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ABSTRACT 

This is a case study of one state's community college presidents as an organized 

power network. I examine community college leadership as a function of group or class 

interests and social and institutional environments. Institutional leadership is not seen as 

the efforts of a single leader in a single institution. This case study uses a Delphi survey 

and content analysis to explore the general and specific transmission mechanisms of class 

interests, structural dependence, and power networks. 

The Delphi survey examined class formation and interests through identifying the 

consensus ideology held by community college presidents. Content analysis of the 

minutes of a statewide commimity college presidents' organization identified collective 

presidential concerns and actions. Content analysis of the minutes of local community 

college district governing boards identified institutional decision making related to 

collective presidential interests. Together, the Delphi survey and content analyses led to 

interpretations regarding statewide structural dependence on conmumity college 

presidents and their operating as an organized power network, both micro-level social 

mechanisms involved in system reproduction. 

I have drawn the following conclusions about community college presidents and 

institutional decision making: 

• Community college leadership can be understood as the result of group or 

class interests. 
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Community college presidents aie powerful and dominant actors in the 

community college system. 

Commimity college presidents can be shown to have organized into elite 

power networks. 

Community college presidents in this case study occupy central positions that 

have local governing boards, the state board, afiOliated associations, and top 

administrators, to a greater or lesser degree, in structurally dependent 

positions. 

Community college presidents, as a collective, shape institutional decisions 

across individual commimity colleges. 

Community college presidents, as educational leaders of "democracy's 

colleges," do not embrace democratic mechanisms. 
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CHAPTERl 

NATURE AND PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 

Statement of the Pmhlem 

Community college presidents and institutional decision making are the focus of 

this research. This examination involves both the general and specific transmission 

mechanisms of class formation and consensus development This study will examine 

substantive institutional and group decisions made by community college presidents as a 

means to identify micro-level social mechanisms that lead to class formation and the 

reproduction of hegemonic social structures. 

Many studies on community college leadership contribute to understanding the 

attributes of presidents, organizational culture, and the influence of community college 

presidents on organizational change (Baldridge, Curtis, Echer, & Riley, 1978; Chliwniak, 

1996; Cohen & Brawer, 1996,1997; Bensimon, Neumann, & Bimbaum, 1989; Eaton, 

1984; Fincher, 1987; Levin, 1998; Mott, 1997; Pashiardis & Baker, 1992; Richardson, 

1984; Richardson & Wolverton, 1994; Roe & Baker, 1989; Roueche, Baker, & Rose, 

1989; Selman & Wilmoth, 1993; Townsend & Wiese, 1990; Vaughan, 1994). These 

studies, for the most part, view community college presidents as singular examples of 

institutional leadership and not as a distinct or fractional class in pursuit of its interests. 

Although these studies may talk of community colleges in the aggregate, their implicit 

singular perspective leaves the collective ideology of community college presidents 

relatively unknown. Ideology develops and influences group membership, social class. 
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socialization, and individual personality. Yet, as institutional leaders, their class ideology 

shapes institutional decision making. 

While this investigation is grounded in the organizational, cultural, and leadership 

frameworks found in the literature cited above, it has a different focus. This study does 

not challenge the centrality or influence of community college presidents in shaping 

individual institutions but examines questions about community college presidents as a 

class. Leaf (1979) suggests that if consistent belief and decision making patterns can be 

found, those patterns can identify group membership. While this case study is limited to 

one state, the central questions of this study are: Do community college presidents show 

shared consistent beliefs and decision making patterns demonstrating class formation? If 

they share class interests, how are state commimity college agendas set and how are 

institutional decisions at the local community college level affected? 

I became interested in conmiunity college presidents as a statewide organized 

power group through my experience as a community college faculty member. I was 

unaware that the Xanadu' community college presidents met together on a regular basis. 

My first hint that the presidents were so organized came through the usage and spread of 

the word charrette, a French word meaning "cart" (James, 1991). One president new to 

the state used it when he organized a workshop to revisit his college's mission statement. 

Soon, other colleges were holding mission charrettes so that eventually even the State 

Board for Community Colleges (SBCC) held their own mission charrette. The next clue 

that community college presidents had organized at the state level was that one 

' To provide anonymity, Xanadu is used in place of the actual state name throughout this investigation. 
Pseudonyms are also used for aU community college districts and cities. 
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community college reorganized its academic departments followed by other colleges' 

entertaining similar restructuring. I became aware of the existence of the Xanadu 

Community College Presidents' Council (XCCPC) as I did a one-semester internship in 

the ofiQce of one of the community college presidents. I came to understand the structure 

and function of the XCCPC (see Chapters 3 and 4) through this investigation. 

hi this case study, Xanadu's conununity college presidents are revealed as an 

organized power group with specific interests. I examine their class formation through 

two research methods: consensus identification and content analysis. For consensus 

identification I used the Delphi survey method (Delbecq, Van de Van, & Gustafson, 

1975; Fridena, 1979; Murray & Hammons, 1995b) to determine what consensus, if any, 

surrounded associations, afiSliations, perplexing problems, constraints, values, and 

belief. Delphi results in this investigation were used to represent the consensus ideology 

of community college presidents. The consensus ideology identified the belief patterns 

held by community college presidents as a collectivity. Content analysis was used to 

determine community college presidents' interests and to reveal decisions they have 

made. My content analysis used documents of living organizations (Webb, Campbell, 

Schwartz, Sechrest, 1973) to analyze ideological, economic, and social orientations 

(Weber, 1990) of community college presidents. Analysis of written records also afforded 

an unobtrusive research method because textual materials survive over long periods and 

can be analyzed without affecting either the originator or the audience of the message 

(Weber, 1990). In this case study, content analysis was used to examine the presence of 

commimity college presidents' patterns as a collective in the statewide community 

college arena and institutional decisions at local community colleges. Literpretations of 
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consensus ideology and collective interests led to conclusions regarding community 

college presid^ts and institutional decision making. 

Significance of Research 

This research has implications for community college institutional practices and 

policies. A large body of literature portrays community colleges as providing open 

admission policies, low-cost tuition, community orientation, and access to comprehensive 

education to build an informed and technologically skilled citizenry (Amey & Twombly, 

1992; Cohen & Drawer, 1987,1996; Deegan & Tillery, 1985; Eaton, 1994; Gordon, 

1995; Levin, 1994; Levin & Dennison, 1989; Medsker & Tillery, 1971; Monroe, 1972). 

This literature, overall, presents community colleges as a "class" that is more of an 

aggregate categorization or collection of single community colleges than as a class that is 

bounded by shared circumstances and interests. Twombly and Moore (1991) examine the 

social class of origin of campus administrators in higher education to see if college 

administrators share class interests. They report that "the striking findings fix>m this 

analysis were on the increase in the percentage of community college administrators who 

reported their fathers held a managerial position" (p. 489). They conclude that "higher 

education administrators... appear to come from disproportionately higher occupational 

class backgrounds than the male population in general" (p. 495). While not the crime de 

la creme of elite society, community college presidents' origins are in the professional 

middle class. Over four decades, conmiunity college presidents do not exhibit 

meritocractic career paths, moving from the depths of the underclass to become college 

presidents (Twombly & Moore, 1991). Serious questions about these societal functions 
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served by community colleges (Brint & fCarabel, 1989; Cohen & Brawer, 1987,1996; 

Levin & Dennison, 1989; McGrath & Spear, 1991) can be raised if community college 

presidents are found to be guided by particular class interests. The constancy in makeup 

of class of origin for community college presidents found by Twombly and Moore 

suggests this is the case. 

From a social reproductionist or social constructionist perspective, class 

consistency of leaders raises consequential questions that have implications for the 

commimity college movement and, more broadly, society. Are community college 

presidents simply replicating the processes that they have benejSted from as they reap the 

rewards of an elite status? Are community college presidents members of a distinct class 

whose interests are dominant in community college education at a state or national level? 

Based in social reproduction theory, this study extends emphasis of social reproduction 

beyond class replacement and socialization. Instead, my analysis examines system 

reproduction by community college presidents as an interest group that acts to maintain 

existing positions in the strata of higher education. Therefore, the individual and group 

demographics of commimity college presidents in this study become secondary and 

remain relatively unknown. Questions of system reproduction seek answers to whose 

interests do community college presidents serve from the powerful positions they occupy. 

What are the roles of the community college president in determining who is taught 

(student access, admission policies, tuition costs) and what is taught (community 

orientation and comprehensive education)? Who are the dominate power brokers—the 

state community college boards, local trustees, or the presidents—that decide what 
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curriculum is presented and how local community colleges are structured? Moreover, 

how does this distribution of power affect the transmission of knowledge and culture? 

Theoretical Perspective 

The overarching theoretical perspective from which this research arises is the 

notion that social ineqxiality is rooted in economic, cultural, political, and gender 

differences (Apple, 1990; Bourdieu & Passeron, 1977; Berger & Neuhaus, 1970; Collins, 

1975; Debray, 1967; DuBois, Kelly, Kennedy, Korsmeyer, & Robinson, 1987; Elshtain, 

1993; Fanon, 1973; Grabb, 1984; Harrington, 1968; Smith-Rosenberg, 1985). I see 

inequality supported by decision making processes that preserve the status quo, provide 

social stability, and benefit the privileged few in a stratified society. 

Conflict theory argues that power and dominance are decided by internal and 

external struggles among groups (Collins, 1975). Marxist and functional theories of post-

secondary education suggest that it replicates itself and mirrors existing patterns of social 

stratification (Apple, 1990; Bowles & Gintis, 1976; Collins, 1979; Stinchcombe, 1968). 

Conflict theory and Marxist-functionalist theories add to a perspective that exposes 

community colleges as "contested terrain" (Gumport, 1993) over whose interests are to 

be served by the dominant policies that define community colleges on local, state, and 

national levels. 

Hegemony 

Hegemony is defined as the creation, dissemination, and maintenance of a 

privileged world view through overt and covert economic and cultural mechanisms 

(Bates, 1975; Bourdieu & Passeron, 1977; Lukes, 1978; Mousnier, 1973; Zukin & 
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DiMaggio, 1990). Mann's (1994) theory of organized power networks suggests that 

hegemonic dominance within a culture is present when groups are able to establish 

networks of influence over institutions, economies, sanctions, and commimications. 

Mann concretizes hegemony inside the amalgamation of interlocking and extended webs 

of social interactions within social and geographic space. Therefore, Mann theorizes, 

social power and hegemonic dominance emanate out of the most effectively organized 

power netwoiics. Organizing into power networks assumes a sense of group 

consciousness, awareness of common class position, and class formation (Grabb, 1984). 

Hegemony and organized power netwoiics make problematic the claim that 

community colleges are responsive to local and individual needs (Levin & Dennison, 

1989). Hegemony and organized power groups suggest that community colleges preserve 

and replicate the status quo by serving the elite rather than by creating social change or 

equality over time. For example, Chliwniak (1996) found that 386 male and female 

administrators in higher education shared administrative style primarily based on 

institutional type. Her finding that gender does not make a significant difference in 

administrative style suggests that, despite some feminist claims, women in higher 

education leadership positions leam and perpetuate existing (male) models of 

administrative behaviors. Brint and Karabel (1989) found system replication in their 

nationwide examination of the role the American Association of Commimity Colleges 

played, as an organized power network, to transform community colleges away firom the 

collegiate transfer function into terminal vocationally oriented curricula. They maintain 

that this transformation secured community colleges a well defined niche in the hierarchy 

of higher education. 
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The first example suggests the peipetuation of the ideology and practice of 

patriarchy in administrative styles. The second example suggests a system replication and 

the effects of organized elites in preserving the benefits of higher education for the few. 

Hegemony and social stratification become fiirther evidenced by the implicit counter 

messages many community college students receive as compared to the educational and 

career messages delivered to those who have become commimity college presidents. 

Many conmiimity college students are tracked into low-level employment, with relatively 

few community college graduates pursuing fiirther post-secondary education (Brint & 

Karabel, 1989; Cohen, 1971; Hellmich, 1993; Karabel, 1972; McClelland, 1990; 

McGrath & Spear, 1991), whereas, on the whole, community college presidents are 

socialized toward high educational and occupational attainment. Commimity college 

presidents are in a position to sustain the hegemonic system they benefit firom (Twombly 

& Moore, 1991). 

Educational and Prnfessinnal nrientatinns 

Contradictions for community college presidents may be found in that they have 

high-status degrees but are in a low-status institution among the hierarchy of post-

secondary institutions (Trow, 1984). For example, Meyer (1989) argues that commimity 

colleges are incomplete or low-level educational institutions. Yet, to be a top 

administrator in a conununity college, the possession of a doctoral degree is almost an 

essential union card. 

There has been increasing growth of doctoral leadership at the administrative 

level in community colleges. With the historic growth of the research institution in this 
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century, the doctorate is becoming the prefeiied degree of the professional academic 

(Baldridge, et al., 1978; Hansen & Rhodes, 1982). The doctorate has increasingly grown 

as a minimum qualiJBcation for employment in administrative and faculty positions at 

post-secondary educational institutions (Kaplan & Tinsley, 1989; Townsend & Wiese, 

1990; Twombly, 1987). The doctorate earns credential rents: high degree status, financial 

rewards, and expanded employment opportunities (Wright, 1989). Professional academic 

careers in higher education involve working in institutions that segment and stratiiy 

(Apple, 1990; Bourdieu & Passeron, 1977; Bowles & Gintis, 1976; Collins, 1979). 

Public and private conmiunity colleges account for 40% of all institutions of 

higher education and 45% of all undergraduate enrollment {The Chronicle of Higher 

Education, 1998). The doctorate appears to have become an essential credential in the 

career path of community college presidents, administrators, and student development 

of&cers (Twombly, 1987). Townsend and Wiese (1990) also found 80% of top level 

community college presidents possessing the doctorate. Chliwniak (1996) found in a 

nationwide survey of 386 higher education administrators that 81% have a doctorate and 

44% have their doctorate in higher educatioiL Crosson and Nelson (1986) found 85% of 

higher education academic programs focused on producing administrative leaders for 

colleges and universities. They also foimd only 10% of these programs required course 

work on community colleges, although many program graduates are destined to become 

conunxmity college administrators. From mt perspective, curriculum in higher education 

programs (or other doctoral programs) can be viewed as inculcating elitist models of 

post-secondary education in the future leaders of community colleges. It would seem that 

the educational career path leading to administrative leadership in community colleges 
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does not require understanding the unique features of community colleges. It seems that 

commimity college leaders become noimatively and experientially oriented to accept a 

tiered perception of higher education and models of post-secondary administration 

(Townsend & Wiese, 1990). 

Ruscio (1987) suggests that contradictory mimetic and normative mechanisms 

within academic disciplines provide cosmopolitan opportunities while institutional 

positions impose local obligations. To extrapolate, university emphasis on research 

elevates professional identification to extra-local discipline peers over institutional 

identity. Conmiunity college emphasis on teaching elevates local institutions and local 

peers in defining professional identification. McGrath and Spear (1991) see this 

dichotomy between discipline and institutional loyalties as one of the causes for the 

academic crisis within community colleges. 

Another contradictory position regarding academic and professional orientation 

emerges when the argument above is applied to community college presidents. I am 

suggesting that commimity college presidents' doctoral training normatively orients them 

toward extra-local communities, while their work site orients them toward their local 

institutions and communities. From this logic, the substantive institutional decision 

making of community college presidents can be expected to create institutions responsive 

to local conditions and to form extra-local peer associations. 

Institutional Structiiratinn 

The presence of organized power networks and functionalist replication of 

commimity colleges may also be seen through institutional structuration. Assuming the 
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power of the state as legitimate, Samuels (1979) suggests that policies and structures 

demonstrate the transfer of authority from the statutory agent to administrative 

frmctionaries. Bearl and Means (1947) examine the transfer of organizational control, 

from owners to managers, in capitalism. They also suggest that as the owners transfer 

their power, they become distant to day-to-day operations, and managers gain control 

over the organization and its resources. With the emergence of the professional 

managerial class, Wright (1985, 1989) suggests that managers occupy contradictory 

positions where they have the trappings of owners, but they are still workers. If managers 

embrace and implement the values of the owners, they are rewarded; if not, they are fired. 

Top managers come to wield vast institutional and resource allocation powers through 

this hegemonic embrace. 

The transfer of power and authority into the hands of organizational managers 

suggests the emergence of a distinctive class between workers and owners. Managers in 

this emerging class experience contradictory positions in that they wield great 

organizational power and reward but lack organizational ownership (Wright, 1985,1989). 

The structural transfer of power and institutional position of community college 

presidents suggests they occupy a distinct, fractional class. Yet, the power and position of 

community college presidents drives structural dependence on presidential institutional 

decision making by other organized groups in the community college arena. Furthemiore, 

the structural transfer of power and institutional position of commimity college presidents 

suggests they occupy a distinct or fractional class with the social and symbolic resources 

to form into both formal and informal groups to advance their interests (Collins, 1988; 

Grabb, 1984; Mann, 1994). 
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Research Qiiestion.s 

The above discussion suggests that coupling theories that involve hegemony, class 

formation, and institutional structuration is useful as a basis for understanding community 

college presidents as an organized power network. These powerful conceptual 

frameworks embrace a complex mixture of forces and a variety of associations at work in 

the community college environment These theoretical frameworks are suggestive of 

areas for fruitful investigations in social reproduction and social power. Broadly, this 

research will be examining community college presidents and institutional decision 

making as a means to identify micro-level social mechanisms that reproduce community 

colleges as hegemonic social structures. Specifically, I examine micro mechanisms of 

social reproduction and social power through the mechanisms of consensus, class 

formation, and institutional decision making by community college presidents as a 

statement collective. Hence, I will seek answers to the following research questions: 

1. Can consensus and collectivity be identified among community college 

presidents? 

2. What groups or associations influence community college presidents' institutional 

leadership and decision making? 

3. What paradoxical positions or constraints do community college presidents 

experience in institutional leadership and decision making? 

4. What values or beliefs do community college presidents hold for institutional 

leadership and decision making? 

5. What evidence is there that community college presidents have organized into a 

statewide power networic? 
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6. If community college presidents are an organized power network, is there 

evidence of presidents implementing their collective interests at the state or local 

community college levels? 
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CHAPTER2 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Tntroduction 

This review of literature presents community college leadership, at the 

presidential level, as embedded within a context of social reproduction. The scholarship 

examined suggests a changing environmental context for community colleges and their 

leadership. This review examines the ideology of power that sustains the centrality of 

presidential power and the reinforcement of presidential centrality provided by 

governmental mandates, changing institutional missions, and marginalization of groups 

competing for institutional power. Many worics discuss commimity colleges as if they 

exist without human actors, divorcing human agency from the institution. Yet, these 

studies do not directly challenge embedded stratification or underlying ideologies or 

power issues within the community college presidency. The deep-seated hierarchical 

authority of presidents is not revealed as an issue. Examination of this point leads to the 

perception of community college presidents as an elite group possessing imique ideology 

and status. 

F.nvironmental Context 

Universities and colleges are faced with changing financial conditions that 

challenge their mission, structure, and curriculxun (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997). 

Community colleges also confi:ont decisive societal factors that emerged in the 1970s that 
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have increased in their criticality into the start of the new century. Continuing trends 

found in community college literature are cited by multiple authors and summarized 

below. Continuing trends include, but are not limited to, the societal transformation to an 

information society, changes in student demographics and expectations, and increasing 

accountability to external groups. Commimity colleges are said to face fluctuations in 

enrollments, increased competition fix)m other institutions of higher education, and 

budget crises. Enlarging percentages of black, Hispanic, and older students place strain 

on traditional community college curricula. Adult students with families expect a direct 

economic return on their educational investment. Increasing nimibers of students are not 

interested in completing a degree program, and fewer enroll with the goal of transfer to a 

four-year college or university. 

External mandates come from accrediting bodies and from the state or federal 

levels that create pressiires on community colleges to change. Institutional missions have 

become debates over vocational retraining and the provision of access to traditional 

collegiate education. Other trends affecting this debate include rapid technology growth 

as well as increased niunbers of women and culturally and economically disadvantaged 

populations entering college for re-education to enter mainstream work. Challenges faced 

by community colleges raise questions about the role, image, and ability of commimity 

college presidential leadership to meet these challenges. Some of the scholarship that 

points to these enviromnental challenges and questions include Alfred (1984), Amey and 

Twombly (1992), Baldridge, et al. (1978), Barr (1995), Bender (1975), Brint and Karabel 

(1989), Bush and Ames (1984), Cohen and Brawer (1996), Deegan & Tillery (1985), 

Eaton (1994), Gollattscheck, et al. (1976), Gordon (1995), Levin (1994a), Levin and 
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Dennison (1989), McCabe (1984), McGrath and Spear (1991), Medsker and Tillery 

(1971), Monroe (1972), Mott (1997), Raisznan (1990), Richardson (1984), and Smith 

(1984). 

Several competing theories suggest explanations for the changing social 

environment of higher education and community colleges. Rational choice theory applied 

to higher education sees higher education as a maiicet system with the underlying 

mechanism of self-interest to explain student or consimier behavior (Collins, 1988; Leslie 

& Brinkman, 1987). Self-interest does not explain the creation of social structure. Mills 

(1956) uses exchange theory to explain that organizational power-elites set up structures 

to exchange favors between themselves and the heads of government Exchange theory 

does not fully account for change in persisting social structures like institutions of higher 

education. Resource dependency theory uses external forces to explain change in the 

extemal-intemal contours of higher education (Slaughter, 1985; Slaughter & Leslie, 

1997; Slaughter & Rhoades, 1993). Resource dependency theory identifies materialistic 

determinism as a mechanism shaping institutions of higher education. Changing social 

structures by controlling the resources they are dependent on does not account for 

particular groups in control of resources, their persistence, or their ideology. Social 

reproduction theory incorporates rational choice, exchange, and resource dependency 

theories under the framework of hegemony. Mechanisms of advancing self-interest, 

exchanging favors, controlling resources, and wielding influence are viewed as tools of 

power and dominance enabling societal reproduction (Collins, 1988; Elster, 1978; Mann, 

1994; Mills, 1956; Slaughter, 1985; Slaughter & Leslie, 1997; Slaughter & Rhoades, 

1993). From this frame, the system of higher education maintains a stratified society 
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(Apple, 1990; Bowles & Gintis, 1976; Collins, 1979). On a macro level, recursive 

functionalist (Stinchcombe, 1968) and post-modern perspectives argue institutional 

structuration and isomorphism shape organizations to look similar and maintain the status 

quo (DiMaggio & Powell, 1983). However, neither explains power nor mechanisms at 

woric on the micro level (Schelling, 1978). 

By using the phrase "system of higher education," I do not imply a unified 

national system. PubUc and private institutions of higher education range from small 

technical training colleges to large multiversities. Institutions of higher education do not 

have a monolithic sameness but vary by size and complexity, formal control structures, 

and degree of faculty disciplinary and professional orientation. Systems of higher 

education, if they exist at all, exist on a state level (Cohen & Brawer, 1996; Millett, 1987) 

or at the county or local level, as is the case for many conmixmity colleges (Stadtman, 

1992). Lacking a monoUthic system, macro explanations about leadership is difficult. 

"Studies of academic leadership have tended to focus on institutions as rational, goal-

seeking organizations that emphasize the importance of leaders' characteristics and 

actions or prescribe what leaders should do to be effective" (Bimbaum, 1992, p. 22). 

My analysis of most of the community college leadership Uterature reviewed finds 

that it assiunes the presence of traditional rational or bureaucratic organizations. The 

traditional bureaucratic perspective on community college presidents is rather two-

dimensional, focusing mainly upon organizational structure or centrality of the 

presidency. Such frames ignore embedded stratification and social reproduction fimctions 

of higher education. The ideology behind the decisions of community college presidents 

remains hidden. The macro explanations offered by functionalist or social reproduction 
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theories prompt the discovery of embedded ideological firameworics. Yet, these theories 

remain broad and abstract, explaining little about the role social class or power may play 

in controlling community colleges and institutional social inequality. 

Overall, the literature reviewed presupposes propositions supporting both 

hierarchical organizational forms in community colleges and organizational power 

exercised by community college presidents as legitimate. Organizational structure and 

positional power make community college presidents influential in institutional decision 

making. Yet, in the literature the emergence of community college presidents as a 

distinctive elite or class firaction is opaque, although an examination of educational and 

career paths suggests such an evolution. 

Beyond educational and career paths of community college presidents lay other 

micro pathways of ideology development and class formation. Rhoades (1992), in writing 

about governance in higher education, points to scholarly and professional literature as a 

site where ideology is revealed. He proposes that "scholarly writing, regardless of 

discipline, is an attempt to shape the dialogue and articulate professional ideology" 

(p. 1382). Amey and Twombly (1992) purport to examine the discourse of community 

college literature firom 1900. They conclude that it crystallizes particular stories and 

narratives about community colleges and community college leaders, stories told by "a 

specific dominant class—a relatively small group of white male scholars and 

practitioners" (p. 132). Furthermore, they argue that this language, or ideology, is used to 

perpetuate and constrain present models of institutional command, capitalize on 

advantages, and shape who is included or excluded in community college leadership 
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positions. Ideology in the professional community college literature comprises the values, 

ideas, needs, and aspirations of individuals and groups (Frye, 1994). 

Group membership affects ideology and values both within individuals and in 

their relationships to others. The interactions with others socialize the individual whereas 

the individual's personality sets up a predisposition that may come to bear in any 

situation. Ideology involves belie& based on shared interests and personal values 

(Lenman, 1994). The shared interests and beliefs they hold act to routinize community 

college presidents' decision making within their organizational environment. Institutional 

decision making is an example of routinized behaviors based upon combinations of 

ideology and personal values of the actors involved (Richardson & Wolverton, 1994). 

These categories are not intended to set up a tautological oversimplification. Personality, 

socialization, group membership, and social class affect ideology. It is easier to infer 

values and attitudes firom behaviors than to expect behavior to follow values and attitudes 

(Reich & Adcock, 1976). 

Individual community college presidents rely upon many sources of information 

in decision making; their personal histories, other community college presidents, relevant 

publications, diverse constituencies, and previous decisions. It is suggested above that on 

the surface, community college presidents may be seen as individual free agents, yet 

decision making becomes routinized based on values and organizational structure 

(Lenman, 1994; Reich & Adcock, 1976; Richardson, 1975). Community college 

presidents can be seen as creating stable yet flexible decision making repertoires based on 

habit as well as on the permutations in their institutional milieu. Yet, the institutional 

environment context contains many factors that constrain and modify their decisions. 



34 

Therefore, while each decision may seem discrete, aspects of the decision making are not 

Put differently, understanding community college presidents* institutional decision 

making becomes problematical. 

Ideology of Power 

Six bases for power have been associated with decision making: coercion, expert, 

reward, legitimate, referent, and informational (Alfred, 1985; Fisher, 1984; French &. 

Raven, 1959; Johnson & Johnson, 1991; Raven & Kruglanski, 1970). Community college 

presidents use various power bases to effect goal seeking behaviors, limit choices, and 

establish operating structures (Baker & Associates, 1992; Beechler, 1993; Cohen & 

Brawer, 1996; Dobell, 1993; Fincher, 1987; Pashiardis & Baker, 1992; Roe & Baker, 

1989; Roueche, Baker, & Rose, 1989; Selman & Wilmoth, 1993; Walker, 1979). What I 

think must not be lost is that the power held by presidents in higher education defines 

structure, shapes culture, or makes institutional decisions is accepted as legitimate. Some 

scholarship suggests that community college presidents' legitimate power often becomes 

bureaucratic, hierarchical, and, ultimately, coercive (Alfred, 1985; Baldridge, et al., 1978; 

Fisher, 1984; French & Raven, 1959; Hardy, 1990; Johnson & Johnson, 1991; Raven & 

Kruglanski, 1970). 

By analogy, the corporation as a model for institutional structuration is applicable 

to public institutions of higher education. Bearl and Means (1947) examine the process 

by which the separation of ownership from daily organizational control occurs. This is 

one view of the economic structuration of capitalism; democratic ownership by anyone 

who can buy shares and the transfer of organizational power to managers. As there are 
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cannot run or control a business effectively; therefore, trustees, directors, and managers 

are appointed to make day-to-day operational decisions (Bearl & Means, 1947). 

As with the corporate separation of ownership from organizational control, one 

finds similar processes emerging in public institutions of higher education (King & 

Breinde, 1977). The state provides the power over decision making and mobilization of 

resources (Alfred, 1985; Lukes, 1978) through the issuance of state charters. By analogy, 

public institutions of higher education have multiple owners (citizens of the state), state 

charters and the transfer of organizational authority (from the public to the state to 

trustees to the president). Hence, governance of universities and colleges can be identified 

as legitimate power with roots in the coercive power of the state, notwithstanding 

arguments regarding institutional autonomy. This legitimacy is a common and implicit 

image of organization, leadership, and decision making in higher education. 

Samuels (1979) indicates control of resources occurs by state charter. Given that 

public universities are state chartered, one would expect to find groups vying for control 

of universities and their pedagogues (Apple, 1990; Dickson, 1984; Gvmiport, 1993; 

Kempner, 1991; Slaughter, 1990). Tension arises between official versus contested 

power. Obvious groups competing for control in the university are typically the faculty 

and administration. Hardy (1990) has identified political, bureaucratic, symboUc, rational, 

and garbage can as competing power arenas within higher education. The dominance of 

presidential power places other stakeholders, such as faculty or students, in subordinate 

and peripheral advisory governance roles (Alfred, 1985). The administration dominance 

in community colleges is 
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because the two-year college tends to ocplore program variation that benefit by 
the application of management principles more than scholarly values. Disciplinary 
ties of the two-year college are weak, and the commitment to disciplinary 
specialization is one of the factors that provides the university professorate with a 
powerful measure of protection fiom university administrators. (Frye, 1994, 
p. 209). 

Cohen and Brawer (1996) suggest faculty will remain marginal because they do not 

willingly participate in the institutional politics and committee work, two pathways by 

which institutional decisions are made in community colleges. 

To recap the argument above, the image of power presented is embedded in the 

deep structure of the culture (Granovetter, 1985) of higher education, and in particular 

community colleges. Organizational power based on the legitimate and coercive power of 

the state is acted out behaviorally through hierarchical leadership and bureaucratic 

decision making of commxmity college presidents. An examination of the ideology of 

power leads to an examination of social, economic, and political structures imderpinning 

community college presidents. 

Hegemony 

A growing body of research, starting in the 1970s, indicates that higher education 

simply reproduces a stratified work force and limits social mobility (Cohen, 1971; 

Collins, 1977; Jencks & Reisman, 1977). 

When empirical studies showed that the expansion [of higher education] had done 
little to reduce either the inequahty in society or participation in higher education, 
attention shifted to a concem with education as a means of social reproduction 
whereby advantaged groups in society, whether they be gender, class, race, or 
cultural a£5nity passed on these advantages to the next generation. (Williams, 
1992, p. 842) 
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Jencks and Reisman (1977) show there is about a 15% iq>ward and downward mobility 

rate, with 85% of individuals staying in the economic class into which they were bom. 

The hegemonic connection of higher education and community colleges can be informed 

by an examination of interlocking economical, ideological, organizational, and 

hierarchical propositions (Weber, 1968). Cohen and Brawer (1996) dismiss the social 

reproduction argument as a conceptual error that is based on the meritocratic and sorting 

functions of schooling that confuses the meaning of educational equality to group 

mobility. 

As presented here, social reproduction theory extends the view of education as a 

hegemonic mechanism beyond simply an unequally distributed commodity (Bourdieu & 

Passeron, 1977). Social reproduction theory attempts to explain why a particular 

educational system exists and reproduces the status quo, a stratified social system. Mann 

(1994) proposes that social dominance is manifested in social structures through the 

consolidation of four sources of organized social power. These are the power to control 

economic, ideological, military, and political relationships. Mann's model is instructive 

to the study of organizations because, he postulates, "the central problems concern 

organization, control, logistics, communication [sic]—the capacity to organize and 

control people, materials, and territories, and the development of this capacity through 

our history" (pp. 2-3). Mann concretizes hegemony by placing the merger of these four 

sources of social power within social space and institutions. Social power and hegemonic 

dominance emanate out of the complexity of interlocking and extended webs of social 

interactions and social organizations. 
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Hegemony is present when a superordinate social division acquires authority to 

distribute rewards and punishments according to laws, norms, customs, rules, and 

regulations (Collins, 1977). Elites emerge and tend to share similar interests, join the 

same economic, political, and social organizations, interact and cooperate more, and 

thereby form bonds of solidarity or class-consciousness. Elites become economic, 

political, and social prestige groups who use exchange, exploitation, and coercion to 

enforce social sanctions, impose social controls, and dominate subordinate groups in 

maintaining their power. Elites, through subordinate and superordinate relationships, 

create and shape concrete circumstances and organizations where they make decisions 

serving their interests (Apple, 1990; Dickson, 1984; DomhofF, 1967; Grabb, 1984; Mann, 

1994; MiUs, 1956; Wright, 1985). 

When the position of a university or college president has been attained, the 

individual has become assimilated into an elite class that works in a professional, 

hierarchical, and stratified system. Wright's (1985) work on class formation identifies the 

temporal dimensions of professional woric that may be somewhat instructive here. 

Professional administrators in higher education are like workers insofar as they do not 

have ownership of public schools (the means of production); yet, they are like owners 

insofar as they have controlling interests. They control skill and organizational assets, as 

opposed to teachers, staff, or students. As they rise in the organizational and academic 

hierarchy, they reap substantial salaries, exercise control, and form elites (Grabb, 1984; 

Wright, 1985). 

A doctorate appears to be almost 2iSine qua non to advance professionally in 

administration for higher education and community colleges; only 20% of higher 
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education presidents, provosts, or community college presidents lack this credential 

(Townsend & Wiese, 1990). Clearly, university and college presidents are an elite group, 

given the dramatic reduction in the number of individuals who start school and those who 

finish with a doctorate (Cohen, 1971). There are substantial monetary rewards for 

completers that vary by age, field, and gender as well. Assuming ceteris paribus for age, 

field, and gender, the rate of lifetime earnings firom a bachelor's degree eclipses that of 

high school graduates. A master's degree widens the gap, and the doctorate reaps the 

most return in lifetime earnings (Leslie & Brinkman, 1987). In addition, obtaining a 

doctorate increases credential rents, career trajectories, and self-employed consulting 

possibilities (Wright, 1985), from which lower levels are excluded. 

Stratification 

In 1973, the Carnegie Foimdation for the Advancement of Teaching 

commissioned Clark Kerr to classify universities and colleges (Slaughter, 1993). This 

classification was primary for the sake of analysis and was updated in 1987 by Dr. Ernest 

Boyer (Stadtman, 1992). The classification is presented in Figure 1 below. While 

intended to be categories for research analysis, this has turned into what Trow (1984) has 

called "a stratified system of institutions, graded formally or informally in status and 

prestige and in wealth, power, and influence" (p. 132). The Research University is the 

epitome of power anH influence in higher education. For example, I counted only 2 out of 

323 articles on two-year colleges in the prestigious Encyclopedia of Higher Education 

(Claric, 1992). Public and private community colleges account for 40% of all institutions 

of higher education and 45% of all undergraduate enrollments (Amey & Twombly, 
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RESEARCH 

t 
DOCTORATE GRANTING 

t 
COMPREHENSIVE UNIVERSITIES AND COLLEGES 

t 
LIBERAL ARTS COLLEGES 

t 
TWO-YEAR COMMUNITY, JUNIOR, AND TECHNICAL COLLEGES 

t 
PROFESSIONAL AND OTHERS 

Figure 1. Carnegie Classification of Institutions of Higher Education 

1997). The virtual absence of scholarly articles about two-year institutions despite their 

magnitude (Cohen & Drawer, 1996), coupled with the absence of required course work in 

community colleges in higher education programs (Crosson & Nelson, 1990), creates the 

perception that community colleges lack criticality within higher education. Frye (1994) 

posits several reasons that community colleges receive low status. First, they offer only 

lower division course woric, making them duplicative institutions. Second, community 

colleges grew out of secondary schools and fimction as stepping-stones to four-year 

institutions or sites of vocational training. Third, their pragmatic commimity-based 



41 

mission eviscerates the prestigious work of research, publication, and theory building 

found at imiversities. 

Literature cited on the ideology of power, hegemony, and stratification identifies 

higher education as a legitimate mechanism to reproduce social stratification. In this 

context, colleges and universities represent a stratified social system (Frye, 1994) with 

some work sites having more prestige than others do. Conummity college and other 

college and university presidents represent the emergence of a management elite with 

organizational and resource control. 

Community College Presidential rentrality 

Community college presidential leadership can be examined firom many 

perspectives, including identification of leadership attributes (Vaughan, 1994), styles 

(Richardson & Wolverton, 1994; Roueche, et al., 1989), and organizational culture 

(Baker & Associates, 1992). While these perspectives reveal much about community 

college presidential leadership, looking at style, traits, or attributes alone gives a limited 

picture of commimity college presidents (Bensimon, Neumann, & Bimbaum, 1989). 

These perspectives do not explain the decisions made by commimity college presidents. 

As pointed out previously, the changing environmental context for community colleges 

may be seen as one of crisis due to fluctuating eiux)llments, increasing competition, and 

constraining budgets. Scott (1983) suggests that the language of crisis management 

reveals an underlying hegemonic ideology and strategy for defining organizational 

environment and substantive decision making by presidents in higher education. "The 

overall thrust of crisis management at present involves reorganization of structure and 



42 

process of higher education in the interests of greater productivity, unifoimity, and 

efficiency'* (Scott, 1983, p. 15). 

Richardson (1984) sees constraining influences affecting the environmental 

context of the community college presidency; dramatic technological change; facility 

renewal or retrenchment; and adapting programs to include minorities, women, and other 

nontraditional students. Richardson sees community college presidents as central for 

navigating effective organizational strategies within the contextual limitations described 

above. Selman and Wilmoth's (1993) research indicates that community college 

presidents identify long-range planning, fund raising, institutional analysis, and facilities 

planning as their most important activities. These activities were found to be used by 

community college presidents in measuring their impact on institutional effectiveness. 

Relationships with faculty, staffi students, alumni, trustees, and community leaders are 

important for presidential leadership in moving institutional issues to resolution (Mott, 

1997; Neumann, 1991; Pashiardis & Baker, 1992). 

Baldridge, et al. (1978) maintain the primacy of commxmity college 

administrators in institutional decision making and resource allocation as compared to 

administrators in multiversities where central administrators have less influence over 

departments. They point out that community colleges lack traditions of coUegial 

leadership enjoyed by university faculties (Baldridge, et al., 1978) and the heightened 

discipline loyalties found in the faculties of research universities (Cohen & Brawer, 1996; 

Frye, 1994; Ruscio, 1987). Walker (1979) sees the president as a powerful normative 

leader who models behavior that is adopted by others as appropriate institutional 

behavior. **It should be carefully noted that practically everyone in the [community] 
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college will at times carefully observe [presidential] leader behavior in attempts to 

determine directions and motives of the leadership through an array of real or imagined 

clues" (Walker, 1979, p. 87). Miller and Norton (1987) surveyed presidents, vice-

presidents, deans, and department chairs and found that these groups agree upon the 

president as the primary implementor and leader. Pashiardis and Baker (1992) researched 

68 conununity college presidents in Texas on aspects of decision making by CEOs. They 

found that CEOs often severely limit who participates in the formulation of strategies to 

resolve issues associated with high uncertainty. Limiting of players in organizational 

decision making may betray the lack of understanding of group dynamics and, most 

certainly, ignores potential collegial contributions within community college 

organizations. 

MacTavish (1984) identifies community college leadership among the faculty, 

trustees, and administrators as calcifying existing patterns of top-down institutional 

management. MacTavish calls for more delegation and collegiality for effective and 

skillful community college leadership. Building upon this call, Raisman (1990) portrays 

the current generation of community college presidents as "employing industrial/ 

corporate-based management structures and q}proaches [which] focus on top-level 

administrators with particular emphasis for control on the presidents of community 

colleges" (p. 19). 

The replication of business management forms is further illustrated in how the 

term president is becoming interchangeable with chief executive officer (CEO). The term 

CEO conveys an organizational environment where decision making has been centralized 

into top management to the exclusion of faculty and students. Raisman (1990) calls for a 
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transition to the next generation leadership where campus administrations involve 

institutional commimities in generating a clear institutional vision and embrace collegial 

values and practices to enact the mission of the community college. 

In building to a similar conclusion. Roe and Baker (1989) identify three roles 

applied to effective and skillful community college presidents: leadership, infonnational, 

and decisional. These roles are used to develop and maintain a process of leadership— 

foUowership, or a boss-employee dyad. Roe and Baker define leadership-foUowership as 

"an interactive process when persons with specific motives and processes mobilize others 

to arouse, energize, and satisfy their motives ... to realize mutually held goals" (Roe & 

Baker, 1989, p. 8). Cohen and Brawer (1996) see an increase in administrative leadership 

and they suggest that "the collegial or participatory model is a delusion" (p. 103). 

The previously reviewed hterature conveys community college leadership as 

centralized in the presidency. Yet, these studies do not directly challenge embedded 

stratification or underlying ideologies or power issues within the community college 

presidency, they actually reinforce stratification. The literature conveys the importance of 

working with groups in the organizational setting, raising the specter of collegiality but 

leaving the hierarchical authority of presidents intact as they respond to intemal and 

external forces. 

F.xtemal Forces and Community College Presidents 

The many external forces seeking to shape community colleges seem to keep 

them as resource-dependent organizations, competing for funds based on the technical 

services they provide, rather than their institutional social-value base. Bender (1975) 
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acknowledges the growth in the roles of federal programs, regulations, state legislatures, 

governors, courts, professionalism, certification, state coordinating boards, and statewide 

planning in changing the environment of the community colleges. Beechler (1993) also 

identifies shifting state priorities as a source of change in presidential roles. 

Meyer (1989) proposes that ambiguous missions of community colleges have 

created incomplete institutionalization, leaving them vulnerable to external groups. Here, 

institutionalization is defined as the social-value meanings which organizations carry 

beyond their fimctional expression. Frye (1994) and Barr (1995) suggest that community 

colleges have become caught in a paradigm shift that heightens contradictions in 

operations, missions, and relationships to other educational organizations. A major 

contradiction is illustrated through the debate over whether collegiate education improves 

economic performance and general well-being or produces consequences that are less 

desirable (Brint & Karabel, 1989; Cohen & Brawer, 1996; London, 1978; McGrath & 

Spear, 1991; Richardson, Fisk, & Okum, 1983; Weis, 1985). 

Presidential leadership is portrayed as critical in maintaining an overview of the 

community college—its purpose, its linkage to society, and its connection to the higher 

education system. McCabe (1984) views community colleges as maturing institutions in 

need of change generated by the societal shift into the information age. "The commimity 

college president's tasks are to transform the college so that it may contribute to the 

economic and social developments of the nation by salvaging opportimities for large 

numbers of citizens whose skills are inappropriate for the times" (McCabe, 1984, 

pp. 45-46). Smith (1984) foresees changing student populations as transforming 

community college operations and policies. The community college leader's role is 
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portrayed as anticipator of community change and shaper of the community college's 

response to that change. To do so, the president must be able to synthesize and integrate 

broad ranging information, understand changes in the student population, and anticipate 

needed structural changes. The commimity college president is to synthesize community 

change and transform college programs in response. If not, ±en the credibility of the 

college as a community asset may be challenged (Smith, 1984). Both McCabe and Smith 

place the commimity college in a central position in responding to community demand 

for change. 

Terrey (1984) extends the pivotal role of the commimity college president as one 

increasingly involved with external constituencies, especially in the economic and 

political arenas. Since much funding comes firom the state, community college presidents 

find they are spending more time cultivating linkages with local legislators, governors, 

attorneys general, state boards of education, and community college state boards. The 

community college leader must be able to deal effectively with both political and 

business communities in setting the institution's role, preserving its autonomy, and 

providing a liberal education. Kopeck (1991) links the role of strong commimity college 

presidential leadership to creating positive public and private economic environments. 

Presidents must realize that decisions they make have far-reaching effects on the 

economic viability of their communities. Kopeck proposes that the well being of the 

community and the community college be joined symbiotically, making economic 

development an appropriate role for the community college president. External 

relationships by community college presidents become important in maintaining vibrant 

organizational environments. 
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The organizational environment literature reviewed suggests many challenges and 

constraints for community college leadership. Maturing institutions, increasing 

technological demands, limited budgets, and changing student demographics are factors 

that promote crisis management and centralized leadership. Community college 

presidents are portrayed as occupying positions where they are central in responding to 

internal institutional and external community needs and as having ability to mobilize 

appropriate institutional responses. This centrality implies presidential leadership as 

having centralized control and authoritative decision making. 

The theme of the president as a central actor emerges often in the literature, 

thereby accepting and reinforcing the presence and importance of top-down, bureaucratic 

management in community colleges. Much of the literature on community colleges 

unquestionably supports hierarchical organization and presidential management, while at 

the same time calling for increased coUegiality (Levin, 1994b), an apparent contradiction. 

A large body of literature portrays the challenge and mission of community colleges as 

providing open admission policies, low-cost tuition, community orientation, access to 

comprehensive education, and building an informed and technologically skilled citizenry 

(Cohen & Brawer, 1987, 1996; Deegan & Tillery, 1985; Eaton, 1994; Levin, 1994a; 

Medsker & Tillery, 1971; Monroe, 1972). My analysis leads to viewing the community 

college as a contested terrain where the decisions and directions of community college 

presidents become questioned by asking, "Whose interests are being served?" This 

challenge to community college presidents' authority raises the potential for "institutional 

decisions and policies [to] become a matter not of bounded negotiation and compromise 

among competing groups but of unbridled conflict, domination, and exploitation of 
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subordinate by superordinate groups" (Rhoades, 1992, p. 1379). As will be shown below, 

in community colleges and universities that superordinate group of presidents is mostly 

composed of white, Euro-American males. 

Women and Minority Community College Presidents 

Women and minorities are subordinate to the superordinate number of white 

males in the academic ranks. The Chronicle of Higher Education Almanac Issue 

(1998—99) documents the differential distribution of faculty and minorities throughout 

higher education. The Chronicle reports 67.5% male to 32.5% female faculty and 

minority faculty at 13.2% in all institutions of higher education. Public community 

colleges have a faculty that is 44.6% women, compared to an average of 26% for other 

institutions of higher education (removing community colleges). Minorities at public 

community colleges are also represented at higher rates at 14.5%, while they comprise 

only 12.9% of the full-time faculty for all other institutions of higher education. In all 

institutional types, the highest rates of female faculty are found in the academic 

disciplines of education (50.1%), health (40.5%), and humanities (40.8%). They are least 

likely to be found in engineering (5.9%), occupational specific programs (15.1%), and the 

natural sciences (19.6%). The remaining academic programs have compositions of 

between 22.8% to 34.8% female faculty. Minority faculty range in similar proportions 

across all academic disciplines, except engineering. The range for minority faculty 

fluctuates between 9.1% in agriciJture/home economics to 15% in education. In 

engineering, they represent 23.2% of the faculty (Chronicle of Higher Education. 
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1998-99). The Chronicle identifies the pioportion of ethnic minorities employed in full-

time executive, administrative, and managerial in higher education in institutions at 13%. 

Rigaux (1995), citing data fix>m the American Council on Education, documents 

16% of2,903 colleges and universities having female presidents. Two-year public 

institutions employ 30.5% of all female presidents. This makes the community college 

the institutional type where the most female presidents are employed. While more women 

are found in high conmiunity college leadership positions, their numbers do not match the 

high proportion of women in teaching positions. The point of examining these 

demographics is to document the insiif&ciency of faculty diversity in the career path 

pipeline to the community college (or imiversity) presidency. 

Vaughan (1989a) maintains that women are constrained from advancing into 

leadership positions because they suffer from societal sex-role stereotyping that can be 

broken through a mentoring process. In his sample, over 70% of the female presidents 

report having been mentored by a male community college president Interestingly, after 

women enter presidential positions, Vaughan suggests that stereotypical sex-role 

reservations drop away. Female presidents report being judged by performance standards 

and not their personal attributes. Vaughan (1989a) then concludes that the office of the 

community college president is asexual. He cautions that his research is based on career 

winners, a bias that may imderestimate the severity of barriers met by women, especially 

those who have not succeeded. Bradley, Carey, and Whitaker (1989), as well as Mott 

(1997), add marginalization to this gender barrier. Bradley, Carey, and Whitaker found 

black female presidents feeling marginalized because of both gender and ethnicity. Black 

women presidents most firequently cite vision, charisma, empowerment, creativity. 
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concern about others, and social justice in defining their institutional leadership style. 

Notwithstanding this positive impression of their leadership style, some black women 

presidents report being stereotyped into a nanny role. This role negatively discounts their 

approach to management Minority women presidents experience marginalization due to 

their ascribed status and not their capabilities. 

Eaton (1984) argues that including women and minorities in leadership and 

decision making positions enhances and improves community colleges and proposes 

specific activities to empower and develop women as leaders. Desjardins (1989) suggests 

that as more women have assumed leadership positions, the characteristics of effective 

leadership have become modified. Where male leaders traditionally were oriented toward 

authoritarianism and task accomplishment, women leaders introduce caring and coUegial 

orientations (Bensimon, 1991; Gilligan, 1982). Chliwniak (1996) conducted a nationwide 

survey of386 male and female higher education administrators to empirically test if 

gender makes a difference in administrative style. She foimd that position and 

institutional type affect leadership styles more than gender. 

Although the psychological conceptualizations of Gilligan and Helgeson, to name 
only two feminized scholars, are appealing to women who are attempting to 
determine the reasons for the inequality between women and men in the 
professional work arena, it appears that socialization and social norms due to 
position are strong influences upon women in higher education. Further, it appears 
that, overall, those who hold positions of leadership in higher education are 
similar in the ways they perceive leadership and their leadership role. (Chliwniak, 
1996, p. 155) 

Scholarship reveals that minority males and women experience a similar 

homogenization. Vaughan (1989b) examines a sample of black male presidents. He 

concluded that indeed they suffered firom racial stereotyping as they rose to the level of 
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president Black presidents reported experiencing racism through being tracked into 

presidencies of black, urban community colleges. Sixty-nine percent of the black 

presidents reported the presidency as a non-racial position. Yet, many black community 

college presidents felt judged by a double standard as they were tracked into presidencies 

of black institutions. Th^ reported feeling stereotyped as less competent and unable to 

perform effectively in a white institution. 

Isaac (1980), in his dissertation, "American Indian Administrators of Tribally 

Chartered Community Colleges," saw emerging American Indian administrators 

experiencing role conflict between their background culture and administrative skills and 

tasks. Isaac suggests that role conflict is reduced as the American Indian administrator 

adapts role behavior expected of administrators through incorporating culturally relevant 

tribal expectations into those role behaviors. 

