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PREFACE

Arising from an increased emphasis on providing better and more
relevant education for more people, the two-year college has grown and
expanded faster than anv other type of educational institution in the
United States. Although the idea of a two-year college system is
uniquely American, there is no such thing as an "American' system.
There are nearly as many approaches to the operation of a system of
two-vear colleges as there are states. This paper reports on the
first comprehensive study made of the differences among the states re-—
garding the structure and operation of public two-year colleges.

The Center wishes tc thank Dr. Ward for undertaking the major
task of compiling and presenting this information, the first publishea
nationwide study of its kind. The Center is also indebted to Mrs. Sue
¥ing for editing the manuscript, and to the entire Center clerical and
technical staff for their efforts toward the publication of this paper.

John X. Coster
Director




SUMMARY

The purposes of this study were to: (1) anszlyze and categorize
legal differences among public two-vear college systems; and (2) ana-
lyze selected institutional wvariables to determine the ex:ent to which
operational differences exist among these svstems.

For the first purpose, state constitutions and statutes were
analyzed. For the second purpose, data were collected by mailed ques—
tionnaires soliciting data on chief administrators, deans of instruction,
academic faculty, students, and financing from institutions operating
under the identified legal structures. Where appropriate, data were
statistically analyzed to determine the significance of differences
among legal structures.

Only four state constitutions contain significant references to
two—-year colleges: two contaip provisions for financing such syvstems,
and two provide for the creation of statewide syvstems. The major im-
plication for two-year colleges is the restrictive wording of some con-
stitutions. Several, uvnless or until amended, exclude educational in-
stitutions and/or clientele other than those specified.

Statutory analysis revealed that 40 states provide for public
two-year colleges. Current statutes were analvzed in terms of: (1)
institutional concept; (2) state control; (3) local control; (4) es-—
tablishment procedures; and (5) financing. Control, concept, estab-
lishment procedures, and financing differed greatly among the states,
but trends were noted. It was concluded that: (1) major legal dif-
ferences do exist; and (2) the last decade has seen a trend away from
operation as a part of the local public school system. Original legis-—
lation during this period tended toward affiliation with higher educa-
tion as a part of a statewide system or as an extension of a college
or a university; evolved structures tended toward separate state boards
of control, with or without local control.

For analysis of operational differences, questionnaires were
mailed to 237 public two-year colleges in 22 states representing six
-legal structures. A return of 72.15 per cent was obtained.

Statistically significant differences exist among the legal
structures for: (1) chief administrators: mean tenure, sources of
past employment, highest degree held, and type of doctorate held; (2)
deans of instruction: whether the position exists and mean age; (3)
academic faculty: sources of recruitment, highest degree held, and
presence of tenure and faculty rank; (4) students: distribution among
academic, technical, and vocational programs, tuition costs, entrance
requirements, and provision of remedial instruction; and (5) institu-
tions: presence of academic, technical, and vocational programs,
sharing of facilities with public schools, and mean institutional age.
Data on financial provisions were not suitable for statistical analysis,
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but substantial differences in the proportion of operating expenses for
the various programs derived from tuition and federal, state, and local
funds were noted, as ware differences in the proportion of capital out-
lay monies derived frium federal, state, and local sources.

On the basis of these analyses, it was coancluded that marked
dif ferences among such legal structures do exist. Studies should be
undertaken to determine: (1) between which specific legal structures
such differences exist; and (2), more importantly, why they exist.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The most uniquely American and fastest growing type of educa-
tional institution in the United States is the post-high school, two-
year college. It is variously called a junior college, a community
college, or a community junior college. By whatever name, it has been
described as the most significant contribution the United States has
made in the entire history of education (Hillway, 1958).

Compared with other types of educational institutions, the two-
year college is very young and primarily a product of the 20th century.
The coinage of the term "junior college' has been attributed to Wil-
liam Raney Harper, the first president of the University of Chicago.

