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PREFACE 

This study was undertaken to analyze factors associated with the 

success and with the failure of attempts to establish public junior 

colleges in two large, sparsely populated counties in Arizona. 

Since much of the analysis was based on case studies of the two 

counties, an important aspect of the study was the presentation of the 

political history of the attempts to establish junior colleges in Cochise 

County, Arizona, between 1961 and 1962, and in Pinal County, 

Arizona, between 1961 and 1963. 

For their contributions toward the development of the study and 

for their specific suggestions, grateful acknowledgment is made to 

Dr. Lloyd E. McCann, Dr. Jerald L. Reece, and Dr. Marsden B. 

Stokes. Acknowledgment is also made to Dr. Oliver F. Sigworth 

and Dr. Alan E. Craven for their suggestions and cooperation. A 

special debt of gratitude is due Dr. John T. Greer for his important 

contributions to the design and development of the study, for his will

ing cooperation under difficult circumstances, and finally for his 

constant encouragement. 
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ABSTRACT 

The study was an investigation of attempts between 1961 and 1963 

to establish public junior colleges in two large, sparsely populated 

counties in Arizona. In one county the attempt was successful; in the 

other the attempt failed. The purpose of the study was to provide 

insight into problems encountered and to indicate processes associated 

with success. 

The basic historical data were obtained from clippings and back 

files of newspapers and from the minutes, memoranda, correspondence 

and document files, and publications of the governmental bodies con

cerned. In addition, fifty-two interviews were conducted. Forty 

interviewees had been identified as persons of influence, and they were 

questioned to determine the structure of county influence and its effect 

on the junior college issues. 

In the county where the issue was successful, a citizens' 

committee composed of representatives of all areas circulated petitions 

and promoted both the election to create the district and the bond elec

tion; in the county where the issue failed, no citizens'committee was 

ever formed. 

Members of the citizens' committee in the successful county were 

involved in the affairs of more than one community as were four of the 

xi 
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five appointed to the first college board. Three of these board members 

were reputed to be generalized leaders in their own communities. In 

the unsuccessful county intra-community involvement was not 

characteristic of board members, and only one board appointee was 

deemed to be influential in his own community. In the county where the 

college was established, the feasibility survey team was in contact with 

influential citizens in all areas, but in the county where the issue failed, 

there was little contact between the survey team and county residents. 

In the successful county a compromise site between the two 

largest communities was chosen for the college's location. In the other 

county the largest community was chosen as the college site. A college 

board member from a neighboring town publicly attacked the 

methodologies and assumptions underlying the feasibility study's site 

recommendation. This attack was. then used by an organized opposition 

to help defeat the bond election. Community jealousies in the unsuccess

ful county had caused the feasibility study to be designed principally 

to recommend a site. In the successful county, where there was no 

organized opposition, the survey's curriculum study emphasized the 

needs to be met by the college. 

The bond election vote of communities was not related to 

economic indicators. Communities that were rejected in their bid for 
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the college site voted against the bonds more strongly than other 

communities which were more remote from the selected site. 

A county-wide power structure in the successful county was 

instrumental in promoting the college and in neutralizing community 

jealousies by reconciliation and compromise. The prime mover was 

recognized as a powerful individual at both the county and community 

level. In the county where the bond election failed, county-wide power 

was attributed principally to elected officials who were not active in 

promoting the college, and the promotion was headed by the top leader 

of the monolithic power structure of the county's largest community. 

The greatest enthusiasm for the colleges was centered in the 

largest communities in each county, but in the successful county the 

attempt to have the college located in or near that community was 

de-emphasized, while in the unsuccessful county the largest city's bid 

for the college publicly emphasized that it was the center of the greatest 

support for the college. This increased community jealousies and was 

seen to be in part a result of the power structures and leadership that 

existed. 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

A. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

The problem of this study was to investigate the attempts 

between 1961 and 1963 to establish public junior colleges in two 

large, sparsely populated counties in Arizona. In one, Cochise 

County, a junior college was established; in the other, Pinal County, 

the attempt failed. The problem, therefore, was to describe the 

events in each county and to examine factors which were associ

ated with success or failure. Specifically, the problem was to 

analyze the processes followed, the influence of individuals and 

organizations, and the roles played by the university survey teams 

that studied the feasibility of establishing the proposed institutions. 

B. IMPORTANCE OF THE STUDY 

Scientific and technological advances and the rapid growth of 

automation in the past thirty years have drastically reduced the need 

for unskilled workers in the labor force in the United States. Because 

of this and the increasing complexity of society, post-high school 

education has become a need for a greater proportion of the 

1 
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population. However, the participation of young people in post-high 

school education is affected by proximity and cost. Therefore, many 

states have created legislation to make two years of post-high school 

education available to greater numbers. As a result, many 

communities and areas have attempted to establish junior colleges, 

or are contemplating doing so. 

Assuming that junior colleges should be established in areas 

where they are the most appropriate institution to meet the need for 

post-high school education, then (1) guidance is required in assessing 

whether the need of the area to be served reasonably justifies the 

establishment of a junior college, and (2) methods must be developed 

to assure the establishment of an institution that best meets these 

needs. 

A variety of techniques have been developed for assessing the 

need for junior colleges, some more sophisticated than others. There 

are laws in most states prescribing the requirements for establishing 

junior colleges and the procedures to be followed in the establishment 

process. There are also check lists that describe the numerous 

steps to be taken in founding public junior colleges. However, these 

guides set forth only the external processes to be followed once the 

decision has been made to establish a junior college. They do not 
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attempt to deal with the political and social problems that may be 

encountered by those attempting to lead in the founding process. 

In an area where there is an apparent need for a junior college, 

the failure of a campaign to establish one may be in part due to the 

fact that there is not enough available information about the political 

and sociological problems that may be encountered. Knowledge that 

pertains to other public institutions is not fully applicable, since 

voters in many areas are not familiar with the costs and purposes of 

junior colleges. Lack of information about social and political 

reactions to a proposal to establish a junior college is more acute 

when the proposed institution must serve an area that extends beyond 

the intangible boundaries of community interest. 

In certain situations establishment of a junior college necessitates 

an alignment of interests between communities that have never 

identified themselves with one another. This is true when several 

counties are joined into a single junior college district, and it is 

equally true where large, sparsely populated counties must unite widely 

separated and geographically isolated sections that have no commonalty 

of interest. 

The intent of this-study was, by description and analysis, to 

give individuals and institutions responsible ior the founding of public 

junior colleges further insight into problems that they may encounter, 

and to indicate processes that appear to be associated with success. 
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Further, since these case histories described events that took place 

within the framework of the law of the State of Arizona, implications 

may be drawn as to the strengths and weaknesses of that law. The 

extent to which this study can add to existing knowledge and reveal 

new knowledge is made more explicit in the review of the literature. 

C. LITERATURE RELEVANT TO THE PROBLEM 

Studies of the Founding of Junior Colleges 

In addition to the published lists of tasks that should be performed 

1 2 in founding junior colleges, Fretwell examined the historical establish

ment of eight public junior colleges in different parts of the United 

States by inspecting the elements in the founding process: (1) the 

demand for junior college instruction and a community readiness to 

make use of it, (2) individuals or groups who led the community, (3) 

citizen support, and (4) practical administrative requirements, such as 

enabling legislation and state financial support. 

1. B. Lamar Johnson, Starting a Community Junior College 
(Washington: American Association of Junior Colleges, 1964); and 
Elbert K. Fretwell, Jr., Founding Public Junior Colleges fNew York: 
Bureau of Publications, Columbia University, 1954). 

2. Elbert K. Fretwell, Jr. , "Establishing Local Public Junior 
Colleges: A Study of the Founding Problem Faced in Eight Selected 
Communities" (unpublished Doctor of Education dissertation, Teachers 
College, Columbia University, 1953). 
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While Fretwell focused on the broad organizational aspects of the 

founding of junior colleges, McMahon analyzed the voting behavior in 

junior college financial elections according to demographic character

istics. He found that the proportion of votes against the issue was 

negatively correlated with the percentage of minority groups in the 

precinct, the number of people in the household, and the average 

number of children under eighteen in households in the precinct. 

There was a positive correlation, however, between the proportion of 

votes against the issue and median income, house value, and school 

years completed by adults. 

Although it was found that there was at least one work in progress 

attempting to study elements related to the successful establishment 

of junior colleges at the polls, ̂  other studies of the founding of junior 

colleges dealt principally with administrative and curriculum matters 

3. Stephen Timothy McMahon, "Demographic Characteristics 
and Voting Behavior in a Junior College Creation, Tax Levy, and 
Bond Issue Election" (unpublished Doctor of Philosophy dissertation, 
University of Texas, 1966). 

4. This study by L. W. deMarrais was a doctoral dissertation 
in progress at the University of Michigan under the direction of 
Raymond J. Young. 
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after the colleges had passed the state where their establishment was 

• 5 
problematic. 

The present study, however, 'dealt with the activities that 

preceded the formal establishment. It differed from Fretwell's 

study in that it probed not only the legislative and associational 

structures, but also the political and social interaction processses 

that worked for the success or contributed to the failure of the bond 

elections. 

Studies of Public School Financial Elections 

The most exhaustive study of voter support of schools was the 

6 
two part Cooperative Research Project of Carter and Sutthoff. They 

found that districts with a greater understanding between school leaders 

and community leaders had more success in financial elections, and 

that understanding of the goals of the schools was best implemented 

7 
through the use of mediating agencies such as citizens' committees. 

5. For example the unpublished doctoral dissertations of Ellis 
M. Benson, "A Time and Space Analysis of Critical Steps in the 
Establishment of California Public Junior Colleges" (The University of 
California, Los Angeles, 1963); and Robert Morris McHargue, "The 
Early History of Los Angeles Pierce College" (University of Califor
nia, Los Angeles, 1963). 

6. Richard F. Carter, John Sutthoff, and others, Voters and 
Their Schools, Cooperative Research Project Number 308 (Stanford, 
California: Stanford University, I960). 

7. See also Jerry John Hermon, "A Study of the Relationships 
Between Certain Selected Factors and the Success or Failure of Bond 
Issues in Fourth Class School Districts in Michigan" (unpublished 
Doctor of Philosophy dissertation, University of Michigan, 1959). 
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While studying financial elections in 1,054 school districts over a 

period of eleven years, they found that when fewer than 30 per cent 

of the qualified voters turned out, many more elections succeeded than 

failed, but that when between 30 per cent and 60 per cent of the voters 

g 
turned out, more elections failed than succeeded. 

Goldstein and Cahill^ interviewed five hundred people in two 

Oregon communities to learn how they were planning to vote on a 

proposed property tax increase for school expenditures. In both 

communities, those favoring the increase were in a minority and would 

have been so even if all of those persons who were unsure finally 

decided to join them. Even though both communities had nearly 

identical voting intentions before the election, the issue succeeded in 

one community and failed in the other. In the city that defeated the 

election, the opposition had been effectively aroused, for the "no" vote 

8. This same conclusion was reached by William George Savard, 
"Voter Turnout in School Financial Elections" (unpublished Doctor of 
Philosophy dissertation, Stanford University, I960), but was not 
substantiated by Edward Virl Murphy, "Selected Variables in the 
Success of Bond Elections in California School Districts" (unpublished 
Doctor of Education dissertation. University of Southern California, 
1966). 

9. Marshal N. Goldstein and Robert S. Cahill, "Mass Media 
and Community Politics," in Robert S. Cahill and Stephen P. Hencley 
(eds.), The Politics of Education in the Local Community, Coopera
tive Research Project Number G-007 (Danville, Illinois: The Inter
state Printers and Publishers Inc. , 1964), pp. 163-188. 
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had increased 260 per cent from the previous election. The authors 

concluded that the segment of the population which was opposed to 

change and to expenditures was in part made up of the least involved, 

least articulate, and le_ast active citizens. Because many of these 

people did not go to the polls unless effectively aroused, budgets and 

bonds had passed in the face of community opposition. 

It appeared that those interested in young people learning the 

full exercise of their rights and privileges in a democracy are thrust 

into a compromising position if in order to secure financial support 

for schools they must hope for voter apathy. However, not all have 

deplored apathy: some political scientists have asserted that voter 

apathy is consistent with the goals of democracy since it reflects a 

basic contentment linked with the basic stability of society. 

The degree to which satisfaction is linked to the results at the 

polls was examined in the present study, but the focus was upon the 

leadership in the various communities and upon the influence 

structures. 

10. Morris Rosenberg, "Some Determinants of Political 
Apathy, " Public Opinion Quarterly, vol. 18 (Winter, 1954), 
pp. 349-366. 
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Studies of Influences on Public Schools 

Influences upon the schools were described in studies by Gross, ^ 

12 13 
Grinnel and Young, and Monypenny. These studies, however, 

pertained to established institutions, and their authors inspected 

influences upon school boards and administrators, fiscal policy, and 

curriculum. Although the authors focused upon education, their find

ings were not as relevant to the present study as were those works in 

which the individual and the group were studied in relation to political 

decision-making. The factors involved in an initial junior college 

bond election differ from the factors involved in the financial support 

and established educational institutions. An initial junior college bond 

election proposes the creation of a new institution with a sometimes 

vaguely perceived character. 

11. Neil Gross, Who Runs Our Schools (New York: John Wiley 
and Sons, Inc. , 1958). 

12. J. S. Grinnel and Raymond J. Young, The School and 
Community (New York: Roland Press Company, 1955). 

13. Philip Monypenny, "A Political Analysis of Structure for 
Educational Policy Making," in William A. McLure and Van Miller 
(eds.) Government and Public Education for Adequate Policy Making 
(Urbana, Illinois: University of Illinois, I960), pp. 1-21. 
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Studies of Community Influence Structures 

Although the junior college movement has expanded rapidly, in 

many areas people are not familiar with its avowed purposes, 

functions, and financial structures. Thus the proposition to establish 

a junior college may be more closely related to the creation of any 

number of new public institutions than to the problems of established 

public school systems. 

Intensified interest in the study of the influence structure of 

communities was stimulated by publication in 1953 of Floyd Hunter's 

14 Community Power Structure. Hunter's method was to obtain from 

people near the center of community life nominations of leaders in the 

community, and to interview these reputed leaders to discover their 

interaction with other reputed leaders. Thus Hunter found in Regional 

City (a pseudonym for Atlanta, Georgia) a monolithic power structure 

with four definable levels. 

At the top of the pyramid were the sociometric choices of 

community leaders. These decision makers seldom went to organized 

group meetings and few held any official positions. In general they 

were in control of large economic resources. In the second echelon of 

the power structure were the men who exercised power by securing 

the backing of associations for decisions made at the top. These 

14. Floyd Hunter, Community Power Structure (Chapel Hill: 
University of North Carolina Press, 1953). 
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second echelon men were often top public officials. Petty public 

officials and individuals heading civic organizations were at the more 

populous third level. 

The top leadership was found to be active in decision making on 

all major problems, but understructure leadership changed from 

issue to issue according to the area of interest and specialization of 

individuals. The structure was held together by "common interests, 

mutual obligations, money, habit, delegated responsibilities, and in 

15 some instances by coercion and force. " 

Using very nearly the same methodology as Hunter, others have 

come to similar conclusions about the dominance of an informal 

16 17 influence structure in villages and in cities. This "reputational" 

technique was applied to eight cities in the Southwest by an association 

1 ft of scholars who compared their findings with those of Hunter in 

15. Ibid. , p. 111. 

16. For example, Robert E. Agger and Vincent Ostrom, "The 
Political Structure of a Small Community, " Public Opinion Quarterly, 
vol. 20 (Spring, 1956), pp. 81-89; and Robert E. Agger and David 
Goldrich, "Community Power Structure and Partisanship," American 
Sociological Review, vol. 23 (August, 1958), pp. 383-392. 

17. An example is George Belknap and Ralph Smuckler, 
"Political Power Relations of a Mid-West City, " Public Opinion 
Quarterly, vol. 20 .(Spring, 1956), pp. 73-81. 

18. William V. D'Antonio, William Form, Charles Loomis, 
and Eugene Erickson, "Institutional and Occupational Representation 
in Eleven Community Influence Systems," American Sociological 
Review, vol. 26 (June, 1961), pp. 440-446. 
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Regional City and Miller1^ in Pacific City and English City. They 

found that in all but English City, top influentials came principally 

from the business sector of the community: 63 per cent in the eight 

Southwestern cities compared to 75 per cent in Regional City. The 

principal point of divergence from Hunter's conclusions was that 

individuals in the top echelon of power in the eight Southwestern cities 

were not active in all areas of influence. 

Critics of Hunter had asserted that his technique preordained 

20 
that a monolithic system of power would be discovered. However 

Miller's use of thiB technique produced a different power pattern in 

English City, and he postulated five types of community power models: 

(1) the autocratic type, the pyramid with one man at the top that is 

seen in company towns and in one-industry towns; (2) the pyramid with 

a tight-knit group of persons at the top, the kind of aristocracy 

described by the Lynds in Middletown in Transition; (3) the stratified 

pyramid that was found in Regional City; (4) the ring or cone structure 

19. Delbert C. Miller, "Democracy and Decision Making," in 
William V. D'Antonio and Howard J. Ehrlich (eds.) Power and 
Democracy in America (Notre Dame, Indiana: Notre Dame Press, 
1961), pp. 25-71. 

20. See Lawrence J. Herson, "In the Footsteps of Community 
Power," American Political Science Review, vol. 55 (October, I960), 
pp. 817-830; and Raymond Wolfinger, "Reputation and Reality in the 
Study of Community Power," American Sociological Review, vol. 25 
(October, I960), pp. 636-644. 
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that appeared in English City, where there was no ruling group but 

rather a ring of institutions with the leaders of each at the apex of the 

cone; and (5) finally, the segmented power pyramids found principally 

. . 21 
where there are two strongly competitive power groups. 

22 
In "Cibola," a Midwestern city of 20,000, Schulze made an 

historical study of power, hypothesizing that the power structure in 

an isolated community is monolithic, but that as the community 

becomes more involved and interrelated in the large societal complex, 

its power structure bifurcates into two classes: (1) the economic 

dominants and (2) the public leaders. In the early stages the economic 

dominants were the public leaders, but as society grew more complex 

public leaders arose who were not economic dominants. 

Thus between 1823 and 1890 over 80 per cent of the economic 

dominants held public office. But by 1954 the economic dominants 

in public office had declined to 23 per cent. Schulze found that the 

initiators and directors of important programs of the community in 

recent times were the public leaders who, although they tended to be 

persons of some economic substance, were not the key business 

21. Miller, pp. 62-69. 

22. Robert O. Schulze, "The Role of Economic Dominants in 
Community Power Structure," American Sociological Review, vol. 
23 (February, 1958), pp. 1-14; and Schulze, "The Bifurcation of 
Power in a Satellite City," in Morris Janowitz (ed.) Community 
Political Systems (New York: Free Press of Glencoe, 1961), 
pp. 19-80. 
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leaders. While these public leaders had a great deal of autonomy, 

they did not replace the economic dominants in the community power 

structure, for their power in local affairs was not comparable to that 

23 once held by the dominants. 

While Schulze advocated using both reputational and positional 

approaches to identify top influentials, Agger, Goldrich and Swanson, 

24 
in The Rulers and The Ruled selected the decisional process as the 

unit of analysis in validity studies of the "reputational" method in four 

communities. They analyzed patterns of decision preferences, 

patterns of political participation, patterns of power relations, 

patterns of institutions of government, and patterns of the decisions 

produced by the power structure, patterns of political influence, and 

the type of regime in power. The hypothesis they examined was that 

these patterns might be so congruent that it would be possible to 

predict one from the other. 

Looking at each of four communities during fifteen different 

time periods, Agger, Goldrich, and Swanson examined changes in 

power structures and in the types of political regimes. In each of the 

resulting sixty periods they analyzed their model of four types of 

23, Schulze, "Bifurcation," p. 71. 

24. Robert E. Agger, Daniel Goldrich, and Bert E. Swanson, 
The Rulers and The Ruled (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc. , 
1964). 
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power structure (consensualmass, competitive mass, consensual 

elite, and competitive elite) in terms of the then existing political 

regime. The authors found a correspondence between a consentual 

elite power structure and a directive political regime. 

In utilizing the decision analysis technique, Agger, Goldrich, 

and Swanson were attempting to validate reputational studies with 

techniques employed by the "pluralists," mainly political scientists 

critical of the assumptions and techniques of Hunter, Miller, and 

other sociologists. 

The most widely recognized of these critics was Robert Dahl, 

25 author of Who Governs, the study of power and politics in New 

Haven, Connecticut. In employing the decision analysis technique, 

26 
Dahl criticized the "ruling elite" model by pointing out that a high 

potential for control, which would be located by the reputational 

method, could not be assumed to be actual control. He felt that the 

dominance of a power group in a community could be determined only 

by examining a group of concrete decisions. 

25. Robert A. Dahl, Who Governs ? (New Haven, Connecticut: 
Yale University Press, 1961). 

26. Robert A. Dahl, "Equality and Power in American Society, " 
in William V. D1 Antonio and Howard J. Ehrlich (eds.) Power and 
Democracy in America (Notre Dame, Indiana: University of Notre 
Dame Press, 1961), pp. 73-89; and Robert A. Dahl, "A Critique of 
the Ruling Elite Model," American Political Science Review, vol. 52 
(June, 1958), pp. 463-69. 
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While Hunter portrayed the dilemma of the professional who is 

excluded from the upper reaches of decision making in areas of his 

own specialty, Dahl asserted that professionals dominate the area in 

which they make day to day decisions. In New Haven, Dahl found, as 

had Schulze in "Cibola," that an oligarchy of economic dominants gave 

way, as society became more complex, to a more diversified decision

making structure. Analyzing eight different sets of decisions about the 

schools, Dahl found three main centers for initiating or vetoing 

policies: New Haven's Board of Education, Superintendent of Schools, 

and Mayor. The professionals were involved; decisions were made 

by those interested in a particular aspect of community life; and power 

was exerted by formal leaders rather than by an invisible government 

of economic dominants. 

. Many years and countless decisions were included in Dahl's study, 

27 
whereas Banfield, in Political Influence limited his analysis to six 

decisions that took place in one year in Chicago. Looking at the 

structure of influence, he found the political party to be the most 

important element. Looking at the process of influence, he found that 

ideas are instigated by the heads of organizations that will be affected 

by the decision. Like Dahl, he asserted that the affluent elite of the 

27. Edward G. Banfield, Political Influence (New York: The 
Free Press of Glencoe, 1961). 
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invisible government did not exist, although he admitted a potential 

for control that had been vitiated by competition. 

This decision-analysis methodology was later extended to 

several cities when Banfield collaborated with Wilson to produce City 

28 Politics. Here Banfield and Wilson analyzed (1) the distribution 

of authority, (2) the mechanisms by which power was accumulated and 

by which informal centralizations of influence became established, and 

(3) the political behavior of various sectors of the citizenry. 

They found that the influence of a power elite in American cities 

varied with the degree of political and economic centralization and 

with the extent to which economic interests controlled the resources 

politicians required to win and hold office. They defined six principal 

types of influence structures, ranging from the consolidation of the 

economic and political spheres found in Atlanta and Dallas, to the 

highly decentralized and separated political and business spheres of 

Boston, with Philadelphia, Pittsburgh, Chicago and Los Angeles 

29 
between these extremes. 

28. Edward C. Banfield and James Q. Wilson, City Politics 
(Cambridge, Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1965). 

29. Ibid. f  pp. 273-276. 



18 

By making this comparative study, Banfield and Wilson avoided 

some of the criticism of the pluralist methodology"^ that had 

followed the pluralists1 criticism of reputational studfes, although 

the problem of a methodology to locate community leaders was "still 

31 
far from a satisfactory resolution. " 

Studies of influence structures in small communities. Investiga

tions of the patterns of influence in small towns appeared to be 

especially relevant to the investigation, in this study, of bond issues 

in two sparsely populated counties. The most exhaustive of these was 

32 
Vidich and Bensman's investigation of the political, economic, and 

social patterns in a community of three thousand people which lacked 

"the power to control the institutions that regulate and determine its 

33 
existence. " Employing the decision analysis technique, Vidich and 

Bensman were able to clearly distinguish top leaders from those in 

30. Thomas J. Anton, "Power, Pluralism, and Local Politics," 
Administrative Science Quarterly, vol. 7 (March, 1963), pp. 425-57. 

31. William V. D'Antonio, "Community Leadership in an 
Economic Crisis: Testing Ground for Ideological Change, " Ameri
can Journal of Sociology, vol. 71 (May, 1966), p. 691. See also 
Stephen P. Hencley, "The Study of Community Politics and Power," 
in Robert S. Cahill and Stephen P. Hencley (eds.) The Politics of 
Education in the Local Community, Cooperative Research Project 
Number G-007 (Danville, Illinois: The Interstate Printers and 
Publishers, 1964), p. 23. 

32. Arthur J. Vidich and Joseph Bensman, Small Town in Mass 
Society (Garden City, New York: Anchor Books, Doubleday and 
Company Inc. , I960). 

33. Ibid. , Preface, p. x. 
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secondary positions. These top leaders were generalized leaders, as 

O A 
were the three men that Agger and Ostron found at the top of the 

power structure in another community of three thousand. 

Seats, in studying the power structure of Cotton City, employed 

a combination of the reputational and decision-analysis techniques of 

investigation, as had Agger and Ostron. Studying specific issues over 

a three year period, he found a monolithic power structure dominated 

by one individual. This domination by one generalized leader was 

interesting since the small city investigated was not dominated by one 

industry. Seats' study was particularly relevant since Cotton City was 

located in one of the counties investigated in the present s tudy. 

Since communities in both of the Arizona counties of the present 

study were economically dominated by absentee-owned mining 

companies, studies of the influence of such corporations appeared to 

36 
be especially applicable. Although Pellegrin and Coates found 

absentee corporations involved in decision making in a Southern 

34. Agger and Ostron, p. 86. 

35. Harlon L. Seats, "The Political Power Structure of Cotton 
City',1 (unpublished Master of Political Science thesis, Arizona State 
University, Tempe, Arizona, 1963). 

36. Roland J. Pellegrin and Charles H. Coates, "Absentee-
Owned Corporations and Community Power Structure," The American 
Journal of Sociology, vol. 61 (March, 1956), pp. 413-19. 
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metropolis, studies of cities and small communities in other regions 

revealed that absentee-owned corporations were not active in local 

political affairs, being more interested in keeping a good public 

37 image. ' 

Studies of the impact of influence structures on public education. 

In recent years the impact of influence structures on public education 

has been studied. Perhaps the best known of these investigations is 

38 
Kimbrough's Political Power and Educational Decision Making. 

Using the reputational technique, Kimbrough found both monolithic 

and competitive power structures that extended their influence to 

affect school boards and administrations. His analysis showed that the 

community with the competitive power structure gave higher fincincial 

support to the schools than did the community with the monolithic 

39 power structure. 

The research of one of Kimbrough's students, however, indicated 

that different kinds of power structures can lend high support to the 

37. Agger, Goldrich, and Swanson, p. 135. See also Schulze, 
"The Role of Economic Dominants," p. 37; and Banfield and Wilson, 
pp. 236-37. 

38. Ralph B. Kimbrough, Political Power and Educational 
Decision-Making (Chicago: Rand McNally and Company, 1964). 

39. Ralph B. Kimbrough, Informal County Leadership Structure 
and Controls Affecting Educational Policy Decision Making,. Coopera
tive Research Project Number 1324 (Gainesville, Florida: University 
of Florida, 1964). 
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schools.^® Furthermore, Bloomberg and Sunshine,^ in their study 

of four rapidly growing suburban communities, found no pattern of 

informal leadership in school decision making that would help to 

account for the varying levels of support of public education. They 

combined the reputational technique with decision analysis, and 

contrary to Kimbrough, found that the reputed top leaders did not 

appear to have much impact on educational decisions. Further, they 

found that support for the schools was not affected by the presence on 

the board of education of actual educational decision-makers. 

D. SUMMARY 

Studies of power structures, especially of small communities, 

were felt to be closely related to the present study of the attempt to 

establish junior colleges in sparsely populated counties. Peculiarly, 

those focusing on education appeared to have no more specific appli

cability than did the others. This is because the studies of community 

power and public education have been focused on the impact of power 

40. David Allen Owens, "Comparative Characteristics of the 
Power Structure of Three Selected High Effort School Districts in 
Illinois" (unpublished Doctor of Education dissertation, Gainesville, 
Florida: University of Florida, 1966). 

41. Warner Bloomberg, Jr. , and Morris R. Sunshine, 
Suburban Power Structures and Public Education (Syracuse, New York: 
Syracuse University Press, 1963). 
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on existing institutions, whereas the proposal to establish a new 

junior college results in the involvement of a different set of 

individuals, groups, and associations, and may cause quite different 

reactions. While communities have generally come to anticipate the 

growing cost of public school expansion, the move to found a public 

junior college means a whole new set of costs for a new and different 

institution. 

Limiting the direct applicability of any of these studies of 

influence was the nature of the Arizona communities studied. A 

further limitation was that the junior college districts created by 

Arizona law were county wide, and each of the two counties studied 

comprised several communities which were separated by both space 

and economic interests. 

One may well ask how studies of New Haven and Atlanta, or of 

small communities in New England and Florida can be meaningful in 

relation to polynucleated Arizona counties and their small communities 

that may yet cling to a frontier philosophy. Since empirical studies 

of influence structures are relatively new, a complete answer to the 

question lies in the future. For the moment, a partial answer may be 

found in the methodology of the present study. 



CHAPTER II 

DESIGN OF THE STUDY 

A. LIMITATIONS AND ASSUMPTIONS 

This study was concerned with the events leading to the county-

wide junior college bond issues in Cochise County, Arizona, August 

21, 1962 and in Pinal County, Arizona, December 19, 1963. Since 

these bond elections were held pursuant to the I960 Arizona law 

establishing a state-wide system of junior colleges to be overseen by 

a State Board of Directors for Junior Colleges, the study was limited 

to the period of time between the first meeting of that state board, 

July 18, I960 and the dates of the first bond elections in the two 

counties. Thus the study was in no way concerned with the institution 

that was established in Cochise after the bond election of 1962, nor 

with the successful bond election in Pinal County in May 1967. 

While these bond elections and the successful elections to 

establish county-wide junior college districts which preceded them 

were held within the framework of the I960 Arizona junior college 

legislation, the study was not concerned with the evolution of that law 

nor with its interpretation. Indeed, the Arizona junior college 

legislation was important to this study principally because it may have 

23 
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had an. effect on the outcome of the bond elections and because it 

caused those who were promoting the establishment of the junior 

colleges to follow many of the same procedures in both counties. 

It was not within the scope of this study to make judgments 

about the law, to judge the validity of the projections of the financial 

burden to be borne by taxpayers of the counties, nor to attempt to 

judge which of the proposed sites in either county might be deemed 

most valid from an educational point of view. Rather, the intent of 

this study was to examine perceptions that prominent individuals in 

various communities had of these and other issues involved in the 

proposal to establish junior colleges in Pinal and Cochise counties. 

The focus, then, was on the social and political process rather 

than on the validity of the issues. Since the resultant case studies 

presented this process in only <avo sparsely populated counties in 

Arizona, the possibility of making clear generalizations from this 

study alone is limited. In addition, conclusions that have been drawn 

from the comparative analysis of factors that appeared to accompany 

success or failure can be held but tentatively since, although there 

were found to be many similarities between the counties, there were 

yet important differences which may have affected the social and 

political situations. 
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This study of the political process and the forces at work in the 

two counties was further limited by its methodology, since much of 

the data were derived from interviews that took place three and four 

years after the events in question. The limitation here appeared not 

so much that people had forgotten events, but that they had, in 

accordance with the theory of cognitive dissonance, adjusted their 

attitudes to make their values consonant with the situation. * This 

seemed to be a limiting factor in interviewing those in Cochise 

County who had in varying degrees opposed the bond issue that 

succeeded, but it was not apparent in Pinal County where the majority 

of interviews took place prior to the successful junior college bond 

election of 1967. 

This is not to imply that people were dishonest in their responses 

to questions, but that their recollection of former attitudes had been 

conditioned by their acceptance of subsequent events. It was assumed 

that most of those interviewed told the truth as they remembered it, 

for both Hunter and Schulze had found that "most men do not regard 

actions and decisions pertinent to community power processes as either 

secret or nefarious. 

1. See Bloomberg and Sunshine, p. 106. 

2. Schulze, "Bifurcation," p. 26. 
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In instances where there were contradictory interpretations of 

a situation or the role played by individuals, it was assumed that 

greatest credence could be given to the reports of individuals who 

were knowledgeable but apparently not subjectively involved. This, 

however, did not apply to the attempt to identify individuals who were 

deemed to be influential in the junior college elections or in general 

community issues, for here each opinion was given equal weight. 

The word "power" was defined, for the purposes of this study, 

as meaning "the ability to command the services and to influence the 

3 
behavior of other men according to one's intentions." The terms 

"power structure" and "influence structure" referred to the social 

systems through which this "power" became effective. Although 

persons interviewed were asked to identify powerful individuals in the 

various communities, it was not assumed that individuals so identified 

were involved in the junior college issues. Neither was it assumed 

that any one type of power structure would appear in relationship to 

generalized issues or to the specific question of the establishment of 

the junior colleges. 

Although differences in the two counties had a limiting effect, it 

was yet assumed that there was something to be inferred from a 

comparison of factors.associated with the success or failure of the 

3. Hunter, p. 4; see also, Kimbrough, Political Power, p. 6. 
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bond issues, for it was felt that the focus upon the process tended to 

minimize the importance of some of the differences. The basic 

assumption, however, was that the case analysis, as history, could 

contribute to knowledge and understanding. 

B. METHOD OF COLLECTING THE DATA 

Basic data for the study were gathered from the minutes of the 

Arizona State Board of Directors for Junior Colleges, from the 

minutes of the local governing boards, from clippings and back files 

of all newspapers in Pinal and Cochise counties, and from other 

newspapers in the state. Publicity materials and press releases used 

in the bond elections and in the elections to create the junior college 

districts were examined together with the correspondence files of the 

state board and the manuscript of an unpublished speech. The 

completed feasibility surveys that were made in both counties were 

inspected together with preliminary reports and guidelines for the 

conduct of the surveys. Additional official documents and public 

records found in the county courthouses were also studied. 

Letters were sent to all high schools in the two counties request

ing specific information, and other letters requesting detailed informa

tion were sent to chosen individuals. 

In all, fifty-two persons involved in one or smother aspect of 

the establishment of the junior colleges were interviewed. Forty of 
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these were structured interviews lasting from thirty minutes to two 

hours. The others, directed towards an understanding of historical 

events, ranged from ten minutes to two hours duration. Those who 

were subject to the structured interviews were chosen by indications 

in printed materials of their involvement in the issues and by referral 

of other interviewees. The structured interviews were similar for 

the two counties (see Appendix D). The length of time of these inter

views varied according to the amount of information that was 

volunteered beyond the specific responses sought, and according to 

the interviewees' willingness and ability to answer additional questions 

about specific aspects of the junior college movement. 

The structured portion of these interviews focused on the 

individual's perception of the influence structures that had been 

operative at the time of the junior college movements. Interviewees 

were asked, "If a project were before your community that required 

decision by a group of leaders -- leaders that nearly everyone would 

4 
accept -- which five people in your community would you choose?" 

They were then asked to answer this question in terms of a project 

that was county-wide, and were also asked to identify the three most 

influential persons in each of the other communities in the county. 

Interviewees were also asked to indicate the degree of their 

4. See Hunter, p. 63. 
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acquaintance with each individual whom they had identified as a person 

of influence: whether they had (1) heard of him, (2) known him 

slightly, (3) known him fairly well, (4) known him very well, or (5) 

5 
were related to him. 

The questions "What are the important associations in the county 

in which opinion is formed?" and "What individuals or associations 

coordinate opinions and action between the various communities in 

the county?" were also asked. Opinions were then solicited on the 

involvement of these associations and individuals in the junior college 

issues. In addition, interviewees were asked what position they had 

taken on the junior college elections and which three or four 

individuals in the county had worked most effectively for and against 

the passage of the bond issue. Thus the present study employed both 

the reputational technique of the sociologist, and, since it was con-

cerned with one central problem, the issue analysis approach of the 

pluralists. 

C. PRESENTATION OF THE FINDINGS 

Hypotheses Examined 

The selection of the data to be gathered for this study was 

dictated by the hypotheses examined. In the two counties studied it 

5. Ibid., p. 73. 
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could have been hypothesized that the bond election failed in the county 

where there was dissatisfaction with the location of the site, and 

succeeded in the county where the majority of those who went to the 

polls were not opposed to the location of the site. This is, of course, 

more specific than saying that bond elections fail when the majority of 

those who cast ballots are dissatisfied with an issue. However, in 

either event, two questions remain: (1) Was there an excessively 

heavy turn out at the polls of those who were dissatisfied, and if so 

why? and (2) Why was there dissatisfaction with the issue? 

Since there had been successful elections to create junior college 

districts in both counties, it appeared that the defeat of the bond elec

tion in one county may have been due to dissatisfaction with a particular 

aspect of the issue, rather than with the issue as a whole. What needed 

to be determined, then, was which issues caused dissatisfaction and 

why dissatisfied elements were apparently better organized in one 

county than in the other. If it could be assumed that the site selection 

made the difference, then the question that becomes significant is why 

an acceptable site was selected in one county and not in the other. To 

investigate these questions a number of separate hypotheses were 

developed: 

(1) In the county in which the bond issue was successful, the 

formal establishing organizations more fully recognized and 
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represanted existing public sentiment in various areas of the counties 

than was the case in the county where the bond election failed. 

(2) In the county in which the bond election was successful, 

people who composed the formal, establishing organizations worked 

more closely with, or were more representative of, the informal 

county power structures than were their counterparts in the county 

where the bond election failed. 

(3) In the county where the bond election was successful, the 

top leaders from the various communities could more accurately 

identify individuals who were reputedly leaders in other communities 

than could their counterparts in the county where the bond election 

failed. 

(4) In the county where the bond election was successful, 

county-wide associations in which opinion was formed could be more 

readily identified than in the county where the bond election failed. 

(5) In the county where the bond election was successful, a 

greater need to compromise in order to minimize dissatisfaction was 

realized by the leadership of the junior college movement than was the 

case in the county where the bond election failed. 

(6) In the county where the bond election failed, the opposition 

was more highly organized than it was in the county where the bond 

election was successful. 
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(7) In the county where the bond election failed, those who had 

from the first opposed establishing a junior college had more financial 

resources at their disposal than did similar groups in the county where 

the bond election was successful. 

(8) Those who opposed the establishment of the junior college 

attempted to create situations that caused dissatisfaction among other 

elements. 

(9) In the county where the bond election was successful, the 

report of the survey team was perceived to be more accurate and 

valid than was the case in the county where the bond election failed. 

(10) In the county where the bond election was successful there 

was greater contact between the members of the survey team and 

powerful individuals throughout the county than in the county where the 

bond election failed. 

(11) The success of the bond election was related to the design 

of the feasibility studies. -

(12) Communities voted against the bond elections in proportion 

to the road distance they were from the proposed site. 

