers appear to have felt that the 
land was solid, not at all mobile, and loans made to 
farmers with the soil as security would be good investments.

“ 12. Ibid.. Section 37-526.
13. Annual Report of the State Auditor. State of 

Arizona. 1959-1960, p. 197. -------
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The state was young and it evidently seemed only reason
able to these men that they should help to make the state 
grow more rapidly by adding the state's capital in the 
form of loans to the farmers' components of labor and 
land. And so there appeared to the citizens of Arizona 
in 1916, a picture of potential growth of farm wealth 
secured by no less an entity than the mother earth itself. 
To the economically naive and the state leaders who 
failed to research the topic, the plan must have looked 
sound for they acted on this arrangement with vigor.

Regarding the permanent fund accounts, it can be 
safely said that it was the intention of the Federal 
Government for the state to build large permanent funds 
from the lands granted for that purpose and then to keep 
the monies securely invested in a bond portfolio arrange
ment. The two guiding documents, the Enabling Act and 
the Arizona State Constitution are specific in this 
regard.

The state constitution emphasizes safety in the 
investment program. "The State Treasurer shall keep all 
such .monies invested in safe interest bearing securities, 
which securities shall be approved by the Governor and 
the Secretary of State, and at all times shall be under 
good and sufficient bond or bonds conditioned for the
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faithful performance of his duties with regard thereto."14
While the provision quoted in the state document 

is quite definite, it is obvious that the element of risk 
was not completely erasable. The fluctuations of the 
financial market place give ample evidence of the fact 
that securities which represent sound investments often 
possess highly subjective qualities, as well as more 
measurable objective characteristics•

The first land commission for Arizona made an 
additional suggestion beyond the requirements set forth 
in the Constitution. It was their strong belief that the 
investment program should have the approval of not only 
the Governor and the Secretary of State, but also the 
State Land Commissioner. The investment of the permanent 
funds in farm loans was thought highly desirable by the 
Commission.

Investment Authority.

The authority to invest the monies in the permanent 
funds of Arizona was received from legislation enacted by 
the Arizona State Legislature in 1915. This authority was 
broad and included permission to invest in farm loans, as 
well as bonds of the United States, bonds of the State of

—  I4l Constitution of Arizona. Article X, Section 7 .
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Arizona, or of the counties, municipalities, or school
districts.15

Because of the length of the original legislative 
act, it will not be directly quoted here. However, Chapter 
5 of House Bill Number 1 was the cornerstone from which many 
of the later and serious troubles of the permanent funds 
developed. Therefore, summaries of the various important 
sections are offered below:

Section 108: This section established the basic
authority of the State Loan Board. It stated in effect 
that the officers responsible for the investment of the 
permanent funds were the state Treasurer, the Governor, 
and the Secretary of State. The principal work of invest
ment was left to the Treasurer while to the other two 
officers were delegated the function of approving or 
disapproving of the action taken by the Treasurer.

Section 109: This section established the types
of investments that could be made with the monies from the 
permanent funds. The investment authority was broad and 
by omission prohibited investment of the funds in any 
desirable private enterprise activity except farm loan 
mortgages. The farm loan mortgages were to be made only 
on the farm lands within the State of Arizona.

” TTl Session Laws. Arizona State Legislature. Second
Legislature. Second Special Session. Chapter \  Hnnao Bill 
Number 1 , Approved by the Governor, June 26, I915.
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Section 110: Because of the higher risk involved,
a minimum interest rate of six percent was established for 
the farm loan mortgages. The governmental agencies were 
considered more secure risks than the farm loan mortgages 
and were according to this statute permitted an interest 
rate minimum of four percent on their bonds.

Section 111: This section established the char
acter of the farm loan mortgages. It stated that loans on 
first mortgages on farm lands should not exceed in amount 
one third of the actual value of any tract of land the loan 
might cover, which value should be determined by appraisal 
by the commissioner, and without such appraisal and the 
recommendation of the commissioner, the loan should not 
be made. The loans were to be made only upon the cultivated 
land within the state of Arizona and in no case were loans 
to be made on land on which the appraised value was less 
than ten dollars per acre. An especially important clause 
established the maximum amount that could be loaned on any 
one parcel of property, or to any one person, association 
or corporation. That amount was set at $5,000.

Section 112: This section set the terms and con
ditions for the farm loan mortgages. It stated that the 
farm loan mortgages were to run for a period of not less 
than five years nor for a period to exceed fifteen years.
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Optimistically, provision •was included whereby the farm 
loan mortgages could be paid in full and discharged at 
any time by the payment of three months interest in 
advance in addition to the interest due at the time the 
current payment was due. An interesting feature was that 
of allowing only interest payments to be made on the debt 
during the first five years. Starting with the sixth 
year, the account was to be recalculated in order to 
pick up the unpaid balance payments and spread them over 
the life of the mortgage in order that the debt be fully 
satisfied at the terminal date.

Section 113: This section dealt with matters of
foreclosure processes for the farm loan mortgages. This 
statute made applicable to all farm loan mortgages from 
the permanent funds, the general laws of the state govern
ing such matters. The mortgages were to be foreclosed in 
the same manner and upon the same notice as was required 
of other real estate. All prosecutions were to be made 
in the name of the state of Arizona.

An important part of this section, and one that 
gave the State Land Commissioner direction for the respon
sibilities which were to come to him later, was that of 
spelling out the administrative system which should govern 
foreclosures. It directed the State Land Commissioner to
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administer the foreclosed lands for the benefit of the 
fund from which the moneys were originally loaned.

Section 114: This section dealt with matters of
assignment for mortgages. The right of assignment for 
mortgages was granted to the loan board consisting of the 
aforesaid officers mentioned in Section 108. They were 
instructed not to accept as consideration for assignments 
any amount less than the principal and interest due on 
the mortgages. The assignments were to be executed by 
the'.state’s Governor and attested by the Secretary of 
State with the state seal attached.

Section 115: This paragraph granted to the State
Auditor authority to draw warrants on the State Treasurer’s 
permanent funds * accounts. These warrants could be used 
only for the purchase of bonds, mortgages, or for loans on 
farm land. Such warrants were to be kept by registration 
in a separate,ledger for that purpose.

Section 116: The State Treasurer was directed to
maintain an account book to keep an accurate record of all 
investments made with permanent funds and the payments of 
interest and principal received on such investments. He 
was to collect all money due and owing and to make biannual 
reports on June 1 - December 1 showing in detail the status 
and condition of all the investments. The over-due claims
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of the state were to be placed in the hands of the Attorney- 
General for collection by civil action in the name of the 
state.

Sections 119 and 120 were the repealing clause and 
the emergency clause respectively.^

One of the most serious tasks dealt with by the 
first State Land Commissioner for Arizona was that of 
making preparations for the processing of farm loans made 
from the permanent funds. This serious planning had re
sulted from the recommendation made by the State Land 
Commission that farm loans be used as the primary invest
ment source for the permanent funds. During 1916, much 
time was spent by the Arizona State Land Department in 
processing loans on farm property already under cultivation.17

By June of 1916, 43 farm loan applications had been 
filed with the State Land Department. These applications 
totalled $115,745*00 and were secured by 3,701.21 acres.
Of these applications, approximately one-half were approved 
by the loan officers. The total amount actually loaned from 
the permanent funds during 1916 amounted to $64,070.0 0. This 
sum was secured by pledged farmland totalling l,6l6 .3Q 
acres.

—  "16. Ibid.
/ - ■ - '

17. Second Bi-Annual Report of the State Land
Commissioner. June30, 1916,p. 2 2. ‘ 18

18. Ibid.
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The procedures used for the early farm loan 
applications appear to have been thorough and extensive. 
Applications in triplicate were filed by each applicant.
The Attorney Generali office actively investigated ap
plicants as to their personal character, references, and 
financial responsibility. The State Land Commissioner 
appraised the land offered as the security for the loan.
A copy of the application was retained by the State Land 
Department's office while the Attorney General conducted 
his investigation. Two other copies were similarly re
tained by the State Treasurer's office awaiting the report. 
Following his report, the formal papers were sent to the 
Loan Board for final approval or rejection of the appli
cation. If approved, the proper mortgages and notes were 
drawn and the State Auditor was ordered to draw his warrant 
in favor of the successful applicant. During the period 
from July 1, 1916, to December 31, 1916, a large number of 
farmers applied for loans. Of these applications, 53 were 
recommended for loans amounting to the sum of $132,800.
By the middle of 1917, $209,566.00 had been loaned from the 
permanent funds. This amount was distributed among ninety-
two approved applicants.^9

Fifth Bi-Annual Report of the State Land 
Commissioner. July 1, 1917 to December 3'1, 1$17, p. 7 .
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It has been difficult to follow the record of the 
amounts of money loaned to farmers from the permanent 
funds. This is due to the fact that the Arizona State 
Land Commissioner's official reports through 1917 made 
no segregation of the funds loaned into individual ledger 
accounts. This lack of identification of sources by 
accounts makes a longitudinal study from these data dif
ficult. The only indication reported referred to the 
fact that the funds were loaned from the Permanent School 
Fund and institutional fund accounts, which, of course, 
made the report all inclusive. However, the Fifth Bi- 
Annual Report offered a more detailed report and gave 
two interesting figures. This report showed that the 
total of $237,361 had been loaned from the Permanent 
School Fund and that $204,950 had been loaned from the 
institutional funds to the farmers of Arizona. 20

The Permanent Common School Fund has always been 
the largest of the permanent funds, receiving the largest 
dollar drain from the farm loan activity. From an anal
ysis of the procedures followed by the loan authorities, 
it ostensibly appears that all their activities were made 
in good faith with the welfare of Arizona as their first 
interest. That they may have acted with too little

HKT. TEid.
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knowledge of the over-all circumstances, and with no 
insight as to what the outcome of such a narrow invest
ment program might be, raises a question of judgment 
which cannot be answered in this dissertation.

As early as 1918, Commissioner W. A. Moeur had 
some misgivings about the wisdom of the single investment 
program. His analysis of the situation was not one of 
philosophy, but of the simple relationship of available 
money to loan security. It was his observation that 
within a few years from his writing, the money volume 
within the permanent funds would far exceed the land 
suitable enough to qualify as security for the farm 
loans. 21

The Commissioner^ statement had not been made 
in a vacuum. Just a short time previously, the Third 
Regular Session of the Arizona State Legislature, 1917, 
had reduced restrictions on the loaning program in 
order to improve investment opportunities for the state's 
permanent funds in farm loans.

This important change altered the amount that 
could be loaned on a single piece of property. The 
original 1915 legislation required that the farm mortgages

ZTI Sixth Bi-Annual Report of the State Land 
Commissioner. January 1. 1918 to June 3 0, 1918. .
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loan could not exceed one third of the actual value of 
any tract of land the loan might cover. This value was 
to be established by the State Land Commissioner and the 
loan could not be made without the Commissioner,s appraisal 
according to the statute. 22 23 The new legislation changed 
this amount to one half which, of course, had the net 
effect of inflating the value of the property for loan 
purposes. This inflation was accomplished by permitting 
a qualified borrower to borrow considerably more money 
with the same security. The other restrictions of the 
original legislation remained. The principal ones were 
that no loan was to exceed $5 ,000 and that no loan was to 
be made on land the value of which was less than ten 
dollars per acre.23

This provision remained in effect until the 
revision of the code in 1928, when it was modified to 
read:

"...such loans on farm lands shall not 
exceed forty percent (40%) of the actual 
physical evaluation of the security, which 
value shall be determined only by the ap
praisal and recommendation of the Commis
sioner. There shall not be loaned on any 
one parcel of property, nor to any one

22. Session Laws, Arizona State Legislature. 
Second Legislature. Second Special Session, chapter 4 
House Bill #1, Approved by the Governor, June 26, 1915.

2 3. Session Laws. Arizona State Legislature. 
1917, Chapter 1 2, Section 3 , p. 9-lu.
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person, more than $5,000. No loans shall 
be made on lands on which the appraised 
value is less than ten dollars per acre, 
and when loans are made on unimproved 
property (farm lands) they shall be con
ditioned upon the entire amount loaned 
being employed, under regulations to be 
adopted by the Governor, the Secretary 
of State, the State Treasurer in the 
improvement of the lands mortgaged as 
security."24

The Permanent School Fund continued to be a high 
activity source for the supplying of funds to the farm 
loan program through 1918. During the brief period of 
July 1, 1918 through December 31, 1918, the Permanent 
School Fund received $168,790 in farm loan mortgages for 
its cash reserves. For the Permanent School Fund, this 
brought the total of farm loans completed to $493*226. 
The interest collected amounted to $1 8,175.93

The Reduction of Cash Reserves.

At about the same time Commissioner Moeur had 
been worrying about the wisdom of the single investment 
program, the state’s Treasurer, P. F. Johnson, was con
cerned about the dollar drain on the state’s resources 
the farm loans had caused. He said: "Because of the * 25

24% Revised Code of Arizona. 1928, Article 3 , 
Chapter 60, Section 2641•

25. Seventh Bi-Annual Report of the State Land 
Commissioner. July 1 . 1918 to PecemberTlV l9Y8^ p.716.
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large amount of money loaned to the farmers of the state 
on their lands, the state’s treasury has had its available 
cash greatly reduced. "26

The Treasurer discussed further the activities of 
his office and the farm loans in his 1916-1917 report. 
"Pursuant to the provisions of the public land code, the 
State Treasurer has invested funds of the Permanent School 
Fund and of the University Timber account in first mort
gages on farm lands within the state of Arizona. The 
first loan was made July 29, 1916, and to the end of the 
fiscal year, the amounts loaned were as follows:

University Timber Account:
69 loans Amount loaned: $181,150

Permanent School Fund:
104 loans Amount loaned: $266,291

According to the record, the interest rate remained 
at six percent for all the farm loans and such interest as 
was due was payable on July 1 of each year. The state 
Treasurer reported that no effort had been made to ascertain 
the cost of the loan operations, for according to his 
reasoning, no cost analysis was needed. The Treasurer, in

" 56% Report of the Arizona State Treasurer for the
Year 1916-191T. o. ----- *--- -------- - —  27

27. Ibid., p. 5.
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his official report, wrote that it had not been the intent 
of the legislature to make the farm loan operation a profit 
accruing enterprise, but rather the sole purpose was to aid 
the farmers of the state and, thereby, aid the total agri
cultural development of the state. 28

The Business Cycles.

For the next few years, the activities in the area 
of farm loans continued at a brisk pace. However, there 
were economic forces at work in the United States during 
the early 1920,s which rendered marginal agricultural land 
nearly worthless for profitable purposes. The economic 
crisis of the 1920*3 rendered many of these farms as 
failed enterprises. Wesley C. Mitchell called the economic 
condition of this period, "a recession of severity now 
uncommon,...(1927)."29

It mattered little what the economic condition was 
called, for the damage was done, its devastation wrought, 
and the school money spent. The standard reference dates 
for business cycles given in Table VIII cover the periods 
just before and just after the economic crisis of 1921

28. Ibid.
29. Edwin R. A. Seligman, Editor, Encvclooaedia

of the Social Sciences. Volume III, (New fork: The
MacMillan Company, iy57•) P* 101.. .



TABLE VIII
STANDARD REFERENCE DATES FOR BUSINESS CYCLES, UNITED STATES, 1855-1927*

Expansion _______ __________ Contraction_________________ Duration In Months
Revival Peak Recession Trough

Ex
pan
sion

Con
trac
tion

Full
Cycle

July 1897 to June 1899 July 1899 to Dec. 1900 24 99 42
Jan. 1901 to Sept. 1902 Oct. 1902 to Aug. 1904 21 23 44
Sept., 1904 to May 1907 June 1907 to June 1908 33 13 46
July 1908 to Jan. 1910 Feb. 1910 to Jan. 1912 19 24 43
Feb. 1912 to Jan. 1913 Feb. 1913 to Dec. 1914 12 23 35
Jan. 1915 to Aug. 1918 Sept. 1918 to April 1919 44 8 52

May 1919 to Jan. 1920 Feb. 1920 to Sept. 1921 9 20 29

Oct. 1921 to May 1923 June 1923 to July 1924 20 14 34

Aug. 1924 to Oct. 1926 Nov. 1926 to Dec. 1927 27 14 41

★Edwin R . A. Seligman, Editor, Encyclopaedia of the Social Sciences, Volume III, 
(New York: The MacMillan Company, 1937) p. 95. 221
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which virtually put an end to the farm loan mortgage 
business for the state of Arizona. From this table it 
can be seen that the twenty month period, from February, 
1920 to September, 1921, of contraction in the business 
cycle was accompanied by the lowest period of cyclical 
expansion of any of the cycles noted. In fact, it was 
twice as low as that of any other cycle dating back to 
the period of 1855. The average duration of all thirteen 
business cycles between 1885 and 1927 was 39«3 months, 
with 22.8 months of expansion and 16.5 months of con
traction.30

The lagging payments of both principal and interest 
on the farm loans caused repercussions beyond the immediate 
mortgages. Farmers who found themselves in such stringent 
financial straits as to default on mortgage payments were 
seldom able to make their property tax payments either, 
therefore, both the county and state governments became 
losers, too, in loss of income to their general funds.
The state's three member loan board assumed that the mort-
...

gage lien of the state on farm properties was a superior 
obligation to a tax lien and that in addition, the state's 
authorities were not obligated to pay delinquent state 
taxes. However, the statutory law was specific regarding 30

30. Ibid., p. 95.
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the priority of a tax lien and the law was enforced.31 
Therefore, it fell upon the state to pay such delinquent 
taxes due to itself before the state could proceed with 
foreclosure. This position was later reversed by two 
Arizona State Supreme Court decisions which declared that 
tax liens were not prior to other liens and encumbrances 
in the absence of specific statutory provision.32 After 
1931, the state was permitted to foreclose on the farms 
without the payment of taxes to itself.

The farm loan mortgage picture was well summarized 
by the Arizona State Treasurer (1928), J. C. Callaghan, 
when he stated:

"The Eighth State Legislature of Arizona 
created the position of farm loan secretary 
and provided appropriations for travel and 
salary expenses. The position being attached 
to the Department of tne State Treasurer and 
to become effective July 1, 1927. The re
sults have justified, in my opinion, the 
action of the Legislature. The secretary has 
succeeded, in several instances, in effecting 
a transfer of the obligation from the old to 
a new mortgager resulting thus in rehabili
tation of the loan. In various other ways, 
the position has justified itself. The 
policy of the Farm Loan Board since 1922, has 
been one of liquidation.. And. whether this 
policy is continued or not, the availability 
of a field man will be, in my opinion, a 31 32

31. Revised Statutes. Civil Code of Arizona. 1913.
paragraphs 4847, 4 % ,  and 4903. -------

32. Walker v. Nogales Building and Loan Association.
28 Arizona A84 and Steinfeld %  State. 37 Arizona 389. ----
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constant necessity* The volume of farm 
loan work is not, however, sufficient to 
consume all of the secretary's time, and 
the occupant of the position,should be, 
for that reason, a man skilled in general 
office work.

The situation with regard to existing 
STATE FARM LOANS...*is, on the whole, de- 
cidely discouraging. These loans were 
made from permanent federal funds, which 
must inevitably be eventually reimbursed 
in full, and such losses as shall occur, 
will, in all probability total some hun
dreds of thousands of dollars, and may 
exceed a half-million dollars, must come 
out of the pockets of the tax payers.
The state’s adventure into the banking 
business is destined to prove, at best, 
to have been a very costly experiment.”33

There are in the Arizona State Capitol Library, 
careful soil studies made after the failure of the farm
loan program which show that the soils in Apache and 
Pinal counties were not the best for fanning purposes. 
These, after the fact, studies are of interest and value, 
but they raise the more salient question of what materials 
were available to the members of the State Loan Board
regarding soil conditions. From materials on scientific 
soil analysis for Arizona that are available today, and 
were available then, it would appear that the State Loan 
Board either did not use or ignored the objective data of 
Federal agencies.

J.
P-

W l  Annual Report of the Arizona State Treasurer. 
• Callaghan, for the Fiscal Year Ending June 3 0, 1928,

unnumbered.
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A sample study involving Pinal County where many 
farm loans were made is quoted:

"In 1910 only 1,3 percent of the total 
area of Pinal County was in farms. The 
total number of farms was 614-, and the 
average size 70.4 acres. Of this, 43.5 
percent, or 30.6 acres, was improved. The 
average value per farm of all farm pro
perty was $3,757, the land making up 51.4 
percent of.tne total and the livestock 
37.2 percent... The average assessed value 
of land in 1910 was $27.47 an acre534

In a discussion of the soils in the Middle Gila 
Valley, Arizona, it was reported that there were 4,608 
acres of what was called Pinal gravelly sand loam which 
is a type of soil found principally in Pinal County. It 
is described below:

"The Pinal gravelly sand loam is a 
grayish-red to light reddish brown cal
careous sandy loam, carrying a large 
quantity of rounded and subangular gravel, 
as well as boulders and stones. The sur
face material usually extends to a depth 
of 6 to 10 inches, where a gray, calcar
eous hardpan or "caliche” is encountered.
The soil is of rather loose, friable 
structure, owing to the large content of 
coarse material. It is high in lime but 
low in organic matter... The surface of 
the type is somewhat undulating and 
eroded and not well adapted to irrigation.
The gravelly, stony nature of the soil and 
and the nearness of the "caliche" to the 
surface render the type difficult to 34

34. E. C. Eckmann, Soil Survey of the Middle Gila 
Valiev Area. Arizona. Field Operations oF~the Bureau oT 
Soil, 1917, United states Department of Agriculture,
(Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1920.)
p. 15-16. .



226

handle. The surface run-off is rapid and 
the soil is not retentive of moisture...
It supports only a sparse growth of grasses 
or creosote bush, and its pasturage value 
is low."35
During the period when the State Loan Board was 

extremely active in the farm loan business, the name of 
this official body was colloquially changed to the "Farm 
Loan Board" in reports and references to its activities. 
This vernacular expression slowly gave way to the official 
title as the Board moved in the mid-1920fs to the pur
chasing of bonds belonging to the state’s political sub
divisions. This policy of purchasing of city, county, 
and school district bonds, as well as Federal bonds is 
followed today.

III. The Lyman Dam 

Misfortune and Mismanagement.

The farm loans made in Apache County with the 
moneys from the Permanent Funds became intrinsically 
interwoven in the welfare of the Lyman Dam. In the 
upper Colorado River Drainage Basin in northeastern 
Arizona, there is situated a modest dam which forms the 
center of the Lyman Dam Irrigation Project. The dam 
itself is located on the Little Colorado River about

TEid., p. 19.



22?

eleven miles south of the town of St, Johns in Apache 
County, The stream flows almost due west at the dam 
site, through a canyon 425 feet wide at the river bed.
The river is flanked on the south by a red sandstone 
hill and on the north by a limestone hill, A combination 
earth and rock fill dam rises 61 feet above the original 
stream bed to form the main dam, while a minor earth 
filled structure 34 feet high has been placed across a 
saddle which is situated three quarters of a mile northeast 
of the main dam. The smaller structure! is known as the 
North Dike, In addition, there is a natural saddle ap
proximately one-half mile north of the main dam which 
has been deepened and widened for a spillway channel.36 

Historically, this irrigation project has had a 
past of misfortune and mismanagement. In the Arizona 
State Capitol Library, there are only three documented 
reports on this topic. They are spaced approximately 
ten years apart starting with the year 1919. In their 
totality, these reports present a mosaic picture of 
many hues.

In the land boom era of 1910, a group of in
vestors from Denver, Colorado formed the Lyman Land

j$6. 177 W. Lane, Report Relating to the Present 
of the Lyman. Dam Project. Phoenix ."Trig on a,

e -
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Company which acquired title to most of the alternate 
sections of the mesa around St. Johns, Arizona. Much 
of this land had been part of the original Federal rail
road land grant to the Atlantic and Pacific Railroad 
Company. The representatives from Denver combined with 
the local owners of property in St. Johns to form the 
Lyman Irrigation Company. The storage rights of the 
St. Johns Irrigation Company and other small operations 
were purchased. This group planned the construction of 
the original dam which was completed during January of 
1915• At the time of completion, the dam was furnishing 
irrigation service to approximately 4,000 acres of the 
15,000 acres project area.37

The dam had been built by local contractors who 
had labored since the spring of 1911 to raise the struc
ture. Some of the local land owners who had shares in 
the dam paid for part of its construction by their man 
and team labor. The rains were especially heavy during 
early 1915, and on April 14 of that year, the dam col
lapsed from the excessive water pressure causing a flood 
which resulted in the loss of eight lives, damage to 
property estimated at between $300,000 and $500,000 and

JTI 3C7 Grislinger, Agricultural Economist, An 
Economic Analysis of the Lyman Dam Project. Apache County. 
Arizona? United States Department of Agriculture, Berkeley. 
California, September, 1940 (typewritten), p. 8.
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bankruptcy to the Lyman Irrigation Company, To lessen the 
seriousness of the disaster, the Arizona State Legislature, 
meeting in June of 1915, in a second special session, appro
priated #40,000 for the relief of the resident land owners
and occupants of Apache and Navajo counties.3B

An Analysis of Failure.

An analysis of the damfs failure reported to the 
State Loan Board by W, W. Lane, the Arizona State Engineer, 
placed the blame on the poor quality of the original con
struction of the project.39

The destroyed dam had been an earth structure with 
steep slopes, no core wall, or cutoff trench, and according 
to Frances S. Sellew, Consulting Engineer on the dam1s 
reconstruction, the methods of construction used in the 
original dam were very poor and virtually insured a short 
life for the structure. The cost of the first dam was 
estimated at #250,000.00. This would have approximated 
sixteen dollars per acre if distributed over the entire
project_area.40 * 39 40

3d. Ibid.
39. W.w. Lane, Report Relating to the Present Status 

of the Lvman Dam Project. Phoenix. Arizona. 1.930^(typewritten) 
p. 1-5.

40. Frances S. Sellew, Consulting Engineer. Report 
on the Lyman Dam. December 4 , 1919, (typewritten report made 
to the State Loan Board) unnumbered page.
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With faith in the future of their community, local 
residents bought at a public sale, the assets of the bank
rupt Lyman Irrigation Company, and in turn sold them to a 
newly incorporated company, the Lyman Water Company.41

Although the financial resources of the new company 
were low, special assessments of approximately #117,500 
were raised to rebuild the Lyman Dam.42

Almost immediately plans were instituted and steps 
taken to reconstruct the dam and Mr; M.’ C. Hinderlider, a 
consulting dam engineer from Denver, Colorado was retained 
to prepare plans and specifications for a new structure 
which he did. These plans were then approved by the firm 
of Quinten. Code, and Hill of Los Angeles, California. The 
designer in his plans contemplated the construction of an 
earth dam built by the hydraulic-fill process.43

This process consists in dumping the upstream and 
downstream portions in place from trestles for a shell, 
sluicing clay soil into the large basin between, allowing 
the solids to settle, and then draining off the water. * 42 43

41• 57 Grislinger, Agricultural Economist, An
Economic Analysis of the Lyman Dam Project. Apache County. 
Arizona. United States Department of Agriculture, Berkeley, 
California, September, 1940, (typewritten) p. 1-8.

42. Ibid.
43. W.W. Lane, Report Relating to the Present Status 

of the Lyman Dam Project. Phoenix. Arizona.19^0~
p.
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This method is practical only when suitable material and 
an abundant water supply are available at sufficient ele
vation to afford the velocities necessary for sluicing. 
Hydraulic-fill dams are subject to slides, and the core 
solidification may be slow.44

The new dam contemplated by Mr. Hinderlider was 
to have been 70 feet high and 460 feet thick at the base. 
However, within a short time, the $117,500 that had been 
raised by good faith was spent and the dam was only partially 
constructed. Indebtedness occurred in an effort to push on, 
but the reconstruction of the dam had proven to be a costly 
enterprise.45

At this point, an urgent appeal was made to the State 
Loan Board for funds. The State Loan Board had funds to loan 
and made several loans. These funds, of course, were the 
Permanent Funds of the state, and the Governor, Secretary 
of State, and the State Treasurer gave them freely. Three 
loans from the State of Arizona were made to the property 
owners for use in the cost of reconstruction of the dam.
These loans were made during the period from April 2 3, 1918, * 45

Collierfs Encyclopedia. Charles P. Barry, Editor, 
(New York: The Crowell-Coilier Publishing Company, 1952.)Vol. 6, 
p. 257.

45. W. W. Lane, on. cit
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to June 1, 1921. The third loan of approximately $628,000 
replaced the first two, and was taken from the following 
sources:

about 14,500 of the 15,000 acres of land in the Lyman Dam 
Project area.46

go far in such a sizeable task. Several times the estimated 
cost of the dam was spent without completing the structure. 
Finally, with only the foundation, outlet works, and a small 
amount of earth fill in place, the Arizona state engineer 
was instructed by the State Loan Board to draw up plans for 
the completion of the dam which he did. Bids were invited 
and received and the contract was awarded to a firm called 
Parks and Johnson. The state appointed an engineer named 
Fleshman to supervise the construction procedures and the 
dam was completed. The plans which were drawn by the state 
were at great variance with those originally prepared by 
Mr. Hinderlider. The height of the dam was reduced six 
feet and the general structural type was changed from 
hydraulic-fill to a combination rock and earth fill type.

Permanent School Fund 
University Land Fund 
University Timber Fund

$493,730.66
20,640.00.00I____T55Total

This loan was for approximately $45.00 per acre on

The money that had been loaned by the state did not

431 17 Grislinger, op. cit.
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both of which probably entered into the reduction of the 
base width from 480 feet to its present width of 315 feet.
In addition, the new dam suffered a settlement drop of 
three feet which in turn lowered its capacity level.47

The years that followed were neither pleasant nor 
rewarding to most of the properties surrounding the Lyman 
Dam. Grislinger relates that the excessive cost of con
structing the dam and the irrigation system, plus a general 
inadequacy of the water supply were partial conditions 
which led to serious special water assessment arrears and 
tax delinquencies. These actions resulted in legal fore
closure against most of the mortgaged property, and thereby, 
the state obtained quitclaim deeds to this wealth. In 
recognition of the inadequacy of the water supply to the 
dam and the general area, an agreement was reached by all 
parties concerned during 1929, to limit the irrigated acreage 
to 6 ,000 acres with one water share allowed per acre of 
land. Lands with appurtenant water shares were sold on a 
contract purchase plan at auctions held during the years 
1930, 1931, and 1936. The selling prices clustered around 
the minimum of twenty-five dollars per acre selling price 
set by state law. As of October 1, 1939, of the total 6,000 
water shares, 4,66?•50 had been bought on purchase contracts,

47I W7 W. Lane, op. cit.



234

while 439*50 had been secured for six years by mortgages,
#37 had been paid in full, and 56 were unsold.48

¥. W. Lane was acting in the role of the Arizona 
state engineer during the time he wrote a report on the 
Lyman Dam Irrigation Project in 1930. It is a searing 
report in many ways. There is no defense offered for any 
of the existing conditions; just critical comments evidently 
based on observation and the shallow records available.

He adamantly stated that there was no doubt that 
the 15,000 acres originally included in the irrigation 
project was far too much land to be supported from the 
sparse 219,000 acre feet of water which the Lyman Dam was 
to hold. However, this predicted water level was not 
reached because the annual rainfall of twelve inches proved 
an inadequate water supply for the dam.49

One of the most startling charges made by Lane 
against the farmers of the project was that of gross mis
management and neglect of the irrigation waters supplied 
to them. Lane stated that during the handling of the ir
rigation waters, thousands upon thousands of gallons of 
water were lost due to no other factor than carelessness. 
The situation, according to the engineer’s report, was

kW. 17 Grislinger, op. cit.
49* W. W. Lane, oj>. cit.
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one where the farmers lived in St. Johns, and commuted 
to the fields some miles away. This meant that they 
were at home in the village when the waters arrived in 
the ditches at night. According to Lane, too many of the 
farmers would arrange their receiving set-ups during the 
day and then would not return to their fields at night 
to examine flow conditions, and so heavy useless water 
losses occurred. Daytime irrigation was out of the 
question as a solution to the farmers1 willful neglect 
because it resulted in even larger losses by evaporation.
In addition to the poor ratio of available water from 
the reservoir to the land. Lane pointed out the various 
faults of the dam which had by man's own hand seriously 
reduced the efficiency of the structure. Among these 
were listed the decision to reduce the height of the 
dam from 70 feet to 64 feet, the additional settlement of 
the damfs foundation which in turn reduced the dam 
another three feet to 61 feet, which resulted in an approxi
mate 13 percent reduction in the dam's originally proposed 
design, and the fact that the spillway capacity as originally 
designed was greatly reduced in the reconstruction. In fact, 
according to Lane, a study of the pertinent data revealed 
that the dam needed not less than 5,000 second feet flowage 
available in the spillways to be adequate. However, at the



236

time of Mr. Lane’s study, the present maximum capacity was 
only 1,200 second feet in the spillway.50

The principal water source for the Lyman Dam is, 
of course, the Little Colorado River. Back as far as 
1921, the Little Colorado was not considered to be a 
very reliable source of water. A. T. Strahorn of the 
Agriculture department had this to say about the Little 
Colorado River in Arizona:

"During part of the year the river is a 
narrow meandering stream that covers only 
a small part of the bed, and at times the 
channel is entirely dry. During the periods 
of floods, which are normally associated 
with the melting snow in the higher parts of 
the watershed in the spring, the channel is 
frequently unable to carry the volume of 
water, and considerable areas of low land 
north of Winslow are overflowed. Summer 
storms often materially increase the flow 
of the stream, but the river seldom over
flows its banks during this season.”51

The above quotation has been presented to aid in 
the transition from the past to the present. The river was, 
and is, erratic. The drama that has surrounded the dam 
appears to have been predominantly of tragedy and error.
In order to bring this material up to date, an interview 
was held with Mr. Marion Whiting who was raised in the 50 51

50. W. W. Lane, 0£. cit.
51. A. T. Strahorn, Soil Survey of the Winslow Area. 

Arizona. Field Operations of the Bureau of'Solls. lQ21 United 
States Department of Agriculture. (Washington, D.C.: Govern
ment Printing Office, 1924«) p. 156.
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St. Johns area and has spent many hours on and around the 
Lyman Dam. Mr. Whiting reports that not only were there 
economic conditions which were wrathful of the St. Johns 
area, but the weather tended to become drier from about 
1915 to the present. The large snow packs of the early 
years of this century are no longer reported in the higher 
regions and, thus, the watersheds that feed the Little 
Colorado River have smaller amounts of water to offer.

