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ABSTRACT 

This study analyzes the dominant governance and 

decision making characteristics in community colleges by 

tracing the implementation of state mandated program review 

through two Florida community colleges. An alternative 

hypothesis is presented which challenges the predominate 

assumption in the community college literature which 

portrays these institutions as bureaucratic organizations. 

Through the application of a hybrid framework which 

combines three dominant organizational models--bureaucratic, 

political, and organized anarchy--with three parallel views 

of policy implementation--programmed, evolutionary, and 

adaptive--the study suggests that in governance and decision 

making as well as policy implementation, these colleges 

exhibit behavior more varied and complex than can be 

captured by anyone model. 

A case study method was utilized to address the 

assumptions of the study. Field work included extensive 

interviews at both institutions and at the Division of 

Community Colleges. Content analysis was completed on the 

data gathered on site and analyzed across the several 

dimensions of the framework. 

In addition to suggesting alternative governance and 

decision making models, the study also challenges the closed 

.. ----- ._----



systems perception of community colleges. Issues of 

coordination and control are explored, particularly in 

relation to the environmental vulnerability of two-year 

colleges. 

12 

The study concludes that community college 

governance and decision making is too complex to be 

explained by a single model. Political and anarchic 

behavior are generally more prevalent than bureaucratic 

behavior. The president at each institution exercised 

authority in a manner which encouraged political and 

anarchic behavior. This led ultimately to increased 

presidential discretion and greater executive or managerial 

authority. These institutions responded to the state policy 

initiative by projecting the appropriate image of conformity 

to the state while simultaneously buffering the institution 

from any SUbstantive policy influence. 

Implications for further research include the need 

to more thoroughly analyze the open systems nature of two

year colleges, with particular emphasis on the complex 

environment in which they operate. Policy implementation in 

community colleges should be reconsidered in light of the 

adaptive and evolutionary implementation behavior of these 

local institutions. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Community colleges are traditionally described as 

bureaucratically governed institutions (Richardson, 1975; 

Reyes and Twombly, 1986-87). This perception is widely 

shared by scholars and practitioners alike. Whether the 

focus is on structure or the decision making process, the 

analysis is much the same. Two-year colleges are 

characterized as hierarchical, top down institutions, with a 

strong managerial emphasis in their leadership (Thornton, 

1960; Medsker, 1960; Evans and Neagley, 1973; Burroni, 1976; 

Miller, 1977; Zoglin, 1977a; Monroe, 1980). 

There are three problems associated with this 

generalized perception of community college governance. 

First, the bureaucratic label as it is used in this 

literature lacks analytical clarity. The term, when used in 

the two-year setting, has taken on multiple, sometimes even 

conflicting, meanings. There are, for example, numerous 

instances in the literature where the terms autocratic and 

bureaucratic are used interchangeably (Vaughan, 1986). 

Secondly, much of what has been written on community 

colleges is based on secondary research and thus 

uncritically carries forward the presumptions of the past 
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(Cohen and Brawer, 1982). Third, some conditions identified 

(e.g., politicization) run counter to the bureaucratic model 

(Zoglin, 1977ai Cohen and Brawer, 1982i Vaughan, 1986). 

The importance of these shortcomings is magnified by 

the recent expansion of state system involvement in the 

operational affairs of local institutions. state level 

coordination and the success of state policy initiatives are 

to a great extent reliant upon successful local 

implementation. It is, therefore, exceedingly important 

that agencies have a clear sense of the organizations in 

which the policy will be implemented. If, as is the case in 

the two-year sector, there is an inappropriate or inaccurate 

appraisal of local college governance and decision making 

dynamics, then state policy implementation becomes highly 

problematic. 

A corollary to this is a need to focus attention on 

the internal governance and decision making dynamics of 

these colleges. While these internal dynamios are shaped in 

part by state policy initiatives, there are also separate 

forces at work within the institution which impact 

institutional programmatic policy making. To overcome these 

problems and to focus more clearly on both the state and 

local factors at work, it is crucial to make a precise and 

scholarly assessment of contemporary two-year governance and 

decision making. 



