COORDINATION OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN
OKLAHOMA, 1907-1941

By
EMILY PATTERSON HARRIS
V/

Bachelor of Arts
Central State University
Wilberforce, Ohio
1971

Master of Library Science
State University of New York at Buffalo
Buffalo, New York
1977

Submitted to the Faculty of the Graduate College
of the Oklahoma State University
in partial fulfillment of the requirements
for the Degree of
DOCTOR OF EDUCATION
July, 1989



7@2 Yy /S‘

s



Oklahoma State Univ. Libra

COORDINATION OF HIGHER EDUCATION IN
OKLAHOMA, 1907-1941

Thesis Approved:

‘;;;" rd (/\// ¥ 4
"/ é f)ﬁ’/j - \_’-//szn‘-ﬁ— _
Thesis Adviser ~

A T T A —
Actree 7 At

Dean of the Graduate College

i

G s Yol s VoV ot bl



Oklahoma State Univ, Libra

Copyright
by
Emily Patterson Harris

July, 1989



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

I would first Tike to thank four men who exemplify the best in
higher education. Dr. Thomas Karman, my adviser and chair of my graduate
committee, provided intellectual guidance. His Educational Ideas seminar
was the perfect start for the doctoral program. His stimulating ques-
tions and our many discussions led to the selection of the topic of this
paper. I am indeed grateful to Dr. Karman. Many thanks to Dr. Richard
Rohrs for making historical methods a thought provoking and engaging
endeavor, and for his invaluable help in the preparation of this paper.
Dr. Robert Kamm so generously shared his experiences as President of
Oklahoma State University, and his lectures on the meaning of coordina-
tion were most helpful. Dr. John Gardiner has given many helpful sug-
gestions. These men comprised my committee and each one, without excep-
tion, encouraged and supported my academic career.

There are others in the education profession who have been support-
ive. Dr. C. Robert Davis and Dr. Ruth Tibbs always appeared at just the
right moment to provide the needed push or gentle shove. Dr. Wessylyne
A. Simpson, my aunt, has been a lifelong source of inspiration, and all
of her help is appreciated. It is indeed fortunate to have role models
such as Dr. Simpson and Dr. Tibbs.

The support of family is incalculable. My wonderful parents, Lee
Virgil Sr. and Violet A. Patterson have supported me in numerous ways.
A source of infinite patience and faith in my ability has been my hus-

band, Wilbert. It 1is impossible to thank them sufficiently. My last

i1



acknowledgment is to the future. Erick, two-years-old, and Christopher,
eight-months-old, were born while I worked on my doctoral program, but
they are my greatest productions.

My thanks to everyone for their help in making a challenging experi-

ence a rewarding one also.

v



TABLE OF CONTENTS

Chapter Page
I. INTRODUCTION. + & v ¢ v ¢ v v v v 6 6 o v o e o o o o o o o & 1
IT. MANY DIRECTIONS ¢ &« & ¢ ¢ v v 6 v v v o b e v o e e o o o o s 6
III. THE MURRAY YEARS. . & & ¢ ¢ & ¢ e o 6 o 6 4 s o o o o o o o 39
IVo ONE STATE & & v v v et e e e e e e e e e o e o oo o o s o 64
Vo SUMMARY & & v ot e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 78
Further Areas of Research. . . . . . . . . o o o o o .. 86
BIBLIOGRAPHY . . & & i v v it et e e e e o e e o o o o o o o o o 88
APPENDIX ¢ v v v v vt ot i et et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 92



Figure

1. Governors' Management Styles

FIGURE

oooooooooooooooooo

Vi



CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

In 1941, the Coordinating Board of QOklahoma defined coordination as
“"the condition resulting from action which arises out of some form of
regulation and contro]."1 The history of coordination of higher educa-
tion in Oklahoma, 1907 to 1941, consisted of two major periods. The
first period, 1911 to 1939, focused on institutions. Two governors, Lee
Cruce and Robert L. Williams, emphasized closing institutions. The
elimination of unnecessary duplication was the major reason Cruce and
Williams wanted some institutions closed and was the catalyst for those
governors' attempts to regulate higher education. Governor William H.
Murray wanted to determine the programs of study for higher education
institutions. Murray also promoted the creation of a new institution--
the Greater University. The Greater University would have united the
state's higher education institutions in one overall governance struc-
ture. Formal coordination was discussed in the state as early as 1922.
Two coordinating board bills passed the state Tlegislature in 1929 and
1933. The first coordinating board legisiation was never enacted. The
second coordinating board met, gathered data, and formulated the Greater
“University.

It was not until 1939, the second period, that formal coordination
was emphasized. Governor Leon Phillips reactivated the second coordi-
nating board. The members of this board proposed a constitutional amend-

ment creating a state system of higher education and a coordination



agency. The governor submitted this proposal to the legislature. In
turn, a constitutional amendment was submitted to the people. The people
approved the Oklahoma State System and State Regents for Higher Education
in March, 1941.

The role of the governor was crucial in the discussion of higher
education coordination in Oklahoma from 1907 to 1941. Gubernatorial
influence and interference in the business of higher education began in
the territorial days of Oklahoma. The President of the United States
apointed the territorial governors. As a result, all of the territorial
governors were Republican, except for one Democrat. In this atmosphere,
politics were important in the appointment of persons to public posi-
tions. The territorial governors fired presidents of higher education

2

institutions without due process® and replaced and appointed governing

board members solely on their political affi]iation.3

The territorial
governor also served as a member of the University of Oklahoma, Oklahoma
Agricultural and Mechanical College, and the Oklahoma University Prepara-
tory School governing boards.? With the territorial governor's legacy,
it is not difficult to understand why a state governor would consider it
his responsibility to organize and direct higher education.

The founding of the first higher education institutions in Oklahoma
Territory was approached as a political program instead of as a service
of the government. The location of an institution was a political re-
ward. Although bills for higher education institutions were introduced
early during the first territorial legislature in 1890, no action was
taken while the competition for the location of the territorial capital
took place. Guthrie representatives wanted the capital in their town and

offered their competitors in Oklahoma City a combined institution. The

jnstitution would have included university, agricultural and mechanical



college, and normal school components. The Oklahoma City contingent
rejected the offer. So although Guthrie became capital of the territory,
Oklahoma City did not receive a combined institution. Instead of a com-
bined institution, three institutions in three locations were founded in
1890--the University of Oklahoma in Norman, the Oklahoma Agricultural and
Mechanical College in Stillwater, and a normal school in Edmond. Each
institution had its own board of regents.’

After the founding of the first three institutions, the territorial
legislature established four additional institutions. Normal schools
were founded in Alva and Weatherford with all three normal schools shar-
ing a board of regents. A univers$ity preparatory school was located in
Tonkawa with its own board of regents. The Colored Agricultural and
Normal University in Langston also had its own board of regents.6

Oklahoma became a state in 1907, and the emphasis in higher educa-
tion during the term of the first governor of the state, Charles Haskell,
was the establishment of institutions in what was formerly Indian Terri-
tory. The Industrial Institute and College for Girls in Chickasha and
the School of Mines and Metallurgy in Wilburton were created in 1908 with
separate boards of regents. The regents of the School of Mines and Met-
allurgy were selected from the Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical Col-
lege board, for originally the School of Mines and Metallurgy was viewed
as a counterpart to the University of Oklahoma. Also in 1908, the legis-
lature founded six secondary agricultural schools. The State Board of
Agriculture governed these schools and assumed responsibility for Okla-
homa Agricultural and Mechanical College in 1909. Because the former
Oklahoma Territory had three normal schools and a preparatory school,
three normal schools and a preparatory school were located in the former

Indian Territory. The same board governed all of the state's normal



schools. At the end of Governor Haskell's term, the state supported 19

institutions.’

At various times, many of these institutions offered
levels of coursework beyond their original purpose. Al1 of the normal,
secondary agricultural, and university preparatory schools, with the
exception of secondary agricultural schools in Brokwn Arrow and Helena,
evolved into postsecondary institutions.

Higher education institutions in the state of Oklahoma had been
established as a response to the general need for higher education, a
perceived necessity to establish institutions in the eastern area of the
state to equal those already in the western area of the state, and as
political rewardsf After the initial founding of the higher education
institutions during the territorial period and early statehood, an array
of governing boards governed the institutions. The idea that all of

these state institutions needed to be a part of some kind of system began

with the second state governor.
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CHAPTER II
MANY DIRECTIONS

The early years of statehood were turbulent ones for higher educa-
tion. Gubernatorial interference in management and personnel was
rampant, but some governors recognized the need to develop long-term
policies for higher education institutions to benefit the common good.
Their approaches to the situation differed. The most active governors
between 1907 and 1929 were Lee Cruce and Robert L. Williams. The Cruce
administration attempted to conform Oklahoma's higher education structure
to those of other states. The Williams administration was determined to
reduce the number of publicly supported higher education institutions.
Other governors also contributed to the history of coordination. A sur-
vey, ordered by Governor J. B. A. Robertson, provided valuable informa-
tion about the status of higher education in the 1920s. Just prior to
the catastrophic Crash of '29, another governor, William Holloway, pre-
sented a coordination plan to the legislature.

The second governor of Oklahoma was born in Kentucky in 1863. Lee
Cruce studied law in his brother's office in Kentucky and later joined
his brother in an office in Indian Territory. Cruce became a citizen of
the Chickasaw Nation after he married a lady of Chickasaw heritage. In
1899, Cruce won an alderman post in the town of Ardmore, but two years
later he changed to business as a career. By 1903, Cruce was president
of Ardmore National Bank. As a businessman Cruce continued his political

activities. He supported the formation of a single state which included



both Indian and Oklahoma Territories. His supporters encouraged Cruce to
campaign for the office of first governor of Oklahoma. As a guberna-
torial candidate, some of Cruce's promises were free state schools, sepa-
ration of Blacks in schools and transportation, and the enforcement of
laws or their repeal. Charles Haskell, a Constitutional Convention par-
ticipant, defeated Cruce in the 1907 primary--but Haskell later appointed
Cruce as the University of Oklahoma board of regents' president. When
Cruce later decided to seek the governor's office again, his two primary
opponents were William H. Murray and J. B. A. Robertson. Both Murray and
Robertson became governor of Oklahoma in later years, but Cruce defeated
them in 1910. Throughout his campaign, Cruce emphasized the racial issue
and promised to keep Black people out of the government. Like his pre-
decessor, Cruce defeated the Republican candidate for governor.1

Lee Cruce has been described as "reserved, cautious . . . and sus-
picious of others' disorder and extravagance."2 These qualities served
him well in his role as reformer. Apparently Cruce viewed himself as a
moral and educational reformer. 3

The role of the governor as an agent of coordination of higher edu-
cation began with Lee Cruce. The impact of Cruce's concern for higher
education in Oklahoma was felt early in his administration. Immediately
following his inauguration on January 9, 1911, he made his concerns known
in his "First Message" to the Oklahoma Tegislature. Education was the
first topic he discussed.4

Cruce was concerned in particular about coordination of higher ed-
ucation. "Duplication of work and wasteful extravagance" were the
results of noncoordination, he believed.? Article 13 of the State Con-

stitution provided a board of education to supervise public schools. The

superintendent of public dinstruction served as president of the board



while the governor, secretary of state, and attorney general were ex-
officio members. Cruce urged the legislature to outline the responsi-
bilities of that board.6 Even though Cruce was aware of the importance
of higher education in the state, the board he described would not be
limited to higher education. Apparently, he did not think higher educa-
tion needed a separate board, or perhaps he thought that a separate board
would be unwelcome.

