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ABSTRACT 

The purpose of this study was to examine the functions of the 

Arizona State Board of Directors for Community Colleges from July, 1960 

through June, 1973, and to identify any trends in its functioning during 

this period. 

Official minutes of the Board from July, 1960 through June, 1973 

were examined to determine its decision-making activities. The data 

were classified to determine the following: Number of Board meetings 

held annually; percentage of Board members present at the meetings; 

number of decisions made annually; annual comparison of Board meetings 

conducted; percentage of members present; and type and number of 

decisions made. Decisions were classified as regulatory, governing, 

leadership and research with content headings of: Personnel, fiscal; 

curriculum; student activities; tuition, fees, and admissions; policy; 

buildings; certification; and other matters. The decisions, functions, 

and contents were categorized by year. 

The major conclusions of the study were: That the Board functioned 

chiefly in a governing and regulatory manner from July, 1960 through 

June, 1973; that the Board had increased its leadership function from 

July, 1968 through June, 1973; that the Board made a majority of its 

decisions regarding fiscal matters and building procedures; that the 

viii 



Board made few decisions regarding student activities and certification; 

that the Board did not involve students in the development of policies 

and procedures that affect them; that the Board needs to develop and 

codify its written policies; that the Board needs wide distribution of its 

official minutes. 

Based on the conclusions of this study, the following recom

mendations were made: That the Board expand its leadership and research 

functions and make a substantial effort to decrease its governing and 

regulatory functions; that the Board expand the number of decisions made 

in other areas and make a sustained effort to decrease the number of 

decisions made regarding fiscal matters and building procedures; that the 

Board recognize a need to develop procedures whereby suggestions and 

recommendations of students in the community colleges are presented to 

the Board for discussion and consideration; that the Board expedite plans 

for the development of a body of written policies; that copies of the 

minutes of meetings of the Board be provided to libraries of all Arizona 

institutions of higher learning; that official minutes of the Board should 

be microfilmed and filed in an appropriate place to prevent loss of 

records in case of fire. 

The following recommendations were made for further research: 

That additional study of the functions of the Board using a different 

classification system to check the present study should be conducted; 



that research be undertaken to determine contribution of individual 

Board members or groups of members to the functioning of the Board; 

with special attention to the role of the chairperson with respect to the 

leadership function of the Board; that research be conducted to determine 

the influence the executive director may or may not have on the function

ing of the Board; that additional study be made of the relationship . 

between the statutory regulations, powers and duties of the Board, and 

the manner in which it functions. 



CHAPTER 1 

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

Introduction 

The control of public two-year colleges is a direct outgrowth of 

customs, traditions, and legislation. 1 The Constitution of the United 

States makes no direct reference to education; most state constitutions 

have specific provisions making education a legal responsibility of state 

legislatures. 

In 1927 the Arizona State Legislature passed an act providing for 

the establishment of junior (community) colleges. This law allowed 

junior (community) colleges to operate as part of a high school district. 

Arizona's population grew from 499,261 in 1940 to 1,302, 161 in 

1960. This phenomenal growth created a great need and demand for more 

post-high school education. Faced with the problem of over-crowded 

collegiate institutions and the ever-increasing educational demands of 

industry and business, the Arizona State Legislature in 1958 appropriated 

1. Clyde E. Blocker, Robert H. Plummer, and Richard C. 
Richardson, The Two-Year College; A Social Synthesis. (Englewood 
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1971) p. 76. 

1 
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o 
funds to survey the higher education needs of the state. This survey 

resulted in the study committee's recommendation to establish a state 

junior college system to assist the universities to educate the populace 

of Arizona. 

In 1960 the legislature established the State Board of Directors 

for Junior Colleges (changed in 1971 to the State Board of Directors for 

Community Colleges) and passed laws authorizing the creation of county 

O 
college districts supported in part by the county and in part by the state. 

Arizons statutes vested joint, but not equal, power over the governance of 

community colleges in the State Board of Directors and county district 

boards. Although the State Board of Directors has predominance of power, 

a study done by Marsden B. Stokes of The University of Arizona notes 

that " . . .no evidence was found that the state board had acted auto

cratically or sought unwarranted power or jurisdiction. 

The Arizona State Board of Directors for Community Colleges 

consists of seventeen members appointed by the Governor, one from 

each of the fourteen counties and three ex-officio members. The 

2. Marsden B. Stokes, The Survey, Arizona Junior'Colleges: • 
An Investment in Educational Opportunities for Youth and Adults. 
(Tucson, The University of Arizona, 1968) pp. 1-6. 

3. Arizona State Board of Directors for Community Colleges, 
Arizona Community Colleges. (State of Arizona, Phoenix, Arizona), 
1970. 

4. Stokes, op. cit., pp. 1-29. 
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ex-officio members are one member of the Board of Regents of the State 

Universities, the State Superintendent of Public Instruction and the State 

Director of Vocational Education. 

The Board meets monthly for a public meeting. It is at this meet

ing that all decisions are formally made. The Board also meets in execu

tive sessions (closed to the public) to resolve differences and study 

problems that it feels are not ready for public hearing.® 

At the monthly meeting in January of each year, the Board elects 

a chairman and other officers. The chairman appoints committees, both 

standing and ad hoc, to study certain problems and report to the total 

Board before decisions are made. The Board employs an executive 

director and other staff as needed to assist the Board and work with the 

college districts. 

As the educational policy-making body in Arizona, The State 

Board of Directors is in a position to affect the community college sys

tem at the state level. It becomes important and relevant, therefore, 

to examine the various functions ot the Board. 

5. Secretary of State, Arizona Revised Statutes, Title 15, Edu
cation (Phoenix, State of Arizona, 1971), Section 6.1. 

6. Stokes, op. cit., pp. 1-7. 

7. Ibid. 



The Problem 

Control of public two-year colleges rests firmly in the hands of 

O 
the state. This concept has met with much controversy. State gover

nance of community colleges has been the subject of study and debate for 

the past ten years It has been an article of faith among supporters of 

community colleges that state plans for their development should provide 

clearly for local boards of control. This precedent is rooted in the early 

origins of the two-year college, and it has been continued on the assump

tion that only a system of local control can assure responsiveness to 

local and regional needs.^ 

The advocates of community colleges have repeatedly emphasized 

the local aspects of community college operation. Local orientation, 

local pride, local control, local support—all of these have been woven 

into the tapestry of the two-year college. H In spite of tradition, how

ever, and in spite of numerous studies favoring local control and oper

ation of community colleges, there is a trend toward state operation and 

8. Blocker et al., op. cit.,. p. 82. 

9. John Lambardiy "California's New State Board," The Tunior 
College Tournal. 38 (March 1968), p. 27. 

10. Kermit C. Morrissey, "An Alternative: State Control, " The 
Tunior College Tournal, 36 (May 1966), p. 16. 

11. James L. Wattenbarger, "Changing Patterns of Control: Local 
to State," The Tunior College Tournal , 38 (May 1968), p. 9. 
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12 support. Strong state coordination has been introduced in recent years 

both to curb the unilateral efforts of strong-willed community college 

boards and presidents, and to provide a unified voice for those colleges 

in dealing with universities and public schools. 

In the development of community colleges, striking a balance 

between state and local control has led to conflicts between state and 

local autonomy. ̂  In a study by Martorana, it was found that state 

control was implemented through five types of agencies: (1) the state 

board of education, (2) the state department or the state superintendent 

of education, (3) the state board of higher education, (4) the board of 

four year universities, and (5) separate state junior college board or com

mission. Arizona has chosen the last of these five for its operation. 

Regardless of differences in the patterns of organization, state 

coordination and leadership are widely considered to be of primary impor

tance. The consensus of the literature recommends that state boards 

emphasize or extend their leadership and research functions. 

12. Allen S. Hulburt,. State Master Plans for Community Colleges, 
(Washington, D.C.: American Association for Junior Colleges, 1969), 
p. 10. 

13. James W. Thornton Jr., The Community Tunior College. (New 
York, New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1972 ), p. 91. 

14. Blocker, op. clt.. p. 82. 

15. Roald F. Campbell, et al., The Organization and Control of 
American Schools (Columbus, Ohio: Charles E. Merrill Publishing Co., 
1970), p. 81. 
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In 1968 the Arizona State Board of Directors for Community 

Colleges was encouraged to continue to emphasize the leadership func

tion of the state office while maintaining a proper regulatory function as 

authorized by law. Can the results of this challenge be seen in the 

functioning of the State Board of Directors for Community Colleges? Has 

the leadership function of the State Board of Directors for Community 

Colleges in Arizona increased as the system has expanded and the board 

has matured, or has the State Board of Directors responded in a regula

tory manner? The answers to these questions may provide vital infor

mation to local, state, and federal government units and educational 

agencies concerned with an appropriate educational partnership among the 

three levels of government. 

The Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to examine the functions of the State 

Board of Directors for Community Colleges of Arizona from its inception 

in July, 1960 to June, 1973 and to identify any trends during this period 

in four basic functions: regulatory, governing, leadership, and research. 

16. Stokes, op. cit., pp. 7-18. 
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The following questions served to order and guide the research: 

1. How has the State Board of Directors for Community Colleges 

in Arizona functioned from 1960 through 1973 with respect to the follow

ing functions: regulatory, governing, leadership, and research? 

2. Can any trends or changes be identified in the regulatory 

functions of the State Board of Directors for Community Colleges in 

Arizona from 1960 through 1973? 

3. Can any trends or changes be identified in the governing 

-functions of the State Board of Directors for Community Colleges in Arizona 

from 1960 through 1973? 

4. Can any trends or changes be identified in the leadership 

functions of the State Board of Directors for Community Colleges in Arizona 

from 1960 through 1973? 

5. Can any trends or changes be identified in the research func

tions of the State Board of Directors for Community Colleges in Arizona 

from 1960 through 1973? 

Assumptions 

For the purposes of this study it was assumed that: 

1. The decisions of the State Board of Directors fall within func

tional confines described as regulatory, governing, leadership, and 

research. 
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2. The decisions recorded in the minutes accurately reflect the 

actions of the State Board of Directors. 

3. A thirteen-year period of time is sufficient to identify trends 

in the functions of the State Board of Directors. 

Limitations 

This study was conducted with the following limitations: 

1. The classification of the Board's decisions is subject to the 

judgment of the researcher. 

2. The study is restricted to decisions of the State Board of 

Directors for Community Colleges in Arizona. 

3. The study used as data only the decisions of the State Board 

of Directors as recorded in the minutes and makes no attempt to assess 

the factors influencing particular decisions or the effect of the decisions 

upon the community college system. 

4. Decisions concerned with parliamentary procedures such as 

the approving of minutes, approving of the agenda, and decisions to ad

journ were not considered in this study. 

Definition of Terms 

State Board of Directors for Community Colleges; Appointed 

17 policy making board for the Arizona Community College System. ' 

17. Secretary of State, op. cit., p. 55. 
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Regulatory Function: The act of establishing policies and 

guidelines to achieve the educational requirements identified in consti

tutional provisions, or statutes. 

Leadership Function: The act of initiating new structures or 

modifying procedures. 

Research Function: The act or the initiation of the act of ". . . 

a studious inquiry or examination; a critical and exhaustive investiga

tion or experimentation having for its aim the discovery of new facts, or 

the practical application of new or revised conclusions, theories, or 

laws."^ 

Governing Function: The act of direct operational control over 

some phase of educational 

Decision by the State Board of Directors: The affirmative vote 

of a majority of a quorum of the Board after considering two or more 

18. Campbell, etal., op. cit., pp. 74-75. 

19. James M. Lipham, "Leadership and Administration." In 
Behavioral Science and Educational Administration, Daniel E. Griffiths 
(Ed.), (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1964), p. 122. 

20. Dean M. Schweickhard (Ed.), The Role and Policy-making 
Activities of State Boards of Education. (Denver: National Association 
of State Boards of Education, 1967), p. 1. 

21. Gail M. Inlow, Education: Mirror and Agent of Change. 
(New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc. 1970), p. 86. 
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alternatives.^2 Decisions concerned with parliamentary procedures 

such as the approving of minutes, approving of agendas, and decisions 

to adjourn were not considered in this study. 

Significance of the Problem 

Education needs dynamic leadership. The State Board of 

Directors for Community Colleges in Arizona can provide such leader

ship and become a major force in the development of higher education 

only if it has a clear picture of how it has functioned in the past. 

This study identifies and describes how the State Board of 

Directors for Community Colleges functions. It, therefore, can assist 

the Board in examining its mode of operation to the end that it can, if 

it desires to do so, modify its operation. 

22. Secretary of State, op. cit., p. 56. 



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

The review of the literature is divided into three sections. The 

development and status of state boards of directors for community colleges 

on a national basis comprises the first section. The second section 

summarizes the history of the State Board of Directors for Community 

Colleges in Arizona. The third section reviews the functions of state 

community college boards as reported in the literature. 

State Boards of Directors for Community Colleges 

The concept of the junior community college is credited to Presi

dent Harry P. Tappan at the University of Michigan in 1852. In his 

inaugural address, he indicated the need for changes from the traditional 

four-year college. He suggested transferring to the high school those 

courses which were secondary in nature. 

In 1859, the University of Georgia believed that freshmen entering 

the Liberal Arts College were too young and proposed elimination of the 

first two years. The freshman year was abolished in 1862 but the Civil 

1. Harry F. Landrith, The Community Tunior College (Interstate 
Printers, Danville, Illinois 1971), p. 15. 

11 
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War prevented the execution of the overall plan.^ A number of colleges 

established three-year degree programs. The Sheffield Scientific School 

of Yale University from 1847 through 1920 required a three-year curricu

lum. Johns Hopkins, Clark, Cornell, and Harvard Universities tried 

similar arrangements. 

Opinions were voiced that the first two years of liberal arts train

ing could be taught at high schools or academies. President William 

Watts Folwell, in his inaugural address at the University of Minnesota in 

1869, made the recommendation that students remain at home and enroll 

at local high schools or academies for those courses usually taught during 

the first and second years in the university. 3 

Neither Tappan nor Folwell succeeded in either eliminating the 

secondary years of their own institutions or encouraging the widespread 

development of extending programs in the high school. It remained for 

President William Rainey Harper in 1892 to separate the first two years 

of the University of Chicago into the academic and the university college. 

Four years later, these titles were changed to junior college and senior 

college, perhaps the first use of these terms.^ 

2. Ibid., p. 16. 

3. James W. Thornton, jr., The Community Tunior College (Second 
Edition; New York: John Wiley and Sons), p. 46. 

4. Ibid., p. 48. • '. 
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Thornton describes the historical development of the junior college 

movement in four distinctive major stages. First from 1850 to 1920, the 

junior college was conceptionalized and finally realized. During this 

period junior colleges were developed as post-high school institutions 

or lower divisional segments of universities or four-year colleges. The 

American Association of Junior Colleges was formed in 1920. With its 

formation, terminal, as well as semi-professional education began to 

gain acceptance.6 During the second period, from 1920 through 1945, a 

variety of occupational programs were developed and expanded. The 

Smith-Hughes Actof 1917 marked the beginning of federal legislation pro

moting vocational education below the four-year college level/ The high 

unemployment rate which began with the great depression of 1929 stimu

lated concern for occupational programs. During World War II, from 1940 

to 1945, there was an increased need for trained personnel in industry, 

and returning veterans were provided with unprecedented educational 

benefits under provisions of the 1944 Serviceman's Readjustment Act.® 

The third stage was characterized by the emergence of the community 

5. Ibid., p. 49.-

6. Ibid., p. 4'9.. 

7. Douglas M. Knight and others, The Federal Government and 
Higher Education. Englewood Cliffs, N.j. (Prentice-Hall, Inc. 1960) 
p. 205. 