(13) Communities voted against the bond election in direct pro

portion to the percentage of increase that the proposed junior college 

tax levy would have on the then existing tax rate in their area. 
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Organization of the Data 

These hypotheses are examined in Chapters V, VI, and VII. The 

case histories of the bond elections in the two counties are presented 

in the next two chapters. These case histories, however, approach 

the answers to some of the questions raised since they delineate the 

actions of individuals and the progress of organizations from the 

inception of the junior college issues in the two counties until the bond 

election. 

In the succeeding chapters, however, the hypotheses are 

examined through a comparison of the geographic, demographic, and 

economic features of the counties; by a comparison of the design of 

the feasibility studies; by a comparison of the processes followed by 

the organizations and agencies involved in the establishment of the 

junior colleges in the two counties; and by a comparison of the degree 

to which influential individuals were involved in the attempt to establish 

junior colleges in the two counties. 



CHAPTER III 

THE SUCCESSFUL ESTABLISHMENT OF A JUNIOR COLLEGE 

IN COCHISE COUNTY, ARIZONA, 1961-1962 

The I960 Arizona legislation, which established a state system 

for the creation of county-wide junior college districts provided that 

the responsibility for the affairs of these districts would be divided 

between a district board and the Arizona State Board of Directors for 

Junior Colleges. Pinal and Cochise Counties were among the first to 

seek to found junior colleges under this new law. In both, the problems 

of establishing one junior college to serve the entire county was com

plicated by the size of the area to be served and by the fact that each 

county had one area whose economy was dependent on mining, and 

another area whose economy was dominated by agriculture. 

The present chapter is a history of the establishment of a junior 

college in Cochise County, from the campaign election to create a 

junior college district, through the appointment of a local governing 

board, the survey of the county's need for the college, the selection 

by the state board of the college site, to the campaign that culminated 

in the successful bond election that provided funds for building the 

34 
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college facilities. * The data presented were gathered through research 

of official documents, newspapers, promotional pamphlets and 

brochures, and correspondence, and through interviews and corres

pondence with the feasibility survey team members, members of state 

and local boards, and other persons involved in the founding process. 

A. GEOGRAPHY, POPULATION AND ECONOMY OF 

COCHISE COUNTY 

Cochise County, in the extreme south-east corner of Arizona, 

bordered by Mexico to the south and the state of New Mexico to the 

east, comprised 6,256 square miles. The distance from north to 

south of the rectangular shaped county was 73 miles; the east-west 

distance was 85 miles. According to the I960 census, the population 

of the entire county was 55, 039 with about half of the population resid

ing in the Bisbee-Douglas area in the extreme south-central part of the 

2 
county. 

Bisbee, the county seat, a city of approximately 10,000 popula

tion in I960, was built along the sides of a steep mountain valley and 

1. See Appendix A for a summary of the establishment processes 
as set forth in the I960 legislation. 

2. Raymond E. Wochner and others, Junior College Survey of 
Cochise County (Tempe, Arizona: Arizona Educational Consultants 
from the College of Education, Arizona State University, December, 
1961), pp. 2-3. 
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across the foothills and descending plain that surround the Lavender 

Pit, center of the Phelps-Dodge Corporation's mining operations in 

Cochise County. Twenty-three miles to the east lay Douglas, the 

largest city in the county, with a population of approximately 12,000 

in I960. Here in Douglas were the smelters and the Cochise County 

headquarters of the Phelps-Dodge Corporation. Douglas was built on 

flat land along the Mexican border, adjacent to the Mexican city of 

Agua Prieta. Although dominated by the mining industry, Douglas 

was accessible to nearby agricultural communities to the north. 

The third largest community in the county, Sierra Vista, lying 

about twenty-five miles to the west of Bisbee, had slightly over 3,000 

population in I960. The population and economy of Sierra Vista and 

nearby Huachuca City were dependent upon the military installation, 

Fort Huachuca. Some agriculture had developed along the San Pedro 

River Valley between Sierra Vista and Bisbee. Agriculture also con

tributed to the economy of the small city of Tombstone to the north, 

although tourism appeared to have been that historic town's most 

thriving industry. Tombstone was located about twenty-five miles to 

the north-west of Bisbee, and approximately the same road distance 

northeast of Sierra Vista. 



Taken together these communities in the southern half of the 

county -- the Sierra Vista-Tombstone-Bisbee-Douglas area --

3 
comprised 80 per cent of Cochise County's population in I960. 

North of Tombstone, the San Pedro Valley extended past the 

agricultural village of St. David and the town of Benson. Benson, 

which had a population of 2,500 in I960, was sixty miles northwest 

of Bisbee. While agriculture affected Benson's economy, it was also 

the home of the Apache Powder Company, a subsidiary of Phelps-

Dodge Corporation. However, transportation was important to 

Benson as it was to the communities of Willcox, Bowie, and San 

Simon farther to the north and east, for the major east-west flow of 

railroad and vehicular transportation across the southern part of 

Arizona passed through these communities. 

Willcox, located in the north central part of the county, had a 

population of about 2,500 in I960. In addition to transportation, it 

was largely dependent on cattle raising as were the small communities 

of Bowie and San Simon to the east. Agriculture and transportation 

served as a base for the interaction between Willcox and communities 

in Graham County to the north and the Sulphur Springs Valley to the 

south. This valley, lying between two mountain ranges, extended 

from Willcox in the north to Douglas in the south and was dotted with 

3. Ibid. 
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ranches and retirement housing developments. The road distance 

through this valley from Willcox to Douglas was over seventy-five 

miles. There were only the two roads connecting the northern 

communities with those in the south: this from Willcox to Douglas, and 

U. S. Highway 80 connecting Douglas, Bisbee, Tombstone, and 

Benson with the largest city of this section of Arizona, Tucson, whose 

i960 population exceeded 200,000.  

In 1961 there were ten high schools in Cochise County, and five 

of these had fewer than thirty-one enrolled in the twelfth grade. 

Willcox had fifty-two twelfth graders and Benson had fifty-six. Buena 

(Sierra Vista) had ninety-three, Bisbee had one hundred fifty-seven, 

and Douglas had one hundred seventy-three enrolled in the twelfth 

grade. The total enrollment of the twelfth grade of the common high 

4 
schools in the county was six hundred five. 

B. THE MOVEMENT TO ESTABLISH A JUNIOR COLLEGE DISTRICT 

As early as 1957, a delegation of the mine and millworkers 

union from Douglas went to Phoenix to petition the governor for the 

establishment of a state system that would enable Cochise County to 

establish a junior college. There had been agitation for such a system 

in other areas in the state, and the legislature responded by creating 

4. Ibid. , p. 7. 
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a Junior College Survey Committee whose recommendations were the 

5 
basis for the I960 junior college legislation. The Arizona State Board 

of Directors for Junior Colleges was appointed and funds were made 

available for the operational costs of that board for the fiscal year 

I960-1961; however counties were not allowed to vote on the formation 

of a district until after July 1, 1961. Alfred Paul, Jr. of Douglas was 

named the Cochise County member of the state board, prior to that 

board's first meeting in July, I960. He resigned from the board in the 

following October; the reason given for his resignation was that of 

health. During the summer months there had been several meetings in 

Douglas with talks on the new junior college law given by Mr. Paul, 

Hollice Stevenson (the Douglas Superintendent of Schools), State 

Senator A. R. Spikes, and Charles Bloomquist, a former Cochise 

County representative to the Arizona Legislature. In November, I960, 

Mr. Bloomquist was named by Governor Fannin to succeed Mr. Paul 

on the state board. ̂  

Mr. Bloomquist, with the aid of Mrs. Pat Goren, Cochise 

County School Superintendent, assembled a select group for a meeting 

5. Frank B. Lindsay (director), Report of the Junior College 
Survey Committee, A Report to the Twenty-Fourth Legislature, First 
Regular Session, State of Arizona (Phoenix, Arizona: State of Arizona, 
December, 1958). 

6. Minutes, Arizona State Board of Directors for Junior 
Colleges, October 12, I960, and November 21, I960. 
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in Douglas on April 28, 1961. This meeting was addressed by Dr. 

Robert Hannelley, Dean of Phoenix College, who was acting as 

advisor to the state board. At this meeting it was planned that all ten 

communities in the county which had high schools would name 

representatives to a county-wide junior college committee. Recruit

ment of members for this county-wide committee was completed in 

June, many coming from the group that attended the April meeting. 

By mid-July, this committee had started its campaign to obtain 

signatures on the petition to call the election for the establishment 

7 
of a Cochise County Junior College District. 

During the petition drive, the newly appointed Executive 

Director of the Arizona State Board of Directors for Junior Colleges, 

Dr. John Prince, came to Cochise County. Meeting Mr. Bloomquist 

in Bisbee on August 2, 1961, Dr. Prince verified the fact that Cochise 

County met the state board's requirements for assessed evaluation 

and potential student enrollments. He attended a luncheon meeting 

of the Bisbee Kiwanis Club that day, making a few remarks on the 

projected junior college program. After the luncheon, Phelps-Dodge 

officials escorted Dr. Prince on a tour of the mining operations in 

Bisbee. Then, in the company of Dr. Charles Roberts, chairman of 

the Bisbee junior college committee, Dr. Prince visited several 

7. Minutes, State Board, May 15, 1961, and July 17, 1961. 
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potential junior college sites in the Bisbee area. That evening, at a 

public meeting in Bisbee, Dr. Prince and Mr. Bloomquist spoke of the 

proposed junior college to an audience of about fifty people. 

That night Dr. Prince and Mr. Bloomquist drove to Douglas, 

and that following morning, August 3, both participated in an hour-

long radio program. At a luncheon meeting of the Douglas Kiwanis, 

Dr. Prince talked briefly on the junior college proposition, and then 

spent the afternoon visiting proposed junior college sites in the Douglas 

area. He was escorted on this tour by the Secretary of the Douglas 

Chamber of Commerce, Mr. Ted Spoeri, and by the Chairman of the 

Douglas Junior College Committee, Dr. George Spikes. Dr. Spikes, 

a physician, was the son of State Senator A. R. Spikes, who had been 

active in the junior college movement prior to the survey on which the 

state legislation was based. That evening Dr. Prince completed his 

visit to Cochise County by speaking to a community group at the 

8 
Douglas High School auditorium. 

In this first of several trips into Cochise County, the new head 

of the state board's office had visited the two large communities which 

represented half of the county's population. They were the 

communities which Mr. Bloomquist had earlier reported to be the 

most enthusiastic over the proposed junior college. 

8. Memorandum from John F. Prince to Arizona State Board 
of Directors for Junior Colleges, August 21, 1961. 
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When Mr. Bloomquist had announced to the state board in June 

1961 that the county junior college committee had been formed, he 

noted that in addition to Bisbee and Douglas, Tombstone also favored 

the junior college proposition. He also had reported that people in 

Sierra Vista, St. David, and Benson were only slightly interested, 

9 
while those in the Willcox area opposed the idea. Over two months 

later, when Mr. Bloomquist presented the petitions to the state board, 

he reported that the response to the petitions had been good, but that 

Sierra Vista and the northern part of the county did not appear to be 

interested in the proposed junior college. He stated in this August 

meeting that there was as yet no organized opposition to the movement, 

the only objections coming from a few individuals. 

At this August meeting, the state board, finding the petition in 

order, requested the Cochise County Superintendent of Schools to 

notify the Cochise County Board of Supervisors to call the election on 

the question of the formation of the junior college district. The 

board of supervisors called the election for October 17,1961. How

ever, William R. Moore, Supervisor from Willcox, voted against 

11 
ordering the election. 

9. Minutes, State Board, July 17, 1961. 

10. Minutes, State Board, August 21, 1961. 

11. "Supervisors Set Junior College Election," Douglas 
[Arizona"] Dispatch, August 24, 1961. 
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The Campaign for the Junior College District Election 

At Mr. Bloomquist1 s invitation, Dr. Prince returned to 

Douglas at the end of August 1961 to speak to the assembled faculties 

of Douglas School District. During this visit, Dr. Prince met with 

the general manager and the chief financial officer of the Phelps-

Dodge Corporation to discuss junior college costs at the state and 

local level. 

From the very first, officials of Phelps-Dodge had been involved 

in the junior college question. After his appointment to the state 

board, Mr. Bloomquist had gone to these officials before talking 

with the county school superintendent about steps to be taken in the 

formation of the junior college committee. Mr. Bloomquist had 

also arranged for Dr. Prince to meet top representatives of the 

corporation in Bisbee and Douglas. In addition, the mining 

industry had been involved in the very early discussions of 

curriculum, evincing an interest particularly in secretarial studies 

and civil engineering technology programs. ̂  

At the meeting of the state board in September 1961, Mr. 

Bloomquist reported that there was still no organized opposition to 

the election, but that some could be expected from the northern part 

12. Interview, Charles Bloomquist, Douglas, Arizona, May 16, 
1967. 
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of the county. In the meantime, the Douglas junior college committee 

under the leadership of Dr. George Spikes, had been actively solicit

ing support for the junior college. Its members had been able to 

persuade numerous civic groups to pass formal resolutions endorsing 

the junior college proposal. 

In the first week in October, Mr. Bloomquist spoke to four 

groups in meetings held in Douglas and in the nearby Double Adobe 

and Elfrida areas. He was then joined by Dr. Prince on Monday even

ing, October 9, for a public meeting in Sierra Vista that was attended 

by only three persons. The following day the two men appeared 

before two clubs in Douglas and then traveled to Tombstone for 

a public meeting in the evening. On Wednesday, October 11, they 

addressed the Bisbee Kiwanis Club at noon, spoke to a meeting of the 

Douglas PTA in the mid-afternoon, and returned to Bisbee in the 

evening for a public meeting held at the Bisbee High School. The 

following evening, Thursday, October 12, both men spoke in Willcox 

13 at a public meeting sponsored by the Willcox Rotary Club. 

During this final week of the campaign the Copper Queen 

Miners Union No. 551 of Bisbee and the Southern Arizona Smeltermen' 

Union No. 470 of Douglas sponsored advertisements urging people to 

vote in favor of the junior college at the October 17 election. As a 

13. Memorandum from John F. Prince to State Board, 
October 16, 1961. 
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result of these activities, Mr. Bloomquist was able to report at the 

state board on Monday, October 16, 1961, that he felt the election was 

•'in the bag.11 He predicted that the election would pass by an eight-to-

one majority, with support being demonstrated in all areas except in 

Benson and Sierra Vista. ̂  

The Results of the Election to Create the District 

Mr. Bloomquist's apparent awareness of how people in various 

parts of Cochise County felt about the issue seemed to be demonstrated 

in the election results, for the issue carried by 4,562 to 672, 

approximately a seven-to-one majority. Thirty-two per cent of the 

registered voters cast ballots, and only two of the fifty-two precincts 

in the county turned in a negative vote. In Bisbee the vote was ten-to-

one in favor of the proposition, while Douglas and Tombstone favored 

the proposition eighteen-to-one. No community in the northern part 

of the county voted in favor of the issue by more than a two-to-one 

margin, and this was also the case in the Sierra Vista area. Few 

went to the polls in the small communities of Willcox, San Simon, and 

Bowie. Sierra Vista also showed a lack of interest in the election, 

with fewer than 17 per cent of the registered voters casting ballots. 

However, in Tombstone, Bisbee, Douglas, and the Sulphur Springs 

Valley, between 32 and 51 per cent of the qualified voters cast 

14. Minutes, State Board, October 16, 1961. 
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ballots. Seventy-four per cent of the "yes" vote came from Tombstone, 

Bisbee, Douglas, and the southern Sulphur Springs Valley, with42per 

cent of the total "yes" vote coming from Douglas. 

C. THE JUNIOR COLLEGE SURVEY AND SELECTION OF A SITE 

Between the election that created the Cochise Junior College 

District on October 17, 1961 and the state board's selection of the 

site on December 11, 1961, a number of related events took place 

concurrently. A team from Arizona State University conducted a 

survey to make recommendations on curriculum and the site location. 

A county governing board for the college was appointed by the 

Cochise County School Superintendent. Individuals and groups from 

different areas were promoting their own communities as the place 

where the new institution should be located. 

Immediately after the election, Dr. Prince, the executive 

director of the state board, sent letters thanking the various people 

from the different communities in Cochise County who had been 

involved in the successful campaign for establishing the junior 

college district. He then conferred with members of the Arizona 

State University survey team prior to their first trip to Cochise 

County. Mr. Bloomquist wrote to Dr. Prince saying that he had 

considered offering the survey team office space, but had delayed, 

"because of the possibility that some of the other communities might 
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15 get the idea that I was having a hand in the survey. " Dr. Prince 

replied that he too thought it might be better not to have the survey 

16 
team affiliated in this way with any one community. 

Members of the survey team spent October 26 and 27 in Cochise 

County, collecting data in visits to all of the county's high schools. 

They also visited a number of people of influence in the different 

areas. In a letter to Dr. Prince reporting this visit, Dr. Wochner, 

the survey director, said, "It became more apparent to us that the 

problem of site selection is not only a crucial one, but is also 

difficult. "1? 

Promotion of Sites by Community Leaders 

Dr. Charles Roberts, Bisbee optometrist who practiced two 

days a week in Douglas, was the head of the Bisbee junior college 

committee. He was also chairman of the board of trustees for the 

Bisbee schools. Following Dr. Prince's suggestion, Dr. Roberts 

sent the survey team a letter containing a list of the Bisbee school 

administrators, county and state officials, and local businessmen to 

15. Letter from Charles Bloomquist to John F. Prince, 
October 25, 1961. 

16. Letter from John F. Prince to Charles Bloomquist, 
October 27, 1961. 

17. Letter from Raymond E. Wochner to John F. Prince, 
October 30, 1961. 
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be contacted by members of the survey team. In this letter Dr. 

Roberts 6aid that the Bisbee junior college committee was not going 

to exert any political pressure on the survey team as to the location 

of the site. He told of a recent meeting with the Douglas group in 

which the Bisbee committee had pledged support of the site selected 

by the survey team, asking that the Douglas junior college committee 

take the same stand. Dr. Roberts said, "It is my desire that this 

selection shall be made in the interest of the entire county, not with 

18 the thought in mind of serving one particular area. " 

In the meanwhile, there was a great deal of activity from areas 

not so close to the center of the county's population. Dr. George 

Spikes and the Douglas junior college committee which he led were 

putting together a fourteen page pamphlet, The Douglas Advantage, 

promoting Douglas as the logical location for the Cochise County 

Junior College. Thi6 pamphlet utilized the letters from Douglas 

organizations whose endorsement Dr. Spikes had solicited in August 

and September during the campaign to create the district. The 

campaign to have the college located in Douglas had started early. 

These letters, written before the district had been established, not 

only endorsed the idea of the junior college, but made specific 

18. Letter from Charles Roberts to John F. Prince, Oct
ober 26, 1961. 
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statements offering special services and facilities in Douglas for the 

19 faculty and students of the proposed college. 

At the end of October 1961, Mrs. Edna Landin, chairman of 

Tombstone's junior college committee, began a month-long series of 

letters to Dr. Prince promoting Tombstone as the location of the 

junior college. On November 21, Mr. Bloomquist sent Dr. Prince an 

analysis of the October election, indicating that the support shown in 

the various areas should be given weight in the site selection. This 

analysis showed that 50 per cent of the "yes" vote had come from 

Douglas and the Sulphur Springs Valley, while 29 per cent had come 

from Bisbee. The following day Dr. Spikes wrote to Dr. Prince 

promoting location of the college in Douglas. Six days before this 

letter was written, Dr. Spikes had been appointed to the Cochise 

County Junior College Board, but the first meeting of that board was 

not held until November 28, 1961. 

Appointment of a Governing Board 

The Cochise County Junior College Governing Board was 

selected by the Cochise County School Superintendent, Mrs. Pat 

Goren, after she had conferred with leaders in the various 

communities. In addition to Dr. Spikes from Douglas, Mrs. Goren 

19. The Douglas Advantage, Prepared by The People of Douglas 
through Their Committee for a Junior College (Douglas, Arizona: 
September 26, 1961), pp. 14-15. 
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had appointed Mr. John Caldwell from Bisbee, Mr. Brainard Paige 

from Tombstone, Mr. Don Wattles from Benson, and Mr. Tom 

Fleetham from Willcox. All parts of the county were thus 

represented, and although Douglas was not represented in proportion 

to its population, there was apparent satisfaction throughout the county 

with the appointments. This satisfaction with the appointees may 

have been due to the fact that most of them had affiliations with other 

communities in the county. Dr. Spikes' father, State Senator A. R. 

Spikes, operated a ranch in the Bowie area; Mr. Fleetham, lumber 

yard operator in Willcox, had been reared in the Sulphur Springs 

Valley; the Benson member of the board, Don Wattles, was an 

official of the Apache Powder Company, a Phelps-Dodge subsidiary; 

and Mr. Caldwell, a Bisbee pharmacist, had at one time lived in 

Douglas. 

This board held its first organizational meeting on November 

28, 1961, just three days before the Arizona State University team 

made its recommendation of a site for the college. 
'( 

Recommendations of the Survey Team 

The survey team had examined sites in Tombstone, in the 

Sulphur Springs Valley north of Elfrida, and in the Bisbee-Douglas 

area. The survey identified three parcels of land and recommended 

that the state board visit them and rate them on score cards which 
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the survey team had developed. The sites recommended by the survey 

team were (1) the large Bergman site, eight and one-half miles west 

of Douglas and fourteen and one-half miles east of Bisbee, (2) the 

sixty acre Hull site in South Bisbee, and (3) the sixty acre Rogers 

site, just east of Douglas. The survey team had rated the sites in 

the order listed and had expressed confidence that when the state board 

applied the score card to the sites that it would become evident why 

20 
the survey team members had ranked the sites as they had. 

The survey noted that only 55 per cent of the county's high school 

students lived within a radius of thirty miles of the top rated Bergman 

site, whereas 78 per cent lived within thirty miles of the Hull site in 

Bisbee, which had rated second. The survey explained that while no 

site in the county had been given an "excellent" rating, this would have 

been the rating "had a site comparable in quality with the Bergman 

2 1  
site been found in the city of Bisbee. " 

The survey pointed out that although the Bergman site was not 

so near the center of population as was the Hull site in Bisbee, it 

could well serve students from both Bisbee and Douglas. The report 

noted that while the Bergman property did not have the advantage of 

the Hull site of available city services and had the further disadvantage 

20. Wochner and others, p. 70. 

21. Ibid. 
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of being close to the smoke of the Douglas smelters, it was suitable 

for an agricultural farm, as the smaller Hull site in Bisbee was not. 

The published survey also noted that the Hull site would be more 

22 expensive to purchase and improve than the Bergman site. 

Dr. Prince had seen other sites on his initial trip to Cochise 

County, but had not seen the Bergman site. This was because the 

Bergman property had not been proposed until after the Arizona State 

University team started its survey. The Bergman property had been 

suggested by Mr. Bloomquist and Dr. Spikes who had searched for 

a compromise site that would be acceptable to the greatest number 

23 
of people in the county. The majority of the Cochise County people 

who were interviewed in the spring of 1967 said that the Bergman site 

was the only site acceptable to enough people for the bond election to 

have been successful. 

The location of the site was found to be related to the analysis 

of the vote which Mr. Bloomquist sent to Dr. Prince in November. 

That analysis shows that 28.6 per cent of the "yes" vote came from 

Bisbee while 42. 0 per cent came from Douglas. Thus 60 per cent of 

the "yes" vote from these two areas came from Douglas, 40 per cent 

from Bisbee. If these percentages had been taken as weights to see 

22. Ibid. , pp. 67-68. 

23. Interview, Charles Bloomquist, Douglas, Arizona, May 16, 

1967. 
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where on the twenty-three mile road between Bisbee and Douglas the 

college should be located, the point arrived at would have been 

fourteen miles east of Bisbee, nine miles west of Douglas. The 

Bergman site was just one-half mile closer to Douglas than the loca

tion reached by this calculation. Even this slight deviation would be 

reduced by including in the calculation that portion of the "yes" vote 

which came from the Sulphur Springs Valley area near Douglas. 

The success of the bond election may in part have been due to the 

fact that the compromise location was closer to the city which had 

voted most strongly for the establishment election. It is possible 

that had the site been located nearer the smaller community that the 

issue would have failed. The relationship between the vote and the 

mileage suggested a formula that might be employed in locating 

compromise sites. 

Selection of the College Site 

When the state board members went into Cochise County to 

tour the sites, their attention was focused on the sites in Douglas and 

in Bisbee. Eight members of the state board and Dr. Prince toured 

the sites on Sunday, December 10, 1961. After they had inspected 

the two proposed sites near Douglas, they heard the Douglas group 

advocate the Bergman site which had been the survey team's first 

choice. 
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That afternoon the state board members traveled to Bisbee to 

inspect the Hull site and to hear the recommendation of the Bisbee 

people. The Cochise County School Superintendent, Mrs. Pat Goren, 

had been to the meeting in Douglas, and while driving to the site had 

reported events of that meeting to the man who was to make a 

presentation for the Bisbee people, a local attorney, James McNulty. 

After the tour of the site, Mr. McNulty made a presentation of the 

arguments for the Hull site by pointing out that Bisbee was closer to 

a larger proportion of the county students than was the Bergman site. 

Persons interviewed who remembered this meeting felt that Mr. 

McNulty had not made a strong presentation. Some felt that he "sold 

Bisbee down the river" when he said that those who talked about 

commuting within a twenty-five mile radius were still talking in terms 

of stage coach distances. While Mr. McNulty's intention may have 

been otherwise, this alleged statement worked against Bisbee's 

argument that the college should be located in Bisbee because 78 per 

cent of the county's population was within a thirty-mile radius of the 

Hull site. 

The Bisbee meeting did not operate as smoothly as had the 

presentation by the Douglas people who had prepared The Douglas 

Advantage. One of the leading citizens of Bisbee had received the 

wrong information about the time of the meeting and had arrived after 
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the members of the state board had gone on to hear the presentation 

24 
of the group from Tombstone. 

After a brief meeting in Tombstone to discuss a site in that 

area, the eight members of the state board and Dr. Prince traveled 

to Tucson. There on the following day, Monday, December 11, 

1961 the state board assembled in the Board of Regent's room at the 

University of Arizona. Those who had toured the sites discussed 

them in terms of the score card that had been distributed to all 

members. The question of a possible smoke hazard at the Bergman 

site was discussed in relation to the proposed agricultural program. 

Mr. Bloomquist reported that the site was not in the line of prevail

ing winds and that fifty feet had recently been added to the stacks to 

reduce the smoke hazard. He also said that he had talked with 

Phelps-Dodge officials about smoke control, and that they had 

expressed a willingness to cooperate with an agricultural program 

at the college in order to determine the effect of the smelter smoke on 

crops. After a discussion of the Hull site in which consideration was 

given to the lack of enthusiasm for the junior college in Sierra Vista, 

24. Interview, Robert Fergus, Bisbee, Arizona, May 17, 1967. 
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as evidenced by the vote in the October election, the state board 

25 
selected the Bergman site. 

D. OPPOSITION TO THE SELECTED SITE 

On the second day following the selection of the junior college 

site in Cochise County, newspaper reporters from Tucson began 

calling the office of the state board questioning Dr. Prince about the 

site selection. Mr. Bloomquist wrote to Dr. Prince, telling him 

that the questioning by the Tucson reporters was due to the friendship 

between the publisher of Tucson's Arizona Daily Star and two men 

from Bisbee, Carl Morris, owner of radio station KSUN, and Folsom 

Moore, editor and publisher of Bisbee1 s Brewery Gulch Gazette. 

Mr. Bloomquist went on to assure Dr. Prince that the opposition that 

had come forth had been anticipated, remarking that those who had 

promoted the sites in Tombstone and Bisbee were going to have to 

save face by talking for some time against the site selection. Mr. 

Bloomquist also reported that he and Dr. Spikes had had "a very 

successful meeting" with the Bisbee member of the local board, 

26 
Mr. John Caldwell. 

25. Minutes, State Board, December 11, 1961. 

26. Letter from Charles Bloomquist to John F. Prince, 
December 15, 1961. 
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Dr. Prince replied to Mr. Bloomquist the following week, enclos

ing a letter that expressed dissatisfaction with the site. Dr. Prince 

wrote that there had been fewer complaints than he had expected, 

and said that he felt this reflected the value of having a county board 

that knew how to work with the people in the area, "allaying their 

27 
dissatisfaction over the site selection." This letter was written on 

December 21, 1961, the same date that the Brewery Gulch Gazette 

published its first editorial criticizing the site selection. 

The editorial "A Fine Contribution," signed W.C.E. (William 

C. Eppler), charged that the plans for a junior college in Cochise 

County "were shot right out of the saddle" when the state board 

selected the Bergman site. Mr. Eppler wrote: 

On the basis of logic, Bisbee is the best site for the 
proposed school. 

Virtually everyone I have talked with doesn't, like the 
location. Most of them including myself, would rather have 
had the board come right out and put the location in Douglas. 
As it is, what was made to appear to be a move to satisfy 
both sides has made both unhappy. . . . 

There appears no course left open but to defeat the 
measure and try all over again. 

Who is it that, while obstensibly fsic} working 
wholeheartedly for the junior college, has managed to 
have the Paul Spur site selected, knowing full well it would 
be the kiss of death for the junior college movement for 
at least a few years, maybe more. 

27. Letter from John F. Prince to Charles Bloomquist, 
December 21, 1961. 

28. "A Fine Contribution" (editorial). Brewery Gulch 
Gazette (Bisbee, Arizona), December 21, 1961. 



58 

Other observers shared the view that the site selection had been 

a "deal" to defeat the junior college. However, the majority of those 

opposed to the site selection charged the Douglas group with playing 

politics with the state board, its executive director, and the Arizona 

State University survey team. Some asserted that those active in 

promoting the Douglas location were doing so for personal gain. 

Nevertheless, the day following the Brewery Gulch Gazette's 

editorial, Mr. Bloomquist wrote Dr. Prince that opposition in Bisbee 

was gradually dying down. He said that Dr. Roberts, who had been 

the chairman of the Bisbee junior college committee, was alienating 

some Bisbee people by his continuing attempt to organize opposition 

to the site, for Dr. Roberts had earlier pledged support of whatever 

29 
site was chosen. From Mr. Bloomquist1 s point of view, Dr. 

Roberts had not stuck to his bargain; from Dr. Robert's point of 

view, the people of Bisbee had been misled, and the site had not been 

chosen by application of objective criteria. 

Other prominent citizens of Bisbee continued to protest the 

site selection by public statements and by letters to Dr. Prince and 

Mr. Bloomquist. These people felt that Dr. Prince and the members 

of the survey team had indicated that the college should be located in 

close proximity to a city, and that Bisbee was the logical choice. 

29. Letter from Charles Bloomquist to John F. Prince, 
December 22, 1961. 
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Dr. Prince responded to one angry letter by saying, "I at no time 

said before any Cochise County audience that it was imperative for 

a college to go into a community, nor did I through guile attempt to 

30 
raise the hopes of any community." Nevertheless, many Bisbee 

people felt they had been "snowed"; as one expressed it, "they threw 

the dog a bone" while they went about selecting the Bergman site 

near Douglas. Throughout, there were influential people in Bisbee 

who supported the selection of the Bergman site, but they remained 

quiet during the controversy, as did the Bisbee member of the local 

junior college board. 

Proposal of an Alternate Site 

By the middle of January 1962 new opposition to the site came 

from the Sierra Vista area. Sierra Vista was slated to become a part 

of the legislative district of the Speaker of the Arizona House of 

Representatives, W. L. (Tay) Cook. According to Mr. Bloomquist's 

report at the state board meeting, January 15, 1962, Mr. Cook had 

stated to Sierra Vista people that the junior college site would be 

changed to their community. A petition to the state board for recon

sideration of the site was sent from the Sierra Vista Chamber of 

Commerce on January 26, 1962. Critical of the environment and of 

30. Letter from John F. Prince to Mrs. Paul Denney, 
January 16, 1962. 
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the lack of available community services at the Bergman 6ite, the 

petitioners offered two hundred eighty acres of land within the city 

limits of Sierra Vista. The petition further said that in terms of the 

number of students within a thirty-mile radiu6, a Sierra Vista loca

tion compared favorably with the Bergman site. The petition also 

questioned the survey team's projection of high school graduates 

for the Sierra Vista area, stating that they were too conservative, 

3J 
since Sierra Vista had doubled its population in the past four years. 

The following Thursday, January 30, 1962, the state board 

convened for a special meeting in the House of Representatives Hear

ing Chambers in Phoenix. The meeting, called at Mr. Cook's 

request, was attended by memberB of both houses of the legislature 

as well as by the state board. The minutes of that meeting show that 

Mr. Cook said that "he had grandkids and he would never send them to 

a school in the present site. " He pointed out that there were no 

churches, and said that at the present site, "the fellows are going to 

go across the border [into Mexico} and get into trouble. 

In promoting the Sierra Vista site, Mr. Cook was supported by 

legislators from Satita Cruz County, whose students might be able 

31. Letter from Sierra Vista, Arizona, Chamber of Commerce 
to Arizona State Board of Directors for Junior Colleges, January 26, 
1962. 

32. Minutes, State Board, January 30, 1962. 
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to commute to a college in Sierra Vista. Additional backing came 

from legislators who expected an influx of people into the Sierra 

Vista area because of the growing military installation. This last 

argument was answered by Dr. Prince, who said that the survey team 

found a transient high school population in Sierra Vista, most of whom 

reported that they would return to their old homes to attend colleges 

33 
and universities in other states. 

The site selected by the state board was also opposed by Mrs. 

E. B. Thode, a legislator from Pinal County, who, along with State 

Senator A. R. Spikes of Cochise, had worked on the legislature's 

original Junior College Survey Committee. The day after the Cochise 

County site had been selected, there had been a successful election in 

Pinal County to create a junior college district. The minutes of this 

special meeting of the state board showed that Mrs. Thode said that 

"she had a horrible feeling that they £ the state board] might do the 

same thing to Pinal County, that in trying to please everyone the 

board located the college nowhere. Mrs. Thode expanded on this 

by citing the failure of a hospital that had been built near the Pinal 

County Fairgrounds rather than near any one community. She 

further said, according to the minutes, that there was "a rumor 

33. Ibid. 

34. Ibid. 
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around the state that the location was chosen because the mining 

interests didn't want the junior college and the people would vote it 

down. 

Mr. Bloomquist answered that the mining interests had nothing 

to do with the site selection. He also said that if the site were 

located in Sierra Vista, that the bond issue would not pass. Many-

opinions were aired, but the meeting ended with the issue unresolved. 

Re study of the Site Problem 

After the first objections to the site, various individuals had 

written to the state board making alternate proposals, and an offer 

of 160 acres had been made by a firm developing a retirement 

community in the Sulphur Springs Valley. To resolve the questions 

raised about the various sites, a subcommittee of the state board was 

named early in February 1962 to investigate the Sierra Vista 

proposal. 

This subcommittee of four members and Dr. Prince met in 

Sierra Vista on February 12, 1962. After looking at the site and 

hearing reports from representatives of other areas in the county, 

the subcommittee prepared a memo stating that there was "considerable 

evidence that other areas of Cochise County would not support a site at 

35. Ibid. 
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3 6 
Sierra Vista. " In this they were no doubt acting in accord with the 

advice of the local junior college board. 

The Cochise County Junior College Board, following its policy 

of rotating meetings among the communities in which the board members 

lived, had met in Douglas on Sunday, February 12, 1962. All school 

superintendents in the county had been invited to this meeting, and the 

executive director of the state board, Dr. Prince, heard their views 

on site location. The following morning Dr. Prince attended a break

fast meeting in Bisbee to discuss the site selection with Dr. Roberts 

and others dissatisfied with the choice of the Bergman property. A 

meeting of this kind had been suggested a month earlier by Mr. 

Bloomquist, who felt that a face-to-face confrontation would be much 

more satisfactory than attempting to deal with dissatisfied elements by 

correspondence. 

This meeting, which was attended by twelve Bisbee citizens, 

lasted for two hours. Dr. Prince reviewed the thinking that had gone 

into the site selection. He told them that it was unlikely that any 

single community could carry the bond election, but that a successful 

election could result from the cooperation of the two largest 

communities. From the beginning of the meeting, it was apparent 

that these Bisbee people were angry over the site selection and felt 

36. Memorandum from Sierra Vista Subcommittee to the State 
Board, February 13, 1962. 
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that Dr. Prince had misled them. He told them that he felt it was 

fortunate that they were angry at him, rather than at people in other 

. . 37 
sections in the county. 

Some of these Bisbee people brought a tape recorder to this 

meeting. This could be interpreted as a gesture showing their feeling 

that Dr. Prince had implied that the junior college would be located in 

Bisbee. That they may have been justified in this view was indicated 

by a letter Dr. Prince had written during the campaign to circulate 

petitions. In this letter he had said "Bisbee deserves a good junior 

38 college. " However, in all other letters to Bisbee people, Dr. 

Prince wrote only that Cochise County merited a good junior college. 

It appeared that he did not deliberately attempt to deceive the Bisbee 

people. This conclusion was reinforced when the man who had 

received this letter said in an interview that he did not feel Dr. Prince 

had promised Bisbee ajuniorcollege. Nevertheless, it helped explain 

how some Bisbee people came to have the perception that they had 

been, as some put it, "snowed. " 

After this Bisbee meeting, some of those who had been most 

outspoken in their criticism of the site said less publicly and appeared 

37. Interview, John F. Prince, Phoenix, Arizona, June 14, 
1967. 

38. Letter from John F. Prince to Charles Roberts, August 7, 
1961. 
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to be somewhat reconciled to the choice. They began to think in terms 

of the county, rather than of their own community. And if people of 

Bisbee were not completely satisfied with the Bergman site, they 

certainly opposed the Sierra Vista location. 

Shortly after Mr. Cook's initial criticism of the site before the 

Arizona legislature, the Douglas PTA had sent a resolution to the state 

board supporting the Bergman site. Before the end of January 1962, 

the Cochise County Farm and Ranch Bureau had reported through the 

Willcox member of the college board, Tom Fleetham, that they 

unanimously reaffirmed their approval of the site selected by the state 

board. Then the Douglas Dispatch announced on February 4, 1962 

that Mr. Bloomquist and Dr. Spikes had suggested that people and 

organizations in the county show their support of the selected site by 

writing to the state board. These men also caused petitions to be 

circulated. As a result, Dr. Prince reported to the state board at its 

regular meeting on February 19 that he had received, in support of the 

Bergman site, approximately three hundred letters, two hundred 

telegrams, thirty resolutions of organizations, and petitions signed 

by 2,987 citizens. Subsequently the state board, following the 

recommendations of its subcommittee, voted unanimously to abide by 

39 the previous decision to select the Bergman site. Mr. Cook 

39. Minutes, State Board, February 19, 1962. 
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received notice of this decision, and on March 23, 1962, wrote to the 

state board that he was now "entirely willing to accept the Board's 

decision. 

In December 1961, Mr. Bloomquist had written to Dr. Prince 

giving him impressions of the attitudes of different communities to the 

site selection and their effect on the forthcoming bond election. As 

has been reported, Mr. Bloomquist was generally accurate in his 

prognostications; here, however, he had said that he was sure that 

Sierra Vista would "continue to present a non-interest attitude in the 

whole matter. From the general lack of interest Sierra Vista had 

shown in the process to date, many felt that the drive to have the 

college located in Sierra Vista was not a grass-roots movement, but 

instead a proposal urged by one man, the Speaker of the House, Mr. 