Cruce's recommendations met T1ittle opposition in the legislature.
The 1911 Senate Bill 132 prescribed the board's powers and duties. It
established a seven-member board which, per the Oklahoma Constitution,
included the State Superintendent of Public Instruction. The bill re-
moved the governor, attorney general, and secretary of state from the
board and required the governor to appoint six members with senate
approval. Each term was for six years. At Teast two of the members were
to be "practical school men who have had at Teast four years experience
in actual school work, two years of which shall have been in the State of
0k1ahoma."7 Those first members received six dollars per day and per
diem expense. There was a stipulation that they could only be removed
with cause, but there was no definition of what constituted a reason for
removal.B

This new State Board of Education replaced several existing agen-
cies. The State Text Commission, the Board of Regents of the University
of Oklahoma, the Board of Regents of the two university preparatory
schools, the Board of Regents for the Oklahoma Industrial Institute and
College for Girls, the Board of Regents for the School of Mines and Met-
allurgy, the Board of Regents for the Colored Agricultural and Normal

University, and several boards of control of other state institutions



were all abolished. The array of institutions governed by this State
Board of Education began the process of centrah’zation.9

The State Board of Education's newly prescribed duties were as var-
ied as the institutions it served. Its responsibilities included: su-
pervision of public schools, development of guidelines and examinations
for public school teachers, preparation of examinations for public school
teachers, preparation of examinations for eighth grade graduates, devel-
opment and selection of materials for reading circles and preparation of
questions for reading circle certificate examinations, and supervision of
commercial and business colleges. Its specific responsibilities for
higher education were to design courses, select textbooks, and accredit
high schools offering college preparatory work. It was also to prepare a
budget for each public institution and a biennial report.10

In a few years, the State Board of Education reported to the gov-
ernor that it had fulfilled its mission to eliminate "all unnecessary
duplications from the courses of study of the various State Institutions
and has assigned to these schools their proper scope."11 The Board also
reported that it had saved the state thousands of dollars because of this
new efficiency. The Board alleged that each kind of school (normal,
preparatory, university, and agricultural) had been purged of those tasks
not relevant to its original purpose.12

The governor's interest in elimination of duplication extended be-
yond the state board of education. In accordance with Cruce's wishes,
Representative Oliver Aiken of Cleveland County filed a referendum peti-
tion in November of 1911 to abolish East Central Normal School, Eastern
Oklahoma University Preparatory School, Industrial Institute and College

for Girls, Normal Schools for Teachers in Alva and Weatherford, Northeas-

tern Normal School, Oklahoma University Preparatory School, School of
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Mines and Metallurgy, and the State Agricultural Schools in Broken Arrow,
Goodwell, Helena, Lawton, Tishomingo, and Warner. Additionally, the
University of Oklahoma was asked to absorb the School of Mines and Metal-
lurgy, and the Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical College was asked to
absorb the Industrial Institute and College for Girls. Other schools
would receive monies from the sale or Tease of the closed school 1and.13

Reaction among the institutions to the Aiken bill was bitter. The
bill was described as one "of lowly origin" and as one which had “"stirred
Oklahoma from center to circumference."14 Opponents to the bill reasoned
that tax savings would be minimal, thus eliminating any economic benefit.
Other arguments against the bill were the United States Constitution and
the Enabling Act. The Constitution directed: No state shall pass any
law 1impairing the obligation of contracts. The Enabling Act of 1906
granted land to the University of Oklahoma, the Oklahoma University Pre-
paratory School, Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical College, Colored
Agricultural and Normal University, and the normal schools. Oklahoma had
accepted the land, thus entering into, according to the argument, a con-
tract to support those institutions. Once a school was established, the
state would violate the people's trust and in some cases the people's

deeds of land by closing those schoo]s.15

16

Representative Aiken himself
added to the controversy. He wrote to the presidents of the schools
that would not be affected and directed them to send him money for Tegal
fees. If the money were not forthcoming, Aiken promised that any posi-
tive feelings toward the schools would become negative ones.17 Neverthe-
less, the bill failed.!8

Higher education reform continued to be of great interest to Gov-

ernor Cruce, and he decided to seek professional advice from the nation's

leading colleges and universities, the Carnegie Foundation for the
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Advancement of Teaching, the Education Commissioner for the State of New
York, and the Bureau of Education in Washington, D.C. The governor
wanted to know if the elimination of institutions would help the state.
His previous investigation had revealed that Oklahoma had the Tlargest
number of state-supported institutions of higher education in the nation.
Cruce characterized the public schools (common schools) as "splendid" and

Yeasily accessib]e."19

In one of his letters, it was clear that he felt
it was the governor's responsibility "to work out for Oklahoma a sensi-
ble, permanent school system."20

Cruce received many responses. The majority favored an overall
reduction in the number of schools, a reduction in the state normal
schools from six to two, the elimination of the two university prepara-
tory schools, and the absorption of the School of Mines and Metallurgy by
the University of Oklahoma. One president recommended that each normal

2l Sev-

school have a special training field and one management system.
eral presidents suggested consolidation of the University of Oklahoma,
Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical College, and the School of Mines and
Metallurgy. David Starr Jordan, president of Stanford University, sug-
gested combining the Industrial Institute and College for Girls, Oklahoma
Agricultural and Mechanical College, and the University of 0k1ahoma.22
The combined institution, according to Jordan, should be near a city, but
with a model farm.23 Another president recommended that the University
of Oklahoma absorb everything--except the school for colored boys.24
Only one president, W. 0. Thompson of Ohio State University, specifically
commented on the separation of Blacks in the education system. He recog-
nized the "southern sentiment" on such a quest1‘on.25

A. Lawrence Lowell of Harvard University sent a succinct reply. His

opinions reflected those of the majority. Acknowledging a Tlack of
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knowledge about Oklahoma's needs, Lowell advised reducing the number of
state schools, creating two normal schools of "first-rate quality,” elim-
inating university preparatory schools and the School of Mines and Metal-
lurgy, and absorbing the Industrial Institute and College for Girls by
Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical College (only if girls already at-
tended Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical CoHege).26

Some responses commented on the character of the state. Jordan sent
a spirited response in which he wrote "to scatter state funds among all
these schools is to condemn the whole system to mediocrity."27 James H.
Baker, University of Colorado president, voiced a similar opinion:

No greater mistake in the history of this country has been made

than the scattering of educational institutions on account of

political or local interests, and you never will have in Okla-

homa a strong educational institution of any class until you

have made the changes proposed by this bil1.28
The president of Indiana University, W. L. Bryan, wrote that one of his
faculty had visited the University of Oklahoma and concluded that it
did not matter what Oklahoma did until they removed politics from
education.29

The respondents were more than happy to offer detailed advice. The
structure of teacher-training programs, the number of students necessary
for a successful normal school, the best kind of agricultural education,
and the division of state revenue were some of the topics discussed.
Only H. H. Seerley, president of Iowa State Teachers College, addressed
the need for coordination. He recommended a unit board which would
supervise and control all state educational institutions. Seerly thought
this would eliminate competition for state revenue.30
Among the responses there was a clear inclination toward the posi-

tive effects of consolidation of institutional missions. The president

of Yale University, Arthur T. Hadley, prophetically recognized the
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political reality of local interests thwarting such reform.31 Other
replies were received from the Armour Institute of Technology, the Bureau
of Education in the Department of the Interior, the Carnegie Foundation
for the Advancement of Teaching, the Commissioner of Education for the
State of New York, Cornell University, South Dakota State College, State
University of Iowa, University of Chicago, University of Montana, Univer-
sity of Pennsylvania, University of South Dakota, and University of Wis-
consin. The leading educators of the nation had given Cruce plenty of
information to ponder. Their responses came at a time when the basic
structure of the American university had become stable, with few new
ideas advanced after the early 1900s. 32

Lynn Glover, president of the Oklahoma University Preparatory School
in Tonkawa, notified Governor Cruce that he had also collected opinions
from national educators.33 The tone of Glover's letter was quite differ-
ent than Cruce's. Included in the former's letter was an outline of the
higher education institutions in the state and some statistics. Accord-
ing to Glover, the governor would ask the next legislature to abolish 10
schools, even though a similar proposal, the Aiken bill, had failed ear-
lier. He thought a number of schools would be attacked, and wrote: "The
Governor claims that our State Normals are not performing the true func-
tion of the normal, primarily because of the fact that they admit stu-
dents in the ninth grade."34 Although Glover expressed concern for the
normal school, his experience had taught him that the governor would
attack the preparatory schools as well.

The replies to Glover's letter were also different than Cruce's.35
The president of a normal school in Missouri advised "some freedom" for
Oklahoma's institutions. Elimination of institutions would be a great

mistake, he advised, and would T1imit Oklahoma's growth. Institutions
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should not be limited to their original purpose. Normal schools could
also provide agricultural education, agricultural schools could prepare
rural school teachers, and university preparatory schools could do some
of it all. Retention of all institutions would make Oklahomna a great
state. Glover was advised to "move s]ow]y."36 The president of a normal
school in I11inois wrote that elimination of institutions would be harm-
ful and that no state had ever suffered "from having too many attractions
of this kind."3’

On January 7, 1913, Governor Cruce addressed the Fourth Legislature
concerning closing some institutions. This address was more critical
than the one made two years earlier. He accused "self-interested indi-
viduals" of stealing from the taxpayers.38 He added:

The number of well informed men in this State who believe that

the number of higher educational institutions we now have are

necessary, is so small as to be inconsiderable. There is al-

most uniform agreement on the part of the people that some of

these schools should be abolished. The trouble is, however,

that there are few men in public 1life who have undertaken to

designate the schools that should be eliminated.39
Cruce recommended the closure of three state normal schools, the univer-
sity preparatory schools, and five agricultural schools. He also recom-
mended that the University of Oklahoma absorb the School of Mines and
Metallurgy. The only school he specifically recommended to remain open
was the Panhandle Agricultural School in Goodwell, because of its loca-
tion, climate, and s0i1.40

The address provoked a great deal of legislative activity. The
Senate 1immediately ordered an investigation of all educational
institutions, although the object of the investigation was unc]ear.41
Representative Berry of McIntosh County introduced a bill to abolish the

normal schools in Ada, Durant, and Weatherford.42 Representative Pruett

of Caddo County introduced a creative resolution to house the School for
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the Blind and the Home for Orphan Girls and similar state institutions at
one of the agricultural schools Cruce proposed to close. This resolution
required the representative of that school's district to volunteer his
agricultural school, which would have been tantamount to the representa-
tive saying the school was unnecessary.43 Obviously, such an admission
would have been political suicide. In another vein, Representative
Peters of Osage County entered a resolution which required towns where
smaller institutions were located to pay the light and water b111s,44
which would have forced some of the state's responsibilities onto the
local communities.

Other legislative activity centered on the consolidation of the
School of Mines and Metallurgy and the University of Oklahoma. House
Bill 626 proposed the merger. Dr. Stratton D. Brooks, president of the
University 6f Oklahoma, supported the consolidation because the univer-
sity already offered those courses in its College of Engineering. This
would save money, and the School of Mines would be more prestigious if it
were associated with the university. P. R. Allen, President of the State
Mining Board, also endorsed the bill. Another supporter was Dr. George
E. Ladd, president of the School of Mines and Metallurgy. The three men
concluded that mining education, including extension work and research,
would 1‘mprove.45

In an address to the House Committee on Education in February, 1913,
Ladd explained that many states located their schools of mining within a
university. House Bill 626 would transfer the first two years to the
University of Oklahoma and make the School of Mines and Metallurgy a
college within the university. This would eliminate duplication but
would not abolish the school. Change was needed because the school did

not have high enrollment, and consolidation would help make it more
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competitive. Ladd said that the miners did not support the bill because
they did not understand the bill. Although parts of the school would
transfer to Norman, Ladd assured the miners that the remaining school in
Wilburton would continue extension work with the miners. Oklahoma would
continue its tradition of working closely with the miners. According to
Ladd, the entire faculty and student body favored the bill. He urged all
to look beyond local interests to the welfare of the entire state.46

A group of citizens, called the "Wilburton Improvement League," ac-
cused Ladd of secretly creating the plan to merge the School of Mines and
Metallurgy with the university. He had not consulted the representative
and senator from Latimer County, the League said Ladd misrepresented the
facts at Wilburton and accused him of trying to control local politics.
In conclusion, the League said he was ruining the School of Mines and
Meta]]urgy.47

Ladd replied that the people of Wilburton did not understand mining
education; his concern was for the miner. Previously, he learned that
appropriations would be cut and that would have surely ended the school.
People had attacked him, according to Ladd, because they could not attack
the b111.48 Even with the support of the presidents of both institu-
tions, the Wilburton community triumphed. The two institutions did not
merge. Change was successfully resisted.