8. Ibid., p. 209. 
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q 
service concept and with it the expansion of the community college. 

The fourth period, that of consolidation, began in 1965. The consolida

tion period is characterized by the widely accepted role of the community 

college, that of providing educational opportunities to all at the local 

level, yet these tasks were only partially fulfilled. Therefore, the task 

during the consolidation period was to give concrete reality to the con-1 

cept of the community college. 

In the earliest period of rapid growth of public community colleges, 

approximately from 1920 through 1940, local school districts were most 

often the founding agencies. ̂  In many cases the new colleges were 

housed in the same buildings that were used for local high schools, 

governed by the same board of trustees, taught by the same high school 

teachers, and referred to as grades 13 and 14. ̂  The influx of World 

War II veterans into the community colleges introduced the collegiate 

characteristics to the community colleges. As a result,completely inde

pendent junior college districts were formed without ties to any other 

9. Thornton, op. cit., p. 55. 

10. Ibid., p. 89. 

11. Ibid., p. 90. 

12. S. V. Martorana-and Robert F. McHugh, "State Legislation 
1962 through 1964," Tunior College Tournal. 37, "1966, pp. 27-36. 
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level of education. During this same period, older community colleges 

began to move from high schools to their own campuses and in many cases 

undertook the legal steps involved in becoming independent from local 

school districts. ̂  

In recent years there has been a movement towards greater cen

tralization of control and increasingly adequate state support for community 

colleges. It is impossible to establish rigidly defined categories of 

control, because each state develops its system of higher education in 

relation to its own history, finances, and aspirations. 

Martorana found that in states having two-year colleges, control 

is implemented through five types of agencies: (1) The state department 

of education, (2) the state superintendent of public instruction, (3) the 

state board of higher education, (4) the state board of four-year universi

ties, or, (5) a separate state community college board or commission. ̂  

A study of the 1972 Junior College Directory showed that at least 

twelve states had established state boards to control and distribute 

finances for community colleges. Fifteen states had assigned control of 

their community colleges to one or more of their public supported universi

ties and ten had moved toward state coordination of a system of higher 

13. 

14. 

15. 

Blocker et al., op. clt.,. p. 82. 

Thornton, op. cit., p. 90. 

Blocker et al.; loc. cit. ,pp. -82-83. 
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education while attempting to preserve a maximum of autonomy to local 

boards of trustees that originally exercised almost complete direction 

of the community colleges. 

James L. Wattenbarger found that the concept of locally con

trolled community college institutions had long dominated the literature 

and educational thought. He also pointed out that local orientation has 

been the. strongest element in the mystique of community college devel

opment. 

In spite of this tradition, however, and in spite of numerous 

studies which have favored local control in operation of community 

colleges, there is a trend toward state operation and support. Strong 

state coordination has been introduced in recent years to curb the uni-

1 p 
versities and public schools. ° 

16. American Association of Junior Colleges, Junior College 
Directory (AATC Publishing, Washington, D.C. 1972). 

17. James L. Wattenbarger, "Changing Patterns of Control: 
Local to State," Junior College Journal, 38, May 1968, pp. 9-11. 

18. Allen S. Hulburt, State Master Plans for Community Col
leges (American Association of Tunior Colleges, Washington, D.C. 
1969), p. 10. 
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Recent legislation passed by the United States Congress amends . 

19 the following laws: 

1. The Higher Education Act of 1965. 

2. The Vocational Education Act of 1963. 

3. The General Education Provisions Act. 

4. The Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. 

5. Adult Education Act. < 

6. Public Law 874. 

7. The Civil Rights Act of 1964. 

8. National Defense Education Act. 

These amendments (known as the educational amendments of 

1972) make it clear that Congress was trying to make states coordinate 

their educational systems, particularly in respect to federal programs. Of 

importance for community colleges had been a requirement that states es

tablish commissions to carry out specific planning activities for community 

colleges on a state level. This would seem to reinforce the trend of state

wide coordination and require states to provide educational leadership 

for the community colleges.^0 

Hermit C. Morris sey strongly favored state control as a means of 

assuring state planning and coordination. "I do not propose to argue with 

19. United States Office of Education, Educational Amendments of 
1972, Washington, D.C., U. S. Government Printing Office, 1972 ), pt. 16. 

20. Ibid., p. 19. 



the past, but to suggest that recent changes in the American economy and 

in the distribution of the population raises the issue of control in a new 

2 1  
way ." He points to the fact that although local control has been 

successful in many states in the past, it may become less effective as a 

method of operating community colleges in the future. 

Clifford C. Erickson pointed out trends toward state planning for 

higher education related to the following factors:^ (1) Inadequacy of 

local planning to meet the needs of higher education; (2) Rapid emerging 

of community college as an integral part of higher education; (3) Recog

nition of the state's responsibility for sharing in the financing of commu

nity colleges; (4) Expansion of federal funding with attendant state 

responsibilities; (5) Developing awareness of educational planning as 

part of public policy; (6) Experience in several states where master plans 

for higher education had been developed which assign a unique and 

important role to the community college. 

Morrissey also pointed out the advantages of a system of state 

9 o 
control. He states them as follows:60 

1. The entire state can become the planning unit, and criteria 
can be set to insure optimum development of each college. 

21. Kermit C. Morrissey, "An Alternative State Control," Tunior 
College Tournal, 36, May, 1966, pp. 16-19. 

22. Clifford C. Erickson, "Illinois Balances, Statewide Planning 
and Local Autonomy," Tunior College Tournal, 38, March 1968, pp. 22-26. 

23. Morrissey, o£. cit., pp. 19-24. 
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2. A state system effectively coordinated with four-year and 
graduate divisions helps to insure the best use of available funds 
and resources. 

3. A state system frees community colleges from many local 
pressures, conflicts, between boards and school operation heads, 
and pressure from a single group or industry. 

4. Equality of educational opportunity is best assured by a 
system of state control which establishes minimum standards in 
all schools and in all programs. This applies to fiscal support 
as well as application of policy guideline. 

5. A state system facilitates recruitment of professional per
sonnel . 

6. A state system encourages innovation through direct com
munication between schools and the board. 

7. A state system avoids extensive and unnecessary dupli
cation . 

As new coordination by state boards is imposed on long established 

local boards, there is a period of time during which operational procedures 

are worked out. On one hand, a board that attempts to assume too much 

control too rapidly will encourage resistance and political attack from 

below; whereas a board that attempts to limit its staff to the minimum 

of workers and exercises only advisory powers will find it difficult to 

bring about effective coordination.^ 

Arizona may serve as an example of local districts with a strong 

state board. The state board has several powers and duties.25 It is 

authorized to: 

24. Thornton, op. cit., p. 91. 

25. Ibid., p. 93. 



1. Enact ordinances for the government of the college. 

2. Set standards for their establishment and operation. 

3. Arrange for certification of teachers. 

4. Establish qualifications for teachers in vocational and 
academic subjects. 

5. Fix tuition for resident and non-resident students. 

6. Establish curriculums designed to serve the best interest of 
the state. 

7. Determine the location of campuses within a district.26 

The governing boards elected by the people of the district have 

the following duties: 

1. To maintain the college at least eight months annually. 

2. To enforce courses of study and use of textbooks adopted by 
the state board. 

3. Employ officers and other staff as it deems necessary. 

4. Determine salaries. 

5. Award certificates and diplomas. 

6. Prepare budgets for operation. 

These patterns of organization and control illustrate different 

degrees of state and local operation. However, one point is an 

26. Secretary of State, Arizona Revised Statutes, Title 15, Edu
cation (Phoenix, Secretary of State 1971), Section 6.1. 

27. Ibid. 
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over-riding factor throughout, that is, state coordination and planning, 

but not state control. The way state boards of directors for community 

colleges function becomes of critical importance in meeting the educa

tional needs of the state. 

Arizona State Board of Directors for Community Colleges 

The history of the State Board of Directors for Community Colleges 

in Arizona dates back to 1871, when the sixth territorial legislative as

sembly created a territorial state board of education. The three member 

ex-officio board included the superintendent of public instruction, the 

28 territorial treasurer, and the secretary of the territory. The board was 

to meet at least two times annually to devise plans for improving the 

management of public school funds and the organization of the public 

schools of the territory, to supervise the appointment of the proceeds of 

the territorial school tax, to receive the annual report of the superinten

dent of public instruction, to make rules and regulations for the examina

tion of teachers, and to select uniform series of texts.^ 

It was not until 1927 that the state legislature passed an act pro

viding for the establishment of junior colleges. This law allowed junior 

colleges to operate as part of high school districts, but no state board 

28. Secretary of the Territory, Acts, Resolutions, and Memorials 
Adopted by the 6th Legislative Assembly of the Territory of Arizona 
(Tucson: Office of the Secretary, 1871), p. 68. 

29. Ibid., pp. 68-69. 
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was established.^® This law remained as part of the statutes until 1973, 

and one community college, Mojave Community College, currently oper

ates under this legislation. Two other colleges originally established 

under this legislation, Eastern Arizona College and Phoenix College, 

are now members of the State Community College System. 

In 1957, prompted by the second report of President Eisenhower's 

Committee on Education beyond High School, the Arizona State Legislature 

asked the Arizona Board of Regents to appoint a Junior College Committee. 

In December, 1957, the Junior College Committee of the Arizona Board of 

Regents formally presented its report to the legislature. This report 

recommended the establishment of junior colleges. It stated that local 

two-year institutions of higher education could do the following: (1) Pro

vide additional students the opportunity to gain one or two years of college 

education at far less expense than attendance in a four-year institution; 

(2) Prevent extreme overcrowding of existing four-year institutions; 

(3) Utilize spare time of qualified high school teachers and local school 

facilities when these facilities were not normally u s e d . ^ l  

The study committee also proposed that a professional study of 

the community college situation be made by authorities within the 

30. Marsden B. Stokes, The Survey , Arizona Tunior Colleges; 
An Investment in Educational Opportunities for Youth and Adults." 
(Tucson, The University of Arizona, 1968), pp. 1-6. 

31. Lawrence J. Walkup, Harold D. Richardson, Robert L. Nugent, 
Report to the Tunior College Committee of the Board of Regents (Phoenix: 
State of Arizona 1957), pp. 6-9. 
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state prior to either addition of a community college or to any change in 

legislation concerning community colleges.^ On the basis of this report, 

the Arizona State Legislature in 1958 appropriated $30,000 and appointed 

a joint legislative committee to study the feasibility of expanding the 

community college program in Arizona. The study committee, consisting 

of six legislators and six representatives of the four-year higher educa

tion institutions, chose Mr. Frank Lindsey of the California Department 

of Public Instruction to direct the study. ̂  In December, 1958, the 

findings of the committee and its recommendations were published and 

submitted to the legislature. ̂ 4 This report made the following seven 

recommendations: 

1. That the legislature create a state junior college commission 

separate from the state board of education and the board of regents for 

universities and state colleges.^ 

2. That the legislature authorize the junior college state commis

sion to develop standards for the establishment and development of junior 

colleges and for the operation and accreditation of these colleges, and 

32. Ibid.,. p. 9. 

33. Stokes, op. clt., pp. 1-33. 

34. Robert W. Prochonow, Report of the Tunior College Survey 
Committee to the 24th Legislature, First Session, December, 1959.. 

35. Ibid. 
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that the state junior college commision approve curriculum offerings and 

annually approve the eligibility of junior colleges to receive state 

appropriations. 

3. That the legislature restrict the operation of a junior college 

to one or more counties, and require junior college districts to have an 

assessed evaluation of at least 60 million dollars, with a minimum poten

tial full-time equivalent student enrollment of 320.^6 

4. That the legislature authorize elections and maintenance of 

governing boards of five members, or trustees, who would be elected as 

prescribed by law.^ 

5. That the legislature authorize the Board of Directors to out

line the procedures for establishment of a county junior college district. 

At that time five percent of the county electorate were required to petition 

the county superintendent of schools, who would in turn petition the 

County Board of Supervisors to call an election. If a majority of the 

voters were in favor of establishing a junior college district, the junior 

QO 
college district would be established. 

36. Ibid. 

37. Ibid. 

38. Ibid. 



6. That the legislature provide funds based on a full time student 

equivalent in attendance in each college district to cut the local cost of 

OQ 
instruction.OC7 

7. That the legislature reappraise the practice of flat sum ap

propriations given to Phoenix College and Eastern Arizona College and. 

support these colleges based on full time equivalent students. The main 

thrust of this recommendation was that the state would bear 50 percent of 

the cost of operation of the junior college districts.^ 

This report was used as a basis for drafting Senate Bill 43 in the 

24th Arizona State Legislature. This bill created a State Junior College 

Board (Changed to State Board of Directors of Community Colleges) and 

permitted the establishment of county junior college districts supported in 

part by the county and in part by the state. ̂  

The 24th Arizona State Legislature passed Senate Bill 43 in 1960. 

It was enacted into law to become effective July 1, 1961, and is commonly 

referred to as the Arizona Junior College Law of 1960. This law may be 

found in the Arizona Revised Statutes, Title 15, Education, Chapter 6.1. 

39. Ibid. 

40. Ibid. 

41. Secretary of State. Arizona Revised Statutes, Title 15, Edu
cation . Phoenix: Secretary of State, 1971, Section 6.1. 
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Functions of the State Board of Directors 
for Community Colleges 

The Constitution of the United States makes no direct reference 

to education; therefore, most state constitutions have specific provisions 

making education a responsibility of the state legislature. Control of 

public education rests firmly in the hands of the states. 

Authorities tend to agree that educational governing bodies have 

specific functions to perform regardless of level. These functions are 

similar for all levels of education. 

Little literature exists which discusses the functions of state 

boards for community colleges. Consequently when describing the func

tions of the state board for community colleges it becomes necessary to 

refer to literature which describes functions of state boards of education. 

The dictionary defines a function as "the normal or characteristic 

action of anything. "42 in this study, function refers to the normal or the 

characteristic action of the Arizona State Board of Directors for Community 

Colleges. Numerous functions of state boards have been identified. 

There is a tendency to emphasize the importance of one or more of the 

functions. 

42. David B. Guralnik (Ed.) Webster's New World Dictionary of 
the American Language (New York: The World Publishing Company, 1959 ), 
p. 303. 
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39. Ibid. 