Minorities and women experience many similar systemic barriers as they move 

along presidential career paths. Both groups point out how societal stereotypes have 

shaped barriers in their career paths, although once reaching the presidency, they report 

being judged on individual merit, not gender or racial stereotypes. This suggests the 

homogenization of cultural, ethnic, and gender differences regarding those who aspire to 

and join president elites as the nature of the office comes to outweigh personal 

characteristics of the office holder (Bimbaimi, 1989; Chliwniak, 1996; Vaughan, 1989a). 

Amey and Twombly (1992) react to the portrayal of homogeneous presidents of 

community colleges that is found in the literature: 

The effect of such writings [professional community college leadership literature] 
has been the systematic exclusion or failure to include those [women and 
minorities] who do not use the same language, exhibit the characteristic behaviors 
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or fit the symbolic image of leadership perpetuated by "mainstream" writers who 
have been almost exclusively white men. (Amey & Twombly, 1992, p. 133) 

Amey and Twombly make clear the embedded ideological representation found in the 

literature on presidents excludes non-white males as community college presidents. The 

point of this brief review on women and minorities conmiumty college presidents is to 

point out some limits women and minorities face in becoming presidents. In addition, 

once women and minorities assume community college presidencies, they come to be 

virtually indistinguishable from the dominant group of presidents. 

Conclusion 

Selected literature over a 20-year period put forth claims that community colleges 

exist within a complex, dynamic, and crisis-based organizational environment As the 

literature portrays the environment to produce dynamic organizational and managerial 

change, the community college literature also provides a litany and justification for 

hierarchical, autocratic presidential control. On the whole, the reviewed literature reveals 

that community college presidents are perceived to be unchallenged as they wield great 

institutional power. 

While emphasizing centrality of community college presidents and hierarchical 

organizational forms, the literature ignores the emergence of community college 

presidents as a distinct elite or fractional class, with its interests and ideology. Even 

minority and women presidents seem to lose their distinctness as they join this elite 

group. Hence, hierarchical control, within a replicative environment, and the emergence 

of community college presidents as an elite class, become themes central to this research. 

When commimity college presidents are seen as replicating hegemonic patterns of 
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stratijBcation and privilege, then the institutional decisions they make are of further 

interest. 
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CHAPTERS 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

Design Overview 

The research design of this investigation incorporates field methods (Erickson, 

1986; Lincoln & Cuba, 1985; Little, 1991; Selltiz, Wrightsman, & Cook, 1976). Field 

research elucidates individual human reports that may generate both quantitative and 

humanist or qualitative findings. Field research requires the use of inductive lo^c rather 

than deductive logic to discuss findings (Miles & Huberman, 1984; Weber, 1990). The 

field methods I use in'this case study are the Delphi sxuvey and content analysis. These 

methods and procedures are bound by practicality, theoretical fi^mework observational 

restrictions, and sample populations (Schatzman & Strauss, 1973; Selltiz, et al., 1976; 

Weber, 1990). 

A qualitative design was chosen over quantitative design for two reasons. First, 

qualitative design is an accepted research method useful in discovering perceptions of 

real world actors and illuminating group consensus (Fridena, 1979; Little, 1991; Murray 

& Hammons, 1995b; Schatzman & Strauss, 1973). Second, qualitative research leads to 

artifacts, such as records of meetings and official documents, that lend themselves to 

content analysis (U.S. General Accounting Office, 1992,1996 [hereafter referred to as 

GAO]; Schatzman & Strauss, 1973; Webb, et al., 1966; Weber, 1990). Some quantitative 

analysis, in the form of relative frequency, is used to measiure and report magnitude and 

criticality (Delbecq, et al., 1975; Murray & Hammons, 1995a; Weber, 1990). Yet, the 
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phenomenological and scientific problem of reactivity is raised by both qualitative and 

quantitative procedures (Selltiz, et al., 1976; Webb, et al., 1966; Weber, 1990). Reactivity 

calls into question research objectivity. 

Assumptions 

To reduce reactivity in research designs, it has been suggested the personal biases 

of the author become known (Berger & Luckman, 1976; Collins, 1988; Foucault, 1977; 

Schatzman & Strauss, 1973; Schneider, Hastorf, & Ellsworth, 1979; Weber, 1990). I 

assimie that qualitative and quantitative research methods may be used to confirm or deny 

theoretical predictions. I assimie that theory has exegetic power but does not fully explain 

the reactive social environment. Further, I assimie that useful research themes are created 

fijom a related literature review as well as my 18 years of experience as a faculty member 

and department chairperson in a community college. I believe public entities, such as 

community colleges, should exist to serve the common good. I further believe that fix)m a 

large body of literature on community colleges that they, more than other institutions of 

post-secondary education, should provide disadvantaged populations' access to social 

equity. Yet, there is a growing body of evidence indicating that community colleges do 

not, a disquieting finding (Brint & BCarabel, 1989; London, 1978; McGrath & Spear, 

1991; Richardson, et al., 1983; Weis, 1985). Lastly, I expect that examining aspects of 

community college presidential leadership and institutional decision making will bring 

into focus micro mechanisms of ideological and class formation as well as raise relevant 

questions regarding community colleges, social reproduction, and social justice. These 

assumptions identify my bias as I entered this research process. 
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Sample Population 

The primary sample population under investigation is Xanadu community college 

presidents and the intra- and inter-organizational environment in which community 

college presidents flmction. I identify five organizations in which community college 

presidents interact that make up the intra- and inter-organizational environment for 

Xanadu community colleges. They are the Xanadu state legislature (XSL), the State 

Board for Community Colleges (SBCC), the Xanadu Association for Directors and 

Governing Boards (XADGB), the Xanadu Community College Presidents' Coimcil 

(XCCPC), and the local community college district governing boards. [A complete list of 

all abbreviations used in this study can be found in Appendix A.] While my primary 

sample population is community college presidents, to a greater or lesser degree, 

elements fix)m these five organizations come under examination in my investigation. 

Xanadu community college districts are primarily county-based institutions that 

fall imder state influence via XSL and SBCC policies and regulations and through 

commimity colleges' reliance on public fimding. Xanadu commimity colleges receive 

over $100 million in state fimds aimually. The XSL, SBCC, and local community college 

districts set forth the statutory arena for local community college districts and define the 

flmction and roles of each entity. These roles and functions establish the legitimate 

boundaries in which public community college districts and community college 

presidents operate. The same legal foundation exists for all public commimity colleges in 

Xanadu. Therefore, I am assimiing statutory ceteris paribus for all public community 

college districts and their local governing boards. My focus is not on the XSL or the 
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SBCC, although the mteractions of community college presidents with the SBCC are of 

interest. 

The XADGB is a private, voluntary association formed by the governing boards 

of the ten community college districts. The XADGB brings together representatives from 

the local governing board members "to provide common voice for issues affecting 

[Xanadu] community colleges" and "advocacy on issues being discussed in the state 

legislature" ([Xanadu] Association of District Governing Boards, 1989). The discharge of 

XADGB's organizational missions is not the focus of this study. Presidents are not 

members of this group, although there is an advisory liaison relationship between the 

presidents' group, the XCCPC, and XADGB. However, as seen in Chapters 5 and 6, 

through this liaison relationship, community college presidents do present issues and 

concerns for XADGB deliberation and decisions. This relationship is part of my study. 

The XCCPC is a unique organization in that only public community college 

presidents are members. This makes the XCCPC an exclusive elite. The XCCPC 

becomes critical in my research because of this unique status. My research starts with the 

XCCPC. I approached the XCCPC to enlist presidential participation in the Delphi 

survey (see Chapter 4). Next, I performed a content analysis of XCCPC minutes that 

provided a window to presidential concerns and issues (see Chapter 5). I examined the 

governing board minutes at the six community colleges of the XCCPC presidents who 

completed the Delphi survey, and I searched for the XCCPC presidential issues in the 

governing boards' minutes (see Chapter 6). 

Governing boards for the ten Xanadu community college districts are composed 

of non-salaried elected ofQcials who have statutory authority for the governance of 
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county^-based community college districts. These trustees delegate the day-to-day 

operation to cooununity college presidents and reserve governance for themselves. Yet, 

through delegation, governing boards may be too distant from day-to-day operations 

(Bearl & Means, 1947; Samuels, 1979), thereby blurring the distinction between 

administration and governance of community colleges (Cohen & Brawer, 1996). This 

blurring of roles between presidents and governing boards makes the institutional 

decisions made by trustees a relevant focus of study. Governing boards produce 

documents representing presidential recommendations and substantive institutional 

decisions. Therefore, I examine the relationship of community college presidents to 

institutional decisions through governing board minutes. I look to determine what levels 

of influence community college presidents have, individually and collectively, on 

institutional decision making. 

Faculty leaders are excluded from this study because no comparable statewide 

faculty networic exists in Xanadu. Faculty has little delegated or statutory authority in this 

state, and they occupy the periphery of leadership in commimity colleges (Alfred, 1985; 

Cohen & Brawer, 1996), while in some other states they have a more influential role. 

The sample population of community college presidents was limited to current 

Xanadu community college presidents. Xanadu has ten community college districts and 

at least seven of the districts have hired new presidents within the past five years. There 

are two types of conununity college presidents in Xanadu. One type I refer to as 

managing-presidents. They run campuses and woiic under the direction of the community 

college district's chief executive ofiBcer. The other type of community college presidents 

hold the position of district chief executive officer, and managing-presidents report to 
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them. I refer to these presidents as CEO-presidents. La total, Xanadu has 10 CEO-

presidents and 15 managing-presidents. 

In Chapter 4,1 approached all 25 commimity college presidents to comprise the 

sample population for the first step in the case study. Of the 25 potential respondents only 

14 presidents, 6 CEO-presidents, and 8 managing-presidents completed the Delphi 

survey. As shown In Chapters 5 and 6, only CEO-presidents are the focus of my research. 

This is because they occupy a powerful position in the nexus between the governance and 

operation of community colleges. For the purposes of this case study, I initially set a 

minimum participation level of five CEO-presidents. I picked five CEO-presidents 

because that number represents 50% of all Xanadu CEO-presidents. Fifty percent 

represents the threshold of a majority within a group of teiL A majority sharing the same 

views reflects dominant opinion within a group. Dominant opinions, when widely held, 

represent group consensus and solidarity (Collins, 1988). I met and exceeded this pre-

established limit by having six CEO-presidents participate in my inquiry. 

An initial design decision I made was to only visit the colleges and review the 

governing board minutes fix)m districts with participating CEO-presidents. 

(Characteristics firom the sample community college districts are foimd in Tables 1,2, 

and 3 below.) Of the four non-participating CEO-presidents, three were firom relatively 

small districts. The fourth was firom the Emerald City district, the largest community 

college district in Xanadu. On the surface, the absence of the largest district in Xanadu, 

Emerald City district, may seem to restrict the generalizability of the conclusions drawn 

firom this investigation. While Emerald City and the three other community college 

districts are not directly represented in the data examined in Chapter 4 and Chapter 6, 
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their CEO-presidents are included in the XCCPC minutes, presented in Chapter 5. 

Furthermore, the evidence presented in Chapters 4,5, and 6 demonstrates the efficacy of 

Xanadu community college presidents' consensus ideology and collective activities, 

inclusive of the missing districts and presidents. The purposefulness of Xanadu 

community college presidents as an organized power group, the XCCPC, made the 

missing districts and CEO-presidents of scant importance for the outcomes of this case 

study. 

Profile of Sample Community College Districts 

All of the community college districts I visited are multi-campuses and have 

educational centers to serve populations outside of their largest city centers. Table 1 

reveals five of the six districts are considered rural, with each having less than 3% of 

Xanadu's population. Urban College District, in this study, contains 18% of the state's 

population. It has one city nearing a half million people and the state's flagship 

university. Emerald City College District, which is not part of this study, serves 59% of 

the state's residents. The three other Xanadu commimity college districts not part of this 

study comprise the remaining 12.2% of the state's population. Moimtain College District 

is the only "rural" district with a large urban center with a census of58,145. Border 

College and Lake College districts both have small cities with populations of about 

40,000. Neither Old College nor Distant College districts have cities with populations 

over 10,000. As with Urban College District, Moimtain College District has a state 

university in its largest urban center. The presence of the unusually high unemployment 
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Table 1. 1997 Community College District Profiles: Population.' 

District FTSE^ Population 
Percent of 

Population^ 
Unemployment 

^te 
Largest City 
Population 

Border College 4324 119,650 2.6 8.3 39,450 

Mountain College 3,895 117,475 2.5 62 58,145 

Old College* 5,177 88,900 1.9 82 9,320 

Lake College 5,486 133,550 2.9 5.1 38,635 

Distant College^ 4,416 154,775 3.4 16.8 7,480 

Urban College* 27,177 826,000 18.0 4.1 458,675 

' Source; Xanadu Department of Commerce, Community Profile R^erence Guide, 1998. 
^ FTSE represents Full Time Student Equivalency. 1 FTSE = 15 enrolled units. Source: 

1998 Higher Education Directory (Rodenhouse, 1998). 
^ Percent of total population in Xanadu; 59% of Xanadu's population resides in Emerald 

City Community College District. The remaining three community college districts 
serve 12.2% of the population. 
Old College serves three counties in Xanadu. 

^ Distant College serves two counties in Xanadu. 
* Urban College serves two counties in Xanadu. 
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rates of 16% in Distant College District is reflective of the severe poverty on Indian 

reservations in this community college district 

Table 2 shows the area vastness of ail districts; many states are not as large as 

the smallest district Five of the six districts have large Indian reservations in their service 

areas and large public land holdings. Private and corporate ownership of land is below 

18% in all districts, except for Border College District that has a 40% private and 

corporate ownership. Land ownership is important because roughly half of fimding for 

community college districts in Xanadu comes from county-based taxes on private and 

corporate property with the remainder from student tuition (26%) and state aid (24%). 

Table 2. 1997 Community College District Profiles: Area and Land Ownership.' 

District Area in Sq. Mi. 
Percent 
Private^ 

Percent 
Public^ 

Percent 
Indian 

Reservation 

Border College 6,215 40.0 60.0 0.0 

Moimtain College 18,608 6.8 55.1 38.1 

Old College^ 11,219 7.0 62.5 30.5 

Lake College 13,479 17.2 76.1 6.7 

Distant College' 21,165 14.5 19.8 66.7 

Urban College® 10,420 15.9 47.1 37.0 

' Source: Xanadu Department of Commerce, Community Profile R^erence Guide, 1998. 
^ Private includes corporate as well as individual holdings. 
^ Public land includes all federal and state holdings. 
*' Old College serves three counties in Xanadu. 
^ Distant College serves two counties in Xanadu. 
® Urban College serves two counties in Xanadu. 
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The racial and ethnic distributions (see Table 3) reflect the dominance of white 

population in all but Distant College District, where the population is 62.8% Native 

American. Urban College and Old College districts also serve large Native American 

populations. Four districts (Border College, Mountain College, Old College, and Urban 

College) have significant populations that claim Hispanic heritage, and Border College 

and Urban College districts share an international border with Mexico. 

Table 3. 1997 Community College District Profiles: Race and Ethnicity.' 

District White 
African 

American 
Native 

American Asian Other 
Hispanic 
Heritage^ 

Border College 81.7 52 0.8 2.3 10.0 29.1 

Mountain College 64.0 1.5 29.2 0.9 4.4 10.0 

Old College^ 77.4 0.8 12.6 0.3 8.4 30.1 

Lake College 95.0 03 2.3 0.6 1.8 5.3 

Distant College* 33.9 0.6 62.8 0.3 2.3 6.0 

Urban College® 78.6 3.0 2.9 1.8 13.8 27.4 

' Source: Xanadu Department of Commerce, Community Profile Reference Guide, 1998. 
^ Hispanic heritage can be a person of any race. 
^ Old College serves three counties in X^iadu 
* Distant College serves two counties in Xanadu. 
' Urban College serves two coimties in Xanadu. 

Research Design 

I conducted my data collection in three steps (see Figure 2 on the following page). 

The first step was to survey community college presidents to identify their consensus 

ideology. I used a Delphi survey process to discover what, if any, presidential group 
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Community College Presidents 

i \ 
Presidents' 
Delphi Survey 

XCCPC Minutes Goveming Boards' 
Content Analysis Minutes Content Analysis 

i 1 1 
Ideology Class Formation Institutional Decisions 

i 
Organized Power Network 

Figure 2. Research Design and Model of Analysis. 
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consensus exists regarding associations and affiliations, perplexing problems and 

constraints, and belief and values they hold that affects their community college 

presidential leadership and institutional decision making. Ch^ter 4 presents the results of 

the Delphi survey. 

For the second step, I examined presidents as a collective. I performed a content 

analysis on the records of the presidents' group, the XCCPC. Content analysis allowed 

me to identify what the issues were collectively, match these issues to ideology found 

through the Delphi, and determine if community college presidents acted on their 

collective issues and ideology. Chapter 5 presents the results of the XCCPC content 

analysis. 

I looked for the further presence of collective action by presidents through a 

content analysis of the local community college governing board minutes, my third step. I 

used the presidential issues and actions from Chapter 5 as the categories of the second 

content analysis. I looked for presidential issues and actions in the institutional decisions 

made at separate community college districts. Chapter 6 presents the results of the content 

analysis on institutional decision making. 

Some IS/fethodological Considerations 

I used two primary methods of data collection, a Delphi survey and content 

analysis. These methods provided me with three databases: the presidents' Delphi 

responses, the XCCPC issues and actions, and the governing boards' records. Taken 

together, I interpret these to lead to the community college presidents' class formation 

and institutional decision making as conclusions formulated in Chapter 7. 
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Method 1: The Delphi 

If community college presidents represent the emergence of a new institutional 

class (Slaughter & Rhoades, 1993; Wright, 1985,1989), then their ideology as a group 

becomes relevant for study. Community college presidents' reflections about what helps 

to shape their leadership, organizational decision making, and visions of community 

colleges reveal their ideology. I conducted the Delphi survey with Xanadu community 

college presidents from August 1997 through June 1998. The Delphi (Delbecq, et al., 

1975; Fridena, 1979; Linstone & Turofif, 1975; Murray & Hammons, 1995b) uses siuvey 

methods based on consensus building. In general, the Delphi asks open-ended questions, 

generates respondent-based categories, and, through successive surveys, votes to 

determine category importance (see Appendix B for Delphi surveys). 

The open-ended questions 1 asked each had two parts: 

1. List what professional groups and associates influence your community 

college leadership and institutional decision making. 

2. List personal or structural paradoxical positions and constraints you 

experience as a community college CEO or president. 

3. List what values and philosophies underpin your commvmity college 

leadership and institutional decision making. 

From the presidents' answers to these questions, the succeeding Delphi steps involve 

refining, selecting, and setting categories in priority. The presidents' verbatim responses 

to the open-ended questions formed the categories. Response categories had not been pre

formed by the researcher. In the initial stages, there were overlapping and similar 

categories. This "sloppiness" in category formation was allowed so that the presidents 
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would generate the natural groupings of responses through comments and voting. 

Throughout the Delphi, I invited the presidents to offer comments or suggest refinements. 

Despite the invitation, none were offered. 

At each step, presidents were given aggregate feedback on the previous ratings. 

Each voting round narrowed the categories, as categories that received no rating votes 

were eliminated. Voting was repeated three times to produce what the presidents decided 

were the important categories. A final feedback report was mailed to the presidents (see 

Appendix B). 

The Delphi is usually a lengthy three- or four-step process and may take three 

months or more to complete. Asking community college presidents for a lengthy 

commitment may have inhibited some of their participation, as may the survey tracking 

system. The tracking system identified who returned the surveys. This is information that 

I hold confidentially as a researcher, even though knowledge of who participates may 

seem to violate survey anonymity and to imply risk to presidents if their individual 

responses are known. I preserved anonymity in two ways. First, the tracking system was 

used only to identify who needed prompting to return the survey. Second, throughout the 

feedback and ranking process, responses were anonymous and in the aggregate. Chapter 5 

provides more detailed steps and procedures I used in conducting the Delphi survey. 

Method 2: Content Analysis 

Content analysis is a research method for analyzing textual information in a 

standardized way that allows evaluators to make inferences about information. It involves 

the systematic categorizing of bits of text to identify key ideas fijom docximents. Often the 
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frequencies of statements are counted to assist in identifying the intensity of key issues, 

presence in different situations or among groups, and persistence over time. Content 

analysis is a research method used to simimarize the formal content of written material 

and identify the attitudes or perceptions of the author(s) of that material (GAO, 1992, 

1996; Selltiz, et al., 1976; Webb, et al., 1966; Weber, 1990). 

I performed content analysis on two separate sets of documents to generate the 

database for analysis in Chapters 5 and 6. In both Chapters 5 and 6,1 present additional 

methodological considerations related to content analysis. I looked at agendas, minutes, 

and supplemental documents dating from July 1994 to March 1998. These documents 

comprise the raw database for my analysis and interpretation. Specifically, I looked for 

key issues, sequential relationships, direction of initiatives, and unanticipated factors. 

The first set of documents I read was from the community college presidents' 

group, the XCCPC. The second set was fix)m the governing boards of six Xanadu 

community colleges. 

The content analysis of XCCPC documents required that I travel to Emerald City, 

where the XCCPC documents reside. There I examined the agendas, minutes, and 

supplemental material during one week in Jime 1998. The examination of the XCCPC 

documents, as presented in Chapter 5, revealed community college presidents' important 

issues. Once I had identified issues of importance for community college presidents, I 

moved on to examine for the presence of those issues in individual community college 

district governing board minutes. 

The importance of governing board minutes is significant, as they are the ofGcial 

record of institutional actions. During the months of June and July, 1998,1 traveled 
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throughout Xanadu visiting six different community college districts and read governing 

board minutes. (My content analysis process would have been easier and travel to distant 

sites avoided if these documents had been in computer files; however, many of the 

college districts are rural, and computerization of archival records is not yet a priority.) 

Governing board minutes contain many, if not all, of the substantive decisions 

that have CEO-presidential involvement before governing board approval. These 

documents also record deliberations among governing board members and between 

governing board members and the community college president. The decisions made by 

governing boards are institutional decisions. When governing boards act, the community 

college presidents are bound to implement those approved decisions, policies, and 

procedures. I used the presidents' issues from the XCCPC content analysis to categorize 

institutional decisions made at the separate community colleges. Specifically, as with the 

XCCPC content analysis, I looked for important issues, sequential relationships, direction 

of initiatives, and unanticipated factors. I discuss the content analysis of governing 

boards' minutes in more depth in Chapter 6. 

Presentation of Findings 

In the presentation of findings from my investigation, I illuminate some of the 

micro-pathways employed by community college leaders as a powerful class. The Delphi 

survey leads to consensus opinions by community college presidents. The presidents 

identify the social networks they occupy, organizational concerns they face, and 

underlying values that shape decisions they make about leadership and the institutions 

they lead. Content analysis of XCCPC documents reveals issues and actions important to 



community college presidents as an elite power groiq). Content analysis of conununity 

college district governing boards discloses institutional decision making by community 

college presidents, individually and collectively. Together, these components lead to my 

considerations in Chapter 7 regarding the role and power of community college 

presidents within one state's commimity college arena. 
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CHAPTER4 

THE DELPHI 

The review of related literature suggests that elites share common beliefs and 

values and move in similar social and business circles (Bates, 1975; Dickson, 1984; 

Mills, 1956; Neumann, 1991; Wright, 1985). If community college presidents are 

considered an elite, is there an ideology that is held in common by community college 

presidents? Do they move in similar social circles? The Delphi is a measiu'ement 

instrument that can discover existing areas of consensus (Delbecq, et al., 1975; Linstone 

& Turofl^ 1975; Murray & Hammons, 1995b). It involves a process that allows the 

individual's attitudes to emerge and merge with group opinions through a retroactive 

process that uses both qualitative and quantitative methods. Furthermore, it allows for 

discovering consensus without requiring participants' propinquity. The Delphi will be 

used in this study to shed light on community college presidents as an elite. First, are 

there associations and groups that community college presidents may identify who are 

influential in their leadership and institutional decision making? Second, what perplexing 

or situational constraints do community college presidents experience as a collective? 

Third, what shared underlying values or beliefs are held by commxmity college 

presidents? Taken together these may be used to identify ideological constructs held by 

community college presidents. 

I will first discuss the refinement of the Delphi survey instruments (see Appendix 

B for a representation of the Delphi survey instruments) and then present the process of 
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recruitment in some detail because of ttie barriers in getting the community college CEO-

presidents to participate. This process is important because CEO-presidents are in an 

insulated position and have constructed access barriers to manage busy executive 

schedules. Then I will present the administration, results, and conclusions to Delphi 

Rounds 1,2, and 3. Finally, a conclusion will be tendered regarding ideology and class 

formation by community college presidents. 

Pre-Test 

Initially, I pre-tested the instrument and initial cover letter in three ways. The first 

way was through presentation and discussion with my dissertation chairperson. She 

initially expressed doubts that community college presidents would participate in a 

process that would require filling out multiple surveys over several months. She advised 

that the information rendered by questions on educational and career paths might be 

answered through a review of curriculum vitae and could be taken out of the Delphi, 

focusing the presidents' attention on substantive issues. 

The sample population for the Delphi was the Xanadu Community College 

Presidents' Council (XCCPC), which includes both managing-presidents and CEO-

presidents. The second and third maimer of pre-testing involved administering the Delphi 

and cover letter to a CEO-president and a managing-president A managing-president is 

the top campus executive administrator who worics imder a CEO-president. 

CEO- presidents, at the pinnacle of community college organizational structure, are 

presidents of community college districts hired by and reporting directly to governing 

boards. 



The initial Delphi instrument given to the managing-president contained the 

version of questions that made up the finalized Delphi 1 survey as well as two additional 

questions on educational training and career paths. I included the questions on 

educational training and career paths to see if information beyond what could be found in 

vitae would be prompted. The verbal and written comments from the managing-president 

were that the educational and career path questions took the most time to complete 

because he had to recall specific dates and events. He said the remaining question sets 

"were more thought provoking." The questions on career and educational paths were 

eliminated because they were redundant; the answers could be obtained through an 

examination of a participant's curriculum vitae. Eliminating the items also helped reduce 

the length of time needed to fill out the survey. This pre-tester did not comment on the 

cover letter. 

The revised instrument was then pre-tested by a community college CEO-

president, Dr. Next Year's Chair. I solicited his contribution for three reasons. First, he 

was known to me personally. Second, he could tell me how intrusive and feasible my 

research request was to a CEO-president Third, I viewed him as a gatekeeper who could 

provide me with access to the sample population under study. He was to become the next 

chairperson of the Xanadu Community College Presidents' Council (XCCPC), a group 

critical in my data collection process. The CEO-president's feedback on the cover letter 

and Delphi format was to keep both as streamlined as possible. He said that if he were 

doing "university research," he would proceed with as much detail as I had, but if I 

wanted presidents to fill out the survey, I needed to eliminate all redundancy. He advised 

that I assume that community college presidents were skilled in filling out surveys. The 
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instrument needed to be revised to emphasize simplicity and ease, and to lessen the 

amount of time for survey completion. He also suggested that I be prepared to send 

'Thank You" notes. 

In a discussion of my overall research ideas, he agreed to provide entry into the 

XCCPC. He told me to wait before calling the chairperson of the XCCPC until after his 

initial contact To my surprise, he also volunteered to call CEO-presidents and prompt 

them to reply if they were not responding. This unsolicited offer was appreciated and 

accepted. 

Entry into the XCCPC group was essential to my research. On the one hand, it 

provided a way to get at CEO-presidents without necessarily alerting them that they were 

the core focus of my research. The XCCPC group has both the CEO-presidents and 

managing-presidents. On the one hand, CEO-presidents' perceptions are of interest 

because they are the decision makers at the nexus between administration and governance 

within community colleges. On the other hand, the XCCPC is a group that serves 

interests of an exclusive membership made up of CEO-presidents and managing-

presidents. Documents of the XCCPC, analyzed in the next chapter, will provide an 

understanding of issues relevant to community college presidents as a group. 

After a week, I called the XCCPC chairperson and spoke to him. Dr. Chairperson 

said he had been expecting my call. He offered his support and invited me to present my 

research plan and request for participation directly to the XCCPC at its next meeting. 

That meeting was six days from the date of this call. If I did not take advantage of this 

opportunity, I would have to wait another two months for the next meeting. I agreed to 
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attend. He told me I would have only four minutes to present at the start of the day's 

meeting. 

We discussed how difficult it would be to get the XCCPC members to return 

surveys, since they are bombarded with research surveys. He told me of a strategy used 

by one researcher, years ago, which impressed him. He told the story of how one 

researcher had taped a coin, a quarter, to the survey. With the quarter, he gave 

instructions for the respondent to buy a cup of coffee to drink during completion of his 

survey. He stressed the quarter made the survey stand out from all the others he received. 

Taking this advice, I adopted this strategy. On the first survey, I taped a Susan B. 

Anthony silver dollar. On the second survey, I included a two-dollar bill. On the third 

survey, I included three consecutively niunbered, uncirculated one-dollar bills as a final 

incentive. 

Tnitial Recruitment 

The day of the XCCPC meeting arrived. The SCCPC is composed of 10 CEO-

presidents and 15 managing-presidents, and I had prepared individual packets, one for 

each CEO-president or mans^ing-president Each packet contained the Delphi 1 survey 

questionnaire, cover letter (with the Susan B. Anthony dollar), and stamped return 

envelope. The XCCPC chairperson greeted me warmly. He walked me around, 

introduced me to each of the 14 attendees, and had the staff assistant help me distribute 

the packets. Of the 14 in attendance, 9 were CEO-presidents and 5 were managing-

presidents; only 1 CEO-president was absent. 
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As Dr. Chairperson introduced me, he said I would be doing doctoral research, 

and I followed up immediately by asking each one to support my research by completing 

the survey. 

Dr. Chairperson convened the meeting and told the XCCPC that he and next 

year's XCCPC chairperson strongly encouraged their si^jport of my research. He told the 

group that I had only four minutes to make my case. I thanked him for his kind words and 

then made my presentation. Within my allotted time, I covered who I was, why my 

research might be of interest for the XCCPC group, the time involved in the multiple 

rounds of the Delphi process, what was in the packets they had received, and how critical 

their help was to completing my dissertation research. I was asked only two questions: 

one was to define what I meant by governance, and the second was could I supply more 

packets with money. To the first I replied that I was looking at presidents and CEOs, not 

governing boards. The second question produced a laugh that I used to excuse myself 

firom their meeting. 

The next day, I sent out packets to the absent XCCPC members. I included a 

handwritten note: 

Dr. : 8/14/98 
Yesterday I presented this at the Xanadu Presidents Group in Northern City. 
Both Dr. Current Chairperson and Dr. Next Year's Chairperson encouraged the 
presidents' cooperation. I hope you will take a few minutes to complete this 
survey. In doing so, you will help me complete my dissertation. Thank you. 

I also sent a personal note to Dr. Current Chairperson and Dr. Next Year's Chairperson 

thanking them for their support and encouragement. 

The third day after my presentation, I sent the survey via e-mail to the 25 

members of the XCCPC. I thought that some participants may find responding 
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electronically more conducive to their busy schedules. This strategy proved to be 

erroneous thinking because only one managing-president chose e-mail to respond. 

On the fourth day after my presentation, I had four surveys returned. When a 

survey was returned, I sent out a handwritten thank you card that said: 

I hope you enjoyed your cup of cofifee while you completed the first step in the 
Delphi process. I plan to have step two to you in six weeks. Thank you for your 
support 

With one week remaining for the first return deadline, each non-respondent was sent a 

handwritten card-that read: 

Please accept this gentle reminder to fill out the Delphi survey I gave you (or 
mailed to you after the XCCPC meeting) in Northern City. Contact me directly if 
you need another copy of the survey form. I look forward to hearing fix>m you. 
Sincerely, 

Ten days after the deadline for the first responses, I had received 11 out of 25 

distributed sxirveys. Only five of these returned surveys were fi-om CEO-presidents. That 

represented 50% of the target population. I was hoping for at least a two-thirds CEO-

president participation rate (six or seven individuals) to strengthen claims made fix)m the 

Delphi consensus. I contacted Dr. Next Year's Chair, and he had his secretary call the 

five non-respondent CEO-presidents and fax them an additional copy of the first Delphi 

survey. I did not include the managing-presidents who were not responding in this 

contact for two reasons. The first was that this research is focused on the centrality of 

CEO-presidents in institutional decision making and not on managing-presidents. The 

second was not to over-burden an important contact that was assisting in opening doors 

that might otherwise be locked. The chairperson of my dissertation committee also gave 

me helpfiil advice in prompting a better response rate. She suggested that I contact the 
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administrative assistants to the CEO-presidents and request that they shift my survey to 

the top of the CEO-presidents' work piles. I contacted the five CEO-presidents' 

administrative assistants. 

In speaking with the administrative assistants to the five non-responding CEO-

presidents, I acknowledged how busy the CEO-president must be and that I was worried 

my survey had fallen through the cracks. I let my voice be anxious when I talked about 

how important the survey was to me. All of them were very kind and said they would 

leave a reminder for the CEO-president After a week of no responses, I again called the 

administrative assistants to see if they would prompt the CEO-presidents for me. These 

efforts generated one additional CEO-president response for Round 1. 

For Round 1, the sample size was 14. The sample was comprised of 6 CEO-

presidents and 8 managing-presidents which split the sample into 47% CEO-presidents 

and 53% managing-presidents. This sample has 60% of all CEO-presidents and 53% of 

all managing-presidents in Xanadu community college districts and represents 56% of 

XCCPC membership. One managing-president sent back the Delphi (and my dollar) and 

said he was simply too busy to participate. Other non-respondents did not indicate why 

they were non-responsive, nor did they return my dollars. 

Delphi Round 1 

The questions for the Delphi were drawn from the review of related Uterature. For 

all questions, participants were asked to relate their answers to community college 

leadership and decision making (Pashiardis & Baker, 1992). In my design, I asked about 

two related areas in each question (see Table 4); one area was focused on a more macro 
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or systems level, and the other on a more micro or personal level (Collins, 1988; 

Schelling, 1978; Stinchcombe, 1968). 

The first question set revolved around networks or groups and associations that 

influence community college leadership and decision making (Collins, 1988; Mousnier, 

1973). The second question set asked about contradictions in community college 

leadership and decision making by having respondents identify what paradoxical 

positions or constraints that they experience (Elster, 1978; Wright, 1985, 1989). The third 

question set asked presidents to identify the social philosophies or personal values and 

beliefs that underpin community college leadership and decision making (Leaf, 1979; 

Lenman, 1994; Reich & Adcock, 1976). The survey format asked respondents to think 

about the question areas. Instead of providing definitions of the terms, I provided sample 

answers to help structure and prompt participant thinking. For simplicity and to improve 

the response rate for Roimd 1, the two set questions were folded together, yet each was 

provided separate space for answers. 

Round 1 asked open-ended questions. Therefore, the respondents generated an 

extensive number of response items for each question, an expected development. The 

many responses are reflective of the many individual interests and opinions held by CEO-

presidents and managing-presidents. 

Round 2 involved grouping like responses and having the respondents give 

priority rankings. The grouped items were provided to respondents in a list fix)m which 

they were asked to pick and rank their top five most important items in each question. 

This format in Round 2 is intended to produce more of a consensus. 
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Table 4. Questions Delphi 1. 

1. Think about yOUT PROFESSIONAL GROUPS and ASSOCIATES. 

Professional group examples; American Association of Community and Junior Colleges, American 
Sociological Association, Xanadu Presidents Group, and so on. 

Associates examples: Other community college presidents, legislators, and friends from graduate 
school, and so on. 

List what PROFESSIONAL GROUPS and ASSOCIATES INFLUENCE your community college 
leadership and institutional decision making. 

2. Think about your personal and structural PARADOXICAL POSITIONS and CONSTRAINTS 
you experience as a CEO or president 

Paradoxical position examples: Wanting to raise salaries but having a fiscally conservative board, 
implementing needed procedures while incurring die wrath of employees, going to public meetings 
and introducing yourself as CEO/president of "Acme College" instead of "Acme Community 
College," and so on. 

Constraint examples: Balancing conflicting interest groups, restraining personal comments because of 
employees saying, "The CEO/president said...," legislative/accreditation mandates affecting 
operational budget decisions, and so on. 

List personal or structural PARADOXICAL POSITIONS and CONSTRAINTS you experience 
as a community college CEO or president 

3. Think about your VALUES and BELIEFS. 

Values examples: Educated citizenry, economic growth and productivity, equality of opportunity, and 
so on. 

Beliefs examples: Community colleges should mainstream disadvantaged populations, community 
colleges should track students into transfer education or training based on the student's assessed 
abilities, business models of management are more useful than collegial models, and so on. 

List what VALUES and PHILOSOPHIES imderpin your community college leadership and 
institutional decision making. 
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Round 3 further refined the choice of the respondents by eliminating items not 

chosen and eliminating those items that received selection by less than one-third of the 

respondents. 

Round 4 reported the final rankings to the Delphi participants. 

Discussion Round 1 

The open-ended questions firom Round 1 are broken out into six separate 

questions for the remaining Rounds. Tables S through 10 are Round 1 ungrouped 

verbatim responses. In Tables 5 and 6, response items have been listed alphabetically. In 

Tables 7 through 10, answers are classified as CEO-presidents' or managing-presidents' 

and are not in rank order. 

Table 5 shows that in Round 1 CEO-presidents and managing-presidents 

identified 36 separate professional groups influencing their community college leadership 

and institutional decision making. Items selected by CEO-presidents are indicated by (c), 

with each (c) representing one CEO-president. 

Consensus for CEO-presidents emerged regarding three professional groups. 

CEO-presidents unanimously cite '%nadu Community College Presidents' Council," 

83% submitted "American Association of Community Colleges," and 50% wrote '̂ ocky 

Mountain Presidents Group." This compares to 63% of the managing-presidents 

indicating the "Xanadu Community College Presidents' Council," and 50% stating 

"American Association of Community Colleges," and none the '*Rocky Mountain 

Presidents Group." This difference among sub-groups may be indicative of the CEO-

presidents being an elite group in that they may participate in different groups than 
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Table 5. Delphi I Groups Influencing Community College Leadership and Decision 
Making. 

Omups 

Listed ten times: Xanadu Community College Presidents Council (cccccc) 
Listed nine times: American Association of Commimity Colleges (ccccc) 
Listed four times: Hispanic Association of Colleges and Universities 
Listed three times: Lea^e for Innovation (cc) 

Rocky Mountain Presidents Group (ccc) 
Listed twice: American Association of Higher Education 

American Council on Education 
North Central Association of Colleges and Universities (c) 
College Presidents' Group 
State Board of Directors Conununity Colleges (c) 

Listed once: Administrative Council of City S Community College 
American Association of Community Colleges: Presidents' 

Academy 
American Association of Women in Community Colleges 
Chancellor's Executive Council of Emerald City Community 

College District 
Community Groups (c) 
Continuous Quality Improvement Network 
Council for Adult and Experiential Learning 
Education Commission for the States 
Employee groups (c) 
Governing Board (c) 
Hispanic Professional Action Committee 
Hispanic Technology Systems 
Legislature 
National Commimity College Hispanic Coimcil 
National Institute for Leadership Development Advisory Board 
National Junior College Athletic Association 
Other colleagues (c) 
Professional boards, state and national (c) 
City S Charros 
Service organizations: Rotary (c) 
Local YMCA 
State and national professional boards 
City Y Chamber of Commerce (c) 
Xanadu Association for Directors and Governing Boards (c) 

Note; (c) represents an item generated by a CEO-president and each (c) represents one CEO-president 
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managmg-presidents (Wright, 1985). The strength of Xanadu Community College 

Presidents' Council as a top choice for the CEO-presidents may be due to the fact that 

their participation was solicited at an XCCPC meeting they attended. 

Fifty percent of the managing-presidents and none of the CEO-presidents listed 

the "Hispanic Association of Colleges and Universities." This reflects the ethnic 

composition of the CEO-presidents versus the managing-presidents. CEO-presidents are 

all European-American males except for one European-American female. The managing 

presidents' ethnicity composition is three Hispanic males, two Hispanic females, one 

European-American female, and two European-American males. This demographic 

distribution is suggestive of the presence of the marginalization of minorities and the 

barriers they experience in gaining top-level executive positions (Amey & Twombly, 

1992; Mott, 1997). 

Table 6 shows community college CEO-presidents and managing-presidents have 

identified 34 types of associations as influential in their community college leadership 

and institution decision making The number of responses reflects the diversity of 

answers produced by open-ended questions asked on Round 1. The range of 34 

associations suggests a social typography of who is important in these CEO-presidents' 

and managing-presidents' woric environment. Sixty-six percent of the CEO-presidents 

and 50% of the managing-presidents list "other community college presidents" as 

influential associations. Moreover, 33% of CEO-presidents and no managing-presidents 

identified "legislators" as influential associations. 



Table 6. Delphi 1 Associates That bifluence Community College Leadership and 
Decision Making. 

Associates 

Listed eight times: Other community college presidents (cccc) 
Listed three times: Deans 

Faculty (c) 
State legislators 

Listed twice: College P presidents group 
Faculty leaders (c) 
Legislators (cc) 
My chancellor 
Xanadu community college presidents 

Listed once: Association directors (c) 
Board members (c) 
Campus/college committee members 
Colleagues* and professional writings 
Colleagues &om XSU 
Colleagues in business/industry 
Community college Mends and advocates 
Consultants/experts 
Friends in the community 
Leadership of community based organizations 
Local community leaders (c) 
Local of&cials 
District M's district presidents, chancellor, and vice chancellor 
Most important: other CEOs I've known over the years 
Other professionals in higher education (c) 
Other administrators within the college leadership team (c) 
Other community leaders: city, county, hospital, xmiversity, etc. (c) 
Past colleagues (c) 
Public school of&cials 
Spouse 
Staff 
Top district administrators 
University presidents 
Vice-presidents (c) 

Note: (c) lepresents an item generated by a CEO-president and each (c) represents one CEO-president 



85 

Table 7 shows community college CEO-presidents and managing-presidents 

identified 41 Paradoxical Positions th^ experience. Table 8 lists 41 identified constraints 

that CEO-presidents or managing-presidents experience. The responses are not listed in 

priority. 

It seems that the CEO-presidents may experience fewer paradoxical positions and 

constraints than managing-presidents. CEO-presidents generated only 46% of the total 

paradoxical positions and 39% of the total constraints generated. This may be reflective 

of the job satisfaction CEO-presidents experience (Pashiardis & Baker, 1992; Piland & 

McCuen, 1991), or that managing-presidents are more constrained by their task 

orientation (Cloud, 1991; Murray & Hammons, 1995a), or that managing-presidents, by 

nature of occupying the second-in-command position may experience more paradoxes. 

From Round 1, Table 9 shows that community college CEO-presidents and 

managing-presidents generated 50 values that underpin their community college 

leadership and institutional decision making. Table 10 shows that community college 

CEO- and managing-presidents generated 45 belie& that underpin their community 

college leadership and institutional decision making. In Tables 9 and 10, the value and 

belief statements by CEO-presidents and managing-presidents are reflective of the 

societal or environmental context in which community colleges (Cohen &. Drawer, 1996; 

Gordon, 1995; McGrath & Spear, 1991; Mott, 1997) are found, or leadership 

characteristics (Chliwniak, 1996 Selman & Wilmoth, 1993; Twombly & Moore, 1991; 

Vaughan, 1994), or organizational characteristics (Cohen & Drawer, 1996; Pashiardis & 

Daker, 1992; Perrow, 1991). Where these two groups converge by repeating the same 

values or beliefs (Lermian, 1994; Richardson, 1995), a common socialization process 
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Table 7. Delphi 1 Paradoxical Positions in Community College Leadership and Decision 
Making. 

rRD/presidents' ParaHoYiral Positions 
• Wanting to recognize "excellence"—^in special circumstances—financially in salary 

for faculty, stafi^ and administrators while dealing with a set faculty salary. 
• No ability to recognize exceptional performance fix>m year to year. 
• Anti-bureaucratic rhetoric within the CEO and top level bureaucrats. 
• Basically, the knowing bureaucratic tendencies of large systems. 
• Remaining innovative while managing pragmatically. 
• Balancing educational services with conservative constituents' need for tax reduction. 
• Being considered administration versus a professional educator. 
• Wanting to raise salaries but having a fiscally conservative board. 
• Implementing needed procedures while incurring the wrath of employees. 
• More pressing community needs than the college resources can meet 
• Not enough resources to do what a community college should do. 
• Being the one to say "no" to outstanding ideas and potentially excellent programs 

because of insufficient resources. 
• Overly high expectations of public, board, college staff than college resources can 

meet 
• Implementing needed change. 
• Dealing with the political pressure board members receive. 
• Serving a 21,000 square mile district with one of the lowest property tax rates in 

Xanadu and being unable to increase rate without legislation. 
• Needing in increase access with diminishing resources [sic]. 
• Increasing access leads to decreasing quality. 
• Needing to serve all communities equally, while one is growing disproportionately. 

Managing-Presidents' Paradoxical Positions 
• Staffing. 
• Facilities expansion. 
• Diversity. 
• Having a vision for the fiiture but having to scr^ it due to organizational dynamics. 
• Wanting to do creative curriculum delivery, but afiraid possible '̂ failure" would not be 

looked on for its positive merits. 
• Competition between campus CEOs for enrollment/programs/etc. 
• Feeling the "us-them" syndrome when I spend my time and energy to create a team 

atmosphere. 
• Building a campus esprit de corps while maintaining accountability for extended 

presence on campus. 
• Balancing college/campus responsibilities with extensive community partnerships. 

(continued) 



87 

Table 7. (Continued). 

• Maintaining presidential image/decorum while promoting friendly personalities with 
campus staff. 

• Reward/recognize employees within fiscal/policy constraints. 
• Wanting to move toward non-traditional practices but having an aging, conservative, 

and traditional faculty. 
• Believing in open flow of information but constrained by legal/personnel. 
• Wanting to improve requests for resources (money, time, stafQ but being constrained 

by fiscal realities and need for productivity. 
• The governing board talks a good talk but behaves badly. 
• District commitment to quality but results in numerous more people at district ofGce. 
• Need to support talented employees in moving up vs. rigid personnel structures and 

procedures. 
• Need to innovate vs. tradition. 
• Need to act for the good of the whole vs. power of special interest groups. 
• Needing to balance the budget while adding programs and courses. 
• Being visible on campus while needing to be in the community. Needing to raise 

funds for community agencies while the college needs scholarship funds. 
• Empowering employees to take responsibility and to realizing projects will take 

longer to complete. 
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Table 8. Delphi 1 Constraints Experienced in Community College Leadership and 
Decision Making. 

CKO-presiHfints' rnnstraints-
• Balancing conflicting interest groups. 
• Restraining personal comments because of employees saying, *The CEO/president 

said..." 
• Legislative/accreditation mandates affecting operational budget decisions. 
• This college caimot do such and such because it does not have the fiscal or human 

resources. 
• The community expectation is that the community college can—and should—do 

"everything." 
• Balancing the greatest need with the few resources; setting priorities. 
• Balancing conflicting interest groups. 
• Fixed tax rate. 
• Protection laws and policies for employee woric. 
• Board conservatism. 
• Being a risk taker in a public institution. 
• Assisting and nurturing "risk takers" in the college. 
• Conflicting organizatiomd values vs. ideals. 
• Balancing fiscal resources with educational needs. 
• Introducing change with educational needs. 
• Limited fiscal resources. 

Managing-Preffldents' Constraints 
• Lack of imderstanding issues. 
• Budgetary 
• Hiring process. 
• Being a team member of a multicampus community college district. 
• Many employees unwilling to move into new things and directions. 
• Inflexibility of process. 
• Narrow base of participation by faculty/stafG^administration 
• Policies which inhibit creativity and partnerships with government, business. 
• Limited time. 
• Inability to give equal time to campus and community 
• Conflicting demands on meeting community agencies' financial needs and the 

campus resource development needs. 
• District imposes deadlines that employees may not honor. 
• Personal comments viewed as directives. 
• Not favoring any specific group while implementing priorities. 
• Making campus available to community despite limited facilities. 

(continued) 
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Table 8. (Continued). 

• Academic freedom! Academic freedom! Academic freedom! 
• Balancing conflicting needs and interests. 
• Balancing needs of the college and my own needs for space and time. 
• Balancing needs of the college with overall district needs. 
• Tremendous time is taken up with petty board initiatives or agendas. 
• Level of intelligence of the legislators. 
• A state office that inhibits rather than empowers. 
• Outdates (inflexible laws, regulations, and policies). 
• Politics. 
• Rigid classification and compensation structures. 
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Table 9. Delphi 1 Values That Underpin Commimity College Leadership and Decision 
Ma^g. 

CEQ/Presidente' T Jndeqiinning Values 
• If we are going to survive as a nation we must do a better job of educating all our 

citizens, then economic growth and productivity will follow along with equality of 
opportunity. 

• An educational system which provides every citizen the opportunity to realize his/her 
full (greatest) potential—total development of the individual. 

• Every individual should be accepted into an appropriate educational program and be 
provided a learning environment which will affect changes that will promote 
citizenship and productivity in our society. 

• Our nation's productivity is directly linked to the educational abilities of the 
workforce. 

• Access for students. 
• "Diversity" in broadest sense. 
• Integrity. 
• Student centered. 
• Sense of fairness. 
• People are the institution's greatest assets. 
• Demonstrating competency and expertise. 
• Supporting societal improvement. 
• Facilitating lifelong learning. 
• Partnership oriented. 
• Seeking diverse faculty, staff, and students. 
• Providing high quality learning opportunities. 
• Educated citizenry. 
• Economic growth and productivity. 
• Equality of opportunity. 
• Access for all. 
• Accountability. 
• Low cost 
• Local control. 
• High quality. 
• Comprehensive services. 
• Flexible and customized delivery. 
• Service driven. 
• Open communications. 
• I am proud to be with a community college. I choose that over the imiversity. 

(continued) 
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Table 9. (Continued). 

Managing-Presidents' T InderpiTining Values 
• Shared vision in decision making. 
• Lifelong learning at an affordable price. 
• Celebration of diversity. 
• Recruitment of employees to mirror our student/community profile. 
• Freedom to serve in the fullest capacity possible to assure equality, respect for all, 

recognition of differences, access to those who want/need education or other services. 
• Soimd budgets and realistic decision making. 
• Honesty, trust. 
• Non-threatening environment in which to work/leam. 
• Value all employees* being and contributions. 
• Work on solutions and not focus on blaming. 
• No hierarchical decision making. 
• Equality of opportunity. 
• Comprehensive services to service area. 
• Responsiveness to community needs. 
• I value the responsibilities of a commimity for social change. 
• Instruction and student services to all in service area. 
• Positive impact of college towards economic growth of the community. 
• Community colleges are the unique contribution to the USA to higher education. 
• Integrity. 
• Quality. 
• Service. 
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Table 10. Delphi 1 Beliefs That'Underpin Community College Leadership and 
Institutional Decision Making. 