15 

To accomplish this, a state mandated policy, program 

review, is tracked through two Florida community colleges. 

state initiatives and institutional reactions are analyzed 

to determine the extent to which they conform to the 

bureaucratic, political, and organized anarchy models of 

governance as well as three parallel models drawn from the 

policy implementation literature. The three organizational 

models mentioned above served successively as major 

reference points for studies of higher education governance 

over the past thirty years. 

This organizational literature, then, offers several 

lenses through which to view educational institutions. 

Unfortunately, there has been little emphasis in this 

literature on the relationship between higher education 

organizations and the larger state systems of which they are 

a part. Institutions interact in a number of ways with 

systemwide administrative agencies, not the least of which 

is in the implementation of state or system level policy. 

By integrating the literature on policy implementation with 

organizational theory, we can create a larger and sharper 

lens through which to view and analyze system and 

institution level governance dynamics. By tracing the 

implementation of state level policy through the 

organization, we can better understand the governance and 

decision making dynamics at both the state and 

organizational levels. 
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The state of Florida, which established a public two

year system in 1957; provides an excellent setting for this 

study. The 1983 master plan for the state community college 

system established a comprehensive and coordinated system of 

twenty-eight colleges to address the postsecondary 

educational needs of its citizens. As originally conceived 

and developed, the system provides a mix of state and local 

control. The result has been local college governance 

within a broader state framework. 

The prominence of Florida's two-year system is based 

on a number of factors, including size and systemwide 

innovation. The state currently ranks as the fifth largest 

public two-year system. By the end of the century, 

Florida's population will grow to over 17,000,000 residents, 

an increase in excess of 20 percent in the next decade. 

Additionally, Florida's system of differential state 

funding, its development of upper division universities, and 

its systemwide testing/assessment process places it at the 

forefront of community college development (Cohen and Brawer, 

1982; Savage, 1987; El-Khawas, Carter, and ottinger, 1988). 

Among the many state level policy initiatives 

undertaken in Florida during the last decade, academic 

program review stands as one of the most important. Program 

review has been an issue of concern within the higher 

education community for decades. Often seen as a subset of 

a more pervasive system of institutional evaluation, program 
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review has taken on greater significance with the growth of 

state system involvement and the shift of review intent from 

a formative or program modification perspective to "more 

comprehensive, summative judgments about quality, 

productivity, and effectiveness" and ultimately to program 

elimination (Hines, 1988, p. 101). 

Florida's formal involvement in program review 

commenced in 1982 when the state Board of community colleges 

began the implementation of a state review policy enacted by 

the legislature the previous year. This policy mandates 

that the state board develop procedures to ensure that all 

twenty-eight community colleges conduct a review of their 

instructional programs. By focusing on both the state's 

intent and its implementation strategy, as well as 

institutional implementation, it is possible to identify the 

dominant governance and decision making models operating 

within the Florida system. 

A hybrid version of two frameworks introduced by 

Firestone and Herriott (1981, 1982) is utilized to identify 

and analyze the dominant governance characteristics. While 

Firestone and Herriott's analyses of secondary and 

elementary education governance "images" provide valuable 

insights into the institutional dynamics and the resulting 

abilities and limitations inherent in the dominant models, 

it was necessary to modify some of their organizational 

dimensions to accommodate the two-year sector. Applying 
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this approach to a community college system provides a 

sharper focus on the dynamics of policymaking and policy 

implementation at the two-year level. The result is a clear 

delineation of institutional governance and the opportunity 

for a better match between state level policy initiatives 

and institutional implementation (Firestone and Herriott, 

1981, 1982). 

statement of the Problem 

Several explanations are offered to account for the 

bureaucratic nature of community college governance. These 

perceptions derive from three general sources. Due to the 

historical antecedents of many two-year colleges, it is 

assumed that those community colleges which emerged from 

secondary systems brought with them the top down, 

hierarchical administrative structure which predominates in 

that sector of education (Herrmann, 1976; zoglin, 1977a; 

Monroe, 1980; Reyes and Twombly, 1986-87; Clark, 1987). 