40. Ibid. 

41. Secretary of State. Arizona Revised Statutes, Title 15, Edu
cation . Phoenix: Secretary of State, 1971, Section 6.1. 
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Kandel's suggestions of the function of the state board seem to 

emphasize the regulatory role: 

The functions of the boards are to establish minimum standards 
so that each student has the benefit of a foundation program of 
education, to define the qualifications of teachers, to prescribe 
the length of the school year, to insure suitable standards for 
school buildings, to supervise the program of education in gener
al, and to provide financial support. Some state boards select 
textbooks for state adoption, some prescribe curriculum which in 
many instances is also prescribed by a state legislature, especi
ally in the teaching of history, citizenship, and physical edu
cation. 43 

Dykes believes board functions to be of two types, directive and 

advisory.44 He included the establishment of minimum programs under 

the direct function of provision of leadership, stimulation, and cooper

ation in assessing local school districts and classify it as the advisory 

function. ̂  He contends that in addition to broad functions there are 

five primary functions of state boards of education. These include the 

appointment of a chief state school officer; the adoption of a budget for 

those educational activities directly under his jurisdiction; the estab

lishment of minimum standards for public schools; cooperation with other 

federal, state and local agencies in the operation of schools; and 

43. Illcandel, A. A Comparative Study in Education (Cambridge, 
Massachusetts: The Riverside Press, 1955), pp. 187-188. 

44. Archie R. Dykes, School Board and Superintendent (Danville, 
Illinois: The Interstate Printers and Publishers, 1965), p. 52. 

45. Ibid., p. 54. 



the submission of recommendations to the governor and the legislature for 

the improvement of education. 46 

Inlow found state boards of education to be of three types: 

regulatory, governing, and dual.47 He stated that the regulatory state 

board is one that performs its educational mission in a decentralized 

way with an emphasis upon supervision. 48 The governing state board 

is one that exercises operational control over some phase of education, 

while the dual type is a board that functions in both a regulatory and 

governing manner. 49 

Hamilton and Mort identified six major functions of state boards. 

They indicated that state boards should administer certain service func

tions; adjudicate controversies in local districts; enforce legislative 

regulations and mandates; recommend changes for school systems to the 

legislature; exercise leadership in the development of educational sys

tems; and provide mandated and voluntary services to towns and cities. 

46. Ibid., p. 68. 

47. Gail M. Inlow, Education; Mirror and Agent of Change (New 
York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1970), pp. 86-87. 

48. Ibid., p. 87. 

49. Ibid., p. 88. 

50. Robert R. Hamilton and Paul R. Mort, The Law and Public 
Education. Second Edition (New York: The Foundation.Press, Inc., 
1967), p. 84. 
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Campbell, et al., identified four functions of state departments of 

education which apply to the state board for community colleges: regula

tory, governing, planning and research, and leadership.5* Under the 

regulatory function, the state board would establish minimum standards 

for public schools. The governing function is very similar to the govern

ing role suggested by Inlow, in that some vocational-technical or other 

special schools were under the immediate control of the board. He sug

gested that this is inconsistent with other functions and that it should be 

delegated to other agencies. ̂  Campbell emphasized the research and 

leadership functions. These functions will permit all who have partici

pated in educational policy making to have more facts on which to base 

educational decisions; and will help them to see new and important' 

things to do. ̂  

Beach described functions as they apply to the state department 

of education. He described functions as the broad and comprehensive 

51. Roald F. Campbell, et al. The Organization and Control of 
American Schools (Columbus, Ohio: Charles E. Merrill Publishing Co., 
1970), pp-. 74-78. 

52. Ibid., p. 75. 

53. Ibid., p. 82. 

54. Fred F. Beach, The Functions of State Departments of Educa
tion, Number 12, (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 
1950), pp. 3-15. 
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responsibility that has been assigned to the department. ̂  He felt these 

functions could be classified under three broad categories: leadership, 

regulatory, and operational.^® 

Beach stressed creative leadership functions as the key to the 

improvement of services to American education. ̂  He emphasized that 

the leadership function includes planning, research, advising and coun

seling, coordination, and public relations in all state department of 

education agencies, including the state board.He considered planning 

the most important leadership function. Regulatory functions are neces

sary because of the state's responsibility for education. 

The regulatory function serves to enhance efficiency and economy, 

improve the scope and quality of instructional programs, and assure the 

education of the state's citizenry. Although Beach considered regula

tory functions necessary, he suggested that the over-emphasis of 

55. Ibid., P. 3. 

56. Ibid., P. 3. 

57. Ibid.. P. 4. 

58. Ibid.. P. 10. 

59. Ibid.. P. 10. 

60. Ibid., P. 13. 

1 
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governing functions could result in highly centralized control of state 

public school systems. 

Briner argued for long range educational planning at the state 

level, stressing seven major functions of state departments of educa-

C O  
tion. He suggests that priorities must be assigned and resources allo

cated to new educational programs and services, and that new and old 

programs must be evaluated, information regarding new programs dissemir 

nated, and the adoption of new and approved programs encouraged. In 

addition, support must be provided to assure quality of education in 

accordance with the legislation of the .state board. He also stated that 

there should be an assessment of emergency needs for educational devel

opment within a state. 

Some authors suggest that the functions of state departments of edu

cation have gone through developmental stages. Beach and Gibbs believe 

61. Conrad Briner, Organization for Educational Problem Solving 
(Paper presented, to the National Association of State Boards of Education, 
Salt Lake City, Utah, October 9, 1968). 

62. Ibid. 

63. Ibid. 

64. Fred F. Beach and Andrew H. Gibbs, The Personnel of the 
State Departments of Education, Number 16, (Washington, D.C.: Govern= 
ment Printing Office, 1952), p. 3. 



that state departments of education have passed through three stages of 

development which they refer to as the statistical stage, the inspectoral 

stage, and the leadership stage. 

The statistical stage lasted until about 1900. During this time, 

the function of state departments of education was characterized by 

gathering, compiling, and publicizing statistics, preparing forms, making 

biennial reports, publishing school laws, and sometimes appropriating 

fifi 
the income of the state school funds. 

The inspectoral stage began about 1900 and lasted until approxi

mately 1930. During this time, the personnel of the state department of 

education were engaged in examining local schools to ascertain whether 

c n  
the local districts were following state requirements. 

It was only after 1930 that most state departments of education 

entered into the leadership stage. State departments of education had 

discovered their potentialities in the function of leadership and that this 

function had become more clearly defined. This new role had led to 

a need for different types of staff. The new staff would be recognized as 

65. Ibid., pp. 3-4. 

66. Ibid., p. 4. 

67. Ibid., p. 3. 

68. Ibid.. 
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educational leaders, not only as specialists, but also as generalists 

cq 
with a broad knowledge and understanding of education. 3 

Martorana found no consistent pattern of legal control of com

munity colleges among the states. Legislative framework and the adminis

trative powers delegated to state agencies vary widely from state to state. 

Nevertheless, there were some common aspects of state community 

college control, those found included: 

1. Conditions for establishing the college; 

2. Prescription of courses to be offered; 

3. Operation and control of colleges by state agencies; 

4. Certification of faculty and administration; 

5. Prescription of fiscal procedures and policy; 

6. Standards for accreditation; 

7. Control over budgets, administration, policies, tuition, 

charges, physical facilities, and educational standards.^ 

This study also concluded that the actual operation of state boards 

of control for two-year colleges did not necessarily meet with ideal 

patterns. This study also reported the opinions of a representative group 

of board members concerning two-year colleges. There was agreement 

that: 

69. Ibid., p. 3. 

70. S. D. Martorana, Legal Status of American Public Tunior 
Colleges in American Tunior Colleges, (Washington, D.C.: American 
Council in Education, 1963), pp. 31-47. 



1. The state board has a responsibility to interpret community 

71 college needs to the legislature and the people of the state. 

2. The board should make certain that its activities stimulate 

the confidence of professional educators and the public in the community 

college program. Unless the board develops an image of fairness and 

leadership in the eyes of those working within the college system and 

those supporting the colleges/ there is little chance of developing an 

outstanding state program and widespread public support.^ 

3. There is difficulty in establishing community colleges in a 

state in which colleges must conform to general policies and direction 

from the state level, because they must be responsive to changing needs 

of society at the local level. The enactment of policies and procedures 

on the state level does not necessarily assure the compliance of indi-

7 ̂  vidual institutions with such policies with reasonable consistency. * 

4. Too many community colleges have aspirations of becoming 

four year institutions, and give the impression that they do not believe 

74 in the essential value of two-year educational programs. 

71. Ibid. 

72. Ibid. 

73. Ibid. 

74. Ibid. 
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5. There is little agreement about whether community colleges 

should be part of K-14 districts, independent districts, or part of state 

community college systems. Martorana pointed out that the traditions of 

a state will determine to a large extent the type of organization which 

will be adopted by that particular state. He believed, however, that the 

pattern adopted should encourage maximum, continuity of educational 

programs from secondary school through the community college and on 

7 R into four year colleges and universities. 

Martorana also concluded that there were sharp -contrasts between 

the opinions of local board members and state directors. The most impor

tant differences centered around the role of the state board or other 

administrative state government in mandating policies and procedures with . 

regard to finance, buildings, curriculum, personnel and other matters. 

Members of local boards maintain that the duly elected representatives of 

the local districts should have wide discretion in the development and 

supervision of such matters. Furthermore, local board members suggest 

that they will develop a more appropriate institutional response to com

munity needs if there is minimum control from the state level.''® 

I 

75. Ibid. 

76. Ibid., pp. 50-52. 



36 

The advantages of state direction as indicated by state board 

members include: consistent statewide pattern of educational opportunity, 

consistent quality of programs and teaching faculty, economical operation 

and capital construction programs, and adequate articulation of educa

tional programs at all levels.^ 

Blocker pointed out that legal controls were not confined to the 

state legislature and to state administrative agencies. Depending upon 

the structure of the local and state governments, there were several 

agencies which impose direct or indirect controls and influence upon 

community colleges. In some states municipal or county governmental 

units influence directly financial and other aspects of community college 

operation. In Texas, for example, the county government was responsi

ble for the collection of local taxes levied by the board of control. In 

New York, the local share of financial support must be appropriated by 

the county board of supervisors as part of the county budget.^® 

Control is not the only function carried out by state agencies 

with respect to two-year colleges. Equally important are the coordina

ting functions. Such coordination is important both for economic and 

77. Ibid., pp. 59-61. 

78. Clyde E. Blocker, Robert A. Plummer, and Richard C. 
Richardson, The Two-Year College: A Social Synthesis, (Prentice-Hall, 
Inc., Englewood Cliffs, N.J. 1971), p. 86. 
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educational reasons, and it is receiving increasing attention from colleges 

as well as from state agencies. This coordination can be of major impor

tance with regard to the following: ̂  

1. Coordination of curriculum with both secondary schools and 

four-year colleges. 

2. Extension of college guidance services to area high school 

students. 8 * 

3. Participation in the development of clearly defined roles for 

two-year colleges in order to insure more effective liaison and cooper-

OO 
ation between two- and four-year colleges. * 

4. Stimulation of inter-institutional coordination among two-

year colleges by developing standards for the establishment of two-year 

colleges, supervision of fiscal management, stimulation and coordina

tion of program development, and the staffing of two-year colleges.83 j 

5. Coordination of colleges with agencies of the federal govern

ment.84 

79. S. V. Martorana, etal., Coordinating Two-Year Colleges in 
the State Educational System (Washington, D.C.: U. S. Printing Office, 
1957), pp. 19-27. 

80. Ibid. 

81. Ibid. 

82. Ibid. 
i 

83. Ibid. 

84. Ibid. 
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A study done by Richardson and others indicated that coordination 

or control of two-year colleges has been formally stipulated in 43 

states.jn many instances responsibility was vested in an existing 

board or agency responsible for all public colleges and universities. 

This study showed that as the commitment of state financial support in

creases, so does the mandating of coordination and control of public two-

year institutions from the state level. In addition, legislation has tended 

to charge these agencies with specific responsibilities for planning, 

budget review and approval.®® 

Wattenbarger and Sakaguchi reported that 13 states had a state 

R7 board primarily responsible for serving community colleges. These 

were Arizona, California, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, Illinois, 

Maryland, Massachusetts, Minnesota, Mississippi, Virginia, Washing

ton, and Wyoming. Five others operated public two-year colleges 

through the state university system, with the state board of trustees of 

each university serving in the capacity of a board for community colleges. 

These are Alaska, Hawaii, Kentucky, Nevada, and New York. A state 

85. Richard C. Richardson, Jr., Governance of the Two-Year 
College. (Prentice-Hall, Inc., Englewood Cliffs, N. J., 1972) p. 25. 

86. Ibid. 

87. James L. Wattenbarger and Melvyn Sakaguchi, State Level 
Boards for Community Colleges: Patterns of Control and Coordination. 
(Gainesville,' Florida: Institution of Higher Education, University of 
Florida, August, 1971), pp. 68-/3. 
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board with responsibility for all public institutions for higher education 

including the community colleges was found in Arkansas, Georgia, New 

Mexico, New Jersey, Ohio, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Texas, Utah, 

West Virginia, and Wisconsin.®® In addition, 14 states reported a state 

board of education with extended responsibilities over community colleges. 

These states were: Alabama, Florida, Idaho, Iowa, Kansas, Louisiana, 

Michigan, Missouri, Montana, North Carolina, Oregon, Pennsylvania, 

Rhode Island, and Tennessee. 

Wattenbarger and Sakaguchi classified the functions of the differ

ent boards according to an analysis of the principal activities and 

authority ascribed to them. They observed that eight performed govern

ing functions, twelve performed coordination functions and twenty-three 

performed coordinating and governing functions.90 

Wattenbarger and Sakaguchi concluded that state patterns of 

governance do not evolve from a local solution to the changing require

ments of the institutions but tend to reflect legislation for state boards .9 * 

The Carnegie Commission's study of state officials and higher 

education concluded that whether or not they endorse expanding 

88. Ibid. 

89. Ibid., p. 67. 

90. Ibid. 

91. Ibid. 



community colleges, the legislators interviewed were unanimous in 

stressing the need for state level planning and coordination. They agree 

that the community colleges must somehow be integrated into the overall 

QO 
system of higher education. b 

The amount of coordination varied considerably from state to state. 

California, Illinois, Iowa, Kentucky, Louisiana, New York, and Texas 

all had central governing boards with varying degrees of authority over 

junior colleges. Two states, Kansas and Pennsylvania, had no central 

planning or coordinating bodies. In all nine states, the community 

colleges were primarily financed by the communities in which they were 

located and by student fees.93 

The Carnegie Commission also found that there was much concern 

that without state level planning and control, each state would end up 

with more community colleges than it needed or could afford and that 

their geographic distribution would be determined by political rather 

than educational factors.^ 

The Carnegie Commission reported that the local community 

college district, the state, and the federal government all have responsi

bilities in relation to the development of community colleges and that 

92. Heinz Eulau and Harold Quinley, State Officials and Higher 
Education, (New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1970), p. 12'2.-

93. Ibid. 

94. Ibid., p. 121. 



these responsibilities should be shared.95 in general, the federal 

government's responsibility should be confined to the provision of limited 

financial support to stimulate state planning. The states should under

take responsibility for the development of state plans, providing adequate 

financial support, and setting general criteria and standards for community 

colleges. However, within a framework of state planning and guidance, 

local community college districts should have the responsibility for oper

ational policy decisions in their districts. 