CEO/Presidents' TTndeq>inning Reliefs 
• By and large we have lost the "love of learning." When we teach that, economic 

growth, productivity, equality of opportunity, and educating our citizenry will 
happen. 

• That community colleges should provide access to all individuals regardless of 
gender, race, or educational background. 

• That community colleges should provide opportunity for self-development and 
lifelong learning opportunities. 

• Community colleges should take the individual from where (s)he is to where (s)he 
wants to be. 

• The community college is the best vehicle to provide quick and meaningful workforce 
training to business and industry. 

• Community colleges should mainstream disadvantaged populations. 
• Commimity colleges should track students into transfer education or training based on 

the student's assessed abilities. 
• Business models of management are more useful than collegial models. 
• Organization makes quality decisions to maximize mission outcomes. 
• Organization makes even attempts at empowering all employees to pursue 

organizational goals. 
• Partnerships throughout community are critical to achieving goals. 
• Institutions need to be stretched to stay vital. 
• Excellence. 
• Equity. 
• Efl5ciency. 
• Effort 
• Effectiveness. 
• Folks need to be motivated, challenged, and rewarded. 
• Students should come before our needs. 
• We should reward excellence. 
• Should serve the "under-served" part of our community. 
• College should respond to the community and its students. 

Managing-Presidents' T Inderpinning Beh'efs 
• College should respond to the commimity and its students. 
• Believe in cooperative/collaborative partnerships to assure efficient utilization of 

resources. 
• Believe in a learning community which values all members. 
• Believe we should keep the college as a community focal point. 

(continued) 
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Table 10. (Continued). 

• Believe in systematic approach to organizational management/leadership. 
• Believe in greater focus on the community part of community college. 
• The college's vision is not dependent on the CEO but is rather a collective vision of 

the overall leadership. 
• All employees, regardless of position or responsibilities, are to be valued. 
• Treat mistakes as learning opportunities instead of wasting time finding blame. 
• Participatory leadership is more effective that top-down philosophy. 
• Any community member can gain something of value at the college. 
• The heart of the campus is predicated on strong partnerships inside and outside the 

institution. 
• Everyone is valued and should be treated with dignity and respect. 
• Reaching out is more difficult than it used to be—new populations, new expectations, 

and less knowledge and skill and resources to do so. 
• Commimity colleges are a critical "first step up" for many immigrants, refugees, first 

generation students, and people on welfare. 
• Commimity colleges are at their best when they focus on students and operate in 

inclusive, open ways. 
• Low tuition for all—or no tuition. 
• Student centered as the only philosophy of the college. 
• Equity and quality. 
• We are trustees of taxpayers' fimds and must act in their interest. 
• Oiu* actions must be ^le to stand the scrutiny of our toughest critics. 
• We must be willing to question and challenge '*the way it has always been done." 
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and organizational culture of community college CEO-presidents and managing-

presidents is suggested (Baker & Associates, 1992; Masland, 1985; Peirow, 1991). The 

diversity of items is reflective of the individual values and beliefs (Lenman, 1994; 

Richardson, 1995) held by CEO-presidents and managing-presidents. 

Fifly-eight percent of the listed values were generated by CEO-presidents, and 

51% of the belief statements were generated by CEO-presidents. The frequency of CEO-

presidents generating more value and beliefs statements may be reflective of their job as 

well. CEO-presidents are often called upon to make value and belief declarations as they 

make speeches to internal community college groups and external community groups. 

Round 1 Conclusion 

Round 1 produced a wide array of answers to the open-ended questions. This 

effect was not unexpected, since Round 1 in the Delphi process is essentially a 

brainstorming step. It has participants identify as many topically relevant items as are 

important to them. Succeeding Delphi rounds will collapse the array of responses into 

consensus categories. 

As I review the broadness of the responses, I am impressed by the vastness of the 

associate and group networics, organizational paradoxes and constraints, and personal 

values and beliefs that are found in the worlds occupied by community college CEO- and 

managing-presidents. Exploring the variety of experiences, however, is not the focus of 

this study. Much of this individual richness will be lost through the Delphi as they 

identify what is important to them as a group of community college presidents. 
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Delphi Round 2 

The second step of the Delphi requires, where possible, the grouping of individual 

response items (Delbecq, et al., 1975; Linstone & Turofif, 1975; Murray & Hammons, 

1995b). For all questions, 1 grouped similar items together using a process I have 

developed. I incorporated and blended responses from Round I by writing each response 

on a blank 3x5 card and then shufQed the deck. I cast the cards out into groupings of 

what appeared to be similar responses. I determined similar responses at this stage by 

looking for key words, major nouns, and important verbs suggestive of the same 

category. I then reshufSed the deck and repeated the preceding steps, except I wrote key 

words on the back of each card to identify which cards were falling together. For a third 

time, I repeated the grouping process again to see what, if any, regrouping of responses 

had occurred. For the few items that overlapped and seemed to fall in multiple groups, I 

included them in all the groupings they seemed to fit. Not all responses were easily 

grouped. Some were unique responses and others seemed to present a nuance worthy of 

standing alone. Rather than making some groupings too broad and too inclusive, these 

items appeared verbatim in item lists. In all cases, when items were grouped, I attempted 

to stay as close to the respondent's actual wording as possible. 

From the complete listing of grouped and ungrouped items, respondents were 

asked to select and rank important items for each question in Round 2. The complete hsts 

that respondents encountered are presented in Tables 11,14,17,20,23, and 26. Each 

table corresponds to one of the six questions. For question 1 (Table 11, Influential 

Groups) and question 2 (Table 14, Associates), the list of items was presented to 

respondents in alphabetical order. This was done to make finding specific group and 
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associate categories easier. The items to be ranked in the remaining questions were 

presented in no particular order. This was done because the categories were more 

conceptual, reqiiiring respondents to read each item in the process of selecting their most 

important items. Question 3 did not yield responses that were clearly paradoxical 

propositions. The propositions generated by respondents were phrased more 

problematical than paradoxical. Respondents frequently stated problems instead of 

contradictions they face in their work environment Therefore, for the remainder of the 

Delphi process, "paradoxical" was changed to "perplexing." 

Round 2 involved mailing the Delphi 2 survey that asked respondents to choose 
i 

and rank the top five most important items in each question. They were instructed to rank 

the most important as 1, the second most important 2, and so on, to 5 as the fifth most 

important item. Respondents were limited to five choices to force them to determine their 

most important items and so that an analysis could discover any emerging consensus. 

Selecting a few items of importance firom a list should be easier than organizing a list of 

more than 20 items into priority. Each question had an "Other" space for respondents to 

include items they might have overlooked during the generation of items in Round 1. It 

was used only once, by a managing-president. 

Surveys were, for the most part, completed and returned promptly. Again, I called 

administrative assistants to see if they could prompt late respondents, and a few asked for 

an extension beyond the deadline. I was surprised when several CEO-presidents and 

managing-presidents included handwritten notes of encouragement with their completed 

surveys. Two of them even sent my two-dollar bills back, asking me to save them for my 
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completion celebration. One sent me a book on Xanadu State trivia that had just been 

published by a faculty member at his campus. 

I included all CEO-presidents in the mailing of Delphi 2, even to CEOs who did 

not participate in Delphi 1.1 hoped to increase the CEO-presidents' participation. In 

Round 2, the task involved ranking items and not answering open-ended questions. One 

disappointment was a letter ftom a CEO-president stating why he would not be 

completing my survey and of his withdrawal fix)m the Delphi. When I called 

administrative assistants, I was able to prompt participation from an additional CEO-

president who had not participated in Round 1. 

Round 2 included 15 respondents; 7 CEO-presidents and 8 managing presidents (a 

53% majority). That represented 70% of all CEO-presidents and 53% of all managing-

presidents in the state and 60% of the XCCPC membership. 

With the sub-group participation in the Delphi nearly equal some distinct 

differences between CEO-presidents and managing-presidents emerged as I examined the 

results. I became concemed that the distinct differences between CEO-presidents and 

managing-presidents might be lost in Round 3. At this point, I considered constructing 

two separate surveys to allow each sub-group to diminish the influence of one sub

group's answers compromising the answers of the other sub-group. I contacted Dr. James 

Murray, Jr. (of Murray &, Hammons, 1995a, 1995b) about the presence of sub-group 

differences. After a review of my methodology, he advised me to proceed with the total 

responses for Round 3 and to pull out the sub-group differences when I reported the 

findings. 
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Round 2 results are presented in Tables 11,14,17,20,23, and 26 show all items 

contained in the Delphi 2 survey. These tables are complete lists of items that respondents 

were asked to select and rank and the results of their ranking. Tables breaking out CEO-

presidents' and managing-presidents* rankings follow each of these tables. This 

comparison is used to discover the differences or similarities, if any, that exist between 

presidential sub-groups. 

The Delphi is designed to discover consensus. Items that lack or have a few votes 

could also be seen as representing consensus on what is not important, but this study is 

seeking to identify what items are important for community college presidents, not what 

is kept off the presidential consensus agenda. In Round 2, items that have less than one-

third of the sample selecting them are seen as representing individual interests or isolated 

opinions. Items with selection rates fix)m 33% to 49% are judged to lack sufBcient 

strength to represent group interest. Items chosen by between 50% and 62% represent 

forming or emergent consensus, since 50% represents the threshold of a simple majority. 

Items that were selected at or over 63% were seen as representing consensus. Two-thirds 

or more of the respondents selecting an item indicates interest stronger than a simple 

majority. The greater the relative frequency of selection over 63%, the stronger the 

consensus until unanimity is reached at 100%. The tables showing the CEO-president and 

managing-president rankings are truncated by showing only emergent consensus and 

consensus items. 

In the tables below, the sample size is represented as n. Rank, represented as R, is 

determined by the statistical descriptors' relative frequency, mean of assigned values, and 

standard deviation. Items were ranked first by the relative frequency of selection, the 
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percentage of respondents choosing an item. Relative frequency is rendered at %. The 

larger the %, the higher the item's R. When items had matching %, the mean of assigned 

value was used for second order ranking. The mean, a measure of central tendency, is the 

average of the values (I through S) assigned by respondents to an item and is rendered as 

The closer fM is to 1.0, the more importance re^ondents assigned to an item. Lastly, a 

third order ranking may occur if items have both % and n matching. To resolve ties of 

this nature, the standard deviation—the range of scores around the mean indicating how 

close or distant independent rankings are—^was used. Standard deviation is rendered as a. 

The closer to zero in o, then the more closely the respondents ranked an item as having 

the same value. Items that are the same on three statistical measiures were assigned the 

same rank. 

Discussion Round 2 

Table 11 identifies the professional groups that respondents experience as 

influential in community college leadership and decision making. The list of professional 

groups enumerated by the community college presidents could be read as a list of 

competing interest groups present within Xanadu community colleges. Adopting an 

ethnomethodological perspective (Collins, 1988) is instructive. What I am suggesting is 

that professional groups identified by presidents have interests that are fairly revealed and 

defined by their names, i.e., governing boards-govern, district administrators-

administrate, and so on. The titles of groups often reveal their interests and goal-

directedness. This goal-directedness helps members to shape their behaviors. For 

example, an administrator that acted as if he/she were a governing board member would 
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Table 11. Delphi 2 Professional Gioiq)s That loflueiice Communis College 

11=13 

R % a 
1 77 1.6 1.0 Governing Board. 
2 77 1.8 0.6 District or College Administrative/Executive Cabinets or 

Councils 
3 53 2.5 1.5 American Association of Community Colleges. 
4 46 3.1 1.1 North Central Association of Colleges and Universities. 
5 46 3.6 1.1 Xanadu Community College Presidents Council. 
6 39 3.3 0.4 Employee groups. 
7 23 4.3 0.9 League for Innovation. 
8 15 4.0 0.0 State Board of Directors Community Colleges. 
9 15 4.5 0.5 Professional Journals. 

10 15 4.5 0.5 American Council on Education. 
11 15 4.5 0.5 Commimity Service Organizations. 
12 15 5.0 0.0 Rocky Mountain Presidents Group. 
13 8 2.0 0.0 American Association of Community Colleges: Presidents' 

Academy 
14 8 3.0 0.0 National Community College Hispanic Council. 
14 8 3.0 0.0 National Institute for Leadership Development Advisory 

Board. 
15 8 4.0 0.0 Continuous Quality Improvement Network. 
16 8 5.0 0.0 Council for Adult and Experiential Learning. 
16 8 5.0 0.0 Hispanic Association of (Alleges and Universities. 
17 8 4.0 0.0 American Association of Higher Education. 

0 Xanadu Association for Directors and Governing Boards. 
0 American Association of Women in Commimity Colleges. 
0 Education Commission for the States. 
0 Chamber of Commerce. 
0 Hispanic Professional Action Committee. 
0 Hispanic Technology Systems. 
0 National Junior College Athletic Association. 
0 State Legislature. 
0 Other. 

Note: n represents the number of respondents. R represents priority rank. % represents the relative 
frequency of respondents choosing an item. fj. represents the mean of rank values assigned by respondent, a 
represents the standard deviation of assigned rank values. 
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soon be socially sanctioned. By holding membership in particular groups, or aspiring to 

membership in a particular groiq}, it is reasonable to assume that group members 

subscribe to the goals and uiterests of that group, and to a greater or lesser degree, will 

bring those interests into their roles at community colleges. I also aclcnowledge the 

presence of influence from more powerful or bureaucratic groups in which a person may 

not have membership. It is these aspects of social phenomenology that are behind my 

perception of competing interest groups being present in the social construction of 

community colleges. After all, the question asked community college presidents to 

identify groups that influence their community college leadership and institutional 

decision making. 

The influential groups chosen by community college presidents are, in rank orden 

(1) '̂ Governing Boards" (77%, and (2) 'District or College Administrative/ 

Executive Cabinets or Councils" (77%, ^1-8), and (3) "American Association of 

Community Colleges" (53%, ^2.5). These rankings can be compared to the most 

frequently mentioned three groups in Round 1: (1) "Xanadu Community College 

Presidents' Council" (10 mentions); (2) "American Association of Commimity Colleges" 

(9 mentions); and (3) "Hispanic Association of Colleges and Universities" (4 mentions). 

Two groups receiving no votes that are important in setting statutory agendas for 

community colleges are the "state legislature" and "Xanadu Association of Directors and 

Governing Boards" (XADGB). The exclusion of the state legislature is surprising, since 

the state legislature sets annual commimity college appropriations as well as enacts 

statutory mandates for community colleges. The exclusion of'*XADGB" is unexpected, 

since its membership is made up of the local governing boards, the most influential 
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group. Further, the XADGB and XCCPC comprise the two supporting pillars of Xanadu 

Community College Association. 

Table 12 presents the most influential groups as selected by CEO-presidents and 

managing-presidents. Consensus appears when 80% of the CEO-presidents and 75% of 

managing-presidents rank "District or College Administrative/Executive Cabinets or 

Council" and "Governing Board" virtually the same. They are separated by a 0.2 

variation in /z between each group's rankings. Both CEO-presidents and managing-

presidents select the "American Association of Community Colleges" (AACQ at a 

frequency of about 60%. "AACC" is number four for CEO-presidents and number three 

for managing-presidents. Whereas 80% of the CEO-presidents selected "XCCPC," only 

25% of the managing-presidents saw the "XCCPC as an influential group. This kept the 

"XCCPC" below the cutoff for emergent consensus. The fourth influential group for 

managing-presidents is "Employee Groups," whereas only 14% of CEO-presidents 

ranked "Employee Groups" as influential. Lastly, 'T>forth Central Association of Colleges 

and Universities" had emergent consensus, with 60% of CEO-president and 38% of 

managing-presidents. 

It was mildly surprising that the "XCCPC" did not continue to emerge as an 

influential group since the sample was drawn from its membership. The "Hispanic 

Association of Colleges and Universities" received only one ranking vote, although there 

are at least five Hispanics participating in Round 2. 
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Table 12. Influential Professional Groups. 

CEO-Presidents 
n = 5 

R % 0 
1 80 2.0 0.7 District or College Administrative/Executive Councils or 

Cabinets. 
2 80 2.3 1.3 Governing Board. 
3 80 3.3 1.6 Xanadu Community College Presidents Council. 
4 60 2.3 1.3 American Association of Community Colleges. 
5 60 3.3 1.3 North Central Association of Colleges and Universities. 

Managing-Presidents 
n = 8 

K % fj. a 
1 75 1.5 0.5 Governing Board. 
2 75 1.6 0.7 District or College Administrative/Executive Cabinets or 

Councils. 
3 63 2.6 1.6 American Association of Community Colleges. 
4 50 3.2 0.4 Employee Groups. 

Note; a represents the number of respondents. R represents priority rank. % represents the relative 
frequency of respondents choosing an item, represents the mean of rank values assigned by respondent o 
represents the standard deviation of assigned rank values. 
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Clearly, after consensus on the "Governing Board" and 'T)istrict or College 

Administrative/Executive Councils or Cabinets," CEO-presidents and managing-

presidents diverge on what groups are influential. 

Table 13 presents in totality the choices of influential associations presented to be 

ranked and the outcomes of Round 2 ranking. This, listing of associations may be seen as 

a '*who's who" of Xanadu's community colleges. The sample's influential associations 

were: (1) "District/College Cabinet and Top Administrators" (87%); (2) "Governing 

Board Members" (73%); and (3) 'Taculty Leaders" (67%). The top two associations 

correspond with the top two influential groups in Table 13. The top influential groups' 

members are the top associates identified as influential to community college presidents. 

'Taculty Leaders" emerge as influential despite there being no dominant or strong 

state/national faculty organization in the State of Xanadu. Nonetheless, the consensus 

selection of'Taculty Leaders" as influential associations for CEO-presidents and 

managing-presidents shows the importance of faculty leaders in getting the woric of 

community colleges done. Governing board members make policy, top administrators 

interpret policy into programs, and faculty, programmatically, implement poUcy. 

Anecdotally, during this investigation, CEO-presidents and managing-presidents, at 

several institutions, told me that institutional initiatives will not fly without the support of 

the faculty. 

Table 14 presents the top influential associates chosen by CEO-presidents and 

managing-presidents in this round of the Delphi. CEO-presidents unanimously selected 

"Governing Board Members" and "District/College Cabinet and Top Administrators" as 
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Table 13. Delphi 2 Influential Associates in Community College Leadership and 
Decision Making. 

n = 15 

R % a 
1 87 2.1 1.1 District/College Cabinet and top administrators. 
2 73 1.9 1.3 Governing Board members. 
3 67 3.2 1.0 Faculty leaders. 
4 47 3.1 1.1 Xanadu Community College Presidents and CEOs. 
5 47 3.6 1.1 Local ofiScials (governmental). 
6 40 2.6 1.2 Campus/College committee members. 
7 39 2.6 1.6 Staff members. 
8 20 2.6 1.2 Local community leaders (non-governmental). 
9 20 3.3 1.7 Colleagues in higher education (past and current). 

10 20 3.3 1.3 Non-Xanadu state community college presidents and CEOs. 
11 20 4.6 0.4 Community college friends and advocates. 
12 13 4.3 0.5 Friends in the commimity. 
13 13 4.5 0.5 Spouse. 
14 6 1.0 0.0 Other Chancellor. 
15 6 5.0 0.0 Public school officials. 

0 Colleagues in business/industry. 
0 Colleagues' professional writings. 
0 Consultants/experts. 
0 State legislators. 
0 University presidents. 
0 Other 

Note: n represents the number of respondents. R represents priority rank. % represents Ae relative 
frequency of respondents choosing an item, represents the mean of rank values assigned by respondent a 
represents the standard deviation of assigned rank values. 
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CEO-Presidents 
n = 7 

R % a 
1 100 1.7 0.9 
2 100 1.9 0.9 
3 57 3.3 1.1 
4 57 3.3 1.1 

Managing-Presidents 
n = 8 

R % U a 
1 75 2.3 1.2 
2 75 3.0 0.8 
3 50 2.3 0.8 
4 50 2.8 1.1 
5 50 3.0 0.9 

Governing Board members. 
District/College Cabinet and top administrators. 
Local officials (governmental). 
Faculty leaders. 

District/College Cabinet and top administrators. 
Faculty leaders. 
Campus/college committee members. 
Xanadu state community college presidents and CEOs. 
Stafif members. 

Note: n represents the number of respondents. R represents priority rank. % represents the relative 
fiequency of respondents choosing an item, m represents the mean of rank values assigned by respondenL a 
represents the standard deviation of assigned rank values. 
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their number one and two influential associations. Fifty-seven percent of the CEO-

presidents ranked 'Taculty Leaders" third. These rankings contrast with managing-

presidents' choice of influential associations. Seventy-five percent of the managing-

presidents ranked 'District/College Cabinet and Top Administrators" first and 'Taculty 

Leaders" second. Ranked third was "Campus/College Committee Members" by 57% of 

the managing-presidents. 

For both CEO-presidents and managing-presidents, all the top influential 

associations are based at the local community college institutions except for the 50% of 

managing-presidents that selected "Xanadu Community College Presidents and CEOs" as 

influential. This is the only consensus or emergent consensus item of influential 

statewide, non-local association to come forth. Fiuthermore, 50% of the managing-

presidents selected "Campus/College Committee Members" and "Staff Members" to be 

influential associations, both local and campus-based associations. The consensus on 

influential associations chosen by CEO-presidents and managing-presidents indicates that 

local district or campus associations are the most important associations, more so than 

community, state, or national associations. 

The difference in ratings by CEO-presidents and managing-presidents is reflective 

of the organizational context in which these two groups fiind themselves. The bureaucratic 

hierarchy helps to explain the differences in ratings. CEO-presidents serve at the will of 

the governing board members and are accountable for discharging their initiatives. They 

need the confidence of a majority of governing board members or their job may be 

jeopardized. Top administrators and faculty leaders become important to implement and 

carry out CEO-presidential and governing board initiatives. Managing-presidents serve at 
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the will of CEO-presidents and are to translate directives from the CEO-presidents 

(Certo, 1994). Top administrators, faculty leaders, campus committees, and staff 

members are important to managing-presidents because CEO-presidents hold managing-

presidents accountable for the woric of these groups. It is in the discharge of their 

responsibilities that managing-presidents have face-to-face interaction with CEO-

presidents (Heffelbein, Goldsmith, & Beckhard, 1996). 

Managing-presidents presented contradictory responses in that they find 

influential associations in other "Xanadu Commimity College Presidents and CEOs" but 

did not rank '̂ CCPC" as an influential group. I see this contradiction occuocring for three 

reasons. First, associating with other CEO-presidents and managing-presidents provides 

avenues to commiserate about conunon problems with peers of equal status. Through 

association they come to know one another as more than a widget in an organizational 

slot. Second, they have opportunities for personal associations that allow them to 

establish mentoring relationships with CEO-presidents other than their local 

organizational superior. Associations with CEO-presidents help managing-presidents 

learn management and leadership styles as well as providing a mediimi for the formation 

of mentoring relationships that are helpful in career advancement. Lastly, they simply 

may not experience XCCPC as an influential group as much as CEO-presidents do, since 

managing-presidents' attendance is restricted (see Appendix D). 

Table 15 presents, in totality, the perplexing positions that were presented to the 

participants and the outcomes of their ranking. This question generated a wide range of 

choices from Round 1. Because of the wide range of selections, the respondents' choices 

seemed to revolve around perplexing problems more indicative of situations in their 
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Delphi 2 Perplexing Positions Experienced in Community College Leadership 
and Decision Making. 

% 
62 2% 

a 
1.2 Needing to balance the budget, increase productivity, and 

maintain educational quality while increasing programs, 
courses, and access. 

40 4.0 1.4 Feeling the ''us-them" syndrome while spending time and 
energy to create a team atmosphere. 

40 4.0 1.0 Remaining innovative while managing pragmatically. 
33 1.8 0.4 Balancing college/campus responsibilities, visibility, and 

resources with extensive community needs, partnerships, 
time commitments, and responsibilities. 

33 2.0 1.0 Having a vision for the future, implementing needed 
procedures, or creating iimovative curriculum delivery 
systems while incurring the resistance and fear of failure 
from employees. 

33 2.2 1.5 Not enough resources to do what a community college 
should do. 

33 3.8 1.0 Fiscal/policy constraints that limit supporting, rewarding, 
and recognizing talented employees or excellent and 
exceptional performances. 

27 2.5 0.5 Wanting to move toward non-traditional practices but 
having an aging, conservative, and traditional faculty. 

20 2.3 0.9 Need to act for the good of the whole vs. power of special 
interest groups. 

20 2.3 0.9 Competition between campus units for resources and 
power. 

20 3.6 1.2 Diversity. 
13 2.5 0.5 The governing board talks a good talk but behaves badly. 
13 3.0 0.0 Needing to serve all communities equally, while one is 

growing disproportionately. 
13 3.5 0.5 Being the one to say "no" to outstanding ideas and 

potentially excellent programs because of insu£5cient 
resources. 

13 4.0 1.0 District commitment to quality resulting in more people at 
district office. 

13 4.5 0.5 Anti-bureaucratic rhetoric, being labeled **the 
administration" versus a professional educator. 

13 4.5 0.5 Facilities expansiotL 
6 2.0 0.0 Overly high expectations of public, board, and college 

stafT that exceed what college resources can meet. 

(continued) 
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Table 15. (Continued). 

R % a 
19 6 3.0 0.0 Dealing with the political pressure board members receive. 
20 6 3.0 0.0 Wanting to raise salaries while balancing increasing 

demands for educational services. 
21 6 4.0 0.0 Sta£f hiding within the bureaucratic tendencies of large 

systems. 
22 6 5.0 0.0 Maintaining presidential image/decorum while promoting 

fiiendly personalities with campus staff 
23 6 5.0 0.0 Realizing projects will take longer to complete. 

0 Believing in open flow of information but constrained by 
legal or personnel regulations. 

0 Conservative constituents need for tax reduction and having 
a fiscally conservative board. 

0 Other. 
Note; a represents the number of respondents. R represents priority rank. % represents the relative 
frequency of respondents choosing an item, AC represents the mean of rank valus assigned by respondent o 
represents the standard deviation of assigned rank values. 
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individual community college. In Round 2, only one consensus item emerged, "Needing 

to balance the budget, increase productivity, and fnaintaiTi educational quality while 

increasing programs, courses, and access." It was chosen by 62% of all respondents. It is 

not surprising that having limited flmds and increasing service demand is experienced as 

conflictive (Bowen, 1994; Carroll & Tarasul, 1994; Newman, 1995). 

Table 16 reveals some differences in what CEO-presidents and managrag-

presidents experience as perplexing positions. The top item, "needing to balance the 

budget, increase productivity, and maintain educational quality while increasing 

programs, courses, and access," was selected by 57% of CEO-presidents and 50% of 

managing-presidents. While this item was an emergent consensus for both groups, it was 

the only perpl^dng problem to emerge at the emergent consensus or consensus levels for 

CEO-presidents. Managing-presidents, on the other hand, had another emergent 

consensus item. Fifty percent are worried about balancing campus demands with 

community demands. This is reflective of the campus-based activities managing-

presidents must attend to yet, by organizational location, this perplexing problem is part 

of the CEO-presidents' regular woiic. 

Table 17 presents, in totality, the constraints that were presented to the sample. In 

Round 2, only one consensus item emerged, "the politics of balancing conflicting interest 

groups, competing values, and organizational ideals while implementing priorities." It 

was ranked number one and was selected by 67% of the respondents. The only emergent 

consensus item selected by 53% of the respondents was "rigid classification, hiring, 

compensation structures, policies, and employee protection laws." 
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Table 16. Perplexing Positions. 

CEO-Presidents 
n = 7 

R 
1 

% 
57 2.3 

a 
1.1 Needing to balance the budget, increase productivity, and 

maintain educational quality while increasing programs, 
courses, and access. 

Managing-Presidents 
n = 8 

R 
1 

2 

% 
50 

50 

1.8 

1.8 

a 
1.3 

0.8 

Needing to balance the budget, increase productivity, and 
maintain educational quality while increasing programs, 
courses, and access. 
Balancing college/campus responsibilities, visibility, and 
resources with extensive community needs, partnei^ps, 
time. 

Note: n represents the number of respondents. R represents priority rank. % represents the relative 
frequency of respondents choosing an item. iJ. represents the mean of rank values assigned by respondent a 
represents the standard deviation of assigned rank values. 
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Table 17. Delphi 2 Constraints Experienced in Community College Leadership and 
Decision Making. 

n=15 

R % Ai a 
1 67 2.5 1.2 The politics of balancing conflicting interest groups. 

competing values, and organizational ideals while 
implementing priorities. 

2 53 3.6 1.2 Rigid classification, hiring, compensation structures, policies. 
and employee protection laws. 

3 40 3.5 0.9 Being a risk taker in a public institution. 
4 40 3.7 0.4 Introducing, assisting, and nurturing "risk takers" and change 

in the college. 
5 33 2.0 1.1 Balancing the greatest district needs and setting college 

educational priorities. 
6 33 3.4 0.5 Conflicting demands between meeting community agencies' 

financial and &cility needs and the campus resource and 
facility development needs. 

7 33 3.6 1.2 Balancing my own needs for space and time and the needs of 
the district or campus and the conmiunity. 

8 27 1.5 0.8 Operating within a fixed tax rate that limits budgetary, fiscal. 
and human resources. 

9 27 2.8 1.4 Narrow base of participation by faculty, staff, and 
administration. 

10 27 3.0 1.5 The community expectation is that the community college 
can—and should—<io "everything." 

11 27 3.5 1.1 Legislative/accreditation mandates affecting operational 
budget decisions. 

12 20 2.0 0.8 Board conservatism and the tremendous time taken up with 
petty board initiatives or agendas. 

13 20 4.0 0.8 Many employees unwilling to move into new directions. 
14 13 2.0 2.0 Inflexibility of bureaucratic processes. 
15 13 4.0 1.0 Lack of understanding issues. 
16 6 1.0 0.0 A state community college ofBce that inhibits rather than 

empowers. 
16 6 1.0 0.0 Being a team member. 
17 6 2.0 0.0 Level of intelligence of the legislators. 
18 6 4.0 0.0 Outdated inflexible laws, regulations, and policies that inhibit 

creativity and partnerships with govennnent or business. 
19 6 4.0 0.0 Personal comments viewed as directives. 

0 District imposing deadlines that employees may not honor. 
0 Academic fireedom! Academic freedom! Academic freedom! 
0 Other. 

Note; a represents the number of respondents. R represents priority rank. % represents the relative 
frequency of respondents choosing an item, M represents die mean of rank values assigned by respondent o 
represents die standard deviation of assigned rank values. 
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In choosing the "balancing conflicting interest group, values, and organizational 

consensus" constraint, the respondents acknowledge the political aspects of their 

organizational locations (Hardy, 1990). They experience a contested organizational 

domain with demands from varied interest factions constraining their ability to implement 

organizational objectives, or placing political constraints on presidential power (Alfred, 

1984). In addition, pohcies and laws that limit power to remove personnel or bring in 

their personal choice of personnel are structural constraints on presidential power. 

In Table 18, CEO-presidents at 71% and managing-presidents at 63% rank the 

"politics of balancing conflicting interest groups, competing values, and organizational 

ideals while implementing priorities" as the most important constraint. Fifty percent of 

CEO-presidents find "rigid personnel policies and laws" as the second most important 

constraint. Sixty-three percent of managing-presidents have consensus on "being a risk 

taker in a public institution" as their second most important constraint and "supporting 

risk takers within the college" as their third most important constraint. 

These differences, again, reflect the different work environments experienced by 

CEO-presidents and managing-presidents. CEO-presidents work with governing boards 

on setting the overall budgets and local tax rates. They are also in the organizational 

position responsible for making recommendations on the hiring of all employees to the 

governing board. Managing-presidents' experiences reflect constraints in campus woric 

and concerns about risk taking or association with other risk takers within the college 

organization. Of note, only one CEO-president ranked either of these two risk taking 

propositions as an important constraint It is unclear if risk taking is socialized out of 
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Table 18. Constraints. 

CEO-Presidents 
n = 7 

R % a 
1 71 3.2 1.2 

2 57 3.0 1.2 

Managing-Presidents 
n = 8 

R % /z a 
1 63 1.8 0.7 

2 63 3.4 1.0 
3 63 3.4 1.6 

The politics of balancing conflicting interest groups, 
competing values, and organizational ideals while 
implementing priorities. 
Rigid classification, hiring, compensation structures, 
policies, and employee protection laws. 

The politics of balancing conflicting interest groups, 
competing values, and organizational ideals while 
implementing priorities. 
Being a risk taker in a public institution. 
Introducing, assisting, and nurturing "risk takers" and 
change in the college. 

Note: n represents the number of respondents. R represents priority rank. % represents the relative 
frequency of respondents choosing an item. fj. represents die mean of rank values assigned by respondent, o 
represents the standard deviation of assigned rank values. 
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CEO-presidents, or they are in an organizational location where risk taking is not a 

constraint. 

Table 19 presents, in totality, the underpinning values that were presented to the 

respondents and the outcomes of their ranking. This question pulled a wide range of 

choices from the sample. The only consensus value was "integrity, honesty, trust, and 

fairness." It was selected by 87% of the total respondents. 'Trovide access to high quality 

learning opportunities, instruction, and comprehensive services for all students in the 

service area" was an emergent consensus value with 53% of respondents selecting iL 

The first value represents personal as well as work qualities desirable in those 

who aspire to leadership positions. The second value seems to embrace the historical and 

contemporary mission for many community colleges (Diener, 1994; Gleazer, 1994). 

Table 20 reflects some divergence between the CEO-presidents and the 

managing-presidents. The number one value for both groups is the same, with CEO-

presidents unanimously selecting "integrity, honesty, trust, and fairness," and 75% of the 

managing-presidents selecting the same. 

Divergence appears at the emergent consensus level. For 57% of the CEO-

presidents, **responsiveness to commimity needs" was their number two value. The 

second value for 62% of managing-presidents was to "provide access to high quality 

learning opportunities, instruction, and comprehensive services for all students in service 

area." Managing-presidents, at a rate of 50%, selected three additional emergent 

consensus values: "value all employees' contributions through shared vision and non-

hierarchical decision making"; "student-centered and service-driven education systems"; 

and "establish a non-threatening environment in which to work on solutions and not focus 
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Table 19. Delphi 2 Values That Underpin Community College Leadership and Decision 
Making. 

n=15 

R % a 
1 87 2.5 1.6 Integrity, honesty, trust, and fairness. 
2 53 2.4 0.9 Provide access to high quality learning opportunities. 

instruction, and comprehensive services for all students in 
service area. 

3 47 2.7 1.0 Student centered and service driven education systems. 
4 47 3.6 1.4 Responsiveness to community needs. 
5 47 3.7 1.0 Establish a non-threatening environment in which to work 

on solutions and not focus on blaming. 
6 40 3.2 1.5 Value all employees' contributions through shared vision 

and non-hierarchical decision making. 
7 27 1.8 0.8 Open conununications. 
8 27 3.3 1.1 People are the institution's greatest assets. 
9 27 3.3 1.2 Our educational system should provide every citizen equal 

opportunity to realize his/her fiill (greatest) potential. 
10 20 2.7 1.2 Demonstrating competency and expertise through 

accountability, sound budgets, and realistic decision 
making. 

11 20 3.0 1.7 Facilitate lifelong learning. 
12 13 3.5 0.5 Low cost 
13 13 3.5 1.5 Participating in societal improvement and social change. 
13 13 3.5 1.5 Seeking to celebrate diversity by recruiting faculty, stafif. 

and students to mirror our community profile. 
14 13 4.0 1.6 I choose to be with a community college over a imiversity 

because I am proud of the unique contributions of 
conununity colleges to American higher education. 

15 6 5.0 0.0 Local control. 
0 Community colleges positively impact on economic growth 

and productivity by providing an educated workforce and 
community partnerships. 

0 Other. 

Note: n represents die nninber of respondents. R represents priority rank. % represents the relative 
frequency of respondents choosing an item. ̂  represents the mean of rank values assigned by respondent a 
represents the standard deviation of assigned rank values. 
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Table 20. Values. 

CEO-Presidents 
n = 7 

R % /z o 
1 100 2.5 1.7 
2 57 3.5 1.1 

Managmg-Presidents 
n = 8 

R % 0 
1 75 2.2 1.5 
2 62 2.4 0.8 

3 50 2.7 1.6 

4 50 3.5 0.5 
5 50 3.5 1.1 

Integrity, honesty, trust, and fairness. 
Responsiveness to community needs. 

Integrity, honesty, trust, and fairness. 
Provide access to high quality learning opportunities, 
instruction, and comprehensive services for all students in 
service area. 
Value all employees' contributions through shared vision 
and non-hierarchical decision making. 
Student centered and service driven education systems. 
Establish a non-threatening environment in which to work 
on solutions and not focus on blaming. 

Note: n represents the number of respondents. R represents priority rank. % represents the relative 
frequency of respondents choosing an item. fu. represents die mean of rank values assigned by respondent a 
represents die standard deviation of assigned rank values. 
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on blaming." After agreement with managing-presidents on the top value, CEO-

presidents' number two value reflects their connection to external constituencies, while 

the managing-presidents' choices seemed to focus their connection to the college or 

campus internal educational service delivery systems. 

Table 21 presents, in totality, the underpinning beliefs that were presented to the 

respondents and the outcome of those rankings. The one consensus belief chosen by 87% 

of the sample was, "everyone is valued and should be treated with dignity and respect, 

regardless of gender, race, or educational background in a learning community." The two 

emergent consensus beUefs, selected by 53% of the sample, were: (1) "a student-centered 

philosophy, embodied in offering opportunities for self-development and lifelong 

learning, should be central in responding to the community and students as community 

colleges take individuals from where they are to where they want to be"; and (2) 

'•participatory leadership is more effective than top-down philosophy in empowering 

employees to pursue organizational goals," I paraphrase these as equality of treatment and 

access, student-centered philosophy driving institutional goals, and inclusive collegial 

decision making. 

Table 22 shows that 75% of CEO-presidents and 100% of managing-presidents 

selected valuing and respecting all in the learning community. CEO-presidents have no 

other consensus items; however, 63% of the managing-presidents have two other 

consensus beliefs. One is the inclusiveness of employees in participatory decision making 

and the other is to challenge the ways things have always been done. 
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Table 21. Beliefs That Underpin Commimity College Leadership and Decision Making. 

n= 15 

R % a 
1 87 1.8 1.1 Everyone is valued and should be treated with dignity and 

respect, regardless of gender, race, or educational 
background, in a learning community. 

2 53 2.6 1.5 A student-centered philosophy, embodied in offering 
opportunities for self-development and lifelong learning, 
should be central in responding to the community and 
students as community colleges take the individual from 
where (s)he is to where (s)he wants to be. 

3 53 3.3 0.6 Participatory leadership is more effective than top-down 
philosophy in empowering employees to pursue 
organizational goals. 

4 47 2.6 0.7 The heart of the community college should keep 
community as its focal point 

5 47 4.2 0.9 We must be willing to question and challenge "the way it 
has always been done." 

6 40 3.5 1.6 The college's vision is not dependent on the CEO but is 
rather a collective vision of the overall leadership. 

7 33 2.6 1.6 Community colleges are at their best when they focus on 
students and operate in inclusive, open ways. 

8 33 4.2 0.7 Cooperative and collaborative partnerships, inside and 
outside the institution, are critical to provide quick and 
meaningful workforce training to business and industry and 
efficient utilization of resources. 

9 27 4.0 0.7 Commimity colleges are a critical "first step up" for many 
immigrants, refugees, first generation students, and people 
on welfare and should mainstream disadvantaged and 
under-served populations 

10 20 2.3 0.4 All employees, regardless of position or responsibilities, are 
to be valued. 

11 20 3.3 1.7 We should reward excellence, efficiency, and effort. 
12 20 3.3 1.6 Treat mistakes as learning opportunities instead of wasting 

time finding blame. 
13 6 1.0 0.0 We are trustees of taxpayers' funds and must act in their 

interest so that our actions will be able to stand the scrutiny 
of our toughest critics. 

14 6 2.0 0.0 Business models of management are more useful than 
collegial models. 

(continued) 
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Table 21. (Continued). 

R % A' a 
15 6 4.0 0.0 Distitutions need to be stretched to stay vital. 

0 Effective systematic and data-based approaches to 
organizational management and leadership make for quality 
decisions maximizing mission outcomes. 

0 Any community member can gain something of value at the 
community college. 

0 Commimity colleges should track students into transfer 
education or training based on the student's assessed 
abilities. 

0 Reaching out is more difScult than it used to be—new 
populations, new expectations—^with less knowledge, skill. 
and resources to do so. 

0 Low tuition for all—or no tuition. 
0 Other. 

Note: n represents the number of respondents. R represents priority rank. % represents the relative 
frequency of respondents choosing an item. fx. represents the mean of rank values assigned by respondent a 
represents the standard deviation of assigned rank values. 
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Table 22. Beliefs. 

CEO-Presidents 
n = 7 

K % a 
1 71 2.2 1.5 

2 57 1.5 0.5 

3 57 2.3 1.6 

Managing-Presidents 
n = 8 

Everyone is valued and should be treated with dignity and 
respect, regardless of gender, race, or educational 
background, in a learning conununity. 
A student-centered philosophy, embodied in offering 
opportunities for self-development and lifelong learning, 
should be central in responding to the community and 
students as community colleges take the individual from 
where (s)he is to where (s)he wants to be. 
Community colleges are at their best when they focus on 
students and operate in inclusive, open ways. 

R % ^ a 
1 100 1.7 1.0 

2 63 3.3 0.7 

3 63 4.2 1.0 

4 50 2.0 0.0 

5 50 3.2 1.8 

6 50 3.8 1.3 

Everyone is valued and should be treated with dignity and 
respect, regardless of gender, race, or educational 
background, in a learning community. 
Participatory leadership is more effective than top-down 
philosophy in empowering employees to pursue 
organizational goals. 
We must be willing to question and challenge "the way it 
has always been done." 
The heart of the commimity college should keep the 
community as its focal point 
The college's vision is not dependent on the CEO but is 
rather a collective vision of the overall leadership. 
A student-centered philosophy, embodied in offering 
opportunities for self-development and lifelong learning, 
should be central in responding to the commimity and 
students as commimity^ colleges take the individual from 
(s)he is to where (s)he wants to be. 

Note: n lepresents the number of respondents. R represents priority rank. % represents the relative 
fiequency of respondents choosing an item. fj. represents the mean of rank values assigned by respondent, a 
represents the standard deviation of assigned rank values. 
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CEO-presidents have two emergent consensus beliefs and managing-presidents 

have three. Both CEO-presidents (57%) and managing-presidents (50%) share an 

emergent consensus item that supports student-centered philosophies as driving inclusive 

missions and services. CEO-presidents alone select "Community colleges are at their best 

when they focus on students and operate in inclusive, open ways" as an emergent 

consensus item. Furthermore, 50% of only the managing-presidents' choose emergent 

consensus items involving (I) the community at the heart of the community college and 

(2) institutional vision is more than the CEO's alone. 

Round 2 Conclusion 

The residts from Roimd 2 show areas of consensus and emerging consensus 

among Xanadu CEO-presidents and managing-presidents. All respondents have 

consensus for the top selections in five of the six questions. The one exception is that the 

top perplexing problem was only an emergent and not a fiill consensus item. 

The convergence of consensus between CEO-presidents and managing-presidents 

suggests that they share common networks (groups and associations), conmion 

contradictions (perplexing positions and constraints), and common social philosophy 

(values and beliefs). The sub-groups of CEO-presidents and managing-presidents, 

however, more often show divergence at the level of emergent consensus. This split in 

sub-groups is suggestive of two tracks. One is CEO-presidents' track leading to their 

political enviromnent and affecting district systems as a whole, whereas the track 

managing-presidents seem to follow reflects campus-based politics and service delivery. 

In terms of class formation, the consistent convergence on top items (Neimiann, 1991) 
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indicates that CEO-presidents and managing-presidents share the same major interests or 

class interests. The divergence on issues below the top item suggests two fractional 

classes (Wright, 1985,1989) where status and power separate the CEO-presidents and 

managing-presidents. 

Delphi Round 3 

Round 3 was mailed out to seven participating CEO-presidents, two non-

participating CEO-presidents, and the eight participating managing-presidents. The 

results trickled in over three months. I received several notes of apology for taking so 

long to return the survey after I had initiated calls to administrative assistants. One 

participating CEO-president retumed the survey uncompleted with the note saying that he 

was simply too busy. His withdrawal set the sample size for Round 3 at 14 and a majority 

(57%) of managing-presidents. The sample represents 56% of the XCCPC membership, 

60% of all district CEO-presidents, and 53% of managing-presidents statewide. 

Round 3 was a retroactive step where a summary of the last round, in the form of 

statistical descriptors, was given to allow respondents to review former answers. The 

statistical descriptors identified item rank, mean score, and standard deviation. This 

summary was provided in the format of Delphi 2 survey. 

The respondents' choices were modified in two ways from Round 2. Both these 

changes were intended to enhance the development of consensus. The first change asked 

respondents to rank the top three important items instead of the top five important items. I 

assimied this change would encourage respondents to use their limited votes for their 

most important selections. The second change was to truncate the lists to make them 
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more manageable. Round 3 lists exclude items that were selected by less than one-third of 

the respondents, thereby reducing the number of choices. With a small sample size, I 

assumed an item selected at a rate of less than 33% (2 respondents) was representative of 

individual points of view and not consensus. The Round 3 truncation reduces question 1 

fix)m 28 to 7 items, question 2 fiwm 20 to 12 items, question 3 from 27 to 12 items, 

question 4 from 23 to 13 items, question 5 from 18 to 11 items, and question 6 from 21 to 

12 items. 

Below, only emergent consensus or consensus items will be reported in 

Discussion Round 3. Tables 23 through 29 are truncated by showing only items 

representing either an emerging consensus or consensus. Complete results of Round 3 can 

be foimd in Appendix B. As with Round 2, if an item was chosen by between 50% and 

62%, it represented an emergent consensus. Items that were selected at or over 63% were 

seen as representing consensus. The greater the relative frequency of selection, the 

stronger the consensus until unanimity at 100%. 

Discussion Round 3 

Table 23 shows strong consensus, with 93% of the total respondents selecting 

both "Governing Board" and "District/College Administrative/Executive Council or 

Cabinets" as the two groups that influence community college leadership and decision 

making. As sub-groups, CEO-presidents ranked both these items unanimously, whereas 

managing-presidents chose them by a frequency of 88%. 

These unanimous rankings by CEO-presidents seem reflective of two points. One 

is the importance of the local governing board in determining the woric activities and 
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Table 23. Delphi 3 Professional Groups That Influence Community College Leadership 
and Decision Making. 

Total Respondents: 
n= 14 

R %  ̂
1 93 1.5 
2 93 1.8 

a 
0.6 
0.6 

Governing Board. 
District/College Administrative, Executive, Cabinet, or 
Councils. 

CEO-presidents: 
n = 6 

R % M 
1 100 1.3 
2 100 1.8 

a 
0.8 
0.4 

Governing Board. 
District/College Administrative, Executive, Cabinet, or 
Councils. 

Managing-presidents 
n = 8 

R % ^ 
1 88 1.6 
2 88 1.7 

a 
0.5 
0.7 

Governing Board. 
District/College Administrative, Executive, Cabinet, or 
Coimcils. 

Note: • represents die number of respondents. R represents priority rank. % represents the relative 
frequency of respondents choosing an item, M represents the mean of rank values assigned by respondent o 
represents the standard deviation of assigned rank values. 
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continued employment for CEO^residents. The CEO-presidents occiq)y the nexus 

between the governing board, and they interpret governing board directives for top 

management and other community college employees. CEO-presidents supervise the 

managing-presidents and other top administrators to accomplish these tasks (Cohen & 

Brawer, 1996; Pashiardis & Baker, 1992). 

The ordinal ranking of influential association in Table 24 is identical to Round 2 

rankings. Unanimity on "District/College Cabinet and Top Administrators," consensus on 

"Governing Board Members," and emergent consensus on 'Taculty Leaders" 

demonstrates political awareness of the major actors involved in managing community 

colleges. However, the unanimity in choosing "District/College Cabinet and Top 

Administrators" may illustrate the interlocking alliance between CEO-presidents, 

managing-presidents, and the bureaucracy of top management in getting community 

college work done. Cohen and Brawer (1996) write, 'Tike the president, each dean 

becomes involved with legal issues, public relations, intra-institutional administration and 

personnel matters, budgeting, and liaison with state and federal agencies" (p. 125). Yet, 

CEO-presidents unanimously recognize the importance of "Governing Board," whereas 

the governing board is missing fix>m the managing-presidents' consensus rankings of 

influential associations. Governing boards missing from the managing-presidents' 

selections may reflect the organizational distance managing-presidents experience from 

the governing board. CEO-presidents act as staff to the governing board at its meetings 

and will actively interact with governing board members. Managing-presidents, however, 

only interact with the governing board at meetings when called upon to do so by CEO-

presidents. 
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Table 24. Delphi 3 Associates Who Influence Community College Leadership and 
Decision Making. 

Total Respondents 
n=14 

R % Af a 
1 100 1.1 0.4 District/College Cabinet and Top Administrators. 
2 58 1.9 0.6 Governing Board members. 
3 58 2.5 0.5 Faculty leaders. 

CEO-presidents 
n = 6 

R % fj. a 
1 100 1.1 0.4 District/College Cabinet and Top Administrators. 
2 83 1.8 0.4 Governing Board members. 
3 50 2.7 0.7 Faculty leaders. 

Managing-presidents 
n = 8 

R % fj. a 
1 100 1.1 0.3 District/College Cabinet and Top Administrators. 
2 63 2.4 0.5 Faculty leaders. 

Note: n represents die number of respondents. R represents priority rank. % represents the relative 
frequency of respondents choosing an item, fz represents the mean of rank values assigned by respondent, a 
represents the standard deviation of assigned rank values. 
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Table 25 shows that the top perplexing position remains '̂ Needing to balance the 

budget, increase productivity, and maintain educational quality while increasing 

programs, courses, and access." The second consensus item is "feeling the us-them 

syndrome while spending time and energy to create a team atmosphere." However, the 

"us-them" syndrome is primarily a concem only for managing-presidents. It does not 

appear as a consensus or emergent consensus for CEO-presidents. For managing-

presidents, these top two items are virtually interchangeable, save for a O.I variation in /z. 