In 1892 he organized the University of Chicago into the "University
College' which consisted of the junior and senior years and the 'Aca-
demic College' which encompassed the freshman srd sophomore years. 1In
1895 the terms '"Senior College" and "Junior College' were substituted
for University College and Academic College, respectively (Brick, 1964).

In 1900 there were eight private junior colleges in the United
States and no public junior colleges. The total enrollment of the
eight private institutions was approximately 100 students (Brick, 1964).
By 1930 the number of junior colleges had grown to 436, of which 178
were public and 258 were private. During the last 37 years, the number
of private junior colleges has remained fairly constant, but the num-
ber of public two-year colleges has increased rapidly. By the fall of
1966 there were about 800 junior colleges in the nation; of this aum-
ber, over 500 were publicly supported (Gleazer, 1966). Two years la-
ter there were over 900 two-year colleges enrolling 1.75 million stu-
dents; soon the number of two-year colleges is expected to exceed
1,000, accounting for an enrollment of 2.5 million students.

Enrollment in the two-year college is not only impressive in
terms of gross increase; it accounts for an ever~-increasing percentage
of the total enrollment in higher education. In 1920 the two-year
colleges accounted for 1.4 per cent of the total enrollment in higher
education; by 1940 the proportion had increased to 10 per cent. 1In
1965, 15.2 per cent of all students enrolled in higher education were
enrolled in the two-year colleges, and it is estimated that by 1975
the proportion will have increased to 16.9 per cent. Since two-year
colleges ordinarily offer only lower division (freshman and sophomore)
courses, a comparison of undergraduate (senlor, junior, sophomore, and
freshman) and lower division enrollments is actually more indicative
of their increasing importance. 1In 1965 the two-year colleges enrolled
17 per cent of all undergraduate students, and it is estimated that

lThesé data were taken froﬁ a weekly publication of the National
School Public Relations Association, Education; U.S:A., Washington,
D. C., March 4, 1968, p. 2.




the proportion will increase to 19.2 per cent by 1975. No firm data
are available on lower division enrollment in two-year colleges, but
an estimate of 30 per cent has been made (Congress, 1967).

Of equal importance is the enrollment within the two-year
colleges in technical and vocational programs. If students in these
programs are included in lower division enrollment, such enrollment
in the two-year colleges would probably be in excess of 35 per cent of
the total lower division enrollment in all higher education.

To emphasize the ascending importance of the public over the
private two-year college, one has only to consider that although almost
one-third of the two-year colleges are private, almost 90 per cent of
the total enrollment in two-year colleges is in public institutions.
The day of the public two-year college has indeed arrived!

As the public two-year college has evolved over the last 50
years, it has become increasingly comprehensive in nature. Institutions
which initially offered only college transfer courses have expanded into
the technical, vocational, and adult -education fields. Most of the new
institutions that are being created today are comprehensive from the
time of inception. As the institutions become more comprehensive, they
also become more attuned to the needs of the community in that they
attempt to meet the educational and cultural needs of the geographical
area of which they are a part; in this sense, and generally speaking,
the two-year college has come to be a community institution—-it strives
to fulfill all the educational and cultural needs of the community which
are unmet by other educational institutions.

Although the two-year college is described in the preceding
paragraphs as being uniquely American, there is certainly no unique
two-year college. In this country an apparent dichotomy exists between
private and public educational institutions. To limit an analysis of
two-year colleges to this categorization would, however, be completely
inadequate. One writer recently completed a study for the American
Association of Junior Colleges which necessitated his visiting many two-
year colleges around the country. The extent of the diversity of this
type of institution is evidenced in his description of institutions
visited. Without including subcategories, he enumerated the following
categories of public two-year colleges: (1) a college in a large
city system (ome unit in a multi-unit organization under one central
administration); (2) a college in an urban area with broad college
concept and programs; (3) a multi-campus district with alrsady planned
additional campuses; (4) a rapidly growing college in an essentially
nonurban area:  (5) a technical college or ‘institutée; (6) a non-urban
college, with administrative organization still a part of the public
school system; (7) a college moving with difficulty toward establishment
of greater local control, a separate board of trustees, and greater
local financial support; (8) a rapidly growing public college, one of
5 state system, with state board and local advisory committees; (9) a
coeducational, largely residential college; and (10) an independent
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college moving toward public support (Garrison, 1967). It can be
seen from this enumeration that there is no single concept that can
adequately describe the two-year college.