The Commission also stated that the preservation of the appropri

ate relation among various levels of government in relation to the gover

nance of community colleges may well be the critical factor in future 

development. Not only was it important to provide a meaningful degree 

of local autonomy, but the problem of building community support for 

local community colleges without impairing their autonomy would be a 

difficult one. There are a dozen states in which state governments had 

assumed complete control of the community colleges, and there appeared 

to be a trend in that direction. The Carnegie Commission believes that 

95. Carnegie Commission, The Open Door College. (McGraw-Hill 
Book Company, New York, 1970), p. 47. 

96. Ibid., p. 48. 
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this trend should be reversed.^7 The Carnegie Commission recommended 

that state legislatures provide for the formation of local community 

college districts and prohibit the inclusion of community colleges with 

K-12 local school districts. In every local community college district, 

there should be an elected or appointed board of directors with substantial 

powers for the development and administration of community colleges 

within the district.98 

The Commission also recommended that the local board delegate 

substantial responsibilities to the administration and faculty and provide 

for student participation in making decisions relating to educational 

policy and student affairs. When community colleges are part of a state 

university system, there should be local advisory boards with substan

tial influence. ̂  

This review of the literature indicates that authorities consistently 

recognized' the importance of state planning for and governance and regu

lation of community colleges. At the same time"the research and leader--

ship functions of state boards were increasingly emphasized. 

97. Ibid. 

98. Ibid. 

99. Ibid., p. 49. 



CHAPTER 3 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

This study identifies and classifies the function of the Arizona 

State Boardof Directors for Community Colleges from its inception in' -

July, 1960 through June, 1973, and attempts to discover any trends or 

changes in the functioning of the board during this time. This chapter 

presents the methods and procedures used in the study. 

Source of the Data 

One way of determining how a State Board of Directors for Com

munity Colleges functions is to analyze the Board's recorded decisions 

over an extended period of time. When formally approved, the minutes 

become an official record of the state board. * If these decisions can be 

classified functionally, it is then possible to ascertain within the param

eters of the study how the board functions and to identify trends or 

changes in the functioning patterns over a period of time. The official 

minutes of the State Board of Directors for Community Colleges in 

Arizona from 1960 to 1973 were closely examined, and each decision by 

the board during this period was identified. The decisions that pertained 

1. Stephen J. Knezevich. Administration of Public Schools. 
Second edition, (New York: Harper Brothers, 1969), pp. 222-223. 
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strictly to parliamentary procedure were not included. The remaining 

decisions were analyzed and categorized according to function and content. 

Procedures Followed 

Official mimates of the State Board of Directors for Community 

Colleges in Arizona were examined and each decision made by the Board 

was placed on a 3x5 card and categorized according to function and 

content. The functions used were the four identified by Campbell: 

regulatory, governing, leadership, and research.^ The content of the 

decisions were categorized under the following headings: personnel, 

fiscal, curriculum, student activity, tuitions, fees, and admissions, 

Q 
policies, buildings, certification, and other. 

The minutes of the State Board of Directors for Community Colleges 

in Arizona from June, 1960 through July, 1973 were examined to determine 

the decision-making activities of the Board. The data were classified to 

determine the following: 

1. The number of board meetings held annually. 

2. The percentage of board members present at the meetings. 

2. Roald F. Campbell, et al., The Organization and Control of 
American Schools (Columbus, Ohio: Charles E. Merrill Publishing 
Company, 1970), pp. 74-78. 

3. Marsden B. Stokes, The Survey, "Arizona Tunior Colleges: An 
Investment in Educational Opportunities for Youth and Adults" (Tucson, 
The University of Arizona, 1968), pp. 1-6. 



3. The number and type of board decisions made annually. 

The decisions were classified under the regulatory, governing, 

leadership, and research functions and the content headings of personnel, 

fiscal, curriculum, student activities, tuition, fees, and admissions, 

policies, buildings, certification, and other. The decisions, functions, 

and content were categorized by year. Differences or similarities were 

noted yearly, and a.comparison was made of the decisions of the board in 

each of the succeeding years. 



CHAPTER 4 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 

The decisions of the Arizona State Board of Directors for Community 

Colleges are described for each fiscal year. A narrative presentation is 

made for each fiscal year, and a summary is presented in tabular form for 

ease of reference and comparison 

Presentation of the Data 

The data used in this study were derived from the official minutes 

of the Arizona State Board of Directors for Community Colleges from July, 

1960 through June, 1973, on file at the Office of Arizona State Board of 

Directors for Community Colleges, Phoenix, Arizona. Decisions of the 

State Board of Directors for Community Colleges during this period were 

identified and classified according to function and content. Additionally, 

the number of meetings, percentage of members present at meetings, 

number of decisions made, and percentages of decisions made in each 

classification for each fiscal year were determined. 

July, 1960 through June, 1961 

In July, 1960, the appointed members of the State Board of Direc

tors for Arizona Community Colleges met for the first time. Governor 

46 
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Paul Fannin, who had appointed the board, attended this initial meeting 

to explain the importance of the State Board of Directors for Community 

Colleges and the role that it would play in-the development of one of 

Arizona's most important educational systems. 

This initial board met twelve times during the fiscal year 1960 

through 1961. The average attendance of board members for this 

fiscal year was 77 percent. Table 1 shows that the board made 

thirty-two decisions during the year, of which 22 percent dealt with 

approval, ratification, and confirmation of appointments of personnel. 

While 16 percent dealt with fiscal, financial, and budgeting matters, 

about one-tenth, 9 percent, dealt with the development of policies and 

53 percent was classified as other matters. 

As shown in Table 1, 19 percent of the decisions involved the 

regulatory function while only 6 percent involved the leadership function. 

There were no decisions made under the research function. The Board 

functioned in a governing manner in making 75 percent of its decisions. 

The function of the State Board of Directors for Community Colleges 

during 1960 through 1961 was generally that of performing administra

tive tasks involved in the approval of financial budgets, certification, 

developing by-laws and some policies. The Board spent most of the year 

in an effort to organize itself. A number of questions were addressee}, 

such as who would determine curriculum and who was responsible for 

paying bonded indebtedness. 
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TABLE 1 

PERCENTAGE OF DECISIONS* BY SUBJECT AREA AND FUNCTION, 
ARIZONA STATE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 1960-1961 

Regula
tory 

Leader
ship 

Re
search 

Govern-
incr 

Percent
age 

Personnel 14a 85 22 

Fiscal 40 60 16 

Curriculum 

Student Activities 

Tuition, Fees, 
Admissions 

Policies 66 33 9 

Buildings 

Certification 

Other 17 82 53 

Percentage 19^ 6 0 75 100 

*Total number of decisions: 32 

aPercentage represents 14 percent of personnel decisions made in 
regulatory functions. 

^Percentage represents 19 percent of total functional decisions made. 



Dr. Robert Hanley, then of the Phoenix Union High School System 

and Administrator of Phoenix College, was appointed on a part-time basis 

to be the first Executive Director of the State Board of Directors for Com

munity Colleges. Dr. Hanley's responsibilities were to find a full-time 

director and work with the officials of Eastern Arizona College to integrate 

it into the system. 

The Board gave much attention to defining the role of the executive 

director and developing a job description for this position. In June, 1961, 

Dr. John F. Prince (currently the President of the Maricopa Community 

College District) was selected as Executive Director for the State Board 

of Directors for Community Colleges. 

July, 1961 through June, 1962 

In this fiscal year, the State Board of Directors for Community 

Colleges held twelve regular meetings. The average attendance of the 

members of the Board at these meetings was 76 percent. The Board made 

90 decisions during the 1961-62 year. Table 2 shows that 12 percent of 

these decisions dealt with personnel, 20 percent dealt with fiscal 

matters, 6 percent dealt with curriculum, 1 percent dealt with student 

activities, 9 percent dealt with tuition, fees, and admissions, 11 percent 

dealt with policies, 17 percent dealt with buildings, 1 percent dealt with 

certification, and 23 percent dealt with other matters. 
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TABLE 2 

PERCENTAGE OF DECISIONS* BY SUBJECT AREA AND FUNCTION, 
ARIZONA STATE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 1961-1962 

Regula- Leader- Re- Govern- Percent-
tory ship search ina age 

Personnel 45 54 12 

Fiscal 16 11 72 20 

Curriculum 80 20 6 

Student Activities 100 1 

Tuition, Fees, 
Admissions 37 12 50 9 

Policies 40 10 50 11 

Buildings 100 17 

Certification 100 1 

Other 9 4 9 76 23 

Percentage 25 6 2 67 100 

*Total number of decisions made: 90 
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According to the criteria of this study, 25 percent of the decisions 

involved the regulatory function, 6 percent of the decisions involved the 

leadership function, 2 percent of the decisions involved the research 

function, while 67 percent of the decisions involved the governing 

function. 

The task of the Board was to establish policies and guidelines to 

achieve minimum educational requirements as required by the Arizona 

statutes. The Board faced the problem of whether Phoenix College did 

not want to enter the State Community College System but continued to 

ask for state aid. Arizona Western College, Cochise College, and 

Eastern Arizona College were accepted into the system. Arizona Western 

College and Cochise were in the formative stages, and plans were laid 

for their development and opening. Business procedures and standards 

were developed. In August of this year, the State Board of Education 

offered its services for Vocational Education to the State Board of Direc

tors for Community Colleges. This was done on a no fee basis. Arrange

ments were made to allow State Board of Education personnel to assist in 

the development of Vocational Education Programs. 

The Board asked the attorney general for a number of decisions, 

some of which were: 



1. Did the junior college law apply to community colleges? 

2. Who was to certify vocational and academic teachers, the 

Arizona State Board of Directors for Community Colleges or the Arizona 

State Department of Public Instruction? 

3. Must teachers in the state junior college system be certified? 

4. Could the state community college system participate in the 

state retirement system? 

5. Who should call elections for bonds, the state board or the 

local board? 

Standards were adopted for the following: general program, 

curriculum, textbook selection, library, staffing, salary schedules, 

personnel policies, tenure policies, admissions and fees, and student 

activities. 

This year was developmental. The Board spent a great deal of 

time clarifying its functions in relation to the functions of local commu.-

rxity college boards. 

July, 1962 through June 1963 

In this fiscal year, the State Board of Directors for Community 

Colleges held twelve regular meetings. The average attendance of the 

members of the Board at these meetings was 78 percent. The Board made 

94 decisions during the 1962-63 year. Table 3 shows that 7 percent of 

these decisions dealt with the personnel, 18 percent dealt with fiscal 



53 

TABLE 3 

PERCENTAGE OF DECISIONS* BY. SUBJECT'AREA .AND FUNCTION, 
ARIZONA STATE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 1962-1963 

Regula
tory 

Leader
ship 

Re
search 

Govern
ing 

Percent
age 

Personnel 100 7 

Fiscal 17 11 70 18 

Curriculum 100 4 

Student Activities 

Tuition, Fees, 
Admissions 16 83 6 

Policies 66 16 16 6 

Buildings 4 95 22 

Certification 100 4 

Other 6 20 20 51 31 

Percentage 15 10 7 68 100 

*Total number of decisions made: 94 



matters, 18 percent dealt with curriculum, no decisions were made in 

student activities, 6 percent dealt with tuition, fees, and admissions, 

6 percent dealt with policies, 22 percent dealt with buildings, 4 percent 

dealt with certification, and 31 percent dealt with other matters. 

According to the criteria of this study, 15 percent of the decisions 

involved the regulatory function, 10 percent of the decisions involved the 

leadership function, 7 percent of the decisions involved the research 

function, while 68 percent of the decisions involved the governing func

tion. 

The State Board of Directors asked the Attorney General's opinion 

on who should call trustee elections, the State Board or the local board. 

The board initiated a survey of facilities that could be used for vocational 

education programs. The Maricopa Community College System was 

officially accepted into the system. North Central Accreditation was 

introduced to the community colleges, and the existing two colleges 

began the process of being evaluated by the North Central Association 

System. There was much discussion over the use of the word 11 junior" in 

the name of colleges. It was felt by many that this adjective was not 

appropriate. The State Board "was reluctant to remove the title of 

junior for fear that the colleges would become confused with four-year 

institutions. The Pinal County Community College District was accepted 

into the state system, although no immediate plans were made for the 
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opening of a campus. One of the meetings was a joint meeting of the 

Arizona Board of Regents and the Arizona State Board of Directors for 

Community Colleges. The topic of discussion was the transferability of 

course credits. The Board of Regents were very interested in the State 

Board of Directors for Community Colleges and in assisting them to arrange 

for the transfer of course credits offered in the community colleges to the 

four-year institutions in the state. 

July, 1963 through June, 1964 

In this fiscal year, the State Board of Directors for Community 

Colleges held twelve regular meetings. The average attendance of the 

members of the Board at these meetings was 75 percent. The Board made 

127 decisions during the 1963-64 year. Table 4 shows that 12 percent of 

the decisions dealt with personnel,, 21 percent dealt with fiscal matters, 

9 percent dealt with curriculum, 2 percent dealt with student activities, 

9 percent dealt with tuition, fees, and admissions, 6 percent dealt with 

policies, 2'2 percent dealt with buildings, 9 percent dealt with certifica

tion, and 13 percent dealt with other matters. 

According to the criteria of this study, 20 percent of the decisions 

involved the regulatory function, 5 percent of the decisions involved the 

leadership function, 1 percent of the decisions involved the research 

function, while 74 percent of the decisions involved the governing func

tion. 
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TABLE 4 

PERCENTAGE OF DECISIONS* BY SUBJECT AREA AND FUNCTION/ 
ARIZONA STATE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 1963-1964 

Regula- Leader- Re- Govern- Percent 
tory ship search inq age 

Personnel 20 6 73 12 

Fiscal 23 3 73 21 

Curriculum 9 90 9 

Student Activities 50 50 2 

Tuition, Fees, 
Admissions 16 16 66 9 

Policies 33 66 5 

Buildings 3 3 92 22 

Certification 63 36 9 

Other 18 6 75 13 

Percentage 20 5 1 74 100 

*Total number of decisions made: 127 



During this year, the Board again met with the Board of Regents 

to discuss graduation requirements and who should determine these re

quirements, the State Board of Directors or the local governing boards. 

It was concluded that local boards should be responsible for determin

ing graduation requirements. A number of state advisory committees were 

formed for vocational programs. The Board believed that input from these 

committees would be most helpful in the development of new vocational 

and technical programs for the community colleges. The State Board of 

Directors began an extensive building program, authorized additional 

buildings at Phoenix College and Eastern Arizona College, the two exist

ing colleges in the system. Two new colleges, Cochise and Arizona 

Western College, were in the developmental stage, and buildings were 

also being constructed there. An auditor was employed to assist colleges 

with their bookkeeping and business procedures. The attorney general 

ruled that local boards should determine their own budgets and set their 

own tax rates. 