The two emergent consensus-perplexing problems for CEO-presidents are '*Need to act 

for the good of the whole vs. the power of special interest groups," and ''remaining 

innovative while managing pragmatically." 

The top perplexing problem indicates the difGculties in sorting out which 

educational priorities to fund given limited resources. It appears to me that both CEO-

presidents and managing-presidents are aware of the perplexing political problems finite 

funds create. Managing-presidents react to this political context by identifying it as a 

personal conflict produced by having to say yes to some and no to others, interpreting it 

as an "us-them" syndrome. Some CEO-presidents seem to react to the decision making 

within fixed revenues by invoking the vision of serving the common good instead of 

interest groups. Some CEO-presidents are perplexed at implementing their vision 

(remaining innovative) while applying reasoned and practical solutions (managing 

pragmatically). 

Table 26 reveals only one consensus constraint for the total respondents, "the 

politics of balancing conflicting interest groups, competing values, and organizational 

ideals while implementing priorities." Its frequency of selection increased from 67% in 
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Table 25. Delphi 3 Perplexing Positions Experienced in Community College Leadership 
and Decision Making. 

Total Respondents 
n= 14 

R 
1 

2 

% 
86 

65 

1.4 

1.3 

a 
0.6 

0.5 

Needing to balance the budget, increase productivity, and 
maintain educational quality while increasing programs, 
courses, and access. 
Feeling the "us-them" syndrome while spending time and 
energy to create a team atmosphere. 

CEO-presidents 
n = 6 

R 
1 

2 

3 

% 
83 

50 

50 

1.6 

2.7 

3.0 

a 
0.5 

0.4 

0.0 

Needing to balance the budget, increase productivity, and 
maintain educational quality while increasing programs, 
courses, and access. 
Need to act for the good of the whole vs. power of special 
interest groups. 
Remaining innovative while managing pragmatically. 

Managing-presidents 
n = 8 

R 
1 

2 

% 
8 

8 

1.3 

1.4 

o 
0.7 

0.9 

Needing to balance the budget, increase productivity, and 
maintain educational quality while increasing programs, 
courses, and access. 
Feeling the "us-them" syndrome while spending time and 
energy to create a team atmosphere. 

Note; n represents the number of respondents. R represents priority rank. % represents the relative 
frequency of respondents choosing an item. fj. represents the mean of rank values assigned by respondent o 
represents die standard deviation of assigned rank values. 
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Table 26. Delphi 3 Constraints in Community College Leadership and Decision 
Making. 

Total Respondmts 
n=14 

R 
1 

% 
93 

f j .  a  
1.3 0.6 

CEO-presidents 
n = 6 

R % /I a 
1 100 1.3 0.8 

Managing-presidents 
n = 8 

The politics of balancing conflicting interest groups, 
competing values, and organizational ideals while 
implementing priorities. 

The politics of balancing conflicting interest groups, 
competing values, and organizational ideals while 
implementing priorities. 

R % ^ a 
1 88 1.3 0.6 The politics of balancing conflicting interest groups, 

competing values, and organizational ideals while 
implementing priorities. 

2 50 2.3 0.8 Rigid classification, hiring, compensation structures, 
policies and employee protection laws. 

3 SO 2.5 0.5 Being a risk taker in a public institution. 

Note: n represents the number of respondents. R represents priority rank. % represents the relative 
frequency of respondents choosing an item, m represents die mean of rank values assigned by respondent o 
represents the standard deviation of assigned rank values. 
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Round 2 to near unanimity at 93% in Round 3. CEO-presidents are unanimous on this 

item, whereas 88% of managing-presidents also came to see this item as important 

Where CEO-presidents did not have any other consensus constraints, managing-

presidents identified two emergent constraints. Fifty percent of the managing-presidents 

selected "rigid classification, hiring, compensation structures, policies and employee 

protection laws" and "being a risk taker in a public institution." 

The overwhehning selection of the politics of balancing conflicting interest 

groups, values, and organizational ideals is indicative of CEO-presidents' and managing-

presidents' experience of their work environment Getting the task done is not as difScult 

as balancing the politics of getting the task done. Viewed fi'om this perspective, the work 

becomes politicking people with competing agendas (Hardy, 1990; Lukes, 1978; 

Pashiardis & Baker, 1992) to get the job done. The additional emergent consensus items 

for managing-presidents point to their campus-based work environment The second 

constraint involves the restrictions of personnel policies and laws in dealing with 

personnel. Managing-presidents cannot hire and fire at will but must work within district 

policies and employment laws. Their experience of being a risk taker as a constraint may 

be explained by the organizational position managing-presidents occupy. Managing-

presidents are not fi'ee agents but are accountable to CEO-presidents and governing 

board. They must be team players in an environment where they may neither hold power 

to be innovative or to make final decisions and are held accountable for the woric of 

others. In such a setting it is easy to see risk taking as a constraint 

Table 27 shows strong consensus of the value of "integrity, honesty, tru^ and 

fairness " Ninety-three percent of the total respondents selected it CEO-presidents 
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Table 27. Delphi 3 Values That Underpin Community College Leadership and Decision 
Making. 

Total Respondents 
n=14 

R % M 
1 93 1.0 
2 51 2.5 

o 
0.3 
0.7 

Integrity, honesty, trust, and fairness. 
Student centered and service driven education systems. 

CEO-presidents 
n = 6 

R % M 
1 100 1.0 
2 50 2.3 

a 
0.0 
0.5 

Integrity, honesty, trust, and fairness. 
Establish a non-threatening enviroimient in which to woric 
on solutions and not focus on flaming. 

Managing-presidents 
n = 8 

R % M 
1 88 1.1 
2 63 2.6 
3 50 2.0 

Q 00 
0
0
 

o
 

o
d

d
 

Integrity, honesty, trust, and fairness. 
Student centered and service driven education systems. 
Provide access to high quaUty learning opportimities, 
instruction, and comprehensive services for all students in 
service area. 

Note: n represents the number of respondents. R represents priority rank. % represents the relative 
frequency of respondents choosing an item, n represents the mean of rank values assigned by respondent a 
represents the standard deviation of assigned rank values. 
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unanimously selected it compared to 88% of managing-presidents. The one emergent 

consensus value, "student-centered and student-driven education systems," emerged 

because of the sub-group consensus within managing-presidents (63%) selected this item. 

Only 33% of the CEO-presidents selected this value. CEO-presidents, at 50%, have 

emergent consensus on the value to "establish a non-threatening environment in which to 

woilc on solutions and not focus on blaming." The emergent consensus value for 

managing-presidents is providing access to quality education for all students in their 

service area. 

The emergent values support the top value for both CEO-presidents and 

managing-presidents. For CEO-presidents, if they and the people around them have 

integrity, honesty, trust, and fairness, then a non-blaming work environment is created. 

This is related to the influence that top administrators have for CEO-presidents as a group 

and as associations. CEO-presidents have to confront a dilemma of trust (Johnson & 

Johnson, 1991) as they rely on the administrators around them to give the accurate 

information that is not self-serving. Managing-presidents are also confronted with a 

dilemma of trust. Managing-presidents must trust in the directions given by the CEO-

presidents and trust the faculty and staff to implement work directives. When considered 

from the perspective of the dilemma of trust, both CEO-presidents' and managing-

presidents' values seem consistent with the perplexing problem of balancing the budget 

to meet needs and the constraint of balancing the politics of divergent interests. 

Table 28 shows the same ranking of beliefs as in Round 2. Eighty-six percent of 

the sample, CEO-presidents by 83%, and unanimity among managing-presidents supports 

the belief in the equal treatment for all that come into the community college educational 
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Table 28. Delphi 3 Beliefe That Underpin Community College Leadership and Decision 
Ma^g. 

Total Respondents 
n = 14 

K Vo fj. a 
1 86 1.2 0.6 Everyone is valued and should be treated with dignity and 

respect, regardless of gender, race, or educational 
background, in a learning commimity. 

2 79 1.8 0.7 A student-centered philosophy, embodied in offering 
opportunities for self-development and lifelong learnings 
should be central in responding to the community and 
students as community colleges take the individual fijom 
where (s)he is to where (s)he wants to be. 

3 58 2.6 0.5 Participatory leadership is more effective than top-down 
philosophy in empowering employees to pursue 
organizational goals. 

4 50 2.3 0.7 The heart of the community college should keep 
commimity as its focal point 

CEO-presidents 
n = 6 

R % M a 
1 83 1.3 0.4 Everyone is valued and should be treated with dignity and 

respect, regardless of gender, race, or educational 
backgroimd, in a learning community. 

2 67 2.3 0.4 Participatory leadership is more effective than top-down 
philosophy in empowering employees to pursue 
organizational goals. 

3 50 1.0 0.0 A student-centered philosophy, embodied in offering 
opportunities for self-development and Lifelong learning, 
should be central in responding to the community and 
students as community colleges take the individual from 
where (s)he is to where (s)he wants to be. 

4 50 2.7 0.5 The heart of the community college should keep 
commimity as its focal point. 

(continued) 
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Table 28. (Continued). 

Managing-presidents 
n = 8 

R % M 
1 100 1.1 0.8 

2 100 2.3 0.6 

3 50 3.0 0.9 

4 50 2.0 0.7 

Everyone is valued and should be treated with dignity and 
respect, regardless of gender, race, or educational 
background, in a learning conxmunity. 
A student-centered philosophy, embodied in offering 
opportunities for self-development and lifelong learning, 
should be central in responding to the community and 
students as community colleges take the individual from 
where (s)he is to where (s)he wants to be. 
Participatory leadership is more effective than top-down 
philosophy in empowering employees to pursue 
organizational goals. 
The heart of the community college should keep 
commimity as its focal point 

Note: n represents die number of respondents. R represents priority rank. % represents the relative 
frequency of respondents choosing an item. // represents the mean of rank values assigned by respondent a 
represents the standard deviation of assigned rank values. 
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experience. The student-centered philosophy remains second for 79% of the total 

respondents. Only 50% of the CEO-presidents selected student-centered philosophies 

compared to the unanimity of the managing-presidents. The belief in participatory 

leadership ranks third with emergent consensus by 58% of the total respondents. 

However, participatory leadership is ranked second for 67% of the CEO-presidents as a 

sub-group and third for 50% of the managing-presidents. The value that the heart of the 

community college should keep community as its focal point is ranked fourth by 50% of 

the sample. 

Round 3 Conclusion 

These four beliefs revolve around long-standing values and practices of 

commimity colleges respecting diversity and equality (Richardson & Wolverton, 1994), 

student-centered and individualized learning (Brint & Karabel, 1989; Cohen & Brawer, 

1996), coUegial decision making (Dempsey, 1992; Dobell, 1993), and the heart of 

commimity colleges in the community (Beechler, 1993; Breneman & Nelson, 1994; 

Smith, 1984). The values have a near ubiquitous presence in community college 

literature. It would be more surprising if these values did not ^pear. That they appear in 

the Delphi survey and are found so universally in the community college literature hints 

at the presence of a shared ideology. 

Delphi Round 4 

Comprehensive tables showing the aggregate sample rankings were sent out to all 

participants (see Appendix B). 
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Delphi Concliifann 

Round 1 asked three two-part open-ended questions that produced a wide range of 

responses. The first Delphi survey evoked a variety of presidential experiences. Taking 

this range of responses holistically, these responses may reveal the private perceptual 

context of community college presidents and what they experience as the boundaries of 

presidential influence. Out of the variety of responses, Delphi survey 2 asked the 

president to sort out what they thought was important 

Round 2 started a retroactive process by the giving back participant responses, 

after some grouping, and having them select and rank their most important items. The 

two-part questions fix>m Round I were broken out into six-question lists fix)m which 

participants ranked their top five for each list. 

Round 3 continued the retroactive process by giving the respondents feedback on 

rank order, firequency of selection, mean value of importance, and standard deviation. 

Items not selected by at least one-third of the respondents were eliminated. Respondents 

identified their top three most important items fi-om each list in this round. In Round 3, 

the respondents selected the same number one items for all six questions as they did in 

Round 2. These responses are the final Delphi resiilts. 

Round 4 consisted of sending the final aggregate responses to the Delphi 

participants. Neither the discussion of disaggregated responses nor Table 29 was sent to 

participants. 

In the final aggregate responses, respondents achieved consensus on the same 

nimiber one items for all six questions. As sub-groups, CEO-presidents and managing-

presidents were also in agreement on the top consensus items. The level of retroactive 
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influence of seeing the aggregate rating by others is seen as helping to form consensus. 

Yet, the level of consensus could raise questions as to whether or not the respondents 

gave responses based on how they would like to be seen versus giving their genuine 

responses. When examining the sub-group rankings by CEO-presidents and managing-

presidents, there is some divergence between these two groups at the second level. The 

divergence appears related to the organizational locations they occupy. The Delphi 

produced consensus on the following items. 

1. The influential professional groups are (a) governing board, and (b) district/ 

college administrative executive, cabinet, or councils. 

2. The influential associations are district/college cabinet and top administrators. 

3. The perplexing positions experienced are (a) needing to balance the budget, 

increase productivity, and maintain educational quality while increasing 

programs, courses, and access; (b) feeling the "us-them" syndrome while 

spending time and energy to create a team atmosphere. 

4. The constraint experienced is the politics of balancing conflicting interest 

groups, competing values, and organizational ideals while implementing 

priorities. 

5. The underpinning values are integrity, honesty, trust, and fairness. 

6. The underpinning beliefe are (a) everyone is valued and should be treated with 

dignity and respect, regardless of gender, race, or educational background, in a 

learning community; and (b) a student-centered philosophy, embodied in 

offering opportunities for self-development and lifelong learning, should be 



140 

central in responding to the community and students as community colleges 

take individuals from where they are to where they want to be. 

There is strong agreement between CEO-presidents and managing-presidents 

when looking at the top consensus item. (The standard deviation for all six of these 

questions fluctuated between a low of 0.4 and a high of 0.7.) However, there is evidence 

that as sub-groups CEO-presidents and managing-presidents diverge (see Table 29). For 

examples, in item 1 above, the CEO-presidents are unanimous in picking "Governing 

Board" and 'T)istrict/CoIlege Administrative, Executive, Cabinet or Councils," whereas 

only 88% of managing-presidents select them. Perplexing position 3(b) and belief 6(b), 

above, become consensus items only because of the high frequency of selection by 

managing-presidents. Neither 3(b) nor 6(b), above, registers as sub-group consensus or 

emergent consensus for CEO-presidents. Divergence between the sub-groups is evident 

when the emergent consensus items are examined more closely. 

This convergence and divergence between CEO-presidents and managing-

presidents is suggestive of socialization, development of an ideology, and class 

formation. The divergence between these two groups of presidents suggests that 

managing-presidents have yet to be socialized fully into the perspectives shared by the 

top leadership positions. The high level of consensus on top items indicates the 

development of a shared ideology among CEO-presidents and managing-presidents 

around networks (influential groups and associations), contradictions (perplexing 

positions and constraints), and philosophical orientations (underpinning values and 



141 

Table 29. Disaggregated CEO-presidents' and Managmg-presidents' Delphi Responses. 

1 Top Professional Groups that mftiience coimtimitty college learfwshtp and decision malrrng 
Aggregate CEO Managing 

% % OmsCTsns Items 
93 100 88 Goveimng Board. 
93 100 88 District/Conege Administiative, Executive, Cabinet, or Councils. 

2. Top Associates who inflnCTre comnmniity college leadership and derision malrrng 
100 100 100 District/coQege cabinet and top administrators. 
58 83 38 Govetning board members. 
58 50 63 Faculty leaders. 

:i. Top Perplexing Positions erperienced. 
86 83 88 Needing to balance the budget, increase productivity, and maintain 

educational qualî  while increasing progranns, courses, and access. 
65 33 88 Feeling die " îs-tfaem" syndrome while spending time and energy to 

create a team atmosphere. 
37 50 25 Remaining innovative while managing pragmatically. 
37 50 25 Need to act for die good of die whole vs. power of special interest 

groups. 

4. Top Constraints experienced 
93 100 88 The politics of balancing conflicting interest groups, coasting values, 

and organ t̂ional ideals while implementing priorities. 
44 33 50 Being a risk taker in a public instimtioiL 
37 17 50 Rigid classificadon, hiring, conqjensation structures, policies, and 

enq)loyee protection laws. 

S. Top Values that underpin leadership and institutional decision malring 
93 100 88 Integrity, honesty, trust, and fairness. 
51 33 63 Student centered and service driven education systems. 
44 33 50 Provide access to high quality learning opportunities, instruction, and 

conQiiehensive services for all students in service area. 
37 50 25 Establish a non-threatening environment in which to work on solutions 

and not focus on blaming. 

Ton Reliefs that imdemin leadprshrn and rnstitutional decision malrrncr 
86 83 100 Everyone is valued and should be treated with dignity and respect. 

regardless of gender, race, or educational background, in a learning 
community. 

79 50 100 A student centered philosophy, embodied in offering opportunities for 
self-development and life long learning, should be central in 
responding to the community and students as community colleges take 
die individual &om where (s)he is to where (s)he wants to be. 

58 67 50 Participatory leadersh  ̂is more effective than top-down philosophy in 
enq>owering employees to pursue organizational goals. 

51 50 50 The heart of die community college should keep community as its focal 
point 
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belie&). A shared ideology indicates the development of class formation. The divergence 

of CEO-presidents fix)m managing-presidents, made evident at emergent consensus level, 

indicates the development of firactional classes. The managing-presidents' emergent 

consensus items are reflective of micro campus-based work and reflective of their 

subordinate organizational positions to CEO-presidents. In contrast, CEO-presidents 

often chose items that reflect a more macro system perspective: governing boards, 

balancing good of the whole over special interests, and connecting to the local 

community. 

Tdeology and Institutional Decision Making 

The Delphi discussion led to suggested answers to the five of the six research 

questions posed in this case study (see Chapter 1, p. 26). The first question sought to see 

if there was consensus and collectivity among CEO-presidents. The second, third, and 

fourth research questions are asked relative to institutional leadership and decision 

making and are answered most directly by the Delphi survey. The remaining questions 

seek to find evidence of community college presidents as an organized power group 

furthering their collective interests. 

Consensus and collectivity was indicated by the consistency in selecting similar 

answers by both community college CEO- and managing-presidents. One indication was 

the agreement that local governing boards and top district/college administrators, both as 

groups and as associations, are influential in community college presidents' institutional 

leadership and decision making. This finding also corresponds to the second research 

query and reflects macro social reproduction theory (Bourdieu & Passeron, 1977; Mann, 
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1994; Williams, 1992). Moreover, it supports micro networic theory whereby concatenate 

social structure emanates from repeated exchange and reciprocity (Collins, 1988), themes 

will be explored more fully in Chapters 5,6, and 7. The third research question asks 

about perplexing problems and constraints presidents feel in leadership positions. The 

Delphi survey revealed community college presidents find their most perplexing problem 

shared among them to the political conflict inherent in balancing a budget, maintaining 

educational quality as productivity, access, and programs. The constraint is the politics 

generated in balancing conflicting interests and activities while enacting presidential 

priorities. These findings suggest that community college presidents in this study locate 

the political-institutional environment to be both perplexing and constraining. In 

answering the fourth research question the Delphi survey reveals that community college 

presidents embrace the values of integrity, honesty, trust, and fairness despite occupying 

providential positions. These community college presidents share the imderpinning belief 

that learning communities are to value racial, gender, and educational equity guided by a 

central student-centered philosophy serving the community's and students' needs. 

A shared ideology emerged out of the diversity of initial responses and personal 

perspectives given by community college presidents. The presence of these shared 

associations, contradictions, values, and beliefs is suggestive that Xanadu community 

college presidents shared a common ideological meeting ground that may allow them to 

operate as an elite and as a collective. Elster (1978) writes, "The argument turns upon the 

relation between change, contradictions, structural condition and political actions. The 

main thesis is that given certain structural conditions tend to generate collective action for 

the purpose of overcoming the contradictions" (p. 134). 
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When disaggregated into CEO-presidents and managing-presidents, there is 

evidence from the Delphi that there exist separate interests and values among these two 

groups, although some of the managing-presidents seem to be socialized toward the more 

powerful CEO-presidents' positions. (For the remainder of this study, the term 

"community college presidents" shall refer only to the CEO-presidents. Managing-

presidents are grouped into the category of top administrators.) 

Assuming shared ideology, do commimity college presidents act collectively? 

What is the evidence of community college presidents advancing their interests? These 

research questions will be examined in Chapter 5, XCCPC, and Chapter 6, Institutional 

Decision Making. 
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CHAPTERS 

XCCPC 

What are the linkages between ideology and decisions made by community 

college presidents? Does the community college presidents' ideology (affiliations, 

contradictions, values, and beliefs) appear in the Xanadu Community College Presidents' 

Council agendas and minutes? And based on these constructs, what actions, if any, are 

taken? In a broad sense, answers to these questions lay the groundwork for discussion of 

connections between community college presidents' class, ideology, and institutional 

decision making To explore these relationships, I conducted a content analysis of agndas, 

minutes, and supplemental attachments for the monthly meetings of the Xanadu 

Community College Presidents' Council (XCCPQ. Having monthly documents of 

transactions and decisions provided a database for content analysis. Content analysis was 

performed upon the text in XCCPC documents to identify themes of importance to 

Xanadu community college presidents. The CEO-presidents nimierically dominate at 

XCCPC meetings and consistently outnumber managing-presidents in attendance (see 

Appendix C). Over the 46 months, CEO-presidents constituted the majority at 82% of the 

XCCPC meetings. Six or more CEO-presidents attended 92% of all meetings. In the 

Delphi survey (Chapter 4), there was a relative balance between managing-presidents and 

CEO-presidents participating at 8:6. The average attendance ratio at XCCPC meetings 

was 8.2:4.6 in favor of CEO-presidents to managing-presidents. This ratio demonstrates 

CEO-presidents dominance of the XCCPC. Of the ten CEO-presidents in Xanadu, six 
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persisted through the Delphi process. Considering the high attendance rates of CEO-

presidents at XCCPC meetings, I assume that their numbers greatly overlapped with the 

Delphi CEO-presidents. With only six CEO-presidents in attendance at any XCCPC 

meeting, in a worst case scenario, at least two (or one-third) of CEO-presidents would be 

Delphi participants. In the best case, all CEO-presidents could be Delphi participants. 

Fifty percent of all XCCPC meetings were attended by nine or ten CEO-presidents. When 

nine CEO-presidents attend, then at a miTiiTniim, five Delphi CEO-presidents had to be 

present With ten in attendance, all of the Delphi CEO-presidents were present. With high 

rates of CEO attendance at XCCPC meetings, it would seem the views revealed in the 

Delphi svirvey are also present in XCCPC meetings, agendas, minutes, and decisions. The 

overlap of XCCPC members and Delphi participants, along with the dominance of CEO-

presidential attendance at XCCPC meeting, make the documents of the XCCPC sufficient 

as the collective voice of Xanadu community college presidents. Further, the limited 

membership and codified organizational nonns, presented below, establish the XCCPC as 

a clearly defined elite reflecting community college presidents' interests and opinions. 

When I first approached the XCCPC for access to its agendas, minutes, and 

supplementary meeting documents, the executive director of the Xanadu Community 

College Association (XCCA), who is staff to the XCCPC, rebufifed me. I had asked her if 

I could review the minutes. I was told flatly, **No," and that there were no minutes 

because minutes were not taken at the XCCPC meetings. This perepeteia was unexpected, 

given the level of organizational importance community college presidents occupy and 

the help provided other graduate students firam this office. I had assumed that the XCCPC 

was under the State of Xanadu's open meeting laws where meetings are public and 



minutes become public records. The rebu£f^ in hindsight, was consistent with internal 

XCCPC bylaws and that XCCPC is not a goveromentally sanctioned public organization 

(PCanadu] Association of District Governing Boards, 1989). As an outsider, I did not 

know that the executive director of the XCCA was bound by the XCCPC bylaws and 

thereby could not grant me access to this private organization. 

Access required obtaining sponsorship by a CEO-president and support of the 

XCCPC president Once I had sponsorship (described in Chapter 4), I was allowed full 

access to XCCPC documents. I reviewed materials from Jtily 1994 through March 1998.1 

had originally planned to review a full five years of materials but XCCPC documents 

before 1994 were in storage, and accessing them would be disruptive to the ofiBce staff. I 

adjusted the time-period for document analysis to the 46 months of available material and 

then used the same time-period for my review of boards of govemors' minutes in Chapter 

6.1 had initially chosen a five-year time period for document analysis because it 

represents about half the average community college president's tenure. I expected this 

length of time to provide stability in the presidential voices found in the minutes. With 

the average teniu-e for a commimity coUege president of eight or nine years (Cohen and 

Brawer, 1996), adjusting my review period to 46 months still provided me with about 

half the average presidential tenure and, I assumed correctly, sufticient time to identify 

important XCCPC themes. 

XCCPC Agenda and Minutes 

The XCCPC agendas, minutes, and supplementary materials provided an existing 

database for content analysis. For citation purposes, I will refer to these documents as 
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PCM (Presidents' Council Minutes). I employed content analysis as my research method 

because themes can be quantified through the reduction of text into categories. Content 

analysis provides "a strategy for information loss that yields substantially interesting and 

theoretically useful generalizations while reducing the amount of information analyzed 

and reported by the investigator (Weber, 1990, p. 41). The data reduction processes in 

content analysis allowed me to use XCCPC's agendas and minutes as the voice for 

community college presidents for several reasons. I also chose these documents for 

several reasons. First, the agenda and minutes set forth known topics to be discussed at 

the XCCPC meetings in a clear and easily categorized format. Second, the presidents 

meet monthly and are provided agendas, minutes, and associated materials document 

topics, background information, transactions, and decisions of these meetings. Third, 

these documents were relatively easily and unobtrusively accessible. Fourth, XCCPC 

meetings are where community college presidents gather and act as a collective. Members 

share common goals and use consensus as a primary decision making method, and they 

have formal and informal norms that unify them. Fifth, membership is limited to campus 

or district community college presidents, although the executive directors of the State 

Board for Commimity Colleges (SBCC) and XCCA and are non-voting advisory 

members. Regarding membership, the XCCPC Bylaws state: 

The membership shall consist of the chief executive ofiScers of state system 
community college districts, or of colleges within the state system having 
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individual North Central Association accreditation and campus presidents in a 
multi-campus college district' (XCCPC, October 17,1996) 

With respect to guests at the XCCPC meetings, the Bylaws state; 

Guests may attend the meetings at the invitation of the president of [X]CCPC. 
(XCCPC, October 17,1996) 

The XCCPC Bylaws state the goals of this organization as: 

A. Provide leadership in meeting community college needs in pCanadu]. 
B. Provide communication between community college districts and the 

[Xanadu] Board of Directors of Conmiunity Colleges. 
C. Provide a forum where common concerns and problems can be discussed and 

where infonnation, opinions, and imiovations can be shared. (XCCPC, 
October 17,1996) 

The Bylaws state decision making procedures are: 

It is the intention of [X]CCPC to conduct its business and make its decisions by 
consensus. Consensus occurs when all PC]CCPC members have had the 
opportunity to present their district/college positions and an attempt has been 
made to work through identified concerns. There may be occasions when 
agreement is not reached: in those instances, the chairperson may call for a vote 
by district (XCCPC, October 17,1996) 

As further evidence of XCCPC as a collectivity, the following ground rule was adopted in 

their October 20,1995, meeting: 

The presidents were concerned with a violation of an PC]CCPC agreement that 
when there is an [X]CCPC consensus position, no president is to publicly speak 
against it As a result, a new ground rule is to be added stating that everyone's 
opinion is welcome, but if someone disagrees with a consensus position, he/she is 
to tell the group and then agree to remain silent on the issue in public. (PCM, 
October 20, 1995) 

' Membeiship is defined to include both CEO-presidents and managing-presidents. This 
membership caveat applies to only two out of ten commmiity college districts. The largest urban district 
has ten individual coDeges. The second largest urban district is a single college with five campus 
presidents. The XCCPC membership excludes presidents of two-year proprietary schools and the one 
Native American community college in die state. 
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Establishing such nonnative boundaries seems to bind all members, including those 

presidents not in attendance, to sharing but one collective voice for XCCPC. This is a 

seeming contradiction: education stimulates free discussion, yet educational leaders 

adopt norms to limit free discussion. Despite this, the XCCPC has coalesced into a 

working group that has a documented history with goals and established policies and 

procedures. 

Snmft Mftthndnlngical Consideration.s 

Study of the 46 months of docimients involved reviewing all available meeting 

agendas, minutes, and sitpplemental materials attached to the agenda or distributed at 

monthly meetings. My sample of XCCPC documents was a limited temporal review. As 

such, my review provides a narrow snapshot of a living organization within an action 

setting (Weiss, 1972). Some of the agenda categories or content themes from the minutes 

appear only briefly. Some were on the organizational wane as I started. Others were just 

spearing on the horizon as I ended my exandination. Some remained in process and 

continued beyond the timeframe of this analysis. Yet, through content analysis, 

docimients can disclose attitudinal and behavioral responses, make known cultural 

patterns and focus of groups, and explicate the trends in commimication content (Weber, 

1990). Quantifying agenda items and content themes will not only reveal the times they 

£^pear in the text but also reveal how these themes vary over time. I will be offering an 

interpretation of what is found in the content analysis grounded in my theoretical 

framework because the texts caimot speak for themselves. I reject the doctrine of radical 

empiricism (Keller, 1985; Little, 1991; Weber, 1990). 
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I grouped the XCCPC information into two primary categories for analysis: 

agenda items and content themes. Agenda items were the words and phrases that 

appeared on the schedules of meetings. Content themes, while related to agenda items, 

were derived from the sentences and paragraphs in minutes and supplemental materials. 

Before proceeding with the presentation of findings from the agenda items and 

content themes, there are methodological limitations related to reliability and data-

reduction in content analysis. The discussion of reliability is informed by Weber (1990; 

Chapter 2, pp. 15-40), where a more thorough discussion can be foimd. 

Reliability addresses issues embedded in the process of data-reduction and 

questions of how themes are classified. A more reliable content analysis is done when 

there are multiple coders who have been trained and tested to show that they code similar 

items into similar categories. This produces means to measure intercoder reliability. Since 

I was the sole coder, limits are placed on the reliability of this research. Yet, there is some 

stability in my categorization of agenda items. The XCCPC meeting agendas appeared in 

two consistent formats. From July 1994 to August 1995, agenda items followed a 

standard format: 

Agenda Format: July 1994 - August 1995 

I. Issues Fonun 
n. Liaison Reports: 

Academic Officers 
Student Personnel 
Athletic Administration and Directors 
Finance Officers 
Xanadu Director of Information Systems 
Xanadu Community College Association (XCCA) 

in. Committee Reports: 
Executive 
Curriculum 
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Public Relations 
University Relations 
Legislation 

IV. Old Business 
V. Directors' Reports: 

XCCA 
SBCC 

VI. New Business 
Vn. Other Business 

In September 1995, a new XCCPC president was installed, and the format of the 

meetings drastically changed. Standing reports from committees or liaisons were seen as 

merely informational and as consuming too much time. The '^meeting will eliminate 

information items and focus only on action items" (PCM, September 14,1995). The 

agenda format became: 

Agenda Format: September 1995 - March 1998 

I. Call to Order 
n. Meeting Management (assign rotating timekeeper/taskmaster) 

m. Action Items: 
Issue 
Background 
Action Required 

IV. Issues Bin (Identify topics for future discussion) 
V. Plus/Delta on Meeting (Identify the good and bad of the day's meeting) 

VI. Adjournment 

To place an item on the agenda, a president would announce it in the "Issues Bin" section 

of the meeting. Then a president would be assigned to present the issue(s) regarding the 

new agenda item at subsequent meetings. 

The new format eliminated standing reports in every session but would allow 

reports from the standing conunittees (or task forces) if there were a specific action item 

to be presented. The practice of having a committee report listed on the agenda, even if 

there was no new business from that committee, was abandoned. While this change 



153 

streamlined and speeded up the XCCPC meetings, it had an unanticipated elOfect The 

presidents as a groiq) were losing contact, and control, over what business was being 

conducted at affiliate groups' meetings. Only the president assigned to be the liaison to 

and attended meetings of each affiliate group was aware of what was transpiring; the 

forum for sharing that information had been eliminated. In November 1996, XCCPC 

members expressed the need to have a mechanism to ensure communication with affiliafft 

organizations. In January 1997, the XCCPC reinstated liaison reports as regular agenda 

items while maintaining the "action items" format. 

The September 1995 shift in format created some changes in my methodological 

coding procedures. The format change corresponded to an initial coding decision I made. 

I decided not to count standing conunittee reports that appeared on the agenda but lacked 

thematic content in the minutes. It seemed to me that counting agenda items that had no 

documented thematic content distorted frequency counts and the corresponding 

assumption of importance (Weber, 1990). 

Second, the new format distinctly listed issues for every meeting, making 

classification of agenda items more consistent, adding to my stability in coding. Once the 

format changed and the "action item list" appeared in the minutes, I re-coded the July 

1994 through August 1995 items using appUcable action item terms from the new agenda 

format whenever possible. I retained my original coding decisions whenever they were 

not. 

Third, this format change shifted the content of meeting minutes away from 

transcription-like recordings. Minutes no longer reflected who said what. The format shift 

to issue-background-action obscuored association of particular content or conunents with 
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individual speakers. If individual speakers were identified, they would be, primarily, only 

the presidents assigned to present the action item. For the most part, after September 

1995, the minutes lacked identification of individual actors and recorded only consensus 

XCCPC actions. 

Having "action items" identified in agendas and minutes increased the degree of 

stability and consistency in my coding, thereby increasing reliability. I would expect 

future researchers to be able to reproduce much of the same content classification if they 

were to review these same documents. Until that work is done, I have no way to assess 

intercoder reliability or reproducibility of my findings. 

Coding of content themes from minutes presented similar difficulties in reliability 

to those discussed above regarding agenda items. Yet "a theme is a useful recording unit, 

if somewhat ambiguous" (GAO, 1996, p. 26). In coding content themes, I used the action 

items terms fix)m the agenda to identify the boundaries of thematic content and 

classifications. However, I discovered that content themes were not always easily 

classified into separate, mutually exclusive categories (Weber, 1990). For example, I read 

much discussion regarding the community college Technology and Distance Learning 

Networic for which the state legislature appropriated money. Old Dominion University 

approached the XCCPC in hopes of selling a prepackaged distance learning curriculum to 

the community colleges that would lead to four-year degrees. Concurrently, the local state 

governor joined with other state govemors to create the Regional Governors' University, 

a computer-based, virtual university that would lead to baccalaureate degrees. Discussion 

of the Old Dominion University and the Regional Governors' University would often be 

embedded within the discussions about the Technology and Distance Learning Networic. 
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All three created student access through distance learning opportunities. Further, the 

distance learning curriculum developed at public state universities and community 

colleges would lead to a 2 + 2 baccalaureate degree. In tandem with these discussions, a 

bill was passed in the state legislature to allow community colleges to grant four-year 

applied baccalaureate degrees. This bill lacked the governor's signature so it did not 

become law. As shown in this example, content classification became a process of 

removing threads from a weave of themes in a way that the fabric was not damaged. 

As a rule of thumb, I sorted out issues into discrete categories by the frequency of 

their appearance. Where a topic appeared four or more times on the XCCPC agenda, I 

classified it as a discrete theme. If it appeared fewer than four times, I folded it into the 

dominant topic within which it appeared in the meeting minutes. In the example above, I 

determined there were three discrete themes: the Technology and Distance Learning 

Network, the Regional Governors' University, and the community college baccalaureate. 

The topic of Old Dominion partnership was incorporated into the 'Technology and 

Distance Learning Network" category, and the legislative concerns were folded into the 

category of "Community College Baccalaureate." 

In cases where themes seemed inextricably woven together, or when tangential 

discussion in the minutes led to new or underlying themes, I created categories or 

dissected the theme into component parts in already-existing categories. Even with these 

exceptions, for the most part, categories remained discrete. An example of the emergence 

of underlying themes lies in the September 1994 minutes. On the surface, the discussion 

reads as if it is simply about legislative strategy. However, when the discussion is 

thematically categorized with similar entries found in October 1995, December 1995, and 
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August 1996, the thematic content is moie about whether or not the presidents will act in 

a united manner. The text reveals tension between the two urban and eight rural 

conunimity college districts in the state. The surface content theme is about the utility of 

community college presidents acting as one state community college system at the 

legislature to secure state funding. Yet, the underlying theme reflects a power struggle 

between the two big community college districts that have their own legislative lobbyists 

and the eight smaller community college districts that do not As the XCCPC achieves 

consensus on this topic, it merges into an organized power network (Mann, 1994). At first 

reading, the underlying content of coalescing into a unified lobbying group could be 

grouped within the larger category of'̂ Legislative Agenda and Strategies," and the 

underlying theme of the XCCPC as a statewide system would be lost. 

The above discussion has been presented to explain the procedures I used to 

broaden some categories and narrow others in an attempt to make categories that were 

mutually exhaustive and increase the reliability of my analysis. However, because of the 

process involved in aggregation and interpretation, the reliability in the agenda items and 

content themes is substantially less than if I simply counted specific words or phrases 

(Weber, 1990). Other researchers may make methodological decisions or interpret the 

ambiguities in the text differently, resulting in identification of dissimilar themes fixsm 

these documents (Weber, 1990). I present these concerns, since others may not find the 

exact categories I have found. 
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Content Analysis FinHings 

The XCCPC is a statewide organization of community college presidents, formed 

in 1971, to advance community college issues and woiic with appropriate state bodies 

affecting community colleges. The XCCPC meets monthly and is a co-partner with the 

Xanadu Association of District Governing Boards (XADGB)^ in the XCCA. 

The XCCA exists to serve the interests of the XCCPC and XADGB and has no 

policymaking functions of its OWIL The XCCA staff function to facilitate the meetings 

and interests of both groups. The XCCA is the repository for the minutes of these groups 

and is housed at the district ofBces of the largest urban commimity college district in the 

state, in Emerald City, where the state capital and legislature are also located. I traveled to 

Emerald City and spent four woridng days reviewing XCCPC docimients. Both the 

administrative assistant and the executive director of XCCA were helpful in providing me 

with materials and answers to my questions. 

Following the discussion on agenda item persistence and magnitude, I will present 

content themes from the minutes associated with each agenda item. I will present agenda 

items and content themes using the rank order of persistence (see Table 30). I will also 

identify underlying themes as they emerge out of the documents. Then, I will present a 

discussion that relates these findings to the discoveries from the Delphi survey. I 

conclude with remailcs about the emergence of a statewide commimity college system. 

 ̂The XADGB is a volontaiy and dues-assessing association of local district communis college 
governing boards. It is a representative group with members from each community college. When XADGB 
appears, it is in reference to this association of governing boards. The plural in the term local district 
governing boards refers to die aggregation of individual community colleges and not as a collective, group, 
or association. 
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Table 30. Relative Persistence of Agenda Items.— (n=36 months) 

Relative 
Rank Agenda Items 

Months on 
Agenda 

Persistence 
Rate (%) 

1 Legislative Agenda and Strategies 28 76 

2 XCCPC Governance/Structure 27 73 

3 Articulatioii/Transfer to State Universities 20 54 

4 SBCC Issues 16 43 

5 Technology and Distance Learning Network 15 40 

5 Funding Alternatives for Community Colleges 15 40 

6 Statewide Student Information Systems 12 32 

7 All-Academic Team 10 27 

7 Small Business Development Netwoiic 10 27 

8 XCCPC, State Board, and District Relations 9 24 

9 Academic Programs and Course Standards 8 22 

9 Athletics 8 22 

10 Regional Governor's University 6 16 

11 Public Relations 5 13 

12 Community College Baccalaureate 4 10 

12 Federal Vocational Education Appropriations Split 4 10 

12 XCCPC Utility 4 10 

Agenda Ttfim Persistence and Magnitude 

For the agenda items or content themes fix)m the XCCPC documents, I assiuxie 

that "higher relative counts (proportions, percentages, or ranks) reflect higher concern 

with the category" (Weber, 1990, p. 56). To discover their importance, agenda items were 

analyzed for persistence and magnitude for the 46 months of minutes under review. Eight 
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of the XCCPC monthly meetings were canceled during the 46 months, and two were held 

in May 1997, leaving the base nimiber of agendas and minutes at 37. 

I determined the relative persistence of an agenda item, illustrated in Table 30, by 

counting the number of months an item appeared on the agenda. I determined the 

magnitude of agenda items by counting each mention of an agenda item or related sub

topics in a given agenda (see Table 31). I will refer to the agenda item related sub-topics 

as agenda components. For example, if an agenda item turns up on a given month's 

agenda and has no agenda components, I would count once for persistence and once for 

magnitude. If the agenda lists "XCCPC Govemance/Stracture" and has the XCCPC 

selecting members for committees, voting on ofScers, and scheduling meeting times with 

another group as agenda components, I would count "XCCPC Governance/Structure" 

once for persistence and three times for magnitude. 

Agenda items that appeared on the agenda from one to three months are discarded 

from this presentation (for a complete list see Appendix C) for two reasons. First, 56% of 

all agenda items do not persist for more than three months and account for only 10% of 

agenda item magnitude. Forty-four percent of the agenda items show persistence and 

account for 90% of the agenda item magnitude. This finding indicates that if agenda 

items or agenda components appear only a few times, those items may not have much 

importance for the community college presidents. Second, I counted a total of 320 agenda 

items and/or agenda components in the 37 meeting agendas. Agenda items with no 

agenda components that appear a minimnm of four months have a persistence rate of 10% 

and a relative magnitude of 1%. It could be argued that an agenda item having a 

magnitude of only 1% is not important, but is this a valid assumption? For example, the 



160 

Table 31. Relative Magnitude of Agenda Items and Agenda Components.— (n=320 
agenda items or agenda components) 

Relative 
Rank Agenda Items 

Number of 
Mentions 

Relative 
Magnitude 

(%) 

I Legislative Agenda and Strategies 70 23 

2 XCCPC Governance/Structure 39 12 

3 Articulation/Transfer to State Universities 27 8 

4 Technology and Distance Learning Networks 22 7 

5 SBCC Issues 18 5 

6 Statewide Student biformation Systems 16 5 

7 Funding Altematives for Community Colleges 15 5 

8 All-Academic Team 11 3 

8 XCCPC, State Board, and District Relations 11 3 

8 Academic Programs and Course Standards 11 3 

9 Small Business Development Network 10 3 

10 Athletics 9 2 

11 Regional Governors' University 6 2 

12 Public Relations 5 1 

13 Community College Baccalaureate 4 1 

13 Federal Vocational Education Appropriation Split 4 I 

13 XCCPC UtiHiy 4 1 
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U.S. Congress may only entertain a declaration of war once, yet it is of greater 

importance than many agenda items that show up perennially. In addition, it is difGcult to 

deduce the passion or time spent by XCCPC members solely through analysis of text 

I include only those items that persist on agendas at rates of 10% or more for 

inclusion in my discussion. In most instances, the occluded agenda items and components 

seem to be primarily information items requiring no action on the part of the XCCPC. 

Other infrequent agenda items seem reflective of easy decisions for the XCCPC but still 

have importance. For example, at one meeting all the community college presidents 

agreed that wastewater treatment curriculum and training would occur at only one 

community college. This appears to be an easy decision by the XCCPC. Yet, actions of 

this sort affect the availability of vocational programs for students. Deciding to offer a 

vocational program at only one commimity college in Xanadu raises centralization/ 

decentralization implications for planning vocational education access community 

colleges across the state. A more trivial example is the quick decision made by the 

conmiunity college presidents not to join with one college in holding a massive statewide 

faculty recruitment fair. 

A third example that suggests it is questionable to ignore items that do not appear 

frequently is foimd in two agenda items where each appeared only twice. Both £^peared 

with agenda components to them. The thematic content from the minutes suggests the 

importance of these agenda items and makes them worthy of mention. The first agenda 

item is "University Presidents' Visit/Relations." Its content themes revolve around 

(a) which commimity college presidents will accept the invitations to attend the 

university football games in the president's box, and, more importantly, (b) structuring 



162 

annual meetings with the universities' presidents to discuss items of mutual concern and 

limiting (or eliminating) university staff in the meetings. The second agenda item, '*State 

Postsecondary Review Program (SPRE)," regards an important item that was waning as I 

started the content analysis. The thematic content regarding SPRE involved federal 

student aid fimds under Title IV, the state's authority to audit community colleges with 

high student defaults and consumer complaints, and community colleges' accountability 

for collections. The presidents' concem was with students who were being hurt because 

of this act and oppressive SPRE bureaucracy. SPRE requirements were forcing several 

commimity colleges to withdraw from certain federal student loan programs. The federal 

regulations for this program were being changed at the time I initiated my content 

analysis, and, I assume, were discussed at previous XCCPC meetings. Both of these 

agenda items show how important items may not have surpassed the minimum 

persistence rate I set for inclusion in this study. 

The agenda items demonstrating the longest persistence also had the greatest 

agenda magnitude. Although there is a slight variation among the relative rankings 

between Tables 30 and 31, the three top relative rankings are the same categories for both 

persistence and magnitude. 

Yrrpr Minutes Thematic Content 

For each agenda item, I will present thematic content by simmiarizing the content 

and describing action XCCPC took, if any. For presentation purposes, I will use the order 

of agenda items as they appear in relative persistence ranking from Table 30. In using this 

rank order for presentation, I want to caution the reader against assuming a simple linear 
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order to them. I see reality as much more complex as multiple agenda items are 

confix>nted at each XCCPC meeting. What unfolds regarding one theme may have a 

synergistic effect on others, an effect I cannot measure through content analysis. 

There are other limits to the content theme presentations. First, some agenda items 

encompass many agenda appearances that are somewhat easily grouped under broad 

headings. For example, the thematic content firom the minutes for the first category, 

"Legislative Agenda and Strategies," shows the XCCPC discussed support or non-

support for over 20 particular legislative bills that varied from year to year. Most of the 

legislative bills did not become laws, making their detailed presentation unnecessary. The 

presentation of the thematic content of the second category, "XCCPC Governance/ 

Structure," was also easily abbreviated. Many of the entries involve who is to serve on 

which committee or whether or not a meeting should be canceled. Second, most of the 

agenda item themes are presented briefly in two or three paragr^hs. However, I present 

two agenda items in much detail because they are illustrative of underlying themes found 

in other agenda items and reveal XCCPC fimctioning. The first is "Articulation/Transfer 

to State Universities" that shows the generation of an issue from within XCCPC to 

becoming a statewide issue. The second, **XCCPC, State Board, and District Relations," 

is looked at in depth because it reveals intergroup power relations. 

Item 1: T^gislative Agenda and Strategies 

The thematic content for this subject includes discussing the impact of particular 

bills on commimity colleges, lobbying strategies, and legislative action committee. It 

covers constructing legislative bills, supporting/opposing legislative bills, and securing 
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legislative 2q>propriatioiis for annual maintenance and operations budgets, cs^ital campus 

matching fimds, and individual community colleges' special initiatives. 

Item 2: XCCPC Governance/Structure 

The govemance/stmcture of XCCPC includes the election of ofiBcers, deteroiining 

operational procedures and bylaws, setting meeting times, selecting committee 

membership, and setting the format for agendas, minutes, or meetings. This agenda item 

deals primarily with the process that XCCPC uses to conduct its business but contains 

imdertones of the XCCPC developing as a unified collective and a directorate for the 

statewide community college system. 

One example of the XCCPC developing as a directorate for the statewide system 

appears in March 1997. The XCCPC discussed the need for an annual meeting that would 

include business of&cers, academic ofiBcers, student services personnel, managing-

presidents, and CEO-presidents. At many community colleges, this is the cast of top 

administrators that constitute an executive cabinet (Cohen & Brawer, 1996). These 

administrators comprise, respectively, the following afSliate associations: Xanadu 

Community College Business Officers' Council (XCCBOC), Xanadu Academic 

Administrators Association (XAAA), Chief Student Affairs Officers (CSAO), and the 

XCCPC. 

It is hard for me to envision a meeting composed of top administrators called 

together by CEO-presidents and that meeting not be dominated by CEO-presidents. 

Hierarchically, these top administrators work directly for the CEO-presidents at their 

individual colleges. Further, I would expect top administrators to be normatively oriented 
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to represent their respective CEO-presidents' directions as they gather in affiliate groiqjs. 

As I see it, CEO-presidents affect normative influence in two ways. First, when the chief 

business officers gather in statewide meetings, they come with two attributes. They gather 

as the representatives from their respective community colleges and as chief business 

officers. From a bureaucratic perspective, the chain of command restricts the chief 

business officers to representing the views of the CEO-president and the college for 

which they work. In this context, the nonnative role for the chief business officers is not 

as an independent professional but as an institutional representative. Second, the 

statewide meeting of chief business officers is also monitored by a liaison from the 

XCCPC. Formally, the liaison from the presidents' group places items on the agenda of 

the association for chief business officers and takes back agenda items to the XCCPC. 

He/she is also reporting on who said what at the XCCPC meetings. The chief business 

officers being aware of the presence of the XCCPC representative would be loath to 

speak differently than his/her college's party line. The point I am making here is that the 

presidential influence is present within affiliated organizations through its membership 

and through the relationship it has with the XCCPC. This double connection makes less 

opaque the boundaries of presidential influence and, thereby, the boundaries of a 

statewide community college system. 

Item 3: Articnlatinn/Transfer to State TTniversities 

This theme encompasses establishing common core general education and transfer 

requirements among all public institutions of higher education In Xanadu. It is intended 

to conserve student, institutional, and state resources by eliminating duplicate course 
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work and maxiniizmg transfer credits by allowing associate of arts degree holders to 

transfer into state universities at the junior level. 

The process involved in establishing a common articulation/transfer system is 

complex. Examining this process in detail will demonstrate the XCCPC acting in ways 

that reveal internal and ractemal group functioning and imderlying themes found in other 

agenda items. 

In May 1995, the XCCPC raised the concern that each of the state's three 

universities had its own articulation/transfer process for accepting general education units 

taken at community colleges. The XCCPC was concerned that students graduating with 

associates of art degrees were not always entering the luiiversities with junior-level status. 

Transfer students were complaining that they were being required to retake general 

education comrses completed at community colleges. The XCCPC reached consensus that 

articulation/transfer was a priority concern which was later set forth as an organizational 

goal in the XCCPC's annual August retreat and adopted in the September 1995 meeting: 

pgrCPC finals and Work Plan 
Transfen Community college transfer core will satisfy all lower division general 
education prerequisites, and all credits apply towards bachelors' degree program 
requirements. Transfer core will give junior status. Each program area should 
have common requirements among all three public universities. 