This concept somehow spread to infect the entire two-year 

segment of higher education. A second view suggests that 

the environmental vulnerability of community colleges 

reinforces the bureaucratic model, in that it necessitates 

top down decision making (Vaughan, 1986). Finally, there is 

a hypothesis that the predominance of collective bargaining 

within two-year colleges reinforces a bureaucratic emphasis 

(Cohen and Brawer, 1982; Clark, 1987). 
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Supporting Evidence 

Undoubtedly the most prevalent argument in the 

literature and the one most often connected to the continued 

bureaucratic domination of the sector concerns the secondary 

school heritage of community colleges. Arthur Cohen, for 

example, notes in the forward to Governance for the Two-Year 

College (Richardson, Blocker, and Bender, 1972, p. v): 

The community college developed with elements of both 
secondary school and university structures 
incorporated in it. From the secondary school it 
inherited • • • an administrative structure that saw 
the president (principal) at the top of the chain of 
command. • • • The early community college developed 
with autocratic leaders making all the decisions in a 
context of rigid bureaucracy, secrecy, and an 
attitude of "If you don't like it, you can leave it." 

A more recent study of community college governance 

returns to this theme and avers that "as is the case in 

public schools, administrative positions in community 

colleges carry greater prestige than teaching positions 

• . • therefore, greater opportunity exists to consolidate 

decision making authority in the upper reaches of the 

administrative hierarchy" (Bensimon, 1984, p. 56). 

George Vaughan, in his recent study of the community 

college presidency, reinforces many of these arguments, 

reminding his readers that the predominant approach to two

year governance is still driven by a secondary school model 

with the president enshrined at the top. While suggesting 

that changes have occurred and that faculty have on occasion 

taken a larger role in governance, he continues to press the 
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belief that "the historical development of the community 

college has contributed to the image, and in some cases the 

reality, of the autocratic president" (Vaughan, 1986, 

pp. 88-89). 

Many of the same authors also discuss this issue from 

the environmental vulnerability perspective, each pointing 

to the close links community colleges have with local 

businesses, the community at large, and the state. The 

ability, and in many instances, the necessity of two-year 

colleges to respond quickly to these environmental forces, 

they contend, 'reinforces the centralization of authority and 

hierarchical decision making. Vaughan goes so far as to 

suggest that a crucial distinction between two- and four

year institutions is the ability of presidents in the former 

to make a decision, the implication being that decision 

making requires or leads to strong managerial domination 

(Vaughan, 1986). 

A greater diversity of opinion is found in 

discussions relative to bureaucracy and collective 

bargaining. Vaughan, for example, believes that collective 

bargaining may actually enhance faculty participation in 

institutional governance. He suggests that, as a result of 

collective bargaining, "the pendulum has swung in the 

direction of more faculty involved in governance" (Vaughan, 

1986, p. 88). Cohen and Brawer (1982) are ambivalent about 

the linkage between collective bargaining and community 

----- ------ ---~.-. 
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college governance. They cite a Minnesota study which found 

that faculty involvement in decision making suffered through 

collective bargaining, while' managerial authority increased. 

Yet, within the same context, the authors strongly suggest 

that collective bargaining "marked the demise of the concept 

of paternalism, with the president as authority figure, and 

opened an era of political accommodations among contending 

forces" (Cohen and Brawer, 1982, p. 118). Bensimon (1984), 

on the other hand, is convinced that collective bargaining 

has exacerbated the problems of bureaucracy. 

Burton Clark also sees a connection between community 

colleges, bureaucracy, and collective bargaining. Clark's 

(1987) recent study of academic life points to a sense of 

powerlessness among community college faculty which both 

weakens their sense of professionalism and increases their 

susceptibility to unionization. The authority environment 

in community colleges, according to Clark (1987), is heavily 

bureaucratic and encourages a labor-management mentality. 