Controversy over the role and the place of the two-year college
has apparently existed since the inception of such institutions.
Brick: (1964) , in writing on the historical development of the two-year.
college and the central role played by the American Association of
Junior Colleges, cited the works of two early and prominent leaders in
the movement, Koos and Eells. Koos (1924), who published the first
major work on the then new junior colleges, contended that they were a
part of secondary education. Eells (1931) agreed that the two-year
college was essentially secondary but differentiated it from the high
school. Other people in the early stages of the two-year colleg=
movement contended just as strongly that such institutions were a
part of higher education. The conflict is unresolved today and is
still widely debated in the literature.

One author who recently attempted to put the legal status of the
two-year college in perspective stated:

Whenever attention is turned upon community colleges,
the wide diversity of types of community colleges in the
United States is immediately apparent, as are the diver-
gent patterns of legislation upon which these institutions
are based in the several states. These characteristics
are at once a strength and a weakness. A strength in the
flexibility and freedom from fixed patterns of organization
or traditions of operation; a weakness in the difficulty of
interpreting the junior college, of finding a "fixed image"
for public understanding of the junior college and its
services (Skaggs, 1962). - :

During the last decade there has been a decided trend toward more
state control and more statewide systems of two-year colleges. Skaggs
(1959) cited several pieces of legislation in support of his conclusion
that there was at that time a trend toward greater central control of

. the two-year colleges. This trend was evidenced, he said, in both

legislative statutes and regulaticns or policies imposed upon the two-
year college by staterlevel agencies. :

Wattenbarger (1968) lamented the fact that there was an ever
increasing change in patterns of control of two-year colleges from
local to state. He .cited the states of Kentucky, Massachusetts,
Minnesota, and Virginia as examples of states which have recently
established a new system of two-year colleges under state control. He
cited other states in which there has recently been a legislative trend-
toward statewide coordination, if not state control. This trend, he
stated, was evident in spite of study after study (which he failed to
cite) which emphasized the need for local control and indicated
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considerable definable differences in quality in favor of locally
controlled institutions.

Blocker, et al. (1965) devoted an entire chapter of a recently
published book to "control and financing of the two-year college."
With somewhat more perspective than Wattenbarger, Blocker enumerated
several problems which he felt existed because of the absence cf needed
legislation or because of limited perceptions incorporated into state
laws. There has been, he concluded, an unjustifiable amount of legisla-
tive and administrative intrusion into curriculum and a discernible
trend toward more stringent administrative direction and control at
the state level. Some of this control was, in his opinion, an out-—
growth of legislation, but a larger part appeared to have its origin
in "Parkinson's Law" and the lack of a clear distinction between state
and local responsibility. He cited, as an example of this, states
which had made provisions for capical outlay and then imposed rules
and regulations regarding instruction, building désign, and equipment.
Blocker summarized by saying:

. . . It is apparent that there are numerous cooperating
and competing legal bodies on the local, state, and federal
levels which affect the development and .functioning of the
two-year college. . . . There are conflicts between the
proponents of local control and those advocating state-
level control and both groups feel the impact of federal
direction--however indirect it may- be--through financial
aid. There are decided differences among groups with
respect  to the values and objectives being sought and these
differences lead to power struggles within the system. 1In
many instances, such struggles seriously reduce the pro—
ductivity of the educational institution, distracting the
energies and attention of educational -personnel from the
primary purposes of the college. . - =«