Mr. Whiting reports further that the years have 
brought reduction after reduction in the area covered by 
the irrigation project. The longer range canals are now 
dry and those that do exist are carefully maintained by 
their owners in order to receive maximum benefits from 
the water available. The earthen dam is carefully main
tained, also, by those persons who receive its benefits.
The retrenchments of past years have brought to the ir
rigation project a tightly knit concern for the structure’s 
welfare. In flood season, a 24 hour watch is put on the 
dam and even in periods of lesser stress, the dam is 
carefully inspected for small leaks which in a short time, 
if neglected, could bring disaster. During the maximum 
operational years, just before and just after 1920, Mr. 
Whiting states that there was a successful effort to have 
an agriculture enterprise complete with fruit orchards



and green fields. In his reflection of the facts, Mr.
Whiting places the central responsibility for the decline 
of the area as an agricultural center on the general 
decline in rainfall which has taken place in Arizona over 
the past thirty to forty years.52

IV. Repayment of the Farm Loans 

An Era of Neglect.

The passage of time allows a perspective which 
reveals the history of the farm loans, their sporadic 
repayment, their failures, their refinancing by renewal 
of delinquent loans or the issuing of completely new 
contracts on the foreclosed property as a period of 
superficial governmental responsibility. A particularly 
watchful group in Arizona, the Tax Research Association, 
has characterized the era as one of neglect. A quotation 
from their 1942 investigation of the matter quickly re
vealed their attitude: "As is evidenced by the records
themselves, the administration of the farm loans since 
the original inception reflects carelessness and negligence 
in the administration and enforcement of the legal dictates 
and specifications."53 * 53

5T. Mr. Marion Whiting, teacher, Tucson High School. 
Personal Interview, October 3, 1961.

53. Arizona Tax Research Association. Research Reoort 
on Arizona State Departments and Institutions June 30 19421"”
"[Phoenix: Arizona Tax Research Association) p. J. #
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The financial history of the loans, made from the 
permanent funds of Arizona 'with the farm land on which the 
loans were issued as security, has been especially difficult 
to follow. Datum relative to the loans is sketchily scat
tered over several different official reports, none of 
which report the same dollar values for identical financial 
periods. This, of course, is not a new situation regarding 
the financial past of the permanent funds. Previous in
vestigations have revealed the frustration of researchers 
as they surveyed the limited records.54-55

The Arizona Fact Finding Studies investigation re
ported the impossibility of assembling a valid record of 
the farm loan accounts. No one set of official state 
government records coordinated with any other set of records. 
In addition, this group reported no general ledger summary 
or ledger accounts had ever been made of the farm loans.56

The confused conditions reported by the Arizona 
Fact Finding group in 1933 were duplicated again by the 55 56

54% Report of an Investigation Conducted by the 
State Department of Education. "Arizona £act Finding Studies," 
Phoenix, Arizona,~T934, P* 1-1&.

55. Arizona Tax Research Association, Research 
Report on Arizona State Departments and Institutions. June
36 ,1 9 4 2 7  p. a-m . ■ - : ;-----  .

56. State Department of Education, 0£. cit., p. 1.
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Arizona Tax Research Association, investigators in 1942.57 
However, the truly pioneer effort in attempting to ascer
tain the truth about the permanent funds had not been 
taken by the state government itself, nor by interested 
industrial and private taxpayers through their association, 
but by the school teachers of Arizona through their profes
sional group, the Arizona Education Association. It was 
they, and they alone, who moved forward in not just demanding 
an audit; they instituted the action by retention of the 
accounting firm of Lee and Garrett, certified public 
accountants to make a study of the permanent funds during 
1931.5# From this meager but important beginning made by 
the Arizona Education Association, there grew a series of 
investigations which took thirteen years in total to 
finally result in the extraction of the permanent funds 
from the dubious commercial loan business.

The Arizona Fact Finding Studies revealed some 
truly amazing facts. One of these was the point that in 
tracing the history of money as it was originally accumu
lated in the Permanent Common School Fund, the investigators

W .  Arizona Tax Research Association, Research 
Reoort on Arizona State Denartments and Institutions. June30, m?: pVTT" . ; : ---  .

5#« Report of an Investigation Conducted by the 
State Department of Education, "Arizona Ĵ act Finding 
Studies," Phoenix, Arizona, 1934, p. 1.
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could not find unity among the three state officials* 
records most concerned with the matter: those of the
Arizona State Treasurer, the Arizona State Land Commis
sioner, and the Arizona State Auditor. The detailed 
receipts of the Treasurer had been destroyed by a flood 
and the Land Commissioner’s figures did not agree with 
the State Auditor’s for identical fiscal periods. There
fore, the investigators constructed their own values in 
the fashion of the best approximation where such subjective 
decisions were necessary. Other important difficulties 
that plagued the researchers were due to the absence of a 
general ledger and summary accounts for the moneys of the 
Permanent Common School Fund, and apparent differences 
among the three state officials as to what moneys were 
assigned to the principal fund or to the income fund. This 
difference of classification caused the records to be at 
variance and increased the complexity of error.59

After their analysis of the data, the investigators 
of the Arizona Fact Finding Studies dealing with only the 
Permanent Common School Fund reported another shocking and 
astounding fact: the disappearance of over one-half million
dollars from the Permanent Common School Fund. Because 
of its value in pointing out the full circumstances 50

50. Ibid., p. 1.
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surrounding the announcement of the shortage, the general 
summary of their report is quoted and is followed by a 
statement of assets of the Permanent Common School Fund as 
of December 31, 1933 in Table IX:

"We are submitting below a general summary 
■which represents the assets of the Permanent 
School Fund as of December 31» 1933e

It will be noted that there are funds to 
the amount of $599,925.75 unaccounted for by 
available records, and this is without doubt 
an astonishing amount to have totally dis
appear. However, the figure may be confirmed 
by setting up a comparison of this report 
with that made by the auditing firm of Lee 
and Garrett in 1931. The cash balance plus 
the bond investments of this report closely 
approximate that of the cash balance and bond 
investment shown by Lee and Garrett1s report.
These two items represent the liquid part of 
the fund which records show has not changed 
appreciably since 1931.
No original farm loans have been made since 

1921. The net investment in these loans has 
been reduced since 1931 since the Loan Board 
changed the farm loan renewal policy after 
that date. Principal payments have continued 
since that time. The accumulated amount of 
the Permanent Fund, was obtained by tracing 
the items as allocated to the Fund in the 
Auditor's Office.

•* - . . . .

Our report allows a larger figure for 
available assets than the Lee and Garrett 
report. If the accompanying report had used 
the figure for available assets shown in the 
Lee and Garrett report, the difference be
tween the Permanent School Fund and the 
amount of available assets would have been 
still greater.
Some allowance may be made from the fact
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that records were scattered and no doubt 
in some cases inaccurate. However, all 
these figures can be substantiated by- 
checking the records used in securing the 
information presented."GO
The original farm loans made from the Permanent 

Common School Fund are presented in detail by county, 
year, and amount total loans in Table X. Perhaps the 
most striking impression received from this table is 
the fact that such a great amount of the statefs funds 
were placed for commercial loan purposes in such a narrow 
area. Table XI presents the same information in percentage 
form. The disproportions are very pronounced in this 
analysis. Table XII presents the farm lands loans as to 
the type of loan and the number of loans by county and 
year.

The largest amount of money was loaned in Apache 
County. The Permanent Common School Fund lost, according 
to the Secretary of the State Loan Board, the sum of 
$243,143*30 on its original investment of $820,600.66.^
This material is detailed in Table XIII.

Perhaps the most vociferous of all the critics of 
the farm lands loans investment program was the Tax Research * 61

6 0 . Ibid.. p. 2.
61. A. B. Campbell, Secretary. 

Report on Farm Loans as of July 1, 193o 
Board. Phoenix. Arizona.vmimeographed)

State Loan Board,
, to the State Loan
p. 18.
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Association. According to this association, most of the 
renewals of the farm lands loans and extensions of the 
same under amortization principles were entirely illegal 
and were made completely without legal authority to do so.62

The Arizona Tax Research Association pointed out 
specifically fifty-seven loans that they felt had been 
illegally renewed or extended.63 However, it would appear 
that their observations were a little late because some of 
the renewals cited were already several years old.

Wherever the farm lands loans are mentioned, there 
appears a difference in data. This condition has, of 
course, been explained by the quotation cited above from 
the Arizona Fact Finding Studies. However, in order for 
the general picture to be viewed, all available data must 
be explained. The data in Table XIV illustrates the modest 
repayment effort that was made from the years 1917 through 
1932. For comparative purposes. Table XV has been con
structed to illustrate the differences reported by the 
early Treasurer,s summary statements and those presented 
by the Arizona Fact Finding Studies of the Department of 
Education. The very large differences indicate that in 63

551 Arizona Tax Research Association, Research 
Report on Arizona State Departments and Institutions. Jim* 
30, 1942, p.J. " —

63. Ibid., p. J.
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their separate systems, the various officers must have 
used not only different accounting classifications but 
different time cycles within their departments for busi
ness operations.

From the standpoint of the Permanent School Fund, 
unfortunate happenings occurred prior to 1931, when the 
Arizona State Supreme Court ruled that a tax lien was 
superior to a state mortgage. This ruling, in effect, 
said that the state had little business in the commercial 
market place and, therefore, the state sold at common 
public auction $18,600 worth of property belonging to the 
permanent fund^in actuality. This modest amount did 
not even include the arrears in interest of $9,849*34 on 
the properties in question.64 Table XVI illustrates a 
full tabulation of this data giving the county, fund, 
and amounts involved.

From time to time, there were legislative acts 
which allowed renewals, extensions, and the issuance of 
new contracts to replace the old and foreclosed mortgages. 
These measures were moderately effective but never accom
plished the objective of rapid repayment of the loans.65 * 30

54% 57B.Campbell, Secretary, State Loan Board,
Report on Farm Loans as of July 1, 1936. to the State Loan 
Board. PEoenix.- Arizona. Imimeographed) p. 1.

65. Arizona Tax Research Association. Research 
Report on Arizona State Departments and Institution^ June
3 0, 1942, p. J. ■ -------
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During the Legislative Session of 1939, legislation 
was enacted which instructed the Arizona State Auditor to 
conduct an analysis of the permanent funds of the state.
This was done and the summary data are presented in Table 
XVII. Interestingly enough, this audit reported a third 
different figure for the total of the farm loans issued.
The final figure offered as due to the permanent funds was 
28 percent of the original loan value of $2,022,558.66 or 
$575,373.38.66 67

The above quoted document was an original type
written report cataloged in the Arizona State Library, 
Capitol Building, Phoenix. However, a different figure 
was reported as being outstanding on the farm loans in 
the circulation edition of the Arizona State Auditor’s 
Report for the fiscal period ending June 30, 1943. This 
figure was reported as $676,072.97.^7

In order to form continuity for this study, it 
was necessary to do what other investigators had done, 
and that was to build a theoretical framework around which 
approximate values could be constructed for the farm loans.

66. Arizona State Auditor, Audit Report: State 
Treasurer. Analysis of Permanent Funds. Julvl. 193§ through 
June 30, 1943, Volume IV, (typewritten) p. unnumbered.

67. Report of the Arizona State Auditor. June 10.
1943, p. 71. .
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This has been done in Table XVIII; The last authenticated 
farm loan report from the Arizona State Treasurer's Office 
presented the balance of the farm loans at #731,394*33. In 
order to arrive at an approximate balance due for each of 
the years from 1933 through 1944, the annual amounts repaid 
to principal, as reported by the Arizona State Auditor,
•were deducted from the unpaid balance* This computation 
netted the approximate unpaid balance of the farm loans 
through 1944 as #559,473*58. During 1940, the State 
Auditor reported the unpaid balance of the loans as 
#779,370.45* The Permanent Common School FundTs share 
of this amounted to #549,153.01.^

An important statement of the farm loan arrearages 
was made by the Arizona State Auditor in June of 1943• The 
amount reported was #676,072.97, of which #480,352.69 be
longed to the Permanent Common School Fund. Table XIX 
presents a percentage analysis of the amounts due on the 
farm loans by counties. This breakdown reveals Pinal and 
Apache counties as representing the largest delinquent 
balances. It may be recalled that earlier in this study, 
attention was called to the fact that soil condition reports 
were available for these regions which brought forth the *

551 Report of the Arizona State Auditor. June in. 
1940, p. 128. ”  — ' .
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highest nonpayment of mortgages ratios, but apparently the 
scientific information that was available at no cost was 
ignored.

Table XX presents a repayment summary schedule of 
the farm loans which, in essence, tells again the tale of 
an expensive experiment in the commercial loan business by 
the Arizona State Government. The summary at the close of 
this paragraph presents the State Loan Board1s appraisal 
of the Lyman Dam Project Loans as they existed July 1, 1936.
The records of the state showed the State Loan Board as 
having held over 9,000 acres of land on which loans had 
been made amounting to #391,496.72. The true value of 
the land was reported by the Secretary of the State Loan 
Board as not exceeding #3.00 per acre. He further described 
these particular acres as having no water rights whatsoever.
In addition, he stressed that the Lyman Dam Project had 
proven itself not capable of supplying this land with water, 
and therefore, it was necessary for the state to accept the 
loss of over $361,000.00. It is interesting to note that 
of the $116,547*38 paid on the principal of the loans, 
#90,000.00 or approximately 77 percent of this money had 
been paid from the General Fund of the State of Arizona in 
order to speed the amortization of the loans.&9 69

69. 17b .Campbell, Secretary, State Loan Board. Report
on Farm Loans as of July 1, 1936. to the State Loan Board, Phoenix, Arizona, (mimeographed) p. 20. "
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A summary of the Lyman Dam Project loans status 
as of July 1, 1936, is reported in the following summary:

Amount originally loaned 
on Lyman Dam Project.
Active Loans, July 1, 
1936.
Foreclosed Loans, July 
1, 1936.
Amount paid on Principal 
of farm land loans.

#630,777.66

#122,733.56
391,496.72

116,547.33
$514,236.22 $514,230.237°

It can easily be seen from these tables which reveal 
the investment profile of the farm loan program, that the 
farm loans returned far less than the six percent interest 
prescribed in the state statute authorizing the farm loan 
program.71 During the slow repayment period of 1933 to 
1944, the final total unpaid balance on the original invest
ment in 1944, was approximately #559,081.28 or about forty- 
one percent of the original farm mortgage loan total.72

Nonresident Loans.

In 1942, the Arizona Tax Research Association looked 70 71 72

70. TEid., p. 20.

71. Session Laws. Arizona State Legislature. Second 
Legislature« Second Special Session, Chapter 5, Section llO, 
House Bill #1, Approved by the Governor, June 26, 1915.

72. Arizona State Auditor's Reports. 1933-1945.
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with much disfavor on the fact that many of the farm loans 
made in Apache County had been made to nonresidents of 
Arizona. The official state loan record cards had the 
Denver, Colorado addresses of the loan recipients. Al
though not a violation of the law, the Arizona Tax Research 
Association expressed its chagrin by analyzing this par
ticular segment of the farm loan program and found that 
nearly a third of a million dollars had been loaned to 
non-Arizonans. Further analysis on the part of the Arizona 
Tax Research Association netted the sums that had been 
borrowed from particular permanent fund accounts. These 
accounts and the Denver, Colorado residents total loans 
are given below:

The situation of nearly one-half of an original 
investment program made by the state remaining unpaid by 
its borrowers for a quarter of a century caused the Arizona 
State Legislature to react with conviction on the matter 
during their legislative sessions in 1939 and later in 1944.

During 1939, there was enacted legislation which, 
in effect, represented an effort to get at the truth of

73*1 Research Report on State Departments and 
Institutions. June 1942, Arizona Tax Research Associ- 
tion, Phoenix, .Arizona, p. I.

Permanent School Fund 
University Timber Fund 
University of Arizona

#197,026.50
103,537.00

Land Fund
Total of Colorado Loans
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matters relative to the farm loan program and its relation 
to the permanent funds.

Chapter 86 of the 1939 Arizona State Legislature*s 
Session Laws, 14th Legislature, contained many provisions 
relative to the farm lands loans. Section five required 
the State Auditor to make an audit of all investments of 
moneys from the permanent funds of the state in mortgages 
on farm lands with a view to determining the losses sustained 
by the trust funds by reason of such investments and the 
results were to be reported to the state legislature. This 
audit was completed covering the period July 1, 1938 
through June 30, 1943, and it has, of course, been reported 
subsequently in this study.74

This act also amended Chapter 5, Sections 113 and 
114 of the 1915 Session Laws relative to foreclosure and 
assignment of mortgages on state lands, and the sale of 
lands acquired under state laws. This law also repealed 
Paragraph 2642, Article 3, Chapter 60, of the Revised Code 
of 1928 which related to the farm lands loans. The new 
legislation gave the Arizona State Treasurer, with the 
consent of the Secretary of State and the Governor, the 
power to extend any loan of the funds from the permanent 
funds of the state, which when approved for extension was

74% Arizona State Auditor: Audit Report: State
Treasurer1s Analysis of the Permanent FundsT  July 1.1938 
- June 3O, 1943, p. 3.
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to be secured by the lands themselves in the form of a 
valid mortgage, for a period not to exceed five years from 
the date the extension was granted. Every such extension 
■was to be conditioned upon the immediate payment of all 
arrearages of interest and the payment of a sum which at 
the expiration of the extension would fully satisfy and 
discharge the debt. This power was to last until July 1, 
1939.75

Section 2 dealt with the assignment of mortgages. 
The same group of three state officers mentioned above 
were granted the power to assign any note secured by a 
mortgage to the state on farm lands for a consideration 
not less than the full amount of principal and interest 
owing thereon. The Treasurer was made responsible for all 
such assignments as might arise. The statute of limitation 
affecting such assignments was to begin at the date of the
assignment.76

The State Treasurer was given the right to fore
close on any mortgage on farm lands on which any payment 
of interest or principal was in default and for which no 
official extension had been granted.77 * 76 77

75̂  . F ourteenth Le 
#26} Section

Session Laws. Arizona State Legislature. 
gislature. Chapter 86. (Substitute House Bill 
1, Approved by the Governor, March 21, 1939.

76. Ibid.. Section 2.
77. Ibid.. Section 3.
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In the following section, an effort was made to 
assign benefits more directly to the permanent fund account 
from which the funds were originally borrowed; any farm 
land serving as security for investments or loans from 
the permanent funds was to be administered for the direct 
benefit of the fund from which the money loaned had been
derived.78

Section 5 required the audit, mentioned above, of 
the permanent funds in farm lands loans. It specifically 
directed an analysis of all investments of moneys in mort
gages on farm lands with a view to determining the losses 
suffered by the permanent fund accounts. The Treasurer 
was directed to submit a report to the Legislature of any 
further losses that might accrue to the permanent fund 
accounts.79

The following section was designed to force upon 
the Treasurer mandated pressures to liquidate all out
standing loans as quickly as possible. He was also 
required to submit a report of his progress with respect 
to the duties imposed upon him to the Speaker of the 
House of Representatives and the President of the State 
Senate.80

~ ^6. TEid., Section 4-
79. Ibid., Section 5.
80. Ibid., Section 6.
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The effort made by the Arizona State Legislature 
in 1939 on behalf of the farm, loan mortgages and the per
manent funds was ineffectual at reaching the basic problem 
of the program. What was needed was vigorous action to 
remove the defunct farm loan investment program from the 
financial structure of the permanent funds.

Contemporary Farm Loan Mortgages.

Such action was taken by the Legislature in 1944•
An appropriation was made to reimburse certain of the 
permanent funds that had suffered losses through the 
activities of the farm loan program. This legislation 
required an additional audit beyond that of the examination 
required by the 1939 Act, and required the transfer of the 
administration of the remaining securities to the State 
Land Department. This last directive was the most signi
ficant because it caused the immediate removal of the farm 
loan program from the permanent funds.81

This 1944 legislation appropriated the sum of 
$689,383.00 to the State Treasurer for reimbursing the 
various permanent fund accounts which had suffered depletions 
through the investment of their capital in farm loan 
mortgages. The amounts available to each permanent fund

3 H  Session Laws. Arizona State Legislature. 1944, 
Chapter 4, House Bill #3, p. 4&3.
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account were not to exceed the following sums:
Permanent Common School Fund #499,891.00 
University Land Fund
Agricultural and Mechanical 

Colleges Land Fund
School of Mines Land Fund
Hospital for the Insane 
- Land Fund

24,023.00
400.00

400 .00

2,318.00

Penitentiaries Land Fund
School and Asylum for the 
Deaf and Blind Land Fund

3,200.00
4,182.00

Normal Schools Land Fund 6,709.00
University Land Fund (1881) 148.260.00 .̂

TOTAL . $689.383.3582

With reference to the aforementioned transfer of 
records and all matters pertaining to the farm lands loans 
to the State Land Department, the State Land Commissioner 
assumed full responsibility under the law for the admin
istration of all loans in any existing state: original; 
foreclosed; refinanced; or other special classifications. 
This legislation specifically directed that all revenues 
derived from the securities and lands described in the Act 
were to be placed in the General Fund of the Arizona State 
Treasury. This significant event marked the end of the 
permanent funds in the farm loan business.̂ 3

82. Tbid.. p. 464.
83. Ibid.. p. 465.
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In compliance with the laws of 1944, the Farm 
Loan Division was established as a part of the State Land 
Department. This new division became responsible for the 
liquidation of all farm loan contracts. When a farm loan 
contract was cancelled for non-payment, the land that was 
formerly held under contract was transferred to the main 
office of the State Land Department. Such land was, and 
still is, designated "General Fund Land" and is processed 
in the same manner as School and Institutional Grant Land 
according to the State Land Department.&4

All money received from sale or lease of these lands 
is cleared through the State Land Department's Clearing 
Fund and is eventually credited to the General Fund account 
of the State of Arizona as indicated above. Collections

> t

on active original loans, realty mortgages, and farm loan 
certificate of purchase contracts are made by the State 
Land Department's Farm Loan Division and these collections 
are deposited directly to the State Treasurer's account for 
credit to the General Fund.^5

During the 1944-1945 fiscal year, substantial payments 
of both principal and interest were received on the majority

§4% Arizona State Auditor, Report of Internal 
Activities of the State Land Department to tHe.&tate Land 
Commissioner, (selected photostatic copies ofindividual 
typewritten sheets supplied by the State Land Department) 
Approximate date, 1955, P« Exhibit G.

35. Ibid.
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of the original loans, realty mortgages, and farm loan 
certificate of purchase contracts. Ten original loan 
contracts/were paid out during this period and principal 
or interest payments were received on several others.
Three additional contracts that were unpaid as of June 
30, 1945, were satisfied by April 25, 1946. Four realty 
mortgage contracts were paid out and principal or interest 
payments were received by the State Land Department on 
several of the twelve previously unpaid contracts. Forty- 
nine certificates of purchase contracts were paid out 
and eleven were cancelled for non-payment. There were 
eighty-one active certificates of purchase contracts at 
the close of the fiscal year, 1945, but thirty-one of 
these contracts had been paid out by April 25, 1946. The 
eleven cancelled certificates of purchase contracts amounted 
to 341 acres valued at #3,092.72. This land was transferred 
to the main office of the State Land Department and subse
quently sold or: leased as General Fund Land.36

Two points to make note of in the above discussion 
are: one, that the certificate of purchase contracts arose
out of the foreclosure process when the land which repre
sented the security for the original loan was.offered anew 
for sale by the state; and, two, the currently reported

W .  IHid.



258

General Fund Land found in all Arizona State Land Depart
ment Annual Reports is the last remaining activity of the 
original farm lands loan program since all of the revenues 
derived from such lands go directly to the General Fund and 
no longer to the permanent funds.

The Arizona Auditor complimented the State/ Land 
Department upon its excellent work in the supervision and 
collection of the farm loan contracts. It was observed 
that if the State Land Department continues to exercise 
equal diligence in the years ahead, the farm loans would 
be completely retired.&7

The AuditorTs optimism was tempered, however, by 
the additional observation that the full value of the 
land that had been transferred by the Farm Loan Division 
to General Fund Land would not be realized by the state*s 
General Fund for many years. Some of the land had been 
sold on certificates of purchase which were given a con
tract life of thirty-eight years at the time of refinancing. 
The remainder of this land which had not been retired or 
refinanced was either leased or held in suspension for 
future lease or sale. All of the land held in suspension 
was entitled to be sold on the thirty-eight year contract 
plan for certificates of purchase. The only way the

87. Ibid.
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thirty-eight year payment privilege could have been altered 
was to have the land paid for in cash. People purchasing 
state land found the thirty-eight year plan an attractive 
investment, and therefore, there is little record of cash 
payment in full at the time of purchase of state land. The 
Auditor indicated that the work of the Farm Loan Division 
of the State Land Department will be completed when all 
the loans are either paid out or transferred to General 
Fund Land, and all future revenue will be realized from 
the sale or lease of land classified as General Fund Land.^

The farm loan activity in the State Land Department 
has become almost extinct. From being the pinnacle finan
cial account in the early years of its activity, it oc
cupied only 0.3 percent of the total revenue of the Depart
ment in I960. This small dollar volume of $13,423.81 
represents the last of the farm loans.

The Tax Research Association has been generally 
satisfied with the farm loan picture as well as the conduct 
of public officials responsible for the permanent funds.
This satisfaction was revealed during an interview with a 
representative of the Association in their Phoenix, Arizona 
office during the summer of 1961. The quality of the

88. Ibid.
89. Fortv-Eighth Annual Report of the Arizona State 

Land Commissioner. July 1. 1959 to June 3$, i960, p. 3 4.
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satisfaction was not the product of an investigation, but 
was due principally to the fact that the Association had 
not had their attention called to any obvious irregularities 
regarding permanent funds management. From a reading of 
the 1942 report, it appears that the Arizona Tax Research 
Association employed accountants and an attorney to conduct 
their survey, which, of course, they could do again at 
any time.

V. The Bond Investment Program 

Introduction.

Around 1927, the State Board composed of the 
Treasurer, Secretary of State, and the Governor turned 
to the bond market to meet the investment needs of the 
permanent funds. This bond market was not just the 
ordinary commercial market, but was the specific one 
named in the statutes. They required that bonds to be 
specifically considered for purchase were those of the 
United States, of the State of Arizona, Arizona counties 
and municipalities, and Arizona school districts.90

95% Session Laws. Arizona State Legislature. 
Second Legislature. Second Special Session, chapter 5. 
House Bill #1, Approved by the Governor, June 26, 1915.
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The Bond Portfolio«

The bonds chosen by the State Board were well 
balanced from the beginning. Table XXI shows the total 
bond investment picture as it appeared for the first 
seven years of the program. It is followed by Table XXII 
which gives the net income from the bond investments 
presented in the previous table. Table XXII gives an 
interesting analysis since it reveals the premiums paid 
by the state to acquire the bonds of its own governmental 
agencies. This means, in effect, that the State of 
Arizona paid considerably above the par or face value of 
these bonds in order to include them in the bond port
folio of the Permanent Common School Fund. For the 
seven year period covered by this survey, the bond 
premium paid amounted to approximately three percent of 
the total bond investment as shown by the relationship 
of the par or face value to the book or ownerfs value.

An examination of the Annual Auditor1s Reports 
reveals a steady and voluminous growth of the bond 
investment program. The last ten years or the period 
represented in the State Auditor*3 Reports of 1949-1950 
through 1959-1960 are analyzed in Table XXIII as to the 
dollar volume in the various classifications. Table 
XXIV is a purely additive picture of the total investment
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program by types of bonds over a ten year period.
Interestingly enough, the premium payment has 

apparently reversed itself during the past ten years.
The ten years from 1949-1950 through 1959-1960 revealed 
a minor inversion of the percentage. The ten year 
analysis shows, in general, that bonds were purchased 
very slightly below their par values rather than the 
earlier trend in the investment program when prices 
above the face or par value were paid for civic bonds 
of Arizona. The figure representing the difference 
between the par and book values for the ten year period 
is a small .13 percent with the book value being the 
smaller of the two values.

Table XXIII has in addition to a listing of the 
contents of the Permanent Common School Fund, a per
centage breakdown of the amounts in each category of 
investment. This analysis presents the gradual decline 
in reliance on Federal bonds as the primary investment 
classification for the Permanent Common School Fund.

It is illustrated in Table XXIII that during 
the period from 1949-1950 through 1959-1960, the decline 
in Federal Government bonds as a primary security source 
was rather rapid. In 1949-1950, the Federal bonds repre
sented 73 percent of the investment program of the
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Permanent Common School Fund. This percentage figure 
showed a steady decline during the next ten years until 
it reached the minimum figure of 33 percent in 1959-1960. 
This de-emphasis on Federal securities as an investment 
source for the permanent funds of Arizona reflects some 
of the same "help Arizona grow" spirit that prevailed during 
the perilous days of the farm loan program of nearly a half 
century before.

VI. Revenue

Endowment Earnings.

The amounts of money that the several permanent 
fund accounts have in them arrived there by legal direction. 
The legally dictated sources of the several permanent 
endowment funds were discussed earlier in this chapter. 
However, the lands granted for the support of the common 
schools earn expendable revenues that are directed into 
the total apportionment for the public schools of Arizona.

Table XXV presents a record of the ten year period 
1949-1950 through 1959-1960 showing the total annual 
revenues that were earned by the common school lands and 
their division into nonexpendable, or funds belonging to 
the endowment account, and the expendable funds which are 
used for current school operations. Of the total earnings
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of the common school lands for this ten year period, 
$1,639,345.81 or 14 percent became a part of the Permanent 
Common School Fund.

The endowment earnings form a small proportion of 
the total apportionment of the state school fund. For 
three recent fiscal years, the percentages representing 
the endowment earnings share were:

Fiscal Year Percentage
1957- 1958 5.23
1958- 1959 4 .8 6

1959- 1960 3.8891

In order to fully present the place which the 
endowment earnings have taken in the pattern of recent 
apportionment. Tables XXVI, XXVII, and XXVIII show the 
fiscal pattern for three years. Tables XXIX, XXX, and 
XXXI present the same material converted to percentage 
values. These percentages represent vertical calcula
tions of each column. In explanation of the breakdown 
of the several sources of revenues apportioned to the 
public school districts, the following is offered. In 
each column, the larger figure is the total amount 
available from the source for apportionment. The rate

Computed from the Annual Reports of the 
Superintendent of Public Instruction to the Governor of 
Arizona for the-? is cal y ears, 1957-58, 1958-59, 1959-"6U . 
p. 23, 2 6, and 27.
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is the amount of that total per unit of Average Daily 
Attendance apportioned. The Constitution of the State 
of Arizona and the Arizona Statutes require that the 
apportioning of school funds be on an equal basis.92

Uninvested Cash.

Table XXXII is a comprehensive analysis of changes 
in the uninvested cash for the combined total of all 
endowment accounts and the Permanent Common School Fund. 
This extensive ten year analysis was constructed from the 
Annual State Auditor's Reports to show the changing com
plexion of the contents of the Permanent Common School 
Fund and its relationship to the other permanent endowment 
funds. As can be seen in Table XXXII in 1949-1950 the 
volume of the Permanent Common School Fund represented 
only approximately 34 percent of the total of all accounts 
during that year. By 1959-1960, the proportion has risen 
to 84 percent. Table XXXII also reports that starting 
with the fiscal year 1957-1958, substantial payments from 
the County Bonds Lands Fund had entered the Permanent 
Common School Fund as per the law which stated that when 
the County Bonds were fully repaid, the proceeds from

92. Letter from G.W. Harrell, Director, Research 
and Finance Division, Arizona State Department of Public 
Instruction, State Capitol Building, Phoenix, Arizona, 
November 9, 1961, to Frank Gladen.
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such designated lands were to become a part of the Perman
ent Common School Fund.

As can be seen from the County Bonds account in 
both Table XXXII and Table XXXV this grant has been a 

r substantial fund raiser through the years. There remains 
only a very modest sum of $10,000 of outstanding bonds to 
be paid off from money raised by this grant.93 Table 
XXXII is particularly important because it shows exactly 
where the funds come from and where they go in their 
relation to the permanent accounts.

This analysis of revenue would not be complete 
without some knowledge of the total revenues that have 
accrued to all of the permanent accounts since Arizona 
became a state in 1912. Investigators from the Arizona 
Fact Finding Studies had difficulty in following the income 
figures of the permanent funds. And, of course, this has 
been previously reported in some detail. However, in 
Tables XXXIII and XXXIV considerable differences are found 
not only in the annual reports of the Arizona State Auditor, 
and the State Land Commissioner, but the total revenue 
reported for the identical fiscal periods combined differed 
by $141,877•21"or approximately 6 percent.

For the forty-nine year period covered by Table XXXV,

W »  Annual Report of the Arizona State Auditor for 
the fiscal year, 1959-1960, p. 197.
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the Permanent Common School Fund brought in approximately 
52 percent of the total revenue earned by all the permanent 
funds which amounted to approximately $41,687,239.20 of 
which about $21,832,773.16 had been raised by the school 
lands. Table XXXVI presents the 49 year totals of the 
accounts given in Table XXXV in terms of percents of 
their added total.

As evidenced by the material presented in Tables 
XXXII and XXXIII, many of these primary records must be 
considered approximate. The presentation of Table XXXV 
is no exception. In constructing this table, it was 
found that some Arizona State Land Reports were much more 
complete and detailed than others. It is impossible to 
follow one financial source completely over the nearly 
one-half century span. The trail appears, and then is 
lost, in too brief presentations or unexplained summary 
accounts. The State Land Commissioners did not report 
any Taylor Grazing Act receipts, specifically as such until 
1948, although Taylor Grazing Act references appeared in 
small expense account items occasionally for the previous 
ten years. Table XXXV is presented as an approximation of 
the actual facts as they occurred. It is, however, based 
upon the most primary and reliable data available.
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VII* Summary of the Chapter

This chapter has presented in numerical form the 
growth of a governmental area from a territory with its 
characteristically modest operation to a sophisticated 
complex data processing type of modern public administration 
which represents todayfs government.