Members of the [X]CCPC developed the following strategies to reach their 
transfer goal: 
• Reach common agreement among all Xanadu community colleges. 
• Establish dialogue between the State Board and Board of Regents, with 

affirmation in effect and meaning. 
• Woric with the State Board and the Board of Regents to develop a plan of 

action to address issues. 
• Monitor, track, and r^ort to State Board and Board of Regents that the plan 

has been executed. 
• Prepare legislative solutioiL (PCM, August 17-18,1995) 
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In the September 1995 meeting, in addition to adopting this organizational goal, two 

community college presidents presented position papers. One paper argued that a "clean" 

transfer as a junior to state universities would occur only if universities were forced to 

accept community college general education curriculum by way of legislative mandate. 

The other outlined the XCCPC position and goals on articulation/transfer issues and was 

forwarded to the membership of both the XADGB and SBCC as an educational tool. The 

XCCPC also decided in that same meeting to seek a joint meeting with the XADGB, with 

articulation/transfer as the primary topic. 

In October 1995, two of the three state university presidents attended the XCCPC 

meeting to discuss articulation and other topics. The university presidents pledged to have 

their staff hold discussions on articulation/transfer with the community colleges. The 

XCCPC made clear to the university presidents that it would be introducing legislation to 

mandate articulation/transfer if the universities stayed intransigent beyond December I, 

1995. 

In the November 1995 meeting, the XCCPC voted to move ahead on drafting 

articulation legislation and identifying legislative sponsors in the state House and Senate. 

The presidents raised related concems regarding the development and application of the 

proposed universal Transfer General Education Core Curriculum for community college 

students. They raised a concern regarding the lack of clarity on how a common general 

education core would be related to imiversity discipline majors. Further, the October 

minutes reveal that the XCCPC neither established time lines nor procedures for how 

community colleges and universities would be working together in the curricular changes 

in their September contact with the university presidents. The XCCPC resolved to write 
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the university presidents a detailed letter highlighting their concerns and forwarding their 

endorsement of the XAAA's articulation/transfer resolution. The XAAA resolution read, 

"Any course that meets general education requirements at any Xanadu commimity 

college district will be accepted in transfer to meet comparable general education 

requirements at any other Xanadu commimity college district" (PCM, November 17, 

1995). 

January 1996 saw the XCCPC gearing up to press for its articulation and transfer 

goal. By a roll-call vote of conmiunity college districts, a majority of XCCPC members 

supported introducing legislation to resolve articulation issues.^ They also voted to send a 

Memorandum of Understanding to the Universities' Board of Regents (UBOR), 

university presidents, and SBCC members stating how the XCCPC is still working with 

universities despite introducing legislation. The Memorandum of Understanding 

promoted a swift written reaction from the executive director of the SBCC to the 

XCCPC, UBOR, and members of the SBCC. He called for reason and for all parties to 

work together, given what had been accomplished and what still needed to be done in 

order to avoid legislative intervention. By February 1996, the XCCPC dropped its pursuit 

of the proposed articulation legislation. Instead, the combined efforts of SBCC and 

XCCPC legislative committees had an articulation footnote attached to the state 

appropriations budget for the imiversities and community colleges. This footnote on the 

' In instances when the XCCPC cannot reach consensus, and they need to make a decision, they 
may hold a 'Yoli-call vote. A roll-call vote is where each district is allow  ̂one vote. 
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budget had the effect of de facto legislation by the Joint Legislative Budget Committee 

(JLBC). 

The JLBC footnote said, . if the community college and universities cannot 

resolve this issue [articulation/transfer] by September or October, all fimding that is 

budget had the effect of de facto legislation by the Joint Legislative Budget Committee 

(JLBQ. above and beyond the current year's ^ropriation will be returned to the State" 

(Old District BGM, February 14,1996). Yet, problems persisted since this directive 

would not go into effect until the start of Fimding Year in July 1996. In February, the 

XCCPC received a memo from the XAAA stating that there was litde progress with their 

counterparts from the universities to create a core general education curriculimi. The 

XAAA complained the universities were only agreeing that there were problems with the 

community coUege-to-imiversity articulation/transfer process, rather than showing a good 

faith attempt at finding solutions to those problems. In April 1996, the XCCPC discussed 

appointments to the newly-created joint UBOR and SBCC Transfer/Articulation Task 

Force (TATF). This task force was charged to complete its work by December 15,1996. 

The XCCPC reaffirmed its original model as the desired goal for articulation/ 

transfer of commimity college graduates at its 1996 August retreat The XCCPC sent this 

model to the XAAA and the Chief Student Affairs OfiBcers Association (CS AO) for 

review. Both groups were asked to provide advice on how the model will affect 

community college students, given that the universities will allow only 60 units to 

transfer. In October 1996, the TATF asked the XCCPC for input on articulation/transfer 

agreement language. In November 1996, the XCCPC endorsed the TATF plan with a 

cover letter stating, 'The plan contained in this report is a significant beginning and 
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moves towards assurances that community college students will be able to transfer.. 

(PCM, November 14,1996). The XCCPC included this statement to denote their 

commitment to the TAFT progress despite unresolved issues and slow progress. The 

XCCPC also adopted the position that an articulation facilitator, to oversee articulation/ 

transfer, be hired with state—not community college district—money, especially since 

the position is to be housed within the UBOR. 

March 1997 again shows draft rules related to transfer agreements submitted to 

the XCCPC for review and modifications. The proposed general education curriculimi for 

transfer contained a foreign language requirement for an associate of arts degree that the 

XCCPC saw as a barrier to community college transfer students. This concern was sent to 

the TATF. 

In May, the JLBC requested a position paper on the community college 

perspectives on the status of transfer education, and the XCCPC agreed to respond. The 

November 1997 minutes reveal the XCCPC still complaining that universities do not 

commimicate directly with them, nor have implementation deadlines been set for 

completion of the agreement on articulation/transfer. Both the XAAA and XCCBOC 

raised these, and related, issues with the XCCPC in response to the A.CCPC asking them 

to discuss the ramifications of the articulation/transfer model and their woric with the 

TATF. Besides, the XCCPC report to JLBC, while still in draft form, will ask the JLBC 

to establish an articulation mandate with deadlines. 

At the January 1998 meeting, the XCCPC legislative committee reported that the 

state legislature wants progress reports twice a year on transfer articulation. The XCCPC 

conmiunicated to the legislature that the universities' insistence of a four-semester 
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foreign language in the core transfer requirements inhibits community college transfers. 

Further, the XCCPC requested that a timeline for implementation be added in the JLBC 

footnote to force the universities to speed up implementation. In March 1998, a 

supplemental footnote to the state higher education budget by JLBC establishes an 

articulation mandate. It states that if implementation does not occur, the universities' state 

flmding will be withheld. At this point, my reading of minutes ends, although this 

XCCPC agenda item continues beyond the timeframe of my content analysis. 

The thematic content analysis of the issue of articulation/transfer to state 

universities reveals that the XCCPC forced the creation of a common articulation system. 

The theme of forcing the creation of the articulation/transfer agreement revealed the 

pattem of XCCPC as an active rather than a reactive agency. The XCCPC starts by 

acknowledging that the biggest gun in its arsenal, when dealing with the state 

universities, is in the legislative arena. They actively developed an action plan to 

implement their goal and then implemented it Ultimately, to win the universities' 

compliance in an articulation/transfer agreement, the XCCPC threatened the universities' 

state flmding. The agreement achieved a common articulation system that allows students 

who eam an associate of arts degree at any of the ten commimity college districts to 

transfer into state universities at the jimior level. Beyond this thematic content are some 

of the underlying themes: 

a. Exerting power when community college presidents accept a common goal and 

act collectively suggests the presence of the XCCPC as an organized power 

networic or collective; 
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b. Influencing other power gcoiq)s to adopt XCCPC positions, such as the state 

legislature, XADGB, SBCC, and the University Board of Regents suggests the 

XCCPC is acting as a unified statewide community college system; and 

c. Delegating and setting the agendas of other statewide community college 

associations (XAAA, CSAO, and XCCBOC) reflects the emergence of the 

XCCPC as state community college system managers. 

Item 4r SBCC Issues 

This theme involves the presidents being asked by the SBCC or the XADGB to 

comment on the development, adoption, or modification of SBCC regulations. It entails 

the XCCPC responding to initiatives taken by the SBCC or representing the collective 

concerns of local community college districts to the SBCC. In descending order of 

firequency, the agenda components of SBCC Issues are tuition/fees, college budgets, 

enrollment reporting requirements, prioritization of critical issues for legislature, 

intergovernmental agreements, local ownership of buildings, revision of unifonn 

capitalization and real property limits, and lifetime faculty certification. 

The content themes of SBCC Issues include the XCCPC having the SBCC change 

direction, stop or postpone action, or move into compliance with the opinions of the 

community college presidents. For example, in February 1995, the SBCC brought 

proposed regulations that would give the SBCC executive director the responsibility for 

prioritizing the community college districts' annual fimding initiatives and setting out 

procedures for submitting fimding initiatives. The XCCPC responded that fimding 

initiatives are the prerogative of local boards, not the SBCC staff. The SBCC withdrew 
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the proposed regulatioiis. It seems that the XCCPC had defeated the move by the SBCC 

ocecutive director to prioritize the individual community college's funding initiatives. 

This item disappears fix)m the agenda for two years, until it reappears in a slightly 

changed form. In August 1997, the SBCC executive director innocuously aimoimced the 

creation of an SBCC Ad Hoc Committee for Strategic Planning. Yet, in March 1998, the 

SBCC executive director requested, that within two months time, each community 

college district submit its three or four critical fimding issues for the next three years. 

Items submitted would be compiled and reviewed by the strategic planning committee 

before the June SBCC meeting. This seems to be a renewed efiFort by the SBCC executive 

director to bring the prioritization of local district funding initiatives under his span of 

control, and this is another issue that continues beyond limits of my review. 

Ttem 5: Technology and Distance Timing Svstems and 
Fiinding Alternatives for Comnmnitv Colleges fTie  ̂

A. Technology and Distance Learning Network involved the establishment of a 

statewide task force for development, adoption, and implementation of a computer and 

television based distance learning network among the state community colleges. The state 

legislature appropriated one million dollars to create this network. Thematic content 

analysis shows examples of the XCCPC maintaining close control over this project For 

example, in May 1997, XCCPC asserts its control over the Technology and Distance 

Learning Network when the XCCPC communicates to the SBCC executive director that 

the role of the SBCC is oversight and not hands-on project development The XCCPC 

declares that it must have the right to manage this project and threatens that if it loses 

management control, then local district governing boards will probably vote not to 
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participate in the network. This issue continued beyond the end of my review, and the 

outcome is unknown to me. 

B. Funding alternatives for community colleges involves setting up a task force 

and hiring a consultant to docimient altematives to the current community college triad 

funding base of 26% tuition, 24% state aid, and 50% property taxes. The XCCPC is 

worried that property taxes may be eliminated by a vote of the state legislature, thereby 

depriving community colleges of their major funding source. The XCCPC seeks to be 

proactive in this eventuality. The XCCPC hired a consultant in October 1996 and passed 

the costs on to the community college districts and SBCC. In March 1998, the XCCPC 

assigns the XCCBOC the task of preparing a "constructive course" of action and fall

back position that support the same funding standards as universities. Neither the 

consultant's nor the XCCBOC's recommendations had been submitted to the XCCPC by 

the conclusion of this content analysis. 

Item 6: Statewide Student Information Sy5rtems 

Content themes for this item real the set up of a repository and computerized 

process for producing, updating, and utilizing student information to include tracking 

transfer students, course transfer equivalencies, and the creation of a central statewide 

data warehouse. The statewide student information systems is related to articulation/ 

transfer education core issues discussed above. These topics are frequently discussed 

together in the XCCPC minutes listed as separate agenda items. The student information 

system involves separate issues and funding agreements between the XCCPC and the 

UBOR apart from articulation/transfer. 
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Conflict over the funding of the statewide student infonnation system project 

appears in February 1995, when the SBCC executive director proposed that community 

colleges levy a 3-cent per credit hour tuition increase to fund this project The XCCPC is 

strongly opposed and stalls movement on estabhshing the statewide student information 

systems for two years. The UBOR informs the XCCPC in March 1997 that the three state 

universities will no longer be providing student-tracking information to community 

colleges until the funding issue for the statewide student infonnation systems is solved. 

By August 1997, the XCCPC initiated a partial hmding plan, committing community 

college districts to contribute about 10% of the start-up costs. The XCCPC makes clear 

that continued contributions for the student infomiation systems from community college 

districts is contingent on the remainder of the funding coming from the universities and 

the state. The XCCPC insists that UBOR and the SBCC seek continuing funding from the 

state. The one underlying theme that surfaces is of XCCPC resistance to accepting 

responsibility for unfunded state mandates. 

rtem 7: All-Acadetnir Team and Small Bu-siness 
Development Network (Tie;> 

A. The content themes of the All-Academic Team involves setting up procedures 

for campuses to nominate two outstanding students, garnering private or in-state 

university scholarships, profiling the All-Academic Team for public relations with the 

state legislature and local governing boards, and supporting students as they compete for 

Ail-American academic honors. 

B. The Small Business Development Network has three somewhat unrelated 

themes. The first is monitoring the Small Business Development Netwoik through aimual 
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presentations at XCCPC meetings. The second is continuing XCCPC support of local 

community college Small Business Development Centers only as long as state and 

federal money persists. The XCCPC is clear to the SBCC that funding for these centers to 

continue will not come fiiom regular community college maintenance and operational 

budgets (PCM, January 20, 1995). This stance on funding for the Small Business 

Development Centers is similar to the funding stance on the statewide student 

information systems above. The third theme involves the XCCPC's attempt to get the 

SBCC to support community colleges as a class in response to one college being sued 

under Xanadu's free enterprise statutes. A private business consulting firm contended that 

the Small Business Development Center at one college was in an imfair competitive 

situation with his business consulting services. If this condition was true at one center, it 

was true for all the centers in the Small Business Development Networic. The SBCC 

refused to accept the complaint as a class action and, ultimately, the individual college 

settled out of court. 

Item 8: XCCPC., State Board, and District Relations 

The thematic content for XCCPC, State Board, and District Relations is the 

improvement of communications and enhancement of work relationships among the 

XCCPC, XADGB, and SBCC. There appeared, in addition to scheduled agenda items, at 

least 24 additional entries in the minutes that were pertinent to improved communication, 

meeting times, and meeting structure. While many of these additional entries have been 

categorized under other primary themes, some will be reexamined since the text also 

reveals the nature of the intergroup relationships (Weber, 1990). 
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The three sub-themes to XCCPC, State Board, and District Relations are: 

(a) statutory regulations and procedures; (b) tri-group meetings; and (c) conflict and 

conflict management These three themes are reflected in the XCCPC goal and woric plan 

developed in August 1995 and formally adopted in September 1995. 

Governance: Before a good relationship can exist, there needs to be a sense of 
common community developed through dialogue and through familiarity, both 
personal and programmatically. Local boards, state board, and presidents should 
develop a positive, productive, and respectful relationship. 

Members of the [X]CCPC developed the following strategies to reach the 
govemance goal: 

• Schedule visitations to meetings held on college campuses. 
• Develop opportunities for small group interaction. 
• Working the local districts to conduct a 'Value-added" assessment of current 

and proposed State Board policies and procedures. 
• Develop a mechanism to increase input from community college districts to 

the State Board. 
• Be more proactive in the selection of community college representatives on 

the State Board. 
• Support the State Board in its primary role as an advocate of the system. 

(PCM Retreat Minutes, August 17-18,1995) 

The statutory regulations and procedures theme between XCCPC, SBCC, and 

local community college districts has been grouped and previously presented in agenda 

Item 4: SBCC Issues and will not be reiterated here. 

The second theme, scheduling joint meeting times, grew out of the need to 

improve communications among the groups. After establishing the above goal, in August 

1995, in addition to their regular meetings, the XCCPC, XADGB, and SBCC held joint 

meetings. The regular and joint meetings coincided with the SBCC regular meeting dates. 

Tri-group meetings are held as SBCC study sessions, and the tri-group meetings schedule 

and topics are illustrated in Table 32. 
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Tri-groiq) meetings provide miique forums for the exchange of ideas between the 

groups and individuals that are conducting state community college business. Yet, of the 

three, only SBCC has statutory power over community colleges; both XCCPC and 

XADGB are voluntary associations. For the SBCC to meet with the XCCPC and the 

XADGB requires meetings to be public, advertised, and duly recorded under the state's 

open meeting law. 

In August 1997, the XCCPC decided to change some of its regular meeting 

schedules to increase the frequency of joint meetings with the XADGB. The XCCPC and 

the XADGB reached agreement to have regular joint meetings, on a quarterly basis, the 

day before the regularly scheduled SBCC meetings. These meetings exclude SBCC 

members, except for the advisory participation of the SBCC executive director, and are 

closed meetings since the XCCPC and XADGB are not bound by the state's open 

meeting law requirements. Further coalition building is evidenced when an August 1997 

memo to XCCPC and XADGB members from the XCCA executive director (who serves 

as staff to both these groups) stated, "A consistent meeting format will not only help 

individual presidents and trustees to better plan their schedules, but will enable the 

organizations to engage in more long-term strategic planning, and should enhance 

communication" (XCCA Memorandum, August 6,1997). The conmiimity college 

presidents' sensitivity to the political envrrormient is seen in the XCCPC proceeding to 

work more closely with the XADGB. As the XCCPC experienced conflict with the 

SBCC, the XCCPC aligned its meetings with the XADGB. In this aligning, the XCCPC 
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Table 32. XCCPC. XADGB, and SBCC Tri-group Meetings and Topics. 

DATES 

October 1995 

November 1995 

June 1996 

August 1996 

November 1996 

August 1997 

September 1997 

January 1998 

TOPICS 

State Funding of Community Colleges 
SBCC's Relationship to the Community College Districts 
XCCPC Articulation/Transfer Initiative 

Establish Committee on the Future of Arizona's Community 
Colleges 

State Funding of Commimity Colleges 
Technology and Distance Learning Network 
Statewide Student Information System 
State-Supported Student Financial Aid System 
Statutory Reform for Regulatory Relief from Unflmded State 

Mandates 
Allocation of Dollars to Unorganized Counties 
Capital for New Campuses 

Legislative Retreat to Establish 1997 Legislative Initiatives: 
A. Full Funding of Community Colleges' Maintenance and 

Operations Budget 
B. Incremental M and O Funding to be Determined by Local 

Districts 
C. State-Supported Student Financial Aid System 
D. Campus Matching Funds 

Funding Alternatives for Community Colleges 
Legislative Advisory Committee 
Technology and Distance Learning Networic 
Statewide Student Information System 
Compliance With the Americans With Disabilities Act 

Meeting Schedules Were Discussed 
Benefits to Joint Meetings 

State Board Sunset Review Findings 
Development of 1998 Community College Legislative Platforai 

^plied and Cooperatively Delivered Baccalaureate Degree 
Legislation for Community Colleges to Offer Baccalaureate Degrees 
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reduced the possibility of a power coalition forming between the SBCC and the XADGB 

to oppose the XCCPC (Collins, 1988; Mann, 1994). 

The third theme, conflict and conflict management between the XCCPC and the 

SBCC, was mostly embedded (Granovetter, 1985) in entries on other agenda items, 

although it did twice surface as a scheduled agenda item. In agenda Item 4: SBCC Issues. 

one sub-theme identified was the '"prioritization of critical issues for legislature." The 

January 1995 minutes show a discussion of the XCCPC presidents' complaint that they 

were not involved in the development of the proposed procediures for prioritization of 

critical issues for legislature by the executive director of the SBCC. The minutes go on to 

state, "There was further discussion regarding the lack of trust of and by the State Board" 

(PCM, January 20,1995). Clearly, at this point, the language is more indicative of 

conflictual intergroup relations than prioritization. 

The first recording of this conflict as an agenda item comes firom the October 

1994 minutes. The SBCC executive director brings forth the new regulations on academic 

programs and course standards for XCCPC discussion and approval. The presidents 

decide to table the discussion and delay approval. Attached to the January 1995 minutes 

are letters that further expose this conflict The first letter, dated October 26,1994, is 

firom the president of the XCCPC to the SBCC members. It complains about the SBCC 

executive director not contacting, communicating, or woridng with the XCCPC 

presidents. The XCCPC expressed its disappointment and regrets for not knowing about 

program and course certification issues before action by SBCC. (^ckly, on November 2, 

1994, the SBCC executive director responded by saying the process did involve XCCPC. 

The SBCC executive director also said he ignored the letter sent to him by the chief 
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academic o£Scers because he prefers commumcation only with community college 

presidents. An underlying theme I see here is the hierarchy of information and 

commimication. Whenever a hierarchy is created, those who occupy subordinate 

positions are in structurally dependent relationship to the information/ communication 

gatekeepers. In this case, the SBCC director is placing the XCCPC presidents as the 

gatekeepers between the SBCC and afiSliated organizations concerned with community 

college issues. Although the SBCC is a public commission, the SBCC director restricts 

and subordinates the information flow through community college presidents. 

The conflict between the XCCPC and the SBCC continued through 1995,1996, 

and 1997, although the minutes for these years do not often show expUcit text. The 

conflict appears in September 1995, when the SBCC executive director's report is 

deleted, as are all standing reports, and the SBCC executive director's relationship to the 

XCCPC is made advisory instead of ex-officio. The November 1995 meeting records the 

SBCC executive director's concern that presidents do not talk with him directly. Also, in 

that meeting, the XCCPC presidents are unhappy with the SBCC director and ask him to 

withdraw a SBCC survey of local commimity college districts' tuition and fee practices, 

and he does. The year 1996 seemed to pass without recorded conflicts in the minutes. 

April 1997 documents record the displeasure of the XCCPC with the SBCC 

because there had been no support from the state board for two XCCPC legislative 

priorities, augmentation flmds and community colleges offering baccalaureate degrees. In 

May 1997, the XCCPC again documents its displeasure with its communication with the 

SBCC. The XCCPC discussed a tri-group conflict resolution meeting among itself, the 

SBCC, and XADGB. 
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At the June 1997 XCCPC meeting, discussion on tuition evolves into an '*in-depth 

discussion of the lack of support for State Board Executive Director" (PCM, June 19, 

1997). In endorsing the need for a conflict resolution woiicshop, three issues are identified 

as needing to be addressed from the XCCPC perspective. The XCCPC states that since 

problems are more with the SBCC executive director and not the SBCC, the XADGB 

need not be involved- The conflicts with the SBCC executive director include; "(1) 

Overly intrusive control; (2) Mutual development of agendas; and (3) Integrity, openness, 

and consistent commimication" (PCM, June 19,1997). They ask the SBCC to establish a 

joint committee to create a conflict resolution workshop with a facilitator and recorder 

that have no connection with either group. 

In August 1997, when discussing the need to proceed with the conflict resolution 

workshop, the minutes say, 'The State Director was asked by PCJCCPC not to attend 

May and June PC]CCPC meetings and a number of presidents commented that these 

meetings were the most productive meetings that the [X]CCPC has had" (PCM, August 

19,1997). The minutes suggest that the XCCPC determine why the presence of the 

SBCC executive director inhibits discussion and creates tension. Unfortunately, I cannot 

determine if the conflict resolution workshop was ever held, since the August 1997 entry 

was the last entry in the minutes in which this theme is mentioned. 

At the same August 1997 meeting, the SBCC executive director responds to the 

criticism leveled at him by requesting XCCPC to designate a place on its agenda to 

discuss SBCC items. A standing report from the SBCC executive director is reestablished 

to start in the September 1997 meeting. While this seems to abate the conflict with the 

SBCC director in the minutes, the conflict between the XCCPC and SBCC persists. In 



December 1997, the XCCPC leveled criticism at some of the SBCC members for 

inappropriate remarks made during a SBCC regular meeting. In December, the XCCPC 

also received a request fix)m a SBCC member to establish a special liaison between the 

SBCC and XCCPC. The XCCPC responds in January 1998 that the SBCC executive 

director is already the SBCC liaison and if SBCC members want to participate with the 

XCCPC they can do so at scheduled joint meetings. The January XCCPC meeting sees 

criticism of SBCC members who attacked XCCPC staff that presented the Technology 

and Distance Learning Network in a SBCC study session. The XCCPC suggested to the 

SBCC that they adopt a code of ethics. I read this suggestion from XCCPC to mean the 

XCCPC sees the SBCC as unethical and needs to be reigned into proper boundaries. In 

this instance, the XCCPC is asserting itself as a dominant social group by setting up the 

boundaries of "ethical" behavior. Boundary setting is an exercise of power by one social 

group over another, or, in a broad context, hegemonic behavior. 

In March 1998, the last XCCPC minutes reviewed, two relationship issues appear. 

The first was the unanimous agreement that the XCCPC president and the XADGB 

chairperson be part of the orientation provided to new SBCC members. The second was 

about the exclusion of XCCBOC's counsel (through the XCCPC) as the SBCC developed 

guidelines for tuition. This was seen by the presidents as the SBCC usurping control of 

authority belonging to the local governing boards and closure of communication 

channels. Therefore, the XCCPC referred this issue to the XADGB for discussion. 

Content analysis of these three themes (statutory regulations and procedures, tri-

group meetings, and intergroup conflict and conflict management) has provided examples 

of using documents to assess social and political relationships as well as system change 
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(Weber, 1990). Beyond this, an underlying theme of the XCCPC asserting its dominance 

in managing the community college agendas (Lukes, 1978) emerges through coalition 

building with the XADGB and conflict management with the SBCC. The text again 

seems to support the notion that the XCCPC, a voluntary association, is meeting with 

some success in capturing the community college agenda from those who possess 

statutory authority. 

rtem 9: Academic Pmgrams/Cniirsft 
Standards and Athletic.*; (Tie) 

A. Content themes for Academic Programs/Standards relate to the SBCC's 

revision of regulations that define what constitutes academic programs and credit courses 

for community colleges. 

Before the start of this review in July 1994, it appears that the XCCPC had 

assigned to the XAAA the responsibility of developing draft guidelines on academic 

programs and course standards. In January 1995, the XAAA complained to the XCCPC 

that the SBCC executive director ignored letters the XAAA has sent him on academic 

programs and course standards. Between August 1994, and Jxrne 1995, the proposed 

guidelines moved from the XAAA to XCCPC to SBCC and then back to XCCPC and 

XAAA. In this process, the XCCPC twice requested and delayed SBCC action adopting 

revised standards. These delays allowed XCCPC to involve the XAAA in its 

deliberations. In August 1994, the academic ofBcers were asked by the XCCPC to 

establish curricular guidelines for a draft report to the SBCC (PCM, August 20,1994). In 

May 1995, the "Ad Hoc Committee on Policy arid Procedures for Credit Courses and 

Program ^proval is still working on draft language with chief academic officers and 
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have asked the State Board to delay action until after the August review" (PCM, May 22, 

1995). June 1995 has the XCCPC approve the dual high school and community college 

enrollment criteria developed by XAAA. The XAAA also raised concerns with what 

courses are approved for state funding resulting in loss of existing quality control and 

academic integrity. After Jime 1995, programs and course standards disappear from the 

XCCPC agenda until March 1996, when the minutes record XCCPC consensus approval 

of SBCC rules for credit and non-credit courses. Finally, in August 1997, the XCCPC 

endorses the XAAA reconomendatioiis on programs and course standards and forwards 

them to the SBCC for adoption. There are no further entries in the minutes for this 

ongoing agenda item. The involvement of the XAAA demonstrates the reliance of the 

XCCPC on top administrators to flesh out the finer points of initiatives and to craft 

XCCPC responses. 

B. The agenda item Athletics has two content themes. The first theme is women's 

sports: three community colleges announced the start of women's soccer teams, and the 

XCCPC elaborated the eligibility rules for Title EX sports. The second theme has to do 

with bringing the state's community college athletic conference under XCCPC control. 

This second theme is of interest because of how the issue came to the XCCPC and the 

speed at which it was resolved. 

An athletic team at a community college had its games suspended by the state's 

community college athletic conference because several players had been arrested for the 

possession of marijuana. The community college was placed on athletic probation despite 

taking immediate corrective actions. The XADGB perceived this action as too severe for 

the rest of the athletic teams and players at the community college. In April 1997, the 
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XCCPC received a letter fix>m the XADGB asking it to review the athletic conference 

constitution, structure, and reporting system. The XCCPC immediately convened a task 

force with two goals. The first is having the athletic conference establish processes to 

ensure conference members adhere to the conference constitution and bylaws. The second 

is to change the constitution and bylaws so that the conference operates under the 

guidance of the presidents' council. This established a bureaucratic chain of command 

fix>m governing boards to presidents to athletic directors where before conference 

accountability stopped with the athletic directors. The application of hierarchical control 

and power brings the athletic conference imder XCCPC restraint. A joint meeting 

between presidents and athletic conference members was held. It was resolved to change 

the athletic conference rules, ethics, constitution, and reporting system. In February 1998, 

this woric group retumed with 39 proposed constitutional amendments and bylaw changes 

that make the athletic conference more accountable to community college presidents. 

The above process seems to illustrate the bureaucratic power within a chain of 

command (Weber, 1968). Presidents are employed by the local board of governors, and 

athletic directors report to and serve at the will of the presidents. Representatives fix)m the 

ten district governing boards make up the XADGB, presidents make up the XCCPC, and 

the state commimity college athletic conference was composed of athletic directors. The 

XCCPC did not find it necessary to present the final resolution to the athletic conference 

issue to either XADGB's or SBCC's agenda for review or comment once the conference 

was under presidential control. This outcome makes the centrality of XCCPC presidents 

and reliance on the presidents by the XADGB evident- The presidents are assigned to run 

the show and, it seems, do so without question. As with other examples presented in this 
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chapter, the underlying theme of the XCCPC as a pivotal nexus in the state community 

college system is, again, manifest 

Item 10: Regional Governors' University 

The Regional Governors' University is an effort by several state governors to 

create a classroomless, virtual computer-based university that will grant applied associate 

degrees and bachelor's degrees. To initiate this project, the sitting state governor of 

Xanadu committed $100,000 from the existing state's higher education budget- The 

governor asked that $20,000 of this amount come from community colleges. The 

XCCPC's opposition stems from the Regional Govemors' University offering the 

associate degree as its first or '*roll-out degree" (PCM, November 14,1996) and to 

committing limited community college funds to an unflmded project. The XCCPC called 

upon the SBCC to use certification fimds to fund this project, since only one community 

college '"reluctantly" contributed funds (PCM, March 17, 1997). There was no recorded 

response firam the SBCC to this request in the XCCPC minutes. The governor's office 

asked the XCCPC to produce funding a total of six times without success. 

The XCCPC resistance can be seen from four points. The first is that the Regional 

Govemors' University is somewhat duplicative of the electronic alternative instruction 

provided through the Technology and Distance Learning Network. Second, the Regional 

Govemors' University would be directly competitive with community colleges if it offers 

associate degrees. Third, the sitting governor was embattled in a criminal case that would 

lead to his resignation. Once the governor resigned, the Regional Govemors' University 

may or may not be a priority for the successor. Fourth, and more important for this study. 
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XCCPC exhibits consistent resistance to accepting projects that do not have new or pre-

established funding and over which it does not have direct control. 

Item 11: Public Relations 

The Public Relations content themes involve statewide image development for 

community colleges and the public relations activities brought to the XCCPC by the 

Public Relations Council. The Public Relations Council is a statewide a£51iate association 

made up of the public information/affairs administrators from the local commimity 

colleges. 

hi March 1995, the Public Relations Council requested that the XCCPC set up 

student awards that became approved in September 1995 as the All-Academic Team. In 

May 1995, the XCCPC approved the funding of public service announcements from the 

Public Relations Council for Community College Month and statewide image 

development for 1996-98. In September 1997, the XCCPC directs the Public Relations 

Council to work with the SBCC on a state community college web page. In November 

1997, the Public Relations Council sends a letter of support to the XCCPC endorsing the 

All-Academic luncheon. Lastly, in March 1998, the XCCPC asked the Public Relations 

Council to present the success of community college athletes in coordination with 

presenting the All-Academic Team to the state legislature. 

The Public Relations Council brings forth ideas and activities to the XCCPC for 

approval and funding. Where the athletic conference (above) was not clearly under the 

direction and control of the XCCPC, the Public Relations Council clearly communicates 

with the XCCPC before initiating any activities. The Public Relations Council seems 
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clear that it receives its directives fix)m the XCCPC. The Public Relations Council looks 

to the XCCPC for directions and approval before proceeding. For example, the public 

relations campaign for Community College Month required only $4000, or $400 per 

conununity college district, yet the Public Relations Council went to the presidents for 

prior approval. The Public Relations Council uses the XCCPC as a pivotal nexus in 

determining what its activities will be, and this reinforces my perception of the XCCPC 

as managing a Statewide conmiunity college system. 

Item 12- Community College Baccalaureate, Federal Vocational 
Appropriations Split, and XCCPC Utility (Tie) 

A. The Community College Baccalaureate content theme is about changing 

statutory regulations for community colleges to offer four-year baccalaureate degrees 

beyond the 2 + 2 programs now offered in conjunction with state universities. This 

legislative effort was initiated by some of the rural community colleges presidents who 

brought it to the XCCPC agenda. The XCCPC assigned to the XAAA and the Xanadu 

Occupational Administrators' Council (XOAC) the development of principles and values 

for an applied conmiunity college baccalaureate degree. The XCCBOC was asked to 

analyze FTSE calculations, iSnancial ramifications, and funding implications. The 

XCCBOC supported the conomunity college baccalaureate degree, provided that the new 

costs would not compete with existing fimding. The executive director of the XCCA was 

assigned to research Canadian and American models for applied baccalaureate degrees. 

The principles and values developed out of this collaborative effort for the applied 

community college baccalaureate degree were adopted by consensus by the XCCPC and 

the XADGB in September 1997 and forward to the SBCC and the Legislature's Joint 
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Conference Committee and Higher Education Committee. It passed as a legislative bill 

only to be vetoed by the governor. 

The underlying theme of a statewide community college system that is 

functioning under the direction of the XCCPC becomes evident once again. As an 

organized power network, the XCCPC delegated tasks to af51iated groups and established 

a coalition with the XADGB and XCCA to advance and pass bills in the state legislature. 

However, as noted in the discussion on intergroup conflict above, the SBCC did not 

support the development of a community college baccalaureate, nor did the state 

universities, factors leading to the bill's eventual veto. In this instance, I recognize both 

the SBCC and the state universities as power groups beyond puissance of the XCCPC. 

However, in this and other examples above, the XCCPC acted to influence, control, or 

coerce outcomes. 

Although the XCCPC presidents do not mount as strong an effort for the 

community college baccalamreate as they did for the articulation/transfer project, it is 

difGcult to conclude from the XCCPC minutes if this reluctance was the result of a split 

between the rural and urban community colleges. Urban community colleges have brick 

and mortar imiversity campuses within their districts allowing easier access for 

community college transfer students. A second possibility may be that the presidents as a 

collective do not see the four-year degree as an essential community college fimction and 

accept the status quo of community colleges as only two-year institutions of higher 

education. 

B. The theme behind Federal Vocational Education Appropriations Split 

concerns the ratio of federal vocational funding between high schools and conmiunity 
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colleges; only 15% of vocational education funding goes to community colleges. The 

XOAC asked that the XCCPC pursue a larger portion of these federal dollars. While 

voicing their desire to acquire a larger portion, XCCPC members stressed their desire not 

to alienate high schools and superintendents. After reviewing current contracts between 

high school vocational programs and community colleges and contact with the state 

superintendent of schools, the XCCPC declared this a "dead issue" (PCM, November 20, 

1997). 

The XCCPC could have increased community college funds only by disturbing its 

relationships with the high schools. Community colleges across Xanadu have the 

technology preparation projects and dual enrollment programs with high schools, 

collaborative efforts that enroll high school students and that generate significant FTSE 

for community colleges. The Xanadu State fimding formula pays conmiimity colleges 

based on FTSE. Rather than jeopardize FTSE-generating projects, the XCCPC presidents 

chose to accept the existing imbalance in vocational education funding despite the 

recommendations of the XOAC. 

C. The XCCPC Utility content themes are the conflict produced by the 

similarities and differences among the ten conmiunity college districts and the existing 

process for securing state funding. The similarities and differences are listed in a white 

paper that outlines funding models entitled, 'Think Piece on pCanadu] Community 

College Fxmding" (PCM, September 9,1994) minutes written by two XCCPC members. 

The similarities are: (1) No community college district is to receive less funding than last 

year; (2) All districts want greater state aid appropriation; (3) All districts need latitude in 

inalfing individual initiatives; (4) All districts will pursue increased state funding, but not 



192 

at the expense of other districts; (5) All districts will support each other; and (6) The 

current state fimding formula is inadequate as it relates to equity, quality, and community 

college mission. 

The differences identified are: (1) Disagreement as to value and need for a 

system-wide fimding formula; (2) Disparity among districts in generating local and state 

resources; (3) District differences in size, demographics, economic conditions, growth, 

and political philosophy; (4) Diversity of districts' priorities and needs; and (5) The rural 

districts view the state formula as a safety net. 

The state funding process has conmiimity college districts caught in a Prisoner's 

Dilemma: Do they seek to further their individual interests regardless of what happens to 

the others, or do they trust each other and act collectively to produce optimal results 

(Eisner, 1978)? Resolution of this dilemma increases XCCPC imity and utility as a 

statewide community college system. The September 1994 minutes reveal the XCCPC 

reached consensus that they would move forward with urban districts and rural districts 

each developing individual initiatives based on each district's needs but that all districts 

will support each other through woridng toward a unilateral funding plank firom the 1995 

legislature. The XCCPC adopts the following goal: 'Tunding: Unify [X]CCPC so that it 

can obtain the funding necessary to support the comprehensive community college 

mission and position the system to meet the learning requirements of the twenty-first 

century" (PCM, August 17—18, 1995). August 1995 also sees the XCCPC identify one 

common theme to promote as a group: requesting coital dollars to upgrade faciUties and 

equipment to meet increasing technological demands. 
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By consensus, in August 1996, the XCCPC establishes the Legislative Advocacy 

Task Force. This task force has a membership that includes the lobbyists from the two 

urban corrmiimity colleges, the executive committee of the XCCA, and the SBCC 

legislative action committee. The unification of funding requests and legislative lobbying 

creates a singular community college effort They have made their choice in the 

Prisoner's Dilemma. At the August 1996 retreat, the comment, "Appreciate the 

participation of urbans—heal old split"' (PCM, August 15,1996) is found as the XCCPC 

is reviewing its 1995 goal achievement 

The coalescing of efforts and resources are indicative of developing XCCPC unity 

and signify a working state commimity college system. However, the XCCPC coalescing 

into an organized power networic did not go unchallenged. The SBCC made several 

efforts to force community college presidents and districts to submit their flmding 

initiatives for SBCC approval and ranking (see 4, SBCC Issues, and 8. XCCPC, State 

Board, and District Relations, above). 

Disnissinn: Connections and Collective Tdeology 

What coonections can be made between community college presidents' collective 

ideology, XCCPC content themes, and emergent underlying themes? Can consistent 

belief and decision making patterns be found and, if so, do they conform to identified 

consensus patterns (Leaf, 1979)? My attempt to answer these questions will involve 

relating the conmnmity college presidents' (CEOs only) consensus responses fixim the 

Delphi survey (see Table 33 on the following page) to results from the content analysis of 

the XCCPC agenda and minutes. The XCCPC's agendas and minutes recorded what has 
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n = 6 

1 Top Professional Gmiips that fnfliience cnmmimity college leadership and decision making. 
CEO Consensus 

% Item 
100 Governing Board. 
100 District/College Administrative, Executive, Cabinet, or Councils. 

2. Top Associates who influence cnmrnunity college leadership and decision malong. 
CEO Consensus 

% Item 
100 EHstrict/college cabinet and top administrators. 
83 Governing Board members. 

3. Top Perplexing Positions experienced. 
CEO Consensus 

% Item 
83 Needing to balance the budget, increase productivity, and maintain educational quality 

while increasing programs, courses, and access. 

4. Top Constraints experienced. 
CEO Consensus 

% Item 
100 The politics of balancing conflicting interest groups, competing values, and 

organizational ideals while implementing priorities. 

5. Top Values that imderpin leadership and institutional decision tnalfing. 
CEO Consensus 

% Item 
100 Integrity, honesty, trust, and fairness. 

6. Top Reliefs that underpin leadership and institutional decision making. 
CEO Consensus 

% Item 
83 Everyone is valued and should be treated with dignity and respect, regardless of gender, 

race, or educational background, in a learning community. 
67 Participatory leadership is more effective than top-down philosophy in empowering 

employees to pursue organizational goals. 

Note: Consensus was set at 63% of respondents for the Delphi survey. 
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beoi of concern to the presidents and what actions were taken. The reader is reminded 

that there is a high level of participation in the XCCPC by CEO-presidents completing 

the Delphi survey. Therefore, I assume and will use the consensus Delphi responses as 

representative of community college presidents' ideology (associates, afiGliations, 

perplexities, constraints, values, and beliefs). 

As shown in Table 33, nimibers 1 and 2, the community college presidents have 

unanimity that 'TDistrict/CoUege Administrative, Executive, Cabinet, or Councils" are 

important to them as associates and as groups in influencing their institutional decision 

making. The importance of these top administrators has been seen throughout the 

activities of the XCCPC. The minutes documented interactions between the XCCPC and 

the top administrators of afBliated statewide organizations in business, academic affairs, 

vocational education, public relations, student affairs, and athletics. At least 31 intergroup 

interactions were recorded through memos or liaison reports in the XCCPC minutes. 

These interactions resulted in discussions, requests for research and issue clarification, 

presentation of position papers, identification of problem areas, and actions to be taken. 

Further, the community college presidents often accepted the work of these top 

administrators to be their own position and forwarded it as such to the SBCC or the 

XADGB. These consistent interactions give credence that the top college administrators 

are very important to the community college presidents. 

The community college presidents also stated that governing boards were very 

influential in their institutional decision making as associates and as groups. The content 
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analysis of XCCPC documents revealed two incidents, in particular, that show the 

importance of board members to presidents. The first involved bringing the state 

community college athletic conference under presidential control at the request of the 

XADGB. The presidents acted swiftly and uneqmvocally to revamp the bylaws and 

accountability of the state's community college athletic conference. 

The second was the forming of a coalition with the XADGB. This coalition 

formation is evident throu^ both groups changing their organizational bylaws to be co-

directors of the XCCPC, making an arena for equivalent relationships and common 

interests, and the other is the creation and institutionalization of joint meetings. A short 

digression into the structure of these joint meetings is instructive. 

The XCCPC changed its meeting structure so that at least quarterly, on the 

Wednesday evening before the SBCC meeting, the presidents meet for dinner and 

informal interaction. The Thursday before the SBCC meeting is the regularly scheduled 

XCCPC meeting. On Thursday evening, before the SBCC meeting, the executive 

committees of the XCCPC and XADGB meet to discuss issues of mutual interest. On 

Friday morning, before the SBCC meeting, the full membership of the XCCPC and 

XADGB meet, as the XCCA, followed by informal meetings with the presidents' 

trustees, and SBCC members. On Friday afternoon, the SBCC meeting is held (XCCA 

Memo, August 6, 1997). This meeting schedule seems to allow the presidents to unite on 

what is presented to the XADGB. The meetings with the XADGB synchronize both 

groups in preparation for contact with the SBCC members. 

The synchronization of meetings and changing bylaws indicate coalition building 

through mutual coordinated efforts by both groups. Coalition building is also reflected in 
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the lack of documented conflict between the XCCPC and the XADGB. The lack of 

documented conflict as the XCCPC aligned itself with the XADGB, in essence, forced 

the XADGB to be on the XCCPC's side. This alignment was used by the XCCPC in its 

conflict with the SBCC to disrupt formation of a possible coalition between the XADGB 

and the SBCC and, thereby, enhance the dominance of the XCCPC in the state arena 

(Collins, 1988). 

The joint meeting structure, just described above, seems to indicate the direction 

of influence is moving from presidents to the governing boards rather than from the 

governing boards to the presidents, a topic explored further in Chapter 6. The 

unidirectional flow of influence was not lost on the XADGB. For example, the minutes of 

the August 1997 XADGB meeting showed discussion of the direction of influence 

evident in the joint meeting schedules. 

Most [XADGB] members felt that a joint meeting with the presidents is 
beneficial, and that it would be more beneficial if legislative and funding issues 
could be discussed jointly, instead of having the presidents making the decisions 
and then reporting them to the [XJADGB (emph^s added). (XADGB Minutes, 
August 14, 1997) 

This XADGB comment is indicative of the structural dependence of governing board 

members on community college presidents as information gatekeepers (Collins, 1988). 

The relationship between presidents and governing boards is to be explored further in the 

next chapter. 

However, in the Delphi, the community college presidents' consensus neither 

rates the XCCPC, XADGB, SBCC, nor other XCCPC presidents as influential 

associations in their leadership and institutional decision making. This seems to be a 

curious contradiction. There are several explanations for this. First, the Delphi reduced 
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the numbo- of choices that could be made, thereby forcing the presidents to discriminate 

among competing items. Second, the Delphi forms were mailed to the presidents at their 

individual community college. The presidents' focus may have been influenced by the 

propinquity of their immediate surroundings. Third, presidents are structurally central to 

their base organizations. This may obscure them fix)m seeing peer relations within the 

XCCPC or other commimity college presidents as important as hierarchical bureaucratic 

relationships (governing board-president or president-top administrators) in their 

leadership and decision making. Lastly, the Delphi asked about their individual 

experiences and perceptions, and not as a member of the XCCPC. In rating the Delphi, 

the component players in the statewide community college system simply may have been 

too remote (in distance) fix>m daily presidential responsibilities. 

While a good portion of conflict between the XCCPC and SBCC involves 

decision making over rules, one of the most contentious areas is that of unfuinded 

mandates. Balancing conflicting funding demands on limited revenues would indeed be 

perplexing for any administrator. The community college presidents share consensus on 

this (see Table 33, #3). Some of the ways that emerged fix)m the content analysis of 

XCCPC minutes that community college presidents use to deal with the perplexing 

problem of multiple demands on limited budgets are through resistance, conflict, and 

protest 

The content analysis of XCCPC minutes has revealed consistent and persistent 

resistance by commimity college presidents to accept projects that would place additional 

demands on existing operational and maintenance budgets. Sometimes they express 

resistance by saying, '*No," to some of the unfunded projects that come before them, even 
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those that would expand student services and access. They make clear their reluctance to 

accept unfunded projects. The XCCPC was definite that continuation of the Small 

Business Development Network was dependent upon prolongation of state and federal 

funding. They resisted funding a sitting govemor's project, the Regional Govemors' 

University. They balked at providing start-up funds for the statewide student information 

systems until they were, in essence, coerced by the state universities that threatened to 

withhold data on transfer students. The community college presidents conceptually 

supported all these services. However, they resisted moving ahead unless the projects had 

identifiable funding. In resisting unfimded projects, the presidents can be seen as acting in 

ways to protect their institutions fix)m external intrusions and maintain managerial control 

(Wildavsky, 1992). This supposition is reasonable when I compare the resistance to these 

projects to the lack of resistance in actualizing the Technology and Distance Learning 

Network that came from the legislature with one million dollars earmarked for start-up 

and implementation. The presidents quickly pulled together a high-powered task force 

and moved towards implementation without delay. 

Conflict as a response to the perplexing budget demands faced by community 

college presidents is typified in the refusal to relinquish prioritization of districts' funding 

initiatives to the executive director of the SBCC preceding submission for aimual state 

appropriations. This example was presented in detail above. 

Protest from the presidents as a response to conflicting budget demands surfaced 

in July 1997. The XCCPC identified a list of projects that the community college districts 

had been asked by the SBCC to fund during the past five years without extra state 

funding. The executive director of the SBCC responded to this protest over unfunded 
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mandates, in August 1997, with a white paper, 'Tunding State-wide [sic] Initiatives," 

detailing four possible alternatives for the community colleges. The XCCPC then sent a 

letter to the SBCC members and executive director with its own alternative. It stated that 

if the SBCC accepted new initiatives for the community colleges, then funding for these 

initiatives must be included in the aTimial request for community colleges and/or through 

SBCC appropriations. In this example, the XCCPC presidents were not only protesting 

but balancing competing political interests. 

Community college presidents have consensus that the politics of balancing 

conflicting interest groups, competing values, and organizational ideals while 

implementing priorities is their greatest constraint (Table 33, #4). This perceived 

presidential constraint was not strongly supported by the content analysis of XCCPC 

agendas and minutes. For the most part, community college presidents find themselves in 

a complex political arena (see Figure 3 on the following page), yet through content 

analysis, community college presidents have emerged more as agenda setters than agenda 

responders. Their bylaws set up consensus as the primary decision making procedure and, 

once consensus was achieved, they acted collectively with political astuteness. 

Community college presidents ^pear to be politically adept, and this enhances 

application of power and control. One area that shows political adeptness is in 

community college presidents' compliance with governing boards' direct requests 

through the XADGB. The XADGB asked the XCCPC to bring the athletic conference 

under presidential control by finding out what was wrong and fixing it, which the 

XCCPC did- While this shows compliance with the chain of command by XCCPC, it also 
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extends the XCCPC's organizational span of control. The XADGB can ask for and 

receive compliance fix)m the community college presidents' group, yet the XADGB 

remains structurally dependent on the XCCPC as informational gatekeepers. The 

XADGB finds itself in the position of the presidents informing the XADGB of decisions 

made and positions taken in the legislative, budgetary, or SBCC regulatory realms, 

among others. A second example of the XCCPC's political adeptness was shown 

through their conflicts with the SBCC. Nevertheless, in most every case, the SBCC 

appeared to withdraw its efforts and deferred to the direction of the community college 

presidents. Lastly, political adeptness was shown in how the top administrators afSliated 

organizations served community college presidents' needs and looked to the XCCPC for 

policy direction. 

Collectively at the state level, community college presidents do not seem to be 

overly concerned with balancing conflicting interests because the evidence suggests they 

are politically competent and their interests prevail. My sense is that the consensus 

Delphi response on balancing conflicting interests is parochially based in the day-to-day 

decision making involved in managing individual institutions. Yet, even there, 

community college presidents set up administrative practices to insulate themselves fi'om 

the political praise or denigration involved in operational decision making (Pashiardis & 

Baker, 1992) or they simply withdraw (Neumann, 1995). 

Community college presidential consensus regarding values and beliefs (Table 33, 

#5 and #6) was the hardest to find evidence for in the content analysis of the XCCPC 

agenda and minutes. Yet, there is some evidence of their acting on these values and 

beliefs. Support for the consensus value of "Integrity, honesty, trust, and faimess" was 
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seen in the conflict between the executive director of the SBCC and XCCPC presidents. 