"Tay" Cook. 

Interpretations of Mr. Cook's motivation in urging a Sierra Vista 

location varied. It was pointed out that since the Sierra Vista area 

was to become part of Mr. Cook's legislative area in 1962 that it 

would be to his political advantage to have the college located there. 

Others felt that it was merely a political geBture and that Mr. Cook 

40. Letter from W. L. "Tay" Cook to Arizona State Board of 
Directors for Junior Colleges, March 23, 1962. 

41. Letter from Charles Bloomquist to John F. Prince, 
December 15, 1961. 



67 

did not really expect his proposal to be successful. The Douglas 

Dispatch of February 4, 1962 said that Dr. Spikes had expressed the 

opinion that Mr. Cook was trying "to kill the entire junior college bill 

as well as settle some political scores." Others speculated that Mr. 

Cook had not promoted the Sierra Vista site on his own initiative, but 

that he was acting for other interests when he raised the issue. 

Here again was the suggestion that a site had been urged in 

order to defeat the junior college proposition. Those who asserted 

that the Bergman site had been chosen so that the bond election would 

fail, charged that the mining intests had been behind the scheme. 

In suggestions that the Sierra Vista site had been proposed in order 

to defeat the junior college proposition, it was implied that Mr. Cook 

had acted on behalf of another large taxpayer, the railroads. 

However, after the state board had reaffirmed its decision to 

select the Bergman site, criticism of the site abated. Some had 

become reconciled to the decision, while others remained silent. 

The Brewery Gulch Gazette, however, continued to assert that Bisbee 

was the one logical site for a Cochise County junior college. Follow

ing the state board's decision to retain the Bergman site, William C. 

Eppler in an editorial in the Gazette of February 22, 1962, asked: 

Why, oh why, can't our elected representatives and 
appointed officials make their decisions on the basis 
of logic, even just once in a while, instead of political 
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expediency, skull duggery, personal grudges and an 
overpowering yen for the dollar 

E. THE CAMPAIGN FOR THE BOND ELECTION 

After the state board had reaffirmed the selection of the Bergman 

site, some of the people in Bisbee who had threatened to fight the bond 

issue if the Bergman site was maintained, reversed themselves, and 

decided not to oppose the issue. While they were not enthusiastic 

about the site, they felt it.was better to have a junior college at the 

Bergman site than to have no junior college. Shortly after the state 

board had upheld the Bergman site Dr. Charles Roberts, the Bisbee 

junior college chairman who had opposed the site selection, was quoted 

by The Douglas Dispatch of February 23, 1962 as saying that the 

junior college was a county-wide project and that in considering the 

bond issue people should be concerned with education, not politics. 

While some of the opposition had been converted, others became silent. 

In April, 1962 signs were erected at the Bergman site on the Bisbee-

Douglas highway announcing the future home of Cochise County Junior 

College. 

The Cochise County Junior College Board worked quietly on 

budgets and future plans during the spring months. The board meetings 

42. nWhy Not Logic" (editorial), Brewery Gulch Gazette 
(Bisbee, Arizona), February 22, 1962. 
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were rotated among the five different home communities of the board 

members. Because of the distances traveled, the meetings were held 

on Sundays, and although meeting in a central location would have 

reduced the total distances traveled, rotation allowed more citizenry 

contact with the board. However, only the Douglas board member, 

Dr. Spikes, and the Douglas member of the state board, Mr. Bloomquist, 

actively campaigned for the bond issue. Other board members said 

little about the bond election. Some felt that anything they said 

would merely stir up opposition, but hoped that people in their 

communities would vote for the bond issue because the board member 

from their community favored it. 

On Sunday, July 15, 1962 the Cochise County Junior College 

Board held a four-hour meeting in Douglas to review the architect's 

preliminary plans for the college and to decide the amount of the bond 

issue. The board decided to request a bond election for $1,600,000.00. 

Dr. Prince and Mr. Bloomquist took this request to the state board 

meeting the following day. The state board approved the bond issue 

and requested that the Cochise County Board of Supervisors call the 

43 
bond election for August 21, 1962. 

At this meeting of the state board, Mr. Bloomquist reported that 

while individuals still opposed the site and the bond election, this 

43. Minutes, State Board, July 16, 1962. 
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opposition was not organized. He said that Dr. Spikes had talked with 

many women's groups, and that they were ready to back the election. 

By the end of July 1962, Dr. Spikes had organized a committee to 

promote the bond election. This committee had representatives from 

several communities, but was composed mainly of Douglas people, 

although Bisbee was well represented. 

In the meantime, press releases from the state board office 

were sent to all newspapers in the county. A series of articles on 

the junior college was published in the Douglas Dispatch the last week 

in July and the first week in August. Some of the state board's press 

releases were also published in August in newspapers in Tombstone, 

Benson, Willcox, and Sierra Vista. As the election drew close, papers 

in Benson and Sierra Vista discontinued publishing these releases, 

and printed only the bare facts about the mechanics of the election. 

While space and time in Douglas newspapers and radio were largely 

donated, space in the Bisbee papers, the Bisbee Daily Review and the 

Brewery Gulch Gazette, was purchased by donations of citizens. 

Quarter-page advertisements urging a "yes" vote on the bonds and 

carrying the signatures of sixteen citizens who represented all sections 

of the county were run in Bisbee and Douglas papers the week before 

the election. 

The promoters of the junior college also published a pamphlet 

urging people to vote for the bond issue. In addition, Mr. Bloomquist 
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and Dr. Spikes spoke to many groups and succeeded in getting more 

organizations to go on record in favor of the bond issue. The Douglas 

Dispatch of Friday, August 17, 1962 reported that on the previous day 

members of the Douglas YWCA Y-Teen Clubs had made nearly 3,000 

house calls soliciting support of the bond election. That Friday night 

the Douglas Council of Parent-Teacher Associations sponsored a junior 

college rally in the Douglas High Schoool, and both Mr. Bloomquist 

and Dr. Spikes spoke to this group. 

At a special meeting Tuesday, August 14, 1962, the Bisbee 

City Council had indicated that they would not oppose the bond issue, 

but yet withheld their approval of the site. On Friday, August 17, 

Bisbee councilmen communicated this position to the Douglas City 

Council at a dinner meeting in Douglas. However, the following Mon

day, the day before the election, one of the Bisbee councilmen, Art 

Blount, spoke over Bisbee radio urging that the junior college bond 

election be defeated so that there could be another election for a college 

to be located in Bisbee. 

The Arizona Daily Star of August 21, 1962, reported that Mr. 

Blount had leveled charges of personal gain at some of those active in 

the junior college campaign, and that he had pointed out some of the 

discrepancies in the way the survey team had chosen the site. Paid 

editorials on the Bisbee radio station also urged defeat of the bond 
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election, as did a Bisbee Daily Review columnist, who urged that there 

be a second election that would locate the college in Bisbee. 

In four issues published just before the election, the Phelps-

Dodge owned newspaper, the Bisbee Daily Review, ran half-page 

advertisements opposing the bond election. This opposition was not 

focused on the site, but on the cost. These advertisements, asking, 

"Who Wants More Taxes?" were signed "Public Information courtesy 

Bisbee Review." For some people this indicated Phelps-Dodge 

opposition to the junior college. However, the same question of costs 

and rising taxes was raised by a columnist in the August 16, 1962, issue 

of the Brewery Gulch Gazette, when "The Old Gulcher" said that he 

believed that Bisbee voters would not support a junior college "only 

four miles from Smeltertown. " 

However, in this same August 16 issue, the last issue of the 

Gazette before the election, William C. Eppler wrote in an editorial, 

I strenuously opposed the projected location when it was 
first proposed. Basically, I am still against it, but the 
Junior College would make 6ome very vital contributions 
to the county in many ways. 

As readers of this paper know, it is not very often I straddle 
the fence on an issue. This is one of those times. 

When you get right down to it, residents of Cochise County 
had better start sticking together--for it is together we will 
either sink into relative oblivion or swim on to a full share 
of the growth and development of Arizona. ̂  

.44. "A Fair Question" (editorial), Brewery Gulch Gazette, 
August 16, 1962. 
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In addition to expected support from Douglas papers, editorials 

favoring the junior college bond election also appeared in the Willcox 

Arizona Range News and in the Tombstone Epitaph. 

The day before the election, the Douglas Dispatch carried an 

editorial on the Phelps-Dodge Corporation and the junior college bond 

issue. This editorial discussed the half-page advertisements that had 

been published as a public information service by the Phelps-Dodge 

owned paper, the Bisbee Daily Review, and expressed the opinion that 

voters could go to the polls "with confidence that the Bisbee Review's 

opposition does not represent the corporation's attitude. It pointed 

out that another subsidiary of the corporation, the Phelps-Dodge 

Mercantile Company, had carried a line in its advertisements request

ing taxpayers to vote in favor of the bond issue. 

F. THE SUCCESS OF THE BOND ELECTION 

How Communities Voted 

The day before the election, at the regular meeting of the Arizona 

State Board of Directors for Junior Colleges, Mr. Bloomquist predicted 

that the bond election would pass by a safe margin. Once again he was 

correct, for on August 21, 1962 the property owners of Cochise 

County approved the $1,600,000.00 bond election by a vote of 3, 113 

to 2,453. The vote in the city of Douglas had been 95 per cent favorable, 

45. "Phelps-Dodge and the Junior College Bonds" (editorial), 
Douglas ^Arizona^ Dispatch, August 20, 1962. 
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1897 to 96. Small communities in the lower Sulphur Springs Valley 

had also turned in large margins in favor of the bond issue. 

Benson and St. David area property owners had voted against 

the bonds, 386 to 52, and the Sierra Vista area had voted 739 to 200 

against the bonds. This was to be expected; these communities had 

never shown any enthusiasm for the junior college. Tombstone which 

had favored the junior college by an 18 to 1 vote in the first election, 

now voted almost 2 to 1 against the bonds. The city of Bisbee, which 

had voted 10 to 1 in favor of the first election, turned against the bond 

election, but not so strongly, with 824 opposed to 498 for the bonds. 

While the Willcox, San Simon, and Bowie regions voted against the 

bonds, the margin was small. The vote from these areas was 210 

against and 174 for the bonds. This relatively small margin of nega

tive votes was noteworthy since these communities, among the most 

remote from the Bergman site, had shown even less enthusiasm for 

creating the junior college district than had Sierra Vista, St. David, 

and Benson. In addition, these three small communities were closer 

to Eastern Arizona Junior College than to the Bergman site, and 

Cochise County was bound by statute to pay tuition for any of its 

citizens who enrolled at Eastern Arizona Junior College. 

Commentary on the Success of the Election 

Although some Bisbee people were to continue to think that the 

Bisbee Daily Review's late opposition to the bond election had been 
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ordered by the Phelps-Dodge main office in Douglas, the majority felt, 

as had the editor of the Douglas Dispatch, that this was not true. It 

was pointed out that while Phelps-Dodge had once been "gross and 

brutal," this was no longer true and the company was no longer all-

powerful in the area. Others said that Phelps-Dodge was not as busy 

exerting its power as many people in the area suspected; as one put 

it, "the company is essentially interested in mining, not in these 

community affairs. " Perhaps the most telling statement was Dr. 

Prince's report that a Phelps-Dodge official had said that had the 

company been against the junior college, it would have opposed it when 

the new junior college law was being formed, not at the time of the 

46 
bond issue in Cochise County. 

Phelps-Dodge officials had promised Douglas leaders in the 

junior college movement that they would follow a "hands-off" policy. 

While some of the company officials in Douglas had privately said 

that they favored the junior college, they did not promote it actively. 

The only exception was the advertisement of the Phelps-Dodge 

Mercantile Company. The manager of the mine in Bisbee was 

reportedly against the bond issue, but most interviewees attributed 

the Bisbee Daily Review's position to the editor of that paper, pointing 

out that the various divisions of the corporation were allowed to go their 

46. Interview, John F. Prince, Phoenix, Arizona, June 14, 
1967. 
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own way on most issues. One person offered the opinion that the 

Review's editor had felt that the bond election would be defeated, 

and wanted to be on the winning side. Throughout, the proponents 

of the junior college from Douglas had discussed matters of site, 

47 
curriculum, and projected costs with Phelps-Dodge officials. 

Beyond this, the proponents of the junior college had involved 

individuals who had ties with more than one community, Many who 

had been appointed to junior college committees or to the board had 

some connection with Douglas. While Dr. Roberts, chairman of the 

Bisbee committee, had opposed the site, he later publicly advocated 

the bond election. The fact that Dr. Roberts had an office in Douglas 

as well as in Bisbee may have given him a broader view than had he 

been affiliated with only the one city; or, as one person suggested, 

since Dr. Roberts had an office in Douglas, he could not continue to 

maintain opposition to a site near Douglas. More significant than Dr. 

Robert's motives was the fact that there were several people from 

Bisbee who might logically have been chosen to serve on the college 

board or as chairman of the Bisbee committee, but that a man who had 

a business in both Bisbee and Douglas had been selected as the 

committee chairman, and that the college board appointee from 

Bisbee, John Caldwell, had once operated a business in Douglas. 

47. Interview, Charles Bloomquist, Douglas, Arizona, May 16, 
1967. 



CHAPTER IV 

THE UNSUCCESSFUL ATTEMPT TO ESTABLISH A JUNIOR 

COLLEGE IN PINAL COUNTY, ARIZONA, 1961-1963 

The movement to establish a junior college did not progress as 

rapidly in Pinal County as it had in Cochise County, and in Pinal 

County there was a greater time interval between the various steps. 

It is the purpose of this chapter to relate some of the factors that 

caused this difference by chronicling events from the campaign for 

the election to create the district, through the appointment of a local 

governing board, the election of the first regular governing board, 

the survey to select a site, the delay of the site selection, and after 

the site selection, the campaign for and opposition to the unsuccessful 

bond election. The data presented were compiled through research 

of official documents and publications, newspapers, brochures, 

correspondence, and through interviews and correspondence with 

feasibility survey team members, members of official boards, and 

others involved in or opposed to the founding process. 
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A. GEOGRAPHY, POPULATION AND ECONOMY OF PINAL COUNTY 

Pinal County, in the shape of a rectangle with large, irregular 

portions removed from each northern corner, comprised 5,387 square 

miles in south-central Arizona. The east-west distance along the 

regular southern boundary was 104 miles, and the north-south 

distance through the central part of the county was 67 miles. 

The county lay between Arizona's two large population centers, 

Tucson to the southeast and Phoenix, whose metropolitan area was 

bounded on two sides by Pinal County's irregular northwestern 

boundaries. The I960 census showed Pinal County to have a popula

tion of 62,673, with the greatest concentration in thp primarily 

agricultural towns in the west-central part of the county. * The mining 

* 
towns along the county's eastern border were effectively isolated 

from the agricultural area by the Tortilla Mountains. 

Southern Arizona's main traffic route from the east, Interstate 

10, crossed northern Cochise County, passed through Tucson, and 

then turned northwest into Pinal County where it branched into high

ways leading northwest to Phoenix, and west through Yuma to southern 

California. These roads passed through the four largest communities 

in the broad agricultural area. Casa Grande, the westernmost of 

1. Wailand Bessent and others, Junior College Survey of Pinal 
County (Tucson, Arizona: Report of a Study by The Bureau of School 
Services, College of Education, The University of Arizona, January 1, 
1963), p. 40. 
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these agricultural towns was the largest community in the county with 

a I960 population of 12,213. A heavily traveled highway from Phoenix, 

forty-five miles to the north, connected at Casa Grande with the east-

west thoroughfare between Tucson and southern California. Fifteen 

miles southeast of Casa Grande was Eloy, with a population of 7,314 

in I960. Three miles to the east of Eloy, another heavily traveled 

route from Tucson to Phoenix connected with Interstate 10. Seventeen 

miles north of Eloy this road passed through Coolidge, the second 

largest town in the county, with a I960 population of 9,560. Coolidge 

was in turn connected by secondary roads with Casa Grande, six 

miles to the south and fourteen miles to the west. Ten miles east of 

Coolidge was the county seat, Florence, with a population of 6,092 

in I960. 2 

Highway 80 between Tucson and the eastern part of metropolitan 

Phoenix passed through Florence. This north-south highway was 

connected only by way of the Florence-Coolidge road with the 

thoroughfares running through the other agricultural towns. 

The mining towns along the eastern edge of the county were 

joined by a north-south road which connected with Highway 80 around 

the ends of the Tortilla Mountains. The southernmost of these mining 

towns, San Manuel, was sixty miles southeast of Florence. Forty 

2. Ibid. , p. 46. 
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miles north of San Manuel was Kearny, Pinal County headquarters of 

the Kennicott Copper Corporation. Twenty-five miles to the north of 

Kearny was Superior. The Magma Copper Corporation was the 

principal employer in both Superior and San Manuel. Towns in the 

mining area had a total population of about 20,000 in I960. 

At Superior, the north-south road connecting the mining towns 

met U. S. Highway 60 which connected the mining towns of Gila 

County to the east with Phoenix to the west. Highway 80 from Tucson 

and Florence joined this road between Phoenix and Superior, the road 

distance from Florence to Superior being thirty-two miles. 

Travel between the mining communities and the agricultural 

communities of Pinal County was limited, with the result that people 

from the mining areas had greater contact with cities and towns in 

other counties than with the agricultural areas in their own county. 

This was also true of Apache Junction, a transportation and cattle 

community on the Superior-Phoenix highway just east of the Maricopa 

County line. The intra-county contact between these communities and 

those in the west-central district was centered on Florence, the 

county seat. 

The principal income-producing crop in the county was cotton, 

which dominated the area around Casa Grande. However, in the 

Coolidge-Florence area there had been increased activity in vegetable 

growing and cattle feeding. In the late 1950's some farm implement 
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companies had moved from Coolidge to Casa Grande. Casa Grande 

had also developed some light industry, as well as becoming the 

winter training quarters for a major league baseball team. 

In 1962 there were nine high schools in Pinal County. Those 

at Maricopa and Apache Junction enrolled fewer than twenty in the 

twelfth grade, while those at Superior, Kearny, Eloy, and Florence 

enrolled between forty and sixty in the twelfth grade. The high 

school at San Manuel had eighty-two in the twelfth grade, while 

Coolidge enrolled ninety-six, and Casa Grande enrolled one hundred 

forty-three twelfth graders. The total twelfth grade enrollment in 

the public high schools in the county was five hundred twenty-eight 

in 1962. 3 

B. THE MOVEMENT TO ESTABLISH A JUNIOR COLLEGE DISTRICT 

The movement to establish a junior college did not progress as 

rapidly in Pinal County as in Cochise County. Nevertheless, at the 

sixth meeting of the Arizona State Board of Directors for Junior 

Colleges, December 19» I960, Lee BeDillon, the Pinal County member 

of the board, reported that there had been some discussion in the 

county of organizing a junior college committee. Mr. BeDillon also 

3. "Institutions Attended by Arizona's High School Graduates" 
(mimeographed), Annual Report of the High School Visitor (Tucson, 
Arizona: College of Education, University of Arizona, 1962). 
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reported that there had been offers of land, and that there had been 

some discussions of the location of the college. He said that some 

favored locating the college at Eleven Mile Corner, the site of the 

county fairgrounds, which was located centrally within the Casa 

Grande, Eloy, Coolidge triangle, but that others felt the college 

4 
should be located adjacent to a community. 

The following April, Dr. Robert Hannelley who was serving as 

part-time advisor to the state board joined Mr. BeDillon in Pinal 

County. They talked to a group in Casa Grande and with individuals 

in Florence and Coolidge. One purpose of Dr. Hannelley's visit was 

to stimulate interest so that a county-wide junior college committee 

might be formed. However, at the state board meeting, April 17, 

1961, Dr. Hannelley expressed his concern that the junior college 

movement in Pinal County might well get "bogged down" in a dispute 

over the location of the institution. His report showed that of the 

seventeen persons attending the Casa Grande meeting, fourteen were 

Casa Grande residents, two were from Coolidge, and one, Miss Mary 

5 O'Brien, Pinal County School Superintendent, resided in Florence. 

Mr. BeDillon reported that they now felt it advisable to postpone 

the organization of a county-wide committee, suggesting that the best 

procedure woilld be to organize local committees from the various 

4. Minutes, State Board, December 19, I960. 

5. Minutes, State Board, April 17, 1961. 



83 

Chambers of Commerce. Dr. Hannelley reported that in conference 

with Miss O'Brien the day following the Casa Grande meeting, it was 

agreed that Miss O'Brien would attempt to persuade the Pinal County 

Board of Supervisors to take the lead in bringing about a meeting of 

6 
representatives of the Chambers of Commerce of the various towns. 

Dr. Hannelley returned to Pinal County in June 1961 to talk 

before the Rotary Clubs in San Manuel and Superior, but little had 

been done in the formation of the proposed local committees. How

ever in July, Mr. BeDillon reported that the Casa Grande Chamber of 

Commerce had appointed Dr. John O'Neil as chairman of their junior 

college committee, and that Dr. O'Neil was planning to send letters to 

the other Chambers of Commerce in the county in an attempt to 

7 
establish an organization. Dr. O'Neil, a Casa Grande physician 

who had been involved in real estate transactions in the county, had 

practiced medicine in Coolidge and in Hayden, a Gila County smelter 

town on the road between Kearny and San Manuel. He was well known 

throughout the county and was the Casa Grande member of the Pinal 

County Development Board where he met regularly with leaders from 

the other communities in the county. 

Dr. John Prince, who had become the executive director of the 

Btate board during the summer months, reported at the September 18, 

6. Ibid. 

7. Minutes, State Board, July 17, 1961. 
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1961 meeting of the state board that Dr. O'Neil was leading the 

campaign to establish a junior college in Pinal County. The following 

week members of the Pinal County Development Board, meeting in 

Kearny, voted to work for the establishment of a junior college and 

agreed to circulate petitions to place the question on the ballot. They 

named Dr. O'Neil to be in charge of the petitions. However, this 

organization represented too many points of view for it to go beyond 

a statement of endorsement. Some of its members were actually 

opposed to the idea and were to voice their opposition in another 

context. Therefore the organization for the passing of petitions was 

on an individual basis, with Dr. O'Neil asking friends in the various 

O 
communities to obtain signatures. The Pinal County Board of 

Supervisors had been asked to appoint a county-wide committee, but 

had decided not to do so until after the circulation of petitions showed 

9 county-wide support for the idea. Such a committee was never 

formed. 

Since in the lack of a county-wide organization Dr. O'Neil was 

heading the petition campaign, he was invited to the state board 

meeting of October 16, 1961. He reported that petitions had been 

placed in all communities, and that the response was enthusiastic, 

with the exception of Coolidge which seemed to be the center of the 

8. Interview, John T. O'Neil, Casa Grande, Arizona, June 15, 
1967. 

9. Interview, Jay Bateman, Florence, Arizona, May 10, 1967. 
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opposition. However, a Coolidge Chamber of Commerce junior college 

committee had been formed, and on October 17, 1961, Dr. Prince met 

with this group of about thirty people. At this meeting, which was held 

on the day that Cochise County voted to create a junior college district, 

it was reported that more than enough Pinal County signatures had 

been obtained on the petitions. 

The state board met on November 13, 1961, a week earlier than 

usual, in order to receive and approve the Pinal County petitions so 

that the question might be placed on the ballot the following month. At 

this meeting Dr. Prince pointed out to the state board that Pinal 

County had moved slowly in obtaining petitions, that they had not had 

a county-wide committee, and that he had met with citizens of the 

county only twice, in Coolidge and in the village of Maricopa where he 

reported that the meeting was held next to a bar with a "lively juke 

box and happy shouts. " Dr. Prince also noted the problem created 

by the fact that in Pinal County the taxable wealth was on one side of 

the mountains and the students on the other. He stressed the need for 

a careful survey to insure that the county was ready for a junior 

college. * ^ 

10. Memorandum from John F. Prince to State Board, 
"October 16, 1961. 

11, Minutes, State Board, November 13, 1961. 
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The Campaign for the Junior College District Election 

After the state board approved the petitions to place the question 

on the ballot on December 12, 1961, Dr. Prince's office mailed 

general information press releases to all Pinal County newspapers. 

Dr. Prince made a number of appearances in the county's agricul

tural communities to promote the creation of the district. Editorials 

in the Casa Grande Dispatch urged a "yes" vote, and the Coolidge 

Examiner presented a favorable picture of the advantages of creating 

a junior college district. Groups of citizens took a half page advertise

ment in the Dispatch urging a "yes" vote. 

The only organized opposition came from the Pinal County 

Taxpayers' Association which placed advertisements in the county 

newspapers urging that the voters "Think" before voting on the junior 

college issue. These advertisements stressed that Pinal County was 

in danger of not having enough enrollees in a junior college to qualify 

for state aid. The Eloy Enterprise noted on December 7, 1961 that 

while the Taxpayers' Association opposed the junior college, there 

had been no opposition expressed from the large taxpayers such as 

railroads, utilities, and mines. In the same issue of the Enterprise, 

Jay Bateman, Pinal County Supervisor from Oracle, urged in a letter 

to the editor that people not be influenced by the propaganda against 
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the junior college and asked "Would it be wrong to examine who 

12 
opposes this junior college district and why it is opposed?" 

The implication was that some of the large farming and mining 

interests were working behind the scenes against the junior college. 

In Casa Grande, Dr. Prince had debated the junior college issue with 

13 
Mr. Gerald Chilton, lobbyist and public relations man for Magma 

Copper Company. At the state board meeting prior to the election, 

Mr. BeDillon expressed the opinion that the real opposition had come 

14 
from Magma Copper disguised as a Taxpayers' Association. 

Regardless of the correctness of this assertion, an increase of only 

ten cents per $100 of assessed evaluation would have meant approxi

mately $300,000 per year to Magma, $250, 000 per year to Kennicott, 

$120,000 per year to the Arizona Service Company and about $80,000 

per year to the Southern Pacific Railroad. These companies were 

represented on the Taxpayers1 Association. 

The Results of the Election to Create the District 

Despite opposition, the December 12, 1961 election to create 

the junior college district carried by a margin of 1701 to 814. 

12. Jay Bateman, "Letter to the Editor," Eloy ^Arizona] 
Enterprise, December 7, 1961. 

13. Interview, John F. Prince, June 14, 1967. 

14. Minutes, State Board, December 11, 1961. 
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Although the polls were open in eighteen communities, only 16 per cent 

of the qualified voters cast ballots. Casa Grande, which registered 

35 per cent of the "yes" vote, turned in a margin of seven-to-one for 

the junior college. Florence, which went in favor of the issue by a 

three-to-one margin, cast 11 per cent of the "yes" vote, as did Eloy, 

where the margin of victory was twenty-to-one. Approximately 85 per 

cent of the "yes" vote came from the four large agricultural 

communities and their satellite villages, with Coolidge showing 

proportionately less enthusiasm for the issue than the other agricul

tural towns. 

In general, the mining communities voted against the creation 

of a junior college district. They were joined in their opposition by 

Apache Junction, which voted eighty-six to three against the proposi

tion. The turnout in the communities that recorded a negative vote 

ranged from 8 per cent to 14 per cent of the registered voters. How

ever, in the Kearny-Ray area where Kennicott was the principal 

employer, there was a higher voter turnout, and this area voted in 

favor of the proposition by a three to one margin. 

C. THE JUNIOR COLLEGE SURVEY AND RECOMMENDATION 

OF A SITE 

Pinal County's successful election to establish a junior college 

district was held on December 12, 1961. The previous day the Arizona 
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State Board of Directors for Junior Colleges had chosen the site for 

the location of the junior college in Cochise County. This choice had 

come less than two months after the election establishing a junior 

college district in Cochise County. However, the choice of a site for 

the junior college in Pinal County was not made by the state board 

until June 1963, more than eighteen months after the district was 

established. While the survey of junior college possibilities in 

Cochise County had started immediately after the election, the survey 

in Pinal County was not started until almost a year after the district 

had been established. In Cochise County, the state board made its 

site selection the same month in which the survey was published, 

but in Pinal County the site was not selected until five months after 

the survey was published. 

The relatively slow progression of events after the election 

which created a junior college district in Pinal County was due to a 

number of causes. In the two months following the election, the state 

board was involved in the controversy that had resulted from its 

selection of the college site in Cochise County, and the state board 

continued to concentrate its efforts on Cochise County until its success

ful bond election in October 1962. The movement to establish a junior 

college in Cochise County had antedated its establishment of a junior 

college district by more than a year, while a concentrated effort to 

establish a junior college in Pinal County had come about less than six 
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months before the district election. At the time the junior college 

districts were established, Cochise County citizens had been exposed 

to more information about the junior college system than had the 

citizens of Pinal County. In Cochise County there was an involved, 

county-wide organization, while in Pinal County there was none. 

Further, Cochise County had shown greater enthusiasm for creating 

the district, with 32 per cent of the registered voters casting ballots 

with a seven to one majority favoring the issue. In Pinal County only 

16 per cent of those qualified voted, the issue carrying two to one. 

Therefore, after the election, the efforts of the state board in Pinal 

County were primarily directed to helping the newly appointed local 

board orient itself to its task. 

Appointment of a Governing Board 

The Pinal County Junior College Board was appointed by the 

Pinal County School Superintendent, Miss Mary O'Brien, on January 2, 

1962, three weeks after the district election. The appointees were 

Mr. C. M. Compton, a Casa Grande business man; Mr. Paul Pearce, 

an Eloy farmer; Dr. Leslie Wakefield, a dentist from Florence; 

Dr. Glen Walker, a Coolidge physician; and Mr. LeRoy Hoyt of 

Kearny, an assistant to the general manager of the Kennicott Copper 

Corporation. 
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In making her appointments, Miss O'Brien had talked with Dr. 

O'Neil as the representative of the Casa Grande Chamber of Commerce 

and with Mr. Abe Morris, General Manager of the Ray Division of 

Kennicott. Mr. Compton was one of two names Dr. O'Neil suggested, 

and Mr. Hoyt was nominated by Mr. Morris, after Mr. Morris had 

expressed disapproval of Miss O'Brien's suggestion that another 

Kennicott employee be named to the board. Mr. Pearce, who had 

been mayor of Eloy, was suggested to Miss O'Brien by a number of 

people who contacted her. Dr. Walker was Miss O'Brien's 

15 
physician, and Dr. Wakefield lived across the street from her home. 

Both had been somewhat reluctant to accept their appointments, for 

neither was committed to selling the project to the public. At that 

time Dr. Walker stated that he was neither for nor against the junior 

college, that he was neutral on the issue. ^ Dr. Wakefield's position 

was that board members should not attempt to sell the public on the 

college, but should represent that public opinion, whatever it might 

17 
be. After Miss O'Brien indicated that it was not necessary at that 

time for them to be strong advocates of the junior college, both men 

15. Interview, iVLary O'Brien, Florence, Arizona, May 12, 1967. 

16. Interview, Glen H. Walker, Coolidge, Arizona, May 12, 
1967. 

17. Interview, Leslie Wakefield, Florence, Arizona, May 12, 
1967. 
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accepted their appointments to the board. Dr. Prince, writing to Miss 

O'Brien after the appointments, said that he was not disturbed by the 

initial reluctance of board members to serve, feeling that their 

18 
attitudes were the result of the hasty campaign. The attitudes of 

both Dr. Walker and Dr. Wakefield apparently closely approximated 

the general feeling of the communities they represented. 

The new board held its first meeting on January 16, 1962 at the 

Court House in Florence, where it was to continue to meet throughout 

the year. Dr. Prince and Mr. BeDillon attended the meeting, along 

with Jay Bateman, Supervisor from Oracle. 

Planning for the Survey 

During the first meeting of the local board, Dr. Prince conducted 

a two-hour workshop, suggesting a timetable for development and 

presenting board members with copies of the surveys that had been 

done in Yuma and Cochise counties. The type of survey to be conducted 

was the main topic of discussion at the next meeting. The board 

unanimously resolved to request that the survey be done by the Univer

sity of Arizona, with the College of Education working in concert 

19 
with the College of Business and Public Administration. This 

18. Letter from John F. Prince to Mary O'Brien, January 18, 
1962. 

19. Minutes, Pinal County Junior College Governing Board, 
March 2, 1962. 
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recommendation was taken to the state board in March. Dr. Prince 

and Mr. BeDillon had attended the third meeting of the Pinal board, 

and Mr. BeDillon reported to the state board that there had been a 

decided change in the attitude of the Pinal board and that they were 

20 now "quite interested in going ahead with the junior college program. 

Dr. Wailand Bessent of the University of Arizona, who was to 

head the Pinal County study, met with the local board on April 6, 

1962 to discuss the approach to be taken by the survey team. Later 

that month the state board affirmed the local board's choice of the 

survey team. 

Although the survey team was not to commence its work until 

October 1962, the local board was concerned from the first with the 

problem of choosing a site. As early as February 1962 it received 

an offer of forty acres northwest of Casa Grande from Mr. Julian 

Woodruff. In March Dr. Walker reported a suggestion that the college 

be located between Coolidge and Florence, at the Coolidge Airbase, 

and forwarded another suggestion that the area near the Arizona 

Children's Colony at Randolph, south of Coolidge, might be a 

promising location. In May the county board heard two more offers 

of land and in June discussed the possibility of acquiring a site on 

federal land. At that time it was suggested that they contact the Pinal 

20. Minutes, State Board, March 19, 1962. 
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County Development Board for its suggestions about the location of 

the college. 

As executive director of the state board, Dr. Prince attended 

almost every meeting of the Pinal County board between the creation 

of the district and the bond election in December 1963, as did the 

Pinal County member of the state board. In the early months Dr. 

Prince advised the board on financial matters, and by June 1962 it 

was ready to adopt its first budget. 

Indications of Opposition to the College 

The Coolidge Examiner published an "Interpretive Report" on 

June 15, 1962, three days before the public hearing on the budget. 

In this report the Examiner speculated that the board was planning a 

bond issue after the first of the new year, and reported that there was 

belief in certain parts of the county "that the junior college bonds will 

have tough if not impossible going. " While the Examiner noted that 

although no one except the Taxpayers' Association had openly declared 

against the junior college, it reported, "the courthouse group, 

practically from top to bottom, don't like deficit spending. " The paper 

speculated that "Coolidge might join the eastern part of the county in 

22 rejecting the bonds at the polls." 

21. Minutes, Pinal Board, February 2, March 2, May 11 and 
June 8, 1962. 

22. "Interpretive Report/' Coolidge [Arizona"! Examiner, 
June 15, 1962. 
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In. April the opposition of the Pinal County Taxpayers' Associa

tion was brought to the attention of the state board by Mr. BeDillon 

and Dr. Prince. The group had once again raised the question of state 

aid, implying that the junior college in Pinal County would not be 

eligible for operational and capital funds from the state if the enroll

ment fell below 320 students after the second year of operation. Mr. 

BeDillon said that this group was attempting to raise fear in the people 

in order to kill the junior college movement. Dr.. Prince reported 

that the Taxpayers' Association was threatening to bring a lawsuit on 

23 
this matter in an attempt to prevent the bond election. 

First Election of the Governing Board 

There were no new developments during the summer of 1962, 

although both local and state boards continued to discuss financial 

matters and plan for the survey. However, the terms of the appointed 

board members were to expire in January, and it was necessary to 

hold an election on October 3, 1962, to choose the members of the 

first regular board of governors. 

All members of the board were to be elected at large, and the 

five appointed members all decided to run, and carried one another's 

petitions for candidacy. Dr. Walker prepared a mimeographed 

"Report to Pinal County" in which he recounted the history and 

23. Minutes, State Board, April 16, 1962. 
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problems and the plans for a careful study "to determine where the 

college should be located." Dr. Walker went on to describe the things 

that the survey promised to find, and seemed to be speaking for the 

entire board when he wrote: 

It has been our desire to lay a good foundation for the 
Junior College program. If we serve the county for 
another year, it will be our continued pledge to expend 
public funds wisely, to plan educational expansion care
fully, and to do all in our power to assist the young men 
and women of Pinal County to have the educational 
opportunity so vital to the needs of our time. ̂ 4 

Mr. C. LeRoy Hoyt, the board member from Kearny, also 

circulated an open letter telling of the plans of the board, speaking 

of what "we" had accomplished. It appeared as though the board was 

unified, and that it would run as a unit, with no opposition. Then, 

early in September, Dr. John T. O'Neil of Casa Grande announced 

his candidacy for the board. 

The announcement of Dr. O'Neil1 s candidacy came as a surprise 

to many people in the other communities, among them Miss O'Brien, 

the County School Superintendent from Florence. Her appointment of 

M. L. Compton as board member from Casa Grande came as a result 

25 
of her conversations with Dr. O'Neil. Dr. O'Neil's candidacy also 

surprised residents of Casa Grande for although he had been prominent 

24. Glen H. Walker, "Report to Pinal County," 
(Mimeographed.) circa. August 15, 1962. 

25. Interview, Mary O'Brien, Florence, Arizona, May 12, 1967. 
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in the Chamber of Commerce and greatly influential in civic matters, 

he had never before sought public office as a method of exercising 

leadership. 

Dr. O'Neil later stated that he had decided to run for the board 

because he had friends and contacts in other parts of the county and 

felt that he could help achieve more coordination between the various 

26 
communities. Not all saw it in this light. Some from the other 

communities felt it was an attempt for Casa Grande to get more power 

on the board. Since at that time candidates ran at large throughout the 

county, Dr. O'Neil's candidacy could not be construed as opposition to 

C. M. Compton, the Casa Grande board member. Both men were in 

a favorable position, running from the largest community in the county, 

and both were successful in the October 3 election. 

Dr. Walker, board president from Coolidge, received the 

greatest number of votes, 2,833. Dr. O'Neil and Mr. Compton 

followed with 2,783 and 2,518 votes, respectively. Dr. Wakefield of 

Florence was next with 2,488 votes, and Mr. Pearce of Eloy was fifth, 

with 2,434 votes. Mr. Hoyt, the appointed board member from 

Kearny, was defeated, although he received 2,423 votes, only eleven 

less than did Mr. Pearce. Although Mr. Hoyt led in Kearny, he ran 

poorly in the agricultural towns. Dr. Walker and Dr. Wakefield led 

26. Interview, John T. O'Neil, Casa Grande, Arizona, June 15, 
1967. 
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in both Coolidge and Florence, as might be expected from the 

proximity and common interests of the two towns. As could be 

expected, Eloy gave its largest vote to Mr. Pearce, but distributed 

the remainder of the vote somewhat evenly among the other candidates, 

with fewest being given to Mr. Hoyt of Kearny. Casa Grande residents 

turned in large margins for fellow townsmen O'Neil and Compton, 

and demonstrated common interests with Eloy by showing strong 

support for Paul Pearce. 

The election results gave evidence that many who went to the 

polls did not cast votes for five of the six candidates, but voted for the 

27 
one or two candidates from their own communities. The way the 

major communities voted for candidates was not analyzed at the time, 

but it was significant, for it displayed certain community characteris

tics that were to assert themselves in the following months. Despite 

his efforts in promoting the district election, Dr. O'Neil ran last in 

both Coolidge and Florence, and in the combined votes of these towns, 

the other Casa Grande candidate, C. M. Compton, ran next to last. 