Historically, however, this chapter is more than a 
numerical presentation because it reflects the maturity 
which came with the growth of Arizona. From the beginning, 
it was realized that the schools would need money to oper
ate. Paradoxically, the lands which were granted for this 
purpose supplied little income in the early years, and in 
reality, these lands have never yielded great sums to the 
total cost of public education in Arizona. The school 
lands have, however, raised nearly twenty-two million 
dollars during the period from 1912 through I960. This 
amount becomes small only when compared with the total 
cost of the state*s public school enterprise.

The early investment program for the permanent 
funds reflected rather accurately the immaturity and 
inexperience of the early pioneers of Arizona1s govern
ment. There is no doubt today that the farm loan program 
was less than desirable as an investment trust. It is 

also self-evident that the participation of the Permanent
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Common School Fund money;in an apparently poorly engineered 
private irrigation project yielded less than the optimistic 
vision of the Arizona State Land Board.

From experience and failure grew an apparently sound 
program of investment for the permanent funds in a balanced 
bond portfolio. This portfolio is now a functional part of 
Arizona1s government and presently gives to the permanent 
funds a degree of security not previously obtained. The 
current investment trend indicates a new emphasis on in
ternal growth for Arizona.

The percentage of the permanent funds which have 
been invested in Federal bonds has shown a decline for the 
past several years. This drop has been reflected in the 
increased percentage of funds that have been invested in 
the bonds of counties, municipalities, and the Salt River 
Project. An interesting departure from the previous 
investment practices is recorded in the Arizona State 
Auditor's report for 1961. This report makes note of a 
$25,000 bond purchase from the Housing Authority of the 
City of MiHedgeville, Georgia for the Permanent Common 
School Fund. The maturity date for the bonds is December 
1, 2000.94 This interest in out-of-state investment 
sources is an expression of the need to find safe, secure,

94% Annual Report of the Arizona State Auditor, 
for the fiscal period, 1960-1961, p. I5I.
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and productive sources of income for state funds.
The Permanent Common School Fund is already 

starting to receive benefits from the revenue belonging 
to the County Bonds Land. As the final payment of the 
Territorial County Bonds is made, the Permanent Common 
School Fund will receive a substantial increase in its 
income. The County Bonds Land raised approximately nine 
percent of the revenue earned by all permanent fund 
accounts from 1912 through I960. For the same period of 
years, the Permanent Common School Fund's share of all 
earnings was fifty-two percent.

The moneys of the permanent accounts are modestly 
significant. Although the Permanent Common School Fund 
has earned over $21,000,000 during the past forty-nine 
years from 1912 through I960, the status of the endowment 
earnings as a part of the total apportionment of the 
state's school fund is not high. During the fiscal year 
1959-1960, the endowment earnings represented only about 
l/42nd of the total apportionment. From the present fiscal 
trends, in future years the significance of the endowment 
earnings in terms of dollar volume will be on the increase 
while the status of the endowment earnings will be on the 
decrease as Arizona makes a larger effort on behalf of 
public education.
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TABLE IX
STATEMENT OF ASSETS OF THE PERMANENT COMMON SCHOOL FUND 

OF ARIZONA AS OF DECEMBER 31, 1933, AS REPORTED BY THE ARIZONA
FACT FINDING STUDIES*

Account ____ Amount

$ 246,762.15
942,500.00 

688.860.35 
$ 1.878.122.50

Accumulated Permanent School
Fund (Auditor's Report) $ 2,478,048.25

Total Available Assets - 1.878.122.50

Unaccounted for by Available
Records $ 599,925.75

Cash Balance 

Net Bond Investment 
Net Investment in Farm Loans 

Total Available Assets

*Report of an Investigation Conducted by the State
Department of Education, "Arizona Fact Finding Studies", Phoenix,
Arizona, 1934, p. 2.
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ANimAL RECORD OF ORIGINAL FARM LOANS MADE ON FARM LANDS FROM THE PERMANENT COMMON SCHOOL FUND
OF ARIZONA BY COUNTY AND YEAR FOR THE PERIOD 1916-1921 *

County 1916 1917 1918 1919 1920 1921 Total

Apache $ $ $ 93,610.00 *228,320.00 $416,442.66 $82,228.00 $ 820,600.66
Cochise 8,100.00 5,800.00 1,000.00 14,900.00
Coconino 1,500.00 ■ 1,500.00
Gila
Greenlee 2,000.00 7,300.00 9,300.00
Graham 53,751.00 53,975.00 8,000.00 24,250.00 * 139,976.00
Mohave 3,000.00 5,000.00 8,000.00
Navajo 2,000.00 23,500.00 13,500.00 7,000.00 :
Maricopa 150,960.00 18,700.00 5,000.00 206,660.00
Pima 5,000.00
Pinal 27,750.00 50,000.00 | 77,750.00
Santa Cruz 1,600.00 22,900.00 14,500.00 39,000.00
Yavapai 7,200.00 K  '': ':'%2(X),oo: :
Yuma 3,000.00 4,000.00 5,000.00 3,000.00 . . . / . ' - ' I '/ ' -' - I^OOGLOO

TOTALS $3,000.00 $218,411.00 $236,235.00 $286,020.00 *525,992.66 682,228.00.v - • :
$1,351,886.66

* Report of an Investigation Conducted bv the State Department of Education. "Arizona Fact Finding Studies,8 Phoenix, Arizona, 1934, p. 7*



TABLE XL ;
ANNUAL RECORD OF ORIGINAL FARM LOANS MADE ON FARM LANDS FROM THE PERMANENT COMMON SCHOOL FUND

OF ARIZONA BY COUNTY AND YEAR FOR THE PERIOD 1916-1921 IN PERCENTAGES* .

County 1916 1917 1918 1919 1920 1921 Total

-..'V'r; f - - .
Apache 39.69 79.89 79.17 100% : ; JG0.70 - _ - %  . -;
Cochise 03.72 02.45 00.34 .. 01*10 ' '.

Coconino 00.63
Gila
Greenlee 00.84 01.38 00.69

■ ' , ■ ■': . ' ' • v , : :
Graham 24.61 22.84 02.79 04.61 ,• , 10.35 v

Mohave 01.26 01.74 00.59

Navajo 00.84 01.74 00.52

Maricopa 69.11 07.91 08.21 02.57 15.29

Pima 01.74 00.37

Pinal 11.74 09.51 05.75
Santa Cruz 00.73 09.69 02.76 02.88
Yavapai 02.51 00.53
Yuma 100% 01.83 02.11 01.04 01.11

TOTALS lop. 00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 • 100.00 100.00

"Report of an Investigation Conducted b% the State Department of Education. "Arizona Fact Finding Studies," Phoenix, Arizona, 1934, p. 7.
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NUMBER OF FARM LOANS MADE FROM PERMANENT COMMON SCHOOL FUNDS BY YEARS AND BY COUNTIES*
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LOANS MADE DURING 1916 LOANS MADE DURING 1917 LOANS MADE DURING 1918
5 yr 10 yr 15 yr 10 yr 15 yr 5 yr 10 yr 15 yr 10 yr 15 yr 5 yr 10 yr 15 yr 10 yr 15 yrCOUNTY Term Term Term Contract Contract . Term Term Term Contract Contract . Term Term Term Contract Contract

Apache 75Cochise 7 : :T'V v" . 1
Coconino l
Greenlee 1
Graham 10 3 2 6 : 1 12 1 7 1 ; ■ y '
Mohave i . : ; . . : • - • ■
Navajo
Maricopa 34 3 7 5 8 ■ 5 . _ 1;
Pima 1 , 1 . • 2
Pinal 1 5
Santa Cruz 1 14
Yavapai . '
Yuma 1 1 1 . . 1 '

TOTAL 53 6 10 12 10 38 77 15 1

LOANS MADE DURING 1919 LOANS MADE DURING 1920 -- V LOANS MADE DURING 1921
5 yr 10 yr 15 yr 10 yr 15 yr 5 yr 10 yr 15 yr 10 yr 15 yr 5 yr 10 yr 15 yr 10 yr 15 yrCOUNTY Term Term Term Contract Contract Term Term Term Contract Contract Term Term Term Contract Contract

Apache - 77 20 130 24Cochise 1 - " ' X': '
Coconino -v . ..Greenlee 1 2 ■ . ; -

Graham 2 4 2 -  ̂ - ' . » ■',Mohave 1
Navajo 2 y v ,  '

Maricopa 6 1 1 3 (17 year term) '■ • ' ' "  <• "■

Pima
Pinal 1 1 11 ''V“' '
Santa Cruz 1 2Yavapai 2 1 : . ; • ■;

Yuma 1 •
- ' :

TOTAL 89 1 20 5 9 1 130 18 • 24

(This table is continued on the next page.)



TABLE H I  (Continued)
NUMBER OF FARM LOANS MADE FROM PERMANENT COMMON SCHOOL FUNDS BY YEARS AND BY COUNTIES
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I/MS MAtiti DURING 1956 LOANS MADE DURING 1951 LOAMS MAde duriNg 1932
5 yr 10 yr 15 yr 10 yr 15 yr 5 yr 10 yr 15 yr 10 yr 15 yr 5 yr 10 yr 15 yr 10 yr 15 yr

County Term Term Term Contract Contract Term Term Term Contract Contract Term Term v Term Contract Contract
Apache 2 72 17 10
Cochise
Coconino
Greenlee
Graham ■
Mohave . .
Navajo
Maricopa
Pima -
Pinal
Santa Cruz
Yavapai
Yuma
TOTAL 2 72 17 10

-Tli— 1 -- - ■ - I I I - - --   -- ■ - ■  --------- _________ ______  . __________ _____________ ___________  ...........  ___ ________________________  ̂  ____________ __________________________________________________ 2 '

R̂eport of an Investigation Conducted b£ toe State Department of Education. "Arizona Fact Finding Studies,* Phoenix, Arizona, 1934, p. 10-11.



TABLE XIII
STATEMENT OF PROFIT AND LOSS ON FORECLOSED FARM LAND LOANS IN APACHE COUNTY, ARIZONA AS OF JULY 1, 1936*

: ,
Balance on Principal 

of Loans
Portion
Sold Balance Acreage Worth ^ Loss' ' 'P''

Permanent School Funds 1390,411.30 $126,493.00 6,925A © $3.00 - $20,775.00 - - - - _ $243,143.30 •
University Timber Funds 110,250.82 3,700.00 2,560A © 3.00 7,680.00 — — — - -98,870.82
University Land Fund 20,528.60 2,001.00 400A © 3.00 1,200.00 — — — - - 17,327.60

; ;
Deaf and Blind School Fund 2,500.00 52A © 3.00 156,00 — — — — — 2,344*00

$523,690.72 $132,194.00 9,937A $29,811.00 $361,685.72

- *A. B. Campbell, Secretary, State Loan Board, Report on Farm Loans as of July 1. 1936, to the State Loan Board. Phoenix. Arizona
(mimeographed) p. 18.



TABLE XIV
ANNUAL RECORD OF LOANS MADE ON FARM LANDS FROM THE FUNDS OF THE PERMANENT COMMON SCHOOL FUND OF 
ARIZONA, REPAYMENT OF PRINCIPAL, RUNNING BALANCE, INTEREST INCOME, AND EFFECTIVE INTEREST RATE

FOR THE FISCAL YEARS 1917 THROUGH 1932*

Year Ending Amount Amount Interest Effective
June 30 Loaned Repaid Balance Paid Interest Rate
1917 $ 85,141.00 $ $ 85,141.00 $ 1,260.04 1.5
1918 363,335.00 2,165.00 446,311.00 5,671.54 1.3
1919 180,420.00 63,190.00 563,541.00 3,245.59 5.5
1920 567,646.00 100,720.00 1,030,467.00 23,766.93 2.4
1921 172,029.66 133,695.00 1,068,801.66 72,232.68 6.7
1922 97,036.00 971,765.66 30,080.21 3.1
1923 44,230.00 972,535.66 19,638.61 2.1
1924 968.10 40,445.00 888,058.76 14,921.19 1.7
1925 17,131.26 870,927.50 13,001.57 1.5
1926 30,952.65 839,974.85 13,430.99 1.6
1927 7,599.50 832,375.35 7,802.36 .9
1928 31,101.69 801,273.66 17,103.54 2.1
1929 22,211.59 779,062.07 10,873.70 1.4
1930 14,458.86 765,603.21 11,806.22 1.5
1931 17,920.86 746,682.35 6,649.10 .9
1932 15,680.32 731,394.33 6.845.12 .9

$ 1.369,539.76 $ 638,537.73 $ 258.329.39 2.2**

*Table compiled from data irl the Arizona State Treasurer's Reports, 1917-1932.

**Mean Effective Interest Rate 277
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TABLE XV
AMOUNTS OF FARM LOAN MORTGAGES ISSUED FROM THE PERMANENT COMMON 
SCHOOL FUND AS REPORTED BY THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION AND

THE STATE TREASURER*

Explanation: The purpose of this table is to illustrate the
contrast which existed in the records of two Arizona 
state offices covering the same topic. Although the 
totals were similar, the amounts reported for 
particular years varied considerably.

Fiscal
Year
Ending

Arizona
Fact
Finding
Studies

Treasurer's 
Reports

Difference
Increase

Percent- 
Difference -age 
Decrease Differ

ence

1916 $ 3,000.00 $ $ 3,000.00 $ 1007.

1917 218,411.00 85,141.00 132,270.00 60%

1918 263,235.00 363,335.00 100,100.00 28%

1919 286,020.00 180,420.00 105,600.00 37%

1920 525,992.66 567,646.00 41,653.34 08%

1921 82,228.00 172,029.66 89,801.66 52%

1922

1923
1924 968.10 968.10 100%

$ 1,351,886.66 $1,369,539.76 $ 241,838.10 $ 231,555.00

*Report of an Investigation Conducted by the State Department 
of Education, "Arizona Fact Finding StudiesPhoenix, Arizona, 1934, 
p. 7, and Arizona State Treasurer1s Reports. 1917-1932.
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TABLE XVI
A REPORT OF FARM LOANS SOLD AT PUBLIC AUCTION FOR TAXES AND FOREVER 

LOST TO THE PERMANENT FUNDS OF ARIZONA BECAUSE OF AN ENFORCED 
STATUTORY PROVISION WHICH SPECIFIED TAX LIENS AS SUPERIOR 

TO OTHER ENCUMBRANCES*

Loan
Number County Fund

Amount of 
Mortgage

Delinquent
Interest

at
Foreclosure

169 Navajo Permanent School $ 5,000.00 $ 3,600.00

185 Santa Cruz Permanent School 1,000.00 298.50

186 Santa Cruz Permanent School 1,000.00 660.00

216 Cochise Penitentiary Land 1,200.00 495.17

341 Graham Permanent School 3,000.00 1,268.00

358 Santa Cruz Normal School Land 600.00 447.50

499 Pima Permanent School 5,000.00 1,962.00

568 Apache Permanent School 1,800.00 1,118.17

Totals: $ 18,600.00 $ 9,849.34

*A. B. Campbell, Secretary, State Loan Board, Report on Farm 
Loans as of July _1, 1936, to the State Loan Board, Phoenix, Arizona, 
p. 1, and Revised Statutes, Civil Code of Arizona, 1913, paragraphs 
4847, 4902, and 4903.
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SUMMARY INFORMATION FROM A SPECIAL AUDIT OF THE PERMANENT FUNDS DIRECTED 
BY THE ARIZONA STATE AUDITOR AND AUTHORIZED BY THE ARIZONA SESSION LAWS 
1939, CHAPTER 86, SECTION 5 FOR THE PERIOD JULY 1, 1938— JUNE 30, 1943*

TABLE XVII

Permanent Fund
Amount of 
Original 
Loan on 
Farm Land

Amount 
Repaid on 
Original 
Loans

Balance Due

Permanent Common School $ 1,358,771.66 $ 797,714.39 $ 392,272.09
Agricultural and

Mechanical College 3,575.00 3,175.00 400.00
Insane Asylum 24,325.00 20,998.60 2,526.40
Deaf and Blind School 23,600.00 19,354.00 4,246.00
Public Buildings 3,500.00 3,500.00
Normal School 51,815.00 42,506.82 5,731.18

Penitentiary 13,225.00 10,025.00 2,000.00

School of Mines 16,750.00 16,250.00 500.00

Charitable and 
Reformatory 9,300.00 9,300.00

University Land 46,420.00 17,219.45 27,496.60
University Timber 471,277.00 312,303.15 140,200.11

$ 2,022,558.66 $ 1,252,346.41 $ 575,372.38

♦Arizona State Auditor, Audit Report: State Treasurer, Analysis
of Permanent Funds, July 1, 1938 Through June 30, 1943, Volume IV 
(typewritten), p. unnumbered.



TABLE XVIII
ANNUAL RECORD OF REPAYMENT TO PRINCIPAL OF LOANS MADE ON FARM LANDS FROM THE 

PERMANENT COMMON SCHOOL FUND OF ARIZONA FOR THE FISCAL YEARS 1933 THROUGH 1944 *

Year Annual Repayment 
to Principal

Running Balance of 
Unpaid Principal

1932 (Balance brought forward by the Office of the
Arizona State Treasurer) $ 731,394.33

1933 $ 1,528.30 729,866.13
1934 4,289.46 725,576.67
1935 4,103.95 721,472.72
1936 12,798.08 708,674.64
1937 22,236.81 686,437.83
1938 19,735.44 666,437.83
1939 4,525.52 662,176.87
1940 16,932.19 645,244.68
1941 33,897.21 611,347.47
1942 20,335.08 591,012.39
1943 16,004.24 575,008.15
1944 15,134.57 559,473.58

Total Amount Repaid for the
Years 1933 Through 1944: $ 171,920.75

Note: All figures must be considered as approximate because of the variance between
the official reports of the Arizona State Treasurer and the Arizona State Auditor for the 
identical fiscal periods.

★This Table was compiled from information in the Arizona State Auditor's Reports, 1933-1944 
and the Arizona State Treasurer's Report on Farm Loans, 1933.

281
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TABLE XIX
STATEMENT OF AMOUNTS DUE ON FARM LOANS AS PERCENTAGES 

OF THE TOTAL AMOUNT DUE THE STATE OF ARIZONA*

County
Percent 
of total

Apache (site of Lyman Dam) 69.74
Cochise 1.79
Coconino .50
Graham 5.02
Greenlee 1.54
Maricopa 4.71
Navajo 3.31
Pinal 9.50
Santa Cruz 2.12
Yuma 1.77

Percentage Total: 100.00
(100% equals the total of $676,072.97 
June 30, 1943.)

due on the farm loans as of

♦Report of the Arizona State Auditor, June 30, 1943, p. 71.
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TABLE XX
PERCENTAGE REPORT OF THE PERMANENT COMMON SCHOOL FUNDS 
WHICH PARTICIPATED IN THE FARM LOAN MORTGAGE INVESTMENT 

PROGRAM FROM 1917 THROUGH 1944*

Activity Dollars Percentage

Amount repaid during the first
16 years of the program: $ 638,537.73 47.

Amount repaid during the last 
11 years of the program: 171,920.75 12.

Total amount repaid over the 27 
year period from 1917-1944: 810,458.48 59.

Approximate total loss of Permanent 
Common School Fund Principal 
between 1917 and 1944: 559,081.28 41.

Total amount borrowed on Arizona 
Farm Land from the Permanent 
Common School Fund: $ 1,369,539.76 100.

Note: All figures must be considered approximate because of
the variance between the official reports of the Arizona State 
Treasurer and the Arizona State Auditor for the identical fiscal 
periods.

♦This Table was compiled from information in the Reports of the 
Arizona State Treasurer and the Reports of the Arizona State Auditor 
for the years, 1917-1944.



THE TOTAL BOND INVESTMENT PORTFOLIO OF THE PERMANENT COMMON SCHOOL FUND AS OF DECEMBER 31, 1933*

Description of Bond Book Value Par Value Interest Rate Bonds Redeemed Net Bond Investmnt

Town of Williams General Obligation Bonds 1 11,001.23 8 10,000.00 1 2,000.00 ^ 8,000.00

Gila.County, District #1 20,941.72 20,000.00 20,000.00

Marcus Consolidated District #21, Cochise County 21,986.67 20,000.00 6 4,000.00 16,000.00

Maricopa.County Highway Improvement Bonds 24,392.60 20,000.00 ' 6 20,000.00

Santa.Cruz Highway Improvement Bonds; 21,676.33 20;000.00 5 20,000.00

Florence Union High School District No. 1 11,310.17 10,000.00 5i. 1,000.00 9,000.00

Coconino County Road Improvement Bonds 5,205.42 5,000.00 5,000.00

Yavapai. County School District #11 5,351.04 5,000.00 5 /.v:v ' 5,000.00

Flagstaff Water Works Improvement Bonds 5,750.40 5,000.00 ; si - 5,000.00

Miami- General Obligation Street Improvement Bonds 10,871.83 10,000.00 6 2,000.00 --sicJOO.bd''
City of Globe Sewer Bonds 145,157.29 125,000.00 . 6 125,000.00

Pima:County School District:#12 24,369.56 22,500.00 ■■ ■■' 5i 22,500.60

Pima County School District #10 .21,198.20 20,000.00 • 5 . . 20,000.00

Maricopa County District #68 31,230.80 30,000.00 . ' 5.;;: ; 30,000.00

Maricopa County District.-:#5 26,330.00 25,000.00 5i 25,000.00

Maricopa County District;#14 77,502.92 75,000.00 5i • • . . • \ ■ - 75,000.00 ;
Nogales Water Works Improvement Bonds 13.119.17 13.000.00 . . 5i 13.000.00

SUBTOTAL:- & 477:395.35 & A35.500.00
:v. ; . '

i U. 000.00 ' & 421:500.00 V



"
BOND m (Continued) - - ''4:/;, v

Description of Bonds Book Value Par Value Interest Rate Bonds Redeemed Net Btmi Investment

Maricopa County District #38 10,198.75 10,000.00 5& ;
• . - * -

10,005.00 v
Maricopa County School District No. 45» 36,863.05 35,000.00 35,000.00

Maricopa County School District No. 8 10,380.72 10,000.00 >  f 10,000.0 )
Maricopa County Highway Bonds 11,091.17 10,000.00 ; 5i 10,000.00

City-of Phoenix Additional Water Works.Bonds 5,791.25 5,000.00 6 : ‘ 5,060.00

Maricopa School District #57 10,764.00 10,000.00 6 10,000.00

Maricopa Highway Improvement, Bonds 18,294*04 16,000.00 5i : 16,000.00

Maricopa County School District #10 5,462.52 5,000.00 5i ; 5,000.0 )

Peoria Highsehool District Bonds Maricopa County 11,117.67 10,000; 00 ' :  ''6 10,000.00 :

Maricopa County Highway Bonds 10,990.11 10,000.00 " 5^- 10,000.00 ■

City of Phoenix Water Works Bonds 29,617.50 25,000.00 ■ 6 ' 25,600.00

City of Phoenix Water Bonds 50,356.25 50,000.00 Ik 50,000.00

City of Phoenix Sewer Bonds 5,035.63 5,000.00 : : 5,000.00

City. of Phoenix Water Works Bonds 5,243.20 5,000.00 : / *5' .. 5,000.00

Gila.County 5f$ Refunding Bonds ' 100,198.60 100,000.00 100,000;00
Town of Miami Sewer Bonds 5,063.33 5,000.00 ' ; 6 5,000.00
ToWn.of Miami Sewer Bonds 20.360.00 20.000.00 6 Y:: : 20.0CK5.00

SUBTOTAL; 8 824.223.14 i 331.000.00 & 14.000.00 8 331.000.00



TABLE XH (Continued)

Description of Bonds Book Value Par Value Interest Rate Bonds Redeemed Net Bond Investsmnt

City of Prescott Water Works Bonds 20,500.00 20,000.00 5 - 20,000.00
. City of Prescott Water Works Bonds 20,616.68 20,000.00 6 20,000.00
Town of Miami Sewer Bonds 20,400.00 20,000.00 6 20,000.00
Town of Miami Sewer Bonds 5,121.67 5,000.00 6 5,(XX).00

City of Prescott Water Works Bonds 20,719.44 20,000.00 5 20,000.00

City of Prescott Water Works Bonds 20,741.68 20,000.00 5 20,000.00

Town of Miami Sewer Bonds 8,221.33 8,000.00 -7'6 8,000.00

City of Prescott Water Works Bonds 20,075.00 20,000.00 5 20,000.00

Town of Miami Sewer Bonds 7,047.83 7,000.00 . 6 7,000.00

City of Prescott Water Works Bonds 20,191.68 20,000.00 5 ' 20,000.00
City of Prescott Water Works Bonds 20,222.22 20,000.00 5 20,000.00
City of Prescott Water Works Bonds 10,133.34 10,000.00 5 10,000.00

GRAND TOTAL $1,018,214.01 $956,500.00 MEAN RATE 5.35 • $14,000.00 $942,500.00

"Report of an Investigation Conducted by the State Department of Educationf "Arizona Fact Finding Studies," Phoenix, Arizona, 1934> P» 15# 16, 17.
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TABLE XXII
A SUMMARY OF THE NET INCOME FROM BONDS IN THE PERMANENT COMMON SCHOOL 
FUND FOR THE FIRST SEVEN YEARS OF THE BOND INVESTMENT PROGRAM COVERING

THE PERIOD 1927 THROUGH 1933*

Year Annual Income Premiums Paid from „et Income
Annual Income

1927 $ 5,812.50 $ 5,812.50 $

1928 16,231.24 15,315.89 915.35

1929 18,137.50 13,990.03 4,147.47

1930 25,331.25 7,748.08 17,583.17

1931 35,274.62 7,245.20 28,029.42

1932 39,993.11 8,161.76 31,831.35

1933 47.169.37 3.055.36 44.114.01
Totals: $ 187,949.59 $ 61,328.82 $ 126,620.77

(As of December 31, 1933, there 
in the amounts of $ 14,309.42

existed bond delinquencies 
for interest and $ 5,000.00

on the principal.)

*Report of an Investigation Conducted by the State Department 
of Education. "Arizona Fact Finding Studies," Phoenix, Arizona, 1934,
p. 18.



TABLE XXIII

THE ANNUAL CONTENTS OF THE PERMANENT COMMON SCHOOL FUND OF ARIZONA FOR A TEN YEAR PERIOD 
BEGINNING WITH THE FISCAL YEAR 1949-1950 AND ENDING WITH THE FISCAL YEAR 1959-1960*

Year and Type of Par Value Book Value Par Value as Book Value
Bond Investment of of a Percent of as a Percent

Bonds Bonds Annual Total of Annual
Total

1949-1950 $ $ $ $
Municipalities 206,000.00 204,668.95 05.78 05.74
Counties 733,500.00 732,257.40 20.58 20.57
Federal Government 2.623.000.00 2,623,000.00 73.64 73.96

Annual Total: 3.562,500.00 3,559,926.35 100.00 100.00
1950-51

Municipalities 211,000.00 209,508.49 08.04 05.73
Counties 820,200.00 819,095.03 22.44 22.43
Federal Government 2,623,000.00 2,623,000.00 69.52 71.84

Annual Total: 3.654,200.00 3,651,603.52 100.00 100.00
1951-52

Municipalities 224,000.00 222,531.81 05.98 05.88
Counties 893,900.00 890,745.54 22.88 23.54
Federal Government 2,625,000.00 2,624,962.50 71.14 70.58

Annual Total: 3,742,900.00 3.783,239.85 100.00 100.00

1952-53
Municipalities 259,000.00 257,175.71 06.61 06.57
Counties 1,080,600.00 1,080,445.84 27.60 27.61
Federal Government 2.575,000.00 2.574.962.50 65.79 65.82

Annual Total: 3.914,600.00 3,912,584.05 100.00 100.00

1953-54
Municipalities 258,000.00 256,121.77 06.46 06.43
Counties 1,154,800.00 1,153,766.51 28.95 28,95
Federal Government 2,575,000.00 2,574,962.50 64.59 64.62

Annual Total: 3.987,800.00 3.984.850.78 100.00 100.00

1954-55
Municipalities 422,000.00 429,807.45 10.35 10.53
Counties 1,240,000.00 1,236,770.15 30.41 30.30
Federal Government 2.415,000.00 2,414,962.50 59.24 . 59.17

Annual Total: 4.077.000.00 4,081.540.10 100.00 100.00

1955-56
Municipalities 413,000.00 415,696.45 09.83 09.88
Counties 1,493,000.00 1,490,792.16 35.53 ; 35.46
Federal Government 2,265,000.00 2,264,962.50 53.93 53.90
Salt River Project 30,000.00 32,288.80 00.71 00.76 •

$4,201,000.00 $ 4,203,679.91 $ 100.00 $ 100.00

(This table is continued on the next page.)
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:v> TABLE XXIII (Continued)

' / i >. , «

Year and Type of Par Value ‘Book Value Par Value as Book Value
' Bond Investnmnt of of a Percent of as a Percent
• ' " ...... Bonds Bonds Annual Total of Annual 

Total
1956-57 $ $ $ $

Municipalities 434,000.00 432,943.71 09.95 09.92
Counties 1,632,000.00 1,631,602.92 37.42 37.41
Federal Government 2,265,000.00 2,264,962.50 51.95 51.96
Salt River Project 30,000.00 31,178.80 00.68 00.71

Annual Total: 4,361,000.00 4,360,687.93 100.00 100.00
1957-58

Municipalities
Counties
Federal Government 
Salt River Project 

Annual Total:

659,400.58
2,228,484.29
1,735,000.00

■92.000.00
4,714,884.87

659,950.63
2,220,458.21
1,734,962.50

87,406.26
4,702,777.60

13.98 14.03 
47.26 47.21 
36.81 36.91 
01.95 01.85 
100.00 100.00

1958-59
Municipalities 890,400.58 891,566.81 16.62 16.68
Counties 2,378,173.75 2,359,824.13 44.40 44.17
Federal Government 1,735,000.00 1,734,962.50 32.41 32.48
Salt River Project 352,000.00 356,711.85 06.57 06.67

Annual Total: 5,355,574.33 5,343,065.29 100.00 100.00
1959-60

Municipalities 988,900.58 984,734.98 16.47 16.47
Counties 2,673,173.75 2,653,531.46 44.52 44.39
Federal Government 1,990,000.00 1,998,694.51 33.15 33.29
Salt River Project 352,000.00 349,887.48 05.86 05.85

Annual Total: $ 6,004,074.33 $ 5,976,848.43 $ 100.00 $ 100.00

Explanation of terms: . .- . . / v' ." ; • : . . v - - ' ■. .
Par value: The value of the bond printed on the face of the instrument.

 ̂Book value: The estimated present value of the bonds to the State, of Arizona. It is a
reflection of the actual price paid for the bond as well as the instrument's 
value in the open market.

♦Compiled from 
through 1959-1960.

' :the Arizona State Auditor's Annual Reports for the Fiscal Years 1949-1950



TABLE XXIV
AN ADDITIVE SUMMARY OF THE TOTAL DOLLAR VOLUME OF THE TOTAL BOND INVESTMENTS WITH 

PERCENTAGES OF THE PERMANENT COMMON SCHOOL FUND OF ARIZONA FOR THE TEN YEAR
PERIOD 1949-1950 THROUGH 1959-1960*

Type of Bond 
Investment

Par Value of 
Bonds

Book Value of 
Bonds

Par Value as 
a Percent 
of Total

Book Value as 
a Percent 
of Total

State of Arizona: 
Municipalities $ 4,965,701.74 $ 4,964,706.76 10.44 10.45
Counties (includes 
school districts) 16,327,831.79 16,269,289.35 34.34 34.24

Salt River Project / 856,000.00 856,000.00 01.78 01.78
Federal Government: 25,426,000.00 25,424,394.51 53.44 53.51
Totals: $ 47,575.535.53 $ 47,514,390.62 100.00 100.00

Note: This additive summary represents the amounts of securities purchased for the Permanent
Common School Fund of Arizona. It is not the balance of the fund.

★This Table has been compiled from the Annual Reports of the Arizona State Auditor for the 
years 1949-1950 through 1959-1960. 290
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TABLE XXV
A TEN YEAR RECORD OF THE TOTAL MONIES EARNED BY THE LANDS GIVEN FOR THE 
SUPPORT OF THE COMMON SCHOOLS AND THEIR DIVISION INTO NONEXPENDABLE AND

EXPENDABLE CATEGORIES*

Fiscal .Nonexpendable Expendable Revenues Total Annual
Year
Ending

Revenues Transferred 
to the Permanent 
School Fund

Earned by the 
Common School Land 
Grant

Revenues of 
the Common 
School Land. 
Grant

1950 $ 77,877.11 $ 317,351.17 $ 395,228.28
1951 - 57,926.88 340,957.99 398,884.87
1952 62,949.63 822,158.23 885,107.86
1953 81,254.86 955,284.55 1,036,539.41
1954 53,951.53 836,196.44 889,147.97
1955 36,813.45 730,171.05 766,984.50

1956 73,470.90 681,370.19 754,841.09
1957 187,485.35 939,220.57 1,126,705.92

1958 235,868.44 1,095,696.83 1,331,767.81

1959 431,406.65 1,306,137.43 1,737,544.08
1960 341,341.01 1,701.532.61 2,042,873.62

Totals; $ 1,639,345.81 $ 8,550,553.06 $ 11,365,625.41

*This Table was compiled from the Annual Reports of the Arizona 
State Auditor for the fiscal years 1949-1950 through 1959-1960.