July, 1964 through June, 1965 

In this fiscal year, the State Board of Directors for Community 

Colleges held 12 regular meetings. The average attendance of the members 

of the Board at these meetings was 72 percent. The Board made 171 de

cisions during the 1964-65 year. Table 5 shows that 4 percent of these 
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TABLE 5 

PERCENTAGE OF DECISIONS* BY SUBJECT AREA AND FUNCTION# 
ARIZONA STATE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 1964-1965 

Regula
tory 

Leader
ship 

Re
search 

Govern- • 
ing 

Percent
age .. 

Personnel 100 4 

Fiscal 12 4 1 81 38 

Curriculum 13 86 8 

Student Activities 50 25 25 2 

Tuition, fees, 
admissions 27 72 6 

Policies 75 25 2 

Buildings 11 2 83 25 

Certification 57 14 28 4 

Other 6 93 9 

Percentage 15 5 1 79 100 

*Total number of decisions made: 171 



decisions dealt with personnel, 38 percent dealt with fiscal matters, 

8 percent dealt with curriculum, 2 percent dealt with student activities, 

6 percent dealt with tuitions, fees, and admissions, 2 percent dealt with 

policies, 25 percent dealt with buildings, 4 percent dealt with certifica

tion, and 9 percent dealt with other .matters. 

According to the criteria of this study, 15 percent of the decisions 

involved the regulatory function, 5 percent of the decisions involved the 

leadership function, 1 percent of the decisions involved the research 

function, while 79 percent of the decisions involved the governing func

tion-. 

The Board informed local boards that they could not give free 

tuition scholarships to any student without prior approval of the State 

Board. Again, extensive building programs were authorized at Arizona 

Western College and Cochise College. Initial plans were made for con

struction of a campus in Pinal County. The Maricopa Community College 

District began extension courses at a number of sites, and a building 

program was begun. During this fiscal year, the Board also ruled that 

students could go from one county to another to obtain curriculum that 

were not being offered in the county where they lived without having to 

pay out-of-county tuition. A number of curriculum and fee changes were 

adopted during the year by local boards, and the Board ratified these. 

Dr. Prince resigned as executive director, and Mr. Marvin Knudson was 
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appointed to succeed him. The Board adopted accounting procedures for 

the community colleges in the system. 

July, 1965 through June, 1966 

In this fiscal year, the State Board of Directors for Community 

Colleges held 12 regular meetings. The average attendance of the members 

of the Board at these meetings was 77 percent. The Board made 145 de

cisions during the 1965-66 year. Table 6 shows that 3 percent of these 

decisions dealt with personnel, 21 percent dealt with fiscal matters, 

12 percent dealt with curriculum, no decisions were made in student 

activities, 8 percent dealt with tuition, fees, and admissions, 3 percent 

dealt with policies, 40 percent dealt with buildings, 3 percent dealt 

with certification, and 10 percent dealt with other matters. 

According to the criteria of this study, 9 percent of the decisions 

involved the regulatory function, 1 percent of the decisions involved the 

leadership function, 4 percent of the decisions involved the research 

function, while 86 percent of the decisions involved the governing func

tion. 

During this year buildings were constructed throughout the 

state and required a great deal of the Board's attention. A site was 

chosen for the Pinal County Community College. The Glendale Com

munity College campus was completed. A feasibility study was initiated 

to determine if a community college in Pima County should .be developed. 
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TABLE 6 

PERCENTAGE OF DECISIONS* BY SUBJECT AREA AND FUNCTION, 
ARIZONA STATE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 1965-1966 

Regula
tory 

Leader
ship 

Re
search 

Govern
ing 

Percent
age 

Personnel 100 3 

Fiscal 19 3 77 21 

Curriculum 100 12 

Student Activities 

Tuition, fees, 
admissions 9 90 8 

Policies 50 50 3 

Buildings 5 1 93 40 

Certification 25 75 3 

Other 33 66 10 

Percentage 9 1 4 86 100 

*Total number of decisions made: 145 



This lead to Pima County being accepted into the state community 

college system. 

Policies were reviewed on out-of-county tuition. If a program was 

not offered in a district, students were allowed to enroll in other districts. 

Also discussed was the feasibility of students enrolling in colleges out

side their districts for other reasons. A policy was also established that 

four meetings annually would be held on the campuses of the colleges 

rather than in Phoenix. 

The facilities committee prepared guidelines on building pro

cedures. These guidelines detailed the responsibilities of the State 

Board and the local boards and the procedures for building of facilities. 

During the year, the Arizona Town Hall met to discuss the com

munity colleges in the State of Arizona. There was much discussion and 

concern over the relationship of the State Board of Directors for Commu

nity Colleges to the State Board of Regents. The questions was raised as 

to whether or not one super board should be established to handle both 

segments of higher education. The outcome of the meeting was the 

establishment of communications between the Regents and the Board in 

order to effectively meet the higher education needs of the state. 

July# 1966 through June, 1967 

In this fiscal year, the State Board of Directors for Community 

Colleges held 12 regular meetings. The average attendance of the 



members of the Board at these meetings was 77 percent. The Board made 

138 decisions during the 1966-67 year. Table 7 shows that 4 percent of 

these decisions dealt with personnel, 20 percent dealt with fiscal matters, 

9 percent dealt with curriculum, no decisions were made in student activi

ties, 11 percent dealt with tuition, fees, and admissions, 1 percent 

dealt with policies, 43 percent dealt with buildings, 7 percent dealt with 

certification, and 11 percent dealt with other matters. 

According to the criteria of this study, 7 percent of the decisions 

involved the regulatory function, 1 percent of the decisions involved the 

leadership function, 4 percent of the decisions involved the research 

function, while 89 percent of the decisions involved the governing func

tion. 

The Board was active in authorizing buildings again this year at 

Cochise, Eastern, Phoenix, Glendale, Mesa, and Arizona Western 

Colleges. The Board initiated a long-range planning study for Maricopa 

County. Yavapai Community College was formed and accepted into the 

system. A survey was initiated for Yavapai to determine the location of 

the community college and the curriculum that should be offered. 

The attorney general was asked if the State Board had the right to 

arbitrate disputes with contractors. A flow chart was introduced for the 

payment of revenue bonds, and this was accepted by the Board and the 

college districts. A new policy was established that non-credit courses 
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TABLE 7 

PERCENTAGE OF DECISIONS* BY SUBJECT AREA AND FUNCTION, 
ARIZONA STATE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 1966-1967 

Regula- Leader- Re- Govern- Percent-
tory ship search ing age 

Personnel 100 4 

Fiscal 3 3 92 20 

Curriculum 8 919 

Student Activities 

Tuition, fees, 
admissions 20 80 11 

Policies 100 1 

Buildings 5 1 1 91 43 

Certification 100 1 

Other 20 80 11 

Percentage 7 1 4 89 100 

*Total number of decisions made: 138 . 
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did not have to be taught by certified teachers, but their names must be 

reported to the office of the board in advance of their accepting these 

assignments. Questions also were raised as to whether or not certifica

tion was necessary in the college setting. It was the wish of many of the 

college presidents that certification be dropped completely. The State 

Board, however, felt that the certification was necessary under the 

Arizona Revised Statutes; so it reaffirmed its earlier policy. 

The Board also established accounting and reporting procedures 

which were presented in a manual to each of the community college 

districts. This was a first attempt to unify the bookkeeping and account

ing practices of the institutions. The Board approved the Maricopa Com

munity College District's acquisition of the Korricks Building, later to 

become Maricopa Technical College. The site for Pima County College 

District was approved, and plans were begun to meet the building needs 

of the college. 

Mr. Marvin Knudson resigned as Executive Director, and Dr. John 

D. Condon was appointed. The Board initiated a study through The Uni

versity of Arizona to determine long-range educational needs for commu

nity colleges in the State of Arizona. 

July, 1967 through June, 1968 

In this fiscal year, the State Board of Directors for Community 

Colleges held eleven regular meetings. The average attendance of the 



members of the Board at these meetings was 77 percent. The Board made 

151 decisions during the 1967-68 year. Table 8 shows that 7 percent of 

these decisions dealt with personnel, 26 percent dealt with fiscal matters, 

9 percent dealt with curriculum, no decisions were made in student activi

ties, 2 percent dealt with tuition, fees, and admissions, 4 percent dealt 

with policies, 39 percent dealt with buildings, 1 percent dealt with certi

fication, and 12 percent dealt with other matters. 

According to the criteria of this study, 10 percent of the decisions 

involved the regulatory function, 3 percent of the decisions involved the 

leadership function, 2 percent of the decisions involved the research 

function, while 85 percent involved the governing function. 

As the State Community College System continued to grow, Pima 

College began its building program; and additions were made to Glendale 

Community College, Mesa Community College, and Maricopa Technical 

College, all in the Maricopa Community College System. Buildings were 

also constructed at Arizona Western College, Cochise College and 

Yavapai College. The site for the Scottsdale Community College District 

was selected, and the legislature appropriated $500,000 for the estab

lishment of the new community college. 

A survey of the State Community College System by The Univerr 

sity of Arizona was completed during this fiscal year. It pointed to the 

need for comprehensive planning for the state community college system. 
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TABLE 8 

PERCENTAGE .OF. DECISIONS* BY SUBJECT AREA AND FUNCTION/ 
ARIZONA STATE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 1967-1968 

Regula- Leader- Re- Govern- Percent -
tory ship search inq age . 

Personnel 9 91 7 

Fiscal 17 82 26 

Curriculum 7 92 9 

Student Activities 

Tuition, fees, 
admissions 100 2 

Policies 16 33 16 33 4 

Buildings 5 1 93 39 

Certification 100 1 

Other 11 5 5 77 

Percentage 10 3 2 85 100 

*Total number of decisions made: 151 



There was more study on the free exchangeof students between 

colleges. It was felt that because of geographical location, it might be 

feasible for students from one county to attend another county's college. 

Also, there were a number of instances where programs were offered in 

only one county; in these cases, the student who was desirous of partici

pating was allowed to do so. The State Board held firm on its stand that 

a free exchange of students in athletic programs was not allowed. 

The Board authorized the presidents of the community college dis

tricts to handle all federal building moneys as a representative of the 

Board at the local level. 

The Board made an increased effort to influence legislation during 

the year by adopting and approving at least fifteen proposals to be sub

mitted to the legislature. Some of these proposals were in opposition to 

bills already under consideration by the legislature. 

The Board approved a study of the athletic programs in Arizona 

Community Colleges. The report found that the Arizona Community 

Colleges had an excellent athletic program and pointed out that many of 

the problems other states were having had been worked out and the 

program was functioning well in all areas. 

July, 1968 through June, 1969 

In this fiscal year, the State Board of Directors for Community 

Colleges held 12 regular meetings. The average attendance of the 
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members of the Board at these meetings was 77 percent. The Board made 

164 decisions during the 1968-69 year. Table 9 shows that 8 percent of 

these decisions dealt with personnel, 36 percent dealt with fiscal 

matters, 4 percent dealt with curriculum, 1 percent dealt with student 

activities, 5 percent dealt with tuition, fees, and admissions, 5 percent 

dealt with policies, 34 percent dealt with buildings, no certification 

decisions were made, and 7 percent dealt with other matters. 

According to the criteria of this study, 9 percent of the decisions 

involved the regulatory function, 7 percent of the decisions involved the 

leadership function, 2 percent of the decisions involved the research 

function, while 82 percent of the decisions involved the governing func

tion. 

The State Board of Directors for Community Colleges held meetings 

with the Arizona State Board of Regents and the Arizona State Board of 

Education. The purpose of the meetings with the Board of Regents was to 

discuss the transferability of courses, who should determine the courses 

necessary to transfer, and what courses were transferable. The meetings 

with the State Board of Education were to discuss vocational school 

participation, whereby high schools would use community college facili

ties for vocational programs, and to discuss the courses that should be 

involved in the college prep programs. In addition, the Board met with 

the State Board of Nursing to discuss the types of nursing programs to be 
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TABLE 9 

PERCENTAGE OF DECISIONS* BY SUBJECT AREA AND FUNCTION, 
ARIZONA STATE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 1968-1969 

Regula
tory 

Leader
ship 

Re
search 

Govern
ing 

Percent
age 

Personnel 100 8 

Fiscal 3 5 1 89 36 

Curriculum 33 16 50 4 

Student Activities 100 1 

Tuition, fees, 
admissions 25 12 62 5 

Policies 44 22 11 22 5 

Buildings 1 7 91 34 

Certification 

Other 9 18 72 7 

Percentage 9 7 2 82 100 

•Total number of decisions made: 164 



provided. Under discussion were the Registered Nurse programs, the 

Licensed Practical Nurse program, and other nursing programs. Recom

mendations were made regarding the facilities needed, the kinds and 

number of instructors needed, and the content of the programs to be 

established. 

The long-range planning committee of the Board made some recom

mendations to local community college boards which centered around 

course content rather than methodology and the need for more vocational, 

technical, and adult education programs than were currently being offered. 

A number of discussions were held on whether the budgets from the 

districts should have limits placed on them similar to those placed on the 

elementary and secondary school budgets. It was decided that good 

judgment by the local board should be assumed and that the Board should 

not place any limits on the budgets. 

The Board made recommendations to the legislature regarding 30 

items of legislation. It proposed fourteen items and commented on six

teen items that were before the legislature. The legislature passed a bill 

which required the Board to participate on a state planning committee. 

The Board was fearful that this might lead to some kind of super board, 

but did participate actively during this fiscal year. An insurance consul

tant was appointed to advise the State Community College Board and the 

community college districts regarding insurance needs. A statement of 

philosophy entitled "We Believe" was published during this year. 
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July, 1969 through June, 1970 

In this fiscal year, the State Board of Directors for Community 

Colleges held 12 regular meetings. The average attendance of the 

members of the Board at these meetings was 79 percent. The Board made 

136 decisions during the 1969-70 year. Table 10 shows that 13 percent 

of these decisions dealt with personnel, 32 percent dealt with fiscal 

matters, 11 percent dealt with curriculum, 1 percent dealt with student 

activities, 8 percent dealt with tuition, fees, and admissions, 4 percent 

dealt with policies, 19 percent dealt with buildings, no decisions were 

made in certification, and 11 percent dealt with other matters. 

According to the criteria of this study, 7 percent of the decisions 

involved the regulatory function, 9 percent of the decisions involved the 

leadership function, 1 percent of the decisions involved the research 

function, while 83 percent of the decisions involved the governing func

tion. 

As the community colleges expanded during this fiscal year, their 

enrollment increased over 25 percent. This caused a great deal of build

ing to be continued on the campuses of Arizona Western, Mesa, Scotts-

dale, Pima, Phoenix, Cochise, and Eastern Arizona Colleges. A study 

was undertaken by Dr. R. Hobson, under the direction of the Board, to 

review the accounting procedures of the state. It was his recommenda

tion that the State Board consider a Program Planning and Budgeting 

System (PPBS) to be instituted in all community colleges in the state. 
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TABLE 10 

PERCENTAGE OF DECISIONS*. BY SUBJECT AREA AND FUNCTION, 
ARIZONA STATE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 1969-1970 

Regula
tory 

Leader
ship 

Re
search 

Governing 
ing 

Percent' 
age 

Personnel 100 13 

Fiscal 9 13 77 32 

Curriculum 50 50 11 

Student Activities 50 50 1 

Tuition, fees, 
admissions 9 90 8 

Policies 83 16 4 

Buildings 7 92 19 

Certification 

Other 13 6 80 11 

Percentage 7 9 1 83 100 

*Total number of decisions made: 136 
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The Board took this recommendation under consideration and began an 

experimental program, trying PPBS in a limited number of community 

colleges. 