In other words, Coolidge and Florence support of Mr. Hoyt from the 

mining area was greater than was their support of the candidates from 

the largest town in the agricultural sector. However, Coolidge and 

Florence supported Paul Pearce of Eloy even more strongly than 

27. "Junior College Election," Coolidge fXrizonaJ Examiner, 
October 5, 1962. 
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Mr. Hoyt. This vote seemed to indicate that the sentiment of some in 

Florence and Coolidge was not directed against other communities in 

general, but against Casa Grande, and in particular against the 

potentially strong leadership of Casa Grande's Dr. O'Neil. On the 

other hand, while Casa Grande's support of its two candidates was as 

strong as the support of Florence and Coolidge candidates in those 

towns, the people of Casa Grande showed no such antagonism to 

Coolidge and Florence, voting more strongly for their candidates than 

for the mining region candidate, Mr. Hoyt. Thus, Casa Grande's 

vote for candidates from other communities was directly proportional 

to Casa Grande's proximity to these communities. Since Casa Grande 

people had been the strongest advocates of the junior college, the low 

vote for the mining town candidate might not have been a matter of 

proximity, but an indication of fear of opposition from the mines. 

This same feeling that the mines would oppose the junior college might 

also have been a factor in Coolidge and Florence support of the mining 

town candidate more strongly than candidates from Casa Grande, 

since people in Coolidge and Florence had given evidence that many 

were not enthusiastic about establishing a junior college in Pinal 

County. 

Commencement of the Feasibility Study 

In April 1962 the state board selected the University of Arizona 

to conduct the Pinal County survey. Shortly thereafter, Dr. Wailand 
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Bessent, the survey director, corresponded with Dr. Prince and 

expressed the opinion that while the $4,000.00 budgeted was sufficient 

for an adequate survey in an ordinary situation, Pinal County presented 

a complex problem, and that a more satisfactory job could be done for 

$7,500. 00. Dr. Bessent said that the additional amount would allow 

an economic analysis to help in the forecast of population trends which 

in turn would affect the location of the institution. He also wrote that 

an increased budget would allow the survey team to spend additional 

time in the field, and that this would do much to promote public under

standing and confidence in the project. He felt that this was important 

28 
since there still existed some strong opposition to the junior college. 

Although Dr. Prince suggested a compromise figure, the state 

board decided that it could not exceed its budget and that an analysis 

of economic and employment characteristics for curriculum develop

ment would have to be postponed. In August it was settled that the 

survey group would confine itself to a prediction of enrollment, a 

29 
study of population densities, and an analysis of sites. 

Since the survey team would not be able to spend as much time 

in the field as it had hoped, and because of the lack of enthusiasm for 

the junior college in many areas of Pinal County, Dr. Prince proposed 

28. Letter from Wailand Bessent to John F. Prince, May 23, 
1962. 

29. Minutes, State Board, August 20, 1962. 
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to the state board in August that a Pinal County Junior College Institute 

be held to acquaint people with the survey to be done and "to secure 

30 
the cooperation of the county in achieving the aims of the survey. " 

The state board consented, and the date for the institute was set for 

October 4, 1962, the day following the local governing board election. 

Over sixty invitations were sent Pinal County newspaper editors, 

school administrators, elected officials, and to executives of the large 

taxpaying corporations. General managers of both the large mining 

companies were invited. The public relations directors of both cor

porations were also sent invitations, not as representatives of the 

corporations, but as representatives of the only two county-wide 

organizations to receive invitations: Gerald Chilton of Magma as 

representative of the Pinal County Taxpayers' Association, and James 

Maize of Kennicott, as representative of the Pinal County Development 

Board. 

Dissatisfaction with the Survey Team's Approach 

At the institute, which was held in Florence on October 4, 1962, 

members of the state board and three representatives of the University 

of Arizona survey team addressed the forty-odd Pinal County residents 

who attended the meeting. The group then broke into three discussion 

sections, led by the survey team members. In the minutes of the 

30. Ibid. 
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meeting Miss O'Brien, Pinal County School Superintendent, wrote that 

reports o£ the three discussion groups indicated that "some participants 

felt that the survey team had already made up its mind that the county 

should have a junior college, " and that they felt that the University of 

31 Arizona group was not approaching the question objectively. The 

feeling that the survey team had already decided that there should be 

a junior college was reinforced the next week when newspapers in 

Florence, Coolidge, and Apache Junction reported the institute and the 

commencement of the survey. Their reports ignored all aspects of 

the survey except site selection, giving the impression that site 

selection was the sole function of the survey group. 

In the following months members of the Pinal County Junior 

College Governing Board also became concerned about the work of the 

survey team, principally because they were unaware of its activity. 

At the board meeting of November 11, 1962, Dr. Wakefield, the 

Florence member, suggested that the survey team should be contacted 

to see what progress it was making. At the December board meeting, 

no direct report of the survey team's activities had yet been received. 

Dr. O'Neil, who was not to take his seat on the board until January, 

was in attendance at this meeting, and he reported on survey team 

31. Minutes, Pinal County Junior College Institute, Florence, 
Arizona, October 4, 1962. 
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efforts in the Casa Grande and Eloy area. However, none of the 

current members of the board had been contacted by any member of 

32 
the survey team. 

Completion of the Survey 

Representatives of the survey group presented preliminary copies 

of the completed survey to the Pinal County board at its January 7, 

1963 meeting. This was the first time since the October institute 

that survey team had been in contact with any of the Pinal County 

board, with the exception of Dr. O'Neil who had taken office January 1. 

No action on the survey was taken by the local board, since this was 

the responsibility of the state board, which was to review the study 

at its January 21, 1963, meeting. 

On the same date the Pinal County board was presented the survey, 

Governor Fannin appointed LeRoy Hoyt of Kearny to replace Lee 

BeDillon of Casa Grande as the Pinal County member of the state 

33 
board. This appointment returned to the mining communities the 

representation they had lost in the local board election which saw Mr. 

Hoyt replaced by Dr. O'Neil of Casa Grande. 

32. Minutes, Pinal Board, November 11 and December 7, 
1962. 

33. Letter, Hon. Paul Fannin, Governor of Arizona, to C. 
LeRoy Hoyt, January 7, 1963. 
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The appointment tended to reduce the influence of Casa Grande 

in junior college matters. At another time this might have pleased • 

members of smaller communities. However, the appointment was 

given little notice in the county's newspapers, and it failed to bring a 

great deal of satisfaction to board members from the smaller 

communities. Before they were informed of the appointment, they 

were presented with the survey which recommended that the college 

be located in Casa Grande. 

D. CONTROVERSY OVER THE FINDING OF THE SURVEY 

The Junior College Survey of Pinal County, which bore a Janu

ary 1, 1963 publication date, recommended that the college be located 

in an area east of the Casa Grande city limits on a site of at least 320 

34 acres. When this report was presented to the Pinal County board 

on January 7, 1963, the board members from Coolidge and Florence 

expressed dissatisfaction with the site. Dr. Walker said he felt that 

the Coolidge-Florence airbase site had not been given proper considera

tion, and Dr. Wakefield suggested that the members of the local board 

should look over all the suggested sites prior to the consideration of 

35 the survey by the state board at its January meeting. 

34. Bessent and others, p. 32. 

35. Minutes, Pinal Board, January 7, 1963. 



105 

Objection to the survey team's recommendation was soon taken 

up by other citizens of the county. Claude Downing, Secretary of the 

Florence Chamber of Commerce, wrote Governor Fannin charging that 

the survey team's report was "misleading, inaccurate and biased" in 

that it failed to consider or mention sites offered by the Coolidge or 

36 
Florence area. On behalf of the Pinal County Board of Supervisors, 

Jay Bateman asked the state board to seek more complete information 

before taking action on the location of the junior college in Pinal 

County. He expressed the opinion that a decision on site at the January 

meeting would be premature and "would possibly result in losing an 

37 effort to finance Pinal Junior College. " 

Members of the Pinal County Junior College Board attended the 

January 21, 1963 meeting of the state board. Dr. Walker and Dr. 

Wakefield expressed their dissatisfaction with the site selection and 

with the survey. The state board took no action beyond accepting the 

survey. Members decided to study the problem further and to hear 

both sides of the question at a February meeting to be held in Pinal 

County. It was decided that the state board would meet in Florence in 

38 the morning and in Casa Grande in the afternoon. 

36. Letter, Claude Downing to Governor Paul Fannin, January 
15, 1963. 

37. Letter, Jay Batemen to Arizona State Board of Directors 
for Junior Colleges, January 18, 1963. 

38. Minutes, State Board, January 21, 1963. 



106 

In the interim, the state board's executive director, Dr. Prince, 

received letters and telephone calls from citizens of Pinal County 

urging him to contact civic leaders in Florence and Coolidge. In 

response to Dr. Walker's requests, Dr. Prince toured sites in the 

39 
Florence-Coolidge area on February 7. Earlier he had responded to 

Dr. Wakefield's request for additional copies of the published survey to 

40 
be circulated among community leaders. Under the leadership of 

Dr. Walker, Coolidge board member, opponents of the selected 

site were preparing to challenge the assumptions and methodology of 

the University of Arizona's published survey. At the same time 

advocates of the selected site, under the leadership of Dr. O'Neil, 

were preparing a brochure stressing the advantages of locating the 

institution in Casa Grande. 

When the state board met in Pinal County on February 18, 1963, 

its members toured two sites in the Florence-Coolidge area and three 

near Casa Grande. Meeting in the morning at Florence, the state 

board heard Dr. Walker's documented presentation in opposition to the 

site selection. In the afternoon meeting in Casa Grande, the state 

board was presented with the sixteen page brochure You're Wanted in 

39. Memorandum, John F. Prince to State Board, February 8, 
1963. 

40. Letter, Leslie Wakefield to John F. Prince, February 4, 
1963. 
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Casa Grande, and heard leaders of that community stress the advantages 

of the Casa Grande location. 

Arguments Favoring the Recommended Site 

The Coolidge Examiner of March 21, 1963, reported the Casa 

Grande brochure to be "professionally prepared.1 ' However, Dr. 

O'Neil later reported that he and his partner, Dr. Schoen, had 

prepared the brochure with some assistance from the secretary of 

the Casa Grande Chamber of Commerce. He said that the pamphlet, 

which cost about $1,000 was paid for by a "slush fund" that existed 

^ 41 
to promote Casa Grande. 

42 
You're Wanted in Casa Grande appeared to be designed to 

influence the state board to follow the survey team's recommendation, 

for the Casa Grande mayor's letter of welcome printed on the inside 

of the front cover was addressed to the Arizona State Junior College 

Board. The brochure restated the survey team's five principal 

reasons for locating the college at Casa Grande. It included a map 

which showed that the western portion of the county had voted more 

enthusiastically for the establishment of the junior college district 

41. Interview, John T. O'Neil, Casa Grande, Arizona, June 15, 
1967. 

42. You're Wanted in Casa Grande, Prepared by the People of 
Casa Grande, Arizona, through a Committee for a Junior College 
in Casa Grande (Casa Grande, Arizona: February 15, 1963). 
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than had the eastern part of the county. It also described Casa Grande's 

commercial, agricultural, and industrial growth and stressed the 

cultural and civic advantages of locating the college in Casa Grande. 

The brochure was filled with pictures of facilities in the Casa Grande 

area and with maps and graphs. With the exception of the implication 

that Casa Grande was a center of activity for the county's mineral 

wealth, the facts presented were accurate. 

Objections to the Survey Team's Methodology and Conclusions 

Those opposing the recommended site directed their criticism 

principally at the survey team's forecast of high school enrollments, 

since this was a factor in the site selection. The survey team was 

criticized for using the cohort-survival method of projecting enroll

ments in some schools but not in others. The published report had 

shown flat enrollment projections for the high schools in Coolidge, 

Maricopa, and Superior, and had included no projections for the newly 

established high school at Apache Junction "because no trend had been 

43 
established. " 

School officials in the mining communities were among the 

first to react to the enrollment projections. As was reported in the 

Casa Grande Dispatch of February 23, 196.3 the superintendent of 

Hayden High School had noted that the survey team had failed to consider 

43. Bessent and others, p. 49. 
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the Pinal County students from the mining region who were attending 

that Gila County high school. The Superior Sun of February 21, 1963, 

noted that Robert Fiedler, Superior School Superintendent, had said 

that the flat enrollment projections for Superior High School were 

unrealistic. In addition, Herschel Hooper, Superintendent of Ray 

District Schools, had circulated a one page criticism of the survey. 

This criticism, addressed to the state board, objected to the survey's 

exclusion of the Apache Junction and Hayden High School students and 

to the flat enrollment projections for Coolidge and Superior. 

These objections were included in the criticism of the survey 

which Dr. Walker made before the state board on February 18, 1963. 

However, Dr. Walker went beyond the criticism of the enrollment 

projections to challenge the survey's conclusion that Casa Grande 

would experience the largest growth of any area in the county. He 

pointed out that the survey report gave no evidence to support thi6 

44 
conclusion. Further, Dr. Walker asserted that the survey had over

looked certain population characteristics important to the location of 

the college: the centroids of assessed evaluation, registered voters, 

45 
and high school students for the years 1953, 1958, and 1963. He 

44. Glen H. Walker, Manuscript of "Remarks Made by Dr. G. 
H. Walker at the Arizona State Junior College Board Meeting Held in 
Florence ^Arizona} on February 18, 1963." 

45. Ibid. , p. 7. 



110 

demonstrated on maps that each of these 1963 characteristics centered 

east of Coolidge, with the centroid of the past ten-year student 

enrollments having moved from south of Coolidge eastward to the south 

of Florence. Dr. Walker concluded that "due to the report's inaccur

ate information and it's £sic3 omissions, we feel that the conclusions 

46 reached are also not correct. " 

Dr. Walker later stated that C. LeRoy Hoyt, state board member 

from Kearny, had helped in the preparation of the maps and in develop

ing the population centroids. They had also obtained the assistance of 

the Pinal County Engineer's office by requesting this help from county 

47 supervisor Jay Bateman. Mr. Bateman's letter to the state board 

on January 18, 1963 had indicated that the board of supervisors felt 

that the survey team had not studied all items that were pertinent to 

locating the junior college. It was natural for the board of supervisors 

to respond to appeals from communities objecting to Casa Grande as 

the site of the college: the home of the chairman of the board, David 

Davis, was Coolidge; supervisor Estill Osborn was from Superior; and 

Mr. Bateman was from Oracle. 

46. Ibid., p. 9. 

47. Interviews, Glen H. Walker, Coolidge, Arizona, May 12, 
1967; and C. LeRoy Hoyt, Kearny, Arizona, May 11, 1967. 
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Press Reactions to Criticisms of the Survey 

The reporting of the meetings in Florence and Casa Grande by 

the different newspapers in the county reflected the temper of the 

various communities. The Eloy Enterprise of February 21, 1963 

described the Casa Grande meeting as being in "complete contrast to 

the accusations and bickering" of the Florence meeting. Although the 

Casa Grande Dispatch of February 23, 1963 reported Dr. Walker's 

dissatisfaction with the survey team's enrollment projections and 

noted that he and Dr. Wakefield asserted the bond issue would not pass 

if the Casa Grande site were chosen, the Dispatch emphasized the lack 

of support in the eastern communities for the original junior college 

issue. 

Neither the Dispatch nor the Enterprise gave the details of Dr. 

Walker's criticism nor noted the concern state board members 

expressed about the accuracy of the survey. These matters were, 

however, reported in detail in the newspapers in the eastern part of the 

county. The Florence Blade of February 22, 1963 reported that school 

superintendents in the eastern part of the county were dissatisfied with 

the way the survey was conducted in their areas. The Blade and 

others noted that the survey had shown Coolidge to have a constant 

graduating class of seventy-six students for the next ten years, while 

local predictions were that the graduating class would grow to one 

hundred seventy in ten years. 



112 

The Superior Sun of February 21, 1963 quoted Dr. Walker as 

urging the state board to have the group that did the survey "do it 

over again or get your money back." The Sun also noted that Joseph 

Ralston, the Maricopa County member of the state board, had said 

that he was "seriously disturbed about the accuracy of the survey," 

and that the survey needed to "be brought up to date before further 

48 
action is taken by the board." 

Defense of Survey Team's Methodology 

The state board took no action at this February 18 meeting, but 

decided to request members of the University of Arizona survey team 

to attend the March meeting of the board in order to answer the 

criticisms raised in Florence. Staff writer Bruce Cavanaugh, who had 

covered the meeting for the Phoenix newspaper, the Arizona Republic, 

contacted the head of the University of Arizona's survey team in Tucson, 

and wrote that "the intellectual atmosphere in Tucson is . . . apparently 

49 
unruffled" by the charges levied against the survey report. 

The survey director, Dr. Wailand Bessent, was aware prior to 

the state board's February meeting that the survey team's enrollment 

projections had been challenged. He wrote Dr. Prince on January 17, 

48. "Junior College Survey Challenged" Superior Sun, February 
21, 1963. 

49. "Dispute over Pinal Survey," The ^Phoenix") Arizona 
Republic, February 23, 1963. 
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1963 to report that the Coolidge High School principal had criticized 

the survey's projection of Coolidge High School enrollments. Then 

on February 14, 1963 Dr. Bessent responded to Dr. Prince's request 

for information as to the assumptions and methods used in making 

enrollment projections. In this letter, Dr. Bessent set forth in detail 

the rationale for the use of different methods of enrollment projections. 

He explained why the projection of Coolidge High School graduates for 

the next ten years was lower than the number of seniors then enrolled 

in the school. Dr. Bessent said that applying the survival method of 

forecasting enrollments to the Coolidge High school graduating class 

of 1972 yielded 80 graduates in that year, and stated that this seemed 

to validate the flat projections of Coolidge enrollments used in the 

50 
published survey. 

The material which Dr. Walker had presented to the state board, 

including the projections he had made to replace the survey team's 

flat enrollment projections for Coolidge, Superior, and Maricopa, 

was sent to the University of Arizona survey group for study. At the 

March 18, 1963 meeting of the state board, Dr. Bessent and Dr. C 

Curtis Merritt of the University of Arizona explained that projections 

of students attending high schools in Apache Junction and Hayden had 

been omitted because they were included in projections of nearby 

50. Letter, Wailand Bessent to John F. Prince, February 14, 
1963. 
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schools. Dr. Merritt also explained that the cohort-survival method 

which had been used in projecting enrollments in all but three of the 

county's high schools was not used for Coolidge, Maricopa, or 

Superior because one of the assumptions of this method was that 

there was a fairly uniform, or linear, trend, and that this had not 

been found in these communities. The minutes of this meeting also 

showed that Dr. Bessent said that looking at the problem in retrospect, 

it might have been better to use the cohort-survival method in all 

communities "from the standpoint of public acceptance of the 

report. 

Postponement and Restudy of Site Selection 

Despite the apparently satisfactory defense of the published 

survey, the state board decided to further study the problem of site 

selection in Pinal County. A committee of five was appointed to review 

sites available in a sixty square mile area which lay between Casa 

Grande and Coolidge. Named as chairman of this committee of the 

state board was the Pinal County member, Mr. C. LeRoy Hoyt of 

Kearny. Mr. Hoyt had objected to the survey and had spoken against 

the Casa Grande site at the state board's January meeting. 

At this March 18, 1963 state board meeting there was a lighter 

note. This was the reading of the March 15, 1963 letter from the 

51. Minutes, State Board, March 18, 1963. 
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Pinal County Taxpayers' Association which told of the association's 

resolution to urge the state board to expedite the construction of a 

junior college in Pinal County. The letter was signed by the president 

of the association, Coolidge attorney Harry Bagnall, the man who had 

threatened the state board with a lawsuit before and after the election 

that created the junior college district. During that election campaign, 

the Pinal County Taxpayers' Association, which Mr. Bagnall had 

helped to form, had paid for advertisements opposing the proposition. 

Now Mr. Bagnall had signed a letter to the state board endorsing 

construction of the junior college, saying, "we shall appreciate your 

52 attention to the position taken by the association. " 

Several interviewees, opponents as well as advocates of the Casa 

Grande site, reported that they had been amused that Mr. Bagnall had 

signed such a letter. However, Mr. Bagnall resigned from the 

organization shortly after this event, for by his own report, it had 

53 
been taken over in a "power play" by a group from Casa Grande. 

Soon afterwards a Casa Grande man became president of the association. 

A majority from Casa Grande achieved control of the association 

shortly before it passed the resolution reported in Mr. Bagnall's 

52. Letter from Harry Bagnall for the Pinal County Taxpayers' 
Association to the Arizona State Board of Directors for Junior 
Colleges, March 15, 1963. 

53. Interview, Harry Bagnall, Coolidge, Arizona, June 15, 
1967. 
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letter. An unanswered question was whether or not the Casa Grande 

group had sought control of this association in order to help secure 

the junior college for Casa Grande. 

The committee of the state board that was to study the Pinal 

County site location problem was to report back to the state board on 

April 15, 1963. However, the decision of where to locate the institution 

was not made until the state board meeting of June 17, 1963, six 

months after that decision might have been expected had there not 

been such strong criticism of the survey team's recommendation. 

An editorial in the Casa Grande Dispatch of March 27, 1963 

deplored the state board's postponing selection of the junior college 

site and objected to Mr. Hoyt's chairing the committee that was to 

study the site problem. The editorial expressed the opinion that Mr. 

Hoyt's appointment and the reassessment of sites was"a trap baited" 

to kill the junior college; it asserted that it was clear that Mr. Hoyt 

"intends to see that the Pinal County Junior College is not located in 

Casa Grande," and claimed that the faction that did not want a junior 

54 college hoped for a "ridiculous site" in a "compromise area. " The 

implication of the editorial was that Governor Fannin, responding to 

pressures from the mining communities, had appointed Mr. Hoyt to 

the state board so that Mr. Hoyt might use his position to defeat the 

54. "Don't Fall for This Joe" (editorial) Casa Grande ^Arizona^ 
Dispatch, March 27, 1963. 
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junior college for the mining interests. It suggested that Mr. Hoyt's 

opposition to locating the institution in Casa Grande was based on his 

desire to have the bond issue defeated. 

Jim Brooks, who was editor of both the Superior Sun and the 

Apache Sentinel, answered the Dispatch editorial in both papers. In 

the Superior Sun of April 4, 1963, Mr. Brooks deplored the attack on 

Governor Fannin and on Mr. Hoyt, saying that Mr. Hoyt had "too long 

and honorable a career" to be accused of double-dealing by an "upstart, 

loose-tongued editor." Brooks wrote that the Dispatch editorial writer 

had apparently "acquired a direct ownership in the proposed school" 

on the behalf of Casa Grande and suggested that it might be a good idea 

55 
to "let him j(and his friends) have it and pay for it. " 

Shortly beforeMr. Brooks' editorial appeared, Dr. O'Neil had 

written Dr. Prince to request that the state board reexamine the 

conclusions of the survey team. Dr. O'Neil noted that the mountains 

which divided the mining communities from the more populous areas in 

the western part of the county caused any location in the western part 

of the county to be inaccessible to the mining communities. He pointed 

out that Casa Grande was within twenty-five miles of any place in the 

western portion of the county, and reiterated the points the survey team 

had listed in urging that the institution be located in an urban area. He 

55. Jim Brooks, editorial, Superior [A rizona]] Sun, April 4, 
1963. 
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concluded that he felt that there was no doubt that voters would back a 

56 , 
college located in the area recommended by the survey team. The 

following day, April 3, 1963, the Casa Grande Dispatch forwarded 

these same arguments in an editorial signed with the initials "DMK," 

the signature of Donovan Kramer, the paper's publisher. The same 

ideas also appeared in a cartoon in the same issue of the Dispatch. 

The cartoon depicted Casa Grande as a young woman growing out 

of the earth and surrounded by halos labeled "utilities and rapid growth' 

"only community hospital"; "fire and police protection and housing"; 

"cultural center"; and "zoning protection, best school systems." She 

was hailing a "college survey crew" who were turned away from her 

57 
looking out into the desert area. 

On April 9, 1963 the Rotary Club of Casa Grande sent the state 

board a petition with thirty-three signatures urging the selection of 

the site recommended by the University of Arizona survey team. 

Despite the activity from Casa Grande, the state board took no action 

on the issue at its April 15, 1963 meeting. State board discussion of 

the site, according to the Eloy Enterprise of April 18, 1963, was 

confined to a twenty-minute executive session. The following week 

56. Letter, John T. O'Neil to John F. Prince, April 2, 1963. 

57. "Hey, What's Wrong with Me?" (cartoon), Casa Grande 
(Arizona^ Dispatch, April 3, 1963. 
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an editorial in the Enterprise suggested that newspaper comments from 

Casa Grande and Coolidge papers had "brought the situation to the boil-

• «. II58 ing point. " 

When the state board at its May 20, 1963 meeting once again 

postponed action on the site selection, dealing with the matter only in 

executive session, the Casa Grande Dispatch appeared to have reached 

the boiling point. A Dispatch editorial said that the state board's 

refusal to pick a site was "growing into more than a topic for polite 

parlor conversation." Objecting to the delay in the executive sessions, 

the editorial said th,at if the state board did not agree to accept the 

survey group's recommendations, "the public is entitled to all the 

59 facts behind the deliberations as brought out in an open meeting. " 

Charles Bloomquist, state board president from Cochise County, 

wrote to Dr. Prince on June 4, 1963 expressing his annoyance with 

the Dispatch editorial, stating that this sort of pressure could hurt the 

entire project. The Apache Sentinel of May 24, 1963 had reported that 

Mr. Hoyt told the state board at its May meeting that the site committee 

was waiting for information on the availability of a tract of land before 

announcing its choice. A letter from Dr. Prince to K. T. Carlson on 

58. "The Boiling Point" (editorial) Eloy [Arizona^] Enterprise, 
April 25, 1963. 

59. "Why the Delay?" (editorial)- Casa Grande £ Arizona) 
Dispatch, May 22, 1963. 
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May 31, 1963 indicated that the board was investigating land parcels 

approximately three miles to the east of the Casa Grande.city limits. 

Mr. Bloomquist, knowing that the state board would in all likelihood 

select the Casa Grande site in the area recommended by the survey 

team, no doubt objected to the implications in the Dispatch editorial 

because it would then be interpreted that the state board's site choice 

had been a result of pressures from Casa Grande. 

That the site selection was a foregone conclusion at this time 

was indicated in this letter. Mr. Bloomquist wrote of the importance 

of having the members of the Pinal County board at the meeting of the 

state board to discuss the matter of site selection openly. He said 

that if the local board was not completely cooperative, "then I believe 

we should reject their request to hold a bond election. 

Selection of the Junior College Site 

The state board met with the local board in executive session in 

Phoenix on Sunday evening, June 16, 1963, the day before the regular 

meeting of the state board. As Dr. Walker of Coolidge later reported 

in an interview, the meeting was called to see if all local board 

members would support any site that was selected by the state board. 

The attempt to secure the complete cooperation of the local board was 

not entirely successful. Dr. Walker reported that at the time he favored 

60. Letter, Charles Bloomquist to John F. Prince, June 4, 1963. 
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no site in Pinal County, because he felt that the bond election should be 

61 
postponed for at least eighteen months. 

Nevertheless, at its regular meeting of July 17, 1963, the state 

board voted unanimously to accept as the site for the junior college 

the eastern half of section 26, less than three miles from the eastern 

city limits of Casa Grande. The motion for the selection of this site 

was made by Mr. Hoyt, the Pinal appointee to the state board who had 

62 
been chairman of the state board's site committee. 

The editorial of the Casa Grande Dispatch of March 27, 1963 

had objected to Mr. Hoyt's appointment to the state board and had 

implied that Mr. Hoyt represented factions opposed to the junior 

college who hoped to see the issue defeated by attempting to locate 

the institution in a "ridiculous" or "compromise" site. On the other 

hand, Mr. Hoyt's making the motion to locate the junior college in 

Casa Grande caused some to speculate that this was done in order to 

help defeat the junior college for the mining interests. However, inter

views with a number of people indicated that Mr. Hoyt made the 

motion in an attempt to secure harmony, and that in executive sessions 

of the state board and the site committee, Mr. Hoyt had consistently 

61. Interview, Glen A. Walker, Coolidge, Arizona, May 12, 
1967. 

62. Minutes, State Board, July 17, 1963. 
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favored a site near Randolph, a village south of Coolidge. Later, 

Mr. Hoyt characterized the Casa Grande location as "the worst of all . 

sites." He said that he had opposed it because in his opinion it was the 

location that would most likely result in the defeat of the bond 

election. ̂  

Later, Dr. Prince said that as executive director of the state 

board, he had been more responsible for the site selection than had 

anyone else. Other interviewees agreed. Mr. Hoyt felt that Dr. 

Prince had circumvented the site committee by starting negotiations 

for land near Caisa Grande before the committee had made its report 

to the state board. Dr. Prince related that one of the principal 

reasons he had favored locating the institution near Casa Grande was 

that it was the only community in the county that had a hospital. 

Student concentration was another factor in his decision to support a 

64 
Casa Grande location. 

E. THE CAMPAIGN FOR THE BOND ELECTION 

Immediately after the site selection, the campaign for the bond 

election started. The Casa Grande Dispatch of June 19» 1963 

announced the site selection in a story that carried the sub-head 

"$2 Million Bond Issue Next Step. " The Dispatch story indicated 

63. Interview, C. LeRoy Hoyt, Kearny, Arizona, May 11, 1967. 

64. Interview, John F. Prince, Phoenix, Arizona, June 15, 1967. 
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that the controversy over the site had abated, and editorial comment 

in the same issue held that while "Pinal County and Casa Grande will 

reap many dividends throughout the years, it will be the youth who 

65 
receive the most gain. " 

Reports by other county newspapers presented a less optimistic 

picture of county harmony over the site selection, for they recounted 

the controversy over the University of Arizona survey team's report. 

The Eloy Enterprise of June 20, 1963 mentioned this controversy 

and went on to report, as the Dispatch had not, that although Dr. 

Walker said he would support the bond issue, he felt that it should be 

delayed. The Coolidge Examiner of June 20, 1963 and the Florence 

Blade of June 21, 1963 recounted in detail Dr. Walker's criticism of 

the survey team's report. The Examiner recalled that Dr. Walker's 

study demonstrated that a location in the Coolidge-Florence area would 

best serve the county's population. The Superior Sun reported that in 

selecting the Casa Grande site, the state board had followed the 

recommendation of Dr. Prince, and in so doing had elected "to ignore 

heated protests from citizens, educators and county junior college 

66 
board members from the central and eastern parts of Pinal County. " 

65. "Finally -- The Right Decision" (editorial), Casa Grande 
[Arizona^ Dispatch, June 19, 1963. 

66. "Casa Grande Named College Site," Superior [Arizona] 
Sun, June 20, 1963. 
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Newspaper reports published in the mining communities 

immediately after the site selection appeared to have been written 

to curry favor with Coolidge and Florence audiences. These accounts 

championed the board members from Coolidge and Florence, and 

instead of complaining of the remoteness of the mining communities 

from the Casa Grande site, stressed the distance of the site from 

67 Coolidge and Florence. This was perhaps a foreshadowing of an 

alliance, but there was no overt attempt to form a coalition to opp^be 

the bond issue until shortly before the election. 

After the commentary on the June 17, 1963 site selection, the 

press took little note of the issue until the October commencement of 

the campaign for the bond election. However, on July 3, 1963 the 

Casa Grande Dispatch carried a story, "Junior College Big Bargain," 

which claimed that the cost of the college to a person owning a $12, 000 

house would be only $12. 00 per year. On the other hand, the Apache 

Sentinel of August 30, 1963 pointed out that as long as there was no 

junior college in Pinal County, students could attend, tuition free, the 

nearby Mesa branch of the Maricopa County Junior College District. 

Preparations to Promote the Bond Issue 

After the site selection, advocates of the junior college were 

making plans for the bond election campaign. At the August 2, 1963 

67. "Casa Grande Gets Jr. College," Copper Basin News, 
Christmas, Arizona , June 20, 1963. 
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meeting of the Pinal County Board, Dr. O'Neil presented a folder, 

prepared in Casa Grande, which urged support of the bond issue. On 

September 6 Charles Bloomquist of Cochise County talked with the local 

board on techniques of winning a bond election. During the first week 

of October Dr. Prince presented to the local board plans for the bond 

campaign, suggesting dates for distributing materials prepared by his 

68 
office to the press. 

The folder that had been prepared by Dr. O'Neil and his associates 

projected that buildings and grounds of the college would cost 

$2, 700, 000. 00, with $500, 000. 00 of this amount coming from the 

state, $300,000. 00 from a 1964 Pinal County tax levy, and 

$1,900,000.00 from a bond election. The folder asserted that the 

college would not increase tax bills "beyond 30 cents per $100.00 

valuation," with eighteen cents of this for operation and twelve cents 

for bond payments. It stated that "only 32% of Pinal County Students 

Now Reach College" and that "Only 1/2 of Those Starting College Stay 

Even 2 Years." It depicted the favorable impact the institution would 

have on the county's economy, and stressed the advantages of the site. 

Throughout, the pamphlet referred to the institution as "Central 

Arizona College, " the name that had been adopted by the board. The 

name "Central Arizona College" was also on the outside of the folder, 

68. Minutes, Pinal Board, August 2, September 6, October 25, 
1963. 
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above a map of Pinal County. A large star marked the location of Casa 

Grande. 

A copy of this folder in the state board office carried the pencilled 

notation "wrong emphasis" in the margin by the material describing the 

advantages of the site. "What exactly does it build?" was written 

beside the statement of the costs of the buildings and grounds. Dr. 

Prince later acknowledged having made these notes, and said that he 

had expressed his objections to the folder at the August 19, 1963 meet

ing of the state board. He objected to the folder's emphasizing the 

Casa Grande location and the cost of financing the institution rather 

69 
than the educational benefits to the people. Nevertheless, the 

folder was used in the campaign. 

The Coolidge member, Dr. Walker, was absent from the Septem

ber 6, 1963 meeting when the Pinal board unanimously passed Dr. 

O'Neil's motion that the state board be requested to set the bond 

election for December 19, 1963. Dr. Walker did not attend again 

until January 3, 1964, the first meeting held after the defeat of the bond 

issue. Dr. Walker later reported that he had been ill during this 

• ^ 70 period. 

69. Interview, John F. Prince, Phoenix, Arizona, June 14, 
1967. 

70. Interview, Glen H. Walker, Coolidge, Arizona, May 12, 
1967. 
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Indications of Preparations to Oppose the Bond Issue 

Although during the bond election campaign Dr. Walker took no 

public stand on either side of the issue, others from the Coolidge-

Florence area appear to have been interested in the University of 

Arizona survey which Dr. Walker had criticized. In early November 

Dr. Wakefield, the Florence board member, wrote to Dr. Prince 

71 
requesting a copy of the survey for the Coolidge Examiner. This was 

the third time Dr. Wakefield had written Dr. Prince to request 

additional copies of the survey. During the initial heated debate over 

the site selection, Dr. Wakefield had requested Dr. Prince to send 

copies of the survey to the various Chambers of Commerce in the 

county; then on June 8, 1963, Dr. Wakefield had again requested copies 

of the surveys. This June 8 request had antedated the state board's 

official selection of the site by just seven days. At the time Dr. 

Wakefield had written the letter, those who were closely involved had 

many indications that the site selection committee had decided on the 

Casa Grande location, and they could be relatively certain that the state 

board would endorse the selection. Thus Dr. Wakefield's last two 

requests for copies of the survey came after the site selection was a 

certainty. It therefore appeared that the motive behind the requests 

for the surveys was not a desire for information, but a desire to 

analyze the document. However, there was no evidence that Dr. 

71. Letter, Leslie Wakefield to John F. Prince, November 2, 
1963. 



128 

Wakefield attempted to stir further opposition to the survey; apparently 

his requests for additional copies were a result of requests from his 

constituents. Nevertheless, Dr. Wakefield's letter of June 8, 1963 

gave some indication that those who were to oppose the bond election 

started their activity long before it was apparent to the general public. 

On October 24, 1968 shortly before Dr. Wakefield's request 

that a copy of the survey be sent the Coolidge Examiner, that paper 

had published an editorial which questioned the cost and need for a 

junior college charging that the University of Arizona survey had been 

"ripped to shreds" by Dr. Walker. 

Failure of Proponents of the Bond Issue to Obtain Support 

As could be expected the Casa Grande Dispatch carried the entire 

series of press releases which were sent out by the state board. In 

addition to editorial support of the bond proposal, the Dispatch gave 

full coverage to speeches made by those favoring the bond election. 

The Coolidge Examiner was editorially opposed to the bond issue; 

nevertheless, it carried the full series of state board press releases. 

It was the only paper in the central or eastern part of the county to do 

so. 

There was no county-wide committee to promote the bonds, 

although Dr. Prince had urged Dr. O'Neil to form such a committee. 

Those speeches that were made were the result of individual 
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72 solicitation or acceptance of an invitation. The county school 

superintendent, Miss O'Brien, spoke to a women's club in Casa 

Grande on November 11, 1963, and Dr. Prince spoke to a PTA in 

Florence on November 18, but the majority of the talks were made by 

Dr. O'Neil. He addressed service clubs in various parts of the county, 

including an appearance on December 4, 1963 at the Rotary Club of 

Kearny. The Kearny member of the state board, Mr. Hoyt, did no 

speaking, for he was in a difficult position, living in the midst of 

opposition. His immediate superior, the manager of Kennicott Copper, 

73 
was strongly opposed to the junior college bonds. 

At Dr. Wakefield's invitation, Dr. Prince addressed the 

Florence elementary school PTA. Dr. Prince reported that this was 

the only speaking invitation that he received during the Pinal bond 

election campaign, contrasting this to the many invitations that he had 

received to Bpeak during the bond election campaign in Cochise 

74 
County. On November 26, 1963 Dr. Prince wrote to high school 

administrators in the county requesting an opportunity to speak to their 

faculties, but no speaking engagements came as the result of the 

72. Interview, John F. Prince, Phoenix, Arizona, June 14, 
1967. 

73. Interview, C. LeRoy Hoyt, Kearny, Arizona, May 11, 
1967. 

74. Interview, John F. Prince, Phoenix, Arizona, June 14, 
1967. 
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letters. On December 9, 1963, ten days before the election, the 

Coolidge Superintendent of Schools, William C. McConnell, Jr. , 

responded to Dr. Prince, denying his request to meet with the faculty, 

saying: 

The feeling is running so high against the Junior College in 
this community that I do not wish to be drawn into such a 
controversial issue. I also feel that a meeting with the 
faculty should have been held in the planning stages of this 
college--not just at the time you are seeking votes. ̂  

Organization of the Opposition 

Before Dr. Prince had written requesting an opportunity to 

appear before the high school faculties, the Apache Sentinel and the 

Superior Sun had published an editorial by Jim Brooks which opposed 

the junior college bond election. The editorial did not take up the 

question of the need for the institution, but focused on the cost of the 

college. It charged that the architects were planning a country club 

and that the campus plans apparently included two swimming pools. 