■ ' TABIE XXVI ■ : V;, ' , : ,

Summary of Quarterly Apportionments of State Per Capita Aid •
STATEI-ENT - APPORTIONMENT OF STATE SCHOOL FUND FOR THE FISCAL YEAR JULY 1, 1957 - JUNE 30, 1958*

COUNTY
A.D.A. ELIGIBLE 
FOR STATE AID 
1956 - 1957

GENERAL APPROPRIATION 
$23,580,059.00 

(Rate 118.984241439)
ENDOWMENT EARNINGS 

$1,307,990.73 
(Rate 6.600080382)

MISCELLANEOUS RECEIPTS 
$24,455.30 

(Rate .123400680)
NATIONAL FOREST FEES 

$104,850.32 
(Rate .529071440)

TOTAL APPORTIONMENT 
$25,071,355.35 

(Rate 126.236793941)

Apache 2,875 $ 342,079.72 $ 18,975.23 $ 354.78 $ 1,521.08 $ 362,930.81
Cochise 9,120 1,085,136.28 60,192.74 1,125.42 4,825.13 l,151,2,ĵ .57 '
Coconino 4,813 572,671.15 31,766.19 593.92 2>546.42 607,577.68 *
Gila 5,882 699,865.33 38,821.68 725.85 3,112.00 742,524.86
Graham 2,841 338,034.22 18,750.82 350.58 1,503.10 358,638.72

Greenlee 3,583 426,320.53 23,320.53 442.14 1,895.67 452,306.44
Maricopa 96,359 11,465,202.52 635,977.15 11,890.77 50,980.80 12,164,051.24. ■ , ■ •: . ■. -
Mohave 1,354 161,104.63 8,936.53 167.07 716.36 170,924.59
Navajo 4,744 564,461.24 31,310.78 585.41 2,509.91 5^,867.34
Pima 37,183 4,424,191.07 245,410.77 4,588.41 19,672.46 4,693;862..^v.■
Pinal 13,407 1,595,221.73 88,487.27 1,654.42 7,093.26 1,692,456.68
Santa Cruz 2,145 255,221.73 14,157.17 264.70 1,134.85 270,777.^)
Yavapai 4,707 560,058.81 31,066.57 580.85 2,490.34 594,196157
Yuma 9.165 1.090.490.59 60.489.73 1.130.98 4.828.94 1.156.960.24
TOTAL 198,178 $23,580,059.00 $1,30% 990.73 $24,455.30 $104,85032 $25,017,355.35 •:

EASTERN ARIZONA JUNIOR COLLEGE $150,000.00 CRIPPLED OHILDREN-MARICOPA #5,000^66 '
PHOENIX JUNIOR COLLEGE $150,000.00 % / PIMA #1,800.00 .
HOMEBOUND (ADDITIONAL $100.00) $33,744.80 ' ' - 'rT : :V:'

_____________________________ ;---- ■, . ; • • - : - . ... ■ '■ ' '• ' *- . . ' . ' - . - /  ̂ .. - - .  , ' ' -
*Annual Report of the Superintendent of Public Instruction to the Governor of Arizona for the Fiscal Year 1957-1958. p. 26,27.



Summary of Quarterly Apportionments of State Per Capita Aid

TABLE XXVII
STATEMENT - APPORTIONMENT OF STATE SCHOOL FUND FOR THE FISCAL TEAR JULY 1, 1958 - JUNE 30, 1959 *

COUNTY
A.D.A. ELIGIBLE 
FOR STATE AID 
1957 - 1958

GENERAL APPROPRIATIONS 
#25,285,283.48 

(Rate 119.4279401)
ENDOWMENT EARNINGS 
#1,299,363.45 (Rate 6.13717858)

MISCELLANEOUS, RECEIPTS 
$27,960.63 

(Rate .13206418)
NATIONAL FOREST FEES 

$116,556.46 
(Rate .55052172)

TOTAL APPORTIONMENT 
$26,'729,164.02 

(Rate 126.2477046)

Apache 3,006 # 359,000.39 § 18,448.36 $ 396.99 $ 1,654.86 $ 379,500.60
Cochise 9,784 1,168,482.99 60,046.16 1,292.12 ; 5,386.30 1,235,207.57
Coconino 5,128 612,426.48 31,471.45 677.21 2,823.08 647,398.22
Gila 5,715 682,530.69 35,073.97 754.75 3,146.23 721,505.64
Graham 2,933 350,282.11 18,000.34 387.34 1,614.68 370,284.47
Greenlee 3,553 424,327.49 21,805.39 469.24 1,956.01 448,558.13
Maricopa 105,647 12,617,203.56 648,374.49 13,952.19 58,160.97 13,337,691.21
Mohave 1,468 175,320.24 9,009.38 193.86 808.16 . 185,331.64
Navajo 4,763 568,835.26 29,231.38 629.02 2,622.14 601,317.80
Pima 39,330 4,697,100.89 241,375.24 5,194.07 21,652.02 4,965,322.22
Pinal 14,071 1,680,470.55 86,356.24 1,858.29 7,746.39 1,776,431.47

Santa Cruz 2,135 254,978.64 13,102.88 281.95 1,175.36 269,538.84
Yavapai 4,889 583,883.21 30,004.68 645.66 ‘ • : 2,691.50 617,225.05 ■
Yuma 9,298 1,110,440.97 57,063.49 1,227.94 5,118.76 ’ 1,173,851.16

TOTAL 211,720 #25,285,283.48 $1,299,363.45 $27,960.63 $116,556.46 $26,729,164.02
. - •- :

EASTERN ARIZONA JUNIOR COLLEGE
PHOENIX JUNIOR COLLEGE 
HOMEBOUND (ADDITIONAL $100.00)

#150,060.00 CRIPPLED CHILDREN-MARICOPA
#5,000.00

#150,000.00 PIMA #1,800.00
#58;434.50

* Annual Report of the Superintendent of Public Instruction to the Governor of Arizona for the Fiscal Year 1958-1959, p. 23, 24.



TABLE x m n  '
STATEMENT - APPORTIONMENT OF STATE SCHOOL FUND FOR THE FISCAL TEAR JULY 1, 1959 JUNE'30, I960 *

Suj of Quarterly Amooronments of State Per Capita Aid

.COUNTY

COMPUTED 
A.D.A..ELIGIBLE 
FOR STATE AID 
1959-1960

GENERAL APPROPRIATION ENDOWMENT EARNINGS MISCELLANEOUS RECEIPTS NATIONAL FOREST FEES' TOTAL APPORTIONMENT

Apache 3,964 $ 647,375.68 $ 26,207.13 $ 497.62 $ 1,788.73 $ 675,869.16
Cochise 11,797 1,926,612.24 77,993.33 1,480.92 5,212.76 2,011.299.25
Coconino 7,058 1,152,668.41 46,662.45 886.02 3,184.87 1,203,401.75
Gila 5,866 957,998.43 38,781.80 736.38 2,633.45 ' 1,000.150.06 V; - ■ ;., . .. , ; ■
Graham 3,145 513,621.72 20,792.50 394.80 1,419.16 536,228.18
Greenlee 3,561 581,560.25 23,542.79 447,02 1,606.88 607,156.94
Maricopa 128,766 21,029,257.60 851,308.74 16,164.44 ; ; 57,899.83 - 21,954,630.61
Mohave 1,510 246,603.76 9,983.04 189.55 681.38 257,457.73
Navajo 5,421 885,323.80 35,839.78 680.51 2,447.08 924,291.17
Pima 47,157 7,701,386.24 311,768.37 5,919.78  ̂ 21,279.69 . 8,040,354.08
Pinal 14,985 2,447,256.46 99,170.11 1,881.12 6,762.77 2,554,970.46
Santa Cruz 2,388 389,993.22 15,787.75 299.78 r ■ . ; 1,077^57 ■ - 407,158.22
Yavapai 5,493 897,082.40 36,315.78 689.55 2,473.26 936,560.99
Yuma 10,578 1,727,532.79 69,934.17 1,327.89 4,773.24 1,803,568.09
TOTAL 251,689 $41,104,273.00 $1,663,987.74 $31,595.38 $113,240.67 $42,913,096.79

- EASTERN ARIZONA JUNIOR COLLEGE 
PHOENIX JUNIOR COLLEGE 
HOMEBOUND (ADDITIONAL $100.00)

#150,000.00 CRIPPLED CHILDREN ^
#150,000.00 MARICOPA $5,000.00
$184,660.90 PIMA $1,800.00

* Annual Report of the Superintendent of Public Instruction to the Governor of Arizona for the Fiscal Year 1959-1960. p. 27, 28.



295
TABLE XXIX

STATEMENT IN PERCENTAGES OF THE APPORTIONMENT OF STATE SCHOOL FUND FOR
THE FISCAL YEAR JULY 1, 1957 THROUGH JUNE 30, 1958*

(Summary of Quarterly Apportionments of State Per Capita Aid)
Computed
A.D.A. Eli- General Endowment 'Misce1la- National Total

County gible for 
State Aid 
1956-1957

Appro
pria
tion

Earnings neous
Receipts

Forest
Fees

Appor-
tion-
ment

1. Apache 01.45 01.45 01.45 01.45 01.45 01.45

2. Cochise 04.60 04.60 04.60 04.60 04.60 04.60

3. Coconino 02.43 02.43 02.43 02.43 02.43 02.43

4. Gila 02.97 02.97 02.97 02.97 02.97 02.97

5. Graham 01.43 01.43 01.43 01.43 01.43 01.43

6. Greenlee 01.81 01.81 01.81 01.81 01.81 01.81

7. Maricopa 48.62 ; 48.62 48.62 48.62 48.62 48.62

8. Mohave 00.68 00.68 00.68 00.68 00.68 00.68

9. Navajo 02.39 02.39 02.39 02.39 02.39 02.39

10. Pima 18.76 18.76 18.76 18.76 18.76 18.76

11. Pinal 06.77 06.77 06.77 06.77 06.77 06.77

12. Santa Cruz 01.08 01.08 01.08 01.08 01.08 01.08

13. Yavapai 02.38 02.38 02.38 02.38 02.38 02.38

14. Yuma 04.63 04.63 04.63 04.63 04.63 04.63

Totals: 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

♦Compiled from the Annual Report of the Superintendent of Public
Instruction to the Governor of Arizona for the Fiscal Year 1957-1958,
p: 26.
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TABLE XXX

STATEMENT IN PERCENTAGES OF THE APPORTIONMENT OF STATE SCHOOL FUND FOR
THE FISCAL YEAR JULY 1, 1958 THROUGH JUNE 30, 1959 *

(Summary of Quarterly Apportionments of State Per Capita Aid)

County
Computed 
A.D.A. Eli
gible for 
State Aid 
1957-1958

General
Appro
pria
tion

Endowment
Earnings

Miscella
neous

Receipts
National
Forest
Fees

Total
Appor
tion
ment

1. Apache 01.41 01.41 01.41 01.41 01.41 01.41
2. Cochise 04.62 04.62 04.62 04.62 04.62 04.62
3. Coconino 02.42 02.42 02.42 02.42 02.42 02.42

4. Gila 02.70 02.70 02.70 02.70 02.70 02.70
5. Graham 01.39 01.39 01.39 01.39 01.39 01.39
6. Greenlee 01.68 01.68 01.68 01.68 01.68 01.68
7. Maricopa 49.90 49.90 49.90 49.90 49.90 49.90
8. Mohave 00.69 00.69 00.69 00.69 00.69 00.69

9. Navajo 02.25 02.25 02.25 02.25 02.25 02.25

10. Pima 18.58 18.58 18.58 18.58 18.58 18.58

11. Pinal 06.65 06.65 06.65 06.65 06.65 06.65
12. Santa Cruz 01.01 01.01 01.01 01.01 01.01 01.01

13. Yavapai 02.31 02.31 02.31 02.31 02.31 02.31
14. Yuma 04.39

100.00
04.39
100.00

04.39
100.00

04.39
100.00

04.39
100.00

04.39
100.00

♦Compiled from the Annual Report of the Superintendent of Public 
Instruction to the Governor of Arizona for the Fiscal Year 1958-1959, 
p. 23.
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TABLE XXXI

STATEMENT IN PERCENTAGES OF THE APPORTIONMENT OF STATE SCHOOL FUND FOR
THE FISCAL YEAR JULY 1, 1959 THROUGH JUNE 30, I960*

(Summary of Quarterly Apportionments of State Per Capita Aid)

County
Computed 
A.D.A. Eli
gible for 
State Aid 
1959-1960

General
Appro
pria
tion

Endowment
Earnings

Miscella
neous

Receipts
National
Forest
Fees

Total
Appor
tion
ment

1. Apache 01.59 01.59 01.59 01.59 01.59 01.59
2. Cochise 04.69 04.69 04.69 04.69 04.69 04.69
3. Coconino 02.80 02.80 02.80 02.80 02.80 02.80

4. Gile 02.33 02.33 02.33 02.33 02.33 02.33

5. Graham 01.25 01.25 01.25 01.25 01.25 01.25
6. Greenlee 01.41 01.41 01.41 01.41 01.41 01.41

7. Maricopa 51.16 51.16 51.16 51.16 51.16 51.16

8. Mohave 00.60 00.60 00.60 00.60 00.60 00.60

9. Navajo 02.15 02.15 02.15 02.15 02.15 02.15

10. Pima 18.74 18.74 18.74 18.74 18.74 18.74

11. Pinal 05.95 05.95 05.95 05.95 05.95 05.95

12. Santa Cruz 00.95 00.95 00.95 00.95 00.95 00.95

13. Yavapai 02.18 02.18 02.18 02.18 02.18 02.18

14. Yuma 04.20 04.20 04.20 04.20 04.20 04.20

Totals: 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00 100.00

♦Compiled from the Annual Report of the Superintendent of Public
Instruction to the Governor of Arizona for the Fiscal Year 1959-1960,
p. 27, 28.



TABLE XXHI

A COMPREHENSIVE ANALYSIS OF CHANGES IN THE UNINVESTED CASH OF ALL PERMANENT ENDOWMENT FUNDS COMBINED AND (see next page)
Combined Permanent Combined 
Totals Common School Totals 
1949-1950 1949-1950 1950-1951

Permanent Combined Permanent Combined Permanent Combined
Common School Totals Common School Totals Common School Totals 
1950-1951 1951-1952 1951-1952 1952-1953 1952-1953 1953-1954

AVAILABLE BALANCE:
, ADD : ' .

RECEIPTS: -
State's share of bonuses, royalties, and 
Mineral Leasing Act of February 25, 1920 
Matured Bond Investments 
Reimbursement for Bond Premiums 
Reimbursement for Accrued Int. Purchased 
Five Per Cent Net Proceeds derived from £ 
of Public Lands and Materials 

Unclaimed Stock 
Interest Purchased 
. Discount on Bonds Purchased 
Sale of State Land

TOTAL Receipts: ' ,
TRANSFERS:
From State land Department-Clearing 
Sale of Land
Sale of Natural Products 
Miscellaneous 
Federal Condemnation of Land Grants 

Total from State Land Department-Clearing From County Bonds Land v > • :,
From State Land Department—Timber Suspense Fund 
Sale of Natural Products 

From Unclaimed Bank Accounts ... v-

64,238.32

rentals

5,741.87 99,935.28 34,353.81 32,737.69 15,645.13 60,118.96 39,152.76 59,021.56

19,668.91 19,668.91 15,041.61 15,041.61 42,703.17 42,703.17 54,691.59 54,691.59 42,501.68. 55,800.00 55,800.00 46,300.00 41,300.00 57,300.00 51,300.00 200,773.88 93,173.88 45,507.151,262.20 1,050.46 911.23 742.12 3,152.04 1,706.39 793.57 395.64 2,887.771,330.64ales
157.08

1,325.64
157.08

743.90 694.88 3.252.41
3.551.42 
939.74

2,294.76
3,551.42 869.14
939.74 405.70

2,176.21
869.14405.70

1,653.49

3.372.07
1.685.07 

64.12

78,218.83 73,002.09 62,996.74 57,778.61 110,898.78 102,495.48 259,710.09 151,189.44 96,017.86

88,395.53 74,230.73 112,928.24 47,387.22 62,661.73 56,098.20 100,199.34 79,171.53 51,725.276,770.25 3,646.38 43,825.13 10,539.66 20,416.03 6,851.43 5,808.28 2,083.33 15,960.59

TOTAL Transfers: 
TOTAL ADDITIONS

95,165.78 77,877.11 126,753.37 
173,384.61 150,879.20 189,750.11

DEDUCT 7
Bonds Purchased-Par Value 
Accrued Interest on Bonds Purchased 
Premium on Bonds Purchased 
Discount on Bonds Purchased 
Refund - (coupons clipped in error)
Transfer to Public Roads and Public Education Fund

137,000.00 122,000.00 254,000.00
666.45 603.31 1,965.92

1,004.34 648.09 2,709.04
984.14 984.14 1,726.26

TOTAL DEDUCTIONS 
AVAILABLE BALANCE

137,686.65 122,267.26 256,948.70 
99.936.28 34.353.81

1,082.33 1,082.33

57,926.88 83,077.76 62,949.63 107,089.95 , 82,337.19 67,685.86
115,705.49 193,976.54 165,445.11 366,800.04 233,526.63 163,703.72

133,000.00 164,000.00 140,000.00 361,000.00 265,000.00 161,000.00
909.94 2,413.14 2,077.95 4,004.53 2,766.81 980.67

1,273.04 1,375.62 1,053.02 4,223.62 2,597.83 3,041.97
768.80 1,193.49 1,193.49 1,330.71 797.43 287.78

134,414.17 166,595.27 141,937.48 367,897.44 269,567.21 164,734.86 
_15.645.13 60.118.96 39.152.76 59.021.56 3.112.18 57.990. A?

^Compiled from the Annual Reports of the Arizona State Auditor for the years 1949-195P through 1959-3-960.
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(Title of Table Continued) THE PERMANENT COMON SCHOOL FOND OF ARIZONA FOR THE TEN-YEAR PERIOD FROM 1949-1950 THROUGH 1959-1960*

Permanent Combined Permanent Combined Permanent Combined Permanent Combined Permanent Combined Permanent Combined Permanent
Common School Totals Common School Totals Common School Totals Common School Totals Common School Totals Common School Totals Common School
1953-1954 1954-1955 1954-1955 1955-1956 1955-1956 1956-1957 1956-1957 1957-1958 1957-1958 1958-1959 1958-1959 1959-1960 1959-1960
3,112.18 57,990.42 28,047.85 42,944.35 24,697.69 20,019.55 2,981.57 119,864.84 87,137.09 172,840.33 102,039.49 337,290.17 165,848.21. •- .. „ ' - ' / ■

42,501.68
39,507.151,801.40
2,123.71

53,417.14
269,913.034,521.10
3,343.15

53,417.14186,713.03
3,113.912,602.22

22,958.38
430,100.00
5,583.31
2,260.57

22,958.38
203,000.00
5,279.04

35,581.2964,663.76
9,813.60
5,004.78

35,581.2953,844.00
7,353.45
2,724.42

243,965.9184,181.90
10,849.63
6,005.64

243,965.91
62,310.548,592.58
5,749.89

173,224.50
19,265.70
5,623.03

349,310.5414,960.36
3,879.90

149,751.00
19,916.69
12,308.71

224,500.00
12,867.958,821.42

1,685.07
64.12

3,108.57 3,108.57 3,569.36
425.05

3,569.36
425.05

6,753.0911,343.81 6,753.0911,343.81 14,791.11
5,771.04

14,791.11
5,771.04

19,827.04 19,827.04; 33,445.30 
• 13.67

33,445.30  
' 13.67

/ "
87,683.13 334,302.99 248,954.87 464,896.67 236,504.90 133,160.33 117,600.06 365,565.23 341,181.07 236,794.23 186,888.20 215,430.64 179,648.34

42,693.47
10,258.06

16
17
18
1920 
21 
22
23
24
2526
27
28
2930
3132 104,634.66
33
34
35
36
37
38
3940
4142 115,698.99
43 28.047.85

48,190.60 23,961.44 103,956.30 64,268.72 225,347.92 174,683.30
24,533.72 12,852.01 13,064.87 9,202.18 33,307.78 9,852.05

3,510.00 2,950.00

52,915.53

113,000.00
636.83

2,062.16

72,742.32 36,813.45 117,021.18 73,470.90 262,165.70 184,485.35
407,027.31 285,768.32 581,917.85 309,975.80 395,326.03 305,085.41

409,913.03 275,913.03 594,139.59 327,000.00 291,000.00 214,000.00
4,691.88 3,221.59 5,176.27 2,954.28 2,331.61 2,055.83
11,413.44 10,982.29 10,211.07 4,022.92 5,766.39 5,206.12
3,944.67 998.43 4,743.56

59,87
2,285.28 3,617.26 332.06

422,073.38 289,118.48 604,842.65 331,691.92 294,480.74 220,929.89
42.944.35 24.697.69 20.019.55 2.981.57 119,864.84

274,155.89 176,111.41 
112,558.36 57,273.21
2,483.82 2,483.82 

389,196.07 235,868.44 387,125.25 387,125.25

717.769.71 395,824.46 469,219.32 309,856.39
44,907.35 23,919.74 98,384.18 29,541.74
27,975.43 11,662,45 2,567.88 1,942.88
790,652.49 431,406.65 570,171.38 341,341.01
252.862.72 252,862.72 223,931.22 223,931.22
25,591.39

776,321.32 622,993.69 1069,106.60 684,269.37 794,102.60 565,273.23
1341,886;55 964,174.76 1305,900.83 871,157.57 1009,533.27 744,920.57

1082,008.419,809.90
14,356.91
17,793.84

529.68
1088,911.06

946,195.418,049.85
10,750.17
16,252.75

529.68

2124,301.3110,921.42
27,281.29
21,053.03

790,000.00 1187,000.00 
8,020.50 8,529.2520,364.48 6,439.75
11,036.13 11,723.12

29.15

949,272.36 1141,405.99 807,348.85 1190,275.03 
102.039.49 337.290.17 165.848.21

773,000.00
5,777.79
3,707.46
2,541.89

29.15

779,972.51130.796.27
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TABLE XXXIV

SOURCES OF THE PERMANENT COMMON SCHOOL FUND OF ARIZONA AS REPORTED 
BY THE ARIZONA STATE LAND AUTHORITIES FOR THE PERIOD 1912-1933*— **

(Please compare with the preceding table of income sources)

Year
5% Sale Sale of 
Public Natural 
Lands Products

Sale of
School
Lands

Sale of 
Improve
ments

Totals

1912 to 
1915 Incl.

$ $ 251.64 $ $ $ 251.64

1916
1st Half 
2nd Half

208.22 26,651.75
62,896.92 643.65

26,859.97
63,540.57

1917
1st Half 
2nd Half

3,274.54 47,269.27
134,781.94

521.95
60.30

51,065.76
134,842.24

1918
1st Half 
2nd Half

2,480.18 100.00 103,152.91
81,914.50 266.60

105,733.09
82,181.10

1919-1920 2,067.31 106.00 (Refund) 2,334.02 
250,094.55 20.70 252,288.56

1920-1921 11,899.70 106.00 241,146.42 
(Refund) 11,448.27

3,394.99 256,547.11

1921-1922 , 105,203.67 76.98 105,280.65

1922-1923 50.00 152,878.19 152,728.19
1923-1924 165,398.26 165,398.26

1924-1925 91,799.97 91,799.97
1925-1926 98,315.36 98,315.36

1926-1927 124,167.32 124,167.32

1927-1928 125;00 152,605.27 152,730.27

1928-1929 122.55 163,598.96 163,721.51

1929-1930 22.80 154,547.49 154,570.29

1930-1931 69,848.74 '69,848.74

1931-1932 58,909.45 58,909.45%
1932-1933 1,446.85 23,944.14 ' 25.390.99

TOTALS $ 19,721.73 $2,539.06 $ 2,308,925.08 $4,985.17 $ 2,336,171.04

? '
★Report of an Investigation Conducted by the State Department of Education, "Arizona Fact 

Finding Studies," Phoenix, Arizona, 1934, p. 6.
★★Explanation: This and the preceding table are presented to illustrate the large differences

in revenue which were reported by the Arizona State Land Department and the Arizona State Auditor 
for the same fiscal periods. Although the source cited for these two tables is a secondary one, it 
is recorded as such because the impact of the contrast herein presented was discovered by the 1934 
investigation conducted by the State Department of Education. In the interest of accuracy, however 
all figures were verified by examination of the primary state reports. 301



TABLE XXXV

A FORTY-NINE YEAR RECORD OF THE TOTAL LEASE AND SALES RECEIPTS OF THE 
PERMANENT FUNDS OF THE STATE OF ARIZONA FOR THE PERIOD 1912 THROUGH 1960 

AS REPORTED BY THE ARIZONA STATE LAND COMMISSION AND THE STATE LAND COMMISSIONERS*— **
Fiscal Common Univ. Public Penitent Insane
Year School Land Bldgs. iary Asylum

1912 $ $ $ $ $
1913 55,951.63 333.07
1914 69,976.74 33,605.91
1914 5,058.48 27,780.68
1916 53,261.64 48,306.60 261.00 338.95
1917 689,574.40 23,652.41 8,758.23 8,718.29 14,050.60
1918 140,385.00 8,423.98 3,631.44 3,013.39 2,612.64
1919 385,372.81 25,824.96 25,516.00 7,973.41 2,134.20
1920 385,514.68 15,666.17 17,570.04 9,478.00 9,337.15
1921 217,194.41 12,233.73 7,245.47 6,326.88 6,709.46
1922 226,373.71 15,868.18 4,911.18 6,677.67 7,258.47
1923 (Data— Included in 1924 Report)
1924 449,714.93 17,391.80 10,111.73 11,959.96 10,968.30
1925 291,363.72 13,759.18 6,724.19 8,730.75 7,915.50
1926 309,015.05 11,071.40 4,276.19 7,772.94 9,151.58
1927 322,912.12 14,776.40 8,852.13 5,953.22 7,342.94
1928 375,100.52 18,652.70 9,695.94 6,886.91 7,969.52
1929 366,272.60 14,139.20 9,689.25 7,011.03 10,336.07
1930 374,532.06 16,440.72 12,611.46 6,149.93 8,522.25
1931 263,710.60 11,416.60 6,499.16 6,244.71 8,687.51
1932 229,151.19 10,748.34 5,609.53 4,299.44 4,288.53
1933 174,180.93 18,465.95 3,684.09 3,055.42 3,715.63
1934 134,703.49 4,880.00 1,369.99 1,873.41 3,156.47
1935 198,205.25 5,269.10 2,385.09 1,980.92 2,180.16
1936 180,644.63 4,442.35 2,253.96 3,546.68 3,714.06
1937 259,234.49 5,583.13 1,648.55 2,473.31 3,395.48
1938 200,573.59 5,494.87 7,289.64 5,060.65 4,855.74
1939 241,466.24 5,487.06 2,764.11 2,718.42 4,689.85
1940 165,370.64 3,998.47 4,243.00 3,738.55 4,300.03
1941 284,323.09 10,455.69 6,083.40 6,569.97 7,763.52
1942 359,732.50 19,382.91 11,052.04 8,979.62 10,164.19
1943 446,379.04 12,016.10 10,393.35 9,459.38 6,014.60
1944 363,608.20 11,498.09 9,136.32 9,827.69 10,078.40
1945 406,914.88 13,273.78 6,120.00 6,697.31 7,617.75
1946 431,356.13 17,393.19 12,782.88 20,208.20 19,935.47
1947 416,799.22 15,561.41 15,457.68 24,164.65 27,848.18
1948 370,092.04 11,147.16 6,884.17 5,846.61 4,915.87
1949 445,322.04 11,853.62 5,362.80 7,112.95 5,507.35
1950 395,228.28 13,546.61 5,728.75 6,842.51 5,836.87
1951 398,884.87 28,536.55 18,336.61 9,912.36 6,949.99
1952 885,107.86 33,180.07 10,680.41 12,555.82 18,818.04
1953 1,036,539.41 40,724.39 18,626.69 21,712.32 27,728.90
1954 889,147.97 25,585.35 11,403.12 18,158.66 30,448.04
1955 783,974.65 25,794.45 15,498.19 23,597.21 28,566.98
1956 754,841.09 27,868.87 28,872.93 19,317.19 37,612.45
1957 1,126,705.92 32,823.62 31,588.13 17,420.01 34,240.85
1958 1,409,660.31 43,626.13 40,459.94 23,763.26 39,011.71
1959 1,737,544.08 69,913.76 41,121.92 33,480.42 38,813.57
1960 2,042.873.62 71.198.00 55.371.43 35.991.46 56,633.62

TOTALS $ 21,832,773.16 $ 931,010.79 $ 528,812.59 $ 454,241.97 $ 572,787.26

Interpretative note: The fiscal years 1912 through 1960 remain constant for the three pages 
of Table XXXV while the permanent fund account titles change on each page. There are five 
different accounts on each page covered by the same fiscal periods.

(This table is continued .on the next page.)



TABLE XXXV (Continued)

Fiscal
Year

Dear-
Blind
School

Miners1 
Hospital

Normal
Schools

Char. 
Penal 
& Ref.

Agr. & 
Mech. 
Colleges

1912 $ $ $ $ $
1913
1914
1914
1916 265.00 218.60 303.20 86.60 158.45
1917 16,064.33 2,373.88 19,581.67 8,004.93 8,617.93
1918 3,975.02 811.70 7,411.31 1,807.66 2,705.05
1919 7,859.71 1,192.85 25,951.37 4,387.91 4,707.83
1920 8,800.15 1,589.50 22,574.28 5,472.20 5,559.17
1921 6,943.38 1,304.14 11,690.35 4,823.91 5,710.88
1922 7,508.81 1,958.31 10,218.56 5,228.37 6,269.78
1923
1924 10,759.81 2,226.05 13,530.65 5,807.69 9,505.21
1925 6,274.49 1,136.28 9,797.49 3,029.27 6,874.02
1926 7,259.88 1,511.38 10,463.44 4,613.74 6,289.20
1927 6,235.94 913.59 10,200.44 4,638.00 7,235.79
1928 7,448.92 1,484.41 8,527.74 9,414.07 8,023.45
1929 7,516.03 1,976.34 7,797.28 8,219.47 9,191.21
1930 7,524.85 1,797.30 10,091.35 11,507.45 10,295.84
1931 5,659.63 2,194.74 7,523.04 9,959.80 8,564.01
1932 4,901.80 1,393.43 7,369.78 4,981.45 8,799.56
1933 3,258.52 1,279.08 6,086.58 3,759.57 5,404.38
1934 2,828.21 1,194.56 4,208.58 1,644.56 2,993.41
1935 2,780.52 2,193.28 3,959.93 2,679.31 4,025.26
1936 2,546.53 1,334.06 3,574.40 2,281.84 3,540.36
1937 2,357.98 2,260.05 6,402.01 5,523.08 6,270.43
1938 2,279.66 1,270.84 4,215.80 5,008.57 4,783.85
1939 2,765.21 2,361.14 4,803.64 3,503.65 4,754.74
1940 3,686.50 3,559.94 7,341.01 6,730.51 6,442.79
1941 8,396.24 8,930.31 7,283.28 5,437.67 8,586.10
1942 9,516.37 9,563.40 8,450.56 8,592.10 7,005.67
1943 11,350.52 9,257.55 20,301.10 11,832.65 7,065.55
1944 10,869.33 12,052.97 7,603.70 15,918.27 14,190.56
1945 9,976.28 9,711.48 7,736.70 8,502.97 8,393.79
1946 16,129.11 12,317.47 14,887.70 11,303.33 11,604.73
1947 18,467.66 16,990.22 13,553.05 10,589.73 5,806.62
1948 14,166.20 12,415.83 12,864.94 9,021.37 8,808.90
1949 13,717.22 17,854.20 9,125.46 9,995.10 7,854.95
1950 14,144.83 21,184.16 8,338.41 10,819.62 6,364.27
1951 33,931.61 15,524.62 10,113.78 16,302.85 6,613.30
1952 26,804.30 31,156.67 19,751.62 22,074.40 16,186.96
1953 32,029.19 72,078.01 24,681.27 32,229.35 17,683.95
1954 30,951.79 64,421.39 21,565.41 30,163.96 13,766.67
1955 26,340.33 68,587.50 20,569.63 33,050.38 10,697.13
1956 19,271.57 64,556.67 11,260.02 25,378.66 11,996.85
1957 33,196.58 57,828.39 14,404.81 59,503.03 16,033.95
1958 23,724.23 58,540.50 17,612.75 70,691.15 20,154.88
1959 28,010.21 54,769.72 20,989.63 194,693.65 23,796.57
1960 32.708.65 63.181.23 18.271.02 88.528.80 29.116.03

TOTALS $ 539,221.06 $ 720,706.51 $ 514,146.90 $ 801,894.08 $ 399,976.24
- ' 

?■'. - .