The Board requested that the legislature raise the interest rates on 

bonds so that the new buildings could be financed. The legislature agreed 

to do this, and raised the interest rate to 8 percent. The Board also asked 

the legislature to change the criteria for starting a community college 

district. It recommended that the minimum assessed valuation be raised 

from 60 million to 100 million, and that the number of high school students 

graduating be raised from 250 to 500. The legislature acted and the 

changes were made. The Board also asked for an attorney to be perma

nently assigned to the Board. The request was denied by the attorney 

general. 

The governor appointed a Human Resources Council and estab

lished a Cooperative Area Manpower System for the State. The Board was 

concerned because there was no place on these boards for representatives 

of community colleges. The Board requested that the governor provide it 

representation on these Boards. This was granted with a position on both 

of these state-wide boards. Many questions arose over the allocation of 

Higher Education Facilities Act federal building funds. A number of 

building programs were going on in the state, and questions were raised 

as to how much money each community college should get, and what 

criteria should be applied in making decisions of this kind. 



Meetings were held during this fiscal year with the Board of 

Regents and the State Board of Education. The meeting with the Regents 

was held to discuss an annual meeting of the two boards, various institu

tions and their problems, the financing of higher education, Indian educa

tion and Program Planning Budgeting System to be integrated into all 

higher education. The outcome of the meeting was that a decision was 

reached to hold an annual meeting of the two boards in January or February 

to review legislation, and agreement was reached to work cooperatively 

on other problems. 

Discussion with the Arizona State Board of Education centered on 

the question of who should provide adult education services. Also dis

cussed was vocational educational funding and who should ask the legis

lature for increased funds for community colleges, the State Board of 

Education, which is also the State Board of Vocational Education, or the 

Arizona State Board of Directors for Community Colleges. This problem 

was not resolved during this fiscal year, but the State Board of Educa

tion continued its role in vocational education. 

July, 1970 through June, 1971 

In this fiscal year, the State Board of Directors for Community 

Colleges held 12 regular meetings. The average attendance of the 

members of the Board at these meetings was 77 percent. The Board made 



128 decisions during the 1970-71 year. Table 11 shows that 13 percent 

of these decisions dealt with personnel, 23 percent dealt with fiscal 

matters/ 13 percent dealt with curriculum, no student activities decisions 

were made, 8 percent dealt with tuition, fees, and admissions, 9 percent 

dealt with policies, 18 percent dealt with buildings, no certification 

decisions were made, and 16 percent dealt with other matters. 

According to the criteria of this study, 5 percent of the decisions 

involved the regulatory function, 20 percent of the decisions involved the 

leadership function, 2 percent of the decisions involved the research 

function, while 73 percent of the decisions involved the governing func

tion. 

The year of 1970 through 1971 was an active year for the Board, 

although the total.number of decisions was somewhat less than the 

previous year. The Board involved itself in many lengthy discussions 

of a variety of topics. The governor asked the Board to provide the 

Human Resources Committee of the state with a list of its goals and 

objectives. 

The process of curriculum change was reviewed. The Board 

decided that college districts should be able to change courses within 

programs, but that the ultimate power to make curriculum decisions 

would remain wich the State Board of Directors. 
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TABLE 11 

PERCENTAGE OF DECISIONS* BY SUBJECT AREA AND FUNCTION, 
ARIZONA STATE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 1970-1971 

Regula
tory 

Leader
ship 

Re
search 

Govern
ing 

Percent
age 

Personnel 6 93 13 

Fiscal 3 23 73 23 

Curriculum 6 25 6 62 13 

Student Activities 

Tuition, fees, 
admissions 20 80 8 

Policies 25 50 8 16 9 

Buildings 4 95 18 

Certification 

Other 28 4 66 16 

Percentage 5 20 2 73 100 

*Total number of decisions made: 128 



In another meeting with the Board of Regents, it was decided that 

a comprehensive guidance program should be incorporated into the higher 

education program. It was also concluded that there must be cooperation 

between the Arizona State Board of Regents and the Arizona State Board of 

Directors for Community Colleges, or the legislature would force such 

cooperation. It was suggested that the two boards meet for at least a 

two-day retreat to discuss mutual problems and to develop a closer work

ing relationship. Also discussed in this meeting was the transferability 

of courses. It was decided that these should be worked out on a college-

to-college basis by each institution. 

The Board also met with the State Board of Education. Topics dis

cussed were assessment and evaluation and recommendation concerning 

the career guidance program. It was felt that a comprehensive program 

should be developed K through 14 and that the State Board of Directors 

and the State Board of Education should work closely together to insure 

communication. Questions were raised as to who would decide which 

courses were vocational. Should this responsibility rest with the State 

Board of Directors for Community Colleges or should the State Board of 

Education be charged with this responsibility, since it is also the State 

Board of Vocational Education? No decision was reached on this problem. 

The Board was very active in legislation during this year. Thirty-

four items were reviewed by the Board and action was taken on 21. Among 

the items reviewed were: Asking the legislature to allow the State Board 



to receive federal funds; changing the name from junior college to 

community college; and allowing the junior college districts to do the 

same; a letter to the legislature opposing a super board of education, 

reinforcing the concept that there should be a State Board of Directors for 

Community Colleges to guide the community college system; and changing 

financing of community colleges to provide $900 for a full-time equivalent 

student for the first 1,000 students and $400 for every additional student. 

In addition, the factor of 1.4 would be applied for those courses which 

were deemed vocational. 

The Board went on record as being in favor of providing and en

couraging community college districts to provide vocational educational 

courses to counties without community college districts. The Board also 

went on record as seeking compensation in addition to travel expenses 

for members of the State Board of Directors for Community Colleges. 

This was to be similar to what was being provided for the State Board of 

Regents. 

Also, consideration was given to a trimester plan for the commu

nity colleges so that they could operate on state funds for 12 months. 

This was taken under advisement. No decision was reached during this 

fiscal year. 

It was also decided that requests for funds should be made on a 

campus basis rather by total district, thus giving advantage to districts 
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which have multi-campus operations. It was also decided that students 

from Pima and Maricopa Counties could attend community colleges in 

other counties without paying out-of-county tuition. It was felt that this 

could be beneficial to the other community colleges. A director for 

curriculum was added to the Board staff. It was felt that this person was 

needed to provide overall planning for education in the state. 

July, 1971 through June, 1972 

In this fiscal year, the State Board of Directors for Community 

Colleges held 12 regular meetings. The average attendance of the 

members of the Board at these meetings was 83 percent. The Board made 

143 decisions during the 1971-72 year. Table 12 shows that 10 percent 

of these decisions dealt with personnel, 26 percent dealt with fiscal 

matters, 5 percent dealt with curriculum, 1 percent dealt with student 

activities, 8 percent dealt with tuition, fees, and admissions, 5 percent 

dealt with policies, 34 percent dealt with buildings, 1 percent dealt with 

certification, and 11 percent dealt with other matters. 

According to the criteria of this study, 10 percent of the decisions 

involved the regulatory function, 13 percent of the decisions involved the 

leadership function, 5 percent of the decisions involved the research 

function, while 72 percent of the decisions involved the governing func

tion. 
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TABLE 12 

PERCENTAGE OF DECISIONS*' BY SUBJECT AREA AND FUNCTION, 
ARIZONA STATE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 1971-1972 

Regula
tory 

Leader
ship 

Re
search 

Govern
ing 

Percent
age 

Personnel 14 85 10 

Fiscal 8 16 75 26 

Curriculum 14 85 5 

Student Activities 100 1 

Tuition, fees, 
admissions 58 16 8 16 8 

Policies 14 71 14 5 

Buildings 4 95 34 

Certification 100 1 

Other 6 12 31 50 11 

Percentage 10 13 5 72 100 

*Total number of decisions made: 143 



This year was again an active legislative year for the Board. 

Legislation was proposed to change the census count for full-time student 

equivalents to twice a year. The residency requirement was changed from 

six months to one year. Election day was changed from October to 

November. 

A feasibility study for Navajo County was completed during this 

year. The Navajo County Committee was turned down on its bid for a 

community college district. It appealed this decision to the attorney 

general, who upheld the right of the county and voters to determine 

whether or not a community college district should be formed. 

A member of the Arizona State Board of Directors for Community 

Colleges was appointed, for the first time, to also serve on the Arizona 

State Board of Education. It was felt that this would bring about greater 

coordination and communication between the two boards. 

The Board redefined its goals and objectives and began working on 

philosophy statements during this fiscal year. A committee on transfer 

courses was appointed, and this committee began a survey of graduating 

students in the colleges and universities in the state. Results of the 

survey pointed again to the need for closer communication between the 

State Board for Community Colleges and the State Board of Regents from 

the Universities. 
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The State Board of Directors for Community Colleges made a 

statement on tenure to the effect that the Board was opposed to adopting 

a tenure policy at the state level and that tenure policy should be a dis

trict decision and that districts had the option of providing some sort of 

fair dismissal safeguard for their instructors. 

The Program Planning Budgeting System was reintroduced during 

this fiscal year and was tried on an experimental basis at Arizona Western 

College and Pima College. It was hoped that this could be expanded to 

the total community college system. 

Dr. John Condon resigned as the Executive Director of the State 

Board of Directors; and Dr. George Hall (past President of Arizona 

Western College) was appointed as executive director. 

July, 1972 through June, 1973 

In this fiscal year, the State Board of Directors for Community 

Colleges held 12 regular meetings. The average attendance of the 

members of the Board at these meetings was 76 percent. The Board made 

167 decisions during the 1972-73 year. Table 13 shows that 13 percent 

of these decisions dealt with personnel, 8 percent dealt with fiscal 

matters, 10 percent dealt with curriculum, 2 percent dealt with student 

activities, 7 percent dealt with tuition, fees, and admissions, 8 percent 

dealt with policies, 28 percent dealt with buildings, 1 percent dealt 

with certification, and 23 percent dealt with other matters. 
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TABLE 13 

PERCENTAGE OF DECISIONS* BY SUBJECT AREA AND FUNCTION, 
ARIZONA STATE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 1972-1973 

Regula
tory 

Leader
ship 

Re
search 

Govern
ing 

Percent
age 

Personnel 4 95 13 

Fiscal 30 23 46 8 

Curriculum 18 81 10 

Student Activities 75 25 2 

Tuition, fees, 
admissions 45 18 36 7 

Policies 57 7 35 8 

Buildings 8 6 82 28 

Certification 100 1 

Other 7 23 7 60 23 

Percentage 15 14 3 68 100 

*Total number of decisions made: 167 
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According to the criteria of this study, 15 percent of the decisions 

involved the regulatory function, 14 percent of the decisions involved the 

leadership function, 3 percent of the decisions involved the research 

function, while 68 percent of the decisions involved the governing func

tion. 

During this fiscal year, the Arizona State Board of Directors for 

Community Colleges was extremely active in legislation, previewing 41 

pieces of legislation and acting on 26 of these. Dr. Paul Orvis was re

tained to conduct a comprehensive study of the State Community College 

System. His study recommended a number of changes, including an addi

tion to the state personnel staff and dropping of certification requirements. 

The Board took his recommendation under consideration and appointed its 

first Vocational Education Coordinator. It decided that certification 

should be maintained. 

The Navajo Community College District was established during 

this fiscal year. Mohave Community College asked to be admitted to the 

State Community College System but was refused admission because of its 

inability to meet the criteria established and outlined by the legislature. 

The Federal Educational Amendments of 1972, Title 10, estab

lished a comprehensive commission (known as the 1202 Commission) to 

be responsible for all education in the state. This comprehensive 
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planning commission was of great concern to the State Board of Directors 

for Community Colleges and was the basis for a lengthy discussion. 

A letter was sent to the governor, recommending that the State Board of 

Directors for Community Colleges certainly be considered as part of the 

1202 Commission. 

A seminar was held with the local boards, presidents, university 

professors, public information officers, and community at large to dis

cuss the role of community colleges in Arizona. It was felt that in spite 

of the community colleges' success in the State of Arizona, the role of 

the community college was still somewhat misunderstood. 

A meeting was held with the State Board of Regents to discuss 

legislation being proposed for higher education and to develop a working 

relationship between the two boards. It was felt that the staffs of the 

Board of Regents and the State Board of Directors for Community Colleges 

should also be getting together on a semi-annual basis. A steering 

committee was formed by both boards to serve the interest of community 

colleges and universities. 

A meeting was held with the Arizona Community College Athletic 

Association Committee, the district governing boards, and legal counsel 

to discuss tuition waivers for students participating in athletics. There 

was a great deal of concern over the State Board's policy to drop tuition 

waivers for athletics. The Board also embarked on the task of revising 

its policies which had been established over the past thirteen years. 
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Revenue sharing was discussed. A letter was sent to federal 

legislators requesting information on how community colleges could 

participate in this funding. The answer from Udall and Steiger was that 

the State Board of Directors must compete for these funds with other 

agencies. 

The Findings 

The Arizona State Board of Directors for Community Colleges held 

a total of 155 regular meetings from July 1960 through June 1973 as shown 

in Table 14. The number of meetings varied from year to year. 

A total of 1,686 decisions was made by the Arizona State Board of 

Directors for Community Colleges from July, 1960 through June, 1973 for 

an average of 129.69 per year. The lowest total number of decisions 

made any year was 32 in 1960-61. This was the initial year of the Board, 

and the Board apparently had some difficulty gaining momentum. The 

number was more than five times greater in 1964-65, when the Board 

made a high of 171 decisions. Table 14 shows the increase in the 

number of decisions made during the later years. The annual average of 

147 decisions made from 1967 through 1973 is an approximate increase 

of 20 percent over the annual average of 112 decisions made from 1960 

through 1965. 

The average attendance of the board members at state board 

meetings ranged from a low of 71.65 percent in fiscal year of 1964-1965 



88 

TABLE 14 

RECORD OF MEETINGS, DECISIONS AND ATTENDANCE , 
ARIZONA STATE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

1960 THROUGH 1973 

Percentage of 

Year 
Number of 
Meetings 

Number of 
Decisions 

Members Pre
sent 

60-61 12 32 77.45 

61-62 12 90 75.98 

62-63 12 94 77.94 

63-64 12 127 75.49 

64-65 12 171 71.56 

65-66 12 145 76.96 

66-67 12 138 77.45 

67-68 11 151 77.54 

68-69 12 164 77.45 

69-70 12 136 78.92 . 

70-71 12 128 76.96 

71-72 12 143 83.33 

72-73 12 167 75.98 

Total 155 1686 76.83 



to a high of 83.33 percent in fiscal year 1971-1972. Table 14 shows 

that the overall average for the thirteen-year period was 76.83 percent. 

Attendance varied little for the thirteen years. 

Table 15 shows that during the thirteen-year period an average of 

8.83 percent of decisions dealt with personnel. This ranged from a low 

in 1968-69 of 1 percent to a high of 21 percent in 1960-61. 