He argues that the mark of community college bureaucracy is 

reflected in "the frustrations of powerlessness [which] 

corrode all sense of rewarding individualism and rule out 

the stimulation and comfort of easy collegiality" (Clark, 

1987, p. 184). 

Whatever the cause, there seem to be few individuals 

ready to challenge the long-held assumption about the 

bureaucratic nature of governance in two-year colleges. 
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What is troublesome here is that, with few exceptions, the 

research on this subject is mostly secondary in nature. 

Vaughan's (1986) recent study is based on previously 

published studies and one broad survey of community college 

leaders. Cohen and Brawer have done extensive primary work 

in the field, but their text, The American Community College 

(1982), is based on secondary literature. This holds true 

for the majority of scholars in the field. Recent work by 

Burton Clark (1987), as well as Pedro Reyes and Susan 

Twombly (1987), offer fresher perspectives in the field. 

Clark's study, The Academic Life: Small Worlds. Different 

Worlds (1987), is based on extensive interviews and site 

visits, while Reyes and Twombly conducted survey research in 

their review and analysis of the bureaucratic theme. 

Clark's (1987) study emphasizes the status hierarchy 

present in American education and the authority environments 

which predominate within each segment of the hierarchy. 

Community colleges are at the bottom of this hierarchical 

arrangement and exhibit an authority environment that is 

highly bureaucratic and managerial in nature. While 

research university faculty retain a great deal of power 

through a satisfactory accommodation between professional 

and organizational authority, community college faculty 

experience "more administrative q,ominance and even 

autocracy" (Clark, 1987, p. 161). 

---- ------ - --
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Reyes and Twombly (1986-87) argue for a slightly 

different continuum in higher education, one based on the 

traditional political, bureaucratic, and collegial models of 

governance. Their study suggests community colleges 

"exhibit strong bureaucratic tendencies," but that generally 

they "are organized around [aJ political-bureaucratic model" 

(Reyes and Twombly, 1986-87, p. 8). 

At this point, it should be evident that the 

bureaucratic governance literature lacks definitional 

clarity. It is, at best, inconsistent--at worst, 

inaccurate. Perhaps due to the popular use of the term and 

the negative connotations it has absorbed, bureaucracy has 

come to mean anything managerial. Thus we find autocracy 

used as a virtual synonym for community college bureaucracy 

when the two are not equivalent terms. Additionally, in an 

effort to describe participatory governance, anything which 

falls short of collegiality also becomes bureaucratic. The 

looseness associated with the usage of the term bureaucracy 

in the literature reinforces the basic need for both a 

scholarly study and an accurate description of community 

college governance. 

In the study which follows, such conceptual and 

analytical issues will be addressed in greater detail. In 

order to more accurately focus the issues which are 

investigated, an overview of the pertinent literature is 

presented in Chapter 2. The dominant themes in the 

-_ .. -------
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literature surrounding the three organizational models-

bureaucratic, political, and organized anarchy--are 

delineated, as are the pertinent issues in the policy 

implementation literature. The extensive program review 

literature is presented, noting the dominant themes embedded 

in the field. Finally, the issue of community college 

control is addressed, particularly in relation to specific 

state regulation and larger social themes. 

The research framework and methodology is explained 

in detail in Chapter 3. The hybrid model which links policy 

implementation to the bureaucratic, political, and organized 

anarchy models is presented, as well as the organizational 

behaviors anticipated in each of several dimensions. The 

methodology is detailed with particular emphasis on the 

activities surrounding the field work conducted. Finally, 

the primary and secondary research questions are presented, 

as well as the anticipated findings. 

In order to present a context for the specific case 

studies which follow, Chapter 4 addresses the several 

overarching issues which face community colleges nationally 

as well as in the state of Florida. These issues include 

the emphasis on accountability, in particular the use of 

program review, and the increasing emphasis on economic 

development within the community college sector. The impact 

of these issues on faculty attitudes is also discussed in 

both a national and state context. The names of 

------ ------_._----------
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individuals, colleges, and programs in this chapter and all 

succeeding chapters have been fictionalized to retain 

confidentiality. 