Nature gf_thetProblem

_ It is apparent that there has been, especially during the last
decade, a decided trend toward more state participation in and control
"over the operation of two-year colleges, though there still exist
several approaches to legal structure and control of these institutions.
Apparently, advocacy of a particular approach to legal structure and
control has depended more on emotional inclination or_an-individual's.
position in. the structure than it has upon concrete data which define
the difference in structure. -

1f one accepts the premise that the two-year college needs a
unique image, a point of debate which arises is which image: that of
a public secondary- school, that of_an.institution of higher education,.
or that of an institution with an entity separate and apart from both
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the public school system and higher education? Even if one fails to
agree on the need for a unique image, there still exists the need to

be able to identify concrete differences which distinguish one system
from another. Image is a rather nebulous and abstract term. More
centrzl to the issue is the question of what quantifiable variables
exist among and between the various approaches to structuring systems.

A subsidiary question which arises is whether three systems, as mentioned
above, are adequate to describe sufficiently the various shadings in
legal structure which may affect systems directly or contribute to
variables which may have indirect effect upon a system as a class of
institutions. . If one type: of system tends to differ inherentiy from
another because of the legal structure to which it belongs, then

those who advocate changes in the legal structure should be aware of
these differences. If the legal structures of the various systems

tend to induce differences in such quantifiable variables as, for
example, institution size, work experience or academic qualifications

of administrators or faculty, operating philosophy, breadth of curricular
offerings, or comprehensiveness of programs, then this knowledge

should be available to legislators and educators who advocate change and
to the laymen who may participate in the control of such institutions as
well. Such knowledge could be used to advocate either change or the
maintenance of the status quo. In any event, the objective of all
logical decision-making is to operate from a position of knowledge and
not from a position founded upon emotional inclination.

Purposes of the Study

There were two purposes of this study. The first purpose was
to analyze the legal bases for two-year colleges in the various states
to determine the number of categories necessary to describe uniquely
the various approaches to the legal structure of two-year colleges, to
determine and define the variables which make or may tend to make one’
system different from another, and to ascertain legislative trends
regarding legal structure. The second purpose was to develop a number
of quantifiable criteria which measure inputs or outputs of operating
institutions in the various systems as identified, classified, and
analyzed in the first purpose above. ‘ '

Before an analysis of legal structure was attempted, and as
a preliminary condition to the development of quantifiable criteria
by which inputs or outputs of operating institutions could be measured,
a review of the pertinent literature was undertaken. The purpose of
the literature review was to ascertain the nature and conclusions of
previous studies bearing on the problem and to ascertain what criteria
were considered to be important to either the legal structure or the
operation of public two-year colleges. The results of the literature
review are presented in the following section. - '




Review of Related Literature

Literature reviewed revealed that the results of several studies
and articles containing analyses bearing on various facets of the pro-
blem as stated in the previous section have been published. They fell
into two major categories. The first category contained materials
bearing on the various aspects of legal structure and control and corre-
sponded to the first part of the problem as stated above. Included
in this category were articles and studies on establishment, control,
finance, and organization of two-year colleges. The second major
category of articles and studies corresponded to the second part of
the problem as stated in the preceding section. Included in this
category were studies pertaining to academic qualifications, sources,
or backgrounds of faculty or administrators, tenure, faculty rank, and
certification. To facilitate analysis, literature reviewed has been
grouped under the following headings: (1) legal structure and control;
(2) financial provisions; (3) sources and qualifications of chief
administrators and deans; (4) sources and qualifications of faculty;
(5) faculty rank; and (6) certification requirements.