An average of 24.65 percent of decisions were made regarding 

fiscal matters. This ranged from a low in 1972-73 of 8 percent to a high 

of 38 percent in 1964-65. 

An average of 8.11 percent of decisions were made regarding 

curriculum. This ranged from a low in 1960-61 of 0 percent to a high of 

12 percent in 1964-65. 

average of .95 percent of decisions were made regarding 

student activities. This ranged from a low in several years with no 

decisions made to a high of 2 percent of decisions made in both 1974-65 

and 1972-73. 

An average of 6.98 percent of decisions were made regarding 

tuition, fees and admissions. This ranged from a low in the year 1960-

61 of 0 percent to a high of 10 percent in 1966-67. 

An average of 28.65 percent of decisions were made regarding 

buildings and building procedures. This was the highest recorded level 

of decisions made in the subject area categories, and ranged from a 

low of 0 percentin 1960-61 to a high of 43 percent in 1966-67. 



TABLE 15 

PERCENT OF DECISIONS BY SUBJECT AREA, ARIZONA STATE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 
1960 THROUGH 1973 

Year 
Person
nel Fiscal 

Curricu
lum 

Student 
Actv. 

Tuition 
Fees 
Admssn Policies Bldqs. 

Certifi
cation Other 

60-61 22 16 9 53 

61-62 12 20 5 1 9 11 17 1 23 

62-63 7 18 4 6 6 22 4 31 

63-64 12 21 9 2 9 5 22 9 13 

64-65 4 38 8 2 6 2 25 4 9 

65-66 3 21 12 8 3 40 3 10 

66-67 4 20 9 11 1 43 1 11 

67-68 7 26 9 2 4 39 1 11 

68-69 8 36 4 1 5 5 34 7 

69-70 13 32 11 1 8 4 19 11 

70-71 13 23 13 8 9 18 16 

71-72 10 26 5 1 8 5 34 1 11 > 

72-73 13 8 10 2 7 8 28 1 23 

Total 8.33 24.65 8 . 1 1  .95 6.98 5.19 28.65 1.85 14.74 



An average of 1.85 percent of decisions were made regarding 

certification. This ranged from a low of 0 percent in several years to a 

high of 8 percent in 1963-64. 

An average of 14.47 percent of decisions made were in the area 

labeled other matters. This ranged from a low of 6 percent in 1968-69 

to a high of 30 percent in 1962-63. 

Table 15 shows also that during the thirteen-year period the 

Board made a majority of its decisions in the fiscal and building areas 

while the lowest percent of decisions were made in th.e student activities 

and certification areas. 

The percentage of decisions made by the Arizona State Board of 

Directors for Community Colleges according to function for each of the 

thirteen years from July, 1960 through June, 1973 is shown in Table 16. 

The percentage of decisions classified under the regulatory function 

ranged from a low of 5 percent in 1970-71 to a high of 25 percent in the 

year 1961-62. The overall average of decisions classified under the 

regulatory function for the thirteen years was 11.98 percent. 

The percentage of decisions classified under the governing func

tion ranged from a low of 68 percent in the year 1962-63 and again in 

the year 1972-73 to a high of 89 percent in the year 1966-67. The over

all average for the thirteen years was 77.99 percent. 
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TABLE 16 

PERCENTAGE OF DECISIONS BY FUNCTION, 
ARIZONA STATE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

1960 THROUGH 1973 

Year 
Regula
tory 

Leader
ship 

Re
search 

Govern-
ina 

60-61 19 6 75 

61-62 25 6 2 67 

62-63 15 10 7 68 

63-64 20 5 1 74 

64-65 15 5 1 79 

65-66 9 1 4 86 

66-67 7 1 4 89 

67-68 10 3 2 85 

68-69 9 7 2 82 

69-70 7 9 1 83 

70-71 5 20 2 73 

71-72 10 13 5 72 

72-73 15 14 3 68 

Average 
for the 
period 11.98 7.59 2.72 77.99 



Table 16 shows an increase in the percentage of decisions 

classified under the leadership function during the latter four years. The 

percentage of decisions classified under the leadership function varied 

from a low of 1 percent in 1965-66 and 1966-67 to a high of 20 percent 

in 1970-71. The overall average for the thirteen years was 7.59 percent. 

The percentage of decisions classified under the research func

tion ranged from 9 percent in 1960-61 to a high of 7 percent in 1962-63. 

The overall average of decisions classified under the research function 

for the thirteen years was 2.72 percent. 

Table 17 is a matrix summary of the thirteen years in the study 

by subject area and function. This table shows that the State Board of 

Directors for Community Colleges in Arizona devoted most of its atten -

tion to making decisions regarding fiscal matters, buildings and building 

procedures, and other decisions. The combined total percentage of these 

three areas is 67.81 percent. The Board devoted less than one-third of 

its decisions to personnel, curriculum, student activities, tuition, fees, 

and admissions, policies, and certification. 

Table 17 also shows that the combined total of research and 

leadership decisions accounted for only 10.31 percent of the Board activ

ity during the thirteen years studied, while the regulatory and governing 

functions accounted for 89.67 percent of the Board's decisions. 

A State Board policy states that the State Board of Directors for 

Community Colleges in Arizona will meet at least four times annually on 



TABLE 17 

NUMBER OF DECISIONS BY SUBJECT AREA AND FUNCTION, 
ARIZONA STATE BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

1960 THROUGH 1973 

Regula
tory 

Leader
ship 

Re
search 

Govern
ing Total -

Per
cent 

Personnel 13 1 1 133 150 8.89 

Fiscal 48 36 3 326 413 24.49 

Curriculum 11 8 1 115 137 8.12 

Student 
Activity 9 55 1 2 16 .94 

Tuition, 
Fees, 
Admis
sions 30 7 3 79 118 6.99 

Policies 31 26 4 27 88 5.21 

Building 20 16 4 443 483 28.64 

Certifica
tion 22 1 9 32 1.89 

Other 18 28 29 173 248 14.68 

Total 202 128 46 1310 1686 99.85 

Percent 11.98 7.59 2.72 77.69 99.98 
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the campuses of community colleges. Not once, in the thirteen-year 

period of the Board's activity did the official minutes reflect that the 

Board as a unit requested, sought, or received the opinions, beliefs, 

desires, suggestions or recommendations from a student or student group 

enrolled in the community colleges in Arizona. 

Policy decisions made by the Board are compiled in a policy 

handbook for distribution to each Board member and each of the community 

colleges. However, several times throughout the thirteen years studied, 

board members expressed doubt or uncertainty of existing policy. 

Several times, a historical review of the Board's minutes had to 

be made to determine whether or not a precedent had been set. Also, 

college personnel have on a number of occasions asked for policy state

ments from the Board. 

The State Board of Directors for Community Colleges had asked 

the attorney general for not less than 36 opinions from 1960-1973 to 

clarify its role. The ambiguity of its role was brought about by the 

desire of the State Legislature to let the State Board and local governing 

boards find a common area of operation. This has brought about some 

uncertainty as to the function of the respective Boards. 

Only one set of official minutes is in existence. These are 

located in the office of the State Board of Directors for Community Col

leges. 



CHAPTER 5 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter summarizes the study. It also presents conclusions 

and recommendations based on the findings. 

Summary of the Study 

The purpose of this study was to identify any changes in the 

functioning of the Arizona State Board of Directors for Community Col

leges during a thirteen-year period. The functions of the State Board 

of Directors for Community Colleges were determined by identifying and 

classifying the decisions of the Board as reflected in the official 

minutes from July, 1960 through June, 1973. It was assumed that these 

decisions would fall under one of four functional categories identified 

as regulatory, governing, leadership, and research, and that the subject 

content would fall under the following nine categories: personnel; 

fiscal;; curriculum; student activities; tuition, fees, and admissions; 

policy; building and building procedures; certification; and other 

matters. 

Findings 

It was found that the Arizona State Board of Directors for Com

munity Colleges made 1,686 decisions from July, 1960 through June, 

96 
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1973 for an average of 129.69 decisions per year. The Board made an 

annual average of 147 decisions from 1967 through 1973; this was an 

approximate increase of 20 percent over the annual average of 112 de

cisions made from 1960 through 1966. 

The average attendance of the board members at State Board 

meetings for the thirteen-year period was 76.83 percent. Attendance 

varied little for thirteen years. 

During the thirteen-year period an average of 8.83 percent of the 

Board's decisions dealt with personnel. An average of 24.65 percent of 

its decisions were made regarding fiscal matters. An average of 8.11 

percent of decisions were made regarding curriculum. An average of 

.95 percent of decisions were made regarding student activities. An 

average of 6.98 percent of decisions were made regarding tuition, fees, 

and admissions. An average of 28.65 percent of decisions were made 

regarding buildings and building procedures. An average of 1.85 per

cent of decisions were made regarding certification. An average of 

14.47 percent of decisions were in the area of other matters. 

It was thus noted that during the thirteen-year period the Board 

made more than 50 percent of its decisions in the fiscal and building 

areas while they made less than 3 percent of decisions in the areas of 

student activities and certification areas. 

It was found that during the thirteen-year period an average of 

11.98 percent of the Board's decisions were regulatory. An average of 
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77.99 percent of its decisions were governing. An average of 7.59 

percent of its decisions were leadership. An average of 2.72 percent 

of its decisions were research. 

The combined total of leadership and research decisions made by 

the Arizona State Board of Directors for Community Colleges accounted 

for 10.31 percent of its decisions, while the regulatory and governing 

functions accounted for 89.67 percent. 

In recent years the number of governing decisions tended to de

cline, while the number of leadership decisions tended to increase. It 

was also noted that the Board had no direct communication with students 

during this period. During the thirteen years studied, board members 

expressed doubt or uncertainty of existing policy; this may indicate a 

need for a more complete policy handbook. Only one set of official 

minutes is in existence and is not properly stored to prevent loss. 

Conclusions 

The following conclusions were drawn from the findings of the 

study: 

1. The Arizona State Board of Directors for Community Colleges 

functioned chiefly in a governing and regulatory manner from July, 1960 

through June, 1973. 



99 

2. The Arizona State Board of Directors for Community Colleges 

increased its leadership function from July, 1968 through June, 1973. 

3. The Arizona State Board of Directors for Community Colleges 

made a majority of its decisions regarding fiscal matters and building 

procedures. 

4. The Arizona State Board of Directors for Community Colleges 

made few decisions regarding student activities and certification. 

5. The Arizona State Board of Directors for Community Colleges 

did not involve students in the development of policies and procedures 

that affect them. 

6. The Arizona State Board of Directors for Community Colleges 

has no adequate codification of these written policies. 

7. The Arizona State Board of Directors for Community Colleges 

did not distribute widely copies of the official minutes of its meetings. 

Recommendations 

Based on the conclusions of this study, the following recom

mendations are made: 

1. That the Arizona State Board of Directors for Community Col

leges expand its leadership and research functions; and make a sub

stantial effort to decrease its governing and regulatory functions. 
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2. That the Arizona State Board of Directors for Community 

Colleges expand the number of decisions made in other areas, and make 

a sustained effort to decrease the number of decisions made regarding 

fiscal matters and building procedures. 

3. That the Arizona State Board of Directors for Community Col

leges recognize a need to develop procedures whereby suggestions and 

recommendations of students in the community colleges are presented 

to the Board for discussion and consideration. 

4. That the Arizona State Board of Directors for Community Col

leges expedite plans to develop and codify its written policies. 

5. That copies of the minutes of meetings of the Arizona State 

Board of Directors be provided to libraries of all Arizona institutions of 

higher learning. Official minutes of the State Board of Directors for 

Community Colleges should be microfilmed and filed in an appropriate 

place to prevent loss of these records. 

Discussion 

The data do not allow a definite conclusion to be drawn as to the 

precise cause of the trend to increase the leadership function of the 

Arizona State Board of Directors for Community Colleges, but it is 

possible that several factors contributed to its impetus and inspired the 

effort. New executive directors for the State Board in 1966 and 1972 

may have stimulated the Board to exercise more leadership. The change 
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of the chairmen of the State Board of Directors may be related to some 

of the change in the leadership role of the Board. In any case, there 

was a marked increase in the leadership and research activities of the 

State Board of Directors for Community Colleges in the last four years. 

The State Board of Directors for Community Colleges is dependent 

on the State Legislature for its authorization to act and for financial 

support. The leadership role can be seen in the Board's attempts to 

stimulate and coordinate efforts to bring about legislative change. The 

creation of the legislative committee, strong recommendations of legis

lative proposals, joint meetings with the legislative leadership, and 

increased interest in legislative matters by Board members accompanied 

the increase in leadership functions of the Arizona State Board of Direc

tors for Community Colleges. 

The Arizona State Community College System experienced rapid 

growth from 1965-1969 accounting for the increase of decisions during 

these years. In 1972-1973 the Board decreased the number of decisions 

made in the fiscal area. This may have come about as a result of better 

budget preparation by the college districts. The low number of decisions 

in the policy area may reflect uncertainty of the Board about its func

tions . 

In the thirteen years of the Board's activity, not once did the 

official minutes reflect that the Board sought, or received, the opinions, 
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beliefs, desires, suggestions or recommendations from a student or 

student group. The fact that the minutes do not reflect the involvement 

with students by the Arizona State Board of Directors for Community 

Colleges does not mean that this involvement is not wanted. The 

Board should develop policies and procedures that allow students direct 

feedback and involvement with them. 

Several times during the thirteen years studied, the Board and 

College personnel expressed doubt or uncertainty of existing policies. 

At the present time the Board does-have a limited handbook, but a com

plete policy handbook delineating the Board1 s policy on such matters 

as role, function, educational program development, and local com

munity college districts is needed immediately. 

Official minutes of the Arizona State Board of Directors for Com

munity Colleges are not widely distributed; in fact only one set of 

official minutes is in existence. These are not properly stored to pre

vent loss by fire. The Board should microfilm its minutes and distrib

ute copies of them to all colleges and universities for deposit in their 

libraries.. 

Recommendations for Further Study 

The following recommendations are made for further study: 

1. Additional study of the functions of the Arizona State Board 

of Directors for Community Colleges using a different classification 
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system or index to check the validity of the present study should be 

conducted. 

2. Research should be undertaken to determine the contribution of 

individual Board members or groups of members to the functioning of the 

State Board of Directors for Community Colleges. Special attention 

should be given to the role of the chairperson with respect to the 

leadership function of the Board. 

3. Research should be conducted to determine the influence the 

executive director may or may not have on the functioning of the 

Arizona State Board of Directors for Community Colleges. 

4. Additional study should be made of the relationship between . j 

the statutory regulations, powers, and duties of the Arizona State Board 

of Directors for Community Colleges, and the manner in which the 

Board functions. 