Case studies of the state Division of Community 

Colleges, Urban Community College, and Metropolitan 

community College are presented in Chapters 5, 6, and 7, 

respectively. Each chapter analyzes the activities and 

behaviors exhibited in these organizations against the 

framework presented earlier. The three policy 

implementation and organizational governance and decision 

making models are utilized to present the evidence in each 

case. The five analytical dimensions serve as the 

organizing theme in each chapter. 

Chapter 8 provides an analysis and summary of the 

th~ee cases and the potential contribution to the field, as 

well as the limitations of the study • 

... --------------- -
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

The focus of this chapter will be on those strains 

in the organizational and policy implementation literature 

most appropriate to a study of governance and decision 

making in community colleges. The models of governance 

examined here are those most often identified in the higher 

education literature: the bureaucratic, political, 

collegial, and organized anarchy models. To support a 

research design which focuses simultaneously on 

institutional and system dynamics, the literature on policy 

implementation is also considered. In particular, attention 

will be given to three perspectives: programmed, 

evolutionary, and adaptive. Finally, in order to 

contextualize the issues and the events addressed later, the 

salient points in both the program review and community 

college control literature are reviewed. 

For much of the twentieth century, the bureaucratic 

model of organizations dominated organizational literature. 

In the first half of the twentieth century, the work of Max 

Weber and Frederick Taylor established a strong conceptual 

base for future organizational researchers. The 

bureaucratic model portrayed organizations as essentially 
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rational, hierarchical entities managed from the top down. 

In this view, management was a process which involves 

planning, organization, command, coordination, and control. 

Organizations were merely networks of parts in which 

patterns of authority and centralization were dominant 

considerations. Weber stressed division of tasks and 

detailed rules and regulations as the key to achieving 

regularity, reliability, and efficiency. Advancement was 

based on performance and merit, and productivity was the 

measure of success (Weber, 1947; Morgan, 1986). 

This conceptualization, however awkward for 

postsecondary education, was widely accepted (Blau, 1956; 

stroup, 1966; Richardson, 1975; Richardson and Rhodes, 1983; 

Bensimon, 1984). As the field of organizational theory 

developed, however, it became clear that the bureaucratic 

model had serious shortcomings in relation to higher 

education. In particular, emphasis on formal structure 

disregarded the more dynamic processes and influences which 

characterize a postsecondary institution in action (Riley 

and Baldridge, 1977). 

By the mid-1960s, another perspective emerged to 

challenge the hegemony of the bureaucratic organizational 

view. Prompted by the work of John Millett, researchers 

began to investigate a collegial model of higher education 

organizations. These writers conceptualized a community of 

scholars, arguing that this proffered a better fit for most 
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higher education organizations. Factors which set higher 

education apart from other organizations, such as unclear 

lines of authority, unclear technology, goal ambiguity, and 

professionalism, seemed to suggest the value of a collegial 

framework. Professionalism, for example, was particularly 

well attuned to this framework. The autonomous nature of 

professionals, together with their divided loyalties and 

their emphasis on peer evaluation, seemed harmonious with an 

organizational framework which stressed the dynamic of 

consensus (Millett, 1962, 1978). This view, however, was 

severely limited by its prescriptive qualities. The concept 

was less a design for potential theoretical analysis than a 

formula for a desired governance environment. 

Largely as a result of the unsettled conditions which 

marked college campuses during the late 1960s and early 

1970s, a third model began to emerge. Not only did the 

political upheaval of those years undermine the remaining 

bureaucratic concepts, it also seriously tested the 

collegial framework. Under the stress of sit-ins and 

takeovers, the flaws inherent in the collegial framework 

became apparent. The collegial model looked more and more 

like a utopian projection than a reflection of reality. 

The failure of previous approaches to deal 

effectively with conflict led to the emergence of a third 

perspective, one more reflective of the era from which it 

grew. The political model, articulated by Baldridge (1971), 
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among others, suggested that colleges were more collections 

of interest groups engaged in coalition building and other 

forms of political activity than a community of scholars 

engaged in collegial decision making. Governance and 

decision making was seen not as rational and top down, nor 

as a shared experience among peers, but instead as a 

reflection of the power and influence of various coalitions 

and interest groups within the institution. Academic 

organizations were now visualized as political systems where 

conflict was seen as a natural occurrence (Baldridge, 1971; 

Baldridge, et al., 1977). 