Other plans for change also met resistance. A Committee on General
Appropriations submitted a majority report to the Oklahoma House of Rep-
resentatives in February, 1913, which supported 23 institutions. Funds
would be appropriated for maintenance and some improvements in all of
these institutions. A minority report proposed the elimination of 12

49

institutions: the university preparatory schools; the normal schools

in Durant, Tahlequah, and Weatherford; the School of Mines and
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Metallurgy; and the agricultural schools in Broken Arrow, Helena, Lawton,
Tishomingo, and Warner, 90
Some of the presidents of the normal schools published a defense of

their institutions.51

The defense compared Oklahoma's normal school
standards with those of other states and found Oklahoma equal to or su-
perior to those states. Centralization of normal school function was
found undesirable because it was more expensive. The closed institu-
tion's grounds would be of no value to the state, and the remaining in-
stitutions would need to add to their physical plants to accommodate
additional students. The state was in dire need of teachers, argued the
presidents, and this meant the state needed its normal schools. If the
normal schools were not perfect, neither were any of Oklahoma's other
higher education institutions. The defense also discussed the advice
national educators gave Governor Cruce and dismissed any arguments fa-
vorable to centralization because the "heads of great universities" were
not qualified to give advice about normal schools. This, the defense
argued, should be left to the leaders of the elementary school system.
Although the report was uneven--for example it gave detailed information
about some states but not others--it did represent a willingness to coop-
erate to defeat a common enemy--the governor.52

Various factions voiced opinions about the proposed abolition of
some institutions, and a dramatic confrontation took place in the House.
Some wanted institutions closed; some did not. Some wanted to vote on
one appropriations bill while others wanted to vote on separate bills for
each institution. Representative H. H. Smith of Pottawatomie County said

the present system was "outrageous and indefensible."s3

Representative
W. A. Durant54 of Bryan County, the location of Southeastern State Normal

School, said "public service corporations, special interests and a few
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millionaires in Oklahoma City were responsible for the agitation against

the state schoo]s.“55

The battle lines were drawn. As Smith spoke in
the House on March 1, 1913, people in the galleries enthusiastically
voiced their support. Smith said:
It has been charged that the people do not want to abolish any
schools. If that be so, I dare any of you to vote for a bill
that is on this calendar to refer the matter to a vote of the
people. My future has been threatened if I raise my voice
against this nasty political scheme to get the taxpayers' money
under the guise of educating our children. How many more times
have I got to stand here and plead for the people against the
machine that controls this house?56
Representative A. Bond of Rogers County said that Smith himself had tried
to form a machine in the House and that Smith was angry because he had
lost his bid for Speaker of the House. Then Bond introduced a letter
Smith had written to former Speaker of the House William H. Murray as
proof of Bond's a]]egations.57 This incident was "one of the most bitter
debates ever witnessed on the floor" of the House.58
The attempt to refer the abolition of institutions to the people was
in the form of the Woodward Resolution. Representative W. W. Woodward of

Swanson County proposed a question for the peop]e.59

It asked them to
approve abolition of: agricultural schools in Broken Arrow, Helena,
Lawton, Tishomingo, and Warner; the preparatory schools; the Industrial
Institute and College for Women; the School of Mines and Metallurgy; and
three normal schools.®® The resolution failed to receive the necessary
legislative support but was revived after the governor became invo]ved.61

As no action on appropriations had been taken, Cruce recommended
that the question be submitted to the people. If the institutions were
continued, he said, they should receive adequate appropriations. Each

institution, he continued, should be judged on its own merit. He sug-

gested appropriations to help the University of Oklahoma and the Oklahoma
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Agricultural and Mechanical College become competitive with institutions
in other states. If the legislature submitted such a question to the
people, Cruce vowed to support appropriations for all of the higher edu-
cation institutions.62 The Woodward Resolution failed once again in the
1egis1ature,63 but Cruce signed appropriation bills for the institutions

anyway.64 In Cruce's term as governor, no higher education institutions

were c1osed.65

The governor had failed in his vision of reforming the
system for Oklahoma.

Robert L. Williams, the third governor of Oklahoma, was born in 1868
in Alabama and was raised on a farm in a religious atmosphere. After
attending a university and studying law, he moved to Oklahoma Territory.
His move was unsuccessful financially, and he returned to Alabama. Wil-
1iams then became a minister but decided that he was not suited to that

66

profession. In 1896, he moved to Indian Territory -~ where he prospered

as a landowner and corporation lawyer for the rai]roads.67

Also, he
became involved in the Democrat Party. He favored the combination of
Indian and Oklahoma Territories as one state and served as a representa-
tive to the Constitutional Convention. Appointed as the first Chief
Justice of Oklahoma, Williams later decided to seek the governor's of-

fice.68

Throughout his career, Williams was able to shift political
positions, but he was generally known as a conservative Democrat. These
qualities served him particularly well as a gubernatorial candidate at a
time when the Socialist Party seemed a viable choice to the voters in the
state. After a well organized campaign, Williams was successfu].69

At a time when national attention focused on the United States'
entry into World War I, Governor Robert L. Williams provided Oklahomans
with education-related topics for debate. As Chief Justice of the Okla-

homa Supreme Court, Williams followed the appropriation debates during



20

Cruce's term as governor.70 After Williams resigned as Chief Justice and
became governor in 1915, he was very active in efforts to define institu-
tional missions and to reduce the number of publicly supported institu-
tions in the state.

Cruce had unsuccessfully tried to reduce the number of normal
schoolss; Williams took a different approach. While Williams campaigned
for governor, he was advised to advocate the retention of normal
schoo]s.71 Therefore, he knew from Cruce's experience and from others'
advice that the closure of normal schools would be bitterly opposed.
Instead of recommending that the schools close, Williams recommended that

the normal schools serve certain d1’str1’cts.72

This suggestion may not
have been as unusual as it appears. The agricultural schools had been
formed initially to serve each Supreme Court judicial district.73 On
January 6, 1917, E. A. MacMillan of the Department of Biology and Agri-
culture at East Central State Normal informed Williams of his support for
districts for normal schools. MacMillan hoped to reduce duplication.
Apparently, another normal school had vigorously competed for East Cen-
tral's students, and MacMillan did not 1ike it. He wrote that one of the
normal school's "literature . . . literally floods the state."’*  Most
educators in the state agreed with the governor's views, according to
MacMillan.’®

During Williams' term, Senate Bill 141 divided the state into six
districts and assigned counties to each one. There was a normal school
for each district. No tuition was charged if a student attended the
normal school in his district, but if a student attended a normal school
in another district, there was a registration fee of four dollars. If a

president of any of the schools allowed a student from another district

to attend without paying the fee, the president would be guilty of a
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misdemeanor and fined between $10 and $100. The State Board of Education
would then remove the president from office. This provision reflected
both on-going interference in educational institutions and the governors'
wish to exercise control. The State Board of Education was directed to

76

require consistent standards and courses. The Board directed the

schools to 1limit their activities to their districts. These districts

lasted at Teast through Williams' term.77

In a message on House Bill 407, a bill providing appropriations for
the Panhandle State School of Agriculture, Williams' views of the state
normal schools and school mission became clear. Williams excluded monies
for the summer normal school at Panhandle, concluding that six normal
schools were more than enough. Those people living in Beaver, Cimarron,
and Texas counties who wished to become teachers could attend the North-
western Normal School in Alva.’8

Governor Williams did not 1imit his interests to the normal schools;
he also took action of a more serious nature on the agricultural schools.
On February 28, 1917, he vetoed House Bill 173 without comment. This
bi11 provided appropriations for the Connell State School of Agriculture

79

in Helena. Later that week, the House, per Williams' recommendation,

passed a bill which converted the Haskell District Agricultural School in

80 81

Broken Arrow into a home for the indigent and infirm. Williams ap-

proved appropriations for the other four agricultural schools, but with
misgivings.82

Frank M. Gault, president of the State Board of Agriculture, the
constitutionally mandated governing board for all agricultural institu-
tions, opposed the closing of the schools in Broken Arrow and Helena.
Gault said those schools produced more "practical farmers" than the Okla-

83

homa Agricultural and Mechanical College. He reminded the governor
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that southern states, such as Alabama and Arkansas, supported this kind
of education and as a result had saved abandoned land. He called Okla-
homa "the greatest agricultural state in the union."84 Scientific farm-
ing methods were crucial to reduce the cost of living. Further, Gault
did not agree with Williams' arguments that the school in Helena was too
close to the Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical College and that clo-
sure would save money. Gault predicted a tenfold increase in agricul-

tural schools in the future.85

He was wrong. The Broken Arrow and
Helena schools never reopened.

The preparatory schools also did not escape the Williams' axe. He
vetoed appropriations for the Eastern University Preparatory School
without comment. In March, 1917, he sent a message to the House outlin-
ing appropriations for 10 institutions. All were approved except the
appropriation for the Oklahoma University Preparatory School. Lynn
Glover's earlier fears had come true. Williams explained why he failed
to approve that appropriation by saying that the school was founded be-
cause there were no high schools in Oklahoma to prepare students for the
university in Norman. That situatioh no longer existed--there were now
high schools in the state. The only rationale for the continuance of the
Oklahoma University Preparatory School would be to locate it in Norman,
where it would serve students from districts with no high school. The
Oklahoma University Preparatory School would also serve as a training

86

department for teachers. Apparently, a Senate Bill was introduced

without success in June, 1917, to relocate the school in Norman.87

The appropriation bill for the Oklahoma University Preparatory
School contained the clause: ‘"provided that the State Board of Education
shall have authority to extend the function of said institution."88

Williams said this violated provisions of the Enabling Act, which
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specifically gave land to the university and the preparatory school. To
extend the Oklahoma University Preparatory School's function would not be
what the act intended. In addition, Williams referred to the Democrat
Party platform, which promised economy: "Our state institutions and
schools must be reasonably maintained and supported with a view of at-
taining the objects for which they were created."89 If the Oklahoma
University Preparatory School became another state university, Williams
said the University of Oklahoma might suffer financia]ly.go

Opposition to Williams' veto mounted quickly. A group of Tonkawa
citizens and Representative Henry W. Headley of Kay County appealed to
the governor to keep the Oklahoma University Preparatory School open.91
Craftily, Williams responded to his critics in the state's newspapers.
He referred the question of appropriations to the people and asked for
their opinions about his vetoes.92 The president of the school, W. C.
French, appealed to the people not to send letters which supported clos-
ing the school. French explained that the school in Tonkawa had one of
the largest enrollments in the state--415--and included students from all
over the state. The school only wanted the income from its land (New
College Fund) granted by the Enabling Act; it was not supported by
taxes.93 The governor received hundreds of letters. One report esti-
mated that 90% approved terminating the schools in Broken Arrow and
Helena and supported more closings. Some of the letters mentioned Clare-
more, Tonkawa, and Wilburton specifical]y.94 Lynn Glover, then president
of the School of Mines and Metallurgy, suggested that University of Okla-
homa faculty and residents of Norman, Oklahoma City, and Stillwater had

95

written a number of the Tletters. Closed schools would perhaps mean

more students for the institutions in Norman and Stillwater.
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The people in Wilburton sensed what was coming for the School of
Mines and Metallurgy and made plans. The Wilburton Commercial Club and
Booster League appealed to citizens to donate money to operate the school
until the next legislative session. An appeal to the United Mine Workers
of America was also p]anned.96 The fears in Wilburton were well-founded.
In 1917, Governor Williams did not approve Senate Bill 223, which pro-
vided appropriations for the School of Mines and Metallurgy. The gov-
ernor said mining engineering was important, but it would be offered at
the university or the agricultural and mechanical college. Either of
those institutions or the Vocational Board could arrange extension work
for miners. Defensively, Williams said:

None of the friends of said institution locally who talked to

me about it contended that said institution could be made a

success exclusively as a school of mines; but their plan was to

convert it into a school of technology or junior college.97
According to Williams, Oklahoma certainly did not need anymore schools
such as that any more.98

Former Speaker of the House, William H. Murray, expressed his views
about Williams' actions. Murray supported maintenance of all of the
educational institutions. The normal schools were necessary to train
desperately needed teachers, and the agricultural schools produced edu-
cated farmers. If the preparatory schools no longer fulfilled their
original purpose, other assignments could be made. The state had
invested a large sum of money in the institutions. He warned that no in-
stitution wés safe from the "despotic" Williams veto.gg

Governor Williams successfully closed five institutions in 1917: )
the agricultural schools in Broken Arrow and Helena; the School of Mines

and Metallurgy in Wilburton; and the preparatory schools in Claremore and

Tonkawa. His actions left many people dissatisfied and of course, he
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left opponents in the legislature. Citizens in the towns of those in-
stitutions wanted them reopened.100 There was dissatisfaction with his
use of the veto.101

As the Williams' vetoes affected 1918-1919 budgets, nothing could be
done to reopen the closed schools until 1919, In that year, the legisla-
ture did not Tose any time dismantling the work of Cruce and Williams.
Governor J. B. A. Robertson offered no resistance. He had indicated
earlier that he was not opposed to the maintenance of Oklahoma's educa-
tional institutions.l02 Appropriations, given to the School of Mines and
Metallurgy and the Oklahoma University Preparatory School, effectively

reopened both schoo]s.103

Separate Boards of Regents were created for
each of them. Separate boards were also created for the Colored
Agricultural and Normal University, the Oklahoma College for Women, and
the University of Ok]ahoma.104 Although a bill was introduced to revive
the Broken Arrow school, it faﬂed.lo5 Representative H. T. Kight of
Rogers County proposed a bill for the Oklahoma Military Academy to be
located where the Eastern University Preparatory School had been. The
bil1 passed, and the academy had its own board of regents.106

In addition to the three reopened institutions, a new one was
founded in the same year. The Miami Chamber of Commerce invited the
Senate to inspect lead and zinc mines before it voted on a bill for a
second School of Mines. Senator J. J. Smith of Miami, the sponsor of the
bil1l, and others went to Miami. The bill passed, with some difficulty,
shortly afterward. The Miami school also had its own board.107

In 1921, Senate Bil11 19 created a Commission of Educational Survey.
The bill directed the commission to employ education experts from other

states and the National Bureau of Education to conduct a survey of the

efficiency of Oklahoma's public education. Governor Robertson was
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responsible for appointment of all its members, except for the State Su-
perintendent. In the selection of commission members, Robertson looked
for the following:

I do not want any school or faction or business interest or any

other one element to dominate or control the commission. I

want broad-minded men of vision sufficient to comprehend the

needs of all classes of people as well as all interests of the

state, itself.108
After a thorough investigation, a number of recommendations were made.
These general recommendations were: coordination, reorganization of the
State Board of Education, unification of general control, determination
of objectives, definition of functions and responsibilities, determina-
tion of standards, adequate financial support, preparation of the budget,
progressive development, improvement of structure and composition of
boards, and attention to educational Teaders. Clearly, Oklahoma's higher
education was in critical need of reform. The commission's general ob-
servations indicated a lack of mission and direction. Specifically, the
report recommended .a reduction of boards and some commonality of purpose
for institutions governed by the same board. Without explanation, the
survey stated that one single board was not advisable. The following
model was suggested:

1) Board of Regents for the University of Oklahoma, which

would supervise any Jjunior colleges and have authority to

approve any planned junior colleges;

2) Board of Regents for the agricultural colleges;
3) Board of Regents for the state teachers' colleges;

4) Board of Regents for the Oklahoma College for Women, with
some women as members. 109

The survey suggested some mechanism for communication and coordination
among the boards. Oklahoma needed some kind of coordination agency.
Other specific suggestions were: closure of some institutions, repeal of

the constitution to remove the State Board of Agriculture as the board of
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control of the agricultural colleges, the State Board of Education should
be a regulatory board only, removal of the State Board of Public Affairs
as financial manager, no ex-officio members on boards to avoid blatant
political interference, and discontinue removal of presidents for polit-
ical reasons.110 These suggestions were directed toward the single goal
of removing, as much as possible, politics from education. Overall, the
survey findings led to the need for some kind of coordination agency.