Concluding Statement 

This study has analyzed how the Arizona State Board of Directors 

for Community Colleges has functioned in the past. Whether the study 

makes a significant contribution to public post-secondary education in 

Arizona depends on whether the Board confronts the issues raised by 

this study and takes action to fulfill its potential in the leadership and 

research functions. 
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Name 

Members Appointed by Governor - 1960 

County 

Mrs. Letty Patterson Apache 
Louis L. Felix Pima 
Vernon McGrath Greenlee 
Lee Be Dillon Pinal 
Jesse M. Smith Navajo 
Mrs. Thomas Morgan Santa Cruz 
Joseph M. Lang Mohave 
James B. Rolle Yuma 
Alfred Paul, Jr. Cochise 
Donald I. Welker Graham 
Dr. E. B. Tollefson Coconino 
Earl Horrell Gila 
Joseph P. Ralston Maricopa 
Dr. Taylor Hicks Yavapai -

E. W. Bradford* 

O. D. Miller 

W. W. "Skipper" Dick 

J. R. Cullison 

Ex Officio Members 

Representative of the Board 
of Regents 

Representative of the Board 
of Regents 

Superintendent of Public 
Instruction 

Director, Vocational Educa
tion 

1. Resigned October I960, replaced by O. D. Miller 



106 

Members Appointed by Governor - 1961 

Name 

Mrs. Letty Patterson 
Louis J. Felix 
J. Vernon McGrath 
Lee Be Dillon 
Jesse Smith 
Mrs. Thomas Morgan 
Joseph Lang 
James B. Rolle 
Alfred Paul, Jr. 2 
Charles Bloomquist 
Donald I. Welker 
Dr. E. B. Tollefson 
Earl E. Horrell 
Joseph P. Ralston 
Dr. Taylor Hicks 

County 

Apache 
Pima 
Greenlee 
Pinal 
Navajo 
Santa Cruz 
Mohave 
Yuma 
Cochise 
Cochise 
Graham 
Coconino 
Gila 
Maricopa 
Yavapai - Chairman 

O. D. Miller 

W. W. "Skipper" Dick 

J. R. Cullison 

Ex Officio Members 

Representative of the Board 
of Regents 

Superintendent of Public 
Instruction 

Director, Vocational Educa
tion 

2. Resigned March, 1961, replaced by Charles Bloomquist 
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Members Appointed by Governor - 1962 

Name County 

Mrs. Letty Patterson Apache 
Louis J. Felix Pima 
J. Vernon McGrath Greenlee 
Lee Be Dillon^ Pinal 
Leroy C. Holt Pinal 
Jesse Smith Navajo 
Mrs. Thomas Morgan Santa Cruz 
Joseph Lang^ Mohave 
Dr. Arthur Arnold Mohave 
James B. Rolle Yuma - Chairman 
Charles Bloomquist Cochise 
Donald I. Welker Graham 
Dr. E. B. Tollefson Coconino 
Earl E. Horrell Gila 
Joseph P. Ralston Maricopa 
Dr. Taylor Hicks Yavapai 

Ex Officio Members 

O. D. Miller Representative of the Board 
of Regents 

W. W. "Skipper" Dick Superintendent of Public 
Instruction 

J. R. Cullison Director, Vocational Educa
tion 

3. Term expired January 1963, replaced by Leroy Hoyt 

4. Resigned in January 1962, replaced by Dr. Arthur Arnold 
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Members Appointed by Governor - 1963 

Name County 

Mrs. Letty Patterson Apache 
Louis J. Felix Pima 
J. Vernon McGrath Greenlee 
Leroy C. Hoyt Pinal 
Jesse Smith^ Navajo 
L. B. Gibbons Navajo 
Mrs. Thomas Morgan® Santa Cruz 
Mrs. Helen Kolbe Santa Cruz 
Dr. Arthur Arnold Mohave 
James B. Rolle Yuma 
Charles Bloomquist Cochise - Chairman 
Donald I. Welker Graham 
Dr. E. B. Tollefson Coconino 
Earl E. Horrell Gila 
Joseph P. Ralston Maricopa 
Dr. Taylor Hicks Yavapai 

Ex Officio Members 

A. B. Schellenberg Representative of the Board 
of Regents 

W. W. "Skipper" Dick Superintendent of Public 
Instruction 

J. R. Cullison Director of Vocational Edu
cation 

I 

5. Term expired January 1964, replaced by L. R. Gibbons 

6. Term expired January 1964, replaced by Mrs. Helen Kolbe 
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Members Appointed by Governor - 1964 

Name 

Mrs. Letty Patterson 
Louis J. Felix 
J. Vernon McGrath 
Leroy C. Hoyt 
L. R. Gibbons 
Mrs. Helen Kolbe 
Dr. Arthur Arnold? 
Denneth Conrath 
James B. Rolled 
Richard Schuman 
Charles Bloomquist 
Donald Welker 
Dr. E. B. Tollefson 
Earl E. Horrell 
Joseph P. Ralston 
Dr. Taylor Hicks 

County 

Apache 
Pima 
Greenlee 
Pinal 
Navajo 
Santa Cruz 
Mohave 
Mohave 
Yuma 
Yuma 
Cochise 
Graham 
Coconino 
Gila 
Maricopa - Chairman 
Yavapai 

Ex Officio Members 

A. B. Schellenberg Representative of the Board 
of Regents 

W. W. "Skipper" Dick Superintendent of Public 
Instruction 

J. R. Cullison Director, Vocational Educa
tion 

! 
7. Term expired January 

8. Term expired January 

1965, replaced by Kenneth Conrath 

1965, replaced by Richard Schuman 
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Members Appointed by Governor - 1965 

Name County 

Mrs. Letty Patterson^ Apache 
Raymond J. Isaacson Apache 
Louis J. Felix Pima 
J. Vernon McGrath Greenlee 
Leroy C. Hoyt Pinal 
L. R. Gibbons Navajo 
Mrs. Helen Kolbe Santa Cruz 
Kenneth Conrath Mohave 
Richard Schuman Yuma 
Charles Bloomquist^O Cochise 
Dr. George Spikes Cochise 
Donald I. Welkerll Graham - Chairman^ 

Milton Reay Graham 
Dr. E. B. Tollefson Coconino - Chairman 
Earl E. Horrell Gila 
Joseph P. Ralston Maricopa 
Dr. Taylor Hicks Yavapai 

Ex Officio 

A. B. Schellenberg 

Sarah Folsom 

J. R. Cullison 

Members 

Representative of the Board 
of Regents 

Superintendent of Public 
Instruction 

Director, Vocational Educa
tion 

9. Resigned May 1965, replaced by Raymond Isaacson 

10. Resigned May 1965, replaced by Dr.George Spikes 

11. Term expired January 1966, replaced by Milton Reay 

12. Resigned Chairmanship March 1965, because of ill health 
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Members Appointed by Governor - 1966 

Name County 

Raymond J- Isaacson Apache 
Louis J. Felix Pima 
J. Vernon McGrath Greenlee 
Leroy C. Hoyt Pinal 
L. R. Gibbons 13 Navajo 
H. R. Starr Navajo 
Mrs. Helen Kolbe^ Santa Cruz 
James Haythornewhite Santa Cruz 
Kenneth Conrath Mohave 
Richard Schuman Yuma 
Dr. George Spikes Cochise 
Milton Reay Graham 
Dr. E. B. Tollefson Coconino 
Earl E. Horrell^S Gila - Chairman 
Mrs. Jane Drees Gila 
Joseph P. Ralston Maricopa 
Dr. Taylor Hicks Yavapai 

Ex Officio Members 

A. B. Schellenberg Representative of the Board 
of Regents 

Sarah Folsom Superintendent of Public 
Instruction 

J. R. Cullison Director, Vocational Educa
tion 

13. 

14. 

15. 

Deceased February 1966, replaced by H. R. Stan-

Resigned June 1966, replaced by James Haythornewhite 

Term expired January 1967, replaced by Mrs. Jane Drees 
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Members Appointed by Governor - 1967 

Name 

Raymond J. Isaacson 
Louis J. Felix 
J. Vernon McGrath 
Leroy C. Hoyt 
H. R. Starr 
James Haythornwhite^® 
Mrs. Alice Larriva 
Kenneth Conrath 
Richard Schuman 
Dr. George Spikes 
Milton Reay 
Dr. E. B. Tollefson 
Mrs. Jane Drees 
Joseph P. Ralston 
Dr. Taylor Hicks17 

Dr. Lesley Blanchard 

County 

Apache 
Pima 
Greenlee - Chairman 
Pinal 
Navajo 
Santa Cruz 
Santa Cruz 
Mohave 
Yuma 
Cochise 
Graham 
Coconino 
Gila 
Maricopa 
Yavapai 
Yavapai 

Ex Officio Members 

A. B. Schellenberg Representative of the Board 
of Regents 

Sarah Folsom Superintendent of Public 
Instruction 

J. R. Cullison Director, Vocational Educa
tion 

16. Served until February 1967, was not confirmed by the Senate, 
replaced by Mrs. Alice Larriva 

17. Term expired January 1968, replaced by Dr. Lesley Blanchard 
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Members Appointed by Governor - 1968 

Name 

Raymond J. Isaacson*** 
Mrs. Merle B. Piatt 
Louis J. Felixes 
Arnold P. Jeffers 
J. Vernon McGrath 
Leroy C. Hoyt2^ 
Benjamin J. Cohen 
H. R. Starr21 

Dr. C. H. Peterson 
Mrs. Alice Larriva 
Kenneth Conrath 
Richard Schuman 
Dr. George Spikes 
Milton Reay 
Dr. E. B. Tollefson22 

Dr. George Yard 
Mrs. Jane Drees 
Joseph P. Ralston 
Dr. Lesley Blanchard 

County 

Apache 
Apache 
Pima - Chairman 
Pima 
Greenlee 
Pinal 
Pinal 
Navajo 
Navajo 
Santa Cruz 
Mohave 
Yuma 
Cochise 
Graham 
Coconino 
Coconino 
Gila 
Maricopa 
Yavapai 

Ex Officio Members 

A. B. Schellenberg 

Sarah Folsom 

J. R. Cullison 

Representative of the Board 
of Regents 

Superintendent of Public 
Instruction 

Director, Vocational Educa
tion 

18. Term expired January 1969, replaced by Mrs. Merle B. Piatt 

19. Term expired January 1969, replaced by Arnold P. Jeffers 

20. Deceased May 1968, replaced by Benjamin J. Cohen 

21. Resigned June 1968, replaced by Dr. C. H. Peterson 

22. Resigned March 1968, replaced by Dr. George Yard 
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Members Appointed by Governor - 1969 

Name County 

Mrs. Merle B. Piatt Apache 
Arnold P. Jeffers Pima 
J. Vernon McGrath Greenlee 
Benjamin J. Cohen Pinal 
Dr. C. H. Peterson Navajo 
Mrs. Alice Larriva Santa Cruz 
Kenneth Conrath Mohave 
Richard Schuman Yuma - Chairman 
Dr. George Spikes Cochise - Vice Chairman 
Milton Reay Graham 
Dr. George Yard Coconino 
Mrs. Jane Drees Gila 
Joseph P. Ralston Maricopa 
Dr. Lesley Blanchard Yavapai 

Ex Officio Members 

A. B. Schellenberg23 Representative of the Board 
of Regents 

Norman G. Sharber Representative of the Board 
of Regents 

Sarah Folsom24 Superintendent of Public 
Instruction 

W. P. Shoftstall Superintendent of Public 
* Instruction 

J. R. Cullison -Director, Vocational Educa
tion 

23. Resigned January 1969, replaced by Norman G. Sharber 

24. Deceased June 1969, replaced by W. P. Shofstall 
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Members Appointed by Governor - 1970 

Name 

Mrs. Merle B. Piatt 
Arnold P. Jeffers 
J. Vernon McGrath 
Benjamin J. Cohen 
Dr. C. H. Peterson25 
Drew Shumway 
Mrs. Alice Larriva 
Kenneth Conrath 
Richard Schuman 
Dr. George Spikes26 
Dr. C. Theodore Kraft 
Milton Reay 
Dr. George Yard 
Mrs. Jane Drees 
Joseph P. Ralston 
Dr. Lesley Blanchard 

County 

Apache 
Pima 
Greenlee 
Pinal 
Navajo 
Navajo 
Santa Cruz 
Mohave - Vice Chairman 
Yuma 
Cochise - Chairman 
Cochise 
Graham 
Coconino 
Gila 
Maricopa 
Yavapai 

Ex Officio Members 

Gordon D. Paris27 

Norman G. Sharber 

W. P. Shofstall 

J. R. Cullison 

Representative of the Board 
of Regents 

Representative of the Board 
of Regents 

Superintendent of Public 
Instruction 

Director, Vocational Educa
tion 

25. Term expired January 1971, replaced by Drew Shumway 

26. Resigned December 1970, replaced by Dr. C. Theodore Kraft 

27. Resigned July 1970, replaced by Norman G. Sharber 
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Members Appointed by Governor - 1971 

Name 

Mrs. Merle B. Piatt 
Arnold P. Jeffers 
J. Vernon McGrath 
Benjamin J. Cohen 
Drew Shumway 
Mrs. Alice Larriva 
Kenneth Conrath28 
Charles R. Barbour 
Richard Schuman29 
Joe Atmar 
C. Theodore Kraft, Ph.D. 
Milton Reay 
Dr. George Yard 
Mrs. Jane Drees 
Joseph P. Ralston 
Dr. Lesley Blanchard 

County 

Apache 
Pima 
Greenlee 
Pinal 
Navajo 
Santa Cruz 
Mohave - Chairman 
Mohave 
Yuma 
Yuma 
Cochise 
Graham - Vice Chairman 
Coconino 
Gila 
Maricopa 
Yavapai 

Ex Officio Members 

Margaret M. Christy 

W. P. Shoftstall 

J. R. Cullison 

Representative of the Board 
Regents 

Superintendent of Public 
Instruction 

Director, Vocational Educa
tion 

28. Expired January 1972, replaced by Charles R. Barbour 

29. Term expired January 1972, replaced by Joe Atmar 
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Members Appointed by Governor - 1972 

.30 

Name 

Mrs. Merle B. Piatt 
Arnold P. Jeffers 
J. Vernon McGrath' 
Mrs. A. H. Kinneberg 
Benjamin J. Cohen 
Drew Shumway 
Mrs. Alice Larriva 
Charles R. Barbour31 
Lloyd L. Hanes 
Joe Atmar 
C. Theodore Kraft, Ph.D. 
Milton Reay 
Dr. George Yard 
Mrs. Jane Drees 
Joseph P. Ralston 
Dr. Lesley Blanchard 

County 

Apache 
Pima 
Greenlee 
Greenlee 
Pinal 
Navajo 
Santa Cruz 
Mohave 
Mohave 
Yuma 
Cochise 
Graham - Chairman 
Coconino - Vice Chairman 
Gila 
Maricopa 
Yavapai 

Ex Officio Members 

Margaret M. Christy Representative of the Board 
of Regents 

W. P. Shofstall Superintendent of Public 
Instruction 

J. R. Cullison^2 Director, Vocational Educa
tion 

Eugene L. Dorr Director, Vocational Educa
tion 

30. Resigned October 1972 due to ill health, replaced by Mrs. 
A. H. Kinneberg 

„ 31. Resigned August 1972, replaced by Lloyd S. Hanes 

32. Appointed Executive Director, Vocational Education; replaced 
by Eugene L. Dorr 
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