What also emerged from this new perspective was the 

recognition that higher education organizations were not 

rational in their decision processes. Just as in the larger 

political arena, educators do not merely choose from an 

array of rational solutions to complex problems. Instead, 

their rational options are buffered by political 

constraints, both internal and external, as well as by the 

fluid participation of institutional members (Mortimer and 

McConnell, 1970; Baldridge, et al., 1977; Morgan, 1986). 

Cohen and March (1974) argue for another perspective, 

the organized anarchy, which moves farther from the rational 

perspectives of earlier models and portrays educational 

institutions as loosely connected structures within which 

coordination and control are uneven (Cohen and March, 1974). 

In this conceptualization, inconsistent, ill-defined 
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preferences, taken together with the rarity of collective 

choice and the prevalence of individual semi-isolation, 

present an image of educational organizations as loosely 

coupled entities. Loose coupling, as portrayed by Karl 

Weick (1976, p.S), refers to those parts of the organization 

which are tied together "weakly or infrequently or slowly or 

with minimal interdependence." From organized anarchy and 

loose coupling one derives a picture of educational 

organizations as composed of numerous loosely connected 

blocks which may be added or removed with little disruption 

to the overall organization. within this anarchy, separate 

institutional members are free to make autonomous decisions. 

Faculty are able to decide what and when they will teach. 

Students determine what they will learn and when they will 

learn it. Coordination and control are essentially 

impractical. 

This compartmental view deviates substantially from 

the bureaucratic model and its emphasis on hierarchy, rules, 

and centralized authority. Loose coupling challenges both 

the assumption and the efficacy of strong linkages between 

authority of office and logic of task, suggesting instead 

that institutions are better served by individual unit 

adaptability. When organizational subunits are able to 

buffer the organization from disturbances, the organization 

is better able to deal with environmental turbulence. 
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Additionally, where the rational bureaucracy 

emphasizes the administrative monopolization of control as 

well as the specification and enforcement of staff behavior 

through formal rules, the anarchy highlights individual 

autonomy and the absence of formal control. Administrators 

offer advice and may even adopt policies and rules, but the 

instructional staff retains considerable discretion within 

the institution (Firestone and Herriott, 1981). 

In utilizing and building upon the concept of loose 

coupling, some have suggested that all segments of the 

organization are loosely connected. However, in order to 

maintain legitimacy with the external environment, it may be 

necessary for educational organizations to tightly couple 

certain structures while retaining loose coupling elsewhere 

within the organization. Meyer and Rowan (1978), for 

example, argue that in order to obtain legitimacy and power 

and ensure their status, educational organizations tightly 

couple specific formal structures such as credentialing, yet 

loosely couple these structures to technical activities such 

as classroom instruction (J. Meyer, 1978). Ceremonial or 

ritual conformity to the normative environment serves to 

legitimize the organization while simultaneously avoiding 

close inspection and control from the outside. This "logic 

of confidence" provides the governing board or the community 

with a sense of order and control over the instructional 

component of the institution, while simultaneously allowing 

----- -- --------
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the individual instructor freedom to function independently 

in the classroom (Meyer and Rowan, 1978). 

In the anarchy model, even institutional decision 

making is more concerned with external legitimation than 

with efficiency and effectiveness. An institution's 

personnel office must demonstrate that employees are hired 

without bias, while program evaluation activities are more 

concerned with demonstrating compliance with the law than 

with program effectiveness. The symbolic nature of these 

actions is an underlying tenet of loosely coupled 

organizations (Firestone and Herriott, 1981). 

Colleges and universities have proven to be highly 

resistant to the bureaucratic, collegial, and political 

models due in particular to the prevalence of unclear 

technology, ambiguous goals, and fluid participation. 