(This table is continued on tlw next page.)
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TABLE XXXV (Continued)

Fiscal School of Military County Forest Taylor
Year Mines Institutes Bonds Receipts Grazing

1912
1913
1914

$

1914
1916 766.25
1917 17,031.78
1918 4,185.52
1919 10,457.07
1920 8,178.24
1921 7,002.31
1922 8,355.42
1923
1924 12,024.77
1925 7,008.44
1926 6,867.96
1927 9,331.57
1928 9,594.35
1929 8,285.52
1930 8,420.73
1931 6,808.67
1932 6,419.21
1933 5,935.31
1934 3,365.75
1935 4,033.89
1936 4,578.77
1937 6,191.07
1938 4,915.97
1939 4,062.82
2940 2,871.36
1941 3,910.39
1942 6,466.41
1943 12,121.88
1944 11,109.90
1945 11,657.81
1946 11,076.36
1947 6,184.03
1948 8,930.33
1949 9,405.10
1950 12,009.55
1951 13,924.93
1952 27,469.93
1953 26,324.55
1954 30,185.46
1955 22,536.58
1956 23,266.38
1957 28,851.38
1958 31,963.95
1959 35,145.93
1960 104.103.30

$ $

766.25 2,039.80
8,080.55 114,030.68
1,899.20 32,995.77

18,056.99 76,401.82
2,585.20 100,898.45
3,429.61 58,389.06
3,726.34 69,951.12
4,285.52 106,710.49
2,723.13 59,267.04
5,227.38 63,175.03
2,779.41 57,496.68
4,104.50 79,770.71
3,261.44 64,090.99
4,874.84 63,601.02
2,641.12 53,021.48
2,993.15 46,265.87
2,466.71 38,300.38
2,488.10 25,057.30
1,892.25 27,169.27
958.44 42,013.94

1,965.82 58,039.61
1,623.10 32,617.50
1,461.61 37,296.21
1,704.20 26,807.30
1,564.89 77,992.76
4,554.35 126,121.49
2,746.24 104,261.61
3,780.24 79,753.66
22,519.89 64,560.42
12,033.35 90,565.01
4,052.54 89,288.81
3,144.75 54,730.68
2,313.33 63,129.46
1,840.14 74,743.76
5,781.77 67,904.16
8,879.13 144,792.44
14,182.45 207,373.11
11,236.71 142,443.27
5,575.94 134,952.11
6,559.19 109,130.07
8,614.04 166,878.49
12,631.69 175,292.17
14,230.55 179,056.95
13.979.24 223 931.22

$ $

58,775.83
64.774.01 
66,300.39
124.905.80
105,827.98
137,328.72
43,234.62
40,000.00
82.731.02
114.468.15 
133,049.37
92,082.37
68,919.57
68.544.98
66.674.98 
77,880.07 
50,263.45
70,055.25
82,228.68
223,935.54
95.434.34 
111,006.01
89.606.34
160.296.16 
153,041.93
142.838.23
154.146.47
300,000.00 35,342.28
285,291.87 21,998.93
304.029.47 20,914.22
362,672.46 23,998.09
540,238.86 21,726.92
663,332.02 27,379.89
618.169.80 27,145.73
516,408.69 24,849.36
570,693.75 24,369.56
647,819.41 28,862.54
528.462.23 25,801.38
587,232.21 29,737.05
570.546.78 31.578.08

TOTALS $ 604,434.12 $ 246,797.85 $ 3,720,413.49 $ 9,476,319.14 $ 343,704.04 * **

* (Does not include the University Tieber Account)
**Coqpiled from the Semi-Annual and Annual Reports of the Arizona State Land Commission and 

the State Land Commissioners for the years from 1912 through 1960.
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THE APPROXIMATE TOTAL REVENUE RECEIVED BY THE STATE FROM THE 
PERMANENT FUNDS LAND GRANTS, FOREST RECEIPTS AND TAYLOR GRAZING FEES 
FOR THE FORTY-NINE YEAR PERIOD FROM 1912 THROUGH 1960 BY AMOUNTS*

TABLE XXXVI

Fund Amount Earned Percent of Total
Permanent Common School $ 21,832,773.16 52.40
University Land 931,010.79 2.23
Public Buildings 528,812.59 1.27
Penitentiary 454,241.97 1.09
Insane Asylum 572,787.26 1.37
Deaf and Blind School 539,221.06 1.29
Miners' Hospital 720,706.51 1.73

Normal School 514,146.90 1.23
Charitable and Reformatory 801,894.08 1.92

Agricultural and Mechanical 
College 399,976.24 .96

School of Mines 604,434.12 1.45

Military Institute 246,797.85 .59

County Bonds 3,720,413.49 8.92

Forest Receipts 9,476,319.14 22.73

Taylor Grazing Fees 343,704.04 .82

Totals * 41,687,239.20 100.00

Note: The above tabulation does not include the University Timber
Account.

♦Compiled from totals in Table XXXV.



CHAPTER VII

THE PUBLIC LAND POLICIES OF SELECTED 
TEACHERS» ASSOCIATIONS

I. Historical Background

Introduction.

The western teachers1 associations, in general 
have shown interest in the welfare and administrations 
of the public domain in their respective states• The 
principal reason for this concern has been the fact 
that the western states, for the most part, remain in 
areas in which there is still a large aggregate of land 
belonging to both the state and Federal governments.

Almost from the beginning of modern western 
development, these public lands have been associated 
with the growth and development of the west. Character
istically, these lands, or public domain as they are 
often called, have been assigned the task of financially 
aiding the development of agencies which are considered 
primarily functions of the state. Among the several 
functions so considered has been the operation of a public 
school system. This chapter covers the activities of the

■■ .. 306
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Arizona Education Association and other western teachers, 
associations in their efforts to develop, protect, and be 
responsible for the school children*8 benefits which 
reside in the public lands and the permanent funds dedi
cated to the support of public education. The activities 
of the several western associations discussed in this 
chapter are considered to have interests similar to those 
of the Arizona Education Association.

II. The Arizona Education Association's Professional
Interest in the Public Lands of Arizona

The Arizona Education Association is the professional 
, organization representing the teachers and administrators of 
Arizona. Its beginning dates back to the founding of the 
Arizona Territorial Teachers' Association on December 22,
1892 in Phoenix. It grew steadily and was affiliated with 
the National Education Association, Washington, D.C. in 
1920. In 1929, the Association formed a single" statewide 
organization and called itself the Arizona Education 
Association.^

The Permanent Common School Fund.

Today, this association of professional teachers

Tl Marion Donaldson, "An Appraisal of the Arizona 
Education Association and Its Contribution to the Improvement 
of Public Education in Arizona," (Doctoral Dissertation. 
University of Arizona, Tucson, 1959) p. 345.
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is an active force in the cause of public education. The 
ten thousand teachers who are its members give freely of 
their time and efforts to support the principles for which 
it stands. Among the charges which the Arizona Education 
Association has assumed for itself has been the protection 
of the permanent school fund and matters dealing with the 
lands from which its income is derived.

The interest of the Arizona Education Association 
in the public lands and the permanent school fund has been 
of varying intensity through the years, but there has always 
remained a watchful attitude toward the activities of the 
State Treasurer’s office and that of the State Land Commis
sioner. During periods when there appeared to be question
able practices, the activity and interest of the Association 
was intensified. Otherwise, matters of school finance, 
teacher tenure, retirement, ethics, teacher training and 
other professional matters claimed the chief interest of the 
Association, and activity regarding the public lands and 
the income therefrom was minimized.

In recent years, the management of the public lands 
has been satisfactory to the Association. However, policy 
decisions which are affected by legislation and do not work 
toward the greatest advantage of the permanent school fund 
are brought quickly and sharply into focus and become
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a chief interest of the Association’s leaders.
The earliest indication in the records of the 

Arizona Education Association that its members were
i

interested in the public lands of the State of Arizona 
occurred in 1923. During the business session of the 
state convention, an anonymous member rose and expressed 
concern about the public lands and their management.

As a result of this delegate’s interest and the 
discussion that followed, a resolution was adopted 
authorizing the president of the Arizona Education As
sociation to appoint a committee and secure the per
tinent facts from the State Land Commissioner’s office. 
Evidently, the committee was not successful in securing 
the desired information, for in the following year, a 
new resolution called for the appropriation of one hun
dred dollars to obtain information about school lands 
and their income. It was requested that the findings 
be presented at the next meeting.% An examination of 
the Association’s files reveals no information regarding 
the findings being reported in writing. This, of course,
does not mean that no report of the committee’s activities

.

was made, but merely that it was not indicated in the 
written record.

— ~ 2% Proceedings of the Arizona Education Association.
1923, unnumbered page.
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During the years following 1924, the Association 
continued to be interested in the management of the state 
lands. The Association did not seek legislative action 
to improve land management^ but did appoint a permanent 
committee to investigate and report its findings relative 
to the sale or lease of the statefs public domain.

v- ' v . "■ . V. \ '
During 1931, the accounting firm of Lee and Garrett 

was retained to conduct an audit of the Arizona Permanent 
School Fund. This needed audit was a direct result of the 
activities and interest of the Arizona Education Associ
ation. 3 However, the Association1s interest did not stop 
with this investigation, for within two years, the Arizona 
Education Association influenced an investigation con
ducted by the State Department of Education, Phoenix.
This survey revealed; that as of December 31, 1933, there 
was $599,925*75 unaccounted for by available records in 
the Permanent School Fund. The State Department of Edu
cation reported the following conditions as existing 
during its investigation:

"It has been difficult to follow money as 
it.was originally accumulated in the Permanent 
School Fund through to its allocation as of 
December 31, 1933• This has been true because 
information as presented has been obtained

"™ JZ fee port of an Investigation Conducted by the 
State Department of Education, Phoenix, Arizona,(mimeo
graphed) 1934, unnumbered page.
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from several sources. The one best method 
to ascertain the probable accumulated amount 
of the Permanent School Fund would be to 
have taken the amounts from the original 
treasurer's receipts. However, we found the 
original receipts have been destroyed or 
damaged so badly by a flood, that it was 
impossible to use them. This being the case, 
we arrived at the accumulated amount of the 
Permanent School Fund through two sets of 
records, the Land Commission reports and the 
reports of the Auditor's office. The infor
mation obtained from these two sources is at 
variance. It is difficult to know why the 
information is at variance, except to say 
the two sets of records were not parallel, 
making it possible for a difference of in
terpretation to creep in with regard to the 
assignment of funds to the principal fund or 
to the income fund.

Other difficulties in following the funds 
from the original source to present invest
ment were due to the fact that there is no 
complete set of records available giving a . 
general ledger summary and detail accounts."4

The Farm Loan Program.

The Arizona Education Association was also very 
much interested in the farm loans that had been made from 
the trust funds. During 1916, the State Loan Board, 
sometimes called the Farm Loan Board, began lending money 
to the farmers of Arizona from the Permanent Funds of the 
State under authority of the law. These loans could not 
exceed forty percent of the actual value of the land for 
which they were made and no more than five thousand dollars

L, Ibid.
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could be loaned to any one person or on any one parcel 
of land. The loans could be renewed for a period not 
longer than that of the original loan if it was in good
standing.5 .

This practice of lending money was continued until 
around 1923, at which time it was stopped. During those 
years, from 1916 to 1923, $2,024,049.56 was loaned in 
first mortgages on Arizona farms. The interest on the 
mortgages was six percent annually, and the loans were 
for periods of from five to fifteen years. Because of 
the serious economic depression during the 1930's, many 
thousands of dollars were lost to the Permanent School 
Fund and the other land grant funds. The State Loan 
Board was without funds to manage foreclosures, collect 
taxes, and for a number of years, the mortgages of the 
state had been inferior obligations.6

Although the members of the Arizona Education 
Association are teachers by profession, it was not difficult 
for them to notice the ravages against the state's trust 
lands that were being caused by lack of intelligent land 
management. Clawson has pointed out several facts about 
western land used for grazing during the period of 1890

— ' 5. Revised Code of Arizona. 1928. Section 2640.
6. W. M. Cox Letter from the Arizona State Treasurer 

to the Eleventh Legislature, February 7, 1933.



313

through 1930. Among the facts of grazing abuse, these 
seem to be pertinent: 1. Almost everyone concerned with
the land failed to understand fully the hazards of an 
arid and variable climate. 2. Overstocking and improper 
seasonal use of ranges were common. 3. As a result, the 
native plant cover deteriorated and soil erosion was 
accelerated. Clawson sums up the period by stating that 
by 1930, the grazing lands of the United States were 
possibly at their lowest ebb. However, the cattle industry 
remained a large and powerful, as well as, profitable 
business.7 It appears that there was a conflict of 
interest between the cattlemen who felt the resources of 
the state's land were expendable for private enterprise, 
and the teachers who looked upon the soil as an educational 
heritage. Charles and Gladys Hiehuis, writing as interested 
educators and basing their comments upon research and field 
observations, told of the price the school lands had paid 
in soil erosion and general deterioration because of the 
total lack of supervision or aid in land management while 
the land was being grazed. In contrast, they illustrated 
land that had been under the supervision of the Taylor

T. Marion Clawson, Land for the Future.(Washington* 
D.C.: Resources for the Future, Inc., 19&)•) p . 376-377.
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Grazing Act and the Federal Forest1s land management 
requirements.&

These lands showed good ground coverage, no 
erosion and superior water holding power. The net result 
appeared to be the possibility of good returns to the 
cattlemen, the trust funds from reasonable leasing fees, 
and the appearance of well cared for soil and stock. 
However, in general, it can be said that grazing lessees 
on state lands cared little about the matters of erosion 
and less about working with governmental agencies. It 
was certainly no secret that cattlemen wanted to avoid 
the burden of being made responsible for anything but 
their cattle. In fact, according to the Niehuis* findings, 
the grazing interests on several occasions pressed hard 
for turning all federal lands over to state ownership in 
order to avoid responsibility for the management of the 
land and to receive choice pieces by purchase.9 United
States Senator James E. Murray, in speaking of those who

.

argue for turning federal lands over to the states, makes 
his point by stating that their true motives are seldom

8 . Charles and Gladys Niehuis, "Greed and Grass: 
The Story of What is Happening to Arizona's School Lands," 
Arizona Parent Teacher. 35:2, Winter, 1946, p. 8-11.

9. Ibid.
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openly presented to Congress.10
During the 1930Ts, the Association was acutely 

aware of the deplorable manner in which public land 
matters were being handled. In December of 1935, the 
Arizona Education Association was urging that a separate 
state governmental administrator be appointed to manage 
the Permanent School Fund, and oversee the conservation 
of the school lands. The Association was concerned over 
the generally poor condition of the fund; the arrangement 
of the accounting records; and the lack of auditing 

procedures.il
By 1937, there was agitation to force the correct 

classification of more public lands in order that they 
might earn for the Permanent School Fund more realistic 
values• An Arizona Education Association examination 
revealed state lands being leased for one dollar per 
acre while privately patented lands adjacent were being 
leased for ten dollars per acre for the same land use 
purposes.I2 By October of 1937, James H. Kirby, Secretary

10. Honorable James E. Murray, United States
Senator,(Montana), Personal Letter to Frank Gladen, October 
IS, I960.

11. Policy Statement, History File, Arizona 
Education Association, December, 1935, unnumbered page.

12. Letter from the Arizona Education Association 
to Governor R. C. Stanford, March 31, 1937.
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of State, was demanding a federal investigation of the 
State Land Department. He presented his request formally 
to Governor Stanford stating that under Section 28 of the 
Enabling Act, the Federal government had reserved control 
of the land grant funds and the right to audit if necessary. 
It was Mr. Kirby’s contention that since the legislature 
had not, and was not likely to appropriate funds for an 
audit that a full investigation be conducted by the 
Federal government.13 A later request by the Arizona 
Education Association for a Federal audit indicates that 
Mr. Kirby’s effort was not successful.

State Land Department Administration.

A most interesting and apparently documented letter 
from an Arizona school teacher, George Dean, casts some 
light on conditions surrounding the State Land Department 
previous to 1938. A general summary of the letter is 
presented here merely to indicate the climate of governmental 
operation rather than any personal importance of the 
characters discussed.

On the fifteenth of June, 1920, while acting 
governor, and while governor Campbell was absent from the 
state, Mitt Simms loaned to P. Q. Lewis, a prometer,

IJI TKe Arizona Republic. October 23, 1937.
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$50,000 of money from the Permanent School Fund on worthless 
desert land near Maricopa. The loan resulted in a total 
loss, and Simms and Lewis were indicted for conspiracy by 
a grand jury. Lewis was sent to jail for the crime and 
Simms was released from responsibility without trial. His 
two lawyers, one of whom later became a Superior Court 
judge, did not support Simms* later candidacy in 1938 for 
Secretary of State. While State Treasurer during 1935-1936, 
Simms kept on deposit in a Valley National Bank an average 
of $900,000 of the state's money at an unusually low interest 
rate of one-half of one percent. After his retirement from 
office, his successor, Harry Moore, invested $890,000 of 
this money in quality bonds earning three and one-half 
percent interest. The difference in interest return to the 
Permanent School Fund for the two year period was $53,400 
between the lower and higher rates. During the time the 
state money was invested in the Valley National Bank, Simms 
owed the bank a personal obligation of $5,000 which was 
past due and was being held by the bank in suspension.
While acting officially as Secretary of State, Mitt Simms 
loaned his brother $5,000 from the Permanent School Fund. 
Mitt Simms also leased, rent free, to his brother, land 
that belonged to the state. The reporting teacher, George 
Dean, calculates that the total loss of these transactions
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to the children at $103,400.^

Expanded Services.

The Arizona Education Association employed its 
first full time Executive Secretary in 1938. With this 
expanded program came increased activity in the school 
lands area. The public lands committee of the Association 
reported to the Executive Secretary in 1938 that docu
mented proof existed of irregularities in the Permanent 
School Fund. The committee’s report contained these 
facts among others:

A. October 23, 1921, transferred from the 
permanent school fund to the general fund for 
apportionment to counties, $250,000.
B. August 20. 1923, transferred from the 

permanent school fund to the general fund for 
apportionment to counties, $100,000.

C. June 5, 1924, transferred from the 
permanent school fund to the general fund for 
apportionment to counties, $128,051.48.
D . November 30, 1932, transferred from the 

permanent school fund to the general fund for 
apportionment to counties, $17,103.80.

After extensive research, the public lands committee 
reported these monetary transfers as direct violations of 
the Enabling Act which had specifically set forth directions

TIT. Tetter addressed: To Whom It May Concern, from
George Dean, public school teacher (printed), September 8, 
1938 (Arizona Education Association file)•
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for the conduct of officials relative to these various 
permanent fund accounts.15

III. The Lyman Dam Reclamation Project 

A History of Irresponsibility.

The public lands committee was incensed at the 
irresponsibility exhibited by some government officials 
and the liberties taken with public funds by private 
persons regarding the Lyman Dam near St. Johns in Apache 
County, Arizona. It was, of course, rebuilt some years 
ago with large sums of money loaned from the permanent 
funds of the state. The State Loan Board arranged the 
loans.16

In talking over matters connected with the Lyman 
Dam, during a personal interview with Wayne Hubbs, Deputy 
State Treasurer, 1933-1934, Peterson found that originally 
the state loaned $629,672.66 from the permanent funds on 
farm loans in Apache County.17

The Arizona Education Association public lands

■ 15. Report of the Permanent School Funds Committee
to the Executive Secretary. J. J. Clark, chairman. Arizona 
Education Association, April 7# 1933.

16. Ibid.
17. Joyce E. Peterson, "The State Treasurer of 

Arizona," Unpublished Master's Thesis, University of Arizona. 
Tucson, 1933, p. 31-32.
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committee reported that the operating procedures of the 
officials did not appear to be consistent with good 
business practices. Dummy or fictitious owners were 
created by persons seeking loans so that they could 
receive large amounts of money under different names.
The public lands committee reported that the State Loan 
Board had been aware of this activity on the part of 
large land holders.

As a result of the farm loans investment in the 
Lyman Dam area, the State of Arizona inadvertently found 
itself in the commercial water business. Due to the 
depression of the 1930*s and the questionable loan 
procedures surrounding some of the loans, many of the 
farms reverted to the state for nonpayment of debt. 
However, the state did not move swiftly to foreclose 
because of a lack of funds for costs and administration. 
Furthermore, the Farm Loan Board was not given any money 
to pay back water assessments and, thereby, it was pre
vented from renting or selling some of the land on which 
it did foreclose. The heavy water charges placed heavier 
responsibility on the state. As a result, the state 
eventually became a large stockholder in the Lyman Water 
Project, and in addition, the State Treasurer was named a

1#. Arizona Education Association, op. cit.
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member of the Board of Directors of the Lyman Water 
Company.19

The Arizona Education Association public lands 
committee was willing to excuse the unlawful transfer of 
funds from the permanent accounts on the basis of incom
petent administration since much of the transfer manipula
tion was done to correct errors that had arisen in the 
sale and lease of school land sections. However, the 
Arizona Education Association felt differently about the 
Lyman Dam construction loans and the water company in
volvement that resulted. The Arizona Education Association 
committee stated that these acts on the part of govern
mental officers and private citizens were deserving of the 
severest criticism. 20

The United States Justice Department.

During the course of its investigation of the public 
land situation, the Arizona Education Association had 
contacted the United States Department of Justice. It was 
the desire of the Arizona Education Association to have 
the Justice Department conduct a thorough examination of

1^. Peterson, o p . cit.. p. 31-3 2.
2 0. Report of the Permanent School Funds Committee 

to the Executive Secretary; J. J. ClarkP Arizona Education 
Tssociation, April 7, 1938, unnumbered page.
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the alleged irregularities that it had observed in the 
state government. The authority under which the Arizona 
Education Association was requesting such aid was that 
vested in the Enabling Act for the protection of the 
permanent funds. >. , ;

Even though the Arizona Education Association had 
included as evidence their observations and documented 
materials, the Attorney General was reluctant to enter 
the controversy. The Justice Department directed the 
Arizona Education Association to seek counsel with the 
legislature since it would probably, in the opinion of 
the Attorney General, take a special appropriation to 
conduct an examination of the scope the Arizona Education 
Association had requested. 21 The Arizona Education 
Association, knowing the make-up of the state legislature, 
took no action on this suggestion by the United States 
Department of Justice.

Participation of the Arizona Education Association in 
Land Matters.

As an evidence of increasing stature, the Arizona 
Education Association was being given some thought as an

2 1. Letter addressed to J. J. Clark, President, 
Arizona Education Association, Phoenix, from Norman M. 
Little, Assistant Attorney General, Department of Justice, 
Reference Number FC-JDK-236261, Washington, D.C., October 
7, 1939.
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organization concerned about the public lands when the 
State Land Commissioner, William Alberts, on February 
8, 1939, wrote to the Arizona Education Association asking 
for its opinion on a lands matter. It was his plan to 
seek Federal aid through the WPA to have a complete record 
of all lands granted to the permanent funds.22

The Arizona Education Association was, of course, 
pleased to learn of this proposed constructive action 
and endorsed the idea. Within a short time, the Arizona 
Education Association was asked by the State Land Department 
to contribute general funds for administration and supplies 
in order that the work on the land status inventory could 
be continued by the WPA; and the State Land Department since 
their operational accounts were near exhaustion.23

The decade of the 1940*8 produced fruitful rewards 
to the Association for its alertness in monitoring activities 
surrounding the public lands. The Arizona Education As
sociation received from the State Treasurer*s Office a 
letter dated October 3# 1940. The letter was from the 
Treasurer’s farm loan secretary and reported the farm loan 
moneys that were being placed in the permanent school fund,

~ 521 Tetter addressed to the Arizona Education
Association from William Alberts, Arizona State Land Com
missioner, February 8, 1939.

23. Letter addressed to the Arizona Education 
Association from the State Land Department, March 21, 1940.
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plus other miscellaneous funds. This memorandum accounted 
for the sum of $8$ , 8 1 3 . 9 2 From the tone of the letter, 
it had been sent to the Arizona Education Association in 
response to a degree of pressure that represented more than 
a simple request. One of the results of the Arizona 
Education Association^ increased interest and activity in 
the lands question was an increasing conviction on the 
part of persons outside education that the teachers were 
seriously concerned and were making an effort to do some
thing constructive about the issue. A letter received 
from a county assessor indicating some of the practices 
in his county illustrated the fact that the Arizona 
Education Association was becoming known rapidly as & 
leadership group. The assessor for Pinal County, Lynn 
Earley, reported the extensive use of all types of land 
free of payment to the state or the countyi He was 
concerned about the loss of revenue and the quiet usurpa
tion of the public land for personal gain.25

Evidence of Mismanagement.

By now, there was no doubt in the minds of those

5 4 % Tetter from G. V. Hays, Farm Loan Secretary, 
State Treasurer's Office, addressed to the Arizona Education 
Association, October 3# 1940.

25. Letter from Lynn Early, Pinal County Assessor, 
to the Arizona Education Association,.March 19, 1940.
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concerned that there was mismanagement of the lands and 
that sums of money were being lost to the permanent school 
fund through such lack of good management practices. 
Evidence of this mismanagement was produced in the commit
tee report of 1941 in which it was stated that the House 
of Representatives for the State of Arizona, through its 
own investigations found poor leasing practices and 
policies regarding the sale of land which were causing 
large losses of much needed revenue to the statefs 
educational department. 26

With the legislature becoming aware of the 
prevailing conditions, there appears to have been some 
tightening of practices relative to the state’s lands 
and the conduct of the permanent funds. One of the 
most authoritative men in the State Land Department,
Louis C. Duncan, had a comment to make about the selfish, 
inept, and unlawful management of school lands. "This 
condition has changed some over the years, and previously 
many of the states used the school lands and divided them 
up in large holdings for certain individuals, but now in 
most states, the lands are administered under laws and

2 6. Proceedings of the Arizona Education As- 
sociation. I94O-1941, p7 83•
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regulations, which are for the best interest of the
state.2?

Satisfaction with the management of the State 
Land Department did not endure. Within a few years, 
land office matters were to develop which would demand 
the full attention of the Association.

Previously it has been mentioned that from time 
to time, there have been movements in the name of "state’s 
rights" to turn over large amounts of federal land to the 
states. In 1946, the State Land Commissioner proposed to 
the State Legislature that they take steps to effect the 
transfer of large areas of Federal land to the state.

Again, the matter had been raised and it was not 
a new idea. "It has always been the view of some special 
interests that certain valuable public lands should be 
given to them leaving the other worthless lands in Federal 
ownership...."28 Action on the part of the Arizona 
Education Association was immediate. At an Executive 
Committee meeting on April 27, 1946, the executive 
secretary was directed to send a telegram to all members

Tfl Letter from Louis C. Duncan, Manager, Arizona 
State Land Department, to. Frank Gladen, September 14, I960.

2 8. Honorable James E. Murray, United States 
Senator, Personal Letter to Frank Gladen, October 18, I960.
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of the Arizona State Legislature. The contents of the 
telegram follows:

AFTER A STUDY OF PROBLEMS THAT RELATE TO 
STATE AND FEDERAL LANDS.IN ARIZONA, THE 
PERMANENT SCHOOL. FUND COMMITTEE OF THIS 
ASSOCIATION TODAY SUBMITTED. REPORT TO THE 
EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE. THIS REPORT:INDICATES 
THAT ARIZONA'S STATE LAND RESOURCES HAVE 
BEEN SYSTEMATICALLY DISSIPATED FOR GAIN BY 
A RELATIVELY FEW PERSONS. EXECUTIVE COM
MITTEE OF AEA URGES YOU TO RESIST STRONGLY 
EVERY EFFORT TO GIVE FEDERAL LAND TO ARIZONA.

IT IS OUR CONSIDERED OPINION THAT WE SHALL 
BETRAY THE CHILDREN AND THE FUTURE.CITIZENS 
OF: ARIZONA IF WE CONTRIBUTE TO UNBRIDLED 
EXPLOITATION OF OUR STATE'S RESOURCES. BY 
TURNING OVER WELL-MANAGED FEDERAL LANDS TO 
ARIZONA'S INADEQUATELY FINANCED AND POLIT
ICALLY VULNERABLE LAND DEPARTMENT.. ACCORD
INGLY THIS ASSOCIATION PLEDGES ITSELF TO 
FIGHT TRANSFER OF FEDERAL LANDS AND TO HOLD 
PUBLIC OFFICIALS.STRICTLY ACCOUNTABLE IN 
THEIR STEWARDSHIP OF.PUBLIC LANDS.2"

If the message sounded curt and serious, it was 
meant to be so by intention. The proposal to transfer 
federal lands had come shortly after a reckless sale of 
irrigation land classified for sale as grazing land and 
as such it brought lower prices than it would have, had 
the land been properly classified in terms of actual use. 
The Arizona Education Association public lands committee 
was skeptical after examining the advertised classification 
and conducted a field trip to the land site. In the

29% Proceedings of the Delegate Assembly of the 
Arizona Education Association. 1945-1946, p. 76.
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opinion of the committee, the land was misclassified since 
it was agricultural in nature and subject to immediate
irrigation.30

The 1947 Delegate Assembly received the following 
information from the public lands committee of the Arizona 
Education Association:

1 . Public lands total acreage was 10,715,448.
2 . School lands total acreage was 8,239,419.
3. School lands revenue from sales leases:

1945- 46 $431,356.
1946- 47 416,799.

4« School lands were being sold at the rate 
of one percent per year or about 8,000 acres, 
with the best lands being placed for sale first.

5. Many parcels being sold were sold as 
grazing land but at the time of sale were actually 
under irrigated cultivation.31

The public lands committee then recommended that the 
Arizona Education Association secure legal aid to determine 
the advisability of a test case on land classification of 
grazing and agricultural soil and the legality of certain 
sales under the constitution.

The committee recommended further that the Arizona 
Education Association prepare a bill for submission to the 
state legislature calling for changes in the state land code;

30% Ibid., p. 63.
31. Proceedings of the Delegate Assembly of the 

Arizona Education Association. 1946-1947, p. 183•
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that the Association go on record as being opposed to the 
sale of the state lands; that the Association seek the 
assistance and interest of other groups interested in the 
preservation of school lands; that no federal lands be 
transferred to the state until proper safeguards of the 
land be established; and that the public land co«mittee,s 
membership be rotated in order to preserve continuity of 
policy and information.32

The Arizona Education Association was continuing 
to uncover evidence of what it felt was mismanagement of 
the school lands during the years 1948-1949 while 0. C. 
Williams was State Land Commissioner. Much of the evidence 
came as a result of the work of special personnel employed 
by the Association to conduct a survey of the State Land 
Department*s activities. During the closing months of 
1948, the Arizona Education Association felt there was 
sufficient evidence to expose the irregularities and it 
was suggested that a newspaper release be arranged.33

During the Arizona Education Association’s in
vestigative activities, the editor of Tucson’s Arizona 
Daily Star had been interested in the conduct of the state 
land office and had made contact with the Association on

Ibid., p. 184.
33. Proceedings of the Delegate Assembly of t-.W 

Arizona Education Assoclatioiul 9 4 8 - l Q L . Q V ? — ---
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several occasions• The Star's editor, W. R. Mathews, has 
not always agreed with the policies of the Arizona Education 
Association on educational matters• However, on the subject 
of the public lands, he not only agreed but admonished the 
membership to be more diligent in their efforts. In his 
presentations to teachers on this subject, he reasons that 
no other group of interested persons in the state is capable 
of protecting Arizona1s public lands in an equally unselfish 
way. He has presented his views to educators both editorially 
and in personal appearances.34-35

In a letter to the Association’s leaders dated Dec
ember 8, 194#, Mathews requested Walter Maxwell, the Arizona 
Education Association’s Executive Secretary to telephone the 
Governor immediately and strongly present the view that the 
Governor instruct the State Land Department to renew no 
leases without his personal approval. The urgency of Mathews 
request was understandable in the starkness of the fact that 
the State Land Commissioner, 0 . C. Williams’ personal lease 
of sixty sections of State land was up for renewal. The 
editor’s letter also contained information regarding the 
price which the Santa Fe railroad’s grant lands in northern 
Arizona were receiving for grazing. The effective rate ap
peared to be three times as great as that received for

' 34% The Arizona Daily Star. December 9, 1948, p. 10.
35. W; R .' Mathews, Address before the Tucson 

Education Association, August 28, 1956.
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nearby school sections used for the same purpose. It was 
Mathews1 concern that the schools were just as deserving of 
a reasonable return on their land as was the Santa Fe
railroad.36

Another leading conservative state newspaper that 
has not always agreed with the policies of the Arizona 
Education Association is the Arizona Republic. Phoenix. 
However, regarding the need for protection of the state's 
permanent funds and their lands, this newspaper has demon
strated a common bond of interest with the Association. It 
would appear that the concept of the trust funds is con
sidered to be a governmental obligation of the highest 
order, even in normally conservative quarters of the 
state.37 Nevertheless, there are vested interests in the 
state that would dispose of the public lands as rapidly 
as possible at the lowest price.

The State Land Commissioner's actions, as previously 
mentioned, had not gone unnoticed. The Arizona Daily Star. 
Tucson, had been exposing the Land Commissioner's activities 
in its editorial column. Because of this public service, 
the Executive Committee of the Association felt that it 
would be rewarding to Mathews’ paper to allow it an

3 6. Letter from W. R. Mathews, Arizona Daily Star, 
to the Arizona Education Association, December8, 1948.

37. The Arizona Republic, February 16, 1%9.
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exclusive release on the Arizona Education Association’s 
findings regarding the State Land Department’s activities. 
The Executive Committee’s action resulted in a copy of the 
Arizona Education Association’s findings in story form 
being sent to the Arizona Daily Star in Tucson for exclu
sive release. It was no small;disappointment to the 
Arizona Education Association’s leaders to learn of the 
Arizona Daily Star’s opinion that the recommendations set 
forth by the Association calling for new definitive legis
lation concerning the duties of the Land Commissioner and 
demanding the resignation of the present Commissioner did 
not adequately meet the situation.36

The editor and publisher, Vi. R. Mathews, felt 
rather that the existing laws gave the Land Commissioner 
sufficient latitude to manage the land properly if he 
would do so and no new legislation was necessary. He 
informed the Arizona Education Association that in his 
opinion the present land officer could be disciplined 
whereas a new State Land Commissioner would be an unknown 
and possibly not so tractable.39 The editor’s offer to 
write a professional story embodying much of the data 
gathered by the Association was accepted by the Arizona

55% Proceedings of the Delegate Assembly of the 
Arizona Education Association. 1948-1949, p. 37.