Brooks' editorial was reprinted in the Coolidge Examiner of Novem

ber 21, 1963, together with reprints of junior college editorials from 

the Eloy and Casa Grande papers. 

In the two weeks between Dr. Prince's request to speak to school 

faculties and Superintendent McConnell's reply of December 9. 

75. Letter, William C. McConnell, Jr. to John F. Prince, 
December 9, 1963. 
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several other events served to stir up opposition to the junior college 

issue. On Thursday, November 28, 1963 the Coolidge Examiner 

published a long front page editorial that opposed the bond election on 

the grounds that more time and study were needed before giving 

approval to the issue. It pointed out that despite offers of free land, 

the state board had chosen a site that must be purchased. Then, on 

Friday, November 29* a meeting was held in a Coolidge cafe to form 

an organization to oppose the bond election. The meeting was attended 

by more than a dozen men from Coolidge, Florence, Apache Junction, 

Superior, and Kearny. Included were the public relations men from 

the two large copper companies, farmers and cotton gin operators 

from the Coolidge area, and the newspaper editors and publishers, 

Jim Brooks of the Apache Junction Sentinel and the Superior Sun, and 

Carl Winter of the Coolidge Examiner and the San Manuel Miner. The 

organization created at this meeting was called the Pinal County 

Committee against Higher Taxes. Named as president of the group was 

76 
Harry Bagnail, the Coolidge attorney. 

Mr. Brooks of Apache Junction later related that several months 

before the election he had, at a social affair in Kearny, discussed 

opposition to the bond election with Abe Morris, the general manager of 

Kennicott and with Gerald Chilton, public relations man for Magma 

76. "Committee Against Taxes Formed," Coolidge [Arizona^ 
Examiner, December 15, 1963. 
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Copper. Mr. Brooks said that the mining company people then con

tacted Harry Bagnall, whom they had known through the Pinal County 

77 
Taxpayers' Association and other involvements. This was confirmed 

by Mr. Bagnall, who indicated that the impetus for organizing the group 

78 , 
had come from the mining companies. Numerous other interviewees 

took this same position, asserting that the mining companies had given 

financial support to the opposition group. 

The December 5, 1963 issue of the Coolidge Examiner, which 

reported Mr. Bagnall1 s election as president of the newly formed 

opposition group, also reported a meeting in Florence on December 2, 

1963 of the Pinal County Taxpayers' Association. This was the 

organization over which Mr. Bagnall had presided when it had opposed 

the election to establish the district, but which in March, 1963 had 

changed its position, causing Mr. Bagnall to notify the state board that 

it favored the junior college. The Examiner reported that this 

December 2, 1963 meeting of the association looked "like a Casa 

Grande show, " but that some attending the meeting had spoken out 

against the junior college issue. 

One of these was Richard Reed, a farmer from the Coolidge area. 

Mr. Reed had also attended the November 18 PTA meeting in Florence 

77. Interview, James Brooks, Apache Junction, Arizona, May 
10, 1967. 

78. Interview, Harry Bagnall, Coolidge, Arizona, June 15, 1967. 
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which Dr. Prince addressed. At this PTA meeting Mr. Reed had 

79 
spoken about the cost of the proposed institution. Evidently Mr. 

Reed had also attended the November 29 organizational meeting in 

the Coolidge cafe of the Pinal County Committee Against Higher Taxes, 

for on Monday, December 2, 1963, he mailed an "open letter" to a 

number of people in the area. In this letter he urged people to "send 

checks or donations to Carl Winter, Treasurer, Coolidge, 'Pinal 

80 
County Committee Against Higher Taxes. '" 

This letter bore the title "CASA GRANDE JUNIOR COLLEGE 

OF PINAL COUNTY," and in attacking the cost of the institution, 

proclaiming it an "excessive luxury," continued to refer to it as 

"Casa Grande Junior College" and "Casa Grande College. " Mr. 

Reed's letter seemed to be framed to appeal to farmers and citizens 

of outlying areas. He wrote of proposed taxes on flood control projects 

and those that might soon be assessed against water users. He 

claimed that "More Pinal County students are nearer f the universities 

in} Tucson or Tempe than to Casa Grande, " and asserted that most 

of Pinal County's population centers "are too far from Casa Grande 

to make use of the facilities they would be taxed to support. " His 

79. "Jr. College Official Addresses PTA," Coolidge ^Arizona^j 
Examiner, November 21, 1963. 

80. Richard Reed "Casa Grande Junior Cbllege: Letter to the 
Editor, Letter to Taxpayers," Coolidge, Arizona, circa December 2, 
1963 (mimeographed). 
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letter also contained inaccurate statements about state financial aid 

and about the intent of the state legislature. It concluded, 

Pinal County has too many vital expenses facing it to 
take the ruinous burden of any completely unnecessary 
"educational" institution. Already scheduled for Casa 
Grande College are two dormitories and three foot
ball fields. ® * 

Much of Mr. Reed's information evidently came from the 

organizational meeting of the Pinal County Committee Against Higher 

Taxes, for the Coolidge Examiner of December 5, 1963 reported 

that the committee's chairman, Harry Bagnall, had discussed the 

three football fields and two swimming pools in the announced plan of 

82 
construction. These charges were repeated in a series of advertise

ments which began to appear in the several weekly newspapers in the 

county during the week of December 2, 1963. The first of these 

advertisements, which bore the printed signature of Harry Bagnall, 

repeated the charge that the plans for the college included two swim

ming pools, three football fields, a theatre, a huge gymnasium, "and 

other facilities not directly related to education. " 

Although this advertisement avoided the distortions which had 

appeared in Mr. Reed's letter, it drew a response in the form of an 

81. Ibid. 

82. "Committee Against Taxes Formed," Coolidge ^.rizonaj 
Examiner, December 15, 1963. 
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advertisement published in the Coolidge Examiner of December 12, 

1963. This advertisement, signed by Ruth Stevens of Casa Grande, 

Secretary of ''Parents for Central Arizona College," urged Mr. Bagnall 

to look at the facts before misinforming voters. Newspaper advertise

ments during the two weeks before the bond election were the only 

activity of "Parents for Central Arizona College. " 

The member of the Pinal County Junior College Board from Eloy, 

Paul Pearce, also objected to the publicity directed against the planned 

facilities. Mr. Pearce1 s argument that the architects' plans were only 

temporary plans was used by a Coolidge Examiner editorial to oppose 

the bond proposal on the grounds that there had been inadequate 

83 planning. This same issue of the Examiner carried another 

advertisement by the Pinal County Committee Against Higher Taxes 

which repeated the editorial's charge of insufficient planning. It also 

criticized the University of Arizona survey, holding it invalid because 

its projects were based on the responses of high school juniors rather 

than on the responses of their parents. 

It was not surprising that the editorial and the advertisement 

took the same line: Richard Reed's letter had named Carl Winter, 

editor and publisher of the Coolidge Examiner, as the Treasurer of the 

Pinal County Committee Against Higher Taxes. However, when that 

83. "Reject the Jr. College Bonds" (editorial), Coolidge 
{Arizona^ Examiner, December 12, 1963. 
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committee sent out a letter urging property owners to vote against the 

bond proposal, Mr. Winter was not among the "Area Members" named 

on the letterhead, nor were some of the others who were reported to 

have been prime movers in the organization. 

Thirty-three persons from twelve Pinal County communities 

were listed as "Area Members"; the only communities not represented 

were Casa Grande and the two villages to the west of Casa Grande, 

Maricopa and Stanfield. Among those who were named were Julian 
I 

King, a large landowner of Apache Junction; Jim Brooks, editor of the 

Apache Sentinel; T. G. Chilton, of Superior, public relations assistant 

to the General Manager of Magma Copper; Dr. H. Holmes of Eloy; 

Richard Reed of Florence; and Harry Bagnall of Coolidge, whose 

signature was affixed to the letters as chairman of the committee. The 

letter, which was addressed "Dear Fellow Taxpayer" emphasized 

rising taxes and asked, "Do you want to help pay for a country club?" 

The letter clearly addressed itself to all the county except Casa Grande 

by asking, "Should we not get the basic job done first--at home-

before committing additional tax dollars to be spent elsewhere?" It 

stated that the committee was "FOR good education of the youth of our 

communities, and AGAINST the wasteful spending of our tax dollars, " 

84 
and "respectfully" urged the defeat of the proposal. This letter 

84. Letter from Harry Bagnall, Chairman, Pinal County 
Committee Against Higher Taxes, addressed to "Dear Fellow Tax
payer," Coolidge, Arizona, circa December 8, 1963. 
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was felt by many to be most effective in the defeat of the bond proposal. 

Shortly before the election it was sent to every property owner in 

Pinal County from a list compiled from the tax polls in the county 

85 
courthouse in Florence by clerks employed by the committee. 

F. THE DEFEAT OF THE BOND PROPOSAL 

How Communities Voted 

The Pinal County junior college election of December 19, 1963 

was held in the nine high schools in the county. The issue was 

defeated by a vote of 3,068 to 1,912. Only Casa Grande and Eloy 

registered positive votes. The mining towns of San Manuel, Kearny, 

and Superior, together with Apache Junction, combined to vote 

against the issue 1,319 to 99. The communities of Coolidge and 

Florence combined for an even greater percentage of negative votes, 

defeating the issue by 1,370 to 90. Casa Grande, with the greatest 

number of votes of any community, voted almost as strongly in favor 

of the issue, 1,479 to 210. In Eloy the issue carried with 60 per cent 

of the vote, 224 to 145, while the village of Maricopa, to the west of 

Casa Grande, voted 24 to 20 against the proposal. 

Even though the bond election was limited to registered voters 

who were property owners, there was a heavier turnout than in the 

85. Interview, Harry Bagnall, Coolidge, Arizona, June 15, 1967. 
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the election establishing the district in which all registered voters were 

eligible. In the mining communities and Apache Junction and in the 

Coolidge-Florence areas almost twice as many voted in the bond 

election as in the first election, and this was also true in Casa Grande. 

But despite the larger turnouts, only in Casa Grande was there a 

greater "yes" vote than there had been in the first election. The Eloy 

area, which had voted 243 to 12 in favor of the creation of the district, 

cast only 224 votes in favor of the bonds, with its "no" vote of 145 

being twelve times greater than the "no" vote of the first election. 

In the same way, the "no" vote in the Florence-Coolidge area increased 

from 242 to 1,370, with the "yes" vote declining from 480 to 90. The 

change in the mining towns was not so dramatic, for most had opposed 

the establishment of the junior college district. Nevertheless in each 

town fewer voted "yes" for the bonds than had voted "yes" for the 

establishment of the district. In Kearny, the sole mining community 

which had favored the creation of the district, the "yes" vote dropped 

from 160 to 36, while the "no" vote increased from 68 to 139. 

Commentary on the Defeat of the Bond Proposal 

Members of the Pinal County Junior College Board discussed 

the failure of the bond election at the first regular meeting following 

the defeat of the issue. Dr. O'Neil of Casa Grande and Mr. Pierce of 

Eloy questioned the legislation requiring county-wide junior colleges. 
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They suggested a state junior college system, or one that would permit 

communities to establish junior colleges. Dr. O'Neil suggested that 

Pinal County might never support a county-wide college. More 

optimistically, Dr. Wakefield of Florence said that more public 

enlightenment was needed and that the only way to get sufficient support 

for the college would be to locate the site near Coolidge. Dr. Walker 

of Coolidge, attending the board meeting for the first time since August, 

1963, said that he felt that it was not the site selection that had caused 

86 
the defeat of the bonds, but the anticipated rise in the tax rate. 

This meeting was attended by influential Coolidge citizens who 

had opposed the bond election: a representative of the Coolidge 

Examiner; Brad Sizer, an active member of the Pinal County Committee 

Against Higher Taxes; and Sig Lieberman, a well known Coolidge 

merchant. Mr. Lieberman said that he would back the junior college 

were the site located so that the institution would serve the entire 

county, not just Casa Grande. He felt that others shared this opinion. 

He also said that the University of Arizona survey had been much of 

the trouble, that there appeared to have been a lack of adequate 

research, and that the whole program had seemed to be indefinite, with 

the board asking the public for funds without ever informing them 

87 
what sort of institution it was planning to build. 

86. Minutes, Pinal Board, January 3, 1964. 

87. Ibid. 
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Interviews with reputed leaders in the various communities during 

May and June of 1967 confirmed Mr. Lieberman's analysis of the 

general causes of the defeat of the bond issue. Some, however, were 

more specific, pointing, as did county supervisor Bateman, to the 

early error of Casa Grande people in indirectly claiming the college as 

their own. Dr. O'Neil said that too much emphasis had been on costs 

rather than on educational benefits, and took the blame himself for 

this emphasis. Another proponent of the issue, Donovan Kramer, 

publisher of the Casa Grande Dispatch, felt that part of the failure 

could be attributed to adhering to a time table set up by the board 

before the people in the county were involved or informed about the 

proposed institution. On the other hand, Dr. Prince reported that the 

many executive sessions of the state board delaying the final site 

selection were deliberate since some people doubted the advisability 

of approving the bond election in Pinal County. Mr. Hoyt and others 

pointed to the failure to establish any grass roots movement among 

groups of citizens favoring the college, and Dale R. Gibson, 

Superintendent of Florence Union High School, wrote to the county 

board that 

One thing that should be apparent to all of us is that the 
people of Pinal County must make the decisions, plans, 
and do the promotion of this college. We all know, 
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people county cannot be dictated to and get their 
support. 

Many of these same reasons for the defeat of the bond election 

were cited by Mr. Hoyt in his report to the state board. However, 

Mr. Hoyt's report was specific in that it indicated omissions and 

errors in the attempt to promote the bond issue. He cited lack of 

citizen support, lack of press support, the failure to tell the public 

what the $1,900,000 bond issue would buy, and the state board's 

failure to recognize the opposition to the Casa Grande site. In con

junction with these he emphasized the part played by the organized 

opposition who "spent a great deal of money to influence public 

opinion." In reporting the opposition's effective arguments, Mr. 

Hoyt confined himself to those which had some validity, and which 

therefore, like his analysis of causes of defeat, might be useful to the 

state board. Thus the arguments cited by Mr. Hoyt included all of 

those publicized by the Committee Against Higher Taxes except those 

that charged that advocates of the college were planning a country 

89 
club with two swimming pools. 

A number of people interviewed in May and June of 1967 said 

that they felt that the charge that the architects' plans included two 

88. Letter*, Dale R. Gibson to Pinal County Junior College 
Board, January 10, 1964. 

89. Minutes, State Board, January 6, 1964. 
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swimming pools had been effective propoganda. The first mention of 

two swimming pools had been in an editorial by Jim Brooks. The 

architects had presented schematic drawings at a county board meet

ing, and the two pools shown in the drawing were a swimming pool 

and a reflection pool that was located near the proposed administra-

90 
tion building. Both may have looked like swimming pools. How-

» 
ever, Mr. Brooks later said that at the time he knew that the 

architects' drawings were preliminary plans, but that what appeared 

to be two swimming pools had provided him with a "gimmick, " an 

emotive issue, to persuade people to vote against the bond election. 

Mr. Brooks' real objection was that he felt that there had been a lack 

91 
of sound planning. 

90. Interview, John F. Prince, Phoenix, Arizona, June 14, 
1967. 

91. Interview, James Brooks, Apache Junction, Arizona, 
May 10, 1967. 



CHAPTER V 

GEOGRAPHIC AND ECONOMIC FACTORS IN RELATION TO 

JUNIOR COLLEGE ELECTION RESULTS IN THE TWO COUNTIES 

In order to assess the impact of economic characteristics and 

geographical location upon the results of the junior college bond elec

tions in Pinal and Cochise Counties, an analysis was made of the vote 

as it related to certain economic indicators and to distance from the 

proposed college sites. Comparisons were made of these factors 

among the different areas within each county for indications of their 

relationship to the results at the polls. While the operation of these 

factors was also compared between the two counties, it was felt that 

a statistical analysis was not justified because of the great number of 

variables involved. 

A. COMPARISON OF POPULATION AND ECONOMIC 

CHARACTERISTICS 

Although both Cochise and Pinal Counties had one area dominated 

by agriculture and another dominated by mining, employment in both 

industries was proportionately much greater in Pinal County than in 

Cochise County. 

143 
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As can be seen in Table I, agricultural employment in Pinal 

County in 1961 was three times that of Cochise County, and Pinal 

County's mining employment was two and one-half times greater than 

mining employment in Cochise County. Nevertheless, Cochise County's 

employment of 15,900 approached the 17,700 employed in Pinal County. 

Another difference was that Cochise County, with its large military 

installation, Fort Huachuca, had many more employed in governmental 

service than did Pinal County. 

As with the number of employees, Pinal County's 1961 mining out

put of $95,070,685 was two and one-half times greater than the 

$38,761,283 mining output of Cochise County. Although Cochise 

County contained 6,256 square miles compared to 5,378 square miles 

in Pinal County, the 271,755 acres under cultivation in Pinal County 

wss three times greater than the Cochise County cultivated acreage 

of 83, 900. 1 

The nature of farm employment and the fact that Pinal County 

contained a large Indian reservation contributed to Pinal County's 

having fewer school enrollees and registered voters than Cochise 

County. Yet Pinal County's I960 population (62,637) was larger than 

that of Cochise County (55,039). School attendance in Cochise County 

was 2,929 compared to 2,856 in Pinal County, and in 1961 Cochise 

County had 16,536 registered voters while 15,536 were registered 

1. Bessent and others, p. 3. 



145 

TABLE I 

EMPLOYMENT BY CATEGORY IN COCHISE AND PINAL 

COUNTIES, ARIZONA, APRIL, 196la 

Category-
Cochise 
County 

Pinal 
County 

Manufacturing 1,300 500 

Mining and Quarrying 1,800 4,700 

Contract Construction 1, 100 800 

Transportation, Communica
tion and Public Utilities 800 700 

Wholesale and Retail Trade 2, 100 1,900 

Financial, Insurance, and 
Real Estate 300 200 

Service 900 1,000 

Gove rnment 4,500 2,600 

Other Non-Agricultural 2,000 2, 000 

Agricultural 1, 100 3, 300 

Total 15,900 17,700 

a Source: Arizona State Employment Service, Basic Economic 
Data, August 1961, p. 51. 
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in Pinal County. The average family income of Pinal County in I960 

was $4,412, compared to $5, 107 in Cochise County; however, with 

greater agricultural and mining activity, Pinal County's 1961 assessed 

valuation of $135,500, 185 was much larger than the Cochise County 

total of $75, 110, 610. 2 

B. BOND ELECTION RESULTS IN RELATION TO TAX RATE, 

DISTANCE FROM SITE AND THE ESTABLISHMENT ELECTION 

Bond Election Results and Community Tax Rates and Assessed 11 1 ,IIM "1 •" •• .1.1 •••III . I •• I I.I I * • I '• — I • • - "I I • 1 

Valuations 

The proportions of people voting in favor of the junior college 

bond issues in each of the high school areas in the two counties were 

compared with the high school districts' per-capita assessed valuations 

and with the high school districts' tax rates. This was done to deter

mine if these economic factors were related to the outcome of the 

balloting and to test the hypothesis that the greater the percentage of 

impact of the proposed tax on the existing tax rate, the greater would 

be a community'8 resistance to the bond election. 

As can be seen in Table II, this hypothesis was not proved and 

was therefore rejected, for there was no clear relationship in either 

county between the way communities voted and the high school tax rates 

that existed. Neither was there a close relationship between the vote 

and the per-capita assessed valuation of the high school districts. 
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TABLE II 

JUNIOR COLLEGE BOND ELECTION VOTE IN RELATION TO 1961 

TAX RATES AND PER CAPITA ASSESSED VALUATIONS 

IN HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICTS IN TWO COUNTIES 

High School District* 

High School 
Attendance 

Area 
Bond Election Results 
Yes No % Yes 

Student 
Per Capita 

Valuation 
(Thousands 
of Dollars) 

Tax Rate 
Per $100 
Assessed 
Valuation 

COCHISE COUNTY 
Douglas 1882 96 95. 1 13 $2.46 
Valley Union 248 98 71. 7 28 3.60 
Wiilcox 127 145 46.7 34 2.70 
Bowie 30 41 42.3 87 1. 34 
San Simon 17 24 41.5 133 1.30 
Bisbee 530 913 36.7 29 2.89 
Tombstone >• 59 110 35.0 22 4. 34 
Buena 174 671 20.6 8 2.95 
St. David 16 98 14. 0 39 1.87 
Benson 30 257 10.5 35 2.42 

PINAL COUNTY 
Casa Grande 1479 210 87.6 31 1.75 
Eloy 224 145 60. 7 61 1. 13 
Maricopa 20 24 45.5 53 2. 63 
Ray(Kearny) 36 139 20.6 115 1.23 
Superior 31 410 7. 0 15 2. 27 
San Manuel 23 314 6. 8 79 .48 
Coolidge 58 871 6.2 20 3.00 
Florence 32 499 6.0 31 1.96 
Apache 

Junction 9 456 1.9 b b 

a Source: Annual Report of the Superintendent of Public Instruc
tion, Arizona, 1961-1962, pp. 221-222, 229-232. 

k Included in Florence data. 
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Bond Election Results and Community Distances from College Sites 

The relationship between the bond election vote and the road 

distance from proposed site to the high school serving the area in 

3 
which the vote was cast was somewhat clearer. As can be seen in 

Table III, where these data are presented, the highest percentage of 

"yes" votes came from Casa Grande and from Douglas, the 

communities closest to the sites. Beyond this the correlation did not 

obtain, and the hypothesis that the vote from various areas would 

be directly related to their proximity to the site was rejected. Instead, 

the data appeared to indicate that there was a positive correlation 

between a favorable vote for the junior college bonds and a 

community's proximity to the site except for those communities 

whose leaders had felt a site located nearer to their community was 

a more reasonable location for the college than the proposed site. As 

can be seen in Table III, the five towns in Cochise County which were 

least enthusiastic in their vote on the bond issue were those which had 

hoped to have the college located more closely to them. People from 

the Sulphur Springs Valley and the more remote sections who held no 

3. The bond election in Pinal County was held only at the nine 
high schools, but in Cochise County the election was held at 27 poll
ing places. Votes from Cochise County polling places were grouped 
according to the high school district in which the polling places was 
located. In either county it was possible for a qualified elector to 
vote at any of the polling places. 
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TABLE III 

BOND ELECTION VOTE AND DISTANCE TO PROPOSED SITES 

OF PINAL AND COCHISE COUNTY COMMUNITIES 

High School 
Attendance Bond Election Results Distance to Site 

Area Yes No % Yes Miles Rank 

. . CO.CHISE COUNTY 
Douglas 1882 96 95. 1 8.5 1 
Valley Union 248 98 71. 7 32.0 3 
Willcox 127 145 45. 7 86. 0 8 
Bowie 30 41 42.3 108. 0 9 
San Simon 17 24 41.5 128.0 10 
Bisbee 530 913 36. 7 14.5 2 
Tombstone 59 110 35.0 39.0 4 
Buena 174 671 20.6 41.0 5 
St. David 16 98 14. 0 53.0 6 
Benson 30 257 10. 5 60.0 7 

PINAL COUNTY 
Casa Grande 1479 210 87. 6 3.0 1 
Eloy 224 145 60. 7 11.0 2 
Maricopa 20 24 45. 5 24.0 4 
Ray (Kearny) 36 139 20. 6 79.0 8 
Superior 31 410 7.0 59.0 6 
San Manuel 23 314 6.8 98.0 9 
Coolidge 58 871 6. 2 17.0 3 
Florence 32 499 6. 0 27.0 5 
Apache Junction 9 456 1.9 61.0 7 

i 
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hope of having the college located in their area voted "yes" in greater 

proportion than people from Bisbee. In Pinal County, Coolidge and 

Florence voters who had hoped that their area might have been chosen 

as the college site voted more strongly against the issue than those in 

more remote areas. A difference between the counties was that almost 

37 per cent of Bisbee voters favored the bonds in Cochise County, 

compared with only slightly more than 6 per cent of Florence and 

Coolidge voters favoring the Pinal County bond election. This difference 

may have been due in part to the Cochise County site's location as a 

partial compromise to win Bisbee votes. However, had such a 

compromise site been chosen in Pinal County with the effect that the 

1,275 Florence and Coolidge votes had been cast in the same propor

tion as the 1,443 Bisbee votes, the Pinal County bond issue would yet 

have lost by a margin of over 400 votes. This supports the opinion 

expressed by the Executive Director of the State Board, Dr. John 

Prince, that the 1963 bond election in Pinal County would have failed, 

4 
no matter where the proposed site had been located. 

Bond Election Results and Community Vote in Election Creating the 
Districts 

The change in community attitudes as measured by those who 

voted in the establishment and bond elections in the two counties is 

4. Interview, John F. Prince, June 14, 1962. 
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indicated by the date in Table IV. Here it can be seen that the greatest 

decline in "yes" votes occurred in those communities which were most 

dissatisfied with the site selection. However, since the financial 

burden of operating the college was to fall on property owners, it 

could be expected that the proportion of "yes" votes would be smaller 

in the bond election than in the establishment election, and this was the 

case in every community in the two counties except Douglas. These 

data also suggest that while dissatisfaction with the site affected the 

vote in both counties, the dissatisfaction with the prospect of a new 

financial burden had a greater negative effect in Pinal County than in 

Cochise County. In those remote communities where the site selection 

would have a limited effect, Pinal County voters turned in a much 

higher proportion of "no" votes than did Cochise County voters in 

remote communities. 

The proportion of negative or positive ballots indicated only the 

choices of those who went to the polls. The force of a community's 

enthusiasm for, or opposition to, the issues could be measured more 

meaningfully through analysis of the proportion of the eligible voters 

in the various communities who chose to go to the polls to support or 

reject the issues. This was easily accomplished for the elections 

which established the junior college districts in the two counties, since 

virtually all of the 1961 registered voters were qualified electors. 
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TABLE IV 

COMPARISON OF COMMUNITY VOTE IN JUNIOR COLLEGE 

ESTABLISHMENT AND BOND ELECTIONS IN COCHISE AND 

PINAL COUNTIES, 1961-1963 

1961 Votes Cast 
High School Voter Establishment 
Attendance Registra Election Bond Election 

Area tion Yes No % Yes Yes No % Yes 

COCHISE COUNTY 
Douglas 4601 1915 109 94. 7 1897 96 95. 1 
Valley Union 736 343 31 91.7 233 98 71. 7 
Willcox 1625 145 117 55. 3 127 145 46.7 
Bowie and 

San Simon 489 46 35 64.8 47 65 42. 0 
Bisbee 4478 1305 132 96.5 498 824 36. 7 
Tombstone 581 261 14 94. 5 59 110 35. 0 
Buena 2542 289 124 70.0 200 739 20.6 
St. David 331 76 30 71.7 16 98 14.0 
Benson 1153 182 80 69.5 36 288 10. 5 

Totals 16,536 4562 672 3113 2453 
Averages 87.2 55.9 

PINAL COUNTY 
Casa Grande 3477 658 82 88.9 1479 210 87.6 
Eloy 1376 243 12 95. 3 224 145 60. 7 
Maricopa 256 25 11 69.4 20 24 45. 5 
Ray (Kearny) 1449 160 68 70.2 36 139 20.6 
Superior 1754 48 198 19. 5 31 410 7. 0 
San Manuel 2284 78 110 41.5 23 314 6. 8 
Coolidge 2711 301 192 61. 1 58 871 6. 2 
Florence 1375 179 50 78. 1 32 499 6. 0 
Apache Junction 902 9 91 9.0 9 456 1.9 

Totals 15,584 1701 814 1912 3068 
Averages 67.6 38. 4 
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However, since qualified electors for the bond election had to be 

county property owners as well as registered voters, there were no 

records of the numbers who were qualified to vote on the bond issues. 

In the absence of a more reliable estimate, it was assumed that the 

number in the various communities who were eligible to vote on the 

bonds was proportional to the 1961 voter registration of these 

communities. Actual votes by communities in the establishment and 

bond elections in both counties were therefore taken as percentages of 

the 1961 registered voters in order to make an assessment of the 

comparative interest of communities in the two elections. 

These data were compiled in Table V. Here it can be seen that 

in the bond election, the towns closest to the selected sites drew 

positive votes from about the same proportion of the registered 

voters, with 41.2 per cent of Douglas registered voters favoring the 

bond issue in Cochise County while 42.5 per cent of Casa Grande 

registered voters favored the bond issue in Pinal County. Since 

eligible voters for these elections had to be property owners as well 

as registered voters, these percentages indicated a great deal of 

enthusiasm for the bond election in these two communities. 

By the same token, efforts against the bond issue were 

indicated by the proportion of registered voters casting negative 

votes. In Cochise County a relatively strong opposition was shown 

by negative votes of between 25 and 29. 6 per cent of the registered 
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TABLE V 

PERCENTAGE OF 1961 REGISTERED VOTERS CASTING BALLOTS 

IN JUNIOR COLLEGE ESTABLISHMENT AND BOND ELECTIONS, 

PINAL AND COCHISE COUNTIES, ARIZONA, 1961-1963 

Votes as Percentages of 1961 Registration 

High School Establishment 
Attendance Election Bond Election 

Area Yes No Total Yes No Total 

COCHISE COUNTY 
Douglas 41.6 2.4 44. 0 41.2 2. 1 43. 3 
Valley Union 46.6 4. 2 50. 8 31.7 13. 3 45.0 
Willcox 8.9 7. 2 16. 1 7.8 8. 9 16. 7 
Bowie and 

San Simon 9.4 7. 2 16.6 9.6 13. 3 22.9 
Bisbee 29. 1 2.9 32. 0 11. 1 18. 4 29. 5 
Tombstone 44. 9 2.4 47. 3 10. 2 18. 9 29. 1 
Buena 11. 1 4.9 16. 3 7.9 29. 1 37. 0 
St. David 23. 0 9. 1 32. 1 4. 8 29. 6 34.4 
Benson 15. 8 6.9 22. 7 3. 1 25. 0 28. 1 

Average 27. 6 4. 1 31. 7 18. 8 14. 8 33.6 

PINAL COUNTY 
Casa Grande 18.9 2.4 21. 3 42.5 6. 0 48. 5 
Eloy 17. 6 .9 18. 5 16. 2 10. 5 26. 7 
Maricopa 9.7 4. 3 14. 0 7. 8 9. 3 17. 1 
Ray (Kearny) 11. 0 4. 7 15. 7 2.5 9. 6 12. 1 
Superior 2.7 11.3 14.0 1.8 23. 4 25. 2 
San Manuel 3.4 4. 8 8.2 1.0 13. 7 14. 7 
Coolidge 11. 1 7. 1 17. 2 2. 1 32. 1 34. 2 
Florence 13.0 3.6 16.6 2. 3 36. 3 38. 6 
Apache Junction 1.0 10.1 11. 1 1.0 50. 1 51. 1 

Average 10.9 5. 2 16. 1 12. 3 19. 7 32.0 
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voters in Benson, Sierra Vista (Buena), and St. David areas. 

Extremely strong opposition in Pinal County came from Apache 

Junction where more than 50 per cent of the registered voters of the 

area voted against the bonds, and from Coolidge and Florence where 

32. 1 per cent and 36. 3 per cent of the registered voters cast ballots 

against the bonds. 

One shortcoming of the assumption that those in a community 

qualified to vote in the bond election would be proportional to those 

qualified to vote in the establishment election was that in certain 

mining areas the mining company owned the town. In these communities 

this would have had the effect of decreasing the numbers eligible to vote 

in the bond election, for most would not have owned the homes in 

which they lived. The strong voted against the bonds in these areas 

indicated that the opposition had not only succeeded in stirring public 

opinion against the bond election, but that it had succeeded in getting 

a high proportion of the qualified voters to go to the polls to cast their 

votes against the issue. Interviewees expressed surprise at the high 

turn out in San Manuel, where there were 314 votes against the bonds, 

while only 13 had voted in the high school bond election of I960. 

This can be seen in Table VI, where selected school superinten

dent reports of high school bond election votes are compared with the 

junior college bond election vote of the same communities. In 

Cochise County the strongly positive vote in Douglas indicated great 
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TABLE VI 

JUNIOR COLLEGE AND HIGH SCHOOL BOND ELECTION RESULTS 

OF SELECTED PINAL COUNTY AND COCHISE COUNTY 

COMMUNITIES, 1955 TO 1965 

Junior College Bond Votes High School Bond Votes 

Community Yes No Total Yes No Total (Date) 

A. COCHISE COUNTY 

Douglas 1897 96 1993 303 
984 

216 
215 

519 
1199 

(1959) 
(1963) 

Bisbee 498 824 1322 867 563 1430 (1957) 

Benson 36 288 324 267 
348 

83 
96 

350 
444 

(1957) 
(1964) 

Tombstone 59 110 169 161 25 186 (1961) 

B. PINAL COUNTY 

Florence 32 499 531 164 32 196 (1961) 

Coolidge 58 871 929 294 
430 

170 
285 

464 
715 

(1955) 
(1965) 

Ray (Kearny) 36 139 175 6 0 6 (1959) 

San Manuel 23 314 337 13 0 13 (I960) 
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enthusiasm for the bond election, and this enthusiasm was even more 

apparent when this vote was compared with the much smaller votes 

in high school bond issues. On the other hand, although Bisbee, 

Benson, and Tombstone voted against the junior college bond issue, 

their turn-out at the polls did not vary significantly from their vote in 

high school bond elections. Benson, which cast the county's highest 

proportion of negative votes on the junior college bond issue, did not 

have as large a voter turn out as it had in high school bond elections 

which carried in 1957 and 1964. 

However, as can be seen in Table VI, Pinal County communities 

which voted strongly against the junior college bond election turned 

out at the polls in far greater numbers than they did for their success

ful high school bond elections. The impact of the opposition and its 

ability to arouse the electorate was apparently much greater in Pinal 

County than in Cochise County. 

The original enthusiasm for the junior colleges had varied. 

Cochise County passed the establishment election by more than a six-

to-one- margin, while the margin of victory in Pinal County was only 

slightly greater than two-to-one (see Table IV). Perhaps even more 

significant was the percentage of registered voters who cast ballots 

in the establishment elections. As Table V shows, 31.7 per cent of 

the registered voters cast ballots in the establishment election in 
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Cochise County, while only 16. 1 per cent of the registration voted in 

Pinal County's establishment election. In Cochise County over 40 per 

cent of the registered voters in Douglas, Tombstone, and the Sulphur 

Springs Valley voted for the establishment election. In the most 

enthusiastic communities in Pinal County, Casa Grande and Eloy, 

fewer than 20 per cent of the registered voters went to the polls to 

vote in favor of creating the junior college district. 

C. SUMMARY 

The way communities in the two counties voted in the bond 

elections did not appear to be related to local tax rates or to per 

capita assessed valuations. There was a qualified relationship be

tween the way communities voted in the bond elections and their 

proximity to the proposed college sites. There was a positive correla

tion between a positive vote on the bond issue and a community's 

proximity to the site except for those communities which felt that a 

site located more closely to them was a more reasonable location for 

the college than the chosen site. The greatest percentage decline in 

the "yes" vote between the district and bond elections occurred in 

these communities that were dissatisfied with the site selection. 

However, in the two counties there was a difference in the degree 

of opposition to the bond issue from those communities that had hoped 

to be chosen as the college site and were not. In Pinal County, only 
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6 per cent of Florence and Coolidge voters favored the bond issue for 

a college located in Casa Grande, while in Cochise County, 37 per 

cent of Bisbee voters favored the bond issue for a college located 

nearer to Douglas than to Bisbee. The Cochise County compromise 

site location no doubt helped reduce opposition from Bisbee, and hence 

was an important factor in the success of the Cochise County bond 

election. However, a compromise having the same effect on the 

Coolidge and Florence vote in Pinal County would not have resulted 

in a successful bond election. Had the Coolidge-Florence area, like 

Bisbee, cast 37 per cent of its vote in favor of the bonds, the election 

would yet have been lost by over 400 votes. This was taken to indicate 

that community jealousies and the failure to select a compromise site 

did not entirely account for the failure of the bond election in Pinal 

County. 

In both counties there were areas which, because they were far 

from the concentrations of populations, were never discussed as 

potential locations for the. colleges. The distance from these areas to 

any of the places suggested as sites for the colleges was so great 

that it could be assumed that the final choice of sites would have had 

little effect on the citizens of these areas. However, in Pinal County 

the vote from these more remote communities indicated much stronger 

opposition to the bond election than was found in like areas in Cochise 

County. This comparison seemed to indicate that in Pinal County 
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there was greater dissatisfaction with the aims of the proposed 

institution or with the financial burden it would impose on property 

owners. 

Analysis of economic data indicated that, proportionately, 

there was more mineral production in Pinal County than in Cochise 

County, and that Pinal County had three times as much acreage 

under cultivation as Cochise County. However, in Cochise County a 

higher proportion of citizens were engaged in manufacturing, whole

sale and retail trade, real estate and insurance. In addition, the 

average family income in Cochise County was much higher than in 

Pinal County, although the assessed evaluation of property in Pinal 

County far outreached that of Cochise County. This difference may 

have affected attitudes towards the proposed junior colleges, because 

the benefit of such an institution in relation to its cost may have been 

more apparent to those involved in small business, manufacturing, 

and retail sales than to those involved in agriculture and mining. 

Cochise County citizens had from the first demonstrated more 

enthusiasm for the junior college idea than had Pinal County residents. 

In Pinal County, the proportion of eligible voters to cast ballots in 

the election to create the district was only half that of the Cochise 

County establishment election, and in Cochise County that election 

carried by a six-to-one margin compared to less than a two-to-one 

margin in Pinal County. 



CHAPTER VI 

ANALYSIS OF ASPECTS OF THE FEASIBILITY STUDIES 

The purpose of the analysis made.in this chapter was to study the 

design of the two feasibility studies in order to assess their effect on 

the outcomes of the elections. The scope, content, and objectives of 

the two surveys were analyzed, together with those aspects of both 

surveys which were adversely criticized, or which might have been 

criticized adversely by opponents of the bond election. As such, the 

surveys were analyzed as public documents with political implications. 

A. COMPARISON OF THE SCOPE, CONTENT, AND OBJECTIVES 

OF THE PUBLISHED SURVEYS 

The scope and intent of the two published feasibility studies 

differed. The seventy page Junior College Survey of Cochise County 

was presented as a complete study. In addition to evaluating sites, 

it analyzed the college plans of local high school students, the college 

attendance of local high school graduates, and county employment 

trends. These elements were used to project the proposed curriculum 

of the college and the costs of needed physical facilities. * The sixty 

1. Wochner and others, p. v. 

161 
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page Junior College Survey of Pinal County was presented as a study 

of certain aspects of the problem of establishment of a junior college 

in the county. It was planned that a second phase of the survey would 

follow with an examination of economic factors, employment needs, 

and student needs for post-high school education in order to make 

recommendations for the curriculum. The published report did not 

examine these matters but was confined by contract with the state 

board to a study of the need for the college, the potential enrollment 

of the college, the growth potential of the county, the adequacy of the 

economic base for the support of the college, and the problem of where 

2 
to locate the college in order "to maximize enrollment potential. " 

Projections of the Educational Program in the Surveys 

The survey of Cochise County devoted sixteen pages to Chapter 

3 
IV, "The Educational Program. " Twelve of these pages were discus

sions bf the functions of general education, transfer education, 

occupational education, and adult education, with recommendations 

for the development of each in Cochise County Junior College. Although 

there was discussion of many offerings in semi-professional, technical 

and vocational fields, the survey noted that "the program presented 

herein should be looked upon as a preliminary sketch or framework. " 

2. Bessent and others, pp. iii-iv. 

3. Wochner and others, pp. 35-50. 
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It noted that intangibles, such as student enrollments and the financial 

ability of the county to support occupational programs, made it 

4 
impractical to recommend a definite program before further study. 