In 1922, the thoughtful survey received 1ittle publicity and the
governor who commissioned it was no longer in office. Reaction to it
focused on school finance, but there was some interest in the higher
education findings. Characteristically, there was interest in the recom-
mendations to close some institutions. The report identified the agriQ
cultural schools, the Oklahoma Military Academy, the School of Mines and
Metallurgy in Wilburton, and the Oklahoma University Preparatory School
as candidates. Attention was also given to the suggestion for four
boards and the removal of the State Board of Agriculture as a board for

agricultural institutions.111

Interest in the survey was limited to
discussion. The state quickly became embroiled in the controversy sur-
rounding the new governor.

Jack Walton was elected governor in 1922 and during his term of of-
fice provided the most blatant example of the use of patronage. The
state inherited the patronage system from the territorial administra-
tions, and the higher education institutions were not exempt. Patronage
certainly influenced educators' attitudes toward both the governor's
office and that office's ability to interfere in educational matters.
The histories of individual institutions demonstrated the effect of the

governor's powers.112 The presidents of institutions changed frequently.

For example, Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical College had 11
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presidents between 1891 and 1923.113 Walton replaced most of the members
of every board, except for the State Board of Education, and four presi-

dents.114

Like Cruce and Williams before him, Walton planned to close
the preparatory school in Tonkawa. It appeared that Walton's plan was
abandoned after a group of Tonkawa citizens helped pay for his inaugural

party.115

In addition to his interference in higher education, Walton
alienated other people. Finally, after he tried to control the prominent
Ku Klux Klan through martial law, he was impeached. It is little wonder
that the Educational Survey Commission report did not capture sustained
public interest.116

Although politicians did not appear concerned about coordination of
higher education, educators in the state were concerned. Henry G. Ben-
nett, president of Southeastern Teachers College, addressed this issue in
his 1926 dissertation. He continually stressed the inadequacies of a
number of uncoordinated boards. He recommended three governing boards
for the state. The institutions governed by each board would have simi-
lar missions. Perhaps the Educational Survey Commission report influ-
enced him in this respect. The first board would govern the university,
the Oklahoma College for Women, and junior colleges. The agricultural
institutions would have their own board. The Board of Regents for
Teachers Colleges would govern all teachers colleges. Bennett also
recommended longer terms of office for board members to reduce political
influence. A member could be removed for cause only. He recognized the
importance of the governor's role in higher education:

With each change in administration of the state government it

becomes possible for the Governor, if he so desires, to change

the membership of every board of control at once with the ex-
ceptions of the State Board of Education.117
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Bennett was the first to outline a central coordinating system for
Oklahoma. Some duties of such an agency were: financial studies of
higher educational institutions; various councils, such as a president's
council, to exchange information; approval of curriculum; approval of
missions of institutions; and establishment of new institutions. The
benefits of his system were better relationships, planning, and overall
functiom‘ng.118

Unlike the 1922 survey recommendation that the State Board of Educa-
tion be regulatory only, Bennett suggested it as the central agency for
the state system. He felt this was in tandem with the state constitu-
tion. The board had been given more authority in 1917, when the legis-
lature provided for the board to approve the granting of degrees. The
people respected the board, and it was conveniently located. Governing
boards would supervise the management of 1institutions, but the State
Board of Education would have overall responsibi]ity.llg

While Henry G. Bennett was an upperclassman at Ouachita College in
Arkansas, he befriended a younger student named William Holloway. The
two friends would later help each others' careers. When Holloway moved
to Oklahoma, Bennett assisted him in obtaining a position as an elemen-
tary school principal. Later Bennett became a superintendent and
appointed Holloway as a high school principal. Holloway decided to
change careers and became a lawyer and then served in succession as a
prosecuting attorney, state senator, acting governor, and 1lieutenant
governor. In the latter position, Holloway was instrumental in Bennett's
appointment as Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical College president.
While Holloway was lieutenant governor, the governor was impeached after

two years of an acrimonious relationship with the legislature. Governor

Henry S. Johnston's impeachment catapulted Holloway into the governor's
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mansion in 1929. It is generally accepted that Holloway was well 1iked
and brought some stability to Oklahoma government during his two years as
governor. As governor of the state, Holloway was once again in a posi-
tion to help Henry G. Bennett.12O

Governor William Holloway adopted Bennett's coordination proposals.
In a message to the Twelfth Legislature, Holloway advocated a single
system of higher education. He noted that there had been no coordination
of efforts and encouraged cooperation instead of competition. He recom-
mended the Bennett plan of three boards. Holloway hoped the question of
the State Board of Agriculture's participation in education would be
submitted to the people. Because the governor could remove members of
this board, its separation from educational matters would mean less po-
litical interference. The Tlegislature was assured that this was not an
attempt to diminish the Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical College.
Four duties of a central coordination agency were outlined: fact-
finding; interpretation and definition of functions; promotion of coop-
erative work relations; and development of an overall plan for the

121

state. These duties were a distillation of Bennett's overall plan.

The message was "warmly" received in the 1eg1‘s1ature.122

The legislature passed the first coordination law two months later.
The coordinating board members included the State Superintendent of Pub-
1ic Instruction, five state presidents, and two governor-designated ap-
pointees. The four duties of the coordinating board were the exact ones
Holloway had outlined earlier. The board was to report annually to the
governor, providing information on the costs of higher education and the
present and future needs of the state institutions. The board would be

responsible for articulation of institutional missions and would prevent

unnecessary duplication of courses and programs. The councils, as
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Bennett planned, would promote cooperation among institutions. Overall,
the board would unify and provide direction for higher education.123
Although the bill passed, the board never met. The governor never
named any appointees. Perhaps the board was not formed because the State
Superintendent of Public Instructions’ main interest was the common
schools, and many presidents felt their programs would be 11m1ted.124
Bennett later implied that the Crash of '29 was responsible for Governor
Holloway's 1naction.125
The Oklahoma College Association was another attempt to foster vol-
untary coordination. Formed in 1929 after Holloway's speech, the or-
ganization had an ambitious program. Some goals of the organization were
the cooperation of higher education institutions with junior colleges and
high schools, statewide cooperation among college administrators, and

statewide preparation of college-bound students.126

The association
appears to have met only sporadically but was still significant for two
major reasons. It prepared institutional presidents for the next, more
active stage of coordination of higher education, and it also served as a
forum for Francis C. Kelley, Bishop of Oklahoma, who advocated public and
private cooperation.127 His ideas would be important to coordination of
higher education in the state. Bishop Kelly would become a major archi-
tect of the next coordination of higher education plan.

In Tight of the above, it can be seen that Oklahoma went from decen-
tralization to centralization to decentralization in a period of only 22
years, 1907-1929. The failure of the governor to activate the coordi-
nating board in 1929 kept the higher education institutions operating

with a number of boards of regents, there was no agency actively coordi-

nating activities, and there was no general plan for the direction of
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higher education. Oklahoma had gone in many directions in a few years.

Yet, there were those who would not forget the lessons of this time.
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CHAPTER III
THE MURRAY YEARS

The year 1933 was a significant one for the coordination of higher
education in the state of Oklahoma. In that year, events precipitated by
Governor William H. Murray led to the first operative coordinating board
in the state. The progress toward formal coordination of higher educa-
tion took place as Oklahoma and the nation searched for ways to economize
during the Great Depression. Henry G. Bennett told his faculty at Okla-
homa Agricultural and Mechanical College that the public would demand
consolidation of effort and elimination of costly riva]ries.l In 1933,
Governor "Alfalfa Bill1' Murray, the Depression, and higher education
combined in an unlikely trio to hasten coordination.

Born and raised in Texas, William H. Murray left home at an early
age. After working in a variety of jobs, he attended College Hi1l Insti-
tute and became a teacher for a short time. While a teacher, Murray
unsuccessfully sought a state senate position. Then he decided to study
law and became a newspaperman. He first practiced law in Texas and then
moved to Indian Territory. Just as many men did, Murray obtained Indian
citizenship through marriage and received a parcel of land. He was very
active professionally in the Chickasaw Nation, worked for the Chickasaw
Legislature, and was the Nation's representative at the Sequoyah Consti-
tutional Convention in 1905. The next year Murray was president of the
Constitutional Convention. In the state's first legislature, Murray

served as a representative and Speaker of the House, but numerous defeats

39
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followed his earlier successes in Oklahoma politics. His political de-
feats prompted Murray to move to South America, but the failure of his
colony in Bolivia persuaded him to return to Oklahoma in 1929.2

Upon his return to the state, Murray decided to seek the governor's
office. Defeated in his bids for governor in 1910 and 1918 and for Con-
gress in 1916, and given his absence from Oklahoma, Murray's candidacy
was not taken seriously. But Murray campaigned heartily and gained
strong rural support. His experience as a newspaperman now helped his

political ambitions. Skillfully, he used The Blue Valley Farmer to pub-

licize his candidacy. Also, in the Depression his appeals to the poor
were well received. At 61 years of age, William H. Murray won the gov-
ernor's seat by a large margin.3

Indicative of his rural support, Murray was an agrarian.4 Also, as
president of the Constitutional Convention, he was known as the Father of

the Constitution.5

The constitution was considered to be a progressive
document, which included provisions such as direct citizen participation
in the government through the initiative and referendum. These attri-
butes helped Murray become governor in 1931.6

Murray's long political career helped formulate his ideas for educa-
tion in Oklahoma. As Speaker of the House in the First Legislature,
Murray witnessed the establishment of quite a few state institutions and
was involved in community maneuvering for the award of those institu-
tions. He said that he and his friends were responsible for the selec-
tion of Ada as the site for a normal school. He then saw Governor
Williams "destroy" the agricultural schools in Broken Arrow and Helena.