39. Ibid.
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Education Association, and on December 6, 1948, the story- 
appeared and was, at the same time, released to all major 
newspapers throughout Arizona.40

This adverse publicity in the state's newspapers 
and the wrath of the Arizona Education Association had 
little, if any, effect on 0. C. Williams, the State Land 
Commissioner. A letter addressed to the State Land Com
missioner from Ruth Adams, of the Arizona Education As
sociation dated February 12, indicated the intensity of 
the Arizona Education Association's attack. Miss Adams 
directly and forcefully reminded the Land Commissioner of 
some of his unlawful activities. She requested on behalf 
of the Arizona Education Association that an advertised 
sale for more than 18,000 acres of choice school land near 
Florence in Pinal County be stopped. The February 15*
1949 sale was to include lands upon which known minerals 
existed. Miss Adams pointed out to the Commissioner that 
such sales were expressly prohibited under section 11-401 
of the State Land Code. One full section of the proposed 
sale was being offered in violation of section 11-404 ’which 
prohibited the sale of more than 320 acres of agricultural 
land in any one year. This section was known to the Arizona 
Education Association to be presently under intensive

. W l  TKe Arizona Daily Star. December 6, 1948, p. 1.
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cultivation. Furthermore, it was found by the Arizona 
Education Association that although section 11-411 
specified that no person may purchase more than 640 
acres of grazing land and no more than 160 acres of 
agricultural land, the State Land Department had approved 
the sale of 11,031 acres to a single applicant. Miss 
Adams called to the Commissioner’s attention that certain 
improvements had been appraised at higher figures to 
prohibit competitive bidding for the lands while the value 
of the lands appeared grossly underestimated to the Arizona 
Education Association. In addition, the value placed upon 
the improvements seemed exceedingly high. The combination 
of low land appraisals and high improvement appraisals was 
blatantly designed to discourage all but the present 
lessees from bidding on the land at public auction.41

; The Arizona Education Association’s investigations 
revealed that many of the improvements claimed by the 
lessees had been paid for in whole by the Federal Govern
ment under the Agricultural Conservation Program. It was 
difficult for the Arizona Education Association to under
stand the justification for such allowances since many of 
these Federally constructed improvements were extremely

4 1• Letter from Ruth Adams, Arizona Education 
Association, to 0. C. Williams, State Land Commissioner. 
February 12, 1 9 4 9 . ...
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valuable and of major proportion. The Arizona Education 
Association also found that the purchase of very small 
parcels located inside of large areas of state land had 
been approved. This arrangement was specifically designed 
to give the purchaser an advantage far beyond the paid 
price of the small parcel.42

The Association vigorously protested the sale of 
these lands in Pinal County, February 15, 1949. The Arizona 
Education Association called upon the Commissioner to halt 
the proceedings. He replied that he had no power to stop 
the sale. The 18,000 acres of choice school lands were 
sold although the Arizona Education Association had flatly 
contradicted the Commissioner's assertion that he had no 
power.43

Under the circumstances, the Arizona Education 
Association had little recourse but to approach the Governor. 
In the light of the prevailing widespread publicity, the 
Governor instructed the Attorney General of Arizona to 
conduct an official investigation of the alleged irregulari
ties in the State Land Department. A report submitted by 
the Attorney General in October of 1949 confirmed the 
investigations of the Association. The Governor then moved

” —  Ui. Ibid.
43• Log of the Arizona Education Associationr 1949- 

1950, p. 44.
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to replace the Land Commissioner but was blocked by the 
State Senate. Under increasing pressure, the Commissioner 
resigned his position.44 In 1955, the state obtained a 
Maricopa County Superior Court judgment against 0. C.
Williams which was later upheld by the Arizona Supreme 
Court in 195&. He was ordered to repay the state for its 
losses.45

Although the appointment by the Governor of a new 
State Land Commissioner corrected many of the abuses that 
had formerly existed, it was evident to the officers of the 
Arizona Education Association that it would only be through 
legislative changes that the public lands might be ade
quately protected.

The State Legislature took some limited action on 
public land matters in 1951. The House of Representatives 
Bill Number 9 contained provisions relating to the lease 
of public lands and the increasing of leasing fees. This 
law received the approval of a majority of the legislators 
and became law. Although the new statute did provide for 
some additional income of a limited nature from the in
creased fee schedule, the Arizona Education Association 
was disappointed. According to the best thought of the

" 44. Eoe of the Arizona Education Association. 1949-
1950, p. 44. '

45. Arizona Revised Statutes, Supplement, 195S,
footnote, p. 150



337

Arizona Education Association, the bill did little to 
correct the fundamental difficulties surrounding the 
conduct of affairs relative to the permanent funds.

By 1952, the Arizona Education Association was 
being somewhat repaid for its efforts and pains. The 
State Land Commissioner had reported the annual income 
from state lands had increased to $1,903,169• This 
represented a good gain over previous years. In its 
report for 1952, the Arizona Education Association public 
lands committee indicated that it had spent over two 
thousand dollars during the past two years on public lands 
investigations• The increased revenue to the State Land 
Department resulting from these investigations represented 
an appreciable return on the investment.46

Mineral Rights Reservations.

The effective date for the new law section 37-231 
was July 9# 1954* This day is considered by many of the 
senior personnel to be catastrophic to the hopes of the 
Arizona Education Association for the permanent funds.
This law allows the State Land Department to sell non
mineral state lands and reserve l/l6th of the mineral 
rights to the state. It strictly prohibits the sale of

46. Log of the Arizona Education Association 1951 
1952, unnumbered page.
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known mineral lands.47 The decision of the legislature to 
allow only l/l6th of the mineral and hydro-carbon deposits 
found on state land to be reserved to the state and the 
remainder to become the private property of the developer 
was, in effect, a reversal of the general land policy of 
the western states. A tabulation of the western states 
reserving 100 percent of the soil mineral rights to the 
state for the benefit of the individual state is given 
below:

The Arizona Education Association^ public lands 
committee has established a welcome rapport with the State 
Land Department. The Arizona Education Association^ com
mittee has met with the commissioner and members of his 
staff in the Arizona State Land Department Offices and 
discussed pertinent issues and proposals. The chairman 
of the public lands committee, Olas Lunt, attended the 1961 
annual convention of the Western States Land Commissioners 
Association at the invitation of the State Land Department.

V?. Arizona Revised Statutes. Section 37-231, p. 652.
43. Proposal No. 2%, Arizona State Land Department, 

January 1, 1956, p. 4-57

California 
Colorado 
Idaho 
Montana 
North Dakota 
New Mexico :

Oklahoma
Oregon
Texas
Utah
Washington
Wyoming48
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Purchase Rights to State Land.

As liberal as the Arizona Education Association's
position may be thought of in requesting the state's

• ■ - - .

retention of both the land and the mineral rights, the 
public lands committee of the Association does not want 
the state's school districts to have any preferential 
rights to the purchase or lease of state lands over anyone 
else. Nor do they want any private person or corporation 
to be given any degree of preferential treatment in the 
purchase or lease of the state's land. According to 
Olas hunt, 1961, public lands chairman, this has been the 
position of the Arizona Education Association and the 
State Land Department for the past 15 years. This rigid 
position has not gone unchallenged, but the Arizona Education 
Association has held firm in its belief. Also, the Arizona 
Education Association believes firmly that there are no 
prior rights to state land from any historical position or 
political reasoning. Prior rights just do not exist in 
any form for private citizens, corporations, or school 
districts according to the Arizona Education Association.49

From an examination of the facts, it would appear 
that the position of the Arizona Education Association is

49. bias Lunt, Chairman, Arizona Education 
Association Public Lands Committee, Address before the 
1961 Arizona Education Association Delegate Assembly, 
Phoenix, April 7, 1961.
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unreasonable. To exclude school districts and other 
worthy state agencies from obtaining Federal and state 
property at less than market value is to deny the 
principles of taxation. It appears foolish to force 
the state to pay market value for land which it already 
owns and in turn require tax payers to pay the unwarranted 
cost which would result from the sale of public land at 
public auction.

The positions of both the State Land Department 
and the present Governor, Paul Fannin, regarding the public 
lands have been presented in this paper. However, in 
view of the seriousness of this matter to the Arizona 
Education Association, a direct quotation is given here 
from the Governor's message to the Second Regular Session 
of the Twenty-Fourth Arizona Legislature, January 11, I960. 
Regarding state lands, the Governor told the legislators:

"Historically, the policy of our state 
government on public lands has been to place 
them in productive use, through lease or 
public auction, so as to produce the greatest 
amount of revenue possible— both to the State's 
general economy and as a source of tax revenue.
It is my recommendation that this policy be 
pursued...."50

There is no doubt that the Arizona Education As
sociation has accepted the Governor's statement as a

50. I960 Session Laws. Twenty-fourth Arizona
Legislature. Second Regular Sessionr January ll, I960, 
Message ofthe Honorable Paul Fannin, Governor of Arizona 
to the Legislature, p. 1.
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challenge and as an opportunity for leadership fulfill
ment in the area of state owned public school lands.

IV. Activities of Other Western States Teachers* Associations

A Survey.

The activities of the Arizona Education Association 
have been extensively covered in the area of the public lands 
and public education. In order to fit this extensive expo
sition into the total pattern of western states teachers* 
associations activities in this area, a questionnaire survey 
of the western teachers* associations was conducted.

Questionnaire Design and Procedure.

Acting under the recommendation of Mrs. Nell 
Wilcoxen, Assistant Executive Secretary of the Arizona 
Education Association, the survey questionnaire was chan
neled through the Washington, D.C., office of the National 
Association of Secretaries of State Teachers* Associations 
which is a department of the National Education Association 
with headquarters in the National Education Association 
Building, 1201 Sixteenth Street, N. W., Washington 6, D.C. 
This was done in order to assure as complete a return as 
possible from the inquiry.

The survey questionnaire was designed in the
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subjective form and was directed to the executive secretary 
of each western state teachers* association on the mailing 
list. The questions needed only short answers with ample 
opportunity provided to expound on those felt to be of 
particular importance by the secretaries. This was ac
complished by the device of providing a check space for a 
brief objective answer and requesting additional explanation 
if desired. The questionnaires were mimeographed on pink 
bond paper. Colored paper was chosen for the duplicated 
copies because of its attention arresting qualities. A 
sample of the questionnaire is contained in Appendix C.
' The completed questionnaires were sent to the
Washington, D.C. address of the National Association of 
Secretaries of State Teachers Associations for distribution. 
Under the direction and supervision of Mr. J. C. Nicholson, 
Executive Assistant, the NASSTA (NEA) had agreed to sponsor 
the exclusive distribution and collection of the completed 
returns as an educational service. All questionnaires were 
sent from Washington, D.C., returned to that city and then 
forwarded to the writer*s residence at Tucson, Arizona.
With each questionnaire, Mr. Nicholson sent a cover letter 
which had been duplicated on NASSTA stationery. A copy 
of the cover letter is contained in Appendix A. For the 
several questionnaires that were slow in being returned.
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Mr. Nicholson sent a personal note requesting their return 
to his office.

Questionnaires were sent to the following states:
Arizona Nevada Utah
California New Mexico Washington
Colorado Oklahoma Wyoming
Idaho Oregon
Montana Texas

All inquiries were mailed from Washington, D.C., 
on September 18, 1961. The following table is a tabulation 
of the dates on which the questionnaires were returned to 
Washington, D.C. The total pattern of distribution and 
return of the questionnaires, as well as all correspondence 
relative to them moved across the United States via air 
mail with special delivery service utilized where needed.

Results of the Survey.

In order to receive the most benefit from the 
contents of the returned questionnaires, the procedure will 
be to consider questions posed in the survey as a topic.
Around each of two topics will be presented the responses 
of the various participating state teachers* associations1 
executive secretaries. The exact responses made by the 
respondents are recorded in Appendix B.

Topic 1. This topic relates to the maintenance of 
a group within the state teachers1 association to be concerned
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TABLE XXXVII

A TABULATION REPORT OF THE DATES ON WHICH THE VARIOUS 
EXECUTIVE SECRETARIES OF THE STATE TEACHERS' ASSOCIATIONS COMPLETED

THEIR QUESTIONNAIRES*

State Date
Arizona September 27, 1961
California November 17, 1961
Colorado September 26, 1961
Idaho September 28, 1961
Montana October 23, 1961
Nevada Undated
New Mexico September 20, 1961
Oklahoma September 21, 1961
Oregon October 4, 1961
Texas September 20, 1961
Utah Undated
Washington September 27, 1961
Wyoming September 20, 1961

♦Tabulated from the Completed Questionnaires. The verbatim 
record of the responses is filed in the appendixes. All inquiries 
were mailed from Washington, D. C., on September 18, 1961.
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TABLE XXXVIII
A TABULATION REPORT OF THE DATES ON WHICH COMPLETED SURVEY 
QUESTIONNAIRES WERE RECEIVED BY THE WRITER AT HIS RESIDENCE,

TUCSON, ARIZONA* .. .

State Date
Arizona October 23, 1961
California November 24, 1961
Colorado October 23, 1961
Idaho October 23, 1961
Montana October 26, 1961
Nevada October 26, 1961
New Mexico October 23, 1961
Oklahoma October 26, 1961
Oregon October 23, 1961
Texas October 23, 1961
Utah November 28, 1961
Washington October 26, 1961
Wyoming October 23, 1961

★Tabulated from the Record of Arrivals by Mail.
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with the state’s management of the public school lands 
granted for the support of public education.

Sixty-nine percent of the respondents have standing 
committees concerned with this matter. The range of concern 
is from high activity in such states as New Mexico, Oregon, 
and Washington to no activity regarding school lands in such 
states as California, and Nevada. A. F. Corey, Executive 
Secretary, California Teachers* Association commented on the 
matter as follows:

"Due to our policy of Constitutional guarantees 
for public education the school lands have been 
treated pretty much as other state owned land and 
rightly or wrongly the profession has had little
interest."51

The degree of effectiveness of these groups appears 
to be a nebulous concept, for what may first appear to be 
an ineffectual effort results in excellent results of the 
"watch dog" variety. Again and again, this oblique, pro
tective, but obviously weak effort on behalf of the school 
lands appears in the responses. Three-quarters of the 
states questioned felt their association was an effective 
force in keeping watch over their respective offices of 
the state land department, state treasurer*s office, and 
the state legislature relative to school land matters.

17 F. Corey, Executive Secretary, Respondent 
for California, "Questionnaire on School Lands" (see 
Appendix)•
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However, two-thirds of the state teachers1 associations* 
secretaries rated the knowledge of its general membership 
on the topic of public land grants for education in their 
states as inadequate. Almost all of the executive 
secretaries, however, felt that it was very necessary 
(31 percent) or moderately necessary (54 percent) for 
their memberships to be well informed on the current 
state governmental policies and practices relative to the 
lands granted to the public for the support of education.
In addition, sixty-nine percent reported their associations 
as having an effective working relationship with the state 

land department’s officers in their states.
Topic 2. This topic relates to representative 

activities of the several teachers’ associations. The 
Arizona Education Association has a running release pro
cedure on matters of importance to the group through its 
public relations staff member, Mr. Joe Stocker. A 1961 
release pertaining to public lands pointed out that the 
lands were granted for public education, not for other 
usages no matter how worthwhile in themselves.52 The 
Colorado Education Association has published an informative, 
attractively presented, illustrated brochure in cooperation 
with the Colorado State Board of Land Commissioners. The

33. the Arizona Daily Star, November 19, 1961.
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brochure presented the objective data surrounding the 
school lands and does not directly editorialise the 
position of the Colorado Education Association. The 
Permanent School Fund of Colorado had reached the sum 
of $23,600,000 at the close of the fiscal year, 1958- 
1959. The lease rental returns on three million acres 
of school land and the investment of the Permanent Common 
School funds brought an income of about $3,400,000 to the 
children of Colorado for the same period.53

The Oklahoma Education Association has published 
in printed form a searing report on the topic of "Interest 
on Permanent School Fund." This report is factually based, 
amply footnoted with legal references and state government 
reports, and it is written in a vivid newspaper style.
The substance of this report is that the children of 
Oklahoma are losing many millions of dollars of their 
Permanent Common School Fund earnings due to the extra
ordinarily low interest rate which qualified farmers may 
obtain. The three percent interest rate on a borrowed 
$18,000 from Permanent Common School Funds is available 
to a "qualified" borrower. However, as the regulations 
are written, the borrowers are not small farmers, but

531 Colorado Education Association, Your School 
Lands, I960, p. 10.
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wealthy men. Regarding borrowers, the report states:
"There is a hard core of repeaters— numerous 

and prosperous— who keep tapping the school 
land till. They pay a loan down to $0 percent 
and apply for the full amount again— and get 
it...the borrowers' list reads like a who's 
who in wealthy landowner circles."54

The Executive Secretary of the Oklahoma Education Association,
F. Phillips, stated that "Too many believe school lands were
provided for farmers, not schools."55

The Washington Education Association has also
printed an attractive brochure. It reviews the hassles
and reports of corruption, bribery, and timber-stealing
that have surrounded the state's school lands. Along with
such overt acts of crime it reports that strewn through
Washington State's history are the accounts of fights
between the state commissioner of public lands and the state
land board, fights over who had the jurisdiction to do what
in the administration of the state's school lands. And
this brochure rather sadly reports the loss of thousands
upon thousands of dollars annually to the Permanent Common
School Fund due to poor land administration. In speaking
of this loss to the children of Washington State, the report
quotes an editorial from the Seattle Times in which it

5 4 - Oklahoma Education Association, "Interest on 
Permanent School Fund," (printed excerpt) p. 40.

55. F. Phillips, Executive Secretary, Respondent 
for Oklahoma, "Questionnaire on School Lands" (See Appendix B.).
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stated: "There comes a time, even in the legislature, when 
the objective of a bill is so right and so important that 
small-time politics must be put aside•"56

In general, the western teachers1 associations as 
represented by the replies of their executive secretaries 
favor a very conservative disposal of the school trust 
lands. In fact, several expressed outright opposition to 
the sale of school lands. The leasing practices across the 
reporting states appear to suffer from out-dated leasing 
fees and administrative procedures with resultant losses 
of income to the educational funds. The tone of the reports 
indicates that educational associations advocate tighter 
governmental control of school lands. They recognize the 
lands as trusts belonging to no governmental bureau, era, 
group, or person, but to the children of their states.

If the teachers* groups appear conservative in this 
regard, it would seem that they have come by their defensive 
attitude naturally, for in state after state, the secretaries 
found it necessary to report poor conditions surrounding 
their trust lands. Some reported briefly the historical 
backgrounds for their states which told of greed and 
corruption surrounding the school lands. One of these

56. C. Montgomery Johnson, Washington Education 
Association, "A Look at Our School Lands," 1955, p. unnumbered.
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which appears reasonably typical of the replies is that of 
Utah* A brief summary of the problems that have surrounded 
the Utah public lands and resources as viewed by the Utah 
Education Association is offered.

The first Utah State Legislature in 1896 provided 
for the administration of school lands and resources by a 
State Board of Land Commissioners composed of the Governor, 
Secretary of State, the Attorney General and two citizens 
appointed by the Governor. The Attorney General was taken 
off the Board in 1898, the Secretary of State in 1901, and 
the Governor in 1905. With each of these changes, there 
was an adjustment in the number of citizen members. Then 
in 1905, the Board became one of five citizen members.
Except for one complete change in membership, the Board 
continued for 15 years.

The five-member Board was replaced in 1921 by a 
Land Commissioner, who served the next four years. Ad
ministrative powers were then given to an ex-officio Board 
composed of the Governor, Secretary of State, and the 
Attorney General. This form of organization was then 
replaced in 1931 by a Board composed of three appointed 
members. The number was increased to five a few years 
later.

In 1941, the Land Board was abolished and all powers
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over public lands and resources were placed In the hands 
of the State Finance Commission. This arrangement lasted 
until 1957, when a five-man Board was restored. These 
reorganizations and also the frequent changes in Board 
membership have resulted in what the Utah Education 
Association feels have been serious handicaps in effective 
administration of Utah school lands and resources. The 
Utah Education Association reports that a total of 52 
members have served on the Board in the 62 years since 
statehood was presented to Utah. The longest period of 
service was eleven years for three members. Two others 
served nine years. Only eleven other members served more 
than four years, while 33 served four years or less.57

Utah, like several other states, was liberal with 
its sales of school and institutional land some years ago.
The Utah Education Association calls the early years of 
statehood when school lands were nearly given away its 
most unfortunate phase of the state's public lands admin
istration. Somehow through Congressional action, Utah's 
Enabling Act did not require the sale of public lands at 
public auction. The Utah Legislature acted to permit 
private sales of public lands. The usual procedure,

57. Utah Education Association, "The Place of 
Public Lands in Financing Schools in Utah," Research Bulletin. 
312 East South Temple, Salt Lake City, Utah, October, 1958,
p. 11 •
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according to the Utah Education Association, was for an 
individual to fill out a form with legal description of 
the tract desired and this would be sent to the State Land 
Board with a deposit of 25 cents per acre. The Board then 
grouped these tracts and submitted them as selections under 
the floating grants during the years before 1906, and as 
lieu land selections after 1906. The minimum prices were 
$1.25 and $1.50 per acre during the early years which could 
be paid in ten annual installments.

These terms caused a "land office" rush and an 
amazing sale of one and one-half million acres of grant 
land by 1906 and nearly a million acres of lieu land 
selections in the next ten years. To these were added 
the sale of 377,000 acres of school sections in place 
by 1904, and more than a half million by 1916. The total 
sales of trust lands, during the first 20 years of the new 
state's life, were nearly three million acres of the 
better selections.

V. Summary of the Chapter

The Arizona Education Association has been a modest 
force in the activities that have surrounded the permanent 
funds and the public land. In theory, the Arizona Education

58. Ibid.« p. 12.
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Association with its 10,000 members should be the most 
powerful organization in the state. Its influence ought 
to be felt, its advice weighed, and its opinions solicited, 
but this has too often not been the case.

Its influence appears to have been expensive in 
terms of time and effort, not to mention money. The 
examination of documents in the Arizona Education Association 
files which are mute and now starting to carry the musty 
odor of antiquity, reveal struggles to turn the tide of 
governmental events which in the opinion of the Arizona 
Education Association were adverse to the welfare of the 
permanent funds• Letters and memoranda written as nearly 
frenzied communications to leaders in education, public 
officials, and friends of the schools, tell their stories 
of last minute emergencies. The many and revealing telephone 
conversations are, of course, lost to history, but they, too, 
would probably add to the testimony of an extremely high 
energy output on the part of the Arizona Education Association 
in behalf of its profession: public education.

Recent years have seen personnel changes in the State 
Land Department, but the fundamental problems of management 
of the public lands and the permanent funds remain. The 
Arizona Education Association constantly makes a maximum 
effort to provide a continuous explanation of its public
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land policies and the reasons for its position to its 
membership and to the public*

It is the constant message, to those mho mill 
listen, that vast sums of money are being continually 
lost to the permanent funds through the State of Arizona's 
failure to retain full mineral and hydro-carbon rights, 
and through the establishment of other needed protective 
measures. Through the years, the Association has prepared 
and arranged for the introduction of bills into the Legis
lature calling for full retention of mineral rights and 
other desired changes; however, none of these proposals 
have been enacted into law.

The responsibility of the Arizona Education Associ
ation for the permanent funds is, of course, a small facet 
of its total program. Its principal function is to lead 
its membership in the cause of public education. In the 
Constitution of the Arizona Education Association and 
Articles of Incorporation, the principal function is 
given in the following quotation:

"The object and purpose of this corporation 
shall be to provide a means for a careful and 
continuous study of the problems of the educa
tional profession, to promote its interests, to 
contribute to the improvement of the public 
schools and the welfare of the childhood of 
Arizona and America; that pecuniary profit is 
not the object of this Association."59

Today, the most important problem facing the public

59.Constitution of the Arizona Education Association. 
1959,Readoption,And Articles of Incorporation. 1951. p. 12.
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school system of Arizona is determining what its function 
should be. This question of direction which has been raised 
in so many quarters needs leadership in its solution. The 
permanent funds and their functions are only a small part 
of the total enterprise, but the Arizona Education Associ
ation will have the responsibility to explain their place 
in the framework of public education.

In the final analysis, what is expensive or not 
expensive becomes a value judgment to be made by those 
official delegates who attend the annual Delegate Assembly 
and by their votes set the policies of the Arizona Education 
Association. The headquarters staff in Phoenix has some 
leeway in the execution of the directives of the Delegate 
Assembly, but the leeway is definitely limited. Most 
certainly, the value placed on a particular activity of the 
Association is probably as true a reflection of the will of 
the membership as it is possible to obtain in such a large 
and democratically functioning organization.

Regarding other western statesf teachers1 associations, 
it would appear that the Arizona Education Association is not 
alone in its felt need to protect the trust fund and heritage 
of the school lands for the children of Arizona. Most other 
states in the same geographical region appear to reflect the 
general experiences of Arizona’s school people in their
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efforts to protect the interest of public education.
The teachers* groups are not as influential in 

their efforts as they would like to be, but they obviously 
stand guard vigilantly to provide an effective warning 
system to alert those governmental agencies which do have 
the power to deal with such irregularities as might occur.



CHAPTER VIII

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

I. Conclusions

Introduction.

The decade just passed saw many challenges, 
criticisms and all types of panaceas hurled at the 
leaders of public education whereby the ills of society 
could be supposedly cured. Matters of school finance 
remained a basic concern during the recent past, but the 
financial issues were often clouded by the highly 
emotionalized surroundings of such topics as curriculum, 
methodology, certification and the style of school 
construction needed to meet increased enrollments. 
Nevertheless, the basic hardrock issue of school finance 
remained persistent, demanding, and somewhat uncompromising.

S chool Finance.

The decade of the 1960*3 began with an apparent 
lessening of the number of cases involving the direct 
attack and defense of school issues. The charge and

358
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counter-charge which appeared along the total continuum 
of the literature from professional journals to newspapers 
was slowly reduced in volume. However, as the nebulous 
cloud of social unrest started to subside, the perennial 
matter of school finance was raised once more to a position 
of primary importance. In discussing matters related to 
state school legislation, the National Education Association 
reported its member associations felt improved state support 
for public schools was the largest need of 1961. They also 
indicated that in their opinions the issue of more state 
support would be among the most important educational topics 
of the 1960*s. The state teachers* associations have backed 
and will be supporting in the immediate future such legis
lation as will provide for broader tax bases, higher mil- 
lages in taxing property, new ways of assessing property, 
withholding of state income taxes, higher rentals on state 
owned school land, increases in sales taxes, and allowances 
for local governments to levy more taxes for school support 
than formerly.^ it is within the predictive framework of the 
decade ahead that the conclusions and recommendations of this 
study will be offered.

TT National Education Association, NEA Research 
Bulletin. Vol. 39, No. 4, December, 1961, p. 114.
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The Role of Compromise.

The outstanding conclusion reached from a study of 
the developmental period of early land policies for education 
in the United States is the large role played by the device 
of compromise. Compromise is the hallmark of a democracy.
It is the single most prominent factor in the land's history. 
Time and again the story of pressure and counter-pressure and 
the settling of common differences on a central and neutral 
ground is told. It would seem that the simple forums of the 
town hall and village green of New England have permeated 
the way of life. Not only did this concept rule during the 
early years, but it is highly evident in the conduct of 
today1s governmental business.

The Federal participation question was prominent in 
all the writings reviewed. The degree of participation tends 
to follow ;the- rule of;compromise as outlined above. The 
debate most often has not centered about the issue of a 
complete:yes or no to federal,involvement but seems to be 
the subtler questions of where and how much. This concept, 
of course is not unique to matters dealing with the public 
lands, but rather it is discussed to illustrate that land 
matters are not seemingly dealt with much differently 
than are other national problems.
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Disorder of the Early Periods .

In the area of the national history there is ample 
evidence to show that there was unbelievable disorder in 
the early periods. The entire settlement of the west 
appears to have been one of planless rush. Wave upon 
wave of unorganized humanity bred all kinds of land 
troubles from ownership to usage. The United States Land 
office was also the recipient of its share of discord 
and dishonesty. To say that it could have been done 
differently is to deal in abstraction and hindsight.
The closing of the public domain has brought intelligence 
and sound procedures to the management of the remaining 
national wealth. To further say that these, too, could 
have been done in the beginning is to ignore the facts.

The limited research writing that had been done 
on the topic of public lands in Arizona during the past 
thirty years is probably evidence of its complexity. It 
can be concluded from rather obvious evidences of increased 
pressures to know about the history and present status of 
land in Arizona that this type of information will 
increasingly be in demand.
Permanent Common School Funds.

The inception, status and function of permanent
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common school funds offers a unique contribution to the 
history of public education. Their general limitations, 
successes and failures have been amply recorded by com
petent historical authors. The most unique contribution 
of any author appears to have been that of Swift who 
presented the thesis of a national permanent school fund.
The permanent school funds did point the way toward stable 
sources of support for public schools. They caused com
munities to be concerned about local effort because more 
often than not, the state aid was tied to a minimum re
quirement of local effort. .

Social Conditions.

An examination of the conditions that surrounded 

life in the Territory of Arizona from 1863 until the early 
1900*s renders the criticisms of some as small talk for 
life was hard, social conditions were designed by circum
stances for survival in the field and there were forces 
of greed and power which roamed the desert in unmitigated 
arrogance and contempt for life and property. These 
conditions forced upon the pioneers a slowed pace of 
educational development. In keeping with the circumstances 
and the times, public school progress was probably as rapid 
as it could have been in any geographical location. Critics
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who have written about the lack of income to the Territorial 
government of Arizona for school sections appear to have not 
realized that many of those sections were in the hands of 
the Apaches and other hostile Indian tribes; that it was 
the code of the west for pioneers not to bother the law 
if the law did not bother them. In effect, they used 
range lands which were Territorial property and possibly 
school sections without bothering to pay fees. There was 
in addition so little law-enforcement and relatively so much 
land that it appeared as a problem of modest importance 
to officials. And it seemed according to the United States 
Land Reports to have been a practically nonexistent problem 
for Washington officials for many years. It is ironic that 
one of the vociferous notifiers of wrong doing was later 
allowed to resign his Arizona Territorial United States Land 
Office position because of his manipulation of Territorial 
lands for personal gain. In speculation, this situation 
might have represented the Territorial Surveyor General's 
personal reaction to what he interpreted as a "deaf ear" 
in Washington, D.C. The Territorial period was an ad
venturesome time in the life of Arizona. However, it is 
important because foundations were laid which were expanded 
upon and considerably improved when Arizona became a state 
in 1912, but basically the Territorial foundations remained.
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And, of course, among them was the concept of public land 
for;school support.
v .. - • Again, in,keeping within the circumstances and the 
times, Arizona's admission into the Union was in the best 
tradition of the period. The grants of land for the 
various institutions were generous, but it must be remem
bered that some land of practically all grants fell in the 
arid desert where values were minimal. The University of 
Arizona timber grant appears to have been the only land 
grant which was carefully selected to yield the maximum 
possible income.

The Arizona State Land Commission apparently was 
an august and dedicated group. Their reports were written 
in .the most optimistic vein. Of particular interest was 
an unpublished document which indicated their sincerity.
They included photographs of representative lands they 
had inspected. They reported abuses freely and apparently 
honestly, at least, they reported many of them. It could 
only be concluded from their enthusiasm that Arizona had 
been given a good start.

The State of Arizona.

Statehood brought with it the birth of the Permanent 
Common School Fund of Arizona. It is virtually impossible
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to discuss school lands granted to Arizona for the support 
of public education separately from the Permanent Common 
School Fund. Although all income received from activities 
surrounding the land grant does not go directly to the 
Permanent Common School Fund, the welfare of the land is 
synonymous with the fund. In the ultimate state when all 
state lands are placed in private ownership, the fund will 
continue to exist and function on its principal. However, 
until such a condition occurs, it is pertinent to consider 
the welfare of the land and the fund jointly.

The Arizona State Land Department offers a truly 
kaleidoscopic picture. It is possible to limit oneself 
to the official reports and conclude that the department 
has been well managed and run with precision. Another view
point, namely that of the limited research studies available 
reveals instances of incompetence, and neglect of duty.
The state teachers* association has presented attitudes 
of varying hues from "foregive and forget" to academic 
concern over administrative practices. In order to preserve 
its rapport with the State Land Department, the association 
tends to temper its criticisms with polite terminology.

The State Land Department is not without its 
shortcomings as is any other governmental department. The 
Department receives its principal burden of instructions
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from the statutes. However, within the day-to-day operations 
are found departmental policies which tend to set the tone 
of the office. At the time of this writer,s visits to the 
Department (1960-1961), it was crowded beyond reasonableness 
for its responsibilities. There were not only problems of 
space but difficulties compounded by the initial space 
problem.

The outstanding attitude exhibited by its employees 
was that of concern for the future. The past operations of 
the Land Department were considered to be passe and of no 
importance. There was reluctance to discuss them and 
inquiries were directed to the Capitol Library and Archives. 
The library personnel stated that they had very little of 
the older State Land Department records and those that were 
available were open for public inspection.

Without examination, this condition may well appear 
sinister, but such is not the case. The Department is 
composed of young men and women. The oldest junior officer 
under the Commissioner did not appear to be very much more 
than forty years of age and so it continued with all other 
employees except the Commissioner himself. The young women 
acting as secretaries were by inspection under thirty years 
of age. What this all meant was that these young people in 
all likelihood were not really informed about past operations.
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Their department was being converted to the new 
data processes of electronic accounting at the time of this 
study and the concern was not: of the past but of today and 
the future. The sins and triumphs of predecessors were of 
little importance. The office was alive with the enthusiasm 
of youth; the quest to find quicker ways of doing more 
things. There was no hesitancy to discuss the Department 
in terms of the present or the future. Few of the em
ployees interviewed were long time residents of Arizona 
and the few that were had not been in State Land Department 
work for any considerable length of time.

In fairness to the Arizona State Land Commissioner, 
it must be stated that he was never personally interviewed 
by this writer. All oral and written correspondence with 
the office was conducted at the assistant level. Both 
secretaries and junior assistants said the Commissioner 
was busy and unavailable for various reasons. ■ :

The land office represents a political setting for 
the office of Commissioner is an appointed state position.
It was amusing to observe the candor and finess employed by 
junior personnel in their efforts to pin-point this author^ 
initial position in desiring knowledge of the State Land 
Department's operations. The established rapport with the 
Department's personnel was good. The principal inadequacy
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to a more thorough and intensive treatment in depth of the 
Department's operations must rest with this investigator's 
lack of on-the-scene knowledge of policies, procedures, and 
technical skills in land management.

Conclusions regarding the State Land Department's 
operations center around these topics: •

1. The physical setting was unreasonably over
crowded.

2. The over-crowding has prevented the employment 
of additional personnel to ease the work load of the present 
staff.

3• The conversion of hand posting methods of ac
counting to machine methods as represented by the Inter
national Business Machines Corporation system was constructive. 
However, no effort had been made to correlate the machine 
accounting equipment with the programming plans of either the 
Arizona Auditor's office or the United States Bureau of Land 
Management. The Arizona Auditor's office uses the Remington 
Rand system of machine accounting.