According to Cohen and March (1974, p. 40): 

The logic of bureaucracy is the specification of 
objectives and technology. The logic of democracy is 
the organization of consent. The logic of collective 
bargaining is the discipline of conflict. The 
realities of higher education seem to be resistant to 
all these logics. 

Policy Implementation 

As indicated earlier, the emergence of state system 

involvement in both policy initiation and local 

implementation provides a strong rationale for the 

integration of organization theory and policy 

implementation. The opportunity to merge these two 

- ._--_._----------------



perspectives has been enhanced by recent trends in the 

implementation literature. 
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Research on policy implementation has progressed over 

the years from a means-end perspective to a much more 

complex view of the process and its dynamics. Early studies 

of implementation emphasized the importance of policy 

adoption. It was argued that policy was implementation and 

that adoption was both the beginning and the end of the 

process. This logic was challenged by those who contended 

that implementation problems were directly linked to 

adoption. In other words, flawed implementation was the 

direct and inevitable result of the adoption of flawed 

policy. Subsequently, researchers began to clarify the i11-

defined passage of policy from formulation to adoption to 

implementation. 

Initially, analysts were content to examine outcomes 

rather than process. This process was described as a "black 

box" through which policy passed on its way to 

implementation. What occurred in the box was not a target 

of analysis. Once researchers penetrated the box, they 

began to analyze the interaction of policy and organization 

as they attempted to determine whether policy failure was 

the result of flawed policy or deficient organizational 

strategy. ultimately, analysts came to assess the 

implementing activities themselves within the organizational 

setting. 
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The literature on policy implementation parallels the 

governance literature in that it offers a variety of 

perspectives on the nature of the process. Several authors 

in the field have elaborated on one or more of the three 

dominant perspectives on policy implementation: programmed, 

adaptive, and evolutionary. 

Programmed implementation, or what some refer to as 

the fidelity perspective, strongly parallels the 

bureaucratic governance model in its adherence to order, 

structure, and specificity. According to this view, once a 

policy is adopted, organizational implementation is largely 

determined by the care and specificity taken in adhering to 

the goals of the policy. In essence, the final results of 

implementation are logically implied by the policy itself. 

As a mean-ends, rational model, good implementation becomes 

"the irresistible unfolding of a tautology." Put another 

way, the programmed perspective suggests that policy is 

implementation (Wildavsky and Majone, 1978, p. 106; Fullan, 

1981) . 

The fidelity vision of implementation has been 

challenged by subsequent perspectives. The flaws inherent 

in its bureaucratic parallel also plague the programmed 

approach. While the model has the advantage of clarity of 

goals and means, it simply does not deal with the 

operational realities embedded in the black box. The 

variability within and among organizations, the complexities 
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pluralistic society, all operate against the success of 

programmed implementation. 
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Suggesting that implementation is multidimensional 

and that organizational environments are not static, several 

authors have developed an adaptive model of implementation. 

The adaptive model offers a more flexible perspective on 

implementation, one that emphasizes interaction between 

policy and organizational setting. According to this view, 

the process of implementation is dynamic. Policy 

specificity, which precedes implementation in the programmed 

design, emerges from the process in the adaptive model. In 

essence, the adaptive model emphasizes the "unfolding 

interaction" of policy and setting. The result of this 

interaction is a mutual adaptation of policy and 

implementation (Berman, 1980; Fullan, 1981, p. 203). 

Where the programmed model places the emphasis at the 

top of the organization, the adaptive model emphasizes the 

lower end. Success can more likely be gauged by lower level 

or street level involvement, leading to the conclusion that 

the "capacity to implement originates at the bottom of 

organizations, not at the top" (Elmore, 1978, p. 215). This 

model has several characteristics which could place it 

within the anarchy model. 

Problems associated with the adaptive approach center 

on the lack of goal consensus or goal clarity. The notion 



36 

of flexibility brings with it a certain looseness of 

objectives and a lack of goal specificity. By focusing on 

flexibility and on participation and compromise as policy 

moves through the process, the adaptive model also tends to 

ignore power, conflict, and interest groups as key 

organizational variables in affecting implementation. 