According to Murray, Williams closed the schools simply because he dis-

1iked the town or the name of the school. These events and others
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affected Murray's decision to become involved in the affairs of higher
education.7

In a time when the people wanted immediate solutions, the political
tool Murray used most was the executive order. Supporters of Murray
defended this tactic as something most people were pleased with because
of their distrust of traditional government. The Oklahoma Constitution
gave the governor supreme executive authority, and he exercised it. To
take a matter to court or to call a special session of the legislature
was time consuming. Emergencies called for swift action.8 Murray did
not hesitate to use the executive order for any kind of situation. No
problem was too small or too large. For example, in December of 1932 he
issued an order which revoked the expulsion from the University of Okla-
homa of 14 young men involved in an altercation. If any of them were
convicted in the future in relation to this incident, Murray promised to
pardon them.9

The governor's interference in educational matters went beyond the
executive order. He was not above the use of a threat. In a speech to
the Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical College faculty, he said, "No
one is going to remain on the state payroll and continue to slander the

governor."10 Teachers' jobs were also threatened if they did not sub-

scribe to Murray's newspaper, The Blue Valley Farmer.11 The institutions

constantly faced Murray's efforts to reduce budgets drastica]]y.12 The
education system had already suffered financially, along with other agen-

cies, and the budgets were not extravagant.13

This was the atmosphere
the governor created in higher education.
On March 13, 1933, Governor Murray issued an "Educational Executive

Order." The order began:
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Whereas, much duplication of educational work in the several

higher institutions is indulged in, creating small classes with

large salaried teachers of such classes at great cost to the

taxpayers, it therefore becomes necessary to eliminate such

duplication by some rigid method that will effectively remove

the duplication, and thereby the excess expense upon the

people.l4
The presidents and boards of regents of the University of Oklahoma and
the Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical College were directed to elimi-
nate education classes: transfer engineering, home economics, and pa-
thology from the university to the agricultural and mechanical college;
and transfer pre-medical, pre-law, and geology from the agricultural and
mechanical college to the university, effective July 1, 1933. Any fac-
ulty employed in those fields in the institution losing the program were
to be dismissed.15

Reaction to the order was expressed during the following weeks. One
unnamed regent was quoted as saying "[Murray] seems to be hewing to the

Tline in the interest of economy."16

An editorial in the Tulsa Daily
World said the order was enthusiastically received by the people because
there was unnecessary duplication and useless departments, waste and
confusion in the absence of a system of education. An emergency existed
in education. The main reason the order was supported was that elimina-

tion of duplication was economica].17 The Waurika News Democrat agreed

with the governor. The Ponca City News suggested that he had not gone

far enough in consolidating and reducing expenditures. The Lawton Con-
stitution felt that the people would agree with the order but hedged its
bets with the comment that it "may not have been entirely correct in all

18

details. The Enid Events seemed to say that the education system

- would survive Murray. The Oklahoma City Times called him a "dictator"

and said people in education should handle decisions in education. It

added that his actions were "ruthless" and "arbitrary."lg Further, the
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order was an insult to the two boards of regents. Although the Oklahoma
City Times supported changes, the manner was unacceptable. The Daily

Oklahoman called Murray a "bomb thrower" and said he would destroy the

20

university's petroleum engineering program. The Wichita Eagle said

that Murray was giving Oklahoma a "new shuffle" instead of a '"new
dea]."21
Immediately, Murray appointed a committee of nine to study duplica-

tion of programs and to implement the executive order.22

It was expected
that the committee would also consider elimination of extension courses.
Specifically, Murray wanted elimination of many of the agricultural
courses at the Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical College. Those
courses could be offered at other agricultural colleges. The committee
was empowered to call witnesses and make any changes it deemed necessary.
The governor would pay for the committee's expenses from a fund for "ex-
traordinary protection of the state."23
Murray's committee met and recommended a law creating a coordinating
board. The law would give the board authority to study public institu-
tions and to coordinate a state system. The committee offered to conduct
a lTong-term study of the 1nst1tutions.24
The committee extended the work of the Educational Executive Order
when it made specific recommendations. Those recommendations were:
1) Although undergraduate work in education was restricted to
the normal schools, exceptions were recommended. The Okla-
homa Agricultural and Mechanical College would offer gradu-
ate work in teacher education in the fields of agriculture,
home economics, and vocational education. The University
of Oklahoma would offer geological and petroleum engineer-
ings

2) any other graduate work in education would be offered by
the University of Oklahomaj

3) the University of Oklahoma would exclusively offer journal-
ism;
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4) no work in home economics would be offered at the Univer-
sity of Oklahoma;

5) although geology was restricted to the University of Okla-
homa, the teachers colleges could offer elementary geology;
6) students would pay for any individual art and music Tes-
sons;
7) in addition to pre-law and medicine, any undergraduate
courses for pharmacy were restricted to the University of
Ok 1ahoma ;
8) the only extension work at the Oklahoma Agricultural and
Mechanical College would be in agriculture and home econom-
ics. A1l other institutions were to offer extension if
state funds were not used to finance the courses.25
Thus, in one meeting the committee made drastic recommendations based on
no research whatsoever. Murray incorporated the recommendations verbatim
and added in another executive order that the University of Oklahoma and
the Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical College could offer graduate
work in any of their undergraduate fie]ds.26
The coonmittee also made recommendations for a governing board struc-
ture. The Board of Regents for the University of Oklahoma would assume
control of Eastern Oklahoma College, Wilburton, Northeastern Oklahoma
Junior College, Miami, and Oklahoma State Business academy, Tonkawa. The
State Board of Education would assume responsibility for the Oklahoma
College for Women. The State Board of Agriculture still controlled the
Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical College. The Agricultural and Nor-
mal University in Langston and the Oklahoma Military Academy were ex-
cluded from this three-board structure.z7
Although the committee did not elaborate on its rationale for the
suggested board structure, the Carnegie Foundation for the Advancement of
Teaching identified, in 1933, the move toward fewer governing boards as a
national trend. In 1900, the most used board model was the president of

each institution reporting to the institution's own board of regents. By
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1925, the model had changed, for presidents of several institutions re-
ported to a single board of regents. By 1932, the position of chancellor
appeared. The presidents of several institutions reported to a
chancellor, who reported to. a single board of regents. The economic
climate was identified as one factor in the trend toward consoh‘dat1'on.28
At the time of the Carnegie survey, Oklahoma had nine governing boards.
The nine boards were responsible for 23 higher education 1nst1’tutions.‘?9
The Board of Public Affairs maintained responsibility for finances, ex-
cept for the agricultural coHeges.30 This structure would not change
until 1939.31 Oklahoma, in 1933, continued to have a dispersed gover-
nance structure, when some states had centralized governance systems.

Three days after the committee report was written, Murray sent a
message to the legislature. The message included the committee's bill:

An act to provide for the appointment of a Board, to be known

as the 'Co-ordinating Board,' and such Board to be charged with

the duty of coordinating and unifying the system of higher

education, et cetera.32
The governor explained why the previous coordinating board had not been
effective. The board was "composed of all the heads of the higher insti-
tutions, which meant nothing would be done, and, indeed, nothing has been
done."33 Actually, only five presidents were to have served on the pre-

vious board.34

The governor's explanation of the previous failure,
therefore, revealed more about his attitude toward the higher institu-
tional presidents. The governor also forwarded to the legislature bills
which would have reduced the number of governing boards from nine to
five,3

The plans Murray had for higher education went beyond the transfer
of programs when he became acquainted with the Bishop of Oklahoma, Fran-

cis C. Kelley. The most important goal of education, according to
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Kelley, was the development of the Christian citizen. Changes in society
made it necessary for colleges to assist the family, church, and common
schools 1in the development of that citizen. The Bishop's immediate
concern was the effect of the depression on private colleges. The reli-
gious atmosphere necessary for the training of a Christian citizen would
be lost without the denominational college. He called upon the Univer-
sity of Oklahoma to serve as a leader for all of the smaller colleges--
public and private--to maintain academic standards, while denominational
colleges would maintain authority in religious matters.36

Kelley urged the state to he]p.37 As a member of the North American

Conference on Higher Education and Religion, an organization which in-
cluded Protestant, Catholic, Jewish, and sectarian education represent-
atives, Kelley became interested in the collaboration of public and
private education. The purpose of the organization was development of
interest in religion in public education. When the organization failed
to garner widespread support, Kelley became interested in the collabora-
tion of public and private education at the state 1eve1.38 He outlined a
plan for higher education in Oklahoma:

1) The presidents of affiliated colleges would form a Board of
Regents. The Board would be responsible for academic stan-
dards at the University of Oklahoma. The Chancellor of the
Board would also be ex-officio president of the University

of Oklahoma;

2) affiliated colleges would recommend candidates for degrees,
and the Board would grant them;

3) the University would maintain a College of Liberal Arts,
the graduate and professional schools, and a research
institute. A11 other students would go to other colleges.
The University of Oklahoma would not compete financially
with those colleges;

4) the Board would loan affiliated college resources such as
professors and books;
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5) the Board would be responsible for actual property but
would not intrude in academic matters--'leaving education
entirely to educators.'39

Kelley found many advantages to his plan. The private denominational
colleges would be responsible for education not offered by the univer-
sity. Although Kelley did not outline the state college's role, his plan
included them. One can assume the state college would also be respon-
sible for courses not offered by the university. Collaboration would
help the private denominational colleges remain open. This would help
the entire state, because if those colleges closed, the state would need
new buildings to educate more students since students would be attracted
to a regents' degree. The assignment of professors where they were most
needed would increase their quality. The private denominational colleges
would benefit from the loan of those professors and other resources.40
In addition to improvement of the quality of education and the financial
situation in education, public and private cooperation would increase
interest in religious studies. Concepts from Canadian, East Indian, and
European universities were included in Kelley's Greater University. For
example, the affiliation of independent institutions was a British con-
cept.41

In April, 1932, Kelley presented his plan to the Oklahoma College
Association. They were receptive to his proposals and appointed a com-
mittee to study them. Henry G. Bennett was chairman of the committee and
in this position distributed Kelley's proposals throughout the state.
The Association was then instrumental in introducing Kelley to Governor
Murray. I. N. McCash of Phillips University, Eugene Antrim of Oklahoma
City University, and Kelley met with the governor 1in April, 1933.

McCash, Antrim, and Kelley presented the latter's plan for a coordination
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system that would not burden the taxpayer. Murray was impressed and
adopted the idea as his own.42

In that same month, Murray added five people, presidents of four
private universities and Bishop Kelley, to the committee which was to
study duplication and outlined "his" plan for the committee. The struc-
ture for Murray's plan was the Greater University of Oklahoma. The
Greater University consisted of graduate and professional schools only.
Any undergraduate education was at a College of Liberal Arts--which was
not a part of the university. The Greater University would facilitate
cooperation among educators. Healthy competition would replace rivalry.
Murray said taxpayers would have increased educational standards, without
added taxes.?3

Murray outlined a new governance structure. A coordinating board,
which consisted of eight members appointed by the governor and three
members from private institutions, would have governed the Greater Uni-
versity. The coordinating board was responsible for granting degrees and
supervising grades. Presidents of public colleges served on one aux-
iliary board, and another board would be composed of private institution
presidents. These sub-boards controlled management and academic affairs,
but they might have cooperated on matters such as tuition.4?

The private college, of course, had a key role in the Greater Uni-
versity. Murray exp1ained that the private college had done a great deal
for Oklahoma--many of the state's leading citizens were educated in pri-
vate colleges. Therefore, Oklahoma was indebted to the private colleges.
Competition and the Depression threatened the private college's exist-
ence. Because of the Depression, the state was not financially able to

assume responsibility for any additional students. The state needed to

cooperate with and help private colleges survive. Everyone would benefit
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from the Greater University. The state would Toan private colleges re-
sources, and the taxpayer would avoid the extra taxes needed to educate
more students if private colleges closed.45

Bishop Kelley gave a detailed response. The functions of the
Greater University, according to Kelley, were coordination of higher
education, economy, recognition of private colleges, and improvement of
education. He said the plan was not new or revolutionary. It was a
combination of traditions from all over the world. Although Bishop Kel-
ley, a Canadian, and Governor Murray, a Texan, had completely different
backgrounds, they shared a belief in classical education. Kelley said:

The real university stands high and stands alone. It is high

enough to be above mere utilitarianism. But the men, or women,

upon whom it has worked are ready for anything 1in a big way.

« » o« It is out of such an education that statesmen, writers,

orators, philosophers, are born.46
The governor and the bishop found common ground in the possibility of the
Greater University. Neither man was an educator, but both were in posi-
tions of authority and did not hesitate to use that authority to dissem-
inate their views.