4. The use of the protraction survey method for 
Arizona in order that in lieu selections of school lands may 
be obtained from the Federal government is of paramount 
importance.

5. The leasing fee policy for state land leaves
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something to be desired. The general official attitude 
toward fees appears to be that of a charitable and non
profit institution.

6. The general office procedures of the Department 
appeared in good order except for the observation that person
nel working with the new card programmed accounting system 
tended to highly discount the value of past records in favor 
of the new neat small cards and summary data sheets. It is 
suspected that the whereabouts of the old records may become 
nebulous within a few years under the guise of progress since 
there was so little room in the Department*s quarters for 
day-to-day business requirements.

7. An understandable but disturbing observation was 
that of the modest amount of communication which existed 
among the various state governmental offices relative to 
the land owned by the state, its income, and welfare.
According to testimony offered by employees of the State 
Land Department, the Auditor's office, the Attorney General's 
office, and the Capitol Library, the inter-office communica
tion and rapport is so much improved over what it was just
a few years ago that they talked of the gains rather than 
the apparent need for additional communication.

8. The personnel of the department were young, able 
people and of mixed attitudes toward their jobs. Some viewed
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the Department as the Custodian of a sacred trust while 
others adhered to the "baby-sitting" attitude which is 
partial to an immediate liquidation of all state land to 
private enterprise. The official attitude of disposal in 
the state's best interest was intriguingly flexible.

9. In so far as this investigator was able to 
ascertain, all legal restrictions for the care, lease and 
the sale of the state’s land were effectively being carried
OUt. I- :'. \

10. The Federal control of matters pertaining to 
school lands in the forest reserves appeared to be effective 
and satisfactory to the State Land Department.

The fiscal operations of the State Land Department 
are presently audited carefully by the State Auditor’s 
office which is located in the Capitol building; This 
operation under the present administrative design is more 
than just an auditing procedure. It is the fiscal center 
for the total state government of Arizona. All receipts 
and expenditures of the Arizona State Land Department are 
proof checked against the receiving and issuing authority 
and then card coded for rapid machine accounting analysis 
and placement to the proper ledger account. This modern 
day treatment is far different from the records left behind 
by the pioneers who, of course, did not always leave records
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of any description.
Conclusions regarding the fiscal operations revolve 

around the following topics:
1. There appears to have been no borrowing of funds 

from the Permanent Funds for general state expenses since 
the 1920,s and 1930*8. The borrowing of such funds was in 
direct violation of the Enabling Act's provisions.

2. With the Arizona State Legislature's repayment 
in 1944 of losses to the various state permanent funds from 
farm loan activities, an era of governmental laissez-faireism 
came to a close. It is doubtful that such a condition could 
arise again in Arizona.

3. The investment program has shown a conservative 
and well balanced portfolio. The total portfolio has reached 
a volume whereby the Arizona State Treasurer felt warranted 
in leaving the security of the Federal bond market and the 
internal investment program to venture into other state's 
securities. The year 1961 recorded the first out-of-state 
purchase of securities for the Permanent Common School Fund 
other than Federal bonds.

4# A ten year comparative statement of the uninvested 
cash of the Permanent Common School Fund and all state per
manent funds combined illustrated that uninvested cash has 
been kept to a minimum which is evidence of good accounting 
practice.
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5• Over one-half of all the revenue earned for the 
State of Arizona on public land since 1912, was obtained 
from the school land sections 2, 16, 32, and 36. Within 
the setting of all Arizona state permanent funds, the 
Permanent Common School Fund is of particular importance.
It is therefore of special significance for school men 
to be informed regarding the state's administration of the 
permanent,funds in order for them to become competent 
judges of. fair practices. -

The pageant of activities which surrounded the 
farm,loan activity from the beginning in 191# through the 
next two decades until the legislature1s repayment of the 
losses, in 1944 left a trail of emotional and exploitative 
involvements. It can only be concluded that the State of 
Arizona entered into the Lyman Irrigation Project with the 
most honorable of intentions based upon faulty logic. To 
the informal government of that day, possessed with the 
high and noble purpose of getting the state off to a good 
start, the involvement must have appeared as a just and 
sincere decision. That such a decision was based upon no 
research was without question a fault. However, from 
general evidence of the period it would seem that few matters 
of government were as thoroughly investigated then as some 
are today.
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The amounts of mgney loaned and geographical 
locations of the farm loans formed an interesting mosaic 
pattern. The fact that considerable sums were loaned to 
out-of-state residents and that most such loans were for 
the dollar maximum allowable under the law gives pause 
for reflection. It can be concluded that the availability 
of low interest state money created a "band wagon" effect 
in which the state became willingly a part. The subsequent 
involvement of the state’s engineers in the rebuilding of 
the Lyman Dam, the changing of the structural design by 
them, and the resultant inadequacy of capacity can only be 
attributed to the axion of Parkinson’s Law of governmental 
design. His "law" is of course based only on empirical 
observation but appears valid in this respect. In effect, 
activities tend to create activities.-

The life-span of the farm loan program lasted 
twenty-five years. It was, of course, brought to a close 
with the repayment of the losses to the principals of the 
permanent funds by the 1944 legislature. The legislature’s 
hesitancy to bring the matter to a close sooner can be 
attributed to both economic and social conditions. The 
calls for help in preserving the permanent funds which were 
made to the United States attorney general by the Arizona 
Education Association received little notice in Washington,D.C.
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Although of serious proportions to the Arizona Education 
Association, the attitude of the Federal government appeared 
to be that of allowing the states their rights in the 
management of internal affairs. The recommendation of the 
United States Department of Justice to the Association 
was that it present its complaints and corrective suggestions 
to the Arizona State Legislature for consideration.

The Teachersf Associations.

The position of the state teachersT associations in 
relation to the permanent funds is one structured for constant 
frustration to the educators. The public lands and the 
ensuing permanent funds are administered by governmental 
agencies endowed with lawful authority and responsibility.
The position of the teachers* associations toward the land 
and the funds is virtually that of interested tax-paying 
citizens.

The counsel and viewpoint offered by the teachers * 
associations to the officials of the several state land 
departments may be considered and weighed by them, but the 
final decisions and responsibility for such decisions are 
theirs alone. The dilemma which has faced many associations 
of having their good intentions constantly disregarded, their 
efforts to advise blocked or thwarted has resulted in more
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than an occasional disappointment. In response to this 
frustration born of being interested in an activity but 
having no powers of either authority or responsibility, 
some associations have reacted with aggressive behavior.
They have reinforced their null position by becoming 
aggressive and raising their ability to tolerate the 
frustrating circumstances of their position. They endow 
themselves with committees, reports, and firm statements 
of association policy which are meaningless to governmental 
officials except for their suggestive value.

The delegate assemblies of the teachers* associations 
are the annual meetings whereby their memberships set the 
groups * official policies for the coming year. These 
meetings are often clouded with emotional overtones of 
self-installed virtues and causes. Extreme and uncompromising 
policy positions are sometimes voted in for reasons relatively 
unrelated to the cause at hand. From these policy statements, 
paid administrative assistants and elected officers are al
lowed little variance.

It must be concluded that the associations* rela
tively ineffectual, powerless, and sometimes seemingly un
reasonably positioned statements are products of their 
separateness from the functions of government. In fairness 
to the teachers * groups, it must be allowed that their
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situation is paradoxical and unique. -They are employees of 
the state; they are dedicated to the welfare of children 
whose welfare in turn is associated with the public lands 
and the permanent funds. The paradox-lies in their 
.inability to officially present their views through the 
avenues of their employment. Since they cannot present 
their position vertically in the line of employment, they 
move outside in the form of an association and approach the 
government horizontally as a group of interested teachers.
At best it can only be a cumbersome operation.

The*Watch-dog" role assumed by the associations has 
been played with varying degrees of success. It would 
appear that as the associations grow in membership and 
general effectiveness, their advisory strength will increase 
and be particularly influential if their counsel is offered 
only after careful thought and investigation. The associa
tions have often presented their positions as mandates 
rather than proposals for flexible application. The word 
compromise is judicially avoided because the associations 
have no authority or capacity in any official usage which 
would enable them to compromise issues.

However, within the framework of the state associa
tions lies a mechanism whereby the voice of those who un
selfishly care may be heard if not listened to. No other
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Arizona group has been as interested in the over-all 
policies of the Arizona State Land Office as has been 
the Arizona Education Association, The land Department 
has embraced the Arizona Education Association's opinions 
on occasion and has taken constructive action on several 
of its suggestions. It is not that the state association 
of teachers is an ineffectual force; the more poignant 
position is that the Arizona Education Association is not 
as effective as it would like to be in state land matters 
and it is cognizant of this fault. The problem is one of 
degree rather than kind.

The AFT-CIO (American Federation of Teachers-Congress 
of Industrial Organizations) has been a group conspicuous by 
its absence in concern for the school lands of Arizona.
Nowhere did any reference of activity on the part of this 
group appear in either the literature or the interviews with 
qualified personnel. On the other hand, the Arizona Education 
Association has exhibited intensive interest in political 
matters which concern land policies within the state.

In view of the need for vigilance, it can be con
cluded that it is better to have non-voting participants 
than no participants at all. It is conceivable, and not 
without some foundation that state public land policies 
would be somewhat different without the interest of the
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Arizona Education Association. How much differently, of 
course, is an open question and it is this very quality 
of openness that has kept the Association interested over 
the years.

II. Recommendations 

The Criterion of Reasonableness.

Any recommendations based upon the findings of this 
study must be predicated upon the criterion of reasonableness. 
This study has been conducted principally in the interest of 
a segment of school finance which encompasses state owned 
school land and the Permanent Common School Fund of Arizona. 
The reasonableness of the recommendations will be within the 
realm of common sense and practical possibility. Officials 
of state governments, the Federal government, legislators, 
teachers* associations and other interested groups and 
citizens must work in such a setting and suggestions for 
improvements and solutions must be in keeping with their 
social milieu.

Arizona*s Governor Fannin in addressing the Twenty- 
fifth (1962) Legislature expressed the opinion that the 
state*s financial machinery was out-moded and out-dated for 
the task at hand. He called for efficiency, economy and 
responsibility in the management of public funds. The
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Governor quoted from the report he had received from the 
state*3 examiner relative to the.state’s accounting systems• 
"Accounting systems now in use have been thoroughly reviewed 
and are considered to be generally incompetent of producing 
necessary and reliable information for effective financial 
management or meaningful financial reports and statements."2

These remarks by the Governor of Arizona point up 
the need for improvement of the state’s financial management 
of which a small but important part involves the permanent 
funds. The state is fifty years old with the meeting of 
the Twenty-fifth Legislature and events of the past might 
be called adventures rather than mistakes; however, the 
need exists for improvements in future years.

The welfare of the permanent funds is never assured. 
Introduced to the Arizona House of Representatives during 
the Twenty-fifth Legislature, was a constitutional amendment 
that would virtually have ended bidding on state lands for 
sale. The proposed constitutional amendment would have given 
Arizona lessees an almost unbeatable advantage, thus limiting 
the bidding that has at times resulted in the sale at many 
times the assessed valuation of lands. Under the present 
state law, state land that is offered for sale must be first 
appraised. Thereafter, the land goes to the highest qualified

H I  Tucson Daily Citizen. January 8, 1962, p. 1-4.



bidder, providing the bid is no lower than the official 
appraisement. The proposed amendment to the Constitution 
would have provided that such lands shall be sold to the 
lessee if he is a resident of the State of Arizona, even 
though he was not the highest and best bidder. This 
amendment would have allowed the purchase right to be 
increased from 160 acres to 1,920 acres on agricultural 
land that a single person, corporation, or association 
could purchase. Grazing land purchasing rights would 
have been increased from 640 acres to 1,920.3

Lay Support.

Because this study has been a historical one and 
history is a constant and on-going process, the first 
recommendation is really a plea for an informed and 
articulate body of interested persons who appreciate the 
intent of the Enabling Act toward the educational and 
institutional grants and the needs of the state. As Arizona 
grows, land will be needed in great quantities for private 
and civic purposes. Eventually, much of this land used in 
expansion will be educational and institutional state pro
perty which will literally be forced upon the auction block 
by an advancing population. Somewhere between the extremes

3"» The Arizona Daily Star. January 13, 1962, p. 1.
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of selfish greed and the socialistic state lie the potential 
compromises which can make Arizona a good state for its 
people. This informed and articulate group must help to 
find the middle ground.

At its best, this group would be state wide in 
representation with all economic groups participating.
Although a lay advisory group, its membership of prominent, 
informed and articulate citizens would be respectfully 
listened to from the Governor's office to the United States 
Bureau of Land Management.

Management Control.

The following recommendations are more specific and 
often of an administrative nature. Because such recommendations 
can be executed with speed and effectiveness and involve minor 
policy changes, they are of secondary importance. However, 
their value lies in improving the general excellence of state 
land grant management. . .

1. The State of Arizona should have a centralized 
accounting system control whereby all records would be pro
cessed in the same way. Modern data processing procedures 
which allow the entering of a complete set of instructions 
and source data into a machine enabling it to arrive at com
pleted final results or detailed reports in one operation
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should be an integral part of the new "accounting system.
2. Because of an obvious need for interdepartmental 

communication between the offices of Arizona State government 
it is recommended that a legislative committee be formed to 
cope with the question in cooperation with all agencies of 
the government whereby a satisfactory system could be 
agreed upon.

3. Intensive plans should be inaugurated to provide 
the Arizona State Land Department with adequate space for 
effective and business-like operation. The virtues of 
austerity must not be confused with good business practice.

4* The protraction survey which aided materially 
as an emergency measure in helping to achieve the receipt 
of more in lieu school land sections should not be allowed 
to remain as the sole survey. The need for actual field 
surveys has remained as an imperative concern for the pro
traction survey functions only as an approximation device.
The completed protraction survey does not result in a precise, 
marked, and verifiable location at its best. Other govern
mental agencies have also taken advantage of the protracted 
survey for mining purposes and the location of boundaries 
for Arizona's mining districts. The number of legal questions 
which may be raised over exact rights in future years may be 
large if the protraction survey is allowed to take the place
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of the field survey because of neglect justified by the 
excuse of excessive costs.

5. The.leasing fee policy of the present (1962)
State Land Department which by action likens itself to a 
charitable non-profit institution needs intensive examination 
to ascertain if the intention of the Enabling Act is being 
effectively carried out. This could be done by a committee 
of the state legislature or a citizens committee whose advice 
would be considered in the final administrative decisions 
and policy statements relative to these matters.

6. The disregard of employees for older records 
should be reversed by the appointment of a person responsible 
for the proper packaging and storing of the hand written 
records. Machine accounting is new, glamourous, and deceiving 
in its ability to present perspective. The state could easily 
find itself again in the situation of having no records for 
large sums of money handled by its officers and employees.

7. Because of the right of an individual to express 
his ideas in the United States, the attitudes of State Land 
Department employees toward their operations were mixed. 
However, for smoother citizen relations it is suggested that 
the official policy of the Department be a part of the public 
relations policy of the office during the working day.

8. The Federal government's conduct in matters per
taining to school lands in the forest reserves appeared to
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be in the best interest of Arizona. It is recommended that 
the government be allowed to continue its responsible admin
istration without criticism. Except for a lack of full com
munication, the State Land Department was pleased with the 
management of Federal land by the Bureau of Land Management. 
It is recommended that the Arizona State Land Department make 
a greater effort to establish rapport with the United States 
Bureau of Land Management. Perhaps a little less emphasis 
on Arizona^ "state's rights" and more emphasis on state and 
national welfare combined would aid materially in such 
improvement•

9. It is recommended that a citizens' group as 
previously discussed keep a vigil on the fiscal operations 
of the state in order to prevent a reoccurrence of the bor
rowing for general state expenses funds from the principals 
of the permanent funds accounts. This standing wealth of 
six million dollars is a tempting source of funds in pros
perous as well as economically depressed times. This is 
particularly true since evidence in this paper indicates that 
little help can be expected from the Federal government to 
protect the principals of the funds. It appears that the 
Federal government would enter into the management of a 
state's permanent funds only after extensive damage had 
occurred, the state's government exhibited evidence of chaos,
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incompetence and parental control became an obvious need.
10. The departure of the investment program for the 

Permanent Common School Fund to include out-of-state housing 
bonds is worthy of comment. It is recommended that the 
contents of the portfolio be allowed to reach out into other 
parts of the nation only if such governmental securities, are 
adequately secured.

11. It is recommended that the policy which has kept
the amount of uninvested cash on hand to a reasonable minimum 
be continued. ■ i

12. By volume and activity, the Permanent Common 
School Fund of Arizona is the senior account among the 
permanent funds. It is recommended that it be remembered 
when the welfare of the funds is being discussed that there 
is no higher nor nobler cause than that represented by the 
purpose of the Permanent Common School Fund.

13. The participation of the western states teachers* 
associations in the welfare of the permanent funds has been 
undeniably important and frustrating. It is not objectively 
possible to tabulate the events that might have happened if 
the associations had not been there to help protect the wel
fare of the Permanent School Funds. The associations have 
expressed the opinion that they have been able to prevent 
harmful action involving school land in some instances by
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their activities, and in a limited way their observation 
appears true. It is recommended that the activities of the 
associations not only continue, but that they be increased 
as an expanded service to the youth of the state. Up to 
this time almost every person, group, or corporation ex
pressing interest in the state's lands has done so in the 
name of selfishness and personal gain as the first consider
ation and community welfare as a second choice. The state, 
of course, needs its entrepreneurs, its men of action, but 
it also needs the common sense leavening of people who care 
about good government. The various associations of school 
teachers help to meet this need. It is further recommended 
that the teachers be represented on the council of lay 
citizens recommended earlier. They have the interest and 
the will to be informed.

14• It is recommended that leadership in places 
other than organized groups be encouraged. There are 
equally competent and well motivated individuals who because 
of community and personal interests are constructively • 
interested in the public lands. These reasonable people 
are found in such roles as elementary school trustees, 
secondary school board of education members, individual 
members of boards of regents, school administrators, and 
independent occupations. Because of their freedom from the
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single binding vote of an association or group, they can 
exercise free and reflective thought on civic matters. It 
is common knowledge that organized groups often have a 
competent minority among them. Individuals, too, must be 
given opportunity to express their findings and recom
mendations.

III. Research Needs for the Future 

The Individual as a Research Agent.

An individual is at a distinct disadvantage when 
investigating state governmental operations. He represents 
no one except himself and has no power to subpoena records 
or individuals to clarify issues of the past and present.
His access to official records is limited. He is permitted 
to view only what is selected for his examination. Other 
records remain mute. Materials which are on the file cards 
of the Arizona Capitol Library have an uncommon tendancy 
to appear as selected. The library, of course, may not 
have done the selecting. If there was selective cataloguing, 
it was probably executed by a person representing his de
partment and designated to screen materials for placement in 
the Arizona State Capitol Library.

It is not the intent of this discussion to discredit 
or discount the need for individual research in this area.
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It is only to point up some of the realities of field 
operation. An individual working in such a setting does 
find material to work with and report upon. He can often 
see needs that exist. Obvious trends of thought and action 
do appear and are readily reported and evaluated• Gross 
errors of management do appear. However, a truly compre
hensive report on these matters would appear to be ob
tainable only through the device of a governmental investi
gation. In fact, several investigators called for such 
examinations to be conducted by the Federal government in 
the national interest when the permanent funds and public 
lands were being abused in several states. However, the 
seriousness of a situation to merit a state or national 
examination must indeed be grave. Therefore, there is 
much that can be done by individuals working to the best 
of their ability with the materials at hand.

Suggested Topics for Research.

A single intense and deep study of the Permanent 
Common School Fund of Arizona should be made by an individual. - 
The materials are not plentiful and many of them have been 
revealed in this study. The particular viewpoint needed 
would be that of an accountant. The funds should be traced 
from their sources to ledger accounts to ultimate disposition 
and use.
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A single study is needed regarding grant land 
management without regard directly to finances. Where 
are the grant lands specifically located geographically?
What is their soil condition, conservation status? These 
are only some of the questions. They are answerable, but 
not in any library. They must be investigated from the 
records of the Arizona State Land Department and compared 
with actual conditions existing in the field.

A single study is needed regarding the interrelation
ships of governmental offices with regard for the welfare of 
the several permanent funds. In some cases the lack of 
rapport between offices contributes little to the heritage 
of the land grants and permanent funds•

A single study is needed to report upon the various 
inadequacies of the several reporting agencies within the 
state. It is.now nearly impossible to accurately compare 
two Arizona state agencies reporting on the same topic.
The point could be dramatically presented by following 
through with the same topic over several reports and pointing 
up discrepancies which are the result of method rather than 
fact.

IV. Summary of the Chapter

The most outstanding feature of this study has not 
been any one of the particular incidents in the colorful
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and adventuresome history of Arizona, but it is the aura 
of the future. Arizona stands on the threshold of a great 
growth in population. There is a distinctive atmosphere 
which surrounds the future. It is one of challenge and 
expectation. Mistakes of the past will undoubtedly not be 
repeated in such exactness as to permit them to be compared, 
but many of the human and geographical elements which figured 
in the initial growth of this area of the west are still 
present.

The pressures which will be brought to bear upon 
state officials and Federal officials to give away state 
and Federal lands in the interest of "progress" and growth 
will be tremendous. There will be proposals to liquidate 
state and Federal holdings in the name of free enterprise 
which could easily be, in intent, devices of more sophisti
cated design but resembling the cattlemenfs private armies 
of the 1800's. • * / , -...

The most general conclusion regarding the past in 
Arizona is that:it was a period of initial and immature : 
growth. In fact, the state is not much worse nor better 
situated than many of its western neighbors who experienced 
the same processes of birth, infancy, and developing maturity. 
The key, however, to achievement for the state lies in the 
future— not in the past. It is well to know where society
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has been, but more important to know where it is going.
The State of Arizona seriously needs to have its , 

accounting processes placed on a more comparable basis;
In this it has failed to keep up with the times. The 
machinery is out-moded and often at cross-purposes with 
other departments. It is a technical matter, but an 
important one.

Persons who have an interest in the lands of 
Arizona must unite to protect the interest of the state 
and the community. Teachers are interested in school 
lands and other groups are interested in the other land ; 
grants, speculators are interested in land that will make 
them rich, investors are interested:in land that will give 
them a good return and so;it;goes ad infinitum. Somewhere 
and somehow in the State of Arizona there must arise.a 
common group of interested beings who will balance their 
wants with the needs of the state for expansion, growth 
and good government. It can be done, but it will be 
accomplished only by planning, supervision and evaluation 
of where the state has been and where it is going with 
regard to its public lands. When the pressure for 
disposition comes, it will come backed by emotion, money 
and power. Such odds can only be met by an informed and 
intelligent citizenry. It was, of course, in such a spirit
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that the educational grants were made— to help create and 
maintain an informed, literate, and intelligent populace.

The research needs for the future are important.
Each of the suggested investigations by itself is modest 
and would make comparatively financial modest demand upon 
the investigator, but as a whole they would be invaluable 
as sources of information for a lay citizens group con
cerned with the welfare of the state and its lands.

As this study comes to a close, it must be realized 
that it is not closed at all for history continues as 
Arizona will continue to grow. The course of its growth; 
the protection of its land heritage and the permanent 
funds; the compromises that not only will, but must be 
made will tax the energies of many persons. It is hoped 
that the noble intent of the founding fathers as represented 
by the Enabling Act will not be lost in the rush for some
thing different in the decades that lie ahead.
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Seventeenth Annual Report of the Arizona State Auditor,:Ana Frohmlller, 
Auditor, From 1927 to 1928.

Second Annual Report of the Arizona State Auditor, J. C. Callaghan,Auditor, From 1912 to 1913.



402

Nineteenth Annual Report of the Arizona State Auditor, Ana Frohmiller, 
Auditor, From 1929 to 1930.

Twentieth Annual Report of the Arizona State Auditor, Ana Frohmiller, 
Auditor, From 1930 to 1931.

Twenty-First Annual Report of the Arizona State Auditor, Ana Froh
miller, Auditor, From 1931 to 1932.

Twenty-Second Annual Report of the Arizona State Auditor, Ana Froh
miller, Auditor, From 1932 to 1933.

Twenty-Third Annual Report of the Arizona State Auditor, Ana Froh
miller, Auditor, From 1933 to 1934.

Annual Report of the Arizona State Auditor, Ana Frohmiller, Auditor, 
From 1934 to 1935.

Annual Report of the Arizona State Auditor, Ana Frohmiller, Auditor, 
From 1935 to 1936.

Annual Report of the Arizona State Auditor, Ana Frohmiller, Auditor, 
From 1936 to 1937. ““

Annual Report of the Arizona State Auditor, Ana Frohmiller, Auditor, 
From 1937 to 1938.

Annual Report of the Arizona State Auditor, Ana Frohmiller, Auditor, 
From 1938 to 1939.

Annual Report of the Arizona State Auditor, Ana Frohmiller, Auditor, 
From 1939 to 1940.

Annual Report of the Arizona State Auditor, Ana Frohmiller, Auditor, 
From 1940 to 1941.

Annual Report of the Arizona State Auditor, Ana Frohmiller, Auditor, 
From 1941 to 19427“

Annual Report of the Arizona State Auditor, Ana Frohmiller, Auditor, 
From 1942 to 1943.

Eighteenth Annual Report of the Arizona State Auditor. Ana Frohmiller.Auditor, From 1928 to 1929.

Annual Report of the Arizona State Auditor. Ana Frohmiller, Auditor
From 1943 to 1944.
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Annual Report of the Arizona State Auditor, 

From 1944 to 1945.
Annual Report of the Arizona State Auditor, 

From 1945 to 1946.
Annual Report of the Arizona State Auditor. 

From 1946 to 1947.
Annual Report of the Arizona State Auditor, 

From 1947 to 1948.
Annual Report of the Arizona State Auditor, 

From 1948 to 1949.
Annual Report of the Arizona State Auditor, 

From 1949 to 1950.
Annual Report of the Arizona State Auditor, 

From 1950 to 1951.
Annual Report of the Arizona State Auditor, 

From 1951 to 1952.
Annual Report of the Arizona State Auditor, 

From 1952 to 1953.
Annual Report of the Arizona state Auditor, 

From 1953 to 1954.
Annual Report of the Arizona State Auditor. 

From 1954 to 1955.
Annual Report of the Arizona State Auditor, 

From 1955 to 1956.
Annual Report of the Arizona State Auditor, 

From 1956 to 1957.
Annual Report of the Arizona State Auditor, 

From 1957 to 1958.
Annual Report of the Arizona State Auditor, 

From 1958 to 1959.
Annual Report of the Arizona State Auditor,

From 1959 to 1960.

Ana Frohmiller, Auditor, 

Ana Frohmiller, Auditor, 

Ana Frohmiller, Auditor, 

Ana Frohmiller, Auditor, 

Ana Frohmiller, Auditor, 

Jewel W. Jordan, Auditor, 

Jewel W. Jordan, Auditor, 

Jewel W. Jordan, Auditor, 

Jewel W. Jordan, Auditor, 

Jewel W. Jordan, Auditor, 

Jewel W. Jordan, Auditor, 

Jewel W. Jordan, Auditor, 

Jewel W. Jordan, Auditor, 

Jewel W. Jordan, Auditor, 

Jewel W . Jordan, Auditor, 

Jewel W. Jordan, Auditor,
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Annual Report of the Arizona State Auditor. Jewel W. Jordan, Auditor, 
From 1960 to 1961.

Arizona State Auditor; Audit Report: State Treasurer's Analysis of
the Permanent Funds, July 1, 1938 - June 30, 1943.

Arizona State Auditor, Report of Internal Activities of the State 
Land Department to the State Land Commissioner. (Selected 
photostatic copies of individual typewritten sheets supplied 
by the State Land Department) Approximate date: 1955. Exhibit G.

Reports of the Arizona State Land Department

Report of the State Land Commission, Mulford Winsor, chairman, 
June 6, 1912 to Dec. 1, 1914.

Report of the State Land Commission, Mulford Wins or, Com, Feb. 1, 
1913. "*

Second Bi-Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner, W. A. Moeur, 
Com., June 30, 1916.

Fourth Bi-Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner, W. A. Moeur, 
Com., June 30, 1917.

Fifth Bi-Annual Report of the State Land Comissioner, W. A. Moeur, 
Com., July 1, 1917 to Dec. 31, 1917.

Sixth Bi-Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner, W. A. Moeur, 
Com., Jan. 1, 1918 to June 30, 1918.

Seventh Semi-Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner, W. A. Moeur, 
Com., July 1, 1918 to Dec. 31, 1918.

Eighth Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner. W. A. Moeur,
Com., June 1, 1919 to Dec. 31, 1919.

Thirteenth Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner, Vernon 
Vaughn, Com., July 1, 1924 to June 30, 1925.

Fifteenth Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner. Vernon 
Vaughn, Com., July 1, 1926 to June 30, 1927.

Sixteenth Annual Report of the State Land Comiss ioner. Vernon 
Vaughn, Com., July 1, 1927 to June 30, 1928.



405

Eighteenth Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner. D. C.
Babbitt, Coma., July 1, 1929 to June 30, 1930.

Nineteenth Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner. Howard 
J. Smith, Comm., July 1, 1930 to June 30, 1931.

Twentieth Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner. Howard.;
J. Smith, Comm., July 1, 1931 to June 30, 1932.'

Twenty-First Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner. Howard 
J. Smith, Coamt., July 1, 1932 to June 30 1933.

Twenty-Second Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner, Howard 
J. Smith, Comm., July 1, 1933 to June 30 1934.

Twenty-Third Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner, Charles 
P. Mullen, Comm., July 1, 1934 to June 30, 1935.

Twenty-Fourth Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner, Charles 
P. Mullen, Comm., July 1, 1935 to June 30, 1936.

Twenty-Fifth Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner, 0. C. 
Williams, Comm., July 1, 1936 to June 30, 1937.

Twenty-Sixth Annual Report of the State Land Coaadssloner, William 
Alberts, Comm., July 1, 1937 to June 30, 1938.

Twenty-Seventh Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner, William 
Alberts, Comm., July 1, 1938 to June 30, 1939.

Twenty-Eighth Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner. William 
Alberts, Comm., July 1, 1939 to June 30, 1940.

Twenty-Ninth Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner. 0. C. 
Williams, Comm., July 1, 1940 to June 30, 1941.

Thirtieth Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner, 0. C. Williams, 
Comm., July 1, 1941 to June 30, 1942.

Thirty-First Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner. 0. C. 
Williams, Comb., July 1, 1942 to June 30, 1943.

Thirty-Second Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner. 0. C. 
Williams, Comm., July 1; 1943 ‘to June 30, 1944.

Seventeenth Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner. D. C.
Babbitt, Coma., July 1, 1928 to June 30, 1929.
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Thirty-Fourth Annual Report of the State land Commissioner. 0. C. 
Williams, Comm., July 1, 1945,to June 30, 1946.

Thirty-Fifth Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner, 0. C. 
Williams, Comm., July 1,'1946 to June 30, 1947.

Thirty-Sixth Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner, 0. C. 
Williams, Comm., July 1, 1947 to June 30, 1948.

Thirty-Seventh Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner, 0. C. 
Williams, Corns., July 1, 1948 to June 30, 1949.

Thirty-Eighth Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner, W. W.
Land, Comm., July 1, 1949 to June 30, 1950.

Thirty-Ninth Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner, W. W.
Lane, Comm., July 1, 1950 to June 30, 1951.

Fortieth Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner, W. W. Lane,
Comm,, July 1, 1951 to June 30, 1952.

Forty-First Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner, W. W. Lane, 
Comm., July 1, 1952 to June 30, 1953.

Forty-Second Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner, Roger Ernst, 
Comm., July 1, 1953 to June 30, 1954.

Forty-Third Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner, Roger Ernst, 
Comm., July 1, 1954 to June 30, 1955.

Forty-Fourth Annual Report of the State Land Commissloner, Roger Ernst, 
Comm., July 1, 1955 to June 30, 1956.

Forty-Fifth Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner, Obed M. 
Lassen, Comm., July 1, 1956 to June 30, 1957.

Forty-Sixth Annual Report of the State Land Commissloner. Obed M. 
Lassen, Comm., July 1, 1957 to June 30, 1958.

Forty-Seventh Annual Report of the State,Land Commissioner, Obed M. 
Lassen, Comm., July 1, 1958 to June 30, 1959.

Forty-Eighth Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner. Obed M. 
Lassen, Comm., July 1, 1959 to June 30, 1960.

Thirty-Third Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner. 0. C.
Williams, Comm., July 1, 1944 to June 30, 1945.
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Forty-Et&hth Annual Report of the State Land Commissioner. Obed M. 

Lassen, Comm., July 1, 1959 to June 30, 1960, Supplement, 
August 1, 1960..

Arizona State Land Department, Proposal Number 23. Relating to 
Reservation of Mineral Rights and a Study of Mineral Income 
to the State of Arizona (Prepared for the State Legislative 
Council), January 1, 1956.

Reports of the Arizona State Superintendent of Public Instruction

Report of an Investigation Conducted by the State Department of 
Education. "Arizona Fact Finding Studies," Phoenix, Arizona, 
1934.

Annual Report of the Superintendent of Public Instruction to the 
Governor of Arizona. 1955-1956.

Annual Report of the Superintendent of Public Instruction to the 
Governor of Arizona. 1957-1958. .

Annual Report of the Superintendent of Public Instruction to the 
Governor of Arizona. 1958-1959.

Annual Report of the Superintendent of Public Instruction to the 
Governor of Arizona. 1959-1960.

Reports of the Arizona State Treasurer

Annual Report of the Arizona State Treasurer. 1916-1917.
Annual Report of the Arizona State Treasurer. J. C. Cullaghan, for 

the Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 1928.

Other Arizona Documents
Hunt, George W. P. Message of the Governor to the First Legislature 

of Arizona. 1912.
Hunt, George W. P. Message of the governor to the First Legislature 

of Arizona, Third Session, 1913.



408

Hunt, George W. P. Governor * s Prod*** tion Ordering the Second 
Session, May 28. 1915.

Arizona Department of Mineral Resources: Inventory of Lands as
of June 30. 1960.