In almost every instance, when the presidents state complaints about the executive 

director of the SBCC, he is present. The presidents appear not to make end-runs, nor do 

they engage in other forms of nefarious subterfuge. In both documented verbal and 

written communications about this conflict, the presidents were seen as demonstrating 

their value of integrity, honesty, trust, and fairness. 

Community college presidents were seen acting in ways to raise questions 

regarding their commitment to this consensus value. The establishment of a private, 

voluntary association by publicly employed community college presidents is curious. The 

content analysis of XCCPC agenda and minutes revealed the activities of this association 

to affect state policy and public funds regarding public community colleges. An 

association with eUte membership, dues paid with public money, dissent stifled for the 

sake of unity, meetings closed to public scrutiny, and accountability only to other 

association members raise questions about community college presidents' commitment to 

integrity, honesty, trust, and faimess. 

The community college presidents have two consensus beliefs that underpin 

leadership and institutional decision making. The first belief is to value and treat 

everyone who is part of the learning community with dignity and respect, regardless of 

gender, race, or educational background. While this value is ubiquitously reflected in 

community college literature (see among others: Cohen & Drawer, 1987,1996; Deegan 

& Tillery, 1985; Eaton, 1994; Levin & Dennison, 1989; Medsker & Tillery, 1971; 

Monroe, 1972;), the words 'Value," "dignity," and *'respect" are virtually absent in 

XCCPC documents. The absence of these words could be due to the pragmatic and 
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political context in which community college presidents find themselves. The creation of 

an articulation transfer system saw XCCPC apply political pressure to the universities. 1 

am sure that the university administrators involved would not see attaching a footnote 

that threatens continued state funding for the university as fair, respectful, or dignified. 

Yet, the result of increasing the ease of transferability to universities for conununity 

college graduates has elements of all three words. More concretely, the XCCPC acted 

firom their consensus value statement as they quickly defended their staff members from 

criticism leveled at them by the SBCC on two occasions. In one instance, the XCCPC 

even suggested that the SBCC develop a code of ethics in response to their inappropriate 

conmients. 

While the second belief^ employee empowerment through participatory 

leadership, was not supported by a strong consensus, it is clearly seen in the delegation of 

strategic tasks to the various affiliated administrator groups by the community college 

presidents. The content analysis revealed that the XCCPC involved the administrators 

most closely affected by particular policies and procediu-es in the development of 

responses that the XCCPC presidents frequently adopted and pursued. However, 

participatory leadership has its limits. The presidents have positioned themselves to be a 

final clearinghouse before the work of an affiliated groups goes forward. As was shown 

in the revamping of the reporting structure of the community college athletic associations, 

affiliated groups are not permitted to act independently of the control or review by the 

commimity college presidents. They are in bureaucratically subordinate positions. 

The ideology of commimity college presidents, as represented in the Delphi 

results, together with their collective action as presented through the content analysis. 



205 

siqjports the organizational centralis of community college presidents. The 

organizational centrality of community college presidents is one of the major themes 

presented in the review of related literature. Further consideration of the Delphi and the 

content analysis findings lends support to my contention that community college 

presidents are a distinctive elite, or fractional class, that acts collectively in pursuing its 

own interests. 

Conclusion: Emergence of a Statawide romTnunity rollege System 

Cohen and Brawer (1996) write, "A single state community college board that can 

exert influence on the state legislatures, compete with the university for flmding, ensure 

quality education and equal treatment for faculty and coordinate a statewide college 

development system seems ^pealing" (p. 115). They are writing about a single 

govemmentally sanctioned state board. In this case study, the SBCC occupies the state 

board position in Xanadu; however, its fimctions are slightly different firom those 

portrayed by Cohen and Brawer. The SBCC holds title to all commimity college property, 

interfaces with the state legislature on community college issues, and legally sanctions 

local districts' curriculum, tuition, fees, and certification of faculty (Task Force on the 

Future of the Community College, 1990). The SBCC occupies the role of an overseer ±at 

grants approval to local community college districts while being detached fixim their 

management and governance. From the SBCC perception, there is no statewide 

community college system other than holding accountable the aggregate of community 

college districts for comphance with state statutes, regulations, and approval processes. 
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Local community college district boards hold legal responsibility for local 

community college operations, governance, and development of new campuses (Task 

Force on the Future of the Community College, 1990). The concerns for district 

governing boards focus on delivering educational services within specific geographic 

counties. Local boards hire and fire presidents to manage the affairs of the community 

college district. The governing boards are responsible for the efficient and efiTective 

delivery of the local community college educational product, making the governing 

boards' concerns parochial. Local governing boards, as will be seen in the next chapter, 

are not overly concerned with the development of a cohesive statewide community 

college system, but with state legislation and SBCC rules and regulations affecting 

commimity colleges. 

Both the SBCC and the local boards are groups that received charters from the 

state legislature. These charters define the legal and political boundaries for the particular 

aspects of community colleges for which each has responsibility. As shown above, SBCC 

and local community college governing boards' concerns do not meet, necessarily, to 

yield a cohesive statewide community college system. For example, tuition increases are 

approved by the SBCC on a case-by-case, coUege-by-coUege basis. The tuition costs at 

each commimity college district are different and are set by the local governing board 

with the approval of the SBCC. Another example shows the community colleges' 

requests for state appropriations are bundled by the SBCC, but the legislature does not 

necessarily fiind the bundle. The legislature could fimd each community college 

separately and disregard the SBCC if it chooses to do so. If I am to speak of a Xanadu 

community college system, as it exists with the SBCC and the local district governing 
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boards, I may say that, at best, it is a loosely coupled system (Weick, 1976). Neither the 

SBCC nor the local commimity college governing boards are singularly charged with 

developing a state commimity college system. 

The content analysis of the XCCPC agendas and minutes has revealed that neither 

the SBCC nor the local districts coordinates the statewide community college system in 

the manner in which the XCCPC does. The source of XCCPC power is more than and 

different from the legitimate transfer of power from owners to managers, as described by 

Bearl and Means (1947). Neither this collective of presidents has been delegated 

authority, nor does this collective enjoy the legitimate power of state charter, as suggested 

by Samuels (1979). The XCCPC is a private, voluntary association. 

Reminiscent of Marx writing about the power of collective consciousness of the 

masses, Collins (1988) suggests that political power is greatly increased when individuals 

of like minds come together and develop the mindfulness to act collectively. The power 

enjoyed by the XCCPC appears as a byproduct of the legitimate and expert power 

afforded each president, the structural dependency from informational gatekeeping, and 

the formation into an organized power networic. Mann (1994) identifies four principal 

sources of power in organized power networks. Organized power networics exert control 

over economic, ideological, coercive, and political arenas. The content analysis of the 

XCCPC agendas and minutes has documented community college presidents acting 

collectively in all four of these power arenas to protect students, commimity colleges, and 

their own executive prerogative. 

Thus, the XCCPC, a private, non-sanctioned association has arisen to fill the void 

between the SBCC and the local district governing boards. As a collective, they have 
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created a de facto state community college system despite the lack of a de jure state 

charter or delegated authority. Community college presidents are neither governmental 

civil servants nor private entrepreneurs. Yet, in Xanadu, the community college 

presidents are entrusted with public institutions funded at over $100 million annually. 

This unusual location occupied by community college presidents suggests they have 

emerged as a distinct elite and, in Xanadu, formed into a collective pursuing shared 

interests and acting as a directorate for the statewide commimity college system they have 

created. 

The XCCPC reflects the shared ideology and collectivity of the commimity 

college presidents. The XCCPC worics with and coordinates the various af&liate 

statewide top administrator groups. The XCCPC has formed a coalition with the XADGB 

and has affected the policies and procedures of the SBCC. In other words, the community 

college presidents have become a superordinate group that has acquired the authority to 

distribute rewards and punishments according to its own laws, norms, ciistoms, rules, and 

regulations. This is the definition I assigned to hegemony in Chapter 1 (page 20). The 

growth in the power of the community college presidents through the XCCPC represents 

hegemonic control over community colleges. 
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CHAPTER6 

INSTITUTIONAL DEaSION MAKING 

Investigation of organizational leadership often starts at the individual community 

college and presidential level. Understanding the individual president in his/her 

organizational culture has framed much of the discussion of community college 

leadership (Baldridge, et al., 1978; Bensimon, Neumann, & Bimbaum, 1989; Eaton, 

1984; Fincher, 1987; Pashiardis & Baker, 1992; J. Richardson, 1984; Richardson & 

Wolverton, 1994; Roe & Baker, 1989; Roueche, Baker, & Rose, 1989; Sehnan & 

Wilmoth, 1993; Vaughan, 1994). Much research exists that has investigated the influence 

of community college presidents and organizational change. For example. Levin (1998) 

writes that "community college presidents are perceived as having considerable influence 

on organizational flmctioning and are viewed as primary agents of organizational change" 

(p. 406). Levin views the centrality of community college presidential influence as an 

intra-organizational and managerial function. He examined college catalogs, student 

enrollment, budgets, current promotional material, and college newsletters, college 

mission statements, and goals to understand the discourse surrounding presidential 

leadership within five commimity colleges. This investigation starts with similar 

organizational and leadership questions but looks at community college presidents as they 

fimction at a state level, how state agendas for commimity colleges are set, and how this 

effects institutional decision making. My investigation in Chapter 5 presented a picture of 

community college presidents coalescing as an organized power netwoiic that broadens 
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the perspective of community college presidents' power and influence to an inter-

organizational level. I examined questions about community college presidents as an elite 

power netwoiic and substantive decision making in their statewide organization. 

The afBnity of organizational centrality and institutional decision making, 

combined with community college presidents acting collectively as an elite directorate, 

brings forth a multidimensional panorama of community college presidential leadership 

community college presidents as an organized power netwoik (Mann, 1994) adds an 

external-local dimension to Levin's (1998) study of presidents' intemal-local 

organizational influence. This added dimension re-firames leadership research to ask, 'If 

community college presidents are an organized power netwoik, then is there evidence of 

their collective ideology and interests at the local community colleges where they hold 

presidencies?" 

To explore this question, 1 examined the minutes of six separate local district 

governing boards to discover the presence of community college presidents' collective 

interests. I looked for the research findings fi-om the Delphi survey (see Ch^ter 4) and 

XCCPC docionents ((Chapter 5) in these local community college governing board 

minutes. I primarily used the agenda issues and categories themes (see Appendix E) as 

the boundaries for content analysis of local community college governing board packets. 

Finding XCCPC agenda items and category themes across separate community college 

districts and common actions by governing boards and presidents should provide 

evidence of presidents as a power network. I looked for the presence of XCCPC issues in 

governing board packets covering July 1994 through March 1998, the same period as the 

XCCPC content analysis. Governing board packets usually contain agendas, minutes of 
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previous meetings (^proved and unapproved), scheduled action items, reports, and 

supplemental material related to scheduled agoida items. Henceforth, I use the term 

governing board minutes to refer to all of these documents. 

Site Visits 

Over a two-month period, I traveled and visited six of the ten Xanadu community 

college district offices to review each college governing board's minutes I selected these 

six community colleges because they are the sites of employment of the six 

CEO-presidents that completed the Delphi survey. While on site, I had the opportunity to 

talk with only two of the presidents. One president heard me talking in the foyer to his 

office and came out of his office to greet me warmly. He made available his vice-

president's office (who was on vacation), offered me coffee, and opened his resources to 

me. To meet the other president, I took the opportunity to drop in as I walked past his 

open office door and saw hiin at woric Three presidents were physically invisible or 

otherwise inaccessible behind a series of administrative assistants. The administrative 

assistants said the presidents' schedules were too busy for discussions with me. One had 

just tendered his resignation and was in the last week of his presidential tenure. The sixth 

president had left the college through retirement before I arrived. That community college 

was under an acting president who was out of town while I was there. 

I had arranged my research visits through the administrative assistants to the 

presidents. These administrative assistants also served as staff secretaries to the various 

boards of governors, took the governing board minutes, and agreed to provide me access 
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to the governing board's minutes. I would have been surprised if they denied me access, 

since governing board minutes are public records. 

Upon my arrival at the colleges, only half of the administrative assistants I had 

made arrangements with were present In two of the colleges, the presidential 

administrative assistants were on vacation, so I was left dealing with other administrative 

assistants who vaguely remembered I was coming and who were not as familiar with the 

board minutes. The third missing administrative assistant had resigned along with the 

resigning president, leaving me to work with a temporary administrative assistant that 

was filling the presidential administrative assistant's position. 

The three regular presidential administrative assistants closely guarded the board 

minutes. Each would grant me only limited access. One would provide only two months 

of meeting documents at a time. She made it clear that I was to neither touch the board 

minutes file cabinet nor re-file '*her" minutes; rather, she would assist me. She often made 

me wait until she was ready to get more minutes each time I returned for two more 

months of board minutes. At the other two conmrnhity colleges, the presidential 

administrative assistants were initially guarded. They would give me only six months or a 

year of minutes at one time. Only one regular administrative assistant expressed interest 

in the contents of my research. She wanted to know how she could make her governing 

board's minutes more concise. She was disappointed when I told her that her minutes 

were some of the most concise I had read. All three of the regular presidential 

administrative assistants asked me about making governing board minutes concise. I told 

them while concise minutes made their jobs simpler, it made my research harder. I found 

the variety in administrative assistants and the variety in the depth of content and detail 
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matched their need to control versus allowing me easy access to governing board 

minutes. The more control I experienced, the more concise and lacking in details the 

governing board minutes were. 

In the three community colleges where the regular administrative assistants were 

absent, I was given relatively free reign. For sample, at the college where the president 

had retired, the administrative assistant showed me the room where documents were 

stored and gave me access to everything there. She even volunteered that I should review 

the president's executive council minutes, an offer I accepted. 

I thought having access to presidents' executive council minutes would reveal 

decision making by community college presidents. While there may be other documents 

that would reveal decision making by community college presidents, many internal 

documents may not be considered part of the public record, thereby making access 

limited. I did not actively seek out access to these internal presidential records or records 

of executive college councils. I foimd access to these documents inhibiting, cumbersome, 

and dif5cult Given that community colleges are public institutions, I imagine that I could 

have obtained access to many internal documents through the Freedom of Information 

Act Moreover, examination of the administrative council minutes seemed to return my 

research inquiry into the narrow perspective of examining intra-organizational procedures 

of a single president The one set of executive council minutes I did review proved 

relatively unusable for the scope of my investigatioru I found only four references to any 

of the XCCPC issues. This council's weekly minutes documented conversations 

regarding specific internal problems and administrative initiatives and did not deal with 

statewide issues. 
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I also did not seek out presidential executive council minutes for other reasons. 

The lack of debate over XCCPC issues may be due to the ample organizational distance 

between the XCCPC and internal community college administrative councils so that 

XCCPC issues are not immediate concems. Intemal administrative councils may also 

consider XCCPC issues to be "done deals" by the time they reach the local community 

college councils. Further, XCCPC issues may not stir debate at the local level because 

debate has occurred in the top administrators' affiliate organizations, making discussion 

and debate in executive councils unnecessary. The debates on the merits of statewide 

issues occur more at the governing board meetings than at an intemal college's executive 

council level. Top administrators do not enter the debate at the governing board level; 

that is a role for the community college president. Top administrators may be called upon 

to present topical issues or respond to questions, but they do not enter into debate with the 

governing board. Top administrators' involvement in the debate over statewide issues is 

through their affiliated statewide associations. The one set of executive council notes I 

reviewed seem to confirm that the executive coimcils face compliance and 

implementation concerns and not debates on statewide issues. Chapter 5 demonstrated the 

debates on state issues to occur among the SBCC, XADGB, XCCPC, and affiliated 

administrators' associations. The lack of debate of XCCPC issues by this one executive 

council was not surprising because of the ways that Chapter 5 revealed statewide issues 

come to commimity colleges. 

Governing boards learn of statewide issues through the publication of the SBCC's 

Action Summary and reports at their meetings from the SBCC, XADGB, and the 

commimity college presidents. The SBCC or legislative regulatory changes affecting 



215 

community colleges and other statewide issues come to local district governing boards 

through these primary channels. The governing boards' minutes create a repository for 

discovering the local debates over statewide issues. Lastly, the governing boards' minutes 

are the record of the statutory decisions outside of the purview of the president and top 

administrators, making the governing boards' minutes a rich source to discover 

presidential influence. Public access to the governing board minutes assured me of a rich 

data source for discovering institutional decisions and presidential influence common 

across Xanadu commimity colleges. Therefore, governing boards' minutes became the 

database I examined. 

The variety in the level of content in governing board minutes ranged from one 

college where the board minutes recorded board actions in the briefest detail to near 

transcriptions of conversations. Two community colleges' governing board minutes were 

ahnost too concise (see Table 41 later in this chapter). These minutes frequently recorded 

only motions made, who made the motions, who seconded the motions, and how the 

board voted on the motions. Occasionally there would be digressions with more dialogue 

and content. For these minutes, the supplementary material in the board packet became 

critical to my imderstanding of what the board members or presidents were acting on. 

One set of board minutes was on the other extreme, with volumes of text recording who 

said what, to whom, and when. These minutes made the materials in the board packet less 

critical. Three sets of board minutes recorded some dialogue and the decisions made. 

Two of the latter sets contained "consent agendas." Consent agendas bundle multiple 

decision items into a single vote by governing boards. Voting on consent agendas is 

usually done without comment or discussion by presidents or board members. Despite the 
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variety of infonnation levels, the boards of governors' minutes proved useful in my 

examination of community college presidents and institutional decision making. All of 

the board minutes frequently recorded the interactions between governing board members 

and the community college presidents leading up to governing board decisions. 

District noveming Boards 

The local Xanadu governing boards can be equated to a model of governing 

boards found in Cohen and Brawer (1996): 

[Governing board] responsibilities include selecting, evaluating, and dismissing 
the president; ensuring professional management of the institution; purchasing, 
constructing and maintaining facilities; defining the role and mission of the 
college; engaging in public relations, approving programs, determining staff 
salaries, and contracting for services, (p. 121) 

Xanadu state statute makes governing boards quasi-governmental authorities with the 

power to levy county property tax and gives them statutory responsibility for community 

college districts. In Xanadu, five board members are elected at large in each county for 

terms lasting six years. Day-to-day college operation necessitates the delegation of some 

board authority to the commimity college president (Bearl & Means, 1947). With the 

delegation of authority, the lines between administration and governance become bluity 

as governing boards make decisions and community college presidents carry out these 

decisions, as well as general administrative duties (Cohen & Brawer, 1996). Xanadu 

community college presidents directly interface with governing boards at their monthly 

meetings. Examination of the blurring of duties between presidential authority and 

governing board authority makes governing board meetings a site that should prove 

instructive in the study of presidential influence and institutional decisions. 
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Mann's (1996) proposed model of an organized power network is instructive in 

unpacking my understanding of the blurring of duties. Mann postulates that humans 

create social networics as they pursue their goals. As these social networks organize, they 

contend for power through imposing ideology, politics, coercion, and exchange over a 

given geopolitical area. Applying Mann's perspective to community colleges, the 

geopolitical boundary in this analogy, the blurring of duties and responsibilities between 

governing boards and presidents is not simply a confusion over who is doing what; it is 

rival power groups furthering their own interests as they compete for hegemonic 

institutional control. Although it is not totally clear which groups dominate the 

community college districts because of blurred roles, Mann (1994) has argued the 

interrelated aspects of power, while complex, are applied by dominant, hegemonic 

groups. 

The four aspects of hegemonic power can be identified in community college 

presidents' relationships to governing boards. Ideologically, community college 

presidents, to a greater or lesser extent, share a community of interests with other 

community college presidents and governing boards. Politically, presidents in Xanadu, 

have amalgamated into the XCCPC. Together with the governing boards' organizations, 

the XADGB, they have formed a state commimity college association, the XCCA. In 

addition to their activities at a state level, community college presidents also shape and 

manage the intemal institutional issues and dialogue (Levin, 1998). Bureaucratically, 

presidents are career professional educators who are empowered to maintain and 

operationalize educational systems. Governing boards have delegated bureaucratic 

authority to community college presidents. Presidents, having bureaucratically central 
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positions, for the most part, control who presents what content at governing board 

meetings. Community college presidents exercise ideological, political, and bureaucratic 

power in allowing proposals to surface and eliminating those that they do not want to go 

forward to the governing board, shaping the issues and agendas for governing boards. 

Presidents can command their administrative teams to perform at board of governors' 

meeting through assigning special presentations or asking them to provide details as part 

of a presidential answer to a governing board member's question. Administrative teams 

conform because they realize their institutional careers and fates are in the hands of the 

community college president more so than in those of the governing boards, illustrating 

the implicit coercive organizational power held by community college presidents. 

In Xanadu, the governing board positions, while elected, are unpaid positions, 

making governing board members lay-community volimteers. As volimteers, they lack 

effective means to organize the colleges and rely on community college presidents to do 

so. Governing board members often lack expertise because they are not professional 

educators. Through delegation they exchange some of their statutory power and 

institutionalize that exchanged power in the organizational position of conununity college 

president. The exchange exists as long as community college presidents enjoy the 

continued support of a majority of governing board members. Even when a particular 

commimity college president loses favor and his/her job, the legitimate power vested by 

governing boards in the position of conmiimity college president remains (Wright, 1985, 

1989). 

The transfer of power through exchange is the source for creating the structural 

dependence by governing board members on commimity college presidents. Community 
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college presidents gain power through the exchange of their professional expertise for 

organizational control. Since governing board members, as unpaid volunteers, lack the 

necessary expertise to administer and manage complex institutions of higher education, 

they become dependent on the expertise th^ piorchase. This is an exchange that both 

parties accept (Collins, 1975). Yet, at the juncture of this structural dependence, 

community college presidents have a unique niche in which to develop into a collective 

elite and an organized power network notwithstanding governing board appointment or 

local governing board involvement in the affairs of the community colleges. 

Mann's (1994) four aspects of power are instructive to understanding my analysis 

of community college presidents and the Xanadu community college environment. 

Community college presidents occupy positions maiiced by ideology, politics, coercion, 

and exchange over defined geopolitical domains. In the presence of competing groups at 

the state level, community college presidents have emerged as a dominant power in the 

Xanadu community college system. Community college presidents wield great influence 

to shape the local community college governing board settings and institutional decision 

making. Individually and collectively as well as locally and statewide, community college 

presidents make things happen. Lastly, conunimity college presidential centrality is based 

in the exchange of their professional expertise for the legitimate power to operate 

institutions, an exchange that results in the subordinate structural dependence of 

governing board members, among others. 
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Govemmg Boards' Arena 

The minutes of community college governing board meetings become the public, 

legal, and historical record of institutional decisions. When th^  ̂meet, local community 

college district governing boards must abide by state open meeting laws. If three or more 

governing board members congregate, they are to have previously advertised their 

meeting, conduct business in public session, and have minutes that become public 

records. Governing boards may meet in closed executive sessions under limited 

conditions but are prohibited fiom making decisions in executive sessions. Governing 

boards are to make legally binding decisions in public meetings. For citation piuposes, I 

shall refer to the board of governors' minutes as BGM. 

Throughout my review, there was a consistency to the format of BGM once a 

community college had adopted a format. All of the colleges experienced new board 

members and some new presidents, but their BGM format did not vary. The BGM format 

changed at Mountain College District as the college's newly hired second president 

restructured the governing board meetings. This was the only college that altered its 

BGM record-keeping. The consistency of BGM records is reminiscent of Wildavsky's 

(1992) explanation of why budgets do not change. Governing boards and presidents, 

apparently, are reluctant to change historical formats simply because it is the way things 

have always been done. Further, rigidity and consistency in the format of minutes 

imposed a formality in board meetings so that everyone is aware of the script and their 

roles. 
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fioveming Board Meetings 

Table 34 indicates the frequency of governing board meetings at the six 

community colleges I visited. Each governing board sets its own frequency of meetings 

(see Appendix D for exact meeting dates). My count includes the regularly scheduled 

governing board meetings, woik sessions, executive sessions, and study sessions of the 

governing boards. I did not double-count woik sessions, executive sessions, or study 

sessions held on the same day as a regular board meetings. For example, at the start of 

every year governing boards are by state statute to hold a meeting to elect officers. This 

annual meeting is over within 10 or 15 minutes. A regular meeting immediately follows 

it I counted this as one meeting. Another example is the process for the adoption of the 

annual community college district budget Three meetings immediately follow each 

other. The first meeting is a public hearing on the budget, then the meeting to adopt the 

budget, and finally a regular governing board session. I counted these multiple same-day 

meetings as only one meeting. 

I see the low and high frequency range of meetings, presented in Table 34, as 

suggestive of power and control in governing board and presidential relations. At the low 

end, one governing board holds 0.78 meetings per month. This may be a board that is 

detached and distanced from the college district activities, deferring to and approving 

without review the commimity college president's decision making (Cohen & Brawer, 

1996). The governing board at the higher end, with 1.43 meetings per month, may be too 
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Table 34. Frequency of Board Meetings. 

Community 
College 

Meetings Per Year" 

Total 

Meetings 
Per 

Month 
Community 

College 1994" 1995 1996 1997 1998= Total 

Meetings 
Per 

Month 

Border District 5 14 12 13 3 47 1-02 

Mountain District 7 16 13 12 3 44 0.89 

Old District 6 11 12 12 3 44 0.96 

Lake District 5 9 9 10 3 36 0.78 

Distant District 9 13 12 11 3 48 1.04 

Urban District 9 18 18 18 3 66 1.43 

* Special, executive, or work sessions held on the same day as regular meetings were not counted as 
separate meetings. 

" July-December 
January-March 

involved in the day-to-day running of the community college district Cohen and Brawer 

write, "Less frequently seen in the literature but nonetheless prevalent are contentions 

that trustees sometimes go too far in their tendencies to manage the colleges. Greater 

control seems inevitably to follow greater responsibility" (p. 123). While these conditions 

may be true, the variance of meeting frequency could also be explained by the tasks 

confix)nting governing boards. For example, governing boards involved in a bond issue 

for new facilities or a presidential search may meet more frequently. Fewer commvmity 

college governing board meetings may result from the presence of an organizational 

equilibriimi and stability. Nevertheless, the frequency itself does not structure or define 

the content of governing board agendas. 
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I had initially expected more uniformity in the format of community college 

governing board agendas and meetings, since they operate under the same set of state 

laws and SBCC reporting requirements. To my surprise, I found six different formats (see 

Appendix F for the six formats and a complete list of agenda format categories). Table 35 

illustrates the frequency of the various agenda categories that appeared in at least 50% of 

the commimity colleges. The agenda format categories listed in Table 35 have some 

distortion within them. For example, two of the coimnunity colleges have adopted a 

"Consent Agenda" into which many agenda categories are incorporated that appear as 

stand-alone categories in other governing boards' agendas. Some colleges also break out 

specific agenda categories that others do not, yet many agenda categories not specifically 

broken out functionally appear in the course of a regular governing board meeting, i.e., 

approval of out-of-country travel or schedule executive sessions are explicit in some 

colleges and in others are part of the consent agenda. 

Table 35 shows that only four agenda format categories are common to all 

commimity college agendas. Two of these agenda format categories are the starting and 

stopping of meetings. The other two are "Citizen's Interim," where members of the 

public may make comments to the governing boards, and "Business Services," where 

governing boards conduct budget and other financial business. The next three items, 

shared in 83% of the community college districts, reflect power relations. The category 

"Approve Minutes" reflects legitimate power relations of the commimity college district 

to the state and local community, since this activity makes governing board minutes 

official, public, and legal documentation of community colleges' activity and history. If 
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Table 35. Frequency of Community^ College Governing Board Agenda Format 
Categories.—(n=6) 

Agenda Categories Number of Colleges Percent (%) of Colleges 

Call to Order 6 100 
Citizen's Interim 6 100 
Business Services 6 100 
Adjournment 6 100 
Approve Minutes 5 83 
Report from Board 5 83 
Report from CoUege President 5 83 
Aimounce Next Meeting 4 67 
New Business/Action Items 4 67 
Report from SBCC 4 67 
Report from XADGB 4 67 
Persoimel Action 3 50 
Report from Faculty 3 50 
Report from Classified Staff 3 50 
Plalge of Allegiance 3 50 
Welcome/Introduction of Visitors 3 50 
Letters to the Board 3 50 

the category "Report from the Board" can be viewed as a bridge between the community 

and the college (Cohen & Brawer, 1996), then the category **Report from College 

President" to the board of govemors can be viewed as the bridge between the college and 

the community. These last two agenda categories become reflective of reciprocal power 

relationships between the president and the governing board involving governance and 

administration of community college districts. Ejqjloring this political interface may 

reveal answers to questions about whose interests are dominant and represented in 

community colleges. Institutional decisions over who is taught (student access, admission 
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(Not in priority) 

1. Operational Definitions 
2. Budget: Operations and Maintenance 
3. Curriculimi Approval 
4. PersonneiyHuman Resources 

a. Standard Practice Guides 
b. Employee Actions: Hire, Fire, and Retire 
c. Out-of-Country Travel 

5. Facility 
a. Buildings 
b. Property Ownership 
c. Capital Expenditure 
d. Service Contracts 

6. Business Relations 
a. Small Business Development Centers 
b. Training Agreements 
c. Privatization of College Services 

7. Community Relations 
a. Gifts 
b. Grants 

8. Governmental 
a. Intergovernmental Agreements 
b. Service Exchange 
c. Grants and Student Aid 
d. Mandate Compliance: State and Federal 

9. Educational Services 
a. Program and Curriculum Development and Modifications 
b. Articulation/Transfer Agreements 
c. Adult Education 
d. High School 2+2 Agreements 
e. Accreditation 

10. Board Functions 
a. Executive Sessions 
b. Resolutions 
c. Delegation of Authority 
d. Approve Minutes 
e. Policy Adoption 
f. Taxation Rates 
g. Tuition and Fees 
h. SBCC 
i. XADGB 

11. Student Services 
12. President or Chancellor 

a. Activities and Goals 
b. Contract 
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policies, tuition costs) and what is taught (remedial, vocational, and comprehensive 

curricula) can be found in governing boards* minutes. 

Another way to look at institutional decision making is to examine the details of 

business conducted under agenda categories. At this level of analysis (see Table 36), I 

found much more commonality among "business" of local commimity college governing 

boards. Combining the agenda fomiat categories (Table 35) and nature of business list 

(Table 36) seems to define governing boards' statutory responsibilities in operating local 

Xanadu community colleges. These lists, while not exhaustive, connote the provincial or 

local aspects of community college governing boards and closely match Cohen and 

Brawer's (1996) definition of governing board fimctions quoted above. Within these local 

community college boundaries, however, interests beyond the local institutional setting 

are at woric. For example, whose interests are served by the privatization of college 

services such as bookstores, food services, custodial services, and campus security (Table 

36,5c)? 

SBCr:, XADGB, and XCCPC at Work with Governing Boards 

This study has shown that, at the state level, three organizations affect Xanadu 

community colleges, and the organizations have interests beyond the running of a local 

community college district (see Chapter 5). The XCCPC, XADGB, and SBCC affect 

community college policies, procedures, and legislation on a statewide basis. Can the 

influence of these groups, specifically the presidents' association (XCCPC) be found 

affecting local institutional decisions of community colleges through the minutes of the 

governing boards? 
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SBCr; at Wnrir 

Table 37 reveals the presence of the appointed state board members at local 

community college governing board meetings. The governor appoints volunteer citizens 

fix>m each coimty to seven-year temis as SBCC members. Even the five counties in 

Table 37. SBCC Governing Board Attendance and Reports: July 1994—April 1998. 

Community 
College District Regular Meetings' 

SBCC 
Representative in 

Attendance 
Meetings with 

SBCC Reports^ 

Border District 37 25 22 

Mountain District 33 5 1 

Old District 39 35 12 

Lake District 35 16 15 

Distant District 33 5 2 

Urban District 43 6 3 

Special, executive, or work sessions aie excluded from this count Many community colleges canceled 
June, July, or December meetings. Distant District had to cancel three regular meetings due to the lack 

2 of quorum. 
Reports that appear in the minutes as "No meeting last month" or "I missed the meeting" were not 
counted in the report total. 

Xanadu without an organized community college district have appointed representatives 

on the SBCC. The SBCC members are not required to attend their local community 

college district governing board meetings, although four of the six districts extend an ex-

ofBcio seat on the governing board to their county representatives. Only three districts 

have SBCC representatives who regularly attend governing board meetings. Old District 

has the highest attendance rate, at 90%, of all SBCC representatives, but the 
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representative infrequently gives SBCC business reports, at 31% of the time in 

attendance. Border District is second, with the SBCC representatives attending 68% of 

the governing board meetings and reporting at a rate of 59% when in attendance. Lake 

District has an SBCC representative that attends 46% of the governing board meetings 

and gives reports at a rate of 43% when in attendance. Mountain District, Distant District, 

and Urban District have their SBCC representative present at less than 15% of the 

governing board meetings. Mountain District and Distant District do not schedule SBCC 

reports in the governing board meetings. 

I interpret the SBCC attendance pattern in several ways. First, volunteerism may 

inhibit active participation. The appointment to SBCC is to volunteer service on a 

statewide board that holds its meetings at the various Xanadu community colleges across 

the state. The SBCC commitment usually involves Friday and/or Saturday meetings. 

Xanadu is a state with great distances between communities, and travel time alone creates 

a considerable duty on unpaid political appointees. Responsibility to attend local 

conmiimity college meetings is not required to fulfill SBCC responsibilities. Adding 

duties that require attendance and report-giving at local community college district 

governing board meetings may create responsibilities that further inhibit attendance 

patterns. 

Second, the statutory role of the state board is to ensure conmiunity college 

compliance with established rules and regulations. This oversight role may be distinct and 

separate from the activities of governing local community college districts. The SBCC 

and district governing boards have separate charges from the legislature for conmiunity 

colleges. Compliance reports from the local community colleges to the SBCC may be 
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sufficient to discharge SBCC business. It may make unnecessary the physical presence of 

SBCC members at local governing board meetings. Therefore, the SBCC members see 

SBCC fimctions as distant and not very important to most local governing board 

considerations. 

Third, the influence of the SBCC may come to governing boards through other 

chaimels. Governing board members are welcome to attend the open SBCC meeting. Tri-

group meetings between the SBCC, XADGB, and XCCPC and informal interactions 

times have been scheduled. The presidents, individually and as a group, actively relate to 

the SBCC and facilitate state business on behalf of community college districts. The 

XCCPC advocacy with the SBCC may alleviate the need for unpaid volunteers from the 

SBCC and governing boards to attend each other's meetings. Such reliance on 

community college presidents is an indication of structural dependence created by 

volimteer boards on professional stafT to conduct official business. 

XADGB at Work 

All ten of the governing boards elect a representative from within their ranks to 

serve as their district representative to the XADGB, a private statewide association of 

district governing boards. Four of the governing boards have standing agenda items 

calling for reports regarding the XADGB. The frequency of the XADGB reports at 

regular governing board meetings is presented in Table 38. Border District has received 

regular XADGB reports but does not have the XADGB report scheduled as part of the 

regular governing board meeting format Border District, Mountain District, Lake 

District, and Urban District have XADGB report rates of 54% to 65% of their governing 
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Table 38. SBCC and XADGB Reports: July 1994-ApriI 1998. 

Community 
College District Regular Meetings' 

Meetings with 
XADGB Reports 

Percent of 
Meetings with 

XADGB Reports^ 

Border District 37 20 54% 

Mountain District 33 18 55% 

Old District 39 14 36% 

Lake District 35 23 65% 

Distant District 33 2 6% 

Urban District 43 26 61% 

' Spccial, executive, or wotk sessions are excluded firom this count Many community colleges canceled 
June, July, or December meetings. Distant District had to cancel three regular meetings due to the lack 
of quorum. 

 ̂ Reports that appear in the minutes as "No meeting last month" or **! missed die meeting" were not 
counted in the report totaL 

board meetings. Old District has XADGB reports roughly one-third of the time. Distant 

District has reports at only 6% of its meetings from the XADGB representative. The 

overall higher frequency of XADGB rq)orts at governing board meetings compared to 

SBCC report rates can be explained several ways. First, since the XADGB representative 

is a governing board member and attends regular governing board meetings, he/she is 

more likely to report on XADGB activities. Second, election to the XADGB is voluntary 

and may be seen as part of the duties of being a governing board member. Third, the 

XADGB functions as a mechanism for the local governing board to join, as a collective, 

the state conversation about community colleges level with the SBCC and the XCCPC. 
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xrcpr at Work 

Where the SBCC and the XADGB are scheduled for reports as part of regular 

governing board meetings, the presidents' group, the XCCPC, does not appear in any of 

the governing board minutes for regularly scheduled reports. I did not find one instance 

of an official XCCPC report in the 46-month review of the six community college 

governing boards* minutes. I contend that not being a structured agenda item does not 

diminish XCCPC influence. Table 39 shows when "XCCPC or '"presidents' council" is 

specifically mentioned in SBCC, XADGB, or the college president's reports in governing 

board meetings. The XCCPC is mentioned in 53% of XADGB reports, 29% in 

commimity college presidents' remailcs, and 18% of the time in SBCC reports. The 

recurring references to the XCCPC in over half the XADGB reports is suggestive of the 

influence and structural dependence of community college governing board members on 

the XCCPC, despite this group lacking formal inclusion in the board meetings. The 

XCCPC is influential in getting its issues to appear in the governing board minutes. 

Table 40 identifies 479 entries firom the six community college governing board 

minutes that specifically reference XCCPC issues (see Table 41). Regular governing 

board business items (see Table 36) are excluded firom this count unless they have a 

specific reference to XCCPC issues. Table 40 reveals that when XCCPC issues are 

raised, they are mostly likely not raised by college presidents. BGM reveals governing 

board members are more likely to identify the XCCPC with issues. 
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Table 39. XCCPC or Presidents' Cooncil Mention in Regular Board Meetings: July 
1994-April 1998. 

Community College 

Mention in 
President's 
Remaiks 

Mention in 
SBCC Reports 

Mention in 
XADGB 
Reports 

Total 
Mentions in 

Board 
Reports 

Border District 0 3 5 8 

Mountain District 4 1 6 11 

Old District 1 0 3 4 

Lake District I 2 3 6 

EHstant District 2 0 0 2 

Urban District 2 0 1 3 

Totals 10 6 18 34 

Percentage 29% 18% 53% 100% 
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Table 40. Identification of XCCPC Speaker in Governing Board Minutes Issues. 

Speaker 

Governing Board Members 1 

President' 

XADGB Representative3 

SBCC Representative 

Unidentified4 

Faculty, Student, or Citizen 

Total 

Percentage 

Key: C 1 = Border District 
C 2 = Mountain District 
C 3 = Old District 
C 4 = Lake District 
C 5 = Distant District 
C 6 = Urban District 

Entries in Governing Board Minutes 
by College 

cl C2 C3 C4 Cs c6 

16 8 3 0 11 4 

28 35 4 30 11 20 

43 17 14 42 1 21 

25 3 15 19 1 5 

5 18 3 5 8 16 

0 1 2 0 2 2 

125 89 42 114 36 73 

26 18 9 24 7 15 

Total Percent 

42 9% 

169 35% 

138 28% 

68 14% 

55 11% 

7 2% 

479 
/< .•.•. 

l .. ,/ t 100% 

1 Governing Board Members includes all the times a board member speaks and it is not an 
XADGB report. 

2 Administrators have been grouped with presidents because they represent the college 
administration and are responsible directly to the presidents. At governing board meetings 
administrators usually only speak the request of presidents, and then it is to give specialized in
depth reports. Administrators speak comprised only 41 or 9% of the total entries in the 
governing board minutes. 

3 Although the XADGB representative is a regular board member, XADGB reports are regularly 
scheduled and, usually, clearly identified entries. 

4 Unidentified refers to those entries that lack clear identification of the speaker, or 
announcements, or perhaps supplemental written materials attached to the governing board 
minutes. 



234 

What I conclude from the patterns in Tables 38,39, and 40 is that governing 

board members are aware of when th^ are advancing XCCPC issues, since they identify 

XCCPC in their comments. Commimity college presidents speak most frequently about 

XCCPC issues yet infrequently reveal they are speaking about an XCCPC issue at about 

one-third the combined rate of the XADGB and SBCC representatives. Either community 

college presidents do not identify XCCPC as the source of issues to make the XCCPC 

influence opaque, or, more likely, presidents are habituated (H. Richardson, 1995) and 

see no need to identify the XCCPC as their issue source because neither they nor the 

governing boards differentiate between the presidents and the XCCPC. The high rate at 

which the governing board and XADGB representatives identify the XCCPC in their 

reports suggests local governing board members are influenced directly by the XCCPC. 

Governing board members are also being influenced by the XCCPC indirectly through* 

the lack of issue source identification by the community college presidents. 

Table 41 examines the scheduling of XCCPC issues in the board of governors' 

minutes. It identifies the 38 separate XCCPC issues and their relative persistence ranks. 

Of those 38 issues, 67% ^pear in governing board minutes, and 33% do not Of the 67% 

of items discussed by both the XCCPC and local governing boards, 13, or 33%, of the 

XCCPC issues appeared in four or more governing boards' minutes. 

The presence of an XCCPC issue appearing in four or more community college 

districts' governing board minutes suggest two interpretations. On the one hand, the issue 

has importance among the Xanadu community college networic. In Xanadu, local 

community college districts are, for the most part, autonomous and quasi-governmental 
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Table 41. Scheduling of XCCPC Issues in Local Governing Board Meetings. 

XCCPC 
Relative 

Persistence 
Rank XCCPC Issues 

Scheduling in Board of Governors 
Meetings by Community College 

District 
XCCPC 
Relative 

Persistence 
Rank XCCPC Issues c, Cz C, Q C5 Q 

I Legislative Agenda & Strategies X X X X X X 

2 XCCPC Govemance/Structure — X X X - X 

3 Articulation/Transfer with State Universities X X X X X X 

4 SBCC Issues X X X X X X 

5 Technology & Distance Learning Network X X X X - X 

5 Funding Alternatives for Community Colleges X X X X - X 

6 Statewide Student Information System X X X X - X 

7 All-Academic Team X X X X - X 

7 Small Business Development Network X X - X - -

8 XCCPC, State Board, & District Relations X X X X X X 

9 Academic Programs Sc. Course Standards - - X X - -

9 Athletics X - - X - -

10 Regional Governors' University X - - X - -

II Public Relations, Marketing Plan, Web Page X X - - - -

12 Community College Baccalaureate X X X X - -

12 Fed. Voc. Ed. Appropriations Split w/High Schools - - - - - -

12 XCCPC Utility - - - X - X 

13 State DBS Use of Students' Social Security -

13 Federal Programs/Budget Dollars - - - X - -

14 State Postsecondary Review Program - - - X - -

14 University Presidents' Visit/Relations - - - X - -

14 Statewide Employee Benefits 

14 Joint Technological Education - - - - - -

14 Committee on the Future of Community Colleges - X X X X X 

14 Community College Linkages to Int'I Colleges X - - - - -

14 Phi Theta Kappa: Support Student Health Insurance 

15 Technology Preparation Consortium; Fiscal Control - - - - - -

15 Auditor General's Report on State Board X X X X X X 

15 Community College Institute: University of Xanadu - - - - - -

15 Native American College Receiving State Funding - X - - X -

15 Faculty Recruitment Fair -

15 Presidential Salary Survey -

15 State Board Foundation X - - - - -

15 Uniform Training for Water & Wastewater Operators X 

15 Federal Legislative Update — 

15 Community College Organizational Changes - - - - - -

15 Welfare Reform X - - X X X 

15 Northern University: Excellence in Ed. Program — 
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units that have unique needs and operations. The scheduling of an XCCPC issue at four, 

five, or six community college districts' governing board meetings establishes the 

importance of an XCCPC issue as more than an individual college concern. Four 

community college districts equal 67% of the sample conmiunity college districts and 

40% of all community college districts in Xanadu. Five community college districts equal 

83% of the sample districts and 50% of all districts. Six equal 100% of the sample 

districts and 60% of all districts. These are the same levels used for establishing 

consensus among CEO-presidents in the Delphi survey (see Chapter 4). 

Of the 13 issues present at 4 or more community college governing board 

meetings, 9, or 70%, were from the top 10 XCCPC issues. The convergence of these 

issues for both local conununity college governing boards and the XCCPC suggests that 

community college concerns and XCCPC priorities are the same. On the other hand, the 

prevalence of XCCPC issues can be seen as the result of a coordinated effort to place 

XCCPC concerns as central to the Xanadu conununity college agenda. I interpret Table 

41 as supporting the success that XCCPC, acting as an organized power network, had in 

getting their agenda issues heard. 

From the XCCPC to the T^cal Governing Boards 

Examining the number of governing boards discussing XCCPC issues (see Table 

41) and identifying when and on whose agenda an XCCPC issue first appears can reveal 

the direction of influence between groups. For the examination and discussion on the 

direction of influence below, I will limit the narrative discussion to the nine XCCPC 

issues that appear in five or more of the BGMs. 
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Table 42 identifies the six XCCPC issues that were first discussed by the XCCPC 

before appearing in local district governing boards' minutes. 

1. Legislative Agenda and Strategies (found in 100% of college governing 

boards' minutes). I found 68 entries in governing board minutes that relate to legislative 

issues. Of those entries, 48% involve reports firom the presidents updating their respective 

governing boards on current community college legislation. Similar legislative updates 

from the XADGB representative comprise 19% of the entries. Another 27% of the entries 

are reports on lobbying contacts by presidents and board members, individually or as part 

of organized XADGB, XCCA, or SBCC activities. Six percent of the entries were 

miscellaneous items regarding legislative matters. 

Table 42. XCCPC Agenda Issue Appearance in XCCPC Meetings Then Local 
Commimity College District Governing Board Meetings. 

First Appearance Dates 

Percent of 
Governing 

Boards 

XCCPC 
Persistence 

Rank XCCPC Issues XCCPC 

Any Local 
Governing 

Board 

First Mention in XCCPC Meetings 

ICQ 1 Legislative Agenda & Strategies 7/94 9/94 

100 3 Articulation/Transfer with the State 
Public Universities 

8/94 4/95 

100 4 SBCC Issues 7/94 8/94 

83 5 Technology & Distance Learning 
Network 

3/96 7/96 

83 7 All-Academic Team 5/95 12/95 

83 14 Committee on the Future of 
Community Colleges 

11/95 12/95 
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Each year at the annual August XCCPC retreat the presidents set forth legislative 

initiatives. These initiatives appear in the presidents' legislative reports to their governing 

boards. One such example is the XCCPC legislative initiative regarding the introduction 

of a bill to require the legislature to catch up on payments owed for new campus 

matching flmds. An existing Xanadu state law that the legislature has ignored, committed 

the legislature to appropriate $1 million in capital matching funds for the development of 

each new community college campus. Fourteen campuses had been created that did not 

receive the state's matching capital. The XCCPC minutes revealed that in September 

1995 the XCCPC reached consensus to hold the state to its commitment. In November 

1996, however, the XCCPC moved this issue to the "back burner" (PCM, November 14, 

1996). 

At the XCCPC annual retreat in August 1997, recovering this capital campus 

match was set as a legislative priority. Following this retreat, the Distant District 

president reported at the August 1997 Distant District governing board meeting the 

XCCPC's "third initiative is a request for State-matching capital for campus 

development" (Distant District BGM, August 19, 1997). In November 1997, the president 

of Mountain District asked the Mountain District governing board to support a legislative 

initiative to recover campus development matching funds. "He recommended that the 

[Mountain] District Governing Board endorse the mailing of a letter to our legislators and 

authorize the Board Chair to sign the letter on its [the district governing board's] behalf 

(Mountain District BGM, November 13,1997). The governing board unanimously voted 

to send a letter of support In December 1997, the president of Old District reported to his 

governing board, "Legislative priorities approved for 1997 are full funding of the 
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Maintenance and Operation fonnula... and new campus matching funds" (Old District 

BGM, December 10,1997). January 1998 sees the Border District president give a 

legislative update that local representatives to the state legislature, from within the 

college district boundaries, will be introducing,"... bills to pay owed campus 

development matching fimds" (Border District BGM, January 13,1998). At the request 

of the Urban District college president, in March 1998, the Urban District legislative 

lobbyist reported to the governing board that "a second bill [campus development fimds] 

is a request for $3 million over four years to pay for some of the construction costs for 

existing campuses" (Urban District BGM, March 11,1998). These examples show the 

infusion of XCCPC issues and influence in institutional decisions at the local community 

college level. By dominating what legislative activities and strategies are discussed in 

governing board meetings, the presidents can be observed to be collectively shaping their 

local boards. 

There is further evidence of presidential influence on governing boards regarding 

legislative issues. The examination of revealed that only 19% of the legislative updates 

were by XADGB representatives. Examining the XADGB minutes revealed the influence 

of the XCCPC on XADGB legislative issues and activities. In June 1996, the XCCPC 

"were suggesting having some joint meetings with [X]ADGB so that legislative and 

important community college issues could be discussed jointly" (XADGB Minutes, June 

21,1996). In August 1996, a Joint Legislative Retreat was held involving the SBCC, 

XCCPC, and XADGB that excluded the XADGB in the planning of the sessions 

(XADGB Minutes, June 21,1996). Then, in November 1996, the XCCPC president 

reported that the newly formed XCCPC Legislative Advisory Group will be woridng to 
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set XCCA priorities and strategies (XADGB Minutes, November 15,1996). In August 

1997, the XADGB discussed the importance of the presidents and the structural 

dependence in which they find themselves on legislative and funding issues. They 

complained that presidents bring them final decisions rather than discussion issues 

(XADGB Minutes, August 14,1997). 

It appears that local governing board members find themselves doubly dependent 

on the presidents' decision making. First, governing boards find themselves dependent on 

legislative updates at their local board meetings that are dominated by presidents' reports 

as to what has legislative importance. Second, their own association, the XADGB, draws 

upon the XCCPC for what has legislative importance and then reports those findings to 

the local boards. 

2. Articulation/Tranter with the State Public Universities (found in 100% of 

college governing boards' minutes). This issue presented one of the clearest examples of 

presidential influence on institutional decision making. In August 1995, the XCCPC set 

forth establishing an articulation/transfer system for community college graduates to the 

state's three universities. In setting this goal, it set as one of its strategies, "Reach 

common agreement among all pCanadu] community colleges" (PCM, August 17-18, 

1995). 

In September 1995, the SBCC held "a study session on Community College-

University Articulation and Transfer" (SBCC Action Summary, September 1995). The 

president of the XCCPC presented the XCCPC proposal for a "seamless" articulation/ 

transfer agreement between community colleges and state universities. The SBCC 
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unanimously approved and adopted a resolution supporting the development of an 

effective articulation/transfer system. 