By listing specific course recommendations that were categorized 

under Automotive, Drafting and Design, Electricity and Electronics, 

5 
Graphic Arts, Metals and Wood, the report pointed to the direction 

that should be taken in offering these curricular areas. To the casual 

reader, these listings might well have appeared to have been the 

survey team's recommendations for programs to be implemented. In 

any event, the survey, without tying itself to a definite recommenda

tion, enumerated and described many occupational programs that it 

would be possible to implement. 

The final pages of the chapter on the educational program reported 

the choices of high school students as to the type of training they 

desired. These student choices were found to indicate that while the 

primary emphasis would be on college transfer work, that "40 per cent 

of the students expressed a desire to take technical and vocational 

work. 

4. Ibid. , p. 43. 

5. Ibid. , p. 44. 

6. Ibid., p. 47. 
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The questionnaire used in the Pinal County survey asked students 

to list the kind of training, special courses, or transfer courses they 

7 
would- like, but the answers were evidently to be used in the planned 

second phase of the report, for they did not appear in the published 

) 
feasibility study. The published Pinal County survey was not designed 

to make curriculum recommendations, and consequently did not 

project the staffing needs, facility requirements, and cost estimates 

g 
as did the Cochise County survey. 

Discussions of the Purposes of a Junior College 

After an introductory discussion of the need for a junior college 

which had resulted from the growing numbers of students desiring 

9 to pursue higher education, the Cochise County survey set forth the 

purposes of a junior college in the county. Here it was noted that 

junior colleges were unique institutions in that they provided "terminal 

education in occupational areas," opportunities for the education of 

adults, and programs paralleling the first two years of college or 

i 10 
university work. 

7. Bessent and others, p. 61. 

8. Wochner and others, pp. 51-58. 

9. Ibid. , p. 2. 

10. Ibid. , p. 6. 
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The Pinal County survey's discussion of the need for a junior 

college was in more general terms. It noted that the economic and 

population potential of the county compared favorably to Cochise and 

Yuma counties where there had recently been moves to establish junior 

colleges. Its conclusion was that the relatively low family income 

coupled with the wealth of the county as a whole, indicated that "a 

great need for higher education opportunity exists in the county," and 

that there was an adequate economic base to support the institution. 

While the survey noted that nearly two-thirds of the high school 

graduates of the county did not go on to post-high school education and 

in general did not have employment skills at graduation, * * it did not 

suggest in the introductory materials or elsewhere that terminal or 

occupational courses of any sort might fill this need. It frequently 

mentioned higher education, but the only place in the survey that there 

was any indication that technical and vocational courses might be 

offered was in Appendix A in directions for the questionnaire given to 

12 
the high school students. 

Examinations of Employment and Population Characteristics 

The examination of the population and employment characteristics 

of the counties differed in the two surveys: in the Cochise County 

11. Bessent and others, p. 4. 

12. Ibid., p. 60. 
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survey these principally related to curriculum; in Pinal County they 

were examined as aspects of site selection. The Cochise County 

survey found that a sharp decrease in agricultural employment had 

occurred, but that mining and trade had shown substantial increases. 

Survey team conferences with officials at Phelps Dodge and Fort 

Huachuca indicated that employment in these areas was likely to 

13 remain steady. The survey also reported numbers in the various 

employment categories for the entire state and analyzed the employ-

14 ment of Cochise County high school seniors. The population study 

showed the growth pattern of the entire county, reporting which areas 

had grown most rapidly in the past, but projecting future population 

. 15 
growth only for Cochise County as a whole. 

Since the published Pinal County survey did not include 

curriculum, it did not report county employment characteristics as 

had the Cochise County study. The Pinal County survey's discussion 

of the trends of industry, agriculture, and mining was a part of its 

16 
projection of population growth. This projection was much more 

detailed than that of the Cochise County study. Population growth 

13. Wochner and others, pp. 23-25. 

14. Ibid. , pp. 25-33. 

15. Ibid. , pp. 2-6. 

16. Bessent and others, pp. 35-45. 
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projections were made not only for the entire county, but also for the 

various Pinal County communities as a basis for choosing the junior 

college site. After reporting projections of the growth of the entire 

17 county, the survey team undertook the more "hazardous task" of 

projecting population trends in the eight census divisions of Pinal 

18 County. These projections, derived from mathematical trends 

adjusted by consideration of economic factors, indicated that while all 

census divisions would gain population by 1972, that the Casa Grande 

division would experience the most growth. A map showing the per

centages of the total county population in each census division in 1962 

and percentages projected for 1970 indicated that only the Casa Grande 

division would grow in relation to the entire population (from 19.5 per 

cent in I960 to 31.4 per cent in 1972). A decline in the percentage of 

the total county population was projected for divisions east of Casa 

19 
Grande. 

The Pinal County survey was divided into two sections. The 

first section, "for those in a hurry," presented the major findings 

and recommendations of the report; the second section was "for those 

20 
who need details. " In this second section there was a discussion of 

17. Ibid. , pp. 5-8. 

18. Ibid. , p. 9. 

19. Ibid., pp. 9-10. 

20. Ibid., p. v. 
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factors that might affect the population growth of various areas in the 

county: the limitation on agricultural expansion caused by the dropping 

ground water table, the impact of the rapid mechanization of agricul

ture on the unskilled worker, the effect of the developing transportation 

routes between Tucson and Phoenix, and the potential mineral produc

tion in the mining areas of the county. This section was concluded by 

a graphic presentation of projected growth of the population between 

I960 and 1970. It forecast that Casa Grande's population would more 

than double in that period, growing from 12,213 to 27,300, while the 

projected twelve-year gain in the other census areas ranged between 

21 
1 per cent and 30 per cent. 

The Pinal County survey projected the county's "center of 

population" by drawing two circles, each with a twenty-mile radius, 

on the map of the county. Each circle was located to include as much 

of the county's population as possible. One of these circles was 

centered about ten miles east of Florence and encompassed Coolidge, 

Florence, and the principal mining towns with the exception of San 

Manuel. The other circle was centered seven miles north-northwest 

of Casa Grande and included all the major agricultural towns in the 

county, including Florence and Coolidge in the area where the two 

circles overlapped. The projected percentages of Pinal County popula

tion by area were then applied to the areas within the circles. It was 

21. Ibid. , pp. 35-46. 
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forecast that the percentage of the county's population contained in 

the circle centered east of Florence would decline from 40 per cent 

in. I960 to 32 per cent in 1970. On the other hand it was forecast 

that the percentage of the county's population contained in the circle 

centered near Casa Grande would increase from 62 per cent in I960 

to 70 per cent in 1972. From this the survey concluded that the center 

of population of Pinal County was located in the Casa Grande-Coolidge 

region and that this center was projected to shift "somewhat towards 

22 the west" in the future. What the survey presented as Pinal County's 

center of population was not a centroid of population; rather it was an 

approximation of the center of the heaviest concentration of population 

in the county, for a true population centroid is determined mathe

matically according to the location of the population in all sections of 

an area. 

Projections of High School Graduates and College Enrollments 

Because of their different objectives, the two survey teams 

gathered somewhat different kinds of data from high school students 

and gave a different emphases to their presentation of projected high 

23 
school graduates and potential enrollments in the junior college. 

22. Ibid. , pp. 11-13. 

23. See Appendix B where enrollment forecasts for both counties 
are compared with actual enrollments. 
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Both surveys made yearly projections through 1972 of the sizes of 

graduating classes from the various high schools. High school 

graduate projections in the Cochise County study appeared to be 

directed primarily towards projecting the total enrollment in the 

24 junior college. Those in the Pinal study were used to estimate the 

junior college enrollment potential of each community as a factor in 

25 
choosing the location of the college site. The Cochise County survey 

noted that the projections of graduates from county high schools 

indicated that "the student population within the county will continue 

to be in the sourthern portion," but the survey's principal focus was 

26 
on the overall increase in the county. The Pinal County study, on 

the other hand, converted its projections of high school graduates for 

each school into percentages of the total number of the high school 

graduates in the county. These data were presented in a table which 

showed that by 1972 only Casa Grande would increase substantially 

27 
in the percentage of high school graduates in the county. 

Both studies reported the college attendance of graduates of 

county high schools, and both surveyed the college plans of high school 

students. In the Pinal County study, the post-high school plans of 

24. Wochner and others, pp. 9-20. 

25. Bessent and others, pp. 16-22, 49, 53. 

26. Wochner and others, p. 9. 

27. BesBent and others, p. 17. 
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students from each high school were used as a base for projecting the 

junior college enrollment potential of each high school. Student 

answers to questionnaires were adjusted by the survey team on the 

basis of estimates made by high school officials and the history of the 

college attendance patterns from the high schools. In each high school 

except Casa Grande the figures were adjusted to show a lower 

percentage of potential junior college students than was indicated by 

the students' responses, for the optimistic student responses in 

these schools were unrelated to actual experience. According to 

student responses, five of seven high schools had shown a higher 

percentage of student potential than had responses of Casa Grande 

students. However, only in Casa Grande had the student responses 

conformed closely enough to past patterns of college attendance to be 

accepted by the survey team as reasonable projections. Consequently, 

after adjustments had been made in all the other schools, Casa 

Grande was shown to have the highest percentage of potential junior 

28 
college enrollment. 

The adjusted potential junior college enrollments from each 

Pinal County high school were applied to student responses regarding 

the number of miles they would commute in order to attend a junior 

college. This was used to project how the location of the institution 

28. Ibid., pp. 18-20. 
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29 
would aifect its potential enrollment. In what was described as a 

"somewhat unique procedure," these calculations were applied to 

eight locations in the county with the result that location of the 

college at Casa Grande appeared to have the greatest enrollment 

potential, 63 per cent. It was followed closely by Coolidge with 58 per 

30 
cent and Eloy and Florence with 56 and 53 per cent, respectively. 

General Treatment of Data in the Surveys 

The Pinal County survey team's published analysis of enrollment 

projections was much more detailed and complex than that published 

by the Cochise County survey team. The two studies differed in that 

the Pinal County survey generally indicated how computations were 

made and frequently stated assumptions which affected the data and the 

projections. The Cochise County survey did not go into this much 

detail, but merely reported its findings. For example, in the Pinal 

County projections of high school graduates from the various schools 

the enrollment survival method of projection was described. Then it 

was clearly stated that this method had not been used in all schools, 

but that a flat projection based on the average of the past five years 

had been employed in the small schools and for schools in which no 

31 
discernable pattern could be established. Although it appeared that 

29. Ibid. , pp. 21-22. 

30. Ibid. , pp. 56-58. 

31. Ibid. , pp. 47-49. 
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two methods of projecting enrollments were also used in the Cochise 

32 
County study, the study did not comment on this. 

Before presenting the projection of population growth in the 

various communities and before forecasting high school enrollments, 

the Pinal County study noted that prediction of population growth and 

enrollments become less dependable as the size of the predicted 

group grows smaller, and for this reason it warned that the trends 

33 reported must be interpreted cautiously. The Cochise County survey 

contained no such guidance for the reader; throughout it was less 

specific and less detailed than the Pinal County survey, except in 

its recommendations for the selection of a site for the college. 

Site Recommendations of the Surveys 

The recommendation of a site for Cochise County Junior College 

was made in the eleven page final chapter of the survey. Here the 

criteria were set forth together with a score card for rating these 

34 criteria. It was explained that ten sites in various parts of the 

southern part of the county were evaluated on the score card and that 

additional sites had been examined but were eliminated from the 

35 
evaluation because of major deficiencies. On the 1000 point scale 

32. Wochner and others, p. 12; see also Appendix B. 

33. Bessent and others,, pp. 9, 16. 

34. Wochner and others, pp. 59-65. 

35. Ibid., p. 66. 
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of the score card, a rating of over 800 was to be classified as 

"Excellent," and a rating of over 700 as "Good." No site was rated 

"Excellent," but the three parcels of land that had been rated "Good" 

were described. The Bergman site, the one eventually chosen for the 

college, received the highest rating. The report concluded that had 

there been a site in Bisbee that compared in quality with the Bergman 

36 
site, it would have been rated as "Excellent." 

The Pinal County survey recommended an area in which to locate 

the college, rather than selecting a specific site of land. Consequently, 

it did not employ a rating scale, but based its recommendation on an 

evaluation of the many factors presented in other sections of the 

37 
report. After a discussion of areas in the Casa Grande-Coolidge-

Eloy triangle as the region most accessible to the majority of students, 

the survey recommended that the college be located in a "three mile, 

fan-shaped semi-circle to the north and east of Casa Grande," and 

38 
described the advantages of locating the site there. The survey then 

described two locations within the fan shaped area, Location A to the 

north of Casa Grande, and Location B to the east of the city. It said 

that Location A would be acceptable if it were not possible to acquire 

36. Ibid. , pp. 67-70. 

37. Bessent and others, p. 24. 

38. Ibid. , pp. 27-29. 
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39 
land in Location B. The survey did not describe any specific site 

in Location B, because of the possibility of leTnd~speculation. Although 

several specific sites were described, the only site described in the 

recommended area was owned in part by Dr. O'Neil and his partner, 

40 
Dr. Schoen. 

B. ANALYSIS OF ASPECTS OF THE SURVEYS AS TARGETS 

FOR CRITICISM 

Since each survey had different objectives, the contents and 

method of presentation differed, and consequently each had a different 

set of factors that could have become the focal point for public critic

ism. That one was criticized extensively and the other was not, 

perhaps said more about the then current political atmosphere than 

it did about the surveys themselves. The type of criticism each was 

subjected to differed. 

Targets for Criticism in the Pinal Survey 

Much of the criticism of the Pinal County survey was focused on 

that survey's explication of the details of its methodology and assump

tions. Such details were not included in the Cochise County survey, 

39. Ibid. , pp. 30-34. 

40. Ibid. , p. 30. 
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although their omission might have been attacked had the political 

climate been different. 

The criticism of the Pinal County survey that was made before 

the State Board on February 13, 1963 by the Pinal County Junior 

College district board member, Dr. Glen H. Walker of Coolidge, 

was comprehensive and analytical. In his presentation to the state 

board, the first thing he criticized was that the survey had not given 

any source for its estimate that the Casa Grande census division would 

experience the most rapid growth in the county. This projection, he 

said, "should be substantiated by more than just a mere statement 

that it will be that way. " He said that past and present population 

41 
growth trends did not support the survey's claims. 

Later in his presentation he demonstrated on maps that the 

centroids of various population characteristics had moved from west 

to east during the 1953-63 period. These centroids, which were 

calculated with the assistance of the county engineers, were centers 

of gravity of population characteristics. They were calculated as is 

an arithmetical mean, with the frequency of population characteristics 

distributed along intervals of mileage on the greatest north-south and 

east-west distances of the county. Dr. Walker demonstrated that the 

centroids of a number of population characteristics, including the 

41. Walker, "Remarks," pp. 1, 2, 11, 12. 
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county's arithmetical center of population, all fell within or to the 

east of the overlap of the two circles that appeared in the survey's 

discussion of the center of population. Although Dr. Walker did not 

make a point of directly refuting the claim of the survey team that the 

center of population was in Casa Grande, he did suggest to the state 

board that the area of the overlap was the logical place to locate the 

, 42 
college to serve the greatest number of people. 

The survey team's statement of methodology in projecting high 

school graduates provided Dr. Walker another target for attack, for 

he said that it was "not exactly cricket" to use different methods in 

43 different schools. The objections to the projected enrollments for 

Pinal County high schools were answered by Dr. Bessent in a letter 

to Dr. Prince on February 14, 1963. He pointed out that the number 

of graduates from Coolidge High School in I960, 1961, and 1962 was 

only 5 per cent greater than the number who graduated in 1953, 1954, 

and 1955. He said that although there were larger classes in 1958 and 

1963, there was not the clear indication of a trend that is necessary 

to projection by the enrollment-survival method. 

Although the projections used by the survey team were technically 

justifiable, Dr. Walker was able to point out to the state board that 

42. Ibid. , p. 2. 

43. Ibid. 
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while the survey team had used a flat projection in three schools, 

each of these three schools had recently held bond elections to prepare 

for the larger enrollments which they had predicted by the enrollment-

survival method. He also pointed out that the current enrollment of 

seniors in both Coolidge and Superior high schools exceeded the 

survey's projection of graduates by 20 per cent. He therefore 

asserted that conclusions based on the survey's projections of gradu-

44 
ates were invalid. 

Dr. Walker also criticized the way the survey team estimated 

the junior college potential from each high school. He noted that the 

survey itself indicated that "the students' answers to questions had 

45 
very little to do" with the projections. He did not emphasize the 

fact that the use of the unaltered student's responses to the survey 

team's questionnaire would invalidate the table which showed that a 

Casa Grande location would be within possible commuting distance of 

the greatest percentage of potential students. Instead, he pointed out 

that the survey's calculations were not based on the class to whom 

the questionnaire had been administered. He said that had the cal

culations been applied to this class, Coolidge, not Casa Grande, 

would be the location within possible commuting distance for the 

44. Ibid., p. 3;. see Appendix B for a comparison of the projec
tions made by Dr. Walker and by the survey team with actual enroll
ments. 

45. Ibid. , p. 4. 
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greatest percentage of potential students. He concluded that the 

survey had used "such a combination of percentages and tables" 

that the survey's table showing the relationship of the location of the 

46 
college to commuting potential was meaningless. 

Dr. Walker criticized the survey's estimates of the distances 

students might commute because it was based on the answers of 

juniors in high school. He felt that this was not practical since the 

students' parents would have a great deal to do with such a decision. 

He criticized the table which showed that fifty-five students from Casa 

Grande would attend a college in Eloy while only twenty-seven from 

Casa Grande would attend a college in Coolidge by saying: 

There is hardly any difference in the distance from Casa 
Grande to Coolidge and from Casa Grande to Eloy, so 
in the process of manipulating all these different sets 
of data, something has slipped rather far from 
reality. ̂  

48 
Following the process outlined in the survey, it can be seen 

that the commuting potential of Casa Grande students to Coolidge 

was arrived at by including only that percentage who said they could 

commute thirty miles or further, while the Casa Grande commuting 

potential to Eloy was determined by the percentage who said they could 

46. Ibid. 

47. Ibid. , p. 5. 

48. Bessent and others, pp. 56-57. 
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commute twenty miles or more. Thus Casa Grande students who 

said their maximum commuting distance was twenty miles were 

included in the Eloy estimate but excluded from the Coolidge 

estimate. Maps show Eloy to be eighteen miles from Casa Grande, 

and Coolidge, depending upon the route, to be either twenty or twenty-

one miles from Casa Grande. Had that proportion of Casa Grande 

students who said they could commute a maximum of twenty miles 

been included in the estimate for Coolidge, as they were for Eloy, the 

survey's Table X would have shown a college located in Coolidge to 

have a greater student potential than one located in Casa Grande. 

Furthermore, it can be demonstrated that even within its own frame

work of assumptions, the survey team erred in calculating the student 

potential for Eloy. The correct calculation would have shown no 

appreciable difference between the student potential for a college 

49 
located in Eloy or in Casa Grande. 

Dr. Walker also challenged the survey's conclusion that the 

Casa Grande area was superior to all others for locating the junior 

50 
college. He expressed the opinion that all of the reasons that the 

survey team gave for picking the Casa Grande site would apply equally 

to almost any of the towns in Pinal County, except for the reason of 

49. See Appendix C. 

50. Bessent and others, p. 28. 
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proximity to the county's largest urban area. He then said that the 

enumeration of the advantages in being close to this largest urban 

51 
area "would also apply to the other urban areas of the county. " 

Dr. Walker pointed out that land in the survey's choice area would 

have to be purchased, but that state land was available in other areas 

of the county. He did not call attention to the fact that the survey had 

listed land owned by Dr. O'Neil and Dr. Schoen. Because of Dr. 

O'Neil's active promotion of Casa Grande as a location for the college 

and his leadership in promoting the creation of the district, the 

description of this parcel of land in the published survey created a 

target for the opposition. 

Targets for Criticism in the Cochise Survey 

The statements of assumptions and methodologies had provided 

targets for criticism in the Pinal County survey, but the Cochise 

County survey might have been criticized because it failed to say 

anything about its methodologies and assumptions. Such criticism was 

never voiced in public. 

Since the Cochise County survey was not greatly concerned with 

projecting specific future conditions, there was little need for it to 

show assumptions or to detail methodologies. This made it difficult 

to challenge the survey's validity or its internal consistency. The one 

51. Walker, "Remarks," p. 6. 
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forecast in the survey, a projection of high school graduates from 

1962 to 1972, appeared without explanation of the methodologies and 

assumptions upon which it was built. It is possible that this forecast 

escaped criticism because its focus was upon the growth throughout 

the county rather than upon the comparative growth predicted for the 

52 
several schools. 

Most of the statistical data surveyed either the immediate past 

or the then current conditions. Student responses to the survey 

team'8 questionnaires were presented without a great deal of comment 

or analysis. In the table showing the college preferences of Cochise 

County high school students, the emphasis was on the numbers 

throughout the county who were interested in attending Cochise County 

Junior College. Although the survey did mention that the greatest 

number of students selecting a local junior college were from the 

county's two largest high schools, there was no further comparison of 

53 
the college potential of the county's high school students. 

The Cochise County survey recommended the Bergman site on 

the basis that it had received the highest number of points on the score-

card that the team had developed. The scorecard listing the maximum 

number of points that could be given to each criterion was included in 

52. Wochner and others, pp. 9-12. 

53. Ibid. , pp. 16-18. 
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the survey. The maximum number of points for all categories was 

54 1000. The published survey noted that the ratings given the Bergman 

site (782 points), the Hull site (745 points), and the Rogers site (719 

points) were the "average rating of each site given by members of the 

55 
survey team. " It did not indicate how many survey team members' 

responses were averaged, and it did not show the average score by 

category. 

While the report announced that "the scores that appear on the 

scorecard were determined by the survey team after considerable 

56 research and much thought," it did not indicate the nature of this 

research. Neither did it present any detailed justification as to why 

one criterion should receive more points than another, although the 

57 
major categories of criteria were described. The criterion of 

"suitability of site for school farm" was given 100 points while 

"adequacy of site for buildings, athletic fields, etc. , " was given only 

25 points. In the description of these criteria it was stated that the 

5 8 
minimum farm site needs were 160 acres. 

54. Ibid., p. 60. 

55. Ibid., p. 66. 
« 

56. Ibid., p. 59. 

57. Ibid. , pp. 59-65. 

58. Ibid. , pp. 60-61. 



184 

In earlier sections, the published survey had shown that only 

four of the 390 Cochise County high school seniors who responded to 

59 the questionnaire were employed in agriculture on a part time basis. 

It also reported that the total agricultural employment in the county 

had "sharply decreased (31 per cent) from 1951 to 1961," and that in 

1961 agriculture accounted for only 7 per cent of-|he county's 

60 
employment. The survey further reported that "the opportunities 

for employment in agricultural pursuits are comparatively restricted," 

and that mechanization and withdrawal of farm lands in the state 

would "tend to retard the growth in agriculture."^* Therefore, the 

survey's assigning one-tenth of the rating points to the criteria of 

suitability for a school farm might easily have been challenged. The 

Hull site in Bisbee and the Rogers site in Douglas had only 60 acres 

each and were probably not given any points for adequacy for a school 

farm, while the large Bergman site probably received a high rating 

for it was described as being "good for agricultural purposes. " The 

Bergman site received only twenty-seven more points them did the 

Hull site in Bisbee. It seemed clear that had adequacy for a school 

farm not been valued at 100 points, the Hull site would have received 

59. Ibid. , pp. 33-34. 

60. Ibid. , pp. 23-24. 

61. Ibid. , p. 31. 
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the highest rating. The survey's recommendation for a site might 

have been publicly criticized on this basis. This was not done, 

although several Bisbee community leaders later indicated that they 

had felt the issue of adequate land for a school farm to be a "smoke 

screen." 

C. THE SURVEYS AS DOCUMENTS WITH POTENTIAL 

POLITICAL IMPLICATIONS 

Although the political temper of the two counties was perhaps the 

major factor in the way the surveys were received, the Cochise 

County survey did not present as many potential targets for specific 

criticism as did the Pinal survey. While there might have been 

criticism of the failure of the Cochise survey to present its assumptions 

and methodologies, this sort of criticism is generally answered rather 

easily, and although this might be condemned in a scholarly appraisal, 

criticism of it in a public document might be dismissed as an 

unfounded, vague complaint. Thus, Dr. Walker's charge that the 

Pinal County survey had failed to give the source for its population 

projections was not repeated as a strong argument against the validity 

of the survey, but his criticisms of the specific material presented 

were repeated in charges that the survey was invalid. 

The Pinal survey, while presenting an argument that was 

mathematically logical, lost, as Dr. Walker pointed out, a sense of 
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reality- in regard to the distances between communities. A further 

criticism of Dr. Walker's was aimed at political reality, and to this 

end he demonstrated the county's centroid of registered voters as a 

factor that might well have been considered in the selection of a site 

62 
for the college. On the other hand, the Cochise survey, because of 

its suggestions as to what a junior college might offer residents of 

the county, appeared to be somewhat of a public information or public 

relations document as well as an analysis. 

The Cochise survey made a suggestion of vocational offerings 

in such a way as to make it appear to be a recommendation without 

63 
its being one. It also suggested in its introductory material that 

the junior college in Cochise County would, as many other junior 

64 
colleges, offer both occupational and adult education. That the 

Pinal survey did not discuss the possibility of like offerings may have 

been due to contractual arrangements and to a desire to preserve the 

integrity of the design of the study and to publish a scholarly appear

ing document of single purpose rather than a public-relations 

instrument. In this regard, the tone of the Pinal survey may have 

been calculated as an answer to the charge that the survey team had 

62. Walker, "Remarks," pp. 7-8. 

63. Wochner and others, pp. 43-44. 

64. Ibid. , p. 6. 



187 

pre-judged the county's need for the college before making its 

investigation. In a like manner, the Pinal survey's listing Dr. 

O'Neil's property as a possible site was forthright, although it may 

not have been politically astute to have done so. 

If forthright reporting made the Pinal survey subject to criticism, 

there were other things that made it susceptible to criticism of a 

different sort. A number of Pinal County leaders asserted that the 

survey team had been "sold a bill of goods" by advocates of a Casa 

Grande location. It is possible that this hostile attitude to the survey 

may have stemmed from the fact that the survey's arguments for 

locating the college in Casa Grande were based upon a tabular error 

in the one case and upon the assumption that Casa Grande students 

who said they could commute only twenty miles were excluded from 

the calculation of the student potential for a college located in Coolidge. 

Because of the survey's design and the political climate, it is 

possible that the same sort of criticism might have been leveled at the 

same type targets had a site been chosen in any other area of the 

county. Nevertheless, the details and projections may have been 

necessary in Pinal County because of the political climate. It is 

possible that had the survey a greater common appeal, and had it been 

designed to emphasize the benefits the county might receive from a 

junior college, this might have been ignored because not enough of the 
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county's population had been involved in the junior college movement 

prior to the publication of the survey. 

On the other hand, the reason that it was not necessary in 

Cochise County for the survey to go into a detailed justification of 

its site recommendation was perhaps part of the reason why there 

was no attack against the survey. There had been broader involvement 

in the junior college movement of people from various communities 

than in Pinal County, and the Cochise County survey team had been 

closely involved with community leaders. 



CHAPTER VII 

SOCIAL FACTORS IN RELATION TO THE SUCCESS AND 

FAILURE OF THE JUNIOR COLLEGE ELECTIONS 

The differences in the political atmospheres in the two counties 

affected the design of the feasibility studies and the results of the 

junior college bond elections. The purpose of the present chapter 

was to isolate social factors that may have affected the outcome of the 

elections. The methods of promoting the junior college issues in the 

two counties were compared. Individuals with a reputation for 

generalized influence were identified through structured interviews 

in order to assess the impact of their influence on the junior college 

issues. 

-v 

A. METHODS EMPLOYED IN THE TWO COUNTIES IN THE 

ATTEMPT TO ESTABLISH JUNIOR COLLEGES 

A major difference in the attempt to establish junior colleges in 

the two counties was the time involved. In April, 1961, the executive 

secretary of the state board, Dr. Robert Hannelley, visited 

communities in both counties with the result that the state board 

member from each county planned to organize a committee to promote 

189 
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the establishment of a junior college. The successful bond election in 

Cochise County was held sixteen months later, in August 1962. In 

Pinal County the unsuccessful bond election did not take place until 

December 1963, thirty-two months after Dr. Hannelley's visit. 

Immediately after Dr. Hannelley's visit to Cochise County, the 

state board member from Douglas, Charles Bloomquist, began to 

organize a county-wide committee to promote the establishment of the 

junior college district. This committee circulated petitions in July 

and August, and a successful election to create the district was held 

in October 1961, just six months after the movement had been 

initiated. The feasibility study commenced this same month and its 

report was published two months later, in December 1961. That same 

month the state board selected the site recommended by the 

feasibility study. The successful bond election was held eight months 

later. 

In Pinal County the circulation of petitions did not start until 

almost six months after the movement had been initiated by the April 

1961 visit of the state board's executive secretary. In October 1961 

the state board member, Lee BeDillon, announced that Dr. John T. 

O'Neil of Casa Grande would head the petition campaign. The signed 

petitions were filed the following month and the election creating the 

district was held in December 1961. The feasibility study was not 

begun until the following October, and its report was not published until 
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January 1963, almost thirteen months after the establishment election. 

The state delayed selecting a site until June 1963, five months after 

the feasibility study's recommendation. The unsuccessful bond elec

tion was held six months after the selection of the site. 

The campaign to establish a junior college in Cochise County 

moved at a steady pace. The many delays caused the establishment 

process to take much longer in Pinal County. Nevertheless, Pinal 

County citizens later complained about a rigid adherence to a pre

determined time table, saying that the movement had been "too 

precipitous" to win their confidence. In part this attitude may have 

been due to the fact that the actual campaigns for the two Pinal County 

elections spanned less time than the election campaigns in Cochise 

County. 

Differences in the Organization of Junior College Proponents 

The difference in the time spent in the campaigns for the elections 

to establish the junior college districts was related to the methods 

employed to promote the junior colleges. In Cochise County, the 

state board member from Douglas, Charles Bloomquist, early estab

lished a county-wide committee to circulate petitions and promote the 

junior college issue. Prior to establishing this committee, Mr. 

Bloomquist had conferred with mining company officials and had 

received their assurance that they would not oppose the issue. He then 
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sought the assistance of the county school superintendent, Mrs. Pat 

Gorin, in formulating the committee, a process that took approxi

mately two months. All major communities in the county were 

represented on the committee. 

In Pinal County, Miss Mary O'Brien, the county school superin

tendent, requested that the board of supervisors appoint a junior college 

committee. The supervisors thought it best to delay such action until 

a successful petition drive had indicated citizen support for the 

college. In making this request, Miss O'Brien had acted for the Pinal 

County representative to the state board, Lee BeDillon, a Casa Grande 

high school teacher. Mr. BeDillon later turned over leadership in the 

petition drive to his townsman, Dr. John T. O'Neil. Dr. O'Neil 

managed the circulation of petitions on a personal basis, contacting 

acquaintances and Chamber of Commerce representatives in various 

parts of the county. A major difference in the attempt to establish 

junior colleges in the two counties was that a county-wide junior college 

committee was never formed in Pinal County. 

After the successful elections to create the districts, the county 

school superintendents appointed governing boards in both counties. 

In both counties the five appointees each represented a different 

community. In Cochise County the board was largely composed of men 

who had ties with more than one community. In Pinal County, where 

there had been less information about the state junior college system, 
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two members were appointed who were at first reluctant to accept the 

positions since they were not convinced that the county needed or 

could support a junior college. In Pinal County, the appointed board 

met each time in the County Courthouse in centrally located Florence, 

while in Cochise County, board meetings were rotated among the five 

communities which the board members represented. 

Differences in Large Community Promotion of the Junior Colleges 

In both counties the leadership and greatest enthusiasm for the 

establishment of a junior college came from their largest communities, 

Casa Grande and Douglas. Although neither city was located centrally, 

each hoped to be chosen as the site for its county's college. However 

the way Douglas and Casa Grande leaders promoted the junior college 

for their communities differed. The emphasis in Cochise County was 

on establishing a junior college for the county, and although the leader

ship worked to have the college located in Douglas, it was careful to 

avoid antagonizing citizens of other Cochise County communities. In 

Pinal County, where there was no county-wide committee, there was 

a great deal of public emphasis on establishing the college in Casa 

Grande. The manner in which Casa Grande leaders promoted their 

town as the location for the college may well have increased antagonism 

among other communities. 
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At the time the petitions were being circulated in Cochise County, 

a brochure, The Douglas Advantage, was prepared to promote the 

location of the college in Douglas. In addition, a mimeographed 

analysis of the way the county voted in the election to create the district 

was prepared, showing that the greatest support had come from 

Douglas. Both documents were prepared for and given to the state 

board prior to the survey's recommendation. Neither was distributed 

within the county, and leaders in other communities were not aware 

of their existence. 

In Pinal County, however, many residents were aware of the 

brochure, You're Wanted in Casa Grande, which was prepared to 

influence the state board to select the site recommended by the survey 

team. Although the brochure was prepared after it was known that 

there was opposition to the survey's recommendation, its arguments, 

which were repeated by the Casa Grande Dispatch, may have further 

alienated voters in Florence and Coolidge. As an argument for locat

ing the college in Casa Grande a map was included in the brochure to 

show that the western part of the county had given greater support to 

the establishment election than had the eastern portion. In order to 

show this graphically, a diagonal line was drawn on the map so as to 

include Eloy with Casa Grande in the western portion of the county, 

but to exclude the neighboring towns of Coolidge and Florence. 
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Little was done in Pinal County to diminish the antagonism of 

the rest of the county towards the citizens of Casa Grande. In Cochise 

County, after the survey's recommendation of a site near Douglas, 

Mr. Bloomquist arranged for the executive director of the state 

board to meet with citizens in Bisbee and in Tombstone. In this way, 

anger of the citizens of these towns was directed at the state board, 

rather than at the local board members and Douglas promoters of the 

college. 

The involvement of county-wide committees had brought about 

the sentiment that Cochise County citizens Bhould work together. The 

fact that the college was not located in Douglas, but on the road to 

Bisbee, helped reduce community jealousy. The site was attacked 

because of its remoteness, but it was not charged that the college 

would serve but one community. In Pinal County, however, opponents 

of the junior college attacked the proposed institution on the grounds 

that it would benefit only Casa Grande. A folder urging people to 

vote bonds for the establishment of Central Arizona College did not 

serve to diminish this feeling, for on its cover a large star marked the 

location of Casa Grande on the map of Pinal County. 

Differences in Techniques Employed in Promoting the Bond Issues 

As the bond election approached in Pinal County, advocates of 

the junior college centered their arguments on finances, claiming that 
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the proposed institution would not put a great financial burden on the 

taxpayers. The folder promoting Central Arizona College estimated 

construction costs, but did not describe the facilities to be constructed 

or what the institution would offer county residents. In the same way 

speeches promoting Central Arizona College focused on technical 

details and financing. In Cochise County, on the other hand, publicity 

and speeches emphasized the proposed institution's service to the 

youth of the county. 

Materials prepared by the state board office were used extensively 

in Cochise County, and the executive director of the state board made 

many appearances in the county to promote the bond issue. In Pinal 

County the campaign for the bond election was conducted almost 

singlehandedly by Dr. O'Neil of Casa Grande. The folder promoting 

Central Arizona College had been prepared in Casa Grande and was 

distributed in spite of objections from the state board office. Dr. 

Prince, the executive director of the state board, received only one 

invitation to speak in Pinal County during the bond election campaign, 

and this was at the request of the Florence member of the county board. 

Finally, Dr. Prince requested Pinal County school administrators to 

provide him with opportunities to speak, but by this time it was too 

late, for the opposition to the bond election was well organized and 

anti-Casa Grande feeling was running high. 
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Differences in the Conduct of the Feasibility Studies 

There was a difference in the way the two survey teams 

approached their tasks. The director of the Pinal County survey, 

Dr. Bessent, had written to Dr. Prince on May 23, 1963 to see if the 

$4,000 which the state board had budgeted for the survey could be 

increased to $7,500. One of the principal reasons given for this 

request was that "public understanding and confidence" could be 

developed by "personal and group contact with survey team members. " 

Dr. Bessent felt that there were political problems in Pinal County 

which might be overcome if the budget could be increased to allow 

survey team members to spend more time in the field. However, the 

budget was not increased, and the scope of the survey was limited by 

contract. 

As a result of the contractual arrangements, the Pinal County 

survey team had little contact with citizens of the county. Information 

that was employed in the survey's site recommendation was in part 

obtained by individual members of the survey team who made one 

day commuting trips to Pinal County communities. The survey team 

members administered questionnaires to high school students, and in 

general their commerce with individuals in the communities was limited 

to school officials. While gathering data from the county school office 

in Florence, the survey director talked briefly with the county school 

superintendent and later contacted two businessmen in Coolidge. Also, 
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the member of the survey team who administered the school question

naires in Casa Grande participated in a meeting attended by Eloy and 

Casa Grande school officials and the college board member elect, 

Dr. O'Neil. None of the men then serving on the board was contacted 

by the survey team. 

The Cochise County survey was conducted by a small team which 

traveled together to spend several days in the county administering 

questionnaires to high school students, gathering other data, and con

ferring together. Since the scope of their study was broader than 

that of the Pinal County survey, their contacts with the community 

were broader. They visited Cochise County Junior College Board 

members in their home communities and talked individually, and as 

a group, with legislators and other community leaders, including 

officials of the dominant mining company. These contacts had been 

arranged through the county-wide organization promoting the junior 

college. Much of the survey team's effort was directed to sensing 

the political atmosphere of the county. In this it echoed the political 

realism of the Douglas leaders who had deliberately searched for the 

compromise site they urged the survey team to select. 
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B. THE INFLUENCE OF COMMUNITY LEADERS DURING 

THE ESTABLISHMENT PROCESSES 

In order to aid understanding of the differences in the two counties 

of support for the junior college issues, a study was made of the 

involvement in the issues of individuals with a reputation for influence 

in county and community affairs. The identification of leaders together 

with indications of their relationships with one another was employed to 

define the types of influence structures that existed in the two counties. 

Finally these influence structures and individuals were examined in 

relation to the junior college issues. 

Lists of supposedly influential citizens, which were derived from 

newspaper articles and other sources, were referred to eight judges 

who were residents of different areas in the two counties. These eight 

judges (four from each county) added names to the lists and then each 

indicated the twenty people whom he felt to have been most influential 

in his county from 1961 to 1963. The result was a list of eighty-one 

names in Pinal County and a list of sixty-five names in Cochise County. 