Legal Structure and Control

According to Wetzler (1958), the community college has four
major functions: (1) the preparatory func¢tion; (2) the popularizing
function; (3) the terminal functionj and (4) the guidance function.
Even so, Wetzler contends, there is a need for better clarification
of purposes which are more in accord with actual practices. He
suggested: (1) perhaps new functions need to be added or older ones
revised; (2) a firm determination of the relationship to higher educa-
tion must be made; (3) total relationships and general functions
should be better defined; and (4) the role of the high school and its
relationship to the junior college needs to be decided upon and
understood. ' ' '

Commenting on various approaches.to control of two-year
colleges, Skaggs (1959) listed five patterns which he felt mainly
covered the patterns utilized by the various states. His five
categories were as follows: '

1.” Local control by governing board made up of junior college
area citizens, but whose actions are subject to review by a
state board or dr,artment, or who must operate under a
complicated system of checks and balances through state
regulations. ' _ ' |

2. Local control by governing board appointed by or with the
approval of a state board, cabinet, or department, whose
members are subject to regulatory practices of the state
organization. ' '




3. State control through a state department or a state board
of education, through a college advisory board or committee
or a local board without actual authority to govern.

4., State control through a state board of control or a state
board of trustees for all institutions of higher learning.

5. State control directly through a department in the state
department of education.

Skaggs cited several pieces of legislation which supported his con-
clusion that there was a trend toward greater centralization of control
in higher education, including junior colleges. This central control,
he said, was evident in"both legislative statutes and regulations or
policies imposed upon the junior college by state-level agencies.

Tkis control was essentially of two types, control over conditions of
establishment and control over various facets of curriculum, faculty,
admissions policy, and permissive authority for internal operation

and policy-making.

The United States Office of Education has published two booklets
concerned with criteria for the establishment of two-year colleges.
The first was published in 1960 and examined such criteria as necessity
of state agency approval, requirement of a vote, requirement of a minimum
property valuation, requirement of a survey, requirement of a minimum
school enrollment, and requirement of a minimum total population as
being requisites for establishment of two-year colleges in various states.
The second booklet was published in 1966 and is essentially an updated
version of the first. Neither of these publications was based upon a
study of primary sources, i.e., statutes. Each involved the mailing
of either a questionnaire to state officials or ‘a compildtion of data
from various sources and a request that state officials verify. the
data. Also included in each booklet were criteria based upon rules
and regulations established by state agencies which, although authorized
by statute, went much further than the statutes in promulgating criteria
for establishment of two-year colleges.

Struthers (1963) recently did a study of the evolvement of state
legislation for public two-year colleges which included the period
1907, when the first legislation concerning two-year colleges was
enacted, to 1961. He grouped states into categoreis which coincided
with the boundaries of the six regional accrediting associations and
on this basis analyzed the evolvement of the legislation. The legislation
in each state was examined in terms of institutional concept, establish-
ment, and finance. Struthers concluded that early laws relating to two-
year colleges considered such institutions to be merely an upward
extension of the public high school offering only academic or transfer
programs. He found that the initial laws in 21 states, beginning with
California in 1907 and continuing to Connecticut in 1959, were .based
upon such a concept. The concept of adding vocational and technical
offerings began in California in 1917, and by 1962 laws in 24 states
had evolved to include this concept. Additional functions, such-as
adult education and community services, were less numerous, evolved
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later, and at the time of the writing were offered in only 16 states.
Generally, the trend in establishment and finance of such institutions
also evolved from local action and involvement to state surveys,

master planning, and an increasing proportion of state funds. Struthers
recommended that further research should include analysis of the actual
effects of the laws on statewide systems of two-year colleges, and
efforts should be made to account for various other factors entering
into their development.

The Commission on Legislation of the American Association of
Junior Colleges (1962) authored a set of seven principles to which it
suggested adherence by state legislatures in the development of laws
for two-year colleges. Those seven principles are:

Principle 1. Community junior colleges should be
established in accordance with an over-all state plan for
higher education which provides for diversified educational
programs and a geographic distribution of opportunity.

Principle 2. A local community junior college should
be established only subsequent to a survey which will deter-
mine the relationship of the proposed district to the state
plan and the readiness of the proposed district to accept
its share of responsibility.