October 1995 saw a resolution of support passed by governing boards at 

Mountain District, Old District, Lake District, Distant District, and Urban District. At 

Mountain District, the minutes read: 

Dr. [College President] reported that the [X]CCA has established a goal of the 
formation of a credible articulation policy between community colleges and the 
state universities. The Presidents' Council and the [XjCCA are asking that each 
community college board adopt a resolution supporting the development of a 
more efficient articulation process. (Mountain District BGM, October 12,1995) 

The Mountain District governing board unanimously passed the resolution presented. At 

Old District, the minutes read, "Chairman [of the Board] discussed a proposed Board 

resolution calling for the development of standardized articulation/transfer by 

December 1, 1995" (Old District BGM, October 11, 1995). It was made into a motion and 

passed. At Lake District, the college president pointed out the XCCPC/SBCC resolution 

concerning articulation/transfer, and the board voted to endorse the resolution as 

presented (Lake District BGM, October 10,1995). Lake District governing board 

registers in with a imanimously passed resolution that concludes: 

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the [Distant] County Commimity College 
District Governing Board that it does hereby support and encourage the efforts of 
the Executive Directors of the State Board of Directors for Community Colleges, 
the Executive Director of the Board of Regents, the Presidents of [Xanadu] public 
universities, and the [Xanadu] Community College Presidents' Council to 
develop, by December 1,995, the terms of standardized articulation/transfer. 
(Distant District BGM, October 10,1995) 

At Urban District, 

Chairman [of the Board] announced that the [Xanadu] Association of District 
Governing Boards, together with the State Board of Directors of Conmiunity 
Colleges, believe it is important to move forward with a resolution asking that all 
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of higher education organizations in pCanadu] develop a standardized articulation/ 
transfer policy and program. The Chaiiman read a portion of [Urban District's 
Resolution and proposed to his fellow board members that th^ move the 
adoption of the Resolution, so that a unified voice may be heard. The intent is to 
develop a systemwide [sic] s^roach The [college president] urged the Board 
to assist the College in passing the Resolution. (Urban District BGM, October 11, 
1995) 

The Urban District board of govemors also voted unanimously for the articulation/ 

transfer resolution. The official pressiire and action by governing boards continue after 

the initial burst of support in October 1995. January 1996 saw the Urban District college 

president bring forward a second resolution; 

[T JRRAN] cm INTV TOMMTINTTY COT T RfiK mfmtlCr C.A T J TNO FOR THF. ST JPPORT OF 

F.FFFmVF. ARTTrtIT ATTONT/TRANSFFR AMONO [YANAnil'S] rOMMTrNTTV rOT T FOFS 

fsicj. [College president] reported that the resolution is a result of discussion 
between the state public imiversities and the community college presidents to 
improve the transfer/ articulation of credits between and among &e public higher 
educatioii institutions. This proposed resolution ensiires that credits will transfer 
equitably among the state public community colleges and that the credits will 
apply toward degree completion. (Urban District BGM, January 24,1996) 

While the Border District governing board had yet to entertain a resolution on the 

articulation/transfer issue, in February 1996 at a special session, the Border District 

college president briefed the governing board on "recent actions by the [Xanadu] 

Legislature, including the introduction of legislation concerning articulation and 

commimity college funding requests" (Border District BGM, February 13, 1996). In 

September 1997, Old District registered its frustration with the lack of progress by 

sending a letter to the SBCC board chair, co-chairs of Joint Transfer Articulation Task 

Force, and Universities Board of Regents stating that **it is essential for universities to 

adopt common lower-division major requirements for equivalent majors" and "respond to 

the expectations of the legislature" (Old District BGM, September 10, 1997). 
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In addition to tuming out governing board resolutions, I counted ten board 

presentations on the structure and/or progress of articulation/transfer made by the top 

academic administrators after the flurry of October 1995 resolutions. These additional 

presentations were arranged by the college presidents to inform the governing boards of 

the progress (or lack of progress) and structure of the emerging system. Reliance on the 

top academic administrator corresponds to the XCCPC assignment to the XAAA to 

shepherd the articulation/transfer agreement into implementation (see Chapter 5). 

Within six months of the college presidents developing a clear collective focus in 

the creation of an articulation/transfer system, they had all presented the issue before their 

respective governing boards, involved afSliated organizations, universities, and 

introduced legislation in the state legislature. These efforts strongly support the view of 

community college presidents as an organized power network. Presidents act to benefit 

some students while they strengthen the traditional academic transfer flmction of 

community colleges. 

McGrath and Spear (1991) write in The Academic Crisis of Community Colleges 

that commimity college faculty are academically isolated and move traditional and non-

traditional students away fixim the academic culture. The efforts to create a smooth 

transfer from Xanadu community colleges into the three state universities actively 

involved commimity college faculty in establishing equivalent transfer courses, both for 

general education requirements and majors at the state universities. The articulation/ 

transfer development out of Xanadu conmiunity colleges does not support McGrath and 

Spear's contention of the drift away from the culture of the academe. One community 

college president said to a governing board 



244 

that the issue of articulation and transfer is one of the most important issues for 
students. He encouraged the Faculty Senate to take a strong, active role with their 
colleagues. He felt it was important to note that, in the area of lower division, our 
faculty has as much, if not more, expertise than their colleagues at the four-year 
institutions. This is a faculty issue, probably more so than an administrative issue 
and goes to the heart of what we are about, in terms of students, access, and cost. 
(Urban District BGM, October 11, 1995) 

In accomplishing their aim, the community college presidents produced 

institutional decision making in local boards and state organizations to change the 

existing articulation/transfer function between the state universities and local community 

colleges. 

3. SBCC Issues (found in 100% of college governing boards' minutes). Although 

"SBCC Issues" appear in XCCPC minutes first, the XCCPC did not first generate "SBCC 

Issues" as a concern. I see that SBCC Issues are foimd first in the XCCPC as a fluke and 

the residt of the month I chose to start reading documents for this investigation. Had I 

chosen another month, most likely SBCC Issues have been found first in the BGM. 

The majority of governing board entries on SBCC Issues involved forwarding 

individual college district requests for state board approval through the presidents to the 

SBCC. The presidents bring local college business, such as a student tuition or fee 

increase, to the governing boards. The boards approve or disapprove. With the governing 

board's approval, the request for tuition increase is sent on to the SBCC for approval. 

Once the SBCC approves it, the request returns to the local level for the conmiunity 

college president to implement On a college-by-college basis, SBCC issues include 

alterations to tuition and fee schedules, annual budget requests, curriculum and program 

development, bond elections, architect selection, and acceptance of newly constructed 

buildings. Other state board business involves individual college compliance with state 
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statutes, SBCC rules, and statewide college procurement policies. For the most part, the 

community college presidents acted as a conduit for business between the SBCC and the 

local governing board. 

However, there is one entry in November 1994, that showed collective 

presidential action. It states, 'The State Board also approved the [Xanadu] Conununity 

Colleges Presidents' Council amendment of the uniform system and financial reporting to 

increase dollar values for capitalizing and real property assets" (Lake District BGM, 

November 8, 1994). This suggests that if commimity college presidents determine some 

state board business is sufficiently important, the XCCPC may attempt to influence the 

outcome. Yet, the overall lack of collective activity on the part of presidents regarding 

"State Issues" could be due to several reasons. One is that the presidents may pursue their 

common interests in dealing with the SBCC directly through the XCCPC and not through 

local community college governing boards. More likely, the absence of presidential 

influence is because the business of governing boards is local, operational, and oriented 

to internal and external state and regional accreditation standards. The role of the 

president may be restricted in this arena to administering, presenting, and not determining 

these governance issues. This finding led me to the perception that presidents fulfill their 

occupational responsibilities rather than act as part of an organized power networic in 

most SBCC Issues. 

4. Technology and Distance Learning Network (found in 83% of college 

governing boards' minutes). The technology and distance learning network is found first 

in the March 1996 XCCPC minutes as they proceed to set up a governance committee for 

this project, headed by an XCCPC president In April, the SBCC "approved the plan of 
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action for developing the required statewide network plan and resource allocation for the 

study of technology-assisted learning" (SBCC Action Summary, April 1996). In addition, 

in April, the XCCPC reported to the XADGB that two XCCPC presidents are working on 

the virtual university task force (XADGB Minutes, April 19,1996). In November 1996, 

the XADGB endorsed community college presidents' move toward the statewide 

integration of technology and distance learning (XADGB Minutes, November 15, 1996). 

The XCCPC established a governance committee for the technology and distance 

learning networic in January 1997. The governance committee sent all community college 

districts an agreement for review by lawyers and administrative sign off to participate in 

the technology and distance learning network. In February 1997, the SBCC approved two 

presidents from the XCCPC and one SBCC member to serve as a technology and 

distance learning task force. The SBCC also approved the technology and distance 

learning subcommittee and the technology standards committee to serve as the SBCC 

advisory committee on telecommunications and provide accountability reports to the 

JLBC (SBCC Action Summary, February 1997). 

The review of the local governing boards' minutes provided little evidence of 

active local governing board decisions to involve community college districts in the 

technology and distance learning networic. As late as March 1998,1 did not find the 

intergovernmental agreements sent to the districts in the BGMs. Only one community 

college president presented the possibility of the district governing board making a 

decision not to participate in the technology and distance learning networic (Lake District 

BGM, June 10, 1997). Even in this case, however, the local governing board was not 

asked to make a decision in that or in subsequent meetings. At another community 
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college, the local governing board approved participation in the technology and distance 

learning network through consent agenda approval (Urban District BGM, August 14, 

1996; February 12,1997). Consent agenda items involve governing boards ^proving 

multiple routine items without discussion. 

Overall, there is simply little recorded evidence of local governing boards making 

deliberative decisions to participate in this project It seems that once the XCCPC, SBCC, 

and XADGB all agreed to this project, local board approval became moot as the project 

was handled administrativeiy. In this example, the presidents have been shown to activate 

a state network and to preempt local governing board decision making. 

5. All-Academic Team (found in 83% of college governing boards' minutes). The 

all-academic team is another example of the XCCPC deciding on a project and then 

presenting it at governing board meetings as a fait accompli. The All-Academic Team is 

similar to the preceding example in that the governing boards are receptive and passive, 

while commimity college presidents are purposive and active. 

In September 1995, at one college's governing board meeting, the XADGB 

representative announced that, at the urging of the XCCPC, the XADGB had agreed to 

support the all-academic team (Border District BGM, September 15,1995). The 

remainder of the entries found in governing boards' minutes, except two, are either 

announcements of upcoming luncheons to honor selected students, presentations of the 

all-academic team students to governing boards, or declarations by board members, 

presidents, and administrators that they enjoyed their attendance at the luncheons to 

honor the academic team. Of the two entries that do not fit into these categories, one was 

announcing an internal awards ceremony sponsored by faculty (Urban District BGM, 
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May 8,1996) and the other acknowledged "this year, for the very first time, the 

[Universities] Board of Regents has offered ten full-tuition waivers to the top students 

(Mountain District BGM, February 12,1998). 

6. Committee on the Future of Community Colleges (found in 83% of college 

governing boards* minutes). This issue is found in only six BGM entries. The entries are 

a series of announcements that document the chronology of this committee. "Committee 

on the Future of Community Colleges" is a joint effort of the SBCC, XADGB, and 

XCCPC in preparation for the auditor general's sunset review of the SBCC and required 

no local governing board's action. 

In December 1995, Old District aimoimced the creation of the Committee on the 

Future of Xanadu Community Colleges. In March 1996, the Mountain District president 

reported that he and the Mountain District XADGB representative will be members of 

this committee. Also in March, the Lake District president invited the Lake District 

governing board members to attend the committee's upcoming workshop. In September 

1995, both college presidents fix)m Lake District and Distant District reported to their 

local boards that the workshop was a positive and productive meeting. In January 1997, 

the Mountain District president distributed his report on the workshop, "stating that 

representatives from every college in [Xanadu], along with individuals from business and 

industry, as well as State Board members, participated in the development of the report" 

(Mountain District BGM, January 7, 1997). 

As seen in four of the five issues that start with the XCCPC, local governing 

boards are in receptive rather than proactive positions on many critical and non-critical 

issues. This situation reflects the political astuteness on the part of the presidents. They 
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are keeping local boards aware of issues and are having the governing boards rely on 

them to accomplish the woiic associated with these issues. I can see that from the 

perspective of volunteer board members, structural dependence on college presidents has 

some benefits. Governing board members rely on the president to do most of the work, 

one of the reasons for hiring professional staff. In my opinion, presidents, as a collective, 

have been shown to go beyond governing board reliance into controlling areas of 

institutional decision making that may be the purview of the governing boards. However, 

in examining the directional flow of influence, it appears the presidents do not have an 

iron-lock on bringing issues forward to the state arena. 

From Local Governing Boards to the XrCPD 

Beyond the temporal trail just examined, what other patterns of influence can be 

foimd in local governing board minutes? Table 43 below also represents the shared 

conversation that starts first with the local community college governing boards and then 

^pears on the XCCPC agenda. For this discussion, I will again limit my examination to 

the four issues that appear in 83% to 100% of the community colleges' BGMs. 

1. Auditor General's Report on State Board (found in 100% of college governing 

boards' minutes). This is the one category that includes the formal statutory review of the 

SBCC and is of great concem to the governing boards. What statutory authority regarding 

the community college that is not given to or taken by the SBCC belongs to the local 

governing boards, the arena of community college governance. Xanadu has a mandatory 

sunset review law that requires all state commissions to undergo periodic determination 

as to whether they are still needed or should be retired. Governance had been a concem to 
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Table 43. XCCPC Agenda Issues That Appear First at Local Community College District 
Governing Board Meetings Then XCCPC Meetings. 

First Appearance 
Dates 

Percent of 
Governing 

Boards 

XCCPC 
Persistence 

Rank XCCPC Issues 

Any Local 
Governing 

Board XCCPC 

First Mention in a Local Governing Board Meeting 

100 15 Auditor General's Report on 
State Board 

2/95 11/96 

100 8 XCCPC, State Board, & District 
Relations 

7/94 8/94 

83 5 Funding Alternatives for 
Community Colleges 

2/95 9/95 

83 6 Statewide Student Information 
System 

9/94 5/95 

the XADGB and, in November 1995, the XADGB concluded a survey of all ten district 

# 

governing boards on community college governance. They concluded that this 

governance "study has provided a catalyst for looking at governance structure to 

determine if there needs to be a change" (XADGB Minutes, November 18,1995) that 

could be coupled with the upcoming simset review of the SBCC. 

Dr. [community college president] reported that on Saturday, September 19, the 
[X]ADGB/pC|CCPC met jointly. At that meeting, the presidents and trustees 
determined thk each local governing board should discuss the [auditor general's] 
performance audit [of the SBCC] at its October meeting so that a system-wide 
position could be developed. (Moimtain District BGM, October 3,1997) In 
October 1997, the XADGB polled the commimity colleges on the sunset review 
recommendations on the SBCC state leadership role through (a) increasing 
accoimtability measures, (b) elimination of statewide community college faculty 
certification and the establishment of minimiiTn statewide standards, (c) retaining 
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state ownership of community college buildings, (d) delegating SBCC approval 
authority for the issuance of general obligation bonds to local community college 
district governing boards, and (e) determining if SBCC governance oversight, as 
presently constituted, is appropriate (Old District BGM, October 8,1997; SBCC 
Action Summary. November 1997). All six community colleges considered and 
responded to the XADGB survey in October. In November 1997, the Lake 
District college president reported the results from the ten community college 
districts to his governing board: 

On the accountability issue all colleges with the exception of [Emerald City] 
District agreed that the academic deans should develop an accountability 
mechanism. [Emerald City] District agreed in part, but with the proviso that any 
recommendations by the deans should be sent back to each local board for 
approval before going to the State Board. On property ownership, the only college 
which believed building ownership should revert to local boards was [Distant] 
District Concerning the bond issues, all of rural colleges agreed that ttie bonding 
issue would not go to the state. [Emerald City] disagreed, feeling that the bond 
issue should go before the State Board. In regard to certification, again the rural 
colleges agreed certification should be discontinued, while [Emerald City] District 
representatives disagreed. Finally, regarding the governance issue [Border, Old, 
and Distant] districts agreed it should be part of the Sunset Review. [Mountain] 
and [Emerald City] districts disagreed, [Urban] and [Lake] districts tabled the 
issue. These issues will be raised again at the [upcoming] State Board meeting in 
November because at this time there is still no clear direction. (Lake District 
BGM, November 4,1997) 

The absence of XCCPC activity was evident in these governing boards' reviews of sunset 

recommendations. The issues under review are clearly issues of governance policy and 

not of local community college administration. The XADGB poll was of governing 

boards, not presidents, although the presidents, as staff, administered it to the governing 

boards. In this example, and in the following discussion on "XCCPC, SBCC, and District 

Relations," the presidents demonstrated political astuteness by remaining silent and in the 

background. 

2. XCCPC, State Board, and District Relations (found in 100% of college 

governing boards' minutes). The "XCCPC, State Board, and District Relations" is a topic 

that was imder discussion before the start of my study. The BGMs regarding these 
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relations preceded mention in the XCCPC minutes by only one month, another result of 

the month I started reading documents for this investigatiorL The governing boards' 

discussion of "XCCPC, State Board, and District Relations" primarily emphasizes the 

same issues of conflict, conflict management, and establishment of mutual meetings, as 

presented in the Chapter 5 discussion of this issue. However, presidents framed the 

conflict found for governing boards in sovereignty terms. For example, the first entry in a 

local board's minutes stated: 

Dr. [college president] stated the action of the State Board regarding the Bond 
issue fall within the major governance issue which has surfaced on previous 
occasions this year with the State Board's infatuation over their authority to make 
decisions which impact on the local governing boards. There is a trend for this 
current State Board to exercise fiilly all of their powers that they perceive to be 
allocated to them under the law. This has created considerable ^scussion by the 
Council of Presidents, the [Xanadu] Association of District Governing Boards, 
and the [Xanadu] Community College Association. (Mountain District BGM, 
July 13,1994) 

Seven months later at another commimity college. 

President [X] expressed his concem that the State Board has recently proposed 
that all capital requests from commimity colleges should be processed through 
them, so that the State Board could prioritize requests for fimding. The presidents 
of the various community colleges are against this procedure and prefer to keep 
prioritization of capital requests imder their control and responsibility. President 
[X] was afiaid that the State Board is slowly trying to take away the initiative of 
the community colleges. (Lake District BGM, February 14, 1995) 

At the local community college level, the presidents are speaking to the governing boards 

of deteriorated SBCC relations in terms that portrayed the SBCC as overstepping its 

boundaries. Elected governing board members are sensitive to boundary encroachment in 

areas of governance as has been shown in the issue immediately above, 1. Auditor 

General's Report on State Board. 
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At the August 1995 XADGB meeting, the president of the XCCPC presented the 

annual XCCPC priorities and linlcs them to governance relationships. In its goal 

statement on governance the XCCPC states, *Tocal boards, state board, and presidents 

should develop a positive, productive, and respectful relationship" (PCM, August 14-18, 

1995). The XADGB discussion at that August meeting also included "tuition, fees, and 

bonding authority [that] are all tied in with the ownership of buildings" as part of 

governance (XADGB Minutes, August 19,1995). 

Framing governance to include commimity college district sovereignty, intergroup 

relationships, and the topics under the auditor general's report, the XCCPC fabricated 

conditions conducive to coalition building with the XADGB and sidestepped the conflict 

inherent in the SBCC sunset review process. To solve conflicts and resolve differences, 

mutual group meetings were established. One XADGB representative reported to his 

governing board that 

joint quarterly meetings are taking place between the [X]ADGB, Presidents' 
Council and State Board. The meetings have proven to be beneficial in that they 
provide an opportunity for individuals to get together to air differences in a non-
threatening enviroimient (Mountain District BGM, September 11, 1997) 

3. Funding Alternatives for Commimity Colleges (found in 83% of college 

governing boards' minutes). This issue involved governing boards executing their 

fiduciary responsibilities and activating the XCCPC to attend to the important concern of 

continued public flmding for community college education. 

The first entry from the governing boards' minutes regarding Xanadu community 

college fimding appeared in February 1995. In this entry, the Old District college 

president and governing board discussed the implications of the elimination of all 
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community college funding fomiulas (Old District BGM, Februaiy 8,1995). The second 

awareness of this concern surfaced six months later, when the Mountain District 

governing board members discussed how they need to become "educated in fimding and 

future funding strategies including the legislative process" (Mountain District BGM, 

August 25,1995). 

On September 8,1995, to educate itself^ the Mountain District governing board 

held a work session on Xanadu state funding of community colleges (Mountain District 

BGM, September 8,1995). Immediately following this board meeting, the XCCPC had 

its first discussion on future funding for Xanadu community colleges on September 14, 

1995. The XCCPC, in its October meeting, created a task force to research options (PCM, 

September 14,1995; October 20, 1995). The remaining governing boards' entries merely 

record that the XCCPC reported to the XADGB on the funding task force without much 

additional conversation. The last entry found on the XCCPC fimding task force stated 

that the 'Tresidents' Council fimding task force is to study other states' responses to 

changes in funding sources, and how property tax elimination would affect commimity 

colleges" (Border District BGM, September 9,1997). 

4. Statewide Student Information System (found in 83% of college governing 

boards' minutes). The first mention of this project and the impending conflict over its 

fimding was foreshadowed by the Lake District XADGB representative's report to the 

Lake District governing board that the XADGB discussed "fimding for the student 

information system, computer-based community college/university transfer system, and 

district fimding" (Lake District BGM, September 13,1994). In May 1995, the XCCPC 

declared its "consensus to support working with Regents & private firms to develop a 
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computerized process of producing, updating, & using transfer information" (PCM, May 

22,1995). Following this declaration, there were two informational governing boards' 

reports on the development of the statewide student information system in 1996: Urban 

District BGM, July 10, 1996, and Old District BGM, November 13, 1996. In ^ril 1997, 

the conflict between the SBCC and the XCCPC over district flmding surfaced at Lake 

District when 

the [XCCPC president] reported that support for the Course Accoimtability 
System be withheld at the recommendation of the Presidents' Council. The State 
Board responded with a letter outlining alternatives, but recommended voluntary 
support of the Course Applicability System, which is part of the agreement 
negotiated by the Articulation Task Force among the community colleges and 
state universities at the request of the legislature. (Lake District BGM, April 8, 
1997). 

This is not the only college where the conflict was openly documented. The conflict over 

funding costs resurfaced in May 1997. The statewide student information system 

is still an issue. Dr. [SBCC executive director] and Dr. [XCCPC president] do not 
agree. Mr. [board member] is concerned that we don't "support someone's pet 
rock," nor do we wish to be left behind if technology advances. Dr. [college 
president] remariced that costs are based on the number of transfers, and as rural 
colleges ^ve higher numbers, it will cost $60 per student to support this 
technology. [Border] District has q)proximately 150-200 students transfer per 
year. (Border District BGM, May 13,1997) 

The last entry found in governing board minutes was regarding a demonstration project of 

the student information system presented at the XADGB meeting (Border District BGM, 

August 12, 1997). 

The absence of more entries on the funding conflict for the statewide student 

information system in governing board minutes is somewhat surprising, since the 

XCCPC was refusing to fund the project out of existing maintenance and operations 

fimds (see Chapter 5). The conflict between commimity colleges having to pick up the 
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costs for unfunded state mandates seems to be a governance issue rather than a 

presidential/administrative issue. Yet, it seems the local governing boards were involved 

primarily through informational aimouncements by presidents. It appears that the XCCPC 

had removed the underlying issue of unfunded mandates from the governing board 

decision making. 

Tables 41 and 42 above demonstrate that XCCPC issues considered by local 

governing boards originate from the XCCPC at a ratio of 8:5 to those issues originating 

from local governing boards. This suggests that the XCCPC is the dominant group in 

setting the state issues agenda for local governing boards. Table 43, however, indicates 

that local governing boards do exert some influence in setting the issue agendas for the 

XCCPC and commimity college governing boards. The finding of an 8:5 ratio of the 

XCCPC to local governing boards originating the issues seems to run counter to Cohen 

and Brawer's (1996) suggestion that the power of the governing board is increasing 

within conmiunity colleges as organizational and situational complexity occurs. In 

Xanadu, the content analysis data of BGMs suggests that the statewide association of 

community college presidents, the XCCPC, has strengthened the role of the presidents, 

individually and collectively. 

On the Temporal Trail 

Issues that appear to originate in the XCCPC minutes and then move to local 

governing board minutes indicate a direction of influence from the XCCPC presidents to 

the governing boards. Issues that seem to originate at local conmiimity college governing 

boards and move through the XCCPC to other commimity colleges also suggest a 
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direction of influence. Direction of influence suggests causality in issues that are 

associated, have a strong explanation of the association, and are linked by time 

precedence (GAO, 1992; Selltiz, et al., 1976). The evidence and discussion in both this 

chapter and Chapter 5 has demonstrated associations among issues and groups and, 

fiirther, suggested explanations for those associations. In this chapter, the time precedence 

of issue origination suggests the direction of influence flow from the XCCPC as an 

organized power netwo± to the local community college districts. In Figure 4 below, I 

examine the time precedence, or what I call the temporal trail, of the four issues that 

originated with local governing board minutes to supplement my findings. 

As explained above, example (1) Auditor General's Report on the State Board is 

different fix>m the other examples in Figure 4, although it shows a similar pattem to 

examples (2), (3), and (4). The difference in example (1) firom the other examples is that 

examples (2), (3), and (4) issues are all in the top ten XCCPC issues, whereas example 

(1) appeared only once in the XCCPC minutes. Examination of governing boards' entries 

revealed that for the "Auditor General's Report on the State Board," the governing boards 

used presidents to facilitate their concerns rather than presidents shape their concerns. 

The pattem of example (1) does suggest that the presidents are information gatekeepers, 

although they are not the primary actors in this issue. It appears that discussion at the 

XCCPC meeting performed as an inforaiation network and heightened awareness of 

"Auditor General's Report on the State Board," among the community college district 

governing boards. 

Examples (2) and (4) show a single community college concem discussed at the 

local community college level and then q}pearing at an XCCPC meeting. Following the 
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(1) Auditor General's Repoit on State Board 

C3 C2 

C, • X < C5 

C4 Q 

(2) XCCPC, State Board, and District Relations 

C4&C6*' 

(3) Funding Alternatives for Community Colleges 

C4 

X 

C2 

(4) Statewide Student Information System 

C4 -• X 

C, 
C2 

C3 
Q 

•Agenda issue in the same month. 
Key: X = XCCPC 

C^ = Local colleges 

Figure 4. Temporal Trail for XCCPC Issues that First Appear 
in Local Governing Board Minutes. 
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XCCPC meeting, the concern is found in other local community college governing board 

meetings. Examples (1) and (3) show topically related concerns surfacing at two colleges 

independently before its presentation at the XCCPC and appearance at other community 

college districts. All fotir examples demonstrate the same pattern of issues moving from 

specific commimity college districts into statewide distribution after discussion at the 

presidents' association. 

Who Holds the Power? 

The evidence presented creates a perspective on community college presidents 

and institutional decision making that has presidents occupying pivotal, influential, and 

central positions. Most governing board members are elected community volunteers who 

see their task as conducting local business in geographically specific counties unrelated to 

other community colleges, and are structurally dependent on the community college 

presidents for information and direction. Commimity college presidents are influential as 

individuals at their separate colleges and as members of an elite collective, the XCCPC. 

At local governing board meetings, the college president is perceived as the local 

institutions' CEO who implements the will of the board and administrates the community 

college. The college president is not seen as a representative of the XCCPC. 

One of the mechanisms employed to enhance community college presidents' 

instrumental position is through defining issues leading to institutional decision making 

by local governing boards. There were no recorded XCCPC presentations in any of the 

six commimity college governing board minutes fix)m July 1994 through March 1998. 

Presidents infirequently associated issues they raised during local governing board 
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meetings with the XCCPC notwithstanding the XCCPC as the origin of those issues. At 

times, issues were not presented for governing board deliberations but were 

announcements, effectively preempting governing board decision making. Further 

limiting local governing board members* perspectives is that SBCC representatives do 

not attend governing board meetings or give reports on a regular basis. 

The temporal trail of an issue dissemination fix)m community college districts 

through the XCCPC to other community college districts demonstrated the crucial role 

played by the XCCPC and presidents determining issue prominence and issue translation 

into a statewide concern. The XCCPC presidents act as a clearinghouse and nexus for 

information distributed among community colleges. However, the XCCPC has been 

shown in this investigation to do more than just process information among community 

colleges. The XCCPC attempts to forge collective action through separate community 

colleges and other statewide groups concemed with community colleges into a statewide, 

or systems, response that reflects XCCPC interests. 

This chapter has explored whether or not there was evidence of individual or 

collective presidential influence affecting institutional decision making and shaping the 

agendas of local governing boards. The evidence presented has demonstrated both to 

occur. While not absolute, the influence and centrality of presidents at the local and state 

levels have been powerfiilly evident One of the keys to discovering the patterns of 

presidential influence has been to follow the temporal trail through governing boards and 

XCCPC minutes. At this point, as a brief attenuation, I ask, can temporal trails also be 

seen involving the three state organizations, the XCCPC, SBCC, and XADGB? 
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On the Temporal Trail Onrg Again 

The examinatioa of the temporal trail taken by XCCPC issues proves this trail 

illuminating the source of issues in both the XCCPC's and local conununity college 

districts' arenas. Table 44 presents the temporal trail foimd between the XCCPC and the 
t 

XADGB and SBCC. In Table 44 the time precedence of XCCPC issues is identified by 

the meeting date first found in the XCCPC minutes, the XADGB minutes, and the SBCC 

Action Summary. 

Neither the XADGB minutes nor the SBCC Action Summary was part of my 

original research design. In the Old District BGM, both the XADGB minutes and SBCC 

Action Summary had been entered into the governing board's minutes. Serendipity smiled 

and allowed me access to restricted minutes. The XADGB minutes are distributed to only 

XADGB representatives. The XADGB minutes I found started in June 1994 and ended in 

September 1997, not quite the duration of my investigation. The SBCC Action Summary 

covered the duration of my review from August 1994 to March 1998. The Action 

Summary, while not actual meeting minutes, records the actions taken by the SBCC and 

reports, superficially, on SBCC meeting activities. It is an ofGcial state publication 

distributed to the state governor, the legislature, UBOR, SBCC, community college 

district trustees, commimity college CEO-presidents, and selected others. Thus, 

community college governing board members and presidents have a separate information 

source regarding state community college issues beyond that reported from the XADGB 

and XCCPC. 

I must point out some limitations to the patterns found in Table 44 below. First, I 

have not systematically engaged in as thorough a search of XADGB and SBCC records 
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Table 44. XCCPC Issues: First Occurrence in XCCPC, XADGB, and SBCC Meetings. 

Eirst Occurrence Date 
XCCPC Issues XCCPC XADGB SBCC 

Al1 Meetings 
Legislative Agenda and Strategies 7/94 11/95 1/95 
SBCC Issues 7/94 1/95 7/94 
Small Business Development Network 8/94 10/96 5/97 
XCCPC, State Board, & District Relations 8/94 2/95 10/95 
Academic Programs & Course Standards 8/94 11/94 10/96 
Articulation/Transfer with the State Public Universities 8/94 6/95 9/95 
Athletics 11/94 3/97 4/97 
Statewide Student Information System 5/95 11/95 1/96 
All-Academic Team 5/95 3/96 4/96 
Funding Alternatives for Community Colleges 9/95 11/96 11/96 
Community College Baccalaureate 10/95 3/97 6/97 
Committee on the Future of Community Colleges 11/95 11/95 11/95 
Technology and Distance Leaming Network 3/96 11/95 4/96 
Auditor General's Report on State Board 11/96 11/95 8/95 

2 XCC:eC and XADGB Meetings 
XCCPC Governance/Structure 8/94 10/95 
Federal Programs/Budget Dollars 1/95 9/97 
Public Relations, Marketing Plan, Web Page 2/96 1/97 
Regional Governors' University 11/96 11/96 
State DES Use of Students' Social Security 3/97 9/97 

3 XCCTC and SBCC Meetings 
Statewide Employee Benefits 8/94 1/98 
State Board Foundation 11/95 10/95 
Welfare Reform 8/98 11/94 
Community College Linkages to International Colleges 1/98 6/97 

4 XCC:eC Issues in Qui~ XCC:eC Meetings 
Federal Voe. Ed. Appropriations With High Schools 3/97 
State Postsecondary Review Program 8/94 
University Presidents' Visit/Relations 9/94 
Joint Technological Education 10/94 
Community College Institute: University of Xanadu 11/94 
Community College Organizational Changes 11/94 
XCCPC Utility 12/94 
Presidential Salary Survey 6/95 
Phi Theta Kappa: Support Student Health Insurance 1/96 
Uniform Training for Water and Wastewater Operators 4/96 
Federal Legislative Update 11/96 
Faculty Recruitment Fair 11/96 
Native American College Receiving State Funding 2/98 
Technology Preparation Consortium: Fiscal Control 3/98 
Northern University: Excellence in Education Program 3/98 
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as I have in the XCCPC minutes and local governing boards' minutes. This may lead to 

an underestimation of the presence of XADGB and SBCC issues and influence among 

group interactions. Second, the SBCC Action Summary is but one of the ofScial records 

of the SBCC. It is not the minutes of SBCC meetings and does not have details about the 

interaction among members found in XCCPC and governing board minutes. Therefore, 

my assertions about time precedence between the SBCC and the XCCPC may need more 

investigation. Nevertheless, the evidence here supports my contention that the community 

college presidents have formed a collective and act as an organized power network. 

Table 44 shows when XCCPC issues became part of the record for all three 

groups. Four categories are presented: (1) the XCCPC, the XADGB, and the SBCC; (2) 

the XCCPC and the XADGB; (3) the XCCPC and the SBCC; and (4) only the XCCPC. 

In Category 1, the XCCPC, the XADGB, and the SBCC from Table 44, all but 

two XCCPC issues occur first in XCCPC before appearing in either XADGB or SBCC 

meetings. One of the two exceptions appears concurrently in all three groups because this 

committee was created in a tri-group meeting (PCM, November 20, 1997; SBCC Action 

Summary, November 1997). The second exception shows the XCCPC as the last group to 

discuss the "Auditor General's Report on State Board" and has been explained in the 

immediately preceding section and will not be presented again. 

In Category 2, for XCCPC and XADGB, all issues are foxmd to be first in the 

XCCPC minutes and then the XADGB minutes. This pattern suggests structural 

dependence by the XADGB on the XCCPC at a statewide organizational level. In other 

words, it is reflective of the same dependence of local governing boards on the local 

president. 
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In Category 3, the XCCPC and SBCC, all but one issue originates with the SBCC. 

The change in directional flow of influence is not surprising. The SBCC enjoys legitimate 

statutory authority that neither the community college presidents' association nor 

community college governing boards' association enjoy. The SBCC can impose limits, 

sanctions, and make final decisions, whereas the XCCPC and XADGB, as private, 

political organizations cannot Community college presidents are politically astute. They 

do not seek to upset the apple cart while they challenge for driving privileges. 

Category 4, the XCCPC, identifies concerns that remained within the XCCPC and 

have yet to emerge into the political arena through the local commimity colleges or other 

state community college organizations. 

A clear pattern emerges out of Table 44. The pattem presents the XCCPC as the 

most important player and initiator for the agendas and discussions within statewide 

organizations concerned with community colleges. Previously, I have argued that local 

community college governing boards are structurally dependent on community college 

presidents and the XCCPC. The pattem in Table 44 not only reinforces this perception 

but broadens it to suggest even the XADGB and the SBCC are structurally dependent on 

community college presidents. 

If there is ubiquitous structural dependence, commimity college presidents have 

become a formidable organized power networic and as such have achieved near total 

hegemonic control over community colleges in Xanadu even though they lack statutory 

sanctions. Understanding the emergence of community college presidents as a power 

network becomes available through looking at the organizational structure conmiunity 



college presidents have created that extends beyond as well as within the local 

institutional settings over which they preside. 



266 

CHAPTER? 

CONCLUSIONS 

Whose interests do community college presidents serve? How do they sh^e the 

institutional decisions of public institutions of higher education to determine who is 

taught (student access, admission policies, tuition costs) and what is taught (community 

orientation and comprehensive education)? This investigation has attempted to contribute 

to understanding community college leadership through a case study of community 

college presidents as an organized power network in the state of Xanadu. 

Research Questions 

I asked six specific research questions to explore for the presence of community 

college presidents acting to further their collective interests: 

1. Can consensus and collectivity be identified among community college 

presidents? 

2. What groups or associations influence community college presidents' 

institutional leadership and decision making? 

3. What paradoxical positions or constraints do community college presidents 

experience in institutional leadership and decision making? 

4. What values or beliefs do community college presidents hold for institutional 

leadership and decision making? 
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5. What evidence is there that commimity college presidents have organized into 

a statewide power networic? 

6. If community college presidents are an organized power network, is there 

evidence of presidents implementing their collective interests at the state or 

local commimity college levels? 

These questions formed the contours of this investigation and involved the social, 

political, and institutional environments of community college presidents, individually 

and collectively, as they relate to institutional decision making within and among local 

community college districts. 

Consensus Ideology 

The Delphi survey (see Chapter 4) demonstrated a consensus ideology held by 

Xanadu conununity college presidents. For this study, my discovery of the ideology of 

CEO-presidents and managing-presidents was a primary building block. The Delphi 

siu^ey illuminated the personal perceptions of Xanadu community college presidents that 

they held in common and identified as influencing their presidential leadership and 

institutional decision making. For this study, these common aspects came to represent the 

collective ideology of Xanadu community college presidents. The collective presidential 

ideology was revealed through the Delphi survey as: 

1. Local governing boards and administrative councils or cabinets are the most 

influential professional groups. 

2. The district/college top administrators and governors are the most influential 

associates. 
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3. The most perplexing problem is to balance the budget, increase productivity, 

and maintain educational quality while increasing programs, courses, and 

access. 

4. The constraint most experienced is the politics of balancing conflicting interest 

groups, competing values, and organizational ideals while implementing 

priorities. 

5. The value that underpins presidential leadership and institutional decision 

making is a combination of integrity, honesty, trust, and fairness. 

6. The belief that to value and treat everyone in the learning community with 

dignity and respect, regardless of gender, race, or educational background 

underpins presidential leadership and institutional decision making. 

The presidents achieved near unanimity on these six aspects of their ideology. A closer 

level of analysis revealed that there were separate interests among CEO-presidents as 

opposed to managing-presidents at an emerging consensus level, suggestive of 

socialization and class formation processes at woric. The separation of presidents' 

interests by organizational position reinforced the notion that ideology is developed and 

influenced by group membership, social class, and socialization. It appears that 

conmiunity college presidents have a shared ideology, and the Delphi survey contributed 

answers to research questions 2,3, and 4. 

My findings that presidents shared a collective ideology did not fully answer my 

research questions regarding class membership. I needed to expand my investigation from 

a "values survey" to an examination of community college presidents' collective action in 

their operational contexts. If conmiunity college presidents are an elite class with its own 
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interests and ideology, as the Delphi suggested, then how are those interests reflected in 

the institutional decisions they make? First, I explored the Xanadu Community College 

Presidents' Council to see if there was evidence of collective action, or class actions, by 

community college presidents. Second, I examined the presidents' local community 

college district to analyze institutional decision making. Examining docimients at both of 

these sites offered an exploration into the general and specific formation and transmission 

mechanisms of class formation and institutional decisions. 

Class Formation 

The content analysis of the XCCPC minutes (see Ch^ter 5) revealed the presence 

of additional features of the community college presidents' associations and group 

afBliations. The presidents had formed an exclusive, private organization that provided 

for the emergence of an elite identity. The organization not only allowed informal 

associations to develop among peers but also stmctured its norms and relationships so 

that the XCCPC became a formidable organized power network. Yet, in the Delphi 

survey, the presidents did not identify the XCCPC as an influential organization or other 

Xanadu presidents as influential associates in their community college leadership and 

institutional decision making. Several reasons may explain this finding. Part of the reason 

has to do with the stmcture of a Delphi survey. Items that do not gamer widespread 

support are deleted as choices. Another structural issue Delphi issue has to do with 

selecting from many competing items using a scale with a few structured choices. A third 

explanation is that the surveys arrived at the local community college woric site where 

groups and associates such as the governing boards and top administrators are present in 
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the presidents* immediate environment Nevertheless, the evidence showed the 

importance of the XCCPC in the state community college arena. 

The influence of the XCCPC as an organized power network is demonstrated 

through its direction of the various statewide afBUate administrator groups, formation of a 

coalition with the statewide governing boards' association, and contribution to the 

poUcies and procedures of the state community college board. The evidence is 

compelling that the commimity college presidents have become collective and act as a 

directorate to further XCCPC interests. 

The XCCPC—its formation, membership, structure, and activities—^reflects the 

presidents acting collectively on their ideology, suggesting an answer to my first research 

questiotL Mann's (1994) model of organized power networks using ideology, politics, 

coercion, and exchange to gain and maintain power over defined geopolitical space was 

instructive to the identification of three underlying themes revealed by the content 

analysis of XCCPC minutes. The underlying themes brought to light that commimity 

college presidents, as a collective, consistently acted to (a) protect students, (b) protect 

the sovereignty of local community colleges, and (c) extend presidential influence and 

control. 

Community college presidents have been demonstrated to be an elite directorate 

through sharing ideology, occupying central organizational positions, setting the 

statewide issues agenda, and performing collective actions, ha the Xanadu state arena, the 

community college presidential collective, the XCCPC, serves as a nexus for community 

college concerns for the SBCC, XADGB, state universities, and the state legislature. This 

directorate has successfully inserted itself into a dominant statewide leadership position. 
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The XCCPC has been shown setting the statewide community college agenda, directing 

the woric of afQliated statewide organizations attended by top administrators, forging a 

coalition with the XADGB as the Xanadu Community College Association (XCCA), and 

fostering structural dependence on their professional Q)residential) expertise by the 

SBCC, XADGB, and local community college district governing boards. As an 

organized power network, this collective of community college presidents has, in essence, 

created a statewide community college system under its directorate. It has developed a 

niche between the SBCC and local districts in a state that lacks a unified statewide 

community college system. The presence of community college presidents as a 

directorate partially answers the research questions regarding the emergence of consensus 

and collectivity. Nevertheless, how does the presence of a presidential directorate relate 

to local community college leadership institutional decision making? 

Institutional Decisions 

Six local conmiunity college districts were selected for a content analysis of their 

governing board minutes (see Chapter 6). These colleges were the work sites of the CEO-

presidents who had participated in the Delphi survey, and all presidents were active 

members of the XCCPC. Governing boards' minutes were used because they are an 

o£5cial, legal, and historical record of institutional decision making of individual Xanadu 

commimity college districts. The content analyses of governing board minutes disclosed 

the effect of the XCCPC on the local commimity college governing boards' decisions. 

The evidence assisted me to establish the finding of the collective presidential influence 

across institutions. Yet, presidential tactics often obscured the connection of local 
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governing board deliberations to XCCPC statewide interests. During the local community 

college governing boards' deliberations the presidents infrequently associated issues with 

the XCCPC. They would not take decisions to the governing boards or mask decisions as 

announcements. Th^r even had all governing boards make the same decision. I do not 

want to imply that presidential influence is sinister or complete. Rather, an unequal power 

relationship between local governing boards and commimity college presidents based on 

exchange and structural dependency was revealed. 

At the local level, the governing boards have oversight and the power to hire and 

fire presidents, but governing boards have no oversight or control of the XCCPC. 

Oversight of presidents by governing boards is sidestepped, as the XCCPC is accountable 

only to itself. Governing boards' structural dependence on and centrality of community 

college presidents, individually and collectively, becomes manifest through analysis of 

the time concentration of issues initiated and managed by the XCCPC and prior to 

corresponding actions taken by local governing boards. The structural dependence and 

centrality on community college presidents became poignantly visible in my finding a 

similar pattern in the initiation of issues by the XCCPC, the governing boards' 

association, and the governmental state board for community colleges. 

Content analyses firom the local governing boards' minutes and the XCCPC 

minutes disclosed community college presidents acting as a collective to shape 

institutions' decision making. Furthermore, the evidence firom documents on institutional 

decisions and group actions have brought to light micro-level mechanisms of structural 

dependence and informational gatekeeping that help to reproduce hegemonic social 

structures. 
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Conclusioti 

The maintenance, replication, and expansion of existing power structures in the 

hands of elites are at the crux of the many social processes found in this investigation. 

This case study of Xanadu community college presidents as an organized power network 

demonstrated that the presidents employed rational choices in balancing the cost/benefits 

of many issues. For example, rational choice by community college presidents is 

illustrated in their fight with the state universities over which institution would pay for 

the student information system. Cost/benefit analysis is seen in the conmiunity college 

presidents' refusal to pay until the universities threatened to cut off all student 

information on student transfers. Resource dependency has been found in the conflictive 

relationship between the XCCPC and the SBCC's attempt to gain control over 

prioritizing local district fimding initiatives to the state of Xanadu. Socialization occurred 

through the involvement of managing-presidents in the XCCPC, as well as providing a 

training ground for replacement CEO-presidents. Institutional isomorphism transpired in 

the local community colleges through their implementation of the same directives 

generated by the directorate of community college presidents. 

Social exchange theory contributed to understanding the dominance of presidents 

found within community college districts. Presidents exchange their professional 

expertise for the legitimate power to manage community colleges, and in the process, 

governing boards become structurally dependent on presidential expertise. Structural 

dependence was also shown in the reliance of local district governing boards, the 

XADGB, and the SBCC on the professional expertise and organizational centrality of 

community college presidents. Netwoiic theory has been shown as the XCCPC advanced 
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presidential control of resources and influence through developing an elite niche from 

which to dominate Xanadu communis colleges both locally and statewide. These 

theories and examples are explanatory of the power and dominance of community college 

presidents to advance their class interests and maintaining the status quo of community 

colleges within a system of stratified higher education and a stratified society {cf.: Apple, 

1990; Bourdieu & Passeron, 1977; Bowles & Gintis, 1976; Collins, 1979). 

Community college presidents are powerful and dominant actors in the Xanadu 

community college system. Having only delegated power, Xanadu community college 

presidents coalesced into an organized power network that has acted to make its influence 

subtle and ubiquitous. Individually, the presidents of community colleges occupy 

organizational positions where they are accountable to local community college district 

governing boards. Collectively, they have created a private political body accountable 

only unto itself that has vast power in determining statewide community college policy 

and spending public funds. However, the XCCPC does not operate as an imfettered 

organized power network. The XCCPC acts to influence and negotiate community 

college policy but it does not possess formal decision making authority. Legitimate 

decision making authority remains in the SBCC, local district governing boards, and the 

state legislature. Despite structural dependence on the XCCPC and its dominant network 

presence, the XCCPC is bounded and nested within the statutory power afforded the 

SBCC and local district governing boards. 

The presence of an organized power network operating outside the formal 

democratic control structures for community college governance in the state of Xanadu 

raises moral, ethical, and, possibly, legal issues. My investigation has illuminated a 
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situation where a nonexistent statewide community college system and an impuissant 

community college state board with only oversight powers created a power vacuum 

where conmiunity college presidents organized a hidden statewide system. This situation 

illustrates the ability of a private group to capture public institutions and resources. 

Future Reseamh 

The central contribution of this case study is expanding the study of commimity 

college leadership and, I think, leadership in general beyond the examination of 

presidents at individual institutions. I have shown leadership by community college 

presidents to be the result of an organized power netwoiic as compared to efforts of a 

single president at a single institution. This is tme especially in states that lack a strong 

state coordinating board or statewide community college system. Explaining community 

college presidential leadership at the state level as the result of group activity is unique. I 

would expect that similar research could be extended to community college presidents as 

directorates in other states and nationwide. 

The emergence of community college presidents as a state level directorate has 

additional implications for institutional practices and policies. One area of future study is 

illuminating the nature of governance versus administration and the roles of statewide 

commimity college organizations in serving local commimity needs. Further, a closer 

inspection of the issues and concerns of community college presidents would be useful in 

understanding conmiunity college presidents' ideological perspectives. Moving beyond 

analysis of formal documents to uncovering the informal networics of community college 

presidents and how issues move through afGliated organizations and local institutions 
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would be useful in understanding the penneable boundaries between the private and 

public actions by conunumty college presidents found in this study. Lastly, I would find 

it of interest to trace how the educational leaders of "democracy's colleges" come to 

value and adopt less than democratic institutional structures, structures that remove 

"community" fix)m community colleges. 
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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS 

The following is a complete list of all abbreviations used in this study. 

BGM Board of Governors Minutes 

CSAO Chief Student Affairs Officers 

FTSE Full-Time Student Equivalent 

GAO General Accounting OfSce 

JLBC Joint Legislative Budget Committee 

PCM Presidents' Council Minutes 

SBCC State Board for Community Colleges 
SPRE State Postsecondary Review Program 

TAFT Transfer Articulation Task Force 
TGECC Transfer General Education Core Curriculiun 

UBOR Universities Board of Regents 

XAAA Xanadu Academic Administrators' Association 
XADGB Xanadu Association of District Governing Boards 
XCCA Xanadu Commimity College Association 
XCCBOC Xanadu Community College Business OfiBcers' Council 
XCCPC Xanadu Community College Presidents' Council 
XOAC Xanadu Occupational Administrators' Council 
XSL Xanadu State Legislature 
XSU Xanadu State University 
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August 14, 1997 

Dear MrTMs. Community College President: 

I am requesting your participation to identify shared experiences regarding 
presidential leadership in community colleges. 

The Delphi siurvey will involve three steps. Initially, you are asked open-ended 
questions on leadership. Then, in the second and third steps of the cascading Delphi 
process you will priority rank those elements. The initial survey should take about 20 
minutes, and the succeeding surveys less than 10 minutes each. Upon completion, you 
will be provided a report of aggregate results useful in imderstanding commonalities 
among the Xanadu Presidents Group. 

Each survey will be tracked to ensure its prompt return, and all responses will remain 
anonymous. Along with this hard copy of the survey, you will receive it by 
e-mail, so you may respond electronically, if you prefer. 

Your cooperation and support are essential. Thank you for your time, effort, and 
thoughtfulness. 

Sincerely, 

Richard H. Fridena 

P.S. The first survey should take about one cup of cofifee to complete. Use this Susan B. 
Anthony dollar for that cup of coffee. 
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Code: 

Delphi Survey #1: Please return your completed questionnaire by 9/5/97 

1. Think about your PROFESSIONAL GROUPS and ASSOCIATES. 

Professional group examples; American Association of Community and Junior Colleges, 
American Sociological Association, Xanadu Presidents Groi^, and so on. 