Interviews were then held with twenty-two of the thirty-three most 

frequently identified persons in Pinal County communities and with 

eighteen of the twenty-six most frequently identified persons in 

Cochise County communities. Interviewees were asked to identify 

persons who from 1961 to 1963 held county-wide influence, and to 
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identify persons within their own and other communities who were 

influential at the community level during this period. New names 

suggested by interviewees were added to the lists. In Pinal County 

eight new names were added to bring the total list to eighty-nine, but 

only one of these was identified by more than one interviewee. In 

Cochise County five new names were added by interviewees to bring 

the total to seventy, but none of these new names was suggested by 

more than one interviewee. Interviewees were asked to indicate the 

degree of their acquaintance with persons they identified in other 

communities and to describe how leaders from the different 

communities met with and communicated with one another. They 

were also asked to name those individuals in the county whom they 

perceived to have been most active for or against the bond election. * 

The intent of the interviews was to identify persons in each 

county who had a reputation for generalized influence. It was not 

assumed that either an informal influence structure or generalized 

leaders would be found at the county level. Therefore, interviewees 

were asked to identify not only county-wide leaders, but also persons 

from the various communities whom they perceived to be generalized 

leaders at the local level. This question of community influence was 

asked in order to help define the structure of power throughout the 

1. For details of the interview procedure, see Appendix D. 
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counties and to clarify the nature of the influence of individuals who 

reputedly had potential for county-wide leadership. A further purpose 

in asking interviewees to identify local leaders in other communities 

was to determine their perceptions of the local, generalized influence 

of persons involved in the junior college issues. It was felt that the 

degree of county cohesiveness would be indicated by how nearly 

members of all communities chose the same persons as having local 

influence. Conclusions from these comparisons were tentative and 

qualified, since description of the power structures of each of the 

several communities in the two counties was beyond the scope of the 

study. 

The votes for influential citizens of the two counties were compiled 

in tabular form. Individuals were not designated by name, but 

according to the functions in which they were most prominent at the 

time of the junior college bond elections. Those who did not receive 

as many as three votes in any category were omitted from the tabulation. 

The Role of Influential Individuals in the County Where the Bond 
Election Succeeded 

As can be seen in Table VII, in Cochise County the reputation for 

county-wide power was closely associated with elective position. The 

two men receiving the highest number of votes were the county's state 

senators (nos. 9 and 17). Members of the county board of supervisors 

(nos. 15 and 24) were also felt to be relatively influential. With the 
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CHAPTER VII 

INFLUENTIAL PERSONS IN THE COUNTY WITH A SUCCESSFUL 

BOND ELECTION AS CHOICES OF EIGHTEEN 

IDENTIFIED LEADERS 

Numbers of Votes as Person of Influence 
Reputed Cochise Influence - Own Community County- Influence on 
County Leaders as choices of: Wide Jr. Col. Issue 
by Community Townsmena Othersa Total Infl. For Against 

TOMBSTONE 
1. Civic Leader 7 5 

BISBEE 
2. Oil Co. Mgr. 4 1 5 
3. Bank Mgr. 2 2 4 
4. Attorney A 7 3 10 1 8 
5. Attorney B 6 5 11 2 
6. Col. Bd. Mbr. 4 3 7 4 
7. Mine Official 2 2 4 
8. Mayor 2 3 5 
9. State Senator 9 

10. Schl. Bd. Mbr. 4 
11. J. C. Committeeman 1 1 3 
12. City Councilman 3 

DOUGLAS 
13. St. Board Mbr. 4 10 14 8 15 
14. Mayor 4 2 6 
15. Co. Supervisor 3 3 6 
16. Mine Area Mgr. 4 6 10 2 
17. State Senator 4 4 12 
18. College Bd. Mbr. 3 3 6 11 
19. Insurance Exec. 3 3 6 
20. Co. Store Mgr. 2 2 4 

BENSON 
21. Mayor 
22. Plant Mgr.  

5 
4 
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TABLE VII, Continued 

Numbers of Votes as Person of Influence 
Reputed Cochise Influence - Own Community County- Influence on 
County Leaders as choice of; Wide Jr. Col. Issue 
by Community Townsmen41 Others*1,  Total Infl. For Against 

WILLCOX 
23. Col. Bd. Mbr. 4 2 
24. Co. Supervisor 3 

SIERRA VISTA 
25. Schl. Supt. 3 

a The categories of "townsmen" and "others" were omitted when 
fewer than four members of a community were interviewed. 

k Although a resident of a remote community, was seen to be 
influential in the affairs of Douglas. 
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exception of one state senator (no. 17), these elected officials received 

few votes as leaders of the communities in which they resided, and in 

no case were they chosen by fellow townsmen as community leaders. 

From this it appeared that except for the one state senator the power 

of these men was formal and official. However, one person from the 

private sector of the economy reputedly had both county-wide and 

community power. This was the member of the state junior college 

board from Douglas (no. 13). He was chosen as having been the most 

effective advocate of the junior college, and he also received the 

highest number of votes as a leader of his community. Although he 

had formerly been an elected legislator, his position on the state board 

of junior colleges was appointive. 

The second most effective advocate of the junior college was seen 

to be the Douglas appointee to the local junior college board (no. 18). 

He was credited with having influence in the affairs of his community, 

and although he was not identified as a county-wide leader, he was 

the son of the state senator (no. 17) who received the most votes as 

a county leader. The relationships between this state senator, his son, 

and the member of the state board were close. It was reported that 

the appointment of the state board member had been brought about by 

the senator. These three appeared to form the nucleus of an informal 

county-wide power structure which was based in the county's largest 

town. Although the senator did not reside in Douglas his son did, and 
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the senator was felt by members of other communities to have influence 

in Douglas as well as in the remote village near the ranch he operated. 

There was reason to believe that this informal association of county-

wide power emerged, or first became effective, during the junior 

college campaign because this was the first time that the county had 

2 
acted on a bond issue since 1930. 

The general manager of the mining company that dominated the 

area (no. 16) was reported to exercise power in Douglas affairs, and 

some felt he had influence in county-wide affairs. He received as 

many votes for community influence from his fellow townsmen as 

anyone. However he did not receive as many votes for community 

influence from residents of other communities as did the Douglas state 

board member, but this may have been due to the halo effect of the 

state board member's reputation for county-wide power. 

The only Bisbee citizen named frequently as being an effective 

proponent of the bond issue was Bisbee1 s member of the college 

board. Although he was not credited with county-wide influence, he 

was ranked third in community influence in Bisbee. As Table VII 

shows, the reputation for local power in Bisbee centered on two 

partners in a law firm, both of whom received some recognition for 

county-wide influence. The attorney who received the greater number 

2. "Off the Trail" (editorial), Douglas |Arizona J Dispatch, 
August 21, 1962. 
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of votes from people of other communities (no. 5) was felt to favor the 

junior college. However, he said little during the bond election. 

Significantly, his partner (no. 4), was perceived to have been the 

most effective opponent of the bond election. Three other Bisbee 

men were also selected as effective opponents of the bond issue, but 

of the three, only one (no. 11) was designated as a generalized local 

leader, and that by a single vote coming from another community. 

While one of the influential partners of the Bisbee law firm 

opposed the junior college bond election, the other was chosen to 

make the presentation to the state junior college board on behalf of 

locating the college in Bisbee. It was charged by some that his 

presentation had been so weak that Bisbee had been "sold down the 

river," and that this had been a factor in the choice of the compromise 

site near Douglas. Whatever the cause or nature of the presentation, 

it was made by a Bisbee leader who was the attorney for, and had close 

ties in the Democratic Party with, the influential state board member 

from Douglas; and it was the conviction of this Douglas leader that a 

compromise site was the key to a successful bond election. 

There was apparently no single association in the county in which 

opinion was formed. Many interviewees asserted that there was none 

and no association was named by more than one person. In general 

there were negative responses to questions about persons who 

coordinated opinion between the various areas of the county; however 
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the college board members from Bisbee (no. 6) and Willcox (no. 23) 

were felt to have been effective in coordinating opinion between the 

towns in their area. The state senator (no. 17) was most frequently 

mentioned as a coordinator of opinion between the agricultural and 

mining areas. 

The Role of Influential Individuals in the County Where the Bond 
Election Failed 

In Pinal County where the bond election failed, elected county 

officials were most frequently selected as having county-wide influence. 

In Table VIII it can be seen that the three county supervisors (nos. 15, 

23, 26), a county judge (no. 8), and a state senator (no. 10) were 

reputed to have the greatest county-wide influence. Two of the 

supervisors received no votes as leaders at the local level. Although 

the most influential supervisor (no. 26) received many votes as a 

leader in his home community, that community was a small village 

that was effectively isolated from the rest of the county. The state 

senator was identified as an influential citizen of Coolidge, but four 

other Coolidge men were perceived to have greater local power. Of 

the county officials deemed to have county-wide power, only the county 

judge appeared to be a dominant leader in an important community, 

but his townsmen more frequently selected two other men from the 

private sector. Since county-wide power was seen to be held by 

the professional politicians, that power was of limited scope. None of 
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TABLE VIII 

INFLUENTIAL PERSONS IN THE COUNTY WITH AN UNSUCCESSFUL 

BOND ELECTION AS CHOICES OF TWENTY- TWO IDENTIFIED 

LEADERS 

Numbers of Votes as Person of Influence 
Reputed Pinal Influence - Own Community County- Influence on 
County Leaders as choices of: Wide Jr. Col. Issue 
by Community Townsmen5 Othersa Total Infl. For Againsl 

CASA GRANDE 
1. Col. Bd. Mbr. 6 10 16 5 16 
2. Newspaper Publ. 3 3 2 3 
3. Agriculturalist 1 4 5 1 
4. Mayor 3 3 6 
5. St. Repres. 1 3 4 1 5 

ELOY 
6. Col. Bd. Mbr. 5 1 

FLORENCE 
7. Cattlemen 4 7 11 2 
8. County Judge 3 6 9 7 
9. Overseer 4 4 8 1 

COOLIDGE 
10. State Senator 3 3 6 6 
11. Merchant A 3 9 12 
12. Merchant B 3 7 10 
13. Insurance Exec. 3 4 7 3 
14. Auto Dealer 3 7 10 1 6 
15. Co. Supervisor 8 
16. Attorney 4 4 14 
17. Farmer 3 
18. Newspaper Publ. 5 

APACHE JUNCTION 
19. Cattleman 5 ' 

20. Newspaper Ed. 3 3 
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TABLE VIII, Continued 

Number of Votes as Person of Influence 
Reputed Pinal Influence - Own Community County- Influence on 
County Leaders as choices of: Wide Jr. Col. Issue 
by Community Townsmen3,  Othersa Total Infl. For Against 

SAN MANUEL AND SUP* 
21. Mine Area 

Mgr. 3 
22. Mine Lobbyist 4 
23. Co. Supervisor 

KEARNYb 

24. Mine Mgr. 4 
25. Mine Publ. Reltns. 2 

ORACLE 
26. Co. Supervisor 

a The categories of "townsmen" and "others" were omitted when 
fewer than four members of a community were interviewed. 

k Grouped as one town for identification of local selection of 
community leaders. 

CRIOR 
b 

7 10 
9 13 4 12 

6 

9 13 3 6 
5 7 1 6 

10 11 
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these professional politicians was identified as being influential either 

for or against the junior college issue. Furthermore, the county's 

largest community, Casa Grande, had no direct representation 

among the professional politicians felt to be influential in county 

affairs. 

The man seen as the strongest advocate of the junior college issue 

was the college board member from Casa Grande (no. 1). Receiving 

five votes, this Casa Grande physician appeared to lead the private 

sector in county-wide influence. This can be seen in Table VII; 

however the table does not show the significant fact that all of these 

votes for county-wide power came from his fellow townsmen. Inter

viewees from other parts of the county viewed him only as a powerful 

leader of his own community, and much of his reputation for county-

wide power among his townsmen was probably a result of his position 

of dominance in Casa Grande. 

This man's dominance in his community was described in "The 

3 Political Power Structure of Cotton City. " In an action analysis of 

three community issues which occurred shortly before the junior 

college movement, this Casa Grande physician was found to have 

been at the top of the community power structure in relation to all 

three issues, even though other men were officially designated as 

3. Seats. 
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leaders of these projects. Cotton City (Casa Grande) had a mono

lithic power structure, with a second echelon of power of no more 

than thirteen men who were led, informally and unofficially, by the 

one man to whom they went when their projects were faced with 

4 
adverse circumstances. Prior to his leadership of the junior college 

movement and his subsequent successful bid for a seat on the board, 

this leader had been content to have others designated as official 

leaders in projects that fostered community growth. However, 

because he held title, directly or indirectly, to much valuable land in 

the county^ and because he represented Casa Grande on the Pinal 

County Development Board, he probably had as much interest in, 

and more potential for, influence in other parts of the county than any 

other Casa Grande resident. Nevertheless, people in other towns 

viewed him principally as a leader of his own community, not as a 

county leader. Their attitudes had no doubt been affected by the leader 

ship he had given to a group of local businessmen who had stimulated 

new business growth in Casa Grande. Some of this growth was at the 

expense of other communities, notably the relocation of farm-

implement firms from Coolidge. Later much of the opposition to the 

junior college came from Coolidge leaders. 

4. Ibid., pp. 81-86. 

5. Ibid., p. 27. 
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As can be seen in Table VIII, the Coolidge attorney (no. 16), 

who was credited with being the most effective opponent of the junior 

college issue, was not perceived to have county-wide power, and was 

not credited with community influence by his townsmen. Others, 

particularly those from the mining areas, saw him as exercising some 

local influence. The reputation for influence in Coolidge was focused 

on a merchant and his son-in-law (nos. 11, 12). Neither became 

publicly involved in the opposition to the junior college bond election, 

but they were closely associated with an influential automobile dealer 

(no. 14) who took a public stand against the junior college bond issue. 

Assessed as one of the top leaders of Coolidge this man was reputed 

to have been one of the more effective opponents of the bond issue. 

The relationships between the leaders in Coolidge indicated a 

monolithic power structure dominated by a small group rather than 

by any one individual. However, two local interviewees, not among 

those most frequently identified as influential, felt that Coolidge had 

no single group of generalized leaders. One of these characterized 

Coolidge as a "devisive community," in contrast to Casa Grande which 

he viewed as a "cohesive community. " 

Florence was also characterized as being cohesive. The top 

influential here 'appeared to be the operator of a large cattle company 

(no. 7) who also had an interest in local business firms. As can be 

seen in Table VIII, his local reputation for power was matched by 
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only one person, a man who worked for him as an overseer of his 

interests (no. 9). Although the cattleman was felt by two interviewees 

to have been an effective opponent of the junior college issue, he was 

not credited with influence that reached beyond his own community. 

The only other person from Florence who was credited with 

community power was the judge, who also had a reputation for county-

wide influence. He took no public stand on the junior college issues. 

Power in the mining towns centered on the mine officials. In 

the two towns owned by the company generally described as being the 

more conservative, local power was most frequently attributed to the 

man (no. 22) who served as lobbyist and public relations assistant 

to the general manager of the company. The lobbyist was credited by 

some as possessing power on a county-wide basis, and was also 

designated as one of the two most effective opponents of the junior 

college issue. The general manager of this company (no. 21) was not 

chosen as frequently as his assistant as a power in the mining area, 

was not credited with county influence, nor was he chosen as being 

influential in the defeat of the bond election. However those inter

viewees closely affiliated with mining interests asserted that this was 

because of the high visibility of the lobbyist. They expressed the 

opinion that the lobbyist was prominent because the general manager 

chose to stay in the background and exercise his power through his 

assistant. 
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In the mining town of Kearny, the general manager (no. 24) was 

clearly the dominant power figure. He was credited with county-wide 

power and shared with his public-relations assistant (no. 25) a 

reputation for effective opposition to the junior college bond issue. 

The general managers of the two companies met frequently on a 

social basis, but there was no indication that one dominated the other. 

From the standpoint of common interests and communications, the 

mining areas in Pinal County could be considered one community led 

by the two managers of the mining corporations. 

There were two county-wide organizations in which people of 

influence met: the Pinal County Taxpayer's Association, and the Pinal 

County Development Board. The development board was seen to be 

more important and its limited membership was more representative 

of the influence structures of the various county communities. This 

was a formal organization, however, and although it had originally 

supported the junior college establishment, there were too many 

diverse points of view arising from different interests for it to be 

effective on all issues. An example of the weakness of this board was 

cited by one community leader who reported that the mine lobbyist had, 

as a member of the board, voted in favor of a resolution which he 

then publicly opposed as a representative of the mining company. 

The taxpayer18 association was not so representative of community 

power, but the man who had been influential in organizing this 
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association was most frequently mentioned as the person who worked to 

coordinate opinion between the mines and the agricultural communities. 

This was the Coolidge attorney (no. 16) who, although not credited with 

county-wide power, was felt to have been the leading opponent of the 

junior college bond election. It was through him that the more 

influential citizens of Coolidge were contacted by the lobbyist and 

public relations man from the mining towns. This was perhaps his 

most important function, for even though he was the nominal head 

of the opposition to the bond election, people in the agricultural 

section of the county did not feel that he was personally effective. 

Many viewed him as a man who "wore a copper collar," a "front" for 

the mining companies which upon occasion hired his services. 

Comparison of the Power Structures in Relation to the Junior College 
Bond Elections 

Power in Pinal County where the bond election was unsuccessful 

appeared to reside in the competing, monolithic power structures of 

the more important communities. There was no evidence of an 

informal county-wide power structure. County-wide Influence was 

generally attributed to the professionals who exercised a limited power 

through their knowledge of the law and their function as "gatekeepers. " 

During the junior college bond election campaign, a coalition of 

independent community power structures was formed to oppose the 
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issue, but cooperation on this matter was not the result of, nor did it 

create, a permanent alliance. 

In Cochise County where the junior college bond election 

succeeded, powerful individuals were found to be more highly concen

trated in the two principal towns. Here the reputation for community 

power was linked with a reputation for county-wide power. It appeared 

that an informal, county-wide influence structure which was centered 

in the largest community was strengthened by its activities in behalf 

of the junior college issue. 

From the beginning the junior college movement in Cochise 

County was backed by individuals with reputations for county-wide or 

community influence. As can be seen in Table VII, three of the college 

board members (nos. 6, 18, 23) were ranked as persons of influence 

in their own communities, while the member of the state junior college 

board (no. 13) was reported to be highly influential in both community 

and county affairs. In addition, the state senator who ranked highest 

in the reputation for county-wide influence (no. 17) was the father of 

the locally influential college board member from Douglas. The senator 

had been an early advocate of the state junior college system and had 

been one of the first to promote a junior college for Cochise County. 

Beyond this, the leading citizen of Tombstone, a woman active in many 

community projects, was seen to have been one of the strongest 

supporters of the junior college movement. 
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In contrast, in Pinal County where the junior college bond elec

tion failed, only two persons reputed to be influential were closely 

identified with the junior college movement. Only one of these, the 

former mayor of Eloy, was a member of the first college board. The 

other was the informal leader of the county's largest city, Casa 

Grande. Although he had nominated the Casa Grande appointee to 

the local college board, this man later ran at large in the county to 

win a seat on that board. The state board member who had the original 

responsibility for launching the junior college movement in this county 

was a Casa Grande high school teacher of vocational subjects. He was 

not viewed as influential in either county or community affairs, and 

he turned over the task of organizing the junior college movement to 

his city's most influential individual. 

The power of the mining communities was evidenced after Casa 

Grande's top leader had been elected to the local board. He had dis

placed the appointee from the mining town of Kearny. The governor 

soon afterwards appointed this deposed member of the local board to 

replace the Casa Grande high school teacher on the state junior college 

board. This was interesting not only from the standpoint of the mines' 

resistance to a concentration of official power in Casa Grande, but also 

because it indicated cooperation between the powers in the mining 

communities. It was reported that the appointment was secured by the 
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lobbyist from one mining company for the appointee who was employed 

as an assistant to the general manager of the other. 

In Pinal County where the bond election failed, there was evidence 

of an insularity that was not found in Cochise County. While all inter

viewees in Pinal County were able to identify power figures in the 

mining communities, one of the interviewees from a small mining 

community was not able to identify leaders in the agricultural area and 

did not recognize the names of some of the prominent citizens of the 

large agricultural communities. Although this interviewee was not 

found to be a top leader, he was yet suggested as an influential member 

of his community, even though he was not an employee of the mines. 
{ 

However, in Cochise County where the bond issue was successful, no 

such insularity was found, even though here the economically dominant 

mining industry was centered in the largest towns. This suggested that 

there was a basic difference in the communications system in the two 

counties. In Pinal County a mountain range effectively isolated the 

mining areas from the agricultural communities. In Cochise Connty, 

mining and agricultural interests were both involved in the economy of 

Douglas, the county's largest town. This may partially explain why 

an informal county-wide power structure appeared to have been 

formed in Cochise County, while generalized power in Pinal County 

appeared to exist only in discrete, competing structures. These 
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differences may well have affected the success of the bond elections 

by their impact upon the methods selected to promote the establish

ment of the junior colleges. 



CHAPTER VIII 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

A. SUMMARY 

The attempts to establish junior colleges in Pinal County and 

Cochise County were complicated by the legal necessity that Arizona 

junior college districts comprise entire counties, for these counties 

embraced large areas, and each had one area dominated by agricul

ture and another area dominated by mining. In both counties some 

towns were more closely affiliated with communities in neighboring 

counties than with some distant communities within their own county. 

Shortly after the Arizona Legislature made financial support 

available for county junior college districts, there were discussions 

in both counties about establishing junior college districts. The 

greatest enthusiasm for the proposed institutions was centered in the 

largest communities in the two counties and the principal leadership 

in the attempt to establish the colleges came from these large 

communities. These leaders hoped that the Arizona State Board of 

Directors for Junior Colleges would choose their home communities as 

the sites for the colleges. However, as these leaders sought approval 

220 
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for a college in their counties and a site in their communities, there 

were differences in methods and emphases. 

The differences in methods and emphases were related to the 

characteristics of the leaders and the communities they represented. 

In Cochise County, the successful junior college movement was 

initiated under the leadership of the appointed member of the state 

junior college board, a former state legislator and acknowledged 

community leader. A county-wide committee was organized, petitions 

were circulated, and an election was held which established the Cochise 

County Junior College District by a seven-to-one margin. All of this 

was accomplished within approximately six months from the time the 

movement started. In Pinal County, where the movement to establish 

a college eventually failed, the appointed member of the state board was~ 

a high school teacher of vocational subjects. Six months after the move

ment was initiated he turned over leadership in the founding process to 

a prominent physician who was an established leader in the county's 

largest community. The county supervisors had rejected the request 

of the county school superintendent that they form a county-wide junior 

college committee, and the new leader of the movement did not seek to 

establish such a committee, but managed the circulation of petitions 

by contacting acquaintances in various parts of the county. Almost a 

year passed between the first serious discussions and the establishment 

of the Pinal County Junior College District by a three-to-one vote. 
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The margin by which the junior college district was established 

in Cochise County far exceeded the margin of victory in Pinal County. 

In Cochise County 31.7 per cent of the eligible electors cast ballots 

in the establishment election, compared to 16. 1 per cent in Pinal 

County. This initial difference in enthusiasm was in part due to the 

ways in which the junior college issues were originally promoted. The 

manner of promotion was related to the type of leadership involved in 

the junior college issues. The way these leaders functioned was to a 

degree shaped by the characteristics of the communities and counties 

and the existing structures in which influential citizens functioned. 

The physician who assumed leadership in Pinal County was the 

dominant leader in the county's largest community. His action in 

behalf of the junior college was the first overt exercise of this leader

ship. Under his informal leadership, a monolithic, cohesive influence 

structure had dominated affairs in his community. Because this 

strength had sometimes worked to the disadvantage of other communities 

in the agricultural section of the county, leaders in these somewhat 

smaller communities viewed the largest community's cohesiveness as 

a threat. Although people from all areas viewed the physician who led 

the Pinal County petition campaign to be the most powerful leader in 

his own community, he was not felt to be a leader with county-wide 

influence except by his townsmen. Even prior to his assumption of 

leadership there was a feeling in the other communities in the county 
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that those promoting the college were doing so in order to benefit the 

county's largest town. During the entire campaign little was done 

to diminish this feeling. The very low turnout at the establishment 

election was perhaps in part due to the failure to involve other 

communities in the establishment process. Subsequently, the lack of 

responsiveness of these smaller communities was used to advance the 

argument that the college should be located in the largest community 

because of the stronger support it had shown in the establishment 

election. 

The lack of enthusiasm from the smaller communities was not 

due solely to the failure to involve and educate them through a county-

wide committee. The mines, which paid the largest share of the 

county taxes, were rather natural opponents of a college which would 

principally serve the agricultural communities. Furthermore, the 

growth in other agricultural communities had not been so rapid as in 

the largest community. The small county seat appeared to resemble 

the town which Vidich and Bensman called "Springdale. " In "Spring-

dale" businessmen appealed to customers through a sense of personal 

loyalty rather than by modernization and expansion. They maintained 

their businesses by minimizing the cost of operation, and this "psychol 

ogy of scarcity" was translated into a demand for low taxes. * This 

1. Vidich and Bensman, pp. 92 and 119. 
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appeared to have been operative in the county seat and, to a lesser 

degree, in the neighboring agricultural town where opposition to the 

bond election later centered. Influential individuals in the county 

were grouped into discrete community power structures. In the 

agricultural area there was ongoing competition between communities. 

The mining communities, separated from the rest of the county by 

space and economic interest, had little commerce with the agricul

tural areas. The competitive nature of their power structures 

became apparent only in relation to issues, such as the junior college 

movement, which involved the entire county. 

In Cochise County, the movement that culminated in a successful 

bond election saw a county-wide committee established at the outset. 

The member of the state board who guided the movement was a leader 

in the county's largest community, and was seen by persons from all 

areas as one of the more influential county-wide leaders. He was 

closely affiliated with the state senator who was deemed the person 

with the greatest county-wide power. Although the senator resided in 

a remote agricultural area, he was felt to be influential in the affairs 

of the smeltering town that was the county's largest community. His 

involvement in this community was strengthened by his son, a physician, 

who early became one fof the principal leaders of the county junior 

college movement. Since the smeltering town was to a degree involved 
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with the agricultural economy, there was greater commerce between 

the mining and agricultural communities than existed in Pinal County. 

The county-wide influence of the senator and of the former 

legislator who was the state board member exceeded that which 

normally accrues to elected officials. The state board member was 

said to have a talent for getting people to work together, and he was 

credited with getting support for the junior college issue from men of 

influence in the mining town that was the county's second largest 

community. The mining town and the smeltering town had competitive 

power structures, but the competitiveness of these structures was 

diminished somewhat by the fact that one company dominated the 

economies of both communities. However, as was found in two recent 

2 studies of other mining communities, the company was not so closely 

involved in community affairs as it had once been, and individuals with 

general business interests were reputed to have community influence. 

Nevertheless, intra-community conflict may have been reduced by the 

limitations on community leadership imposed by the potential power 

of the company. Influential citizens from the smaller agricultural 

communities were involved at an early date, but the county-wide 

committee was not formed until after officials of the mining company 

2. Agger, Goldrich, and Swanson, p. 135; and Banfield and 
Wilson, p. 264. 
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had assured the state board member that the company would pursue a 

"hands-off" policy. 

After the successful elections to create the districts, the county 

school superintendent in each county appointed a college governing 

board. In both counties the five appointees each represented different 

communities. Four of the Cochise County members had strong ties 

with more than one community, and three were reputed to be highly 

influential in community affairs. In Pinal County, where there had 

been less county-wide exposure to information about the junior college 

system, two members were appointed who were at first reluctant to 

accept the posts since they were not committed to the idea that the 

county needed or could support a junior college. Only one of the Pinal 

County appointees was reputed to be highly influential in the affairs of 

his community, ,and the intra-community ties of board members were 

not strong. In Cochise County the board meetings were rotated among 

the five communities which the board members represented; in Pinad. 

County the board met each time at the county courthouse. In Cochise 

County, the feasibility study was started less than a month after the 

district was formed, but in Pinal County, the feasibility study was not 

begun until almost a year after the district had been created. 

The Pinal County feasibility study followed the first election of 

the college governing board. In this election the prominent physician 

who had led the petition drive replaced the mining community's 
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representative on the board, thus securing two of the five seats for 

residents of the county's largest community. Influentials from the 

smaller agricultural communities resented this increase of the 

official power of the largest community, and leaders in the mining 

communities were concerned with their loss of representation on the 

board. The influence of the mining interests at the state level seemed 

to be evidenced when the governor appointed the mining community's 

deposed county board member to the state junior college board, thus 

terminating the term of office of the high school teacher from the 

county's largest community. 

At the time the feasibility studies were conducted, the political 

temper of the two counties differed. Perceptions of these conditions 

affected the design of the surveys. As a result, the Cochise County 

survey focused upon the county's need for a junior college, whereas 

the Pinal County survey was principally directed towards choosing an 

area in which to locate the college. 

In order to justify its selection of a site among the competing 

communities, the Pinal County survey team analyzed high school 

enrollment projections and population forecasts for each of eight areas 

in the county. In addition the team questioned students in each high 

school about their interest in attending college and the distances they 

would travel to attend a county junior college. Student responses were 

then adjusted on the basis of college enrollment experience and 
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estimates of^chool officials. These elements were combined as 

predictors of the potential junior college enrollment at each of eight 

locations. As a result of this and the population projections, the 

survey team recommended locating the college close to the county's 

largest community. The calculations employed were based on a 

number of assumptions, most of which were clearly set forth in the 

published report. These assumptions then became targets of 

criticism for those who opposed the survey's site recommendation. 

In contrast, the Cochise County survey focused on the population 

growth of the entire county and employed its projections of high school 

graduates primarily to demonstrate the county's need for a junior 

college. Although the survey did note the projected increase in the 

already populous mining area, it did not directly employ the projections 

of graduates of the various schools as determinants of its site 

recommendations. 

In addition to employing high school projections to demonstrate 

the county's need for a junior college, the Cochise County survey 

showed how the proposed institution might meet specific needs. Much 

of the study was devoted to a discussion of the curriculums that might 

be offered. Many occupational curriculums were described, and to 

the cursory reader it may have appeared that the survey team was 

recommending these curriculums, although it did not do so. Since the 

Pinal County survey was limited by contract, it did not discuss 
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curriculums that might be offered. Hence its statement on the need 

for the institution was limited to a summation of economic data which 

indicated the county's need for the college and its ability to pay for it. 

While the political situations may have affected the design of 

the surveys, the types of power structures in the two counties may 

have had an effect on the way the survey teams operated. The Pinal 

County survey was conducted by a number of individuals, each of 

whom went alone to the larger schools in the county. Survey team 

contact was limited almost entirely to school officials, and none of 

the local college board members was contacted by members of the 

survey group. In contrast, the smaller Cochise County survey team 

traveled together into the county and through the efforts of the 

influential member of the state board contacted industrial leaders, 

elected officials, and members of the junior college committee in the 

various communities, as well as members of the local board. 

The site recommended by the Pinal County survey team was 

adjacent to the county's largest town, but the state board did not make 

final the selection of the site until five months after the survey was 

published. The site in Cochise County was selected by the state board 

the same month that the survey team published its recommendation. 

The-location recommended by the Cochise County survey was between 

the county's two largest communities, but was closer to the larger of 

the two. 
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In both counties there was opposition to the recommended sites. 

Some individuals charged that the Cochise County survey team had 

been influenced to locate the site in a compromise area by those who 

hoped this would cause the defeat of the bond election. When the 

state board delayed in choosing the site in Pinal County, appointing 

a committee to study the site problem, it was charged that those who 

opposed the recommended location and urged a compromise site were 

doing so in order to cause the defeat of the bond election. There 

appeared to be no validity to either accusation. 

The site selected in Cochise County had been located by the 

state board member and the local board member from the largest 

community. They had looked for a compromise site and had urged 

the visiting survey teams to visit it and recommend it, for they felt 

that it was the only site that could result in a successful bond election. 

This site was recommended by the survey team over a site in the 

more centrally located mining town. The site selection score card 

included in the published report indicated that the factor which caused 

the compromise site to be selected was its adequacy for a school 

farm. However, the survey had not demonstrated that an agricultural 

program was a need, and a school farm was not felt to be important 

by county leaders, many of whom felt it was a "smoke screen" to 

cover the real reason for the site selection. 
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People from the mining town were disappointed and angry over 

the site selection. At the suggestion of the influential state board 

member from the smeltering town, the executive director of the 

state junior college board met with members of the mining town's 

junior college committee. He had been involved actively in the county 

since the time of the campaign for the election to create the district, 

and the irate citizens of the mining community blamed him for the 

site selection and charged that he had led them to believe that the 

college should be located in their community. Much of the antagonism 

was thus diverted from the smeltering town proponents of the junior 

college, and many of these mining town citizens eventually supported 

the bond election for a college to be built at the compromise site. 

A mining town newspaper which had vigorously opposed the site 

reversed its position on the eve of the election and said that county 

residents needed to learn to work together. Although there was 

opposition to the issue, this opposition was never organized. The 

most influential person to oppose the issue was a mining town attorney. 

His partner, also a powerful leader in the mining town, was felt to be 

in favor of the issue, in part because of his close ties with the state 

board member from the smeltering town. Although the mining town 

and most of the outlying areas voted negatively on the bond issue, the 

margin of the negative vote was not so great that it was not easily 
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overcome by the strong positive vote from the smeltering town. The 

bond election was passed by a vote of 3,113 to 2,453. 

The Pinal County survey's recommendation that the college be 

located adjacent to the county's largest city in the western portion of 

the agricultural area was opposed by citizens and board members 

from the more centrally located agricultural towns and the eastern 

mining communities. Responding to an appeal not to confirm the site 

recommendation until further investigation, the state board met in two 

Pinal County communities to hear citizen recommendations. In the 

morning meeting at the centrally located county seat, a county college 

board member from the central agricultural area attempted to dis

credit the survey's site recommendation by specific criticism of the 

survey's assumptions and methodologies. His documented attack was 

supported by school officials from the eastern part of the county, 

and the points he raised resulted in state board members questioning 

the validity of the study. Newspapers in the central and eastern part 

of the county repeated the main points of the attack on the survey, 

with the result that the criticism which had been directed at the site 

recommendation became a means of discrediting the entire effort to 

establish a junior college in Pinal County. 

When the state board met in Pinal County's largest community 

in the afternoon, the advantages of the recommended location were 

stressed, and the state board was given a brochure which emphasized 
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that in the election to create the junior college district, the greatest 

support had come from the western section of the county. This 

brochure had been prepared through the efforts of the community's 

most influential individual, who had become a member of the county 

college board. The arguments set forth in this brochure were picked 

up by county newspapers and may have served to further alienate 

members of other communities. This same sort of data had been 

given to the state board prior to their selection of a site in Cochise 

County, but it was never publicized. In Pinal County it was one of a 

series of events that tended to emphasize the competition between the 

largest community and the smaller, more centrally located agricul

tural towns. 

After the state board finally approved a site in the area 

recommended by the Pinal County survey team a date was set for the 

bond election. Shortly afterwards, representatives of the mining 

communities' top influentials met with opponents of the bond issue 

from the central agricultural communities, and the Committee 

Against Higher Taxes was formed. Some were opposed principally 

to the site that had been selected, other elements opposed the issue 

on the basis that there had been a lack of planning or of information 

as to what kind of institution was planned, and yet others opposed the 

issue principally on the effect it would have on tax rates. The 

professional public relations men from the mines guided the oppositions' 
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strategy, and money was made available for the newspaper advertise

ments and the mailing of a letter to all property owners in the county. 

Most Pinal County newspapers editorially opposed the issue. It was 

emphasized that county funds should not be used to support an 
< 

institution that would benefit only one community and it was charged 

that advocates of the bond issue were planning an elaborate institution 

with a "country-club" atmosphere. 

The executive director of the state junior college board who had 

been active in the Cochise County bond campaign received only one 

invitation to speak during the Pinal County bond election campaign. 

This invitation came from the board member from the county seat. 

Perceiving the largest community's "go it alone" attitude, the 

executive director wrote to school officials in other parts of the county 

requesting opportunities to speak in their communities. His offers 

were rejected. Feeling throughout the county was running strongly 

against the issue. On election day it was defeated by a vote of 3,068 

to 1,912. 

B. CONCLUSIONS 

As the study progressed, it became more apparent that while the 

question of the impact of the site location upon the success of the bond 

election was valid, the more important questions were why an 

apparently acceptable site had been chosen in one county and not in 
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the other, and why the citizenry of one county had more fully supported 

the idea of establishing a junior college than had citizens of the other 

county. It had been originally hypothesized that since both counties 

had been successful in elections to create junior college districts, the 

defeat of the bond election in one county was due to dissatisfaction 

with particular aspects of the issue, rather than with the entire issue. 

However, it appeared that this defeat was due not only to dissatisfac

tion with the site selection, but to dissatisfaction with perceptions of 

the kind of institution that was planned, as well as to opposition to the 

issue as a whole. This became more evident as events in the two 

counties were compared by reference to specific hypotheses. 

Examination of Specific Hypotheses 

The hypotheses provided a framework for the investigation of 

factors that might have had a bearing on the success or failure of the 

bond elections. In some instances a hypothesis could be accepted as 

evidence only of correlation, since the cause-effect relationship was 

not clear. 

Hypothesis I. In the county in which the bond issue was success

ful, the formal establishing organizations more fully recognized and 

represented existing public sentiment in various areas of the counties 

than was the case in the county where the bond election failed. This 

hypothesis was validated, for in the county where the bond election 
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failed, there was no formal establishing organization other than the 

college board. Prior to the bond election, the mining communities 

had lost their representation on this board. The college board in the 

county where the bond election succeeded represented all areas of the 

county. In addition, in the county where the bond election succeeded, 

a county-wide committee representing all areas supported the 

petition drive, the establishment election, and the bond election. This 

appeared to parallel the conclusion of a study of existing school 

systems that the support and understanding of educational goals were 

best implemented through mediating agencies such as citizen's 

committees. ̂  

Hypothesis 2. In the county in which the bond election was success

ful, people who composed the formal, establishing organizations worked 

more closely with, or were more representative of, the informal county 

power structures, than were their counterparts in the county where the 

bond election failed. This hypothesis was validated, for in the success

ful county, the state board member was found to have a reputation for 

county-wide influence, while three of the five members of the local 

college board were reputed to be influential in their home communities. 

In addition, the man reputed as having the greatest county-wide 

influence was closely involved with the citizen's committee, as were 

key influential from other communities in the county. 