Kelley explained some of the other functions of the Greater Univer-

sity.47

There was an examination component of the plan. Students from
the member institutions would be examined for university degrees. Com-
mittees would evaluate the examinations. Graduation might take place at
different intervals because a student could graduate any time he or she

48 If the examinations reduced the numbers

passed the proper examination.
of students, this would only serve to retain those who sincerely wanted
an education. Some students would be encouraged rather than discouraged.
Higher education's responsibility was not to produce a large number of
graduates, according to Kelley, but to produce "a limited number of re-

||49

sponsible and well-equipped leaders. Further, Kelley believed the
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regents' degrees given by the Greater University would assure Oklahoma's
educational superiority. The accrediting agencies had taken control of
education and produced mediocrity. If the Greater University did not
meet those agencies' requirements, Kelley predicted they would find
themselves without members. Oklahoma would have "wiser standards and
fairer tests,” all under the aegis of the Greater University.50

The governor's adoption of the Greater University provided a public
forum for educators in the state. The bishop was able to convince the

Daily Oklahoman, which was unusually critical of Murray's policies, to
51

remain neutral toward the Greater University. As a result, those ap-
pointed to Murray's committee were quoted at length in the Daily Okla-
homan. They were enthusiastic about the Greater University, but they all
agreed that religion and state should remain separate.52

Dr. I. N. McCash, president of Phillips University, saw the plan as
a beacon for other states and felt that tuition would be good for Okla-
homa. Tuition would help with expenses previously paid for entirely by
taxes. He thought the plan would reduce duplication and competition
among higher education institutions. Economy, improved management, ef-
ficiency, and character buiiding were perceived beneﬁ'ts.53

Dr. Eugene Antrim, president of Oklahoma City University, said
the plan was ustatesmanlike. "% The idea of all higher education
institutions as part of the Greater University would be a pioneer for the
country. The trend was toward coordination, and he cited North Carolina
as an example. He described the Greater University's proposed educa-
tional council, where private and public institution presidents were
members and decided on academic requirements, standardization, and elim-

ination of duplication. The private institutions' vice-chancellor served

on both the coordinating board and the educational council. The private
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institutions' privacy was maintained, as the institutions received no tax
support. The public institutions also had a vice-chancellor. The boards
of regents in existence were to continue being responsible for faculties,
budgets, physical plants, and discipline. A1l public institutions
charged tuition in the new plan. Antrim said tuition-free public educa-
tion had been unfair in Oklahoma, when the majority (44 of 48 states) of
states charged tuition. Tuition for all would equalize 1nst1‘tutions.55

The chancellor of the University of Tulsa, Dr. John D. Finlayson,
said the Greater University was "one of the most significant educational
suggestions made anywhere during the present century."56 0f course, the
century was fairly young at the time. Although Finlayson's remarks were
laudatory, he expressed concern about planning the new system. He sup-
ported the inclusion of private institutions because the state benefited
as much from those institutions as from public ones. The plan, he said,
"if rightly executed," would increase private giving and promote the
public's appreciation of the private 1’nst1’tut1’on.57 The general tone of
his remarks was reserved and displayed concern.58

.Dr. Hale Davis of Oklahoma Baptist University called the plan sin-
cere and was appreciative of any attempt to help the struggling, private
college. But Davis asked these critical questions:

Should the taxpayer bear the entire burden of the cost of
higher education?

Should the taxpayer pay the educational bill for the limited
few who seek technical training?

Should education in 1iberal arts be treated the same as educa-
tion in technical courses?

Should we have eighteen higher educational institutions in
Oklahoma while other larger states have only three or four?

Should our state educational institutions be placed upon a more
self-sustaining basis?
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Should out-of-state students be allowed to attend our educa-
tional institutions without paying tuition at a serious per
capita loss to the taxpayer?

Is it equitable to permit state institutions to compete on the

present basis with institutions 1ike 0.B.U., which must charge

tuition?59

Like other private university presidents, he was particularly concerned
with tuition. Thousands of students had come to Oklahoma for tuition-
free education, according to Davis. The taxpayer paid the price. He
estimated that one state institution's enrollment consisted of 60% out-
of-state students. Oklahoma supported education for other states' chil-
dren, while her private colleges strugg]ed.60 Davis' questions and
concerns were an excellent example of the kinds of issues Oklahoma needed
to address through some kind of coordination agency.

The Greater University had received a great deal of publicity when
the second coordinating board was created. Leon C. Phillips, representa-
tive from Okfuskee County, sponsored House Bill 686, which passed the
House and Senate on April 21, 1933. The board consisted of 15 members
appointed by the governor and confirmed by the Senate. Since their terms
were the same as the governor's, there was already a weakness in the
system. Because the members' terms were linked to the governor's, there
was no continuity. The board was given authority to create any rules and
regulations necessary to coordinate and unify higher education.61

The duties of the board were the same as those of the previous
board. The first duty required the board to assemble financial informa-
tion. These data would then be used to determine present and future
costs at the institutions. An annual report was to be submitted to the
governor. The board was also responsible for the articulation of in-

stitutional mission. In this capacity, the board was to regulate any

changes in mission. The purpose of regulating institutional mission was
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to bring order and consistency to programs and courses. Duplication of
courses at different kinds of institutions had been a consistent problem.
The improvement of communication among institutions was another board re-
sponsibility. The board was specifically directed to create councils to
facilitate communication. The board's most important responsibility was
the unification of a state system of public higher education. This goal
was to be accomplished "through the determination of an intelligent plan
for their further deve]opment."62 If the board could accomplish the
above, coordination would truly have begun in Oklahoma.

Governor Murray appointed members to the coordinating board. Bishop
Kelley and Henry G. Bennett, then president of Oklahoma Agricultural and
Mechanical Colliege, were among those appointed.63 Kelley had suggested
coordination of public and private education as a key part of the system,
with the University of Oklahoma as an academic leader. Bennett's views
were certainly included in the board's duties, but the key part of his
plan was unification of purpose for the state as a system. Certainly
Bennett, although he supported coordination, had no intention of support-
ing the predominance of the University of Oklahoma. Yet, it was neces-
sary for both men to serve on the board for their views to have some
impact.

When the new coordinating board met, it was the first time that
educators had discussed higher education coordination officially. The
board established 12 prihcip]es, the most important of which was that a
central agency was necessary to coordinate higher education in a state-
wide system. The system was to be financially efficient. In order to
achieve this efficiency, no one institution would attempt to offer all
programs and/or courses. The board would determine the best location for

a particular program. Other principles included general and regional
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cooperation. Thus, some needs would be assessed according to programs
offered in different regions of the state. Board principles assured due
process for individuals and institutions affected by board decisions.
Service to the state was the ultimate goal for each institution, and the
state determined what was best for public institutions. The Greater
University was the main structure of the system. In the spirit in which
the board was formed, there was a provision for voluntary private insti-

tution participation without Tloss of autonomy.64

The above principles
were designed to focus public institutions on the overall purpose of
higher education in the state instead of on local interests. This ambi-
tious goal could never be fully realized, because it was impossible to
remove people (laymen, politicians) from the educational decision-making
process. The articulation of this goal, however, was necessary for any
progress in coordination.

Several organizational plans were submitted to the board. Dr. 0. D.
Foster, a Congregational minister, wrote two of the plans. Dr. Foster
had organized the North American Conference on Higher Education and Reli-
gion. He and Kelley had worked together with the conference for two
years.65 Foster's first plan was the bare outline of Kelley's Greater
University. This plan included a board of governors, a chancellor, an
education council, a conference on educational and cultural planning, and
a committee on character influence and agencies. The second plan had the
same structure but discussed specific policies and procedures. Both
plans gave private institutions equal status with state institutions. A
third plan focused on missions of the institutions. Courses were divided
into major and service categories. Courses leading to a degree were

major courses while those courses necessary to support major fields or to

cultivate the student were in the service category. Once an institution
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categorized its courses, degrees were available only in the major fields.
The first year at all institutions was to be standardized. The Oklahoma
College for Women was to become either a Tiberal arts college of the
University of Oklahoma or a vocational school of the Oklahoma Agricul-
tural and Mechanical College. The teachers colleges were to be
restricted to elementary education and the University of Oklahoma and the
Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical College would be responsible for
secondary education.66 This plan outlined function instead of structure.

In August, 1933, the coordinating board adopted the "Preliminary
Plan of Procedure for the Greater University of Oklahoma." The central
structure was the Greater University. Major components were the coor-
dinating board, a chancellor, an institutional cabinet, a board of ed-
ucational consultants, and an office of administrative research and
statistics. The coordinating board performed those duties outlined by
the Tlegislature, as previously discussed. The board would appoint the
chancellor and the chancellor would be the chief executive officer. Re-
sponsibilities of the chancellor included preparation of an annual report
and budget. He served on all legislative committees within the Greater
University and attended board meetings. He had authority to sign any
papers, including degrees of the Greater University, and to veto any act
of a committee. The institutional cabinet was composed of the presidents
of participating institutions. The board of educational consultants was
simply a method to obtain services from national experts. Fact finding
and accounting were assigned to the office of administrative research.
The plan outlined specific duties and equipment needs for this office.67
The preliminary plan of procedure emphasized centralization, with the

Greater University as a regulatory structure for member institutions.
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Communication was also emphasized through the advisory role of the presi-
dents in the institutional cabinet.

W. B. Bizzell, president of the University of Oklahoma and a member
of the board, provided insights about the way the board functioned and
concerns about its work. One practical problem Bizzell discussed was the
transfer of programs initiated by Murray's Executive Order in March,
1933. The implementation of transferring programs to and from the Uni-
versity of Oklahoma, the Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical College,
and the teachers college was too difficult. The board abandoned discus-
sion of the problem because it was unable to reach any kind of agreement.
One major problem was the insecure term of office. No one knew if the
members would be reappointed after January, 1935, when Murray left of-
fice. Another problem was the probability that the board did not have
authority to form a public corporation. The major concern others ex-
pressed to the board was the participation of the private colleges. The
board would do nothing, according to Bizzell, to violate the separation
of church and state. He emphasized the value of private college input.
There was also a question of the governing boards' relationship to the
coordinating board. The governing boards' function did not change, but
the coordinating board would consolidate the budgets of individual
boards.68 Bizzel1 neglected to discuss his own problems with the coordi-
nating board. If the Greater University were implemented, the pres-
ident's office at the University of Oklahoma would no longer exist.
Apparently, Bizzell did not want to resign as president of the univer-
sity, and the governor was opposed to Bizzell's appointment as chancel-

69

lor. Eventually, Bizzell's reluctance to resign as president of the

university would prove to be wise.
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The Board concluded that implementation of the Greater University
required incorporation. The purpose of such a corporation was the
establishment of a centralized coordination agency. The articles of
incorporation were sent to the attorney general for his opinion, and his
office informed the board that a corporation could not fulfill the duties
of the coordinating board as outlined in the statute. The duties of the
members of the coordinating board did not include the ability to form a
corporation., The attorney general's office also stated that the legisla-
ture did not authorize the coordinating board to incur any major ex-
penses. A chance110rfs salary was considered such an expense. Also, the
board had no authority to collect tuition. There was no statutory provi-
sion for the Greater University to issue degrees. Therefore, the at-

torney general denied the request for incorporation.70

Unfortunately,
the attorney general, J. Berry King, and the governor were political
foes. Although the opinion was legally accurate, King took the oppor-
tunity to Tlambast Murray publicly. King told Murray to adhere to the
state constitution, of which Murray was an author. King termed the board
members "sycophants" and threatened them with legal action if they in-
terfered in the operation of any higher education institutions. This

personal threat upset Bishop Ke]]ey.7l

It is evident that Kelley was
respected in the state because King issued a public apology. King said,
"I recognize that you [Kelley] have, perhaps, given more thought to it
[the Greater University] than any other one man in the state."’2  But
King could not resist a further Jjibe at Murray and speculated, "Obvi-
ously, however, others in executive power have attempted to appropriate

w73

your own ideas and take credit for them. Thus, the board's bid for

incorporation distintegrated in a bitter, political confrontation.
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The coordinating board continued to meet after the failure of the
Greater University plan. Accounting procedures and budgeting methods for
the higher education institutions were its major areas of concern. The
board also considered conducting a survey of educational needs in the
state. One proposal was the administration of an intelligence test to
high school students as a means of assessing those needs.74

Although the board was able to collect information for small proj-
ects, its Tegal defeats could not be surmounted. Governor Murray recom-
mended a small budget for the board to the legislature and a bill was
1'ntroduced.75 The bill failed to pass on the last day of the session.76
The governor also submitted the board's recommendation for tuition

77 78

charges. These

This recommendation was not implemented either.
defeats and the attorney general's denial of incorporation limited the
effectiveness of the board.

The end of Murray's term as governor was the end of the first coor-
dinating board that met and tried to perform its duties. Educators
recognized the critical need for a coordination agency and had worked to-
gether toward implementation of the Greater University. Working toward
some kind of coordination, although not ideal, was better than no coordi-
nation. The coordinating board allowed educators to determine some gen-
eral principles of coordination for the entire state. But an agency
which was so closely connected with the predominance of the University of
Oklahoma could not succeed. It was no surprise that a plan, designed to
illuminate other institutions' real or imagined weaknesses, failed.
Although Bishop Kelley was respected, it was unlikely that educators
would wholeheartedly support a system created by a Catholic bishop.