Twenty-Fifth Biennial Report of the State Tax Commission of Arizona, 
William B. Stanford, Chairman, 1958-1959 and 1959-1960.

Verity, Victor H. Laws and Regulations Governing Mineral Rights in 
Arizona. Phoenix, Arizona: Department of Mineral Resources,
1959. ' - . - .

D. DOCUMENTS AMD RECORDS OF THE ARIZONA EDUCATION ASSOCIATION

Adams, Ruth.. Arizona Education Association. Letter to 0. C. Williams, 
State Land Commissioner, February 12, 1949.

Alberts, William, Arizona State Land Commissioner. Letter addressed 
to the Arizona Education Association, February 8, 1939.

Arizona Education Association. Letter to Governor R. C. Stanford, 
March 31, 1937.

Constitution of the Arizona Education Association. 1959 Readoption, 
and Articles of Incorporation, 1951.

Dean, George, Public School Teacher. Letter addressed: To Whom it
May Concern, September 8, 1938. Printed and part of the AEA 
History File.

Earlyj Lynn,vPinal County Assessor. Letter addressed to the Arizona 
Education Association, March 19, 1940.

Hays, C. V., Farm Loan Secretary, Arizona State Treasurer's Office. 
Letter addressed to the Arizona Education Association,
October 3, 1940.

Little, Norman M., Assistant Attorney General, Department of Justice, 
United States. Letter addressed to J. J. Clark, President, 
Arizona Education Association, Phoenix, October 7, 1939. 
Reference Number FC-JDK 236261, Washington, D. C.

1949-1950.
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Log of the Arizona Education Association. 1951-1952.
Lunt, Olas, Chairman, AEA Public Lands Committee. Address before the 

1961 Arizona Education Association Delegate Assembly, Phoenix, 
Presented April 7, 1961.

Mathews, W. R. Address before the Tucson Education Association at 
Tucson, August 28, 1956.

Mathews, W. R., Publisher, The Arizona Daily Star. Letter addressed 
to the Arizona Education Association, December 8, 1948.

Policy Statement. History File, Arizona Education Association, December, 
1935.

Proceedings of the Arizona Education Association. 1923.
Proceedings of the Arizona Education Association. 1940-1941.
Proceedings of the Delegate Assembly of the Arizona Education 

Association. 1945-1946.
Proceedings of the Delegate Assembly of the Arizona Education 

Association. 1947-1948.
Proceedings of the Delegate Assembly of the Arizona Education 

Association. 1948-1949.
Report <j>f the Permanent School Funds Committee to the Executive

Secretary. J. J. Clark, Chairman, Arizona Education Association, 
April 7, 1938.

State Land Department. Letter addressed to the Arizona Education 
Association, March 21, 1940.

Other Documents

Annual Report. New Mexico State Land Office. Murray E. Morgan, 
Commissioner, 1959-1960.

Bl-Ennial Report. Department of Commissioners of the Land Office. 
State of Oklahoma. 1958-1960.

Bi-Ennial Report. Montana Department of State Lands and Inveshmenf. 
Lou Bretzke, Commissioner, 1958-1960. " — — ——
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Fortv-Fourth Biennial Report of the Oregon State Land Board. E. T. 
Pierce, Clerk, 1956-1958, (Prepared for the 1959 State 
Legislature)

Report of the Co— iaaioner of the General Land Office of the State 
of Texaa. Bill Allcoren, Co— iaaioner, 1956-1958.

Second Biennial Report. Department of Natural Resources, State of 
Washington. Bert L. Cole, Commissioner, 1958-1960.

Twenty-Eighth Biennial Report of the Commissioner of Public Lands 
and Farm Loans of Wyoming. Board of Land Commissioner, and 
Wyoming Loan Board. K. W. Bell, Comadssioner, October 1, 1958 
through September 30, 1960, Table II.

Bi-Etmlal Report of State Board of Land Co— iasionera of Colorado.
R. Kelly Jackaon, Register, July 1, 1958 to June 30, 1960.

F. PERIODICALS

Arizona Daily Star. Tucson, Arizona, November 27, 1910.
Arizona Daily Star. Tucson, Arizona, December 9, 1948.
Arizona Daily Star. Tucson, Arizona, September 23, 1960.
Arizona Daily Star. Tucson. Arizona, November 19, 1961.
Arizona Daily Star. Tucson, Arizona, December 9, 1961.
Arizona Daily Star. Tucson, Arizona, December 31, 1961.
Arizona Daily Star. Tucson, Arizona, January 10, 1962.
Arizona Daily Star. Tucson, Arizona, January 13, 1962.
Arizona Republic. Phoenix, Arizona, October 23, 1937.
Arizona Republic. Phoenix, Arizona, February 16, 1949.
Tucson Daily Citizen. Tucson, Arizona, January 8, 1962.
Council of State Governments. Federal Crants-ln-Afd (United States: 

Council of State Governments, 1949).
Legislative Commission, National Education Association. "It's Older 

than the Constitution," National Education Association, 1201 
Sixteenth Street, N. W. Washington 6, D. C., October, 1960.
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National Education Association. Research Bulletin. Volume 39,

No. 3, October, 1961.
Nlehuls, Charles and Gladys. "Greed and Grass: The Story of What

is Happening to Arizona's School Lands", Arizona Parent Teacher. 
35:2, Winter, 1946.

Schaffer, Joseph. "The Origin of the System of Land Grants for 
Education," Bulletin of the University of Wisconsin. History 
Series Volume I, No. 1, Madison, Wisconsin, August, 1902.

Swift, Fletcher Harper. Federal Aid to Public Schools. Bulletin No.
47, U. S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Education, 1922.

Wall, Morris K. "Congressman's Report," House of Representatives, 
December 7, 1961.

Utah Education Association. "The Place of Public Lands in Financing 
Schools in Utah," Research Bulletin. 312 E. South Temple, Salt.

Valley National Bank. Arizona Statistical Review. 17th Annual 
Addition, Phoenix, Arizona, September, 1961.

G. UNPUBLISHED MATERIALS
Arizona Tax Research Association. Research Report on Arizona State 

Departments and Institutions. June 30, 1942, (mimeographed)
Campbell, A. B. Secretary, State Loan Board. Report on Farm Loans 

as of July 1. 1936. to the State Loan Board. Phoenix. Arizona 
(mimeographed).

Donaldson, Marion. "An Appraisal of the Arizona Education Association 
and Its Contribution to the Improvement of Public Education in 
Arizona," Unpublished Doctoral Dissertation, University of Arizona, 
Tucson, 1959.

Grislinger, A., Agricultural Economist. An Economic Analysis of the 
Lyman Dam Project. Apache County. Arizona. U. S. Department of 
Agriculture, Berkeley, California, September 1940, (typewritten.)

Lane, W. W. Report Relating to the Present Status of the Lyman Dam 
Project. Phoenix, Arizona, 1930 (typewritten).

Sellew, Frances S., Consulting Engineer. Report on the Lyman Dam.
December 4, 1919 (Typewritten Report made to the State Loan Board).

Peterson, Joyce E. "The State Treasurer of Arizona," Unpublished 
Master's Thesis, University of Arizona, Tucson,.1933.
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H. MAPS
Arizona Bureau of Mines. Map and Index of Arizona Mining Districts,

August, 1961, Compiled by Eldred D. Wilson, Robert T. O'Haire 
and Fred J. McCrory, University of Arizona, Tucson, Arizona.

Official Map of the Territory of Arizona, 1880. Compiled by E. A. Echoff 
and P. Riecker, The Graphic Company, 39 and 41 Park Place, New York, 
1879 (Obtainable in copy form from the Arizona State Capitol 
Library and Archives, Phoenix, Arizona).

I. MISCELLANEOUS
Colorado Education Association. Your School Lands. 1960.
Corey, Arthur F., Executive Secretary. Respondent for the California 

Teachers Association on the "Questionnaire on School lands,"
November 17, 1961.

Eighty-Seventh Congress, First Session, H.R. 1992 (A bill by Mr. Baring), 
January 6, 1961

Eighty-Seventh Congress, First Session, H.R. 5277 (A bill by Mr. Saund), 
March 7, 1961.

Eighty-Seventh Congress, First Session, H.R. 7788 (A bill by Mr. Aspinall), 
June 21, 1961.

Fannin, Paul, Political Speeches at Flagstaff, Arizona 1958, and 
Tucson, Arizona, December, 1960.

Field trip to State Auditor's Office and State Land Department,
August, 1960. .

Field trips to the State Land Department, September, 1960, and 
July, 1961.

Letter from Wade Church, Attorney General, to Governor Paul Fannin, 
(Mimeographed) May 18, 1960.

Letter from the Arizona State Treasurer, W.M. Cox, addressed to the 
Eleventh Legislature, February 7, 1933.

Reaxln, Bruce David. "The Administration of the School Fund of Arizona,"
Unpublished Master's Thesis, School of Education, University of
Southern California, Los Angeles, 1938.

Letter from Louis C. Duncan, Manager, Arizona State Land Department
to Frank Gladen, September 14, 1960.
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Letter from John Haefner, State Land Department to Frank Gladen,

July 26, 1961.
Letter from G.W. Harrell, Director, Research and Finance Division, 

Arizona State Department of Public Instruction, State Capitol 
Building, Phoenix, Arizona, November 9, 1961, to Frank Gladen.

Letter from Honorable James E. Murray, United States Senator, to 
Frank Gladen, October 18, 1960.

Letter from Kenneth C. Smith, Public Lands Officer, State Lands 
Commission, Department of Finance, State of California, 
Sacramento 14, California, to Frank Gladen, August 9, 1961.

Interview with Mr. Herbert Cooper, Director of Auxiliary Services, 
Tucson Public Schools, November 14, 1961.

Interview with T.H. Byde, Geologist, June 20, 1961.
Interview with Margaret Griffith, Deputy State Auditor, August, 1960.
Interview with Axel Johnson, Field Engineer, Arizona Department of 

Mineral Resources, June 19, 1961.
Interview with George M. Skiles, Supervisor, Service Division,

State Land Department, July, 1961.
Interview with Marion Whiting, teacher, Tucson High School,

October 3, 1961.
Johnson, C. Montgomery, Washington Education Association. "A Look 

at Our School Lands," 1955.
Oklahoma Education Association. "Interest on Permanent School 

Fund" (printed excerpt).
Phillips, F., Executive Secretary. Respondent for the Oklahoma

Education Association on the "Questionnaire on School Lands," 
September 21, 1961. .

Union Carbide Corporation, Nuclear Division. Land Status Notebook, 
220 North Arlington, Reno, Nevada.

Utah Education Association. "The Place of Fublice Lands in Financing 
Schools in Utah," Research Bulletin. 312 East South Tesq»le,
Salt Lake City, October, 1958.

Steinfeld vs. State. 37 Arizona 389.

Walker vs. Nogales Building and Loan Association. 28 Arizona 484.



APPENDIX A

COMPANION COVER LETTER FOR THE STATE SCHOOL LANDS QUESTIONNAIRE

A copy of the following cover letter was included with each 
state school lands questionnaire mailed to the executive secretaries 
of the western states teachers associations. The survey is reported 
in Chapter VII of this study.

September 18, 1961

To NASSTA Members in Selected States:
Arizona Nevada
California New Mexico
Colorado Oklahoma
Idaho Oregon
Montana Texas
Enclosed is a questionnaire on School Lands. It is being sent 

at the request of Mr. Frank Gladen, graduate student at the University 
of Arizona. It is designed to gather data for his doctoral dissertation.

Mr. Gladen has been most cooperative in wanting to make his 
approach to state associations through the NASSTA office. We have 
been assured that the results of his study will be made available 
to all states.

I hope you find it possible to give prompt consideration to 
this request.

Utah
Washington
Wyoming

Sincerely,

(Signed)
J. C. Nicholson 
Executive Assistant 
National Association of Secretaries 
of State Teachers Associations 
Washington, D. C.
414



APPENDIX B

A RECORD OF THE RESPONSES RECEIVED FROM THE EXECUTIVE 
SECRETARIES OF WESTERN STATES TEACHERS ASSOCIATIONS 
WHO RETURNED THE QUESTIONNAIRE REGARDING SCHOOL LANDS

The following quotations are the verbatim record of each 
secretary's reply to the same question. All responses to each 
question are grouped under that question for comparative purposes.

Question j.: Does your state association have a committee or group 
concerned with the state's management of the public school lands granted 
for the support of public education: Yes or No.

Yes: 69% No: 31%
Answers to Question
Arizona: Yes.
California: No.
Colorado: Yes.
Idaho: No: Our association does not have a committee or group.

However, this responsibility has been followed closely by the Finance 
and Administration committee and our staff.

Montana: Yes: The MBA Constitution states: "The duties of the
School Lands and Funds Committee shall be to study problems relating 
to school lands and the permanent school fund and to recommend possible 
legislation that will insure the most beneficial use and management 
of lands and funds.

Nevada: No: Not felt necessary.
New Mexico: Yes: Our state lands committee is one of our

standing committees and has been quite active in years past.
Oklahoma: Yes: Our Legislative Committee makes recommendations

on the handling of funds.
415



416Oregon: Yes.
Texas: Yes: Texas State Teachers' Association has a standing

committee of 5 members who concern themselves with management of 
public lands.

Utah: Yes: Our School Finance Committee considers this.
Washington State: Yes: WEA School Lands Committee.
Wyoming: No: Public School Lands are well protected by state

law and Constitution. The State Superintendent of Public Instruction 
is a member of the Land Board.

Question 2: Is this committee or group considered to be an
effective force in keeping watch over the. state land department, 
treasurer's office, and the state legislature relative to school 
land matters: Yes or No.

Yes: 78% No: 22%
Answers to Question 2:

Arizona: Yes. V.
California: Due to our policy of Constitutional guarantees for

public Education the school lands have been treated pretty much as 
other state owned land and rightly or wrongly the profession has had 
little interest.

Colorado: Yes: This committee is specifically charged with
vigilance over the school lands.

Idaho: Yes: At times this function has required considerable
time and effort on the part of our association. In general, our public 
lands, and endowment funds are in pretty fair shape. The income from 
the endowment funds involved some million and one-half dollars annually.

Montana: No: The committee itself is probably not an effective
force directly. Its greatest effectiveness lies in the degree to 
which it provides information to promote positive action in the manage
ment, administrative practices, and statutes regarding school lands.

Nevada: (No answer)
New Mexico: Yes: This committee has been effective through

staff members in keeping watch over the agencies concerned with 
state school lands.
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Oklahoma: Yes: Thus far we think our school lands have been

handled satisfactorily so far as the law is concerned.

Oregon: Yes: We have maintained very close relationships with
the State Land Board over a period of years. It has operated success
fully and we are well pleased with the progress made with the school 
lands program in Oregon.

Texas: Yes: With assistance of staff members.
Utah: No.
Washington State: Yes: A member of this committee attends all

meetings of the State Land Board. The committee takes a stand on 
all proposed legislation and formulates a program for the State 
Association.

Wyoming: (No answer)
Question 3: Since the organization of your state association,

how often have matters concerning the public lands and permanent 
funds belonging to public education been considered primary objectives 
of your association? Permanently, occasionally, rarely, or never. 
Please explain any special circumstances on your state's management 
of the public school lands that caused the interest of your 
association to increase:

Permanently: 547. Occasionally: 16% Rarely: 15% Never: 15%
Answers to Question 3:
Arizona: Permanently.
California: Rarely.
Colorado: Permanently.
Idaho: Permanently: A major part of the activity of our asso

ciation during a period in the 1940's involved the sale of public 
lands and the investment of endowment funds in uninsured or un
guaranteed farm loans. We were able after several years to correct 
this practice. During the last several years, our Governor has 
been attempting to have the endowment funds designated as the funded 
reserve for teachers retirement.

Montana: Occasionally: The investment in farm mortgage loans
resulted in a considerable loss during the 1930's to the permanent 
school fund. Action by the association was instrumental in recovering 
this loss through legislative act.
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Nevada: Never.

New Mexico: Permanently: This association has worked
persistently with legislatures oyer the years that were dominated 
with ranchers. We are only recently achieving much success.

Oklahoma: Rarely: Law provided for interest rates on school
land loans that we believed too low— advocated an increase in 
such rates.

Oregon: Permanently: As stated above (question #1), our
School Finance Committee is charged with the responsibility of 
making a constant study of the use of state school lands. We 
have worked closely with the State Land Board to ward off harmful 
legislation a number of times. We have been interested in the 
leasing of state school lands. Since all property between high and 
low water belongs to the school lands, we are now concerned with the 
off-shore oil leases. We have been concerned with attempts of the 
State Highway Commission to take sand and gravel without payment for 
school lands. This is now being done under a Supreme Court ruling.
We have challenged this a number of times and will again do so.

Texas: Occasionally: The battle for the Tidelands represented a
major item in Texas State Teachers Association program until this 
issue was settled.

Utah: Permanently: Bulletin with full explanation is attached—
Association was successful.

Washington State: Permanently: In 1957 Washington Education
Association promoted the "Natural Resources Management Bill" which 
passed the legislature. It consolidated the management of school 
lands under one board and spelt out areas of responsibility.

Wyoming: Never.
Question 4: Does your association now feel that it has any 

unique problems to consider regarding the public school lands and 
permanent school funds in your state? Yes or No.

Yes: 46% No: 54%
Answers to Question 4:
Arizona: Yes: 1. Seeks to improve the bidding practices on

both hydro-carbon and mineral leases. 2. Seeks to secure 100% 
mineral rights retention concerning all state lands sold.

California: No.
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Colorado: No.

Montana: No: Our problems are probably neither unique or
newly-developed. The problem of obtaining equitable returns from 
school lands in the face of strongly intrenched interests in conmon 
and long-standing in amny states.

Nevada: No.

New Mexico: Yes: There are many who would be glad to see the
earmarking for education eliminated so that the funds could be used 
for general purposes.

Oklahoma: Yes: Too many believe school lands were provided for
farmers, not schools.

Oregon: No: We do not have any unique problems at the present
time. We do keep in constant contact with the activities and with 
the personnel of the State Land Board.

Texas: No: The Land Commission and the State Board of Education
have done and are doing an excellent job and have required authority 
and needed safeguards provided in law.

Utah; Yes: Still in process of surveying vast areas.
Washington State: Yes: 1. Higher returns from investment of

permanent school funds. 2. Higher yield from school lands thru better 
management. 3. Lieu land exchanges.

Wyoming: No.

Question 5: Since statehood, has your professional association
marked any particular period in your state government as being 
irresponsible or poor in regard to the management of the public land 
grants for education?

Yes: 58% No: 42% (One response marked no comment)
Answers to Question 5:
Arizona: No: Not specifically as such.
California: (No answer)

Idaho: Yes: The above use of the endowment funds as the funded
reserve for retirement. This action has been approved by the legislature,
and we are now awaiting a decision as to its legality by the Idaho
Supreme Court.
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Colorado: No.

Idaho: Yes: The period mentioned above in the late 1930's and the
1940's.

Montana: No: Montana still holds most of its original school
land grants in spite of the fact that administrative policies have 
varied from an attitude of immediate disposal of all school lands to 
one of permanent retention of all but the most economically undesirable 
tracts. The lack of equitable return has generally been due to poor 
legislation and lack of legislative appropriation for adequate super
vision and administration rather than to irresponsible management.

Nevada: Yes: Sale of lands at low cost in Las Vegas area.
New Mexico: Yes: The Legislature and most Land Commissioners

until recently have been content to see the lands used for less than 
they are worth. This has improved recently.

Oklahoma: Yes: Some years ago the Secretary of the Commission
was charged with embezzling some of the funds of the Commission.

Oregon: Yes: During the 1880's a great deal of valuable school
land was traded for non-productive lands. Timber and property were sold 
at very low prices. The schools suffered great losses during the 1880's 
due to irresponsible acts and outright grafts in the disposition of 
school lands. Since 1900, we believe the lands have been under good 
management.

Texas: No.

Utah: Yes: Very early period after statehood, many vital school
lands were sold for very low prices.

Washington State: Yes: During World War II the Land Commissioner's
office was investigated and the Assistant Commissioner was convicted in 
court of having taken bribes from lumber companies in return for special 
consideration in buying state timber.

Wyoming: No.

Question &  Would you consider your association as having an 
effective working relationship with the state land department's offices 
in your state? Yes or No.

Yes: 69% No: 31%
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Arizona: Yes.
California: No.
Colorado: Yes: The Association's State Lands Committee meets

at least twice a year with the State Land Board. The Association was 
instrumental in the formulation of the State Lands Advisory Committee 
which has broad representation including land users beneficiaries and 
the State Land Board.

Idaho: No.
Montana: Yes: Association officers and staff have received

full cooperation with the state land department in association studies. 
This cooperation is probably due to a mutual interest in improved 
management.

Nevada: No: Has not been felt necessary— see no reason for any
thing but good relations should situation arise.

New Mexico: Yes: Definitely so. The Association has had close
working relationships with the present commissioner during his entire 
tenure. The Executive Secretary is a member of his advisery board.

Oklahoma: Yes: The State Superintendent is a member of the
School Land Commission. He works closely with our organization.

Oregon: Yes: Every two or three years we have the clerk of the
State Land Board give a thorough report on the activities of that 
office. We maintain constant contact during the legislative session. 
Conferences with members of the State Land Board are held annually.
Our relationships have always been good and there has been no friction.

Texas: Yes: Liason is maintained between staff of Associations
and Land Commission and Education Agency Officials— joint meetings " 
are held. Problems are discussed and Association has sponsored leg
islation to improve investments, etc.

Utah: No.
Wyoming: Yes.
Question 7: As an association leader, how would you rate the know

ledge of your general membership regarding the public land grants 
for education in your state? Superior, Adequate, Inadequate.

Superior: 0% Adequate: 38% Inadequate: 62%

Answers to Question 6:
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Arizona: Adequate to Inadequate.
California: Inadequate.
Colorado: Inadequate: But probably at a higher level than

ever before, due to a recent controversy over the Land Board policies 
in the Legislature. The association supported the Land Board during 
the controversy which is now dying down.

Idaho: Inadequate.
Montana: Inadequate.
Nevada: Inadequate.
New Mexico: Adequate.
Oklahoma: Adequate.
Oregon: Adequate: The knowledge of the School Finance Committee

and of the leaders in our organization regarding the public land grants 
is adequate. The general membership knows very little about the details 
of the program but those charged with the responsibility have adequate 
knowledge.

Texas: Adequate: Note enclosed. Brochure Page 45 - This brochure
and similar information is made available to all TSTA members and 
thousands of lay citizens.

Utah: Inadequate.
Washington State: Inadequate: However, the knowledge of our

committee members is very superior.
Wyoming: Inadequate.
Question jJ: Under existing conditions in your state, how neces

sary is it for your membership to be well informed of the current state 
governmental policies and practices relative to the lands granted to 
the public for the support of public education? Very necessary,
Moderately necessary, Not necessary; Please explain your selected 
answer:

Very necessary: 31% Moderately necessary: 54% Not necessary: 15%

Answers to Question 7:
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Arizona: Very necessary.
California: (no answer)
Colorado; Very necessary: Since the Association supported the

Land Board during the attack on the Board--it was important that the 
members of the Association were informed of the reasons by the Asso
ciation's support. A brochure (copy attached) was widely distributed, 
a resolution, establishing the Association's position was passed at 
the Delegate Assembly in 1960, and several news stories were printed 
explaining the Association's position.

Idaho: Moderately necessary: It is always of concern and needs
careful observation. However, other problems usually involve more 
time and effort on the part of the association.

Montana: Very necessary: Considerable criticism of the Asso
ciation and repeated attempts to discredit it have come from some of 
the same interests that would be adversely affected financially by , 
association-supported legislative proposals regarding school lands. 
Sometimes these attacks have taken the form of retaliatory legislation 
which would weaken the status of the teaching profession in the state.

Nevada: Not necessary.
New Mexico: Very necessary: A large portion of our "earmarked"

funds for public education are derived from lands. To understand the 
method of financing New Mexico's schools one must understand the hand
ling of lands and the income derived therefrom.

Oklahoma: Moderately necessary: See attached statement taken
from our Legislature policies.

Oregon: Moderately necessary: As noted above, our relationships
with the State Land Board are good and we keep in constant contact 
with the State Land Board and its activities. Wise use of the lands 
and good investment policies give us confidence in the State Land Board

Texas: Moderately necessary: The school lands in Texas have
through oil and gas leases, bonuses and royalties built up a $500,000,000 
Permanent fund--the State Board of Education was recently authorized 
by law to expand investments to include stocks and bonds. The income 
from this fund is increasingly more important as the fund continues to 
grow at the rate of 30-50 million per year. This revenue affects 
significantly the financing of Texas Schools.

Utah: Moderately necessary.

Answers to Question j$:
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Washington State: Moderately necessary: So long as the member

ship is sufficiently concerned to maintain a competent "watch dog" 
committee, more than a superficial knowledge by the general membership 
isn't essential.

Wyoming: Moderately necessary: It is important only in that
teachers should have a good knowledge of school finance to be intel
ligent on legislation, salary negotiations, etc. This is a part of 
the school finance picture.

Question 9A: Would you please make a brief statement regarding
your association's policies on the following topics: A. The sale of
public school lands granted for the support of public education in 
your state:

Answers to Question 9A:
Arizona: No official policy. Unofficially, it discourages the

sale unless such is obviously in the best interest of the state.
California: (no answer)
Colorado: The Association is on record as being opposed to the

sale of school lands except in rare cases. ‘
Idaho: No policy, sold at public auction with a minimum price

mandatory.
Montana: Retention of all school lands except those small

extremely isolated tracts that have little lease value. Since 1927, 
as a result of legislative action, mineral rights have been reserved 
to the state on all sales of state land.

Nevada: (no answer)
New Mexico: Land sales should not be pushed but placed on sale

when there is a desire to purchase the land and where there is 
competition.

Oklahoma: Opposed to the sale of such lands.
Oregon: We expect public school lands to be sold at bid and

that the interests of the state and the schools be adequately cared 
for in the sale of any public school lands.

Texas: Limited sales require no policy.

Utah: Discourage sale. Feel holding or trading for other lands
are better practices.
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Washington State: We do not favor sales. Exchanges for the

purpose of blocking-up school lands into better management units is 
favored.

Wyoming: Opposed.

Question 9B: The leasing practices of your state land department
on state owned public school land sections:

Answers to Question 9B:
Arizona: "Watch dog."
California: (none)
Colorado: The association is on record, by resolution, as favoring

the optimum return on school lands in keeping with sound conservation 
and land management practices.

Idaho: No policy, but we have contended that they were leased
at too low an amount.

Montana: To obtain the maximum return consistent with
conservation and preservation of the resource. Because few tracts of 
grazing land are competitively situated, a fair return can be insured 
only through adequate statutory leasing formulas. Other types of 
leases lend themselves to competitive leasing procedures.

Nevada: (no answer) .
New Mexico: 5— year leases are guaranteed for grazing purposes

with an option (through practice) to renew. Little if any bidding 
is done for grazing leases.

Oklahoma: Too restricted by law as to interest on loans—
leasing practices satisfactory.

Oregon: We expect and we believe that leasing practices are
good and that the highest possible return is being obtained. This is 
shown by increasing income.

Texas: These are specified in law.
Utah: Two and one-half cents per acre upward.

Washington State: Share-cropping— short term leases— constant
review to assure maximum return to the schools.

Wyoming: This is a continual problem to maintain up-to-date
prices and practices in leasing.
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Question 9C: The mineral leasing practices of your states land

department separate from the leasing practices for grazing, timber 
crops, and other general uses of public school lands granted for the 
support of public education:

Answers to Question 9C:
Arizona: Improve as needed.
California: (no answer)

Colorado: The association is on record, by resolution, as favoring
the optimum return on school lands in keeping with sound conservation 
and land management practices.

Idaho: No policy; the same department handles both in Idaho.
Montana: Mineral leasing laws which will give the state land

department discretionary authority to negotiate for lease terms on a 
par with that of private landowners.

Nevada: (no answer)
New Mexico: Leases are let by bids in most instances for min

erals, especially if there is competition.
Oklahoma: (no answer)
Oregon: We support the policy of the State Land Board to retain

mineral rights under traded or sold school lands..
Texas: Provided by law.
Utah: One dollar per acre per year— oil and gas (5 years)

Fifty cents per acre per year— other minerals (10 years)
Washington State: Mineral leases should be set so as to encourage

prospecting and exploration but on short enough terms so that mining 
aperations will pay their share.

Wyoming: (no answer)
Question 9D: The selling prices and leasing fees charged by

your state land department on state owned school lands;
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Arizona: (no answer)
California: (no answer)
Colorado: The association is on record, by resolution, as

favoring the optimum return on school lands in keeping with sound 
conservation and land management practices.

Idaho: No policy.

Montana: The adoption of policies which encourage true bid
competition and reduce to the minimum the opportunities for collusion 
in so-called competitive bidding in lease actions or in sales.

Answers to Question 9D:

Nevada: (no answer)
New Mexico: Minimum price for sale of lands set by an appointed

board of appraisers. Fee minimum set by legislature, commissioner 
may lease above minimum.

Oklahoma: (no answer)
Oregon: We expect prices and leasing fees to be set by bids.
Texas: No sales of any significance— fees are set by law.

:Utah: Nothing less than $2.50 per acre. Appraised before sale
and offered on public sale before put sale.

Question 9E: As you know, once the lands are sold, the result
ing funds are usually placed in a permanent public school fund. Does 
your association have a policy regarding the investment practices of 
the state authorities responsible for the investing of the moneys of 
the permanent school fund for your state?

Answers to Question 9E:
Arizona: No.
California: None.
Colorado: The association is on record, by resolution, as

favoring the optimum return on school lands in keeping with sound 
conservation and land management practices.



Idaho: No policy, but close observation for protection of school
interests.

Montana: These investments are strictly controlled by law with
investments limited to those types which provide maximum security.
The association has proposed broader diversity of investments and the 
securing of professional investment counselling services by the state 
land department.

Nevada: (no answer)

New Mexico: Have recently assisted in establishing an invest
ment council.

Oklahoma: No, law provides for monies to be invested in farm
loans and government bonds.

Oregon: Investment of funds are established by state law. We
have worked to liberalize these investment policies and they have 
been so liberalized within the last few years. This again is shown 
by increased income from these funds.

Texas: The Association supported legislation which controls
investments.

Utah: The principal is retained for investment. Interest only
goes to schools. (Could invest in stocks and bonds— almost anything. 
Governor's Committee now studying policy for possible change.)

Washington: 1. Investments are controlled by state Constitution.
2. Recent expression of membership that Constitutional restrictions 
should be liberalized to permit higher yield investments.
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Wyoming: No.



APPENDIX C
QUESTIONNAIRE ON SCHOOL LANDS

This questionnaire and a cover letter were mailed to the 
executive secretaries of the following western states teachers'
associations:

Arizona
California
Colorado
Idaho
Montana

Nevada
New Mexico Utah
Oklahoma Washington
Oregon Wyoming
Texas

429
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QUESTIONNAIRE ON SCHOOL LANDS

Dear Executive Secretary:
Your answers to the following questions will permit a comparison of the 

prevailing conditions among western teachers1 2 associations relative to state 
public school lands. As you know, activities concerning state owned public 
school lands usually revolve around two areas;

1. Land management by the stats in terms of leasing, selling, and soil
conservation.

2. Financial management by the state of the funds that arise from the
sale and lease of the public school lands granted to the states 
for the support of public education.

Please feel free to make your answers as complete as possible. Please 
use additional sheets if desired because all information will be helpful.
In appreciation of your cooperation, you will be sent a copy of the results 
of this questionnaire and an abstract of the history and present status of 
the Arizona state school lands and permanent school fund.

1. Does your state association have a committee or group concerned with the 
state's management of the public school lands granted for the support 
of public education?
Yes No Please comment;

2. Is this committee or group considered to be an effective force in keeping 
watch over the.state land department, treasurer's office, and the state 
legislature relative to school land matters?
Yes No Please comment;
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3. Since the organization of your state association, how often have matters 
concerning the public lands and permanent funds belonging to public 
education been considered primary objectives of your association?
Permanently Occasionally Rarely Never
Please explain any special circumstances in your state’s management 
of the public school lands that caused the interest of your 
association to increase:

4. Does your association now feel that it has any unique problems to consider 
regarding the public school lands and permanent school funds in your state?
Yes__  No__  Please comment:

5. Since statehood, has your professional association marked any particular 
period in your state government as being irresponsible or poor in regard 
to the management of the public land grants for education?
Yes__  No If yes, please explain the circumstances:
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6. tfould you consider your association as having an effective working
relationship with the state land department’s officers in your state?
Yes No If your answer is yes, would you please outline some of 
the ways in which your association has been able to accomplish this 
working relationship.

7. As an association leader, how would you rate th# knowledge of your general 
membership regarding the public land grants for education in your state?
Superior Adequate Inadequate

8. Under existing conditions in your state, how necessary is it for your 
membership to be well informed of the current state governmental 
policies and practices relative to the lands granted to the public for 
the support of public education.
Very necessary Moderately necessary Not necessary 
Please explain your selected answer*.



4 433

9- Would you please make a brief statement regarding your association’s 
policies on the following topics:
A. The sale of public school lands granted for the support of 

public education in your state:

B» The leasing practices of your state land department on state 
owned public school land sections:

C. The mineral leasing practices of your state lard department 
separate from the leasing practices for grazing, timber 
crops, and other general uses of public school lands 
granted for the support of public education:

D. The selling prices and leasing fees charged by your state 
land department on state owned school lands:

E. As you know, mice the lands are sold, the resulting funds 
aye usually placed in a permanent public school fund. 
Does your association have a policy regarding the 
investment practices of the state authorities 
responsible for the investing of the moneys of the 
permanent school fund for your state? * •

Date,
Executive Secretary’s name:
Name of state teachers’ association: .

• •• . • .Pleaŝ  note: (If your association has recently published a school lands
bulletin, would you please enclose a copy with your completed 
questionnaire when it is returned to Mr. J. C. Nicholson," 
N.A.S.S.T.Af, 1201.16th Street, N.W., Washington 6, D. C.)