Principle 3. The Legislature should establish a state
agency with responsibilities for approving the establishment of
a community junior college in accordance with the state plan or
should assign such responsibility to an existing state agency
which has over—all supervisory authcrity.

Principle 4. The control of a community junior college
should be vested preferably in a local board whose sole
responsibility is the operation and management of the college.

Principle 5. Community junior colleges should have
assurance of continued financial support with a minimum
tuition burden on the student and with a division between
state and local support in keeping with the general fiscal
pattern of the state.

Principle 6. The program of community junior colleges
should contribute to meeting the diverse post-high school
education needs of the community and the state.

Principle 7. The organization, operation, and control
of community junior colleges should refiect both a recogni-
tion of the institutional integrity of the college and its
coordinate relaticnships with other educational levels within
the State.

In conformity with the above principles tha Commission recommended

13 steps to be followed in the establishment of two-yeax colleges.

These steps are: (1) authorization by the legislature of a study vf the
higher education needs of the state; (2) appointment of the study commis—
sion and professional survey staff; (3) report of the study commission -
received by the governor and/or legislature; (4) adoption by the
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legislature of the state master plan recommendations; (5) enactment

of state enabling laws for the establishment of community junior colleges,
including plans for organization, financing, operation, and type of
control; (6) initiation of a local survey; (7) report of local survey
recommendations; (8) request for state agency approval of a local plan;
(9) state approval of a local plan; (10) acceptance of a plan through
affirmative vote of local electorate; (11) election or appointment of
a local board of control; (12) organization of the community junior
college--appointment of the president, site acquisition, curriculum
development, staff selection, receipt of state and local funds; and
(13) enrollment of students.

An entire chapter of the sixth edition of American Junior Colleges
was devoted to the legal status of public two-year colleges. Martorana
(1963) considered legal foundations, organization and czontrol, estab-
lishment, and financial support of such institutions. At the time of
the writing (1962), in only one state, California, was there a
constitutional reference to the two-year college;- all the other 38
states having provisions for two-year colleges relied upon.legislative
enactment. Martorana concluded that although two-year colleges were
rarely mentioned in.state consititutions, their constitutionality
appeared to-be firmly.established in that the courts have consistently
upheld legislative action in cases questioning the constitutionality
of these institutions:.

In terms of ‘local organization and control, :21 states were cited
as having unified districts which provided that the same board of
control operate both the two-year college and the public schools,
whereas 20 states had at -that time approved separate junior college
districts with separate boards of control. State-level control in 20
of the 33 states with general enabling legislation was placed in whole
or in part in the state board of education. During 1960-62, five states
assigned state-level responsibility for two-year colleges to the state
board of education, whereas two states.removed responsibility from
the state department of education. One state created a separate board
for two-year colleges.

For the establishment of two-gear .colleges, two stipulations .
commonly required were adequate potential size of the institution and
an adequate basis for financing its operations. A minimum population
base which varied widely was required in nine states, minimum lower.
school 'enrcilment in one state, minimum high school enrollment in nine
states, and a minimum potential enrellment in two-year colleges in two
states. At least .a specified minimum assessed property valuation was
required in ten states, and 21 .states required voter approval. PLocsal
action on the part of the loeal board of ‘education, another local
board of agency, petition of the people, and a district survey were
required in 23, 13, 15 and 11 states, respectively. State action on
the part of the state board of education, state department of education,
state boa#d of higher’education, or board for two-year colleges was -
required, respectively, in 13, 7, 7, and 5 states.
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The most commonly accepted way to finance the operation of two—
year colleges was through state and local public funds, Martorana
found. Twenty-eight of 38 states provided financial aid for the opera-
tion of two-year colleges, and this state aid was most often determined
by means of a formula based on a unit of attendance. For capital
outlay, only 14 of 38 states provided state funds; in seven of these
states appropriation of capital outlay was based on a formula, whereas
in the other seven states lump-sum appropriations were made.