Perhaps the board purposely chose incorporation as a means to jettison

the Greater University cleverly. After all, they knew beforehand that,
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legally, incorporation was unlikely. Murray himself was the board's
greatest strength and its greatest weakness. As governor, he was in a
powerful position to make things happen. As a controversial, interfering
politican, he created many enemies. The experience convinced President
Bennett to become more involved in politics to prevent another man such

as Murray from assuming the position of governor.79

Yet, Murray had
publicized coordination of higher education, instigated legislation for a
coordination agency, appointed members to the coordinating board, and
finally, left intact a mechanism for the next phase of coordination in

Oklahoma.
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CHAPTER IV
ONE STATE

The formation of a permanent coordination agency did not have the
drama of the attempts at coordination which preceded it. The confronta-
tions between governor and legislature and the plans for a grand and
glorious super university were the stuff of yesterday. After two at-
tempts to formalize coordination in 1929 and 1933, success finally came
in 1941, "not with a bang, but a whimper."1

After Murray's tenure as governor, the people of Oklahoma elected a
person as different from "Alfalfa Bill1" as a person could get. E. W.
Marland was an Easterner from a refined and comfortable background.
Marland's father, an industrialist, raised him as a "gentleman" and hoped
his son would one day become a supreme court justice. The younger Mar-
land earned his law degree but became an oilman in Oklahoma. When the
famous Marland 0il1 Company ceased to exist after J. P. Morgan and Company
gained control, Marland turned to politics and was elected United States
Representative from the eighth district in 1933. Elected governor in
1935, Marland promised to bring the New Deal to Oklahoma. His chief
concern as governor appeared to be as champion of the "common man."2

As a United States Representative, Marland had commissioned the
Brooking's Institution to survey the state's government. Financed by
private donations, the survey was published after he became governor. It

identified many problems in higher education which required centralized,

consistent leadership. Several major problems were rivalry between the
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University of Oklahoma and Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical College,
differences in the private and public institutions (such as tuition),
lack of definition of the role of the Oklahoma College for Women, dupli-
cation in the teachers colleges, and a lack of definition of the role of
the junior college. None of these problems was new or surprising. Among
the other difficulties the survey discussed were low enrollment in cer-
tain colleges, the offering of graduate courses at all of the institu-
tions, and lack of standardization. It was obvious that the above
problems needed to be addressed by the state.3

The Brooking's Institution recommended restructuring the governing
boards. The main goal in restructure was the recognition of the Univer-
sity of Oklahoma and Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical College as
leaders of higher education in the state. The University of Oklahoma and
the junior colleges would share a governing board, and Oklahoma Agricul-
tural and Mechanical College and the other agricultural and mechanical
colleges would share a board. The Oklahoma College for Women would have
its own board of regents, and the State Department of Education would
govern any teachers colleges not governed by the agricultural and mechan-
ical colleges' board. Only the women's college, teachers colleges, the
University of Oklahoma, and Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical College
would have their own presidents. This was another elaborate scheme when
a simple recommendation for a coordination agency would have sufficed.
But the survey said that although coordination was needed, one board was
probably incapable of governing all the institutions.4

Governor Marland was aware that one of the major themes of the sur-
vey was the need for coordination. Although he believed most people in
Oklahoma favored coordination in government, he also felt there would be

disagreement on methods for achieving coordination. Because the report
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made so many specific recommendations, this was no doubt true.5 Because
of the Brooking's Institution recommendation, Marland did not appoint any
members to the coordinating board.6 Although he had been appointed to
the University of Oklahoma Board of Regents in 1919,7 the governor ex-
pressed no particular interest in higher education coordination.8

There had been high expectations for Marland's tenure as governor,
but the New Deal in Oklahoma failed for several reasons. Marland himself
was not a skillful politician. He attempted to govern the state as a
corporation, which did not work. The state itself did not have the well-
organized organizations necessary to help implement the New Deal.
Another reason for the failure of Marland's programs was Leon Phi]]ips.g

Leon "Red" Phillips came to Oklahoma Territory as a child with his
family in 1892. After he graduated from high school, Phillips attended

Epworth Um‘versity,10

and studied theology. He then transferred to the
University of 0k1ahom§ in order to study law. Following graduation,
Phillips practiced law in Okfuskee County. During his time at the Uni-
versity of Oklahoma, Phillips was active in politics. This interest
continued in local politics. In 1932, already known as a conservative
Democrat, Phillips won a seat as state representative. He quickly became

influential in the legislature and served as Speaker of the House.11

It
was from this position that he thwarted Marland's ambitions. Indeed,
Marland was unable to initiate any of the Brooking's Institution recom-
mendations.12 After Phillips lost the position as Speaker and failed to
gain a federal judge position, he decided to seek the governorship. A
foe of the New Deal, Phillips promised to reduce expenditures. Among his
supporters was Henry G. Bennett. Elected governor in 1938, reduced ex-
penditures in education and domination of the legislature were some of

the characteristics of Phillips' term.13
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The governor, Leon Phillips, was the representative who had intro-
duced the bill for the second coordinating board in 1933. It was there-
fore not a surprise that Phillips was interested in reactivating the
board, which could also help Phillips with two items on his political
agenda. First, the University of Oklahoma and the Oklahoma Agricultural
and Mechanical College continued as rivals. As a University of Oklahoma
graduate, Phillips did not want to express favoritism for his alma mater,
and because of this he was accused of being partial to the Oklahoma Agri-
cultural and Mechanical College. Perhaps the board would provide a forum
for the two institutions and extricate Phillips from their arguments.14
Second, as a candidate for governor, Phillips promised to control state
spending. The coordinating board would help control higher education
institutional budgets. The governor informed Bishop Kelley that he would
appoint members to the coordinating board at the beginning of his term.
This would give them a Tonger period of time to work.15 Fifteen members
were appointed to the board in 1939. Bishop Kelley, President Bennett,
and President Bizzell were among those appointed.16

One of the first items on the board's agenda was a review of other
coordination models, which revealed interesting facts. Florida was one
of the first state systems coordinated by a single control board. Its
State Board of Education supervised the board. Georgia coordinated in
1933. Its executive director was a chancellor, but councils assisted
him--a superior council (chancellor and presidents), and a university
system council (chancellor, university administrators, and selected fac-
ulty). Mississippi had a single board of control for its six institu-
tions. Montana consolidated its four institutions in 1913. There a
chancellor of the university reported to the State Board of Education.

In 1931, North Carolina consolidated three institutions with a governing
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board. The head of the system was a chancellor responsible to the board
of trustees. In Georgia and North Carolina, a single university system
existed. The report identified four kinds of boards: (1) a board for
all state institutions, (2) a board for all state education, (3) a board
for all state higher education institutions, and (4) a board for all
state institutions with the same goal (e.g., teachers coHeges).17 The
coordinating board 1in Oklahoma preferred number three, which had its
spiritual beginning in the first coordinating board. The first and sec-
ond models were cumbersome systems; the board did not consider them. The
board found 1ittle merit in an agency for all state institutions of the
same type. It felt that this kind of organization would continue to
promote divisiveness and rivalry. It would also be difficult to group
institutions according to goal. All of the institutions were servants of
the state with the purpose of educating students beyond the secondary
1eve1.18

When the board reviewed higher education in other states, Bishop
Kelly studied the University of Chicago. Kelley was impressed with the
1iberal education emphasis of that university and invited Robert Maynard
Hutchins, President of the University of Chicago, to Oklahoma. Hutchins
reviewed the board's work and recommended an agency with the authority to
enforce elimination of duplication. The wonder boy of Chicago advised
that college presidents would not willingly give up parts of their
territory.l9

The history of coordination efforts in Oklahoma and the statutory
basis of the coordinating boa;d encouraged the board to recommend consti-
tutional status for a coordinating board of the future. A constitutional
board would not be subject to the changing whims of the governor or the

legislature. The proposed board would be a permanent one.20
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The coordinating board also recommended a single state system of
higher education. The Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education would
coordinate the system through responsiblity for a consolidated budget,
determination of fees, relationships with other agencies, approval of
courses of study, and the standards of higher education. The regents
consisted of nine members with staggered terms who could be removed for
cause only. The governor appointed and the senate approved those mem-
bers. It was hoped that staggered terms removed the regents from undue
gubernatorial influence. The chancellor was to be the chief executive
officer for the system. The use of government resources in private in-
stitutions was not possible, but provisions were made for private insti-
tution participation in the system. It was also hoped that this system
would bring consistency and planning to policies, procedures, and cur-
riculum in higher education.21 The coordinating board's proposal did not
alter any of the higher education institutions or boards of regents, as
previous plans did. Any changes in scope, mission, and standards became
the responsibility of the regents. In this manner, the coordinating
board was able to propose an agency for change that affected higher edu-
cation for many years instead of specific changes in instituitional or
boards of regents status that were ephemeral.

Governor Phillips was responsive to the board's proposal. He and
Bishop Kelley had developed a cordial relationship and respected each
other's opinions. Kelley had kept the governor informed of the board's
progress.22 Governor Phillips accepted the board's recommendations and
forwarded them to the legislature. The legislature submitted a consti-

tutional amendment to the peop]e.23

The campaign for the coordination
board amendment was a short one of about a week prior to the election.

The amendment was submitted to the people with two others--an amendment
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for a balanced budget and an amendment for old-age assistance. The coor-
dination board was the least controversial topic, with most of the atten-
tion given to the balanced budget.24

The governor campaigned for his amendments in personal visits and on
the radio. Phillips reminded the people of the Democrat Party's conven-
tion platform of 1938, which promised "to grant adequate support to
higher educational institutions of the state and prevent the coercion of

heads of institutions for political advantage."z5

In addition to the
fulfillment of the party platform, he said that men with no ulterior
motives had studied the situation and recommended the amendment for a
coordination board.2® In a visit to Northeastern State College in Tahle-
quah, Phillips told the audience that the amendment would make "two years
at this college just as good as two years down at Norman under those reds

w2l

and pinks. He also told the audience that anyone opposed to the

amendment probably did not have good "reasoning powelr‘."z8

During the
campaign, the governor said that all college presidents and all boards of
regents members supported the amendment. Phillips formed a statewide
citizens' committee in support of the amendment.29 With such a short
time for the campaign, the committee was a publicity measure. It was a
way of publicizing those prominent citizens in support of the amendment
and of giving the appearance of widespread support. Phillips was a
shrewd politician with many years of experience.

President Bennett also campaigned for the amendment because he had
been

in a position to see and to know the effects of bitter insti-

tutional rivalry, unwise duplication, regionalism and other

evidences of institutional anarchy which result from the multi-
plication of boards.30
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Oklahoma did not have an overabundance of institutions, according to
Bennett, but there were more tax-supported institutions than in many
other states. He felt the result was a greater need for coordination

than existed in Oklahoma's "“sister states."31

The president was cer-
tainly in a position to assess Oklahoma's needs. As president of South-
eastern Normal School and then Oklahoma Agricultural and Mechanical
College, Bennett was a college executive for 32 years. At the time of
the constitutional amendment, the state was only 34 years old. Ten gov-
ernors served during his years as president. The dissertation Bennett
wrote was the foundation for the first and second coordinating boards.
Bennett's experience and influence were instrumental in the creation of a
constitutional amendment. Although some of his original ideas were not
used, his main idea of a single state system was the foundation of the
coordinating board's proposal. Bennett's persistence was certainly a
factor in the campaign's outcome.

The amendment received support from several important organizations
in the state. The Oklahoma Education Association supported a constitu-

32

tional board. There was bipartisan support from both the Democratic

33

and Republican party chairmen. The Tulsa Daily World outlined its

reasons for support--to remove higher education institutions from polit-
ical influence, apportionment of budgets on a more equal basis, removal
of duplication, and uniform standards and fees.34

There was some opposition to a constitutional coordination board.
The Farmer's Union and some elements of 1labor characterized the
governor's support of the amendment as "Caesar had his Brutus and Okla-
homa has Phi]]ips."35 They suggested that the governor would have com-
plete control of the colleges and universities. They also felt that the

regents would not be responsive to citizen concerns.36
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Several former governors were quoted as being opposed to the coor-
dination board. "Alfalfa Bil1" said: "The Board of nine, after the
present governor Tleaves office, will not be under obligation, even in
gratitude, to any governor that we may elect hereafter.“37 Murray felt
that any board should be responsive to the governor's wishes. In fact,
one of the reasons Murray campaigned for governor in 1938 was to continue
gubernatorial support for the Greater University.38 Murray's opposition
was exactly why a constitutional amendment was recommended. Governors
Henry Johnston and Jack Walton, both of whom had been impeached, were
also opposed to the measure. Walton felt the amendment gave "unheard of
dictatorial powers to the Chief Executive of the State."39 This was an
ironic statement from a former governor who had used his powers to re-
place several college presidents and many boards of regents' members.
Apparently, Walton had a change of heart and did not want the governor to
appoint the members of a board which was responsible for all higher edu-
cation institutions.

Others also opposed the board. A formidable foe was the State Su-
perintendent of Public Instruction, A. L. Crable. Crable, a former pro-

t,40

tege of President Bennet questioned the effects of a single board of

contro141 and formed his own citizens' committees to oppose the amend-

42

ment. Some suggested that his opposition was simply a personality

conflict with Phillips and that some would not vote for the amendment

because they did not like Phillips.%3

Others suggested that Crable's
opposition was based on the fact that the state superintendent would not
control the coordination board.44 John Vaughan, president of Northeast-
ern State College and Crable's predecessor as state superintendent, sup-
ported the amendment, which helped to minimize Crable's opposition.45

Other criticisms of the amendment included opposition to appropriations



73

in one package for all institutions and the provision for tuition if the
legislature approved.46
March 11, 1941, the day to cast votes for a constitutional amendment

for a coordination board, finally arrived. The DBaily Oklahoman had said

that the general public was not very interested in or well informed about

the amendment and predicted a small number of voters.47

Although the
voter turnout was low, as predicted, State Question 300 received 152,173
affirmative votes and 95,617 no votes.48 Because a majority of the vo-
ters approved the amendment, according to the Oklahoma Constitution the
amendment passed.