Associates examples; Other community college presidents, legislators, friends from 
graduate school, and so on. 

List which professional groups and associates influence yotir commimity college 
leadership and institutional decision making. 

Groups: 

Associates: 
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2. Think about your personal and structural PARADOXICAL POSITIONS and CONSTRAINTS 
you experience as a CEO or president. 

Paradoxical position examples: Wanting to raise salaries but having a fiscally conservative 
board, implementing needed procedures while incurring the wrath of employees, going to 
public meetings and introducing yourself as CEO^nresident of "Acme College" instead of 
Acme Community College," and so on. 

Constraint examples: Balancing conflicting interest groups, restraining personal comments 
because of employees saying, "The CEO/president said...," legislative/ accreditation 
mandates affecting operational budget decisions, and so on. 

List personal or structural PARADOXICAL POSITIONS and CONSTRAINTS you experience 
as a community college CEO or president. 

Paradoxical Positions: 

Constraints: 
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3. Think about your VALUES and BELIEFS. 

Values examples; Educated citizeniy, economic growth and productivity, equality of 
opportunity, and so on. 

Beliefs examples: Community colleges should mainstream disadvantaged populations, 
community colleges should track students into transfer education or training based on the 
student's assessed abilities, business models of management are more useful than collegial 
models, and so on. 

List what VALUES and PHILOSOPHIES underpin your community college leadership and 
institutional decision making. 

Values: 

Beliefs: 
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Code: 
Round 1 Composite Answers 

1. PROFESSIONAL GROUPS that influence community college presidential leadership and 
institutional decision making. 

1. Xanadu Cormnunity College Presidents' Coimcil 
2. National Community College Hispanic Council 
3. Yuma Chamber of Commerce 
4. Hispanic Professional Action Committee 
5. South College Presidents Group 
6. American Association of Higher Education 
7. American Association of Community Colleges 
8. League for Innovation 
9. Local YMCA 

10. North Central Association of Colleges and Universities 
11. Community Groups 
12. Service Organizations—^Rotary 
13. Rocky Mountain Presidents Group 
14. State Board of Directors Community Colleges 
15. Xanadu Association for Directors and Governing Boards 
16. American Council on Education 
17. Hispanic Association of Colleges and Universities 
18. National Junior College Athletic Association 
19. Education Commission for the States 
20. American Association of Women in Conmiunity Colleges 
21. National Institute for Leadership Development Advisory Board 
22. American Association of Community Colleges: Presidents' Academy 
23. Administrative Council of Scottsdale Community College 
24. Chancellor's Executive Council of Emerald City Community College District 
25. City S Charros 
26. Continuous Quality Improvement Networic 
27. Council for Adult and Experiential Learning 
28. Chancellor's Executive Council 
29. Legislature 
30. Governing Board 
31. Hispanic Technology Systems 
32. State and national professional boards 
33. Other colleagues 
34. Employee groups 
35. National Community College Hispanic Council 
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2. ASSOCIATES that influence community college presidential leadership; 

1. South College presidents' group 
2. Campus/college committee members 
3. Xanadu community college presidents 
4. Leadership of conmiunity-based organizations 
5. Local ofScials 
6. State legislators 
7. Public school ofBcials 
8. Other community college presidents 
9. Other professionals in higher education 

10 Colleagues in business^dustry 
11. Other administrators within the college leadership team 
12. Other connmunity leaders: city, coimty, hospital university, etc. 
13. Local community leaders 
14. Colleagues' and professional writings 
15. Emerald City District presidents, chancellor, and vice chancellor 
16. Friends in the community 
17. Spouse 
18. Colleagues from XSU 
19. My cabinet (immediate reports) 
20. Faculty leaders 
21. My chancellor 
22. Consultants/experts 
23. Top district administrators 
24. Deans 
25. Faculty 
26. Staff 
27. University presidents 
28. Community college friends and advocates 
29. Most important other CEOs I've known over the years 
30. Association directors 
31. Board members 
32. Vice-presidents 
33. Past colleagues 
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3. Personal and structural PARADOXICAL POSITIONS experienced as a community college 
CEO or president 

1. Staffing 
2. Facilities expansion 
3. Diversity 
4. Having a vision for the future but having to scrap it due to organizational 

dynamics. 
5. Wanting to do creative curriculum delivery, but afraid possible 'failure" would 

not be looked on for its positive merits. 
6. Competition between campus CEOs for enrollment/programs/etc. 
7. Feeling the "us-them" syndrome when I spend my time and energy to create a 

team atmosphere. 
8. Biiilding a campus esprit de corps while maintaining accountability for extended 

presence on campus. 
9. Balancing college/campus responsibilities with extensive commimity 

partnerships. 
10. Maintaining presidential image/decorum while promoting friendly personalities 

with campus staff. 
11. Reward/recognize employees within fiscal/policy constraints. 
12. Wanting to raise salaries but having a fiscally conservative board. 
13. Implementing needed procedures while incurring the wrath of employees. 
14. More pressing community needs than the college resources can meet. 
15. Not enough resources to do what a commimity college should do. 
16. Being the one to say '*no" to outstanding ideas and potentially excellent programs 

because of insufiGcient resources. 
17. Overly high expectations of public, board, college staff than college resources can 

meet 
18. Implementing needed change. 
19. Dealing with the political pressure board members receive. 
20. Serving a 21,000 square mile district with one of the lowest property tax rates in 

Xanadu and being unable to increase rate without legislation. 
21. Needing in increase access with diminishing resources [sic]. 
22. Increasing access leads to decreasing quality. 
23. Needing to serve all communities equally, while one is growing 

disproportionately. 
24. Wanting to move toward non-traditional practices but having an aging, 

conservative, and traditional faculty. 
25. Believing in open flow of information but constrained by legal/persoimel. 
26. Wanting to approve requests for resources ($$, time, stafiQ but being constrained 

by fiscal realities and need for productivity. 
27. The governing board talks a good talk but behaves badly. 
28. District commitment to quality but results in numerous more people at district 

ofiBce. 
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29. Need to support talented employees in moving up vs. rigid personnel structures 
and procedures. 

30. Need to innovate vs. tradition. 
31. Need to act for the good of the whole vs. power of special interest groups. 
32. Needing to balance the budget while adding programs and courses. 
33. Being visible on campus while needing to be in the conmiunity. Needing to raise 

funds for community agencies while the college needs scholar^p funds. 
34. Empowering employees to take responsibility and to realizing projects will take 

longer to complete. 
35. Wanting to recognize "excellence"—^in special circumstances—financially in 

salary for faculty, staffs and administrators while dealing with a set faculty salary. 
36. No ability to recognize exceptional performance fix)m year to year. 
37. Anti-bureaucratic riietoric within the CEO and top level bureaucrats. 
38. Basically, the bureaucratic tendencies of large systems. 
39. Remaining innovative while managing pragmatically. 
40. Balancing educational services with conservative constituents' need for tax 

reduction. 
41. Being considered administration versus a professional educator. 
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4. Personal or structural CONSTRAINTS experienced as a community college CEO or 
president: 

1. Limited fiscal resources 
2. Lack of understanding issues 
3. Budgetary 
4. Hiring process 
5. Being a team members of a multicampus community college district 
6. Many employees unwilling to move into new things and directions 
7. Inflexibility of process 
8. Narrow base of participation by faculty/stafG^administration 
9. Policies which inhibit creativity and partnerships with government, business 

10. Limited time 
11. Inability to give equal time to campus and community 
12. Conflicting demands on meeting conmiunity agencies' financial needs and the 

campus resource development needs 
13. District imposes deadlines that employees may not honor 
14. Personal comments viewed as directives 
15. Not favoring any specific group while implementing priorities 
16. Making campus available to community despite limited facilities 
17. Balancing conflicting interest groups 
18. Restraining personal conunents because of employees saying, "The CEO/ 

president said..." 
19. Legislative/accreditation mandates affecting operational budget decisions 
20. This college cannot do such and such because it does not have the fiscal or hviman 

resources 
21. The community expectation is that the community college and, and should, do 

"everything" 
22. Balancing the greatest need with the few resources; setting priorities 
23. Balancing conflicting interest groups 
24. Fixed tax rate 
25. Protection laws and policies for employee work 
26. Board conservatism 
27. Academic freedom! Academic fi^eedom! Academic freedom! 
28. Balancing conflicting needs and interests 
29. Balancing needs of the college and my own needs for space and time 
30. Balancing needs of the college with overall district needs 
31. Tremendous time is taken up with petty board initiatives or agendas 
32. Level of intelligence of the legislators 
33. A state ofGce that inhibits rather than empowers 
34. Outdated (inflexible laws, regulations, and policies) 
35. PoUtics 
36. Rigid classification and compensation structures 
37. Being a risk taker in a public institution 
38. Assisting and nurturing '*risk takers" in the college 
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39. Conflicting organizational values vs. ideals 
40. Balancing fiscal resources with educational needs 
41. Introducing change with educational needs 
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5. VALUES underpinning community college presidential leadership and institutional 
decision making. 

1. Shared vision in decision making 
2. Lifelong learning at an affordable price 
3. Celebration of diversity 
4. Recruitment of employees to mirror our student/community profile 
5. Freedom to serve in the fiillest capacity possible to assure equality, respect for all, 

recognition of differences, access to those who want/need education or other 
services 

6. Sound budgets and realistic decision making 
7. Honesty, trust 
8. Non-threatening enviroimient in which to work/leam 
9. Value all employees' being and contributions 

10. Work on solutions and not focus on blaming 
11. No hierarchical decision making 
12. Equality of opportunity 
13. Comprehensive services to service area 
14. Responsiveness to commxmity needs 
15. If we are going to survive as a nation we must do a better job of educating all our 

citizens, then economic growth and productivity will follow along with equality 
of opportunity. 

16. An educational system which provides every citizen the opportimity to realize 
his/her full (greatest) potential—total development of the individual 

17. Every individual should be accepted into an appropriate educational program and 
be provided a learning environment which will affect changes that will promote 
citizenship and productivity in our society. 

18. Our nation's productivity is directly linked to the educational abilities of the 
workforce. 

19. Educated citizenry 
20. Economic growth and productivity 
21. Equality of opportunity 
22. Access for all 
23. Accountability 
24. Low cost 
25. Local control 
26. High quality 
27. Comprehensive services 
28. Flexible and customized delivery 
29. Service driven 
30. Open communications 
31. I value the responsibilities of a community for social change. 
32. 1 am proud to be with a community college. I choose that over the university. 
33. Instruction and student services to all in service area 
34. Positive impact of college towards economic growth of the commimity 
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35. Community colleges are the unique contribution to the USA to higher educatioiL 
36. Integrity 
37. Quality 
38. Service 
39. Access for students 
40. "Diversity" in broadest sense 
41. Integrity 
42. Student centered 
43. Sense of faimess 
44. People are the institution's greatest assets. 
45. Demonstrating competency and expertise 
46. Supporting societal improvement 
47. Fa^tating lifelong learning 
48. Partnership oriented 
49. Seeking diverse faculty, staff, and students 
50. Providing high quality learning opportunities 
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6. BELIEFS underpimiiiig community college presidential leadership and institutional 
decision making: 

1. College should respond to the community and its students. 
2. Believe in cooperative/collaborative partnerships to assure efQcient utilization of 

resources. 
3. Believe in a learning community which values all members. 
4. Believe we should keep the college as a community focal point. 
5. Believe in systematic approach to organizational managementAeadership. 
6. Believe in greater focus on the community part of community college. 
7. Institutions need to be stretched to stay vital. 
8. Excellence 
9. Equity 

10. Efficiency 
11.  Effort  
12. Effectiveness 
13. Folks need to be motivated—challenged and rewarded. 
14. Students should come before our needs. 
15. We should reward excellence. 
16. Should serve the "imder-served" part of our conmiunity 
17. The college's vision is not dependent on the CEO but is rather a collective vision 

of the overall leadership. 
18. All employees regardless of position or responsibilities are to be valued. 
19. Treat mistakes as learning opportunities instead of wasting time finding blame. 
20. Participatory leadership is more effective than top-down philosophy. 
21. Any community member can gain something of value at the college. 
22. The heart of the campus is predicated on strong partnerships inside and outside 

the institution. 
23. Everyone is valued and should be treated with dignity and respect. 
24. By and large we have lost the "love of learning." When we teach that, economic 

growth, productivity, equahty of opportunity, and educating our citizenry will 
happen. 

25. That community colleges should provide access to all individuals regardless of 
gender, race, or educational background 

26. That community colleges should provide opportunity for self-development and 
lifelong learning opportunities 

27. Commimity colleges should take the individual from (s)he is to where (s)he wants 
to be. 

28. The community college is the best vehicle to provide quick and meaningiul 
workforce training to business and industry. 

29. Community colleges should mainstream disadvantaged populations. 
30. Community colleges should track students into transfer education or training 

based on the student's assessed abilities. 
31. Business models of management are more usefiil than collegial models. 
32. Organization makes quaUty decisions to maximize mission outcomes. 
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33. Organization assesses effectiveness and utilizes data to maximize mission 
outcomes. 

34. Organization makes even attempts at empowering all employees to pursue 
organizational goals. 

35. Partnerships throughout community are critical to achieving goals. 
36. Reaching out is more difficult than it used to be—new populations, new 

expectations, and less knowledge and skill and resources to do so. 
37. Community colleges are a critical "first step up" for many immigrants, refugees, 

first generation students, and people on wel&re. 
38. Community colleges are at their best when they focus on students and operate in 

inclusive, open ways. 
39. Low tuition for all—or no tuition. 
40. Student centered as the only philosophy of the college 
41. Equity and quality 
42. We are trustees of taxpayers' funds and must act in their interest. 
43. Our actions must be ^le to stand the scrutiny of our toughest critics. 
44. We must be willing to question and challenge "the way it has always been done." 
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November 24,1998 

Dear MrTMs. Community College President: 

Thank you for your support and for contributing to my doctoral research and 
participating in this Delphi method. 

As you know, the Delphi method is a systematic procedure for collecting and 
distilling knowledge from experts. The first round of the Delphi survey revealed an 
emerging consensus among Xanadu community college presidents. The words you used 
in the first round generated the categories you are asked to rank in this survey. When you 
rank how important the items are to you as a commimity college president, you will 
participate in fiirther refining areas of consensus you share. After the results are collected 
and analyzed, the results will provide the basis for the final ranking and the last step of 
the Delphi. 

I expect that you will find the emerging voices of other community college presidents 
of interest I anticipate the final results will be of use for you, individually and 
collectively, in understanding the issues that confront community college presidents in 
Xanadu. 

Sincerely, 

Richard H. Fridena 

P.S. Please use this two-dollar bill to buy the cafe ole or c^puccino you'll drink as you 
complete this survey. Thanks again. 
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Code 
Delphi Survey #2 

Choose and rank the top five Professional Groups that influence your community college 
leadership and decision making. Rank the most important as I, the second as 2, and so on 
to 5 for the fifth most important 

(Alphabetically) 

American Association of Community Colleges 
American Association of Community Colleges; Presidents* Academy 
American Association of Higher Education 
American Association of Women in Community Colleges 
American Council on Education 
Chamber of Commerce 
Community Service Organizations 
Continuous Quality Improvement Network 
Council for Adult and Experiential Learning 
District/College Administrative, Executive, Cabinet, or Presidents' Councils or 
Cabinets 
Education Commission for the States 
Employee groups 
Governing Board 
Hispanic Association of Colleges and Universities 
Hispanic Technology Systems 
League for Innovation 
National Community College Hispanic Council 
National Institute for Leadership Development Advisory Board 
National Jimior College Athletic Association 
North Central Association of Colleges and Universities 
Professional journals 
Rocky Mountain Presidents' Group 
State Board of Directors of Community Colleges 
State Legislature 
Xanadu Association for Directors and Governing Boards 
Xanadu Community College Presidents' Council 
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Choose and rank the top five AsscxriATES who influence your community college 
leadership and decision making. Rank the most important as 1, the second as 2, and so on 
to 5 for the fifth most important. 

(Alphabetically) 

Campus/college committee members 
Colleagues in business/industry 
Colleagues in higher education (past and current) 
Colleagues' professional writings 
Community college Mends and advocates 
Community college presidents and CEOs (Xanadu) 
Community college presidents and CEOs (non-Xanadu) 
Consultants/experts 
District/college cabinet and top administrators 
Faculty leaders 
Friends in the conmiunity 
Governing Board members 
Local ofScials (governmental) 
Local conununity leaders (non-govemmental) 
Public school ofiBcials 
Spouse 
Staff members 
State legislators 
University presidents 
Other (specify): 
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Choose and rank the top five PERPLEXING POSITIONS you experience as a community 
college president or CEO. Rank the most important as 1, the second as 2, and so on to 5 
for the fifth most important 

Having a vision for the future, implementing needed procedures, or creating innovative 
curriculum delivery systems while incurring the resistance and fear of failure from 
employees. 
Wanting to move toward non-traditional practices but having an aging, conservative, 
and traditional faculty. 
Competition between campus units for resources and power. 
Anti-bureaucratic rhetoric, being labeled "the administration'' versus a professional 
educator. 
Feeling the "us-them" syndrome while spending time and energy to create a team 
atmosphere. 
Empowering employees to take responsibility. 
Facilities expansion. 
Staff hiding within the bureaucratic tendencies of large systems 
Balancing college/campus responsibilities, visibility, and resources with extensive 
community needs, partnerships, time commitments, and responsibilities. 
Maintaining presidential image/decorum while promoting fiiendly personalities with 
campus staff. 
Wanting to raise salaries while balancing increasing demands for educational services. 
Conservative constituents' need for tax reduction and having a fiscally conservative 
Board. 
Not enough resources to do what a community college should do. 
Diversity. 
Being the one to say "no" to outstanding ideas and potentially excellent programs 
because of insufGcient resources. 
Overly high expectations of public, board, and college staff that exceed what college 
resources can meet. 
Dealing with the political pressure board members receive. 
Needing to serve all communities equally, while one is growing disproportionately. 
Needing to balance the budget, increase productivity, and maintain educational quality 
while increasing programs, courses, and access. 
Believing in open flow of information but constrained by legal/personnel regulations. 
The governing board talks a good talk but behaves badly. 
District commitment to quality resulting in more people at district office. 
Need to act for the good of the whole vs. power of special interst groups. 
Fiscal/policy constraints that limit supporting, rewarding, and recognizing talented 
employees or excellent and exceptional performances. 
Remaining innovative while managing pragmatically. 
Realizing projects will take longer to complete. 
Other (specify): 
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Choose and rank the five most important CONSTRAINTS you «q)erience as a community 
college president or CEO. Rank the most important as 1, the second as 2, and so on to 
five for the fifth most important 

Lack of understanding issues. 
Balancing the greatest district needs and setting college educational priorities. 
Operating within a fixed tax rate that limits budgetary, fiscal, and human 
resources. 
A state community college office that inhibits rather than empowers. 
Being a team member. 
Many employees unwilling to move into new directions. 
Inflexibility of bureaucratic processes. 
Narrow base of participation by faculty/stafiG'administration. 
Outdated inflexible laws, regulations, and policies that inhibit creativity and 
partnerships with government or business. 
Balancing my own needs for space and time and the needs of the district/campus 
and the commimity. 
Conflicting demands between meeting community agencies' financial and 
facility needs and the campus resource and facility development needs. 
District imposing deadlines that employees may not honor. 
Personal comments viewed as directives. 
The politics of balancing conflicting interest groups, competing values, and 
organizational ideals while implementing priorities. 
Legislative/accreditation mandates affecting operational budget decisions. 
The community expectation is that the community college can—and should—do 
"everything." 
Rigid classification, hiring, compensation structures, policies and employee 
protection laws. 
Board conservatism and the tremendous time taken up with petty board 
initiatives or agendas. 
Academic fireedom! Academic freedom! Academic fireedom! 
Level of intelligence of the legislators. 
Being a risk taker in a public institution. 
Introducing, assisting, and nurturing "risk takers" and change in the college. 
Other (specify): 
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Choose and rank the five most important VALUES that imderpin your leadership and 
institutional decision making. Rank the most important as 1, the second as 2, and so on to 
5 for the fiith most important 

Facilitate life long learning. 
Demonstrating competency and expertise through accountability, sound budgets, 
and realistic decision making. 
Responsiveness to community needs. 
Community colleges positively impact on economic growth and productivity by 
providing an educated workforce and community partnerships. 
Our educational system should provide every citizen equal opportunity to realize 
his/her full (greatest) potential. 
Provide access to high quality learning opportunities, instruction, and 
comprehensive services for all students in service area. 
Low cost 
Local control. 
Student-centered and service-driven education systems. 
Value all employees* contributions through shared vision and non-hierarchical 
decision making. 
Establish a non-threatening environment in which to work on solutions and not 
focus on blaming. 
Open communications. 
I choose to be with a community college over a university because I am proud of 
the imique contributions of community colleges to American higher education. 
Integrity, honesty, trust, and fairness. 
People are the institution's greatest assets. 
Participating in societal improvement and social change. 
Seeking to celebrate diversity by recruiting faculty, staff, and students to mirror 
out community profile. 
Other (specify): 
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Choose and rank the five most important BELIEFS that miderpin your leadership and 
institutional decision making. Rank the most important as 1, the second as 2, and so on to 
5 for the fifth most important. 

Everyone is valued and should be treated with dignity^ and respect, regardless of 
gender, race, or educational background, in a learning conmiunity. 
The heart of the community college should keep community as its focal point. 
EfTective systematic and data-based £^proaches to organizational management 
and leadership make for quality decisions maximizing mission outcomes. 
Business models of management are most usefiil than coUegial models. 
We are trustees of taxpayers' fimds and must act in their interest so that our 
actions will be able to stand the scrutiny of our toughest critics. 
We must be willing to question and challenge "the way it has always been done." 
Institutions need to be stretched to stay vital. 
We should reward excellence, efficiency, and effort. 
The College's vision is not dependent on the CEO but is rather a collective 
vision of the overall leadership. 
All employees regardless of position or responsibilities are to be valued. 
Participatory leadership is more effective than top-down philosophy in 
empowering employees to pursue organizational goals. 
Treat mistakes as learning opportunities instead of wasting time finding blame. 
Community colleges should track students into transfer education or training 
based on the student's assessed abilities. 
Cooperative and collaborative partnerships, inside and outside the institution, are 
critical to provide quick and meaningful workforce training to business and 
industry and efiScient utilization of resources. 
Community colleges are a critical '"first step up" for many immigrants, refugees, 
first generation students, and people on welfare and should mainstream 
disadvantaged and under-served populations of our commimity. 
Reaching out is more difficult than it used to be—new populations, new 
expectations—^with less knowledge, skills, and resources to do so. 
A student-centered philosophy, embodied in offering opportunities for self-
development and lifelong learning, should be central in responding to the 
community and students as community colleges take the individual from where 
(s)he is to where (s)he wants to be. 
Commimity colleges are at their best when they focus on students and operate in 
inclusive, open ways. 
Low tuition for all—or no tuition-
Other (specify): 
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February 12, 1998 

Dear MrTMs. Community College President: 

Thank you for persisting with me through the first two steps of this Delphi survey. 

In this, the third step, you are provided with the results firom Delphi 2.1 am asking 
that you review these results and to make priority rankings again. The fourth step will be 
the feedback report containing the results of the Delphi. 

Results fix)m the Delphi 2 are ranked first by the nimiber of presidents and CEOs 
selecting an item. This is rendered as the percentage (%), or relative frequency. Items are 
also ranked by average level of importance. This is rendered as the mean. The smaller the 
mean value, the greater its importance to those who selected it In cases where items have 
the same percentage, they are listed in descending value of the mean. For example, you 
will find items that were selected by few presidents or CEOs but rated as very important 
The standard deviation(s) is provided to indicate how close or distant the assigned values 
were. The smaller the standard deviation, the higher the agreement among presidents and 
CEOs. Lastly, items selected by two or fewer presidents or CEOs were deleted from this 
go-round. They were seen as isolated responses and not reflective of emerging consensus. 

I cannot express in a letter how gratefiil I am to you for again taking time from 
your busy schedule to help me in my quest for a Ph.D. 

Sincerely, 

Richard H. Fridena 

P.S. Use these three dollars for a cup of coffee and a delightfiil snack as you complete 
this last Delphi survey. 



316 

Code: Delphi Survey #3 

CHOOSE AND RANK THE TOP THREE PROFESSIONAL GROUPS that influence your community 
college leadership and decision making. Rank the most important as 1, the second as 2, 
and 3 for the third most important 
rank % mean s 

77% 1.6 1.0 Governing Board 

77% 1.8 0.6 District/College Administrative, Executive, Cabinet, or 
Councils 

62% 2.5 1.5 American Association of Community Colleges 

46% 3.1 1.1 North Central Association of Colleges and Universities 

46% 3.6 1.1 Xanadu Commimity College Presidents Council 

39% 3.3 0.4 Employee groups 

23% 4.3 0.9 League for Innovation 

CHOOSE AND RANK THE TOP THREE ASSOCIATES who influence your commimity college 
leadership and decision making. Rank the most important as 1, the second as 2, and 3 for 
the third most important. 
rank % mean s 

_ 87% 2.1 1.1 District/college cabinet and top administrators 

_ 73% 1.9 1.3 Governing Board members 

_ 67% 3.2 1.0 Faculty leaders 

_ 47% 3.1 l.l Conmiunity college presidents and CEOs (Xanadu) 

_ 47% 3.6 1.1 Local ofGcials (governmental) 

_ 40% 2.6 1.2 Campus/college committee members 

_ 39% 2.6 1.6 Staff members 

. 20% 2.6 1.2 Local commimity leaders (non-govemmental) 

. 20% 3.3 1.7 Colleagues in higher education (past and current) 

. 20% 3.3 1.3 Community college presidents and CEOs (non-Xanadu) 

. 20% 4.6 0.4 Community college friends and advocates 
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CHOOSE AND RANK THE TOP THREE PERPLEXING POSITIONS you experience as a 
community college president or CEO. Rank the most important as 1, the second as 2, and 
3 for the third most important 
rank % mean s 

62% 2.0 1.2 Needing to balance the budget, increase productivity, and 
maintain educational quality while increasing programs, 
courses, and access. 

40% 4.0 1.4 Feeling the "us-them" syndrome while spending time and 
energy to create a team atmosphere. 

40% 4.0 1.0 Remaining innovative while managing pragmatically. 

33% 1.8 0.4 Balancing college/campus responsibilities, visibility, and 
resoiujces with extensive community needs, partnerships, 
time commitments, and responsibilities. 

33% 2.0 1.0 Having a vision for the fixture, implementing needed 
procedures, or creating innovative curriculvmi delivery 
systems while incurring the resistance and fear of failure 
from employees. 

33% 2.2 1.5 Not enough resources to do what a conununity college should 
do. 

33% 3.8 1.0 Fiscal/policy constraints that limit supporting, rewarding, and 
recognizing talented employees or excellent and exceptional 
performances. 

27% 2.5 0.5 Wanting to move toward non-traditional practices but having 
an aging, conservative, and traditional faculty. 

20% 1.3 0.4 Need to act for the good of the whole vs. power of special 
interest groups. 

20% 2.3 0.9 Competition between campus units for resources and power. 

20% 3.6 1.2 Diversity. 

20% 3.6 0.4 Empowering employees to take responsibility. 



318 

CHOOSE AND RANK THE TOP THREE MOST IMPORTANT CONSTRAINTS you experience as a 
community college president or CEO. Rank the most important as 1, the second as 2, and 
3 for the third most important 
rank % mean s 

67% 2.5 1.2 The politics of balancing conflicting interest groups, 
competing values, and organizational ideals while 
implementing priorities. 

53% 3.6 1.2 Rigid classification, hiring, compensation structures, policies, 
and employee protection laws. 

40% 3.5 0.9 Being a risk taker in a public institution. 

40% 3.7 0.4 Introducing, assisting, and nurturing "risk takers" a change in 
the college. 

33% 2.0 1.1 Balancing the greatest district needs and setting college 
educational priorities. 

33% 3.4 0.5 Conflicting demands between meeting commimity agencies' 
financial and facility needs and the campus resource and 
facility development needs. 

33% 3.6 1.2 Balancing my own needs for space and time and the needs of 
the district/campus and the community. 

27% 1.5 0.8 Operating within a fixed tax rate that limits budgetary, fiscal, 
and human resources. 

27% 2.8 1.4 Narrow base of participation by faculty/stafB'administration. 

27% 3.0 1.5 The community expectation is that the commimity college 
can—and should—do "everything." 

27% 3.5 1.1 Legislative/accreditation mandates affecting operational 
budget decisions. 

20% 2.0 0.8 Board conservatism and the tremendous time taken up with 
petty board initiatives or agendas. 

20% 4.0 0.8 Many employees unwilling to move into new directions. 
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CHOOSE AND RANK THE TOP THREE MOST IMPORTANT VALUES that underpin your 
leadership and institutional decision making. Rank the most important as 1, the second as 

rank % mean s 

J?7% 2.5 1.6 Integrity, honesty, trust, and fairness. 

2.4 0.9 Provide access to high quality learning opportunities, 
instruction, and comprehensive services for all students in 
service area. 

47% 2.7 1.0 Student centered and service driven education systems. 

47% 3.6 1.4 Responsiveness to coimnunity needs. 

47% 3.7 1.0 Establish a non-threatening environment in which to work on 
solutions aTid not focus on blaming. 

40% 3.2 1.5 Value all employees' contributions through shared vision and 
non-hierarchical decision making. 

27o/„ 1.8 0.8 Open commimications. 

27% 3.3 1.1 People are the institution's greatest assets. 

27% 3.3 1.2 Our educational system should provide every citizen equal 
opportunity to realize his/her full (greatest) potential. 

20% 2.7 1.2 Demonstrating competency and expertise through 
accountability, sound budgets, and realistic decision making. 

20% 3.0 1.7 Facilitating lifelong learning. 
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CHOOSE AND RANK THE TOP FIVE MOST IMPORTANT BELIEFS that underpin your leadership 
and institutional decision making. Rank the most important as 1, the second as 2, and so 
on, to S for the fifth most important 

rank % mean s 

Everyone is valued and should be treated with dignity and 
respect, regardless of gender, race, or educational 
background, in a learning community. 
A student centered philosophy, embodied in offering 
opportunities for self-development and lifelong learning, 
should be central in responding to the community and 
students as community colleges take the individual fix)m 
where (s)he is to where (s)he wants to be. 
Participatory leadership is more effective than top-down 
philosophy in empowering employees to pursue 
organizational goals. 
The heart of the community college should keep community 
as its focal point 
We must be willing to question and challenge "the way it has 
always been done." 
The college's vision is not dependent on the CEO but is 
rather a collective vision of the overall leadership. 
Community colleges are at their best when they focus on 
students and operate in inclusive, open ways. 
Cooperative and collaborative partnerships, inside and 
outside the institution, are critical to provide quick and 
meaningful workforce training to business and industry and 
e£5cient utilization of resources. 
Conmiunity colleges are a critical "first step up" for many 
immigrants, refugees, first generation students, and people on 
welfare and should mainstream disadvantaged and under-
served populations of our community. 
All employees regardless of position or responsibilities are to 
be valued. 
We should reward excellence, efiBciency, and effort. 
Treat mistakes as learning opportunities instead of wasting 
time finding blame. 

THANK YOU! 

Please return by March 27,1998, to Richard H. Fridena 

87% 1.8 1.1 

53% 2.6 1.5 

53% 3.3 0.6 

47% 2.6 0.7 

47% 4.2 0.9 

40% 3.5 1.6 

33% 2.6 1.6 

33% 4.2 0.7 

27% 4.0 0.7 

20% 2.3 0.4 

20% 
20% 

3.3 
3.3 

1.7 
1.6 
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June 30,1998 

Dear MrVMs. Conununity College President; 

Thank you for persisting with me through the many steps of the Delphi survey 
process. I realize you have many demands on your limited time. I appreciate your 
willingness to assist me and share your opinions and ideas. 

Enclosed you will find an executive sxmimary of the Delphi resiilts and then a 
more complete final report. If you have questions about or wish to discuss these results 
further, please contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Richard H. Fridena 
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The sample size for the last step of the Delphi was 14. The sample represents 56% 
of the XCCPC membership, 60% of all district CEO-presidents, and 53% of non-CEO-
presidents statewide. Respondents achieved consensus on the nimiber one item for all six 
questions. Therefore, the Delphi produced consensus on the following items affecting 
conmaunity college leadership and decision making; 

1. Influential professional groups are: (a) governing board; and (b) district/college 
administrative, executive, cabinet, or councils. 

2. Influential associates are district/college cabinet and top administrators. 

3. Perplexing positions experienced are; (a) needing to balance the budget, increase 
productivity, and maintain educational quality while increasing programs, 
courses, and access; and (b) feeling the •'us-them" syndrome while spending time 
and energy to create a team atmosphere. 

4. The constraint most experienced involves the politics of balancing conflicting 
interest groups, competing values, and organizational ideals while implementing 
priorities. 

5. Underpinning values are integrity, honesty, trust, and fairness. 

6. Underpinning beliefs are; (a) everyone is to be valued and should be treated with 
dignity and respect, regardless of gender, race, or educational background, in a 
learning community; and (b) a student-centered philosophy, embodied in offering 
opportunities for self-development and lifelong learning, should be central in 
responding to the community and students as commimity colleges take individuals 
from where they are to where they want to be. 
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The responses are rendered in the tables below. The sample size is represented as 

N. Rank, represented as R, is determined by the statistical descriptors' relative frequency, 

mean of assigned values, and standard deviation. Items were ranked first by the relative 

frequency of selection, the percentage of respondents choosing an item. Relative 

frequency is rendered as %. The larger the %, the higher the item's R. When items had 

matching percentages, the mean of assigned value was used for second-order ranking 

The mean, a measiure of central tendency, is the average of the values assigned by 

respondents to an item and is rendered as //. The closer is to 1.0, the more importance 

respondent assigned to an item. Lastly, a third-order ranking may occur if items have both 

% and /z matching. To resolve ties of this nature, the standard deviation, the range of 

scores around the mean indicating how close or distant independent rankings are, was 

used. Standard deviation is rendered as a. The closer to zero in a, then the more closely 

the respondents ranked an item as having the same value importance. Items that had less 

than 49% of the sample selecting them were seen as representing individual interests or 

isolated opinions that lacked sufficient strength to represent group consensus and were 

discarded. Items chosen by between 50% and 62% represent forming or emergent 

consensus. This cut-off level was chosen because 50% represents the threshold of a 

simple majority. Items that were selected at or over 63% were seen as representing 

consensus. Two-thirds or more of the respondents indicated interest stronger than simple 

majority. The greater the relative frequency of selection over 63%, the stronger the 

consensus until unanimity was reached at 100%. 
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Table Bl. Professional Groups That Influence Community College Leadership and 
Decision Making. 

Total Respondents 
N=14 

K Vo fj. a 
1 93 1.5 0.6 Governing Board. 
2 93 1.8 0.6 District/College Administrative, Executive, Cabinet, or 

Councils. 

Table B2. Associates Who Influence Community College Leadership and Decision 
Making. 

Total Respondents 
N= 14 

R % ® 
1 100 1.1 0.4 District/College Cabinet and Top Administrators 
2 58 1.9 0.6 Governing Board members. 
3 58 2.5 0.5 Faculty leaders. 

Table B3. Perplexing Positions Experienced in Community College Leadership and 
Decision Making. 

Total Respondents 
N=14 

R % M a 
1 86 1.4 0.6 Needing to balance the budget, increase productivity, and 

maintain educational quality while increasing programs, 
courses, and access. 

2 65 1.3 0.5 Feeling the *\is-them" syndrome while spending time and 
energy to create a team atmosphere. 

Table B4. Constraints in Community College Leadership and Decision Making. 

Total Respondents 
N=14 

R % M a 
1 93 1.3 0.6 The politics of balancing conflicting interest groups, 

competing values, and organizational ideals while 
implementing priorities. 
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Table B5. Values That Underpin Community College Leadership and Decision Making. 

Total Respondents 
N=14 

K % n a 
1 93 1.0 0.3 Integrity, honesty, trust, and fairness. 
2 51 2.5 0.7 Student centered and service driven education systems. 

Table B6. Beliefs That Underpin Community College Leadership and Decision Making. 

Total Respondents 
N=14 

R % ^ o 
1 86 1.2 0.6 Everyone is valued and should be treated with dignity and 

respect, regardless of gender, race, or educational 
background, in a learning community. 

2 79 1.8 0.7 A student-centered philosophy, embodied in offering 
opportunities for self-development and lifelong learning, 
should be central in responding to the community and 
students as commimity colleges take the individual from 
where (s)he is to where (s)he wants to be. 

3 58 2.6 0.5 Participatory leadership is more effective than top-down 
philosophy in empowering employees to pursue 
organizational goals. 

4 50 2.3 0.7 The heart of the community college should keep 
community as its focal point 
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APPENDIX C 

XCCPC ATTENDANCE PATTERNS 
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Table CI. XCCPC Attendance and Percent of CEO-Presidents in Attendance. 

Date Total Attendance 
CEO-prcsident 

Attendance 
CEO-president 

% of Attendance 

1994 July 20 9 9 100 

1994 August 20 15 10 67 

1994 September 9 17 10 59 

1994 October 21 11 9 81 
1994 November 18 12 8 67 

1994 December 20 9 6 67 

1995 January 20 19 8 42 
1995 February 17 15 8 53 

1995 March 9 Teleconference—^No census taken 
1995 May 22 8 7 88 

1995 June 15 13 9 69 

1995 August 17-18 13 6 46 

1995 September 14 15 9 60 

1995 October 20 11 6 54 
1995 November 17 12 4 33 

1996 January 18 14 10 71 

1996 February 16 7 7 100 

1996 March 15 9 8 88 

1996 April 19 8 5 63 

1996 June 20 20 9 45 

1996 August 15 14 9 64 

1996 September 13 17 6 35 

1996 October 17 15 9 60 

1996 November 14 17 10 58 

1997 January 17 17 10 58 

1997 February 20 10 9 64 

1997 March 17 14 9 64 

1997 April 17 15 10 67 

1997 May 20 9 8 89 

1997 June 19 10 8 80 

1997 August 14 12 10 83 

1997 September 18 16 9 56 

1997 November 20 13 9 69 

1997 December 12 9 7 77 

1998 January 15 14 9 64 

1998 February 19 18 8 44 

1998 March 26 12 8 66 
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Number of CEO-Presidents 
in Attendance 

10 
9 
8 
7 
6 
5 
4 
3 
2 
1 

Number of 
Meetings 

7 
12 
9 
3 
4 
1 
1 
0 
0 
0 



APPENDIX D 

MEETING DATES OF BOARDS OF GOVERNORS, 

XADGB, SBCC, AND XCCPC 
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Board of Governors Meeting Dates 

1994 

June 14 
August 9 
September 13 
October 11 
November No meeting 
December 13 

1995 

January 10 
February 4 
February 14 
March 14 
April 11 
May 9 
Jime 13 
August 8 
September 1 
September 15 
October 10 
November 14 
December 12 

Border College 

1997 

January 14 
Februarys 
March 11 
April 8 
May 13 
June 10 
August 12 
September 9 
October 14 
November 10 
December 9 

1998 

January 13 
February 7 
March 10 
April 14 
May 12 

1996 

February 3 
February 13 
March 12 
April 9 
May 14 
June 11 
August 13 
September 10 
October 8 
November 12 
December 10 
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1994 

June 8 
July 13 
August 17 
September 14 
October 13 
November 11 

1995 

January 26 
February 23 
March 9 
April 13 
May 12 
Jime 13 
July 20 
August 25 
August 25-26 (Retreat) 
September 8 
September 14 
October 12 
November 9 
November 13 
November 27 
December 14 

Board of Governors Meeting Dates 

Mountain College 

1996 (continued) 

November 7 
December 12 

1997 

January 7 
February 13 
March 6 
April 10 
May 9 
June 12 
July 17 
August 28 
September 11 
October 3 
November 13 
November 18 
December 11 

1998 

January 8 
February 12 
March 18 
April 9 

1996 

February 8 
March 21 
April 18 
May 10 
June 13 
July 18 
July 18-19 (Board Retreat Agenda) 
August 8 
August 29 
October 8 
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1994 

June 8 
August 10 
September 14 
October 12 
November 9 
December 14 

1995 

January 11 
February 8 
March 8 
AprU12 
May 10 
June 14 
August 9 
September 13 
October 11 
November 8 
December 13 

Board of Governors Meeting Dates 

Old College 

1997 

January 8 
February 12 
March 19 
April 9 
May 17 
June 11 
August 13 
September 10 
October 8 
October 13 
November 12 
December 10 

1998 

January 14 
February 11 
March 18 
April 8 

1996 

January 10 
February 14 
March 13 
April 10 
May 8 
June 12 
August 14 
August 21 
September 11 
October 9 
November 13 
December 11 
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Board of Governors Meeting Dates 

1994 

July 14 
August 16 
September 13 
October 11 
November 8 

1995 

January 10 
February 14 
March 21 
April 11 
June 19 
August 8 
September 12 
October 10 
November 14 

Lake College 

1997 (continued) 

August 12 
September 9 
October 13 
November 4 

1998 

January 13 
February 10 
March 10 

1996 

January 9 
February 13 
March 12 
April 9 
June 11 
August 13 
September 10 
October 7 
November 12 

1997 

January 14 
February 11 
March 11 
April 8 
June 10 
July 8 
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Board of Governors Meeting Dates 

Distant College 

1994 

June 14 
July? 
July 18 
August 9 
September 13 
September 23 
October 7 
October 11 
November 14 
December 13 

1995 

Janxiary 12 
February 14 
March 21 
April 18 
May 16 
May 30 
June 13 
Jime28 
August 8 
September 6 
October 10 
November 14 
December 14 

1998 

February 11 
February 26 
March 19 
March 20 
April 14 

1996 

January 30 
February 20 
March 12 
April 23 
May 1 
May 14 
June 11 
August 20 
September 17 
October 4 
October 14,15,16 
November 12 
December 7 

1997 

January 21 
February 11 
March 11 
March 31 
April 8 
May 20 
June 10 
August 19 
September 17 
October 14 
December 9 



1994 

June 8 
July 18 
August 10 
September 12 
September 23 
October 3 
October 13 
November 9 
November 15 
December 13 

1995 

January 11 
February 8 
February 27 
March 8 
March 17 
March 21 
April 12 
May 17 
May 30 
June 14 
June 27 
July 13 
July 18 
August 9 
September 13 
October 11 
November 8 
December 13 

1996 

January 10 
January 24 
February 14 
February 21 
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Board of Governors Meeting Dates 

Urban College 

1996 (continued) 1998 

March 13 
April 2 
April 10 
May 8 
May 20 
June 12 
June 14 
July 10 
August 14 
September 11 
October 9 
November 13 
November 19 
December 11 

January 5 
February 11 
March 11 

1997 

January 8 
January 22 
February 12 
March 12 
March 27 
April 9 
April 10 
May 12 
May 14 
June 11 
July 2 
July 9 
August 13 
September 4—5 

(Retreat) 
September 10 
October 8 
November 12 
December 10 
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XADGB 

Meeting Dates 

1994 

June 17 
November 19 

1995 

January 21 
February 18 
June 16 
August 19 
November 18 

1996 

February 17 
March 15 
April 19 
June 21 
October 17 
November 15 

1997 

January 17 
January 21 
March 21 
April 18 
August 14 
September 18 



1994 

August 
October 
November 

1995 

January 
February 
April 
Jime 
August 
September 
October 
November 

1996 

January 
February 
March 
April 
June 
August 
October 
November 

SBCC Action Summary Dates 

Published monthly 

1997 

January 
February 
March 
April 
May 
June 
August 
September 
November 

1998 

January 
February 
March 
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AGENDA ISSUES: FREQUENCY AND MAGNITUDE 



Table El. Agenda Items: Frequency and Magnitude. 
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Relative Number 
Frequency of Relative 

on Months Nimiberof Magnitude 

Monthly on Agenda Items Agenda of Agenda 

Agenda Agenda Conqxinents Coiiqxjnents 
(%) (#) (%) (%) 

76 28 Legislative Agenda and Strategies 70 23 
73 27 XCCPC Govemance/Stiuctiiie 39 12 
54 20 Aiticulation/Traiisfer with State Public Universities 27 8 
43 16 SBCC Issues 18 5 
40 15 Technology and Distance Learning 22 7 
40 15 Funding Alternatives for Conimuiuty Colleges 15 5 
32 12 Statewide Student bifortnation System 16 5 
27 10 All-Academic Team 11 3 
27 10 Small Business Development Center 10 3 
24 9 XCCPC. State Board, and District Relations 11 3 
22 8 Academic Piugnuia and Course Standards 11 3 
22 8 Athletics 9 2 
16 6 Regional Govemors' University 6 2 
13 5 Public Relations, Marketing Plan, Web Page 5 1 
10 4 Comnnmity College Baccalaureate 4 I 
10 4 Fed Voc Ed Appropriations Split With High Schools 4 1 
10 4 XCCPC Unity 4 1 
8 3 State DES Use of Students' Social Security 3 .9 
8 3 Federal Programs/Budget Dollars 3 .9 
5 2 State Postsecondary Review Program 5 2 
5 2 University Presidents' Visit/Relations 5 2 
5 2 Employee Benefits 2 .6 
5 2 Joint Technological Education 2 .6 
5 2 Committee on the Future of Xanadu Community Colleges 2 .6 
5 2 Community College Linkages to bitemational Colleges 2 .6 
5 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 

2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

Phi Theta fCappa-Support Student Health Insurance 
Technology Preparation Consortium - Fiscal Control 
Auditor General's Report on State Board 
Community College Institution - University of Xanadu 
Native American College Receiving State Funding 
Faculty Recruitment Fair 
Presidential Salary Survey 
State Board Foundation 
Uniform Training for Water and Wastewater Operators 
Federal Legislative Update 
Community College Organizational Changes 
Welfare Reform 
Northern University Excellence in Education Program 

2 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

.6 
J 
J 
J 
J 
J 
.3 
J 
3 
J 
J 
J 
3 
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APPENDIX F 

COMMUNITY COLLEGES' BOARD AGENDAS 

AND MINUTES 
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Community College 1 (Border College) 
1. General functions 

a. Call to Order 
b. RoUCall 
c. Opening remarks by board chair 
d. Acceptance of Minutes 
e. Communications (letters to the President & BOG) 
f. Report from the State Board Representative 
g. Report from the association of Governing Boards 
h. Citizen's Interim 
i. Consent agenda 

2. Policy and Program (policies and procedures) 
3. Business Affairs (contracts and obligations) 
4. Personnel 
5. President's report 

a. Enrollment report 
b. Senate report 
c. Foundation report 
d. Legislative Update 
e. President's Activities (listing of who president met with) 

6. Governing Board Remarks 
7. Focus Report (profile college activities) 

Commnnity College 7 (Mountain College) 
1. Adoption of Minutes 
2. Introduction of Guests 
3. Call to the Public 
4. Vouchers 
5. Hiring Recommendations 
6. Curriculum 
7. Action Items 
8. Communications 
9. Information/reports 

a. Governing Board Members 
b. Comptroller 
c. Dean of Instruction 
d. Dean of Students 
e. Student Government 
f Director of Human Resources 
g. College President 

10. Executive Sessions 
11. Next Regular Meeting 
12. Adjournment 



Community College 3 (Old College) 
1. RoUCaU 
2. Call to Order 
3. Guests 
4. Call to the Public 
5. Minutes 
6. Financial Reports 
7. Boards/Committees 

a. ACCB(SBDCCA) 
b. ADGB(AADGB) 
c. Old County Advisory Committee 
d. Rural County Advisory Committee 
e. Foimdation/Alumni 

8. Old Business 
a. New Business 
b. Standing Business 
c. Courses/Curricula 
d. Contracts 
e. Policy and Regulations 
f. Out of State Travel 
g. Personnel 

9. Annoimcements 
10. Adjournment 

Community College 4 (T^lce College) 
1. Roll Call to Order 
2. Pledge of Allegiance 
3. Minutes of Previous Meeting 
4. Audience of any Citizen 
5. Executive Session 
6. Board Reports 
7. President's Report 
8. Feature Reports 
9. Student Services Report 

10. Academic Programs and Services Report 
11. Business Services Report 
12. Executive Session 
13. Next Meeting 
14. Adjournment 
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Community College 5 (Distant ronege;> 
1. Call to Order 
2. Welcome Visitors 
3. Pledge of Allegiance 
4. Adoption of Agenda 
5. Approval of Minutes 
6. Correspondence 
7. Citizen's Interim 
8. New Business 
9. Faculty Report 

10. Classified Report 
11. Board Reports 

a. XADGB 
b. SBCC 
c. Board Chair 

12. President's Report 
13. Approval of Vouchers 
14. Announcement of Next Meeting 
15. Adjournment 

Community College 6 (TTrhan College  ̂
1. Attendance 
2. Call to Order 
3. Pledge of Allegiance 
4. Citizen's Interim 
5. Student Representative 
6. Faculty Representative 
7. Staff Representatives 
8. Report: Chairperson of the Board 
9. Report: Secretary of the Board 

10. Report: Urban County Representative to the Xanadu Association for District 
Governing Board 

11. Report: Representative to the State Board of Directors for Commimity Colleges 
Chancellor 

12. Report: Monthly Financial Statements and Current Fiscal Update 
13. Consent Agenda 
14. Motions 
15. Adjournment 
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Table F1. Frequency of Community College Governing Board Agenda 
Categories.—(n=6) 

Agenda Categories 

Call to Order 
Citizen's Interim 
Business Services 
Adjournment 
Approve Minutes 
Report fix)m Board Chair 
Report ftom College President 
Annoimce Next Meeting 
New Business/Action Items 
Report from SBCC 
Report from XADGB 
Personnel Action 
Report from Faculty 
Report from Classified Staff 
Pledge of Allegiance 
Welcome Visitors 
Letters to the Board 
Consent Agenda 
Feature Reports 
RoUCall 
Executive Sessions 
Student Services 
Report: Foundation 
Policies and Regulations 
Comptroller 
Report: Student Government 
President's Activities 
Legislative Update 
Report: Secretary to the Board 
Curriculum 
Out of State Travel 
Contracts 
Unorganized County Report 
Adopt Agenda 

Number of 
Colleges 

6 
6 
6 
6 
5 
5 
5 
4 
4 
4 
4 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 

Percent of 
Colleges (%) 

100 
100 
100 
100 
83 
83 
83 
67 
67 
67 
67 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
33 
17 
17 
17 
17 
17 
17 
17 
17 
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