3. Carter and Suttoff. 
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In contrast, in the county where the bond election failed, no 

person with a broad reputation for county-wide influence was affiliated 

with the board or with the promotion of the college. On the original 

local board only one member was reputed to be highly influential in 

the affairs of his community. The prime mover of the campaign to 

establish a junior college, who was later elected to the local board, 

headed the monolithic power structure of the county's largest 

community, but the effects of his efforts were resented by competing 

power structures in other communities in the county. These findings 

differed from those of a study of four suburban communities in which 

it appeared that financial support of existing public schools was not 

related to the representation on the school boards of reputed power 

figures. ̂  

Hypothesis 3. In the county where the bond election was success

ful, the top leaders from the various communities could more 

accurately identify individuals who were reputedly leaders in other 

communities than could their counterparts in the county where the 

bond election failed. This hypothesis was rejected. Although in the 

county where the bond election failed two individuals from the mining 

communities who possessed some reputation for influence in their 

home communities could not accurately identify those deemed to be 

4. Bloomberg and Sunshine, pp. 71-72. 
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influential in the agricultural areas, this was not true of the top 

leaders in the mining areas. In both counties men with the greatest 

reputation for power accurately identified leaders in other communities. 

Hypothesis 4. In the county where the bond election was success

ful, county-wide associations in which opinion was formed could be 

more readily identified than in the county where the bond election failed. 

This hypothesis was also rejected. There was more unanimity in 

identifying such associations in the county where the bond election 

failed. The two associations so identified, however, were formal, 

rather than informal. A wide range of interests was represented in 

both associations, and while both passed resolutions favoring the 

junior college, prominent members of each publicly opposed the .junior 

college bond election. 

Hypothesis 5. In the county where the bond election was success

ful, a greater need to compromise in order to minimize dissatisfaction 

was realized by the leadership of the junior college movement than was 

the case in the county where the bond election failed. This hypothesis 

t 
was upheld, for in the county where the bond election succeeded, the 

influential state board member and the representative of the local board 

from the county's largest community deliberately sought out and urged 

the recommendation of a compromise site located between their 

community and the mining townT While this site might not have been so 

enthusiastically backed by their townsmen as one located in the 



239 

smelterhig town, it was more acceptable to residents of other areas 

of the county. In the county where the bond issue failed, although 

individual members of the local board and the county's representative 

to the state board saw a need to choose a compromise site, they 

lacked the power to accomplish this. The influential leader of the 

county's largest community evidently did not see the need to 

compromise. 

Hypothesis 6. In the county where the bond election failed, the 

opposition was more highly organized than it was in the county where 

the bond election was successful. This hypothesis was confirmed. In 

the county where the bond election succeeded, those opposing the bond 

election were not organized. In the county where the bond election 

failed, an ad hoc committee was organized to oppose the bond issue. 

This committee was composed of persons representing different 

interest groups from several communities. As was found in a study of 

school financial elections in Oregon, an effectively aroused opposition 

5 
was a factor in the loss of the election. Extremely heavy turnouts 

0 

were experienced, especially in the mining areas, and the vote in these 

areas was strongly opposed to the bond election. 

Hypothesis 7. In the county where the bond election failed, those 

who had from the first opposed establishing a junior college had more 

5. Goldstein and Cahill. 
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financial resources at their disposal than did similar groups in the 

county where the bond election was successful. Since mining 

interests in the county where the election failed had consistently 

opposed the junior college, while the mining interests in the county 

where the election succeeded had adopted a "hands-off" policy, this 

hypothesis was confirmed. The financial resources of both counties 

were largely in the possession of the mining interests. In the county 

where the election failed, it was the consensus that the mining 

interests had spent a good deal of money to fight the issue. 

Hypothesis 8. Those who opposed the establishment of the junior 

college attempted to create situations that caused dissatisfaction among 

other elements. As stated, this hypothesis was rejected. Some 

interviewees in the county where the bond election failed felt that the 

member of the state board from the mining community was opposed to 

the establishment of the junior college. Since he was chairman of 

the committee of the state board that had restudied the site problem 

and had affirmed a site near the county's largest community, some 

who felt that this was a poor location speculated that the state board 

member had urged it in order to cause the defeat of the bond election. 

However interviews and records revealed that while this man's 

committee had favored the chosen site, he had constantly urged a 

compromise site because he felt that only a compromise site would 

result in a successful election. It appeared that this state board 
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member had worked diligently for the success of the Pinal County 

junior college movement even though he was employed as an assistant 

to the general manager of a mining company who opposed the junior 

college. 

While those who had opposed the junior college idea from the 

first did not create situations that caused dissatisfaction among other 

elements, they did attempt to create dissatisfaction through emphasiz

ing situations that existed. In the county where the bond election 

failed, newspapers in the mining communities emphasized not their 

own distances from the chosen site, but the distance from the site of 

the smaller agricultural communities. Releases prepared by the 

public relations men from the mines also played upon community 

jealousies. To a degree the situation paralleled that described in the 

study of Midway County where in a big community-little community 

split, petty jealousies were introduced and used by the dominant 

6 group power. 

Hypothesis 9. In the county where the bond election was success

ful, the report of the survey team was perceived to be more accurate 

and valid than was the case in the county where the bond election failed. 

This hypothesis was accepted with caution. While there was little 

criticism of the survey in the county where the bond election succeeded, 

6. Kimbrough, Political Power, p. 48. 
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the survey was severely criticized in the county where the bond election 

failed. However this proposition was not seen to have a clear cause 

and effect relationship, and the reason the survey was so severely 

criticized in the county where the election failed may have been that 

the issue had been decided even before the survey team started its 

work. As was indicated in the first detailed study of community power 

structures, the social scientist is often brought too late into the 

scene to be instrumental in the formation of policies and finds himself 

7 
unable to be effective. 

Hypothesis 10. In the county where the bond election was success

ful there was greater contact between the members of the survey team 

and powerful individuals throughout the county than in the county where 

the bond election failed. This hypothesis was accepted, for the survey 

team in the county where the election succeeded had much more contact 

with powerful individuals throughout the county than did the survey team 

in the county where the election failed. The different political climates 

in the two counties had caused the state junior college board to contract 

for different kinds of surveys for the two counties. The design of the 

surveys and the political climates in the two counties affected the 

manner in which the surveys were conducted. 

7. Hunter, p. 235. 
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Hypothesis 11. The success of the bond election was related to 

the design of the feasibility studies. This hypothesis was so unspecific 

as to be meaningless in itself. There were so many potential variables 

that a deductive framework could not be postulated prior to study. How

ever, the statement provided an area for investigation. As a result it 

was concluded that the effort to establish the junior college in the 

county where the issue succeeded was aided by the survey's broad 

approach to the county's need for the college and by its enumeration of 

the occupational curriculums that might be offered. 

In the county where the election failed, the survey, limited by 

contract with the state board, was not designed to project curriculums. 

Nevertheless this omission was noted by many who had opposed the 

college on the grounds that there had been insufficient information about 

the character of the proposed institution. In addition, in the county 

where the election failed, the survey's specific statements of assump

tions and its detailed description of variables provided opponents with 

many targets for criticism. The contracted design of this survey 

emphasized the differences between communities rather than their 

common needs, and this provided ammunition to those opponents of the 

bond election who could profit from the stimulation of community 

jealousies. 

Hypothesis 12. Communities voted against the bond elections in 

proportion to the road distance they were from the proposed site. This 
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hypothesis was rejected as stated. In both counties communities which 

had hoped to be selected as the site for the college, but were not, cast 
r» 

a higher percentage of negative votes on the bond issue than other 

communities located at a greater distance from the selected site. 

Therefore, with the exception of communities rejected as sites (some 

of which were relatively close to the chosen site), communities tended 

to vote against the bond election in proportion to their road distance 

from the selected site. 

Hypothesis 13. Communities voted against the bond election in 

direct proportion to the percentage of increase that the proposed junior 

college tax levy would have on the then existing tax rate in their area. 

This hypothesis was rejected. Neither the tax rate nor the per-capita 

assessed valuation of areas was found to be related to community vote 

on the bond issues. 

Implications 

After the defeat of the bond election in Pinal County, it was 

suggested that perhaps the county would never have a college unless 

a change were made in the state law's requirement that junior college 

districts comprise entire counties. It was pointed out that county 

lines separated the mining communities in Pinal County from those in 

Gila County, and that raising the restrictions of the law might allow 

the mining areas to combine in support of a junior college to fit their 

needs. These speculations raised the general question of the need to 
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examine political subdivisions to determine to what extent they serve 

the purposes for which they were created, and of the need in a chang

ing society to carefully study the advisibility of grouping new functions 

into pre-existing molds that were created for other purposes. 

Among the chief implications of the study were the processes 

found to be associated with the successful establishment of a new 

educational institution. Most of these processes were related to 

involvement of a broad base of citizen support for the proposed junior 

college. Foremost was the formation in the very early stages of a 

citizens' committee composed of representatives of various interest 

groups. The effectiveness of this committee was enhanced because 

several of its members were involved in more than one community 

and in more than one interest group. This involvement in more than 

one community and the consequent ability to communicate with different 

interest groups and potentially competitive power structures was also 

characteristic of the official board appointed to guide the development 

of the proposed institution. The board's willingness to respond to all 

areas of the citizenry was made evident by its rotating its meeting 

place among the different communities. When professionals came to 

study and to make recommendations, they were involved with 

influential persons from all the principal communities. These citizens 

represented the major interest groups in the area, and their contact 

with the professionals did much to negate or neutralize any rural or 
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frontier distrust of the foreign expert that might have emerged. 

Emphasis was placed on the benefits to the area of the proposed 

institution, rather than on details of financing and other technicalities. 

Finally, leaders saw the necessity to seek compromise solutions to 

the demands of the two largest communities. 

The successful establishment of the new institution appeared to 

be associated with the characteristics of the leadership. While the 

successful leader was recognized as being influential in his own 

community, he was not the one dominant power in that community. 

Consequently, he was not viewed as being personally threatening to 

leaders of competing power structures. He was characterized as a man 

who could get people to work together. He had close associates in other 

communities and was felt to have generalized influence throughout the 

area the institution was to serve. Through communication with leaders 

in other communities he had an acute awareness of the political climate 

of the entire area. He frequently expressed the desirability of face-to-

face communication and was keenly aware of the necessity to seek 

reconciliation and compromise. An implication of the study, therefore, 

was that in an area composed of potentially competitive power 

structures, a successful prime mover of a new project need be the sort 

of person who can communicate with the several interest groups on a 

level that allows him to be aware of their demands and attitudes so that 

he may be responsive to their needs. 
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The study raised the question of whether or not the top leader 

of one of several competing power structures can provide leadership 

on an issue affecting all of the competing power structures. Since 

Kimbrough found that a community with competitive power structures 

gave higher financial support to schools than did a community with a 

g 
monolithic power structure, further research might be directed to 

an assessment of the nature of competing power structures which give 

high financial support to schools and the degree to which leaders of the 

various types of competing power structures are successful in their 

leadership of educational projects. Further studies might also be 

directed to determining to what degree the responses of power 

structures to educational proposals are conditioned by whether or not 

the proposals are viewed as being innovative or as serving new needs. 

Answers to some of these questions might be approached through a 

study of the involvement of powerful leaders in the ultimately success

ful bond election in Pinal County in May 1967, at which time voters 

approved funds for a junior college located on a compromise site 

between Coolidge and Casa Grande. 

One of the areas left unanswered by the study was the degree to 

which the county-wide power structure in the successful county was a 

creation of the movement to establish the junior college. Although 

8. Kimbrough, Informal County Leadership Structures. 
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interviewees were questioned about the people who were generalized 

leaders during the time the junior college issue was first proposed, 

the interviews were conducted six years after the movement started. 

Interviewees' perceptions of influential people may have been 

affected by intervening events. This suggested that the relation of 

power structures to new institutions might profitably be studied during 

the establishment process. 

Community jealousies and the lack of widespread recognition of 

the need for the proposed institution were the principal causes of 

failure in the county where the attempt to establish a junior college 

was unsuccessful. Thus the failure, as well as the success, pointed 

to the necessity of involving a broad base of citizen support to 

communicate the desires of various interest groups and to interpret to 

the citizenry the need for and purpose of the proposed institution. 

These implications are relevant to the design of educational studies. 

Further research might be directed to studying the effectiveness of 

different kinds of junior college feasibility studies. In addition, a 

professionally designed survey conducted principally by a large group 

of citizens might profitably be studied from the standpoint of the 

effect of such involvement on attitudes towards and knowledge of junior 

college services. Further, a citizen-conducted junior college 

feasibility survey might be studied in relation to the power structures 

it encounters or builds. The implications of such research on the 
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founding of junior colleges may well be applicable to other institutions 

and movements, particularily those that are viewed as innovative, 

for one of the principal problems encountered in founding junior 

colleges has been that their purposes have not been clearly understood. 
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APPENDIX A 

PROVISIONS OF THE I960 ARIZONA JUNIOR COLLEGE 

LEGISLATION PERTAINING TO THE ESTABLISHMENT 

OF NEW JUNIOR COLLEGES 

The junior college law enacted by the Arizona Legislature in 

I960 provided state aid for operational and capital expenditures for 

junior college districts which met certain qualifications. Although 

exceptions were made for counties where junior colleges existed, 

the law stipulated that in order to qualify for state aid, all new junior 

college districts were to have an assessed valuation of taxable 

property amounting to at least $60,000,000.00 and a potential student 

body of at least 320. The student potential was to be calculated as 40 

per cent of the total number of graduates of all the common high 

schools in the proposed district for the past two years. The law 

further stipulated that the boundaries of each district were to be 

1 
contiguous with county boundaries, comprising at least one county. 

This legislation also set forth certain procedures to be followed 

in establishing junior colleges. The sequence of the major steps to 

1. Arizona, Revised Statutes (I960) c. 15, sec, 666. 
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be taken at the local level that apply to the two counties studied was as 

follows: 

1. Signatures of 10 per cent of the qualified electors of the 

county must be obtained on petitions to place the question of the 

establishment of the junior college district on the ballot. A survey 

is then conducted by the Arizona State Board of Directors for Junior 

Colleges to determine if the proposed district qualifies for state said. 

2. After the signatures on the petitions have been verified by 

the county superintendent of schools and after the state board approves 

the petition, the county board of supervisors calls the election. 

3. After a successful election, the county superintendent of 

schools appoints a governing board to serve the junior college district 

until a regular board can be elected the following October. 

4. A plan for the formation of the junior college district is 

then submitted to the legislature. After the legislature approves the 

creation of the district, it appropriates $500,000.00 as initial aid for 

capital construction. This money is given to the district when it is 

matched by an equal amount of money raised through a bond election. 

5. Prior to the bond election, a site for the junior college is 

2 chosen by the Arizona State Board of Directors for Junior Colleges. 

2. Arizona, Revised Statutes (I960) c. 15, sees. 659-686. 
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Throughout this sequence of events the Arizona State Board of 

Directors for Junior Colleges had the power to deny or approve at 

several stages, for the state board was created by the legislature to 

oversee the junior college system in the state, and was the medium 

through which state aid was funnelled to the junior college districts. 

This board was composed of seventeen members: the superintendent of 

public instruction, the director of vocational education, a representative 

of the board of regents, and one member, appointed by the governor, 

3 
from each of the state's fourteen counties. 

It was stipulated that the state board must approve the call for 

both elections and must approve the creation of the district before the 

legislature acts on it. It was the duty of the state board to appoint the 

agency to do the feasibility surveys, and the state board was established 

as the final authority in matters pertaining to the curriculum and to the 

construction of the institutions, since the physical plants of all Arizona 

public junior colleges operating under this legislation were to become 

the property of the state board. In all these matters, it was the 

practice of the state board to rely heavily upon the advice of the 

local board and local committees promoting the establishment of 

junior colleges. Although this same relationship existed in the matter 

of site selection, it was in this capacity that the state board become 

3. Arizona, Revised Statutes (I960) c. 15, sec. 656. 
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most visible at the local level. This was because prior to that 

choice, members of the state board inspected the several locales 

recommended by the feasibility study. 



APPENDIX B 

PROJECTIONS OF PINAL COUNTY AND COCHISE COUNTY 

HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES COMPARED TO EXPERIENCE 

The survey team forecasts of high school graduates in the two 

counties tended to be conservative, as measured against actual 

experience between 1963 and 1967. This was especially true of the 

Pinal County projections where the survey team had noted that its 

projections were conservative. In the following tables it can be seen 

that Dr. Glen H. Walker's projections of total Pinal County graduates 

was numerically more accurate than the projections of the survey 

team; however, the Pinal County survey team's projections more 

accurately forecast the proportion of graduates from each school in 

the county. The survey team's flat projections in Maricopa proved to 

be more accurate than Dr. Walker's, but Dr. Walker was nearer the 

mark in his projections of Superior High School graduates, although 

graduates from this school exceeded those forecast in either projection. 

Much of the controversy centered around the projections for 

Coolidge. The official survey came much closer than did Dr. Walker 

in projecting the proportion of Coolidge graduates to graduates from the 

the entire county. 
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TABLE IX 

ACTUAL GRADUATES FROM PINAL COUNTY HIGH SCHOOLS IN 1963, 1965, 1967, COMPARED WITH 

PROJECTIONS MADE BY THE OFFICIAL SURVEY TEAM AND DR. G. H. WALKER 

NUMBER OF GRADUATES 

High School 

1963 1965 1967 

High School Actual Survey Walker Actual Survey Walker Actual Survey Walker 

Apache Junction 0 - 12 26 - 50 22 - 55 

Casa Grande 139 132 132 207 179 179 266 192 192 

Coolidge 93 76 96 127 76 150 118 76 170 

Florence 36 42 42 48 45 45 62 60 60 

Maricopa 11 14 15 16 14 24 16 14 40 

Mamynoth 84 85 85 122 113 113 110 114 114 

Ray (Kearny) 48 44 44 60 48 48 71 52 52 

Santa Cruz Valley 59 60 60 79 71 71 78 71 71 

Superior 56 49 48 92 49 77 74 49 61 

Hayden (Pinal County Students) - 10 - - 20 - - 14 

TOTAL 526 502 544 777 595 777 817 628 829 

Sources: Walker, "Remarks," p. 7; Bessent and others, p. 49; and "Institutions Attended by 
Arizona's High School Graduates" (mimeographed). Annual Reports of the High School Visitor, 
College of Education,. University of Arizona, 1963, 1965, 1967. 



TABLE X 

ACTUAL GRADUATES FROM COCHISE COUNTY HIGH SCHOOLS, 1963, 1965, 1967, 

COMPARED WITH PROJECTIONS OF THE OFFICIAL SURVEY TEAM 

NUMBER OF GRADUATES 
TWE3 IW5 IWT 

High School Actual Survey Actual Survey Actual Survey 

Benson 39 45 70 55 70 66 

Bisbee 126 143 184 154 206 167 

Bowie 8 8 9 9 12 10 

Buena 90 115 155 133 172 141 

Douglas 197 174 233 199 235 228 

St. David 10 14 15 16 16 16 

San Simon 3 7 8 9 13 11 

Tombstone 20 30 36 36 41 44 

Valley Union 11 12 25 12 23 12 

Willcox 62 71 85 78 79 86 

TOTAL 566 619 820 700 867 781 

Sources: "Institutions Attended by Arizona's High School Graduates" (mimeographed) Annual 
Reports of The High School Visitor (Tucson, Arizona: College of Education, University of Arizona, 
1963, 1965, 1967); and Wochner and others, p. 12. 

IS) 
Ul 



258 

The greater percentage accuracy of the official survey can be 

noted in comparing the actual 1967 graduates from Coolidge and Casa 

Grande high schools with the official survey projections and with those 

made by Dr. Walker. Dr. Walker projected Coolidge enrollments to 

be almost as large as those for Casa Grande; but the official survey, 

although making a low estimate, came closer by projecting Casa 

Grande to have over twice as many graduates as Coolidge. 



APPENDIX C 

ELEMENTS IN THE PINAL COUNTY SURVEY WHICH AFFECTED 

PROJECTIONS OF POTENTIAL COLLEGE ENROLLMENTS 

ACCORDING TO LOCATION OF THE PROPOSED INSTITUTION 

In the Pinal County survey's projection of the numbers of potential 

students who would attend a junior college according to where it was 

located, there was a discrepancy in the calculation of road distances 

that affected the projection. The map distance between Eloy and Coolidge 

was eighteen miles; however it can be demonstrated that in projecting 

the number of students from Coolidge who would attend a college in Eloy, 

the Pinal County survey team assumed the distance between Coolidge 

and Eloy to be more ):han twenty miles, but that in projecting the 

number of Eloy students who would attend a college located in Coolidge, 

the survey team assumed the distance between the same two towns to 

be twenty miles or less. 

From the survey's table which presented the distances students 

would commute (see Table XI), it can be seen that sixteen of Coolidge's 

fifty-three students (30 per cent) said they would commute as far as 

thirty miles or more, while forty (75 per cent) said they would commute 

as far as twenty miles or more. From this table it can also be seen 
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TABLE XI 

PINAL COUNTY JUNIOR COLLEGE SURVEY'S TABLE PROJECTING 

"MAXIMUM COMMUTING DISTANCES TO A JUNIOR COLLEGE" 

School Miles 
Twenty 
Miles 

Thirty 
Miles 

Forty 
Mile 8 Over Forty 

Casa Grande 22 34 19 7 8 

Coolidge 13 24 10 3 3 

Eloy 8 14 11 6 6 

Florence 5 7 6 5 4 

Ray 3 8 5 3 6 

San Manuel 4 2 2 7 23 

Superior 4 6 21 6 8 

TOTAL 59 95 74 37 58 

Per Cent of Total 18.3% 29.4% 22.9% 11.4% 18.0% 

Source: Bessent and others, p. 56. 

that thirty-seven of Eloy's forty-five students (84 per cent) said they 

could commute as far as twenty miles or more. * 

The Pinal County survey's table which projected student attendance 

at a college located within each community (see Table XII), indicated 



TABLE XII 

PINAL COUNTY JUNIOR COLLEGE SURVEY'S TABLE PROJECTING 

•'RELATIONSHIP OF LOCATION OF COLLEGE TO COMMUTING POTENTIAL" 

Located at: 

School San Manuel Kearny Superior Florence Jet. Florence Coolidge Casa Grande Eloy 

Casa Grande 6 6 6 6 12 27 72 55 

Coolidge 2 2 4 10 32 32 10 10 

Eloy 2 2 2 2 11 20 20 24 

Florence 2 2 13 20 25 25 13 13 

Maricopa 1 1 1 1 1 1 5 1 

San Manuel 39 30 22 22 22 22 22 22 

Ray 5 16 5 5 5 5 5 5 

Superior 5 20 26 24 18 8 5 5 

TOTALS 62 79 79 90 126 140 152 135 

Per Cent of 
Base Year (1962) . 26% 33% 33% 37% 53% 58% 63% 56% 

Numbers in the table are calculated on the basis of the number of graduates from each high school 
in 1962. 

Source: Bessent and others, p. 58. n> 
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the total student potential of Eloy to be 24 and that of Coolidge to be 32. 

This table also showed the potential number of Eloy students at a 

Coolidge location to be twenty, which is 84 per cent of the total 

potential of Eloy, indicating that in this calculation the distance between 

the towns was assumed to be twenty miles or less. However, this table 

showed the potential number of Coolidge students at an Eloy location 

to be ten, which is 30 per cent of the total Coolidge potential, indicating 

that in this calculation the distance between the two towns was assumed 

to be more than twenty miles. Had the survey team assumed in 

projecting the Coolidge student potential at Eloy, as it did in projecting 

the Eloy student potential at Coolidge, that the distance between the 

towns was no more than twenty miles, the Coolidge student potential 

at a location in Eloy would have been increased from ten to twenty-four 

students (75 per cent of Coolidge1 s 32 students). This more equitable 

calculation would have increased the Eloy student potential to 149, just 

slightly less than the potential of 152 projected for Casa Grande. 

Further, the Pinal County survey's arbitrary delineation of 

distances between communities had a marked effect upon the projection 

of student potential according to where the proposed institution was to 

be located. Upon the survey's publication it was pointed out that it was 

not realistic for projection of student potential to be based on the 

differentiation between the Casa Grande to Eloy distance of seventeen 

miles and the Casa Grande to Coolidge distance, which maps indicated 
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to be either twenty or twenty-one miles, depending upon the route 

selected. As can be seen in Table XII, the survey presented Casa 

Grande as having the greatest student potential; however, had the 

Coolidge to Casa Grande distance been assumed to be no more than 

twenty miles, then the data would have indicated that a college located 

in Coolidge would have greater student potential than one located in 

Casa Grande. 

In assuming the distance between Casa Grande and Coolidge to 

be more than twenty miles, and thus a college located there available 

only to those who said they would travel as far as thirty miles, the 

Pinal County survey group's resultant calculation in its table was that 

only twenty-seven Casa Grande students would attend a college in 

Coolidge, and that only ten Coolidge students would attend a college 

located in Casa Grande (see Table XII). These projections were 

obtained by multiplying each town's student potential for a college 

located in that town (see Table XII) by the proportion of a town's 

students who indicated they would travel as far as thirty miles to 

attend college (see Table XI). However, had the survey groups set the 

Casa Grande-Coolidge commuting potential to include those students 

who said they would travel as far as twenty miles to attend college, 

then following the same method of calculations, the survey's table 

(Table XII) would have shown fifty-five Casa Grande students attending 
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a college located in Coolidge and twenty-four Coolidge students attend

ing a college located in Casa Grande. Following this procedure, the 

student potential for a Coolidge location would have been increased by 

twenty-eight and that for a Casa Grande location would have been 

increased by only fourteen. Thus, the survey table (Table XII) would 

have shown a college located in Coolidge to have a student potential 

of 168, while the potential for a Casa Grande location would have been 

166 students. 



APPENDIX D 

INTERVIEW PROCEDURES 

In both counties, persons judged to have an involvement in 

community and county affairs were asked to respond to the following 

questions: 

1. If a project were before your community that required the 

decision of a group of leaders--leaders that nearly everyone would 

accept--which five people in your community would you choose? 

2. If the project were county-wide, which five people in your 

county would you choose? 

3. What three people in each of the other communities do you see 

as having this same sort of general influence? 

4. How well do you know each of these individuals whom you 

have identified: (1) Heard of him; (2) Know him slightly; (3) Know 

him well; (4) Know him very well; (5) Related to him. 

5. What are the important associations in the county in which 

opinion is formed? 

6. What individuals or associations coordinate opinions and 

action between the various communities in the county? Were these 

associations or individuals involved in the junior college movement? 
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7. What three of four persons in the county worked most 

effectively for the passage of the junior college bond issue? 

8. What three of four persons in the county worked most 

effectively against the passage of the junior college bond issue? 

9. What position did you take on the two junior college elections 

in the two counties? 

10. Why did you take these positions? 

Responses to these questions were recorded by the interviewer 

on prepared forms on which names obtained from a group of judges 

were pre-listed. Names introduced by interviewees were added to the 

list. The manner in which answers were recorded is indicated on the 

"Response Sheet Format for Structured Interviews," which follows. 
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RESPONSE SHEET FORMAT 

FOR STRUCTURED INTERVIEWS 

Date 

Interviewee's Names , Community 
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Community MA" 

individual 
names 

to 

Community " Z "  

individual 
names 

Associations in which opinion is formed: 

Individuals on associations coordinating opinions and action between 
communities: 

Interviewees position on elections 
Establishment election: For ; Against 
Bond election: For ; Against 

Reasons for position or change of position: 
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After completion of the structured interviews, all interviewees 

were asked to relate anything which they felt had an important effect 

on the outcome of the junior college election, and to add any informa

tion which they felt might be significant to one writing a history of the 

junior college movement in their county. 

In addition, interviewees who were involved either in opposition 

to or promotion of the junior college movements were asked to respond 

to the following questions: 

1. To whom did you look for knowledge of Arizona junior college 

law ? 

2. Would you have favored a junior college located at any other 

8ite ? Specify. 

3. Did you think that the junior college would aid the county's 

industry? The mines ? Agriculture? 

4. Did anyone influence the survey team's site selection? 

5. Were you contacted by members of the survey team? 

6. When did you first see the published survey and how did you 

react to it ? 

7. What documents or publicity did you view as having an effect 

on the election? Did any of these influence your opinion? 

8. (Cochise County) Were you aware of The Douglas Advantage 

and/or the mimeographed summary of how the county voted in the 

establishment election? What was your reaction to these documents ? 
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(Pinal County) Were you aware of You're Wanted in Casa Grande 

and/or the pamphlet promoting "Central Arizona College"? What was 

your reaction to these douments ? 

9. In your opinion, was there organized opposition to the bond 

issue? If so, how did it evolve? 

Individuals were also asked specific questions in order to 

confirm and interpret information concerning them which was found in 

newspapers, public documents, and correspondence filed at the office 

of the state junior college board. 



SELECTED BIBLIOGRAPHY 

A. BOOKS 

Agger, Robert E. , Daniel Goldrich, and Bert E. Swanson. The Rulers 
and the Ruled. New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1964. 

Banfield, Edward C. Political Influence. New York: The Free Press 
of Glencoe, 1961. 

, and James Q. Wilson. City Politics. Cambridge, 
Massachusetts: Harvard University Press, 1965. 

Bloomberg, Warner, Jr. , and Morris R. Sunshine. Suburban Power 
Structures and Public Education. Syracuse, New York: Syracuse 
University Press, 1963. 

Carter, Richard F. , John Sutthoff, et al. Voters and Their Schools. 
(Cooperative Research Project Number 308) Stanford, Califor
nia: Stanford University, I960. 

Dahl, Robert A. Who Governs ? New Haven, Connecticutt: Yale Univer
sity Press, 1961. 

Fretwell, Elbert K. , Jr. , Founding Public Junior Colleges. New York: 
Bureau of Publications, Columbia University, 1954. 

Grinnel, J. S. and Raymond J. Young. The School and Community. 
New York: Roland Press Company, 1955. 

Gross, Neil C. Who Runs Our Schools. New York: John Wiley and 
Sons, Inc. , 1958. 

Hunter, Floyd. Community Power Structure: A Study of Decision 
Makers. Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 1953. 

Johnson, B. Lamar. Starting a Community Junior College. Washington: 
American Association of Junior Colleges, 1964. 

270 



271 

Kimbrough, Ralph B. Informal County Leadership Structure and 
Controls Affecting Educational Policy Decision Making. 
(Cooperative Research Project Number 1324) Gainesville, 
Florida: College of Education, University of Florida, 1964. 

, Political Power and Educational Decision-Making. Chicago: 
Rand McNally and Company, 1964. 

Vidich, Arthur J. and Joseph Bensman. Small Town in Mass Society. 
Garden City, New York: Anchor Books, Doubleday and Company, 
Inc., I960. 

B. PUBLICATIONS OF GOVERNMENTAL AGENCIES 

AND OTHER ORGANIZATIONS 

Arizona State Employment Service, Employment Security Commission 
of Arizona. Basic Economic Data for Arizona, Phoenix, Arizona, 
August, 1961. 

Arizona State Superintendent of Public Instruction. Annual Report to 
the Governor of Arizona for the Fiscal Year 1961-1962, 
Phoenix, Arizona: Division of Research and Statistics, Depart
ment of Public Instruction, 1962. 

Arizona, State of. Revised Statutes, I960. 

Bessent, Wailand and others, Junior College Survey of Pinal County. 
Tucson, Arizona: Report of a Study by the Bureau of School 
Services, College of Education, The University of Arizona, 1963. 

The Douglas Advantage, Prepared by the People of Douglas Through 
Their Committee for a Junior College. Douglas, Arizona, 1961. 

Lindsay, Frank B. (director). Report of the Junior College Survey 
Committee, A Report to the Twenty-Fourth Legislature, First 
Regular Session, State of Arizona, Phoenix, Arizona: State of 
Arizona, 1958. 

Wochner, Raymond E. and others. Junior College Survey of Cochise 
County. Tempe, Arizona: Arizona Educational Consultants from 
the College of Education, Arizona State University, 1961. 



272 

You're Wanted in Casa Grande, Prepared by the People of Casa Grande, 
Arizona, Through a Committee for a Junior College in Casa 
Grande. Casa Grande, Arizona, 1963. 

C. PERIODICALS 

Agger, Robert E. and Daniel Goldrich. "Community Power Structure 
and Partisanship," American Sociological Review, vol. 23 
(August, 1958), pp. 383-392. 

• , and Vincent Ostrom. "The Political Structure of a Small 
Community," Public Opinion Quarterly, vol. 20 (Spring, 1956), 
pp. 81-89. 

Anton, Thomas J. "Power, Pluralism, and Local Politics," Adminis
trative Science Quarterly, vol. 7 (March, 1963), pp. 425-57. 

Belknap, George, and Ralph Smuckler. "Political Power Relations of 
a Mid-West City," Public Opinion Quarterly, vol. 20 (Spring, 
1956), pp. 73-81. 

Dahl, Robert A. "A Critique of the Ruling Elite Model," Aynerican 
Political Science Review, vol. 52 (June, 1958), pp. 463-69. 

D1 Antonio, William V. "Community Leadership in an Economic Crisis: 
Testing Ground for Ideological Change, " American Journal of 
Sociology, vol. 71 (May, 1966), pp. 688-700. 

, William Form, Charles Loomis, and Eugene Erickson. 
"Institutional and Occupational Representation in Eleven 
Community Influence Systems," American Sociological Review, 
vol. 26 (June, 1961), pp. 440-446. 

Herson, Lawrence J. "In the Footsteps of Community Power," 
American Political Science Review, vol. 55 (October, I960), 
pp. 817-830. 

Pellegrin, Roland J. and Charles H. Coates. "Absentee-Owned 
Corporations and Community Power Structure," The American 
Journal of Sociology, vol. 61 (March, 1956), pp. 413-19. 

Rosenberg, Morris. "Some Determinants of Political Apathy," Public 
Opinion Quarterly, vol. 18 (Winter, 1954), pp. 349-366. 



273 

Schulze, Robert O. "The Role of Economic Dominants in Community-
Power Structure, n Ameri£an_^ocrolo^icaJL_Revie2W, vol. 23 
(February, 1958), pp. 1-14. 

Wolfinger, Raymond. "Reputation and Reality in the Study of 
Community Power, " American Sociological Review, vol. 25 
(October, I960), pp. 636-644. 

D. ESSAYS AND ARTICLES IN COLLECTIONS 

Dahl, Robert A. "Equality and Power in American Society," in 
William V. D1 Antonio and Howard J. Ehrlich (eds.) Power and 
Democracy in America. Notre Dame, Indiana: University of 
Notre Dame Press, 1961. Pp. 73-89. 

Goldstein, Marshall N. , and Robert S. Cahill, "Mass Media and 
Community Politics," in Cahill, Robert S. and Stephen P. 
Hencley (eds.) The Politics of Education in the Local Community 
(Cooperative Research Project Number G-007) Danville, 
Illinois: The Interstate Printers and Publishers, Inc., 1964, 
Pp. 163-188. 

Hencley, Stephen P. "The Study of Community Politics and Power" in 
Cahill, Roberts, and Stephen P. Hencley (eds.) The Politics of 
Education in the Local Community (Cooperative Research 
Project Number G-007), Danville, Illinois: The Interstate 
Printers and Publishers, 1964. Pp. 5-25. 

Miller, Delbert C. "Democracy and Decision Making," in William V. 
D1 Antonio and Howard J. Ehrlich (eds.) Power and Democracy 
in America, Notre Dame Press, 1961. Pp. 25-71. 

Monypenny, Phillip, "A Political Analysis of Structure for Educational 
Policy Making," in William P. McLure and Van Miller (eds.), 
Government of Public Education for Adequate Policy Making. 
Urbana, Illinois: University of Illinois, I960. Pp. 1-21. 

Schulze, Robert O. "The Bifurcation of Power in a Satellite City," 
in Morris Janowitz (ed.) Community Political Systems. New 
York: Free Press of Glencoe, 1961. Pp. 19-80. 



274 

E. UNPUBLISHED MATERIALS 

Arizona State Board of Directors for Junior Colleges. Minutes and 
memoranda, 1960-1964. 

Benson, Ellis M. "A Time and Space Analysis of Critical Steps in 
the Establishment of California Public Junior Colleges.11 

Unpublished Doctor of Education dissertation, The University 
of California, Los Angeles, 1963. 

Fretwell, Elbert K. , Jr. "Establishing Local Public Junior Colleges: 
A Study of the Founding Problems Faced in Eight Selected 
Communities." Unpublished Doctor of Education dissertation, 
Teachers College, Columbia University, 1953. 

Hermon, Jerry John. "A Study of the Relationships Between Certain 
Selected Factors and the Success or Failure of Bond Issues in 
Fourth Class School Districts in Michigan." Unpublished Doctor 
of Philosophy dissertation, The University of Michigan, 1959. 

"Institutions Attended by Arizona's High School Graduates," Annual 
Report of the High School Visitor, Tucson, Arizona: College of 
Education, University of Arizona, 1962-1967. 

McHargue, Robert Morris. "The Early History of Los Angeles Pierce 
College. " Unpublished Doctor of Education dissertation, The 
University of California, Los Angeles, 1963. 

McMahon, Stephen Timothy. "Demographic Characteristics and Voting 
Behavior in a Junior College Creation, Tax Levy, and Bond 
Issue Election." Unpublished Doctor of Philosophy dissertation, 
The University of Texas, 1966. 

Murphy, Edward Virl. "Selected Variables in the Success of Bond Elec
tions in California School Districts." Unpublished Doctor of Educa 
tion dissertation, The University of Southern California, 1966. 

Owens, David Allen. "Comparative Characteristics of the Power Struc
ture of Three Selected High Effort School Districts in Illinois. " 
Unpublished Doctor of Education dissertation, The University of 
Florida, 1966. 

Pinal County Junior College Governing Board, Minutes, 1962-1964. 



275 

Pinal County Junior College Institute, Minutes, Florence, Arizona, 
October 4, 1962. 

Savard, William George. "Voter Turnout in School Financial Elec
tions." Unpublished Doctor of Philosophy dissertation, Stanford 
University, I960. 

Seats, Harlon L. "The Political Power Structure of Cotton City." 
Unpublished Master of Political Science thesis, Arizona State 
University, 1963. 

Walker, Glen H. "Remarks Made by Dr. G. H. Walker at the Arizona 
State Junior College Board Meeting Held in Florence (Arizona) 
on February 18, 1963." Typescript of an address, with 
illustrations. 

. "Report to Pinal County," Coolidge, Arizona, circa 
August 15, 1962. (Mimeographed.) 

F. NEWSPAPERS 

The Arizona Daily Star, Tucson, Arizona, August, 1962. 

The Apache Sentinel, Apache Junction, Arizona, December 1961-
December 1963. 

Arizona Range News, Willcox, Arizona, February 1962-August 1962. 
i 

The Arizona Republic, Phoenix, Arizona, February 23, 1963. 

The Brewery Gulch Gazette, Bisbee, Arizona, December 1961-August 
1962. 

The Bisbee ([ArizonaJ Daily Review, November 1960-0ctober 1962. 

The Casa Grande f ArizonaJ Dispatch, April 1961-December 1963. 

The Coolidge ^Arizona! Examiner, April 1961-December 1963. 

The Copper Basin News, Christmas, Arizona, December 1962-
December 1963. 

The Douglas ^Arizona^ Dispatch, July 1960-August 1962. 



The EXoy ^Arizona] Enterprise, April 1961-December 1963. 

The Florence [Arizona] Blade, December 1961-December 1963. 

The San Manuel ^Arizona] Miner, December 1961-December 1963. 

The Superior £Arizona] Sun, December 1961-December 1963. 

The Tombstone ^Arizona] Epitaph, April 1961-August 1962. 