The constitutional amendment created the Oklahoma State System for
Higher Education and the Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education. In
that same year, the legislature passed a law which created the state
regents' staff, offices, and annual officers.49 The system was in opera-
tion. The amendment granted enormous responsibilities to the state re-
gents. The state regents were responsible for the standards, budgets,
courses of study and programs, tuition and fees, and academic degrees of
all public higher education institutions. 0 Although the institutional
boards of regents retained responsibility for day-to-day management, as a
coordinating board of control the state regents would be the guide for
the entire system.

What kind of course would the state regents chart? What kinds of
relationships would the state regents and chancellor have with the col-
lege and university presidents and the boards of regents? Would the
state regents and chancellor be respectful and responsive, or dictatorial
and distrustful? Would financial appropriations be fair and reasonable?
How would fair and reasonable be determined? Would unnecessary duplica-

tion be eliminated? What was unnecessary? Would higher education in
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Oklahoma be ready for the challenges to come? Finally, would the gov-
ernor wield less influence? This is the way the call for coordination
ended, "not with a bang, but a whimper."51 Would the system created in

1941 be able to find a happy medium for the state between a bang and a

whimper?
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CHAPTER V

SUMMARY

The governor had the primary role in higher education coordination
in Oklahoma from statehood to the constitutional amendment of 1941. He
served as primary agent in the political process which affected higher
education institutions. Although the Tlegislature contributed to the
political process, its actions were isolated. The very nature of any
legislature made it impossible to work consistently toward a single goal.
Each legislator was responsive to his own district. Some legislators
served for a number of years and some did not. Therefore, the Tlegis-
lature was composed of many different people with different interests.
The governor actually attempted to plot a statewide direction. The leg-
islature's role was reactive. It responded either to the governor or to
local interests. In the effort to direct higher education, each governor
brought his own distinct styles of management.

Lee Cruce attempted to bring consolidation of institutions through
recommendations to the legislature. His recommendations met with disap-
proval, and he eventually signed appropriation bills for the very insti-
tutions he hoped to close. Because Cruce sought and followed advice from
prominent, national educators, one may conclude that he sincerely hoped
to improve education. But the advice he received had little impact on
higher education institutions in the state. His one success, however
short-1ived, was the activation of the State Board of Education as an

agency of centralization.
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Robert L. Williams continued Cruce's theme of too many institutions
but used the veto as an instrument of power. Even though he succeeded in
closing five institutions, only two remained closed. The legislature
resented Williams' vetoes and ushered in a new period of decentralization
with reopened.institutions, creation of a new institution, and establish-
ment of a number of boards of regents. In terms of what Williams wanted
to accomplish in higher education as governor, he was successful because
he closed the institutions he felt were unnecessary.

J. B. A. Robertson initiated the survey of 1922. It contained a
fairly objective assessment of education in Oklahoma, but since it was
submitted at the end of his term, there was nothing he could do with the
information. It is not certain whether Robertson would have acted on any
of the recommendations if he had had the opportunity. He seemed content
with the status of higher education institutions.

The term "coordination" was introduced to the political arena in
1929 when William Holloway focused on Bennett's system of higher educa-
tion. Bennett recommended the State Board of Education as a central
coordination agency and the reduction of governing boards from nine to
three. Beyond the successful recommendation of a coordinating board,
Holloway was inactive.

The best example of an attempt to shape higher education institu-
tions into a personal vision was the Greater University. William H.
Murray promoted a super university for the state. He embraced Bishop
Kelley's ideas as though they were his own. The extreme conditions of
the Great Depression and the absence of a functioning centralized higher
education agency allowed Murray to further the plan to the extent that
he did. Had it succeeded, the Greater University may have provided a

strong voice for institutional presidents in the governance structure.
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Eventually, the plan was too personal to survive. It was created largely
by one person and represented a dream for public and private cooperation.
Although a part of this dream was finally realized in the state constitu-
tional provision for the affiliation of private and denominational col-
leges in the state system, the dream itself was not enough to sustain an
entire system.

It seemed as though the Great Depression would have been an ideal
time for the kind of reform the Greater University represented. Demands
for economy were a constant factor in Oklahoma, and the dire conditions
in 1933 and 1934 added urgency to those demands. The Greater University
concept failed, but it was only one failure of many in the Murray Admin-
istration. Only the Oklahoma Tax Commission served as a lasting achieve-
ment.1 There may have also been a tendency for educational reform to
seem insignificant compared to the many dramatic actions of Governor
Murray. For example, he used martial law proclamations on 34 occasions.2
Formal coordination of higher education would wait for another time.

Although E. W. Marland had access to information during his term as
governor on the status of higher education and on the need for coordina-
tion, he did not appoint members to the coordinating board. The Brook-
ing's Institution recommended restructuring of the governing boards
before appointment of coordinating board members. Marland took this
advice. He made no attempt to chart a different course for coordination.

In his memoirs, Murray said that Leon Phillips misunderstood the
Greater University. Nevertheless, Phillips had sponsored the coordi-
nating bil11 during Murray's term and reactivated the board in 1939.
Phillips accepted the board's recommendations and successfully campaigned

for a permanent coordinating agency.
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The above governors' methods may be divided into two styles: auton-
omous (the governor acting alone), and democratic (the governor acting in
conjunction with others) (see Figure 1). The executive order and the
veto are autonomous styles. Appointments and expert advice require com-
munication and denote democratic styles. Publicity may be autonomous or
democratic. Publicity as a method of disseminating one view is auton-
omous. Publicity as a means of receiving information is democratic.
Recommendations to the legislature presented in an authoritative, dicta-
torial manner are autonomous. Recommendations to the legislature in a
colleagual manner are democratic. One governor may have used several
methods and both styles.

Three governors used appointments to agencies as a method of accomp-
lishing some of their goals. Governor Cruce appointed members to the
State Education Board. Governors Murray and Phillips appointed members
to the second coordinating board. - Cruce's appointees seemed to report
what they felt the governor wanted to hear. Murray's appointees, which
included independent thinkers, were burdened with the Greater University
work. Fortunately, Phillips seemed to have left his appointees to do
their own independent work. Making appointments was important because an
agency could be in place, but if there were nc members, nothing was ac-
complished. A governor would appoint people he believed would implement
his program. But peoples' actions could not be predicted with certainty.

Governor Murray used, or rather misused, the executive order. Mur-
ray used the order to dictate policy, procedure, and courses of study.
In his office, it was the most autocratic tool used between 1911 and
1941. |

There were two levels of the procurement of advice from persons in

the education profession. Consultation was personal and informal.
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Surveys were performed when an agency, public or private, hired profes-
sionals. Governors Robertson and Marland were instrumental in the com-
pletion of surveys. In terms of immediate impact, the survey was the
least effective method.

Publicity controlled by the governor was either an effort to receive
information or an effort to disseminate information. Williams used pub-

licity to receive information from citizens. The Blue Valley Farmer,

Murray's own paper, was used to disseminate biased information. Most of
the articles praised Murray's policies or criticized any opponents of his
policies.

Each governor shared his goals and objectives with the legislature.
Success in their impiementation depended on factors such as the tone of
the message, public opinion, and strength of support or opposition in the
legislature. Thus, the Tegislature acted upon some recommendations, such
as the coordinating boards, while others remained recommendations, such
as Cruce's pleas to close some institutions.

The veto was a widely used and usually appropriate form in which the
executive communicated. As Williams used this method, the veto c]bsed
entire institutions. Cruce threatened to use the veto in the same man-
ner, but never did.

With their varied styles and methods, all of the governors except
Phillips failed to create a coordinated system of higher education. They
failed largely because the governor could not coordinate higher educa-
tion. The governor was not elected to coordinate higher education. A
governor may have promised to change higher education, but he was not
elected to change things himself. Cruce, Williams, and Murray tried to
accomplish too much on the strength of their office. In contrast, Phil-

1ips supported a general idea and left it to others to work out the
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details. Phillips' success required legislative, coordinating board mem-
bers, newspaper, radio, and voter participation.

One cannot ignore the impact of local interests in the governors'
failures. The Brooking's Institution reported that approximately 50% of
all students lived within driving distance (25 miles) of the higher edu-
cation institution they attended.3 In addition to this factor, there
were few imposing monuments to represent the struggle of the people in a
sparsely populated prairie state. Perhaps the institutions helped fill
that void and represented pride in their communities. At any rate, the
communities in which the institutions were Tlocated were quite vocal in
their support.

People were important in the history of higher educatidn coordina-
tion in Oklahoma, and two distinct phases may be identified. In the
first phase (1911 to 1939), the emphasis was on institutions. From 1911
to 1919, the concentration was on the closing of institutions as a means
of regulating the direction of higher education. It had taken only four
years after statehood for the distressful, yet necessary, process of
self-evaluation to begin. There was 1little activity between 1920 to
1933. The emphasis in 1933 and 1934 was on the creation of the Greater
University. The second phase, 1939 to 1941, was finally directed toward
formal coordination.

In order to put coordination of higher education in Oklahoma in
context, a general discussion of coordination in the United States is
instructive. Coordination of higher education did not begin until the
late nineteenth century. Most higher education institutions enjoyed a
great deal of autonomy (absence of state control) prior to that time.
Most states now have some kind of coordination agency.4 The degrees of

5

coordination vary from state to state. Approximately 27 states have
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coordinating boards, and about half are regulatory. The other agencies
are advisory. The first of these boards was formed in New York in 1784,
and the second was not formed until 1934 in Kentucky. Approximately 19
states have consolidated governing boards. The first of these boards was
formed in 1897 in South Dakota.6 Oklahoma's higher education institu-
tions did not have the Tuxury of evolving over a relatively Tong period
of time, but accomplished higher education coordination in only 34 years.
Thirty-four years may appear to be a long time, but in the context of
this country, it is not.

Oklahoma is one of only two states with a coordinating board of
contro].7 The state regents coordinate the system mainly through a uni-
fied budget and approval of course offerings and programs. The control
occurs mainly with their duties of recommending to the state Tegislature
budget requests and of allocating those funds to the 1nstitutions.8
Oklahoma's experience with political interference resulted in an emphasis
on authority. This does not seem to be the situation in other states.

After 34 years of statehood, why was the attempt to formalize coor-
dination in 1941 successful? There were several factors. The governor
in 1941, Leon Phillips, was a skilled politican and knew how to work with
the legislature. Strong supporters of coordination, Bennett and Kelley
had supported Phillips' campaign for governor. This gave Phillips added
encouragement in support of coordination efforts. Phillips had designed
a short campaign for the constitutional amendment which left too Tittle
time for an effective counterattack. But the success of the amendment
was more than the success of a governor; it was the culmination of a
process. Oklahoma had experimented with coordination for most of its
existence as a state. Other states were involved in coordination of

higher education. A11 of these factors influenced success in 1941.
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The need for coordination of higher education in Oklahoma was per-
ceived early in the state's history. The number of state-supported in-
stitutions required some kind of financial accountability. The people of
the state deserved the best education possible. This required, at the
least, consistent standards and policies. Coordination seemed to be a
way to respond to these major needs. Local interests and political in-
terference affected the nature of the coordination. On the eve of World
War II, the people of Oklahoma approved Article XIII-A of the State Con-
stitution. Would the Oklahoma state system and the State Regents of

Higher Education be prepared for the challenges to come?
Further Areas of Research

There are several further areas of study suggested as a result of
this paper. A continuation of the study of coordination of higher educa-
tion in Oklahoma could examine the original responsibilities of the state
regents and its performance in relation to those responsibilities, the
office of the chancellor, and/or the degree of coordination of constitu-
tional, statutory, and private institutions. A related study could re-
view and compare coordination models in similar states (such as those in
the Southwest region or those with similar patterns obtaining statehood)
with Oklahoma. The history of Oklahoma's governing boards generates at
least two subjects for study--a general study of the evolution of Okla-
homa's governing boards, or a specific study such as the evolution of the
Board of Regents for Oklahoma State University and the agricultural and
mechanical colleges. These subject areas offer exciting possibilities

for the future researcher.
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1935

1939
1941
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Major Events

State Board of Education activated
Five institutions closed

Three institutions reopened; one
institution founded

Public Education in Oklahoma, A Report
of a Survey of Public Education in the
State of Oklahoma published

Bennett dissertation published

First Coordinating Board bill passed;
Oklahoma College Association formed

Second Coordinating Board bi1l passed:;
Coordinating Board members appointed

Report on a Survey of Organization and
Administration of Oklahoma published

Coordinating Board members appointed

Oklahoma State System of Higher Educa-
tion and Oklahoma State Regents for
Higher Education created
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