Finally, Martorana concluded that more and more states were
categorizing public junior colleges as comprehensive two-year educational
institutions immediately above the high school and were incorporating
these institutions into the state structure of post-high school
education. Two major questions raised by the author concerned the
extent to which two-year.colleges might be used as the first step in
developing four-year colleges and the divergence between the theoreti-
cal conceptions of the two-year college and their actual forms as
defined by state laws. In Martorana's words:

. . . Relatively few states have general statutory enact-—
ments that describe or establish institutions that would
fully hold the characteristics, scope of function, and
method of operation that are considered to be theoretically
best by specialists in the field of junior college education.
Indeed, the existing diversity of patterns and the tendency
toward even greater diversity shown in the more recent state
enactments challenge the possible conclusion that the general
development of the legal status of public junior colleges is
progressing toward such a hypothetical ideal. . . .

This, he said, is a matter to which scholars and researchers
in junior college education, as well as advocates of the comprehensive,
locally controlled, state and locally supported two-year institution,
or those who would propose any other single scheme of two-year college
organization and administration shotild give more study and attentiom.

Hall,(1962), in commenting on contrxol of the two-year college,
stated that in spite of the remarkable growth of such institutions,
a well-defined image does not exist. There exists, in Hall's
opinion, agreement as to purpose, clientele and objectives, but con-
£rol in the various states rests with the public schools, universities,
or with state officials. This results in confusion in the minds of
the public. What the community college needs is an image--a unique
image. According to the author, the .community college .is an institution
of higher education and should be treated as .such. It must be auto-
nomous with its own trustees ‘to whom the chief administrative officer
should report directly. v o '

Eisenbise (m963), using the interviewltechnique, visited 61 -
of the 63 public two-year colleges in California to compare administra-
tive organizations and operational patterms. He found three types of-
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junior college structures existing in California: (1) hagh school
districts maintaining junior colleges; (2) unified districts containing
junior colleges; and (3) junior college districts. He considered the
first two closely related to the secondary schools, whereas the latter
one was closely related to the four-year colleges. Eisenbise found
great confusion concerning administrative titles and functions and
concluded that the evaluation of the junior college as an outgrowth

of the seconcary school had run head-on into the development of the
junior college as a downward extension of the four=year college.

The same confusion existed in organization, structure, committees, and
faculty. He concluded that the most promising type of junior college
was the separate college district enrolling 1,500 or more students and
that the California junior colleges were not adequately meeting needs
in the areas of community services, remedial instruction, research, or
occupational education.

Lewin (1963) selected for a doctoral study the states of
California, Michigan, Florida, Mississippi, Massachusetts, and’
Pennsylvania as being representative of the varying two-year college
systems which have evolved. It was the purpose of the study to discuss
the strengths and weaknesses of each system and to analyze the organi-
zational problems encountered. Materials on laws, legal codes, and
other published materials were gathered, and in-depth interviews were
done. Lewin concluded that if a two-year college system is to function
as a comprehensive institution, it is imperative that the organizatiocnal
framework of the system assure the freedom to plan and act at the individ-
ual college level. Also, the local unit must be geographically,
educationally, and financially accessible to the student and must be
able to develop programs and services to meet the needs of the area
served. He further concluded that state—-directed coordination with the
other higher educational institutions and with the secondary schools
of the state is an absolute necessity.

In the opinion of Blocker (1963), the quality of administrative
organization is a matter of increasing concern to college administrators,
educational leaders, legislators, and laymen. A major point of
contention is whether the two-year college can best attain this quality
as a part of the public school system or as an independent entity.

The author opted for independence, concluding that the inclusion of

the junior college within the public school system has the effect of
enforcing conformity to the traditions and concepts characteristic of
elementary and secondary schools. The two-year college, he said, has
its own defined objectives whi