Finally, the image of adaptive implementation as a seamless 

web does not consider the possibility of patterned conflict 

resulting from different interests. 

The evolutionary model, which closely parallels the 

political governance perspective, suggests a more open-ended 

design, one in which "all implementation is new policy 

development." According to this design, the policy 

implementation arena is open to multiple players with a 

variety of needs, interests, and goals, all of whom bring 

resources to bear on the process. What is supposed to 

result is often unclear. Here the emphasis is on the local 

actors, and the result can best be described as creating 

policy "on the hoof" (Fullan, 1981, p. 203). 

This model links with the political governance model 

in its emphasis on conflict, competition, power, and 

bargaining. Here implementation consists of a series of 

bargained decisions which reflect the desires and resources 

of the participants. The intent of the policy is clouded by 

the various forces at play, and the results are often 

difficult to assess. Often the result is a temporary 

... _--_._------------_ ... -
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bargained solution sUbject to change as power and influence 

shift within the organization. 

Policy Implementation and Loose Coupling 

Recent scholars have also noted the loosely coupled 

nature of organizations and its importance to the study of 

policy implementation. Several authors have noted the 

tightly coupled context of the programmed or bureaucratic 

approach and have questioned its usefulness, particularly 

within an educational organization. citing the military as 

an example, Berman (1978, 1980) identifies a limited number 

of organizations which might benefit from an emphasis on 

strong coordination and compliance. Educational 

organizations "follow tacit operating rules of the game [and 

have] established roles and routinized procedures." They 

are, nonetheless, fluid, chaotic, and conflictual (Berman 

1978, pp. 164-65). Beyer, stevens, and Trice (1983) also 

see a close connection between the coupling concept and 

policy implementation. Choosing a similar comparison, they 

conclude that schools and universities are "too sensitive to 

changing demands from their environment and to other 

pressures to preserve a policy unaltered" (Beyer, stevens," 

and Trice, 1983, p. 238). 

Janice Beyer and Paul Berman agree on the 

applicability of the loose coupling concept to policy 

implementation research Citing Weick, Beyer, stevens, and 
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Trice (1983, p. 234) remind us that "to talk about a loosely 

coupled system is not to talk about structural looseness but 

about process looseness." p. 234). Berman (1978) concurs in 

this analysis and argues for a linkage between loose 

coupling and the bargaining and adjustment, as well as the 

environmental instability in the adaptive approach. 

According to Elmore (1978, p. 222), loose coupling 

also fits into his perception of "the lack of structure and 

determinancy, the lack of teleologically linked events, the 

dispersion of resources and responsibilities, and the 

relative absence of binding regulation." 

The emphasis in the literature on the significance of 

street level bureaucrats also resonates well with the loose 

coupling concept. The implementation process allows those 

at the lower levels of the organizational structure 

considerable latitude. These individuals may be constrained 

but they are rarely directed, and their behavior is 

"inherently discretionary" (Weatherley and Lipsky, 1977, 

p. 172). 

Organizations "are continuously at the mercy of their 

lower participant groups" (Van Meter and Van Horn, 1975, 

p. 456). The influence and discretion at this level is 

enhanced by the fact that superiors frequently have little 

sUbstantive knowledge of what is actually occurring at the 

street level. The loose coupling theories of Weick (1976, 

1982) and others, taken together with the logic of 
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confidence which operates in educational settings, strongly 

suggests that this concept would be particularly appropr'iate 

for implementation analysis at the college level. 

Bardach (1977) reinforces these concepts as he 

argues for the defensive and fragmented nature of the 

implementation process. The process, according to Bardach 

(1977), is marked "by the characteristic absence of 

coalitions and the characteristic presence of fragmented and 

isolated maneuvers and countermaneuvers." The bureaucratic 

view fails due to a "leakage of authority" as one moves down 

the organization. Instead, the process is 

characterized by the maneuvering of a larger number 
of semi-autonomous actors, each of which tries to 
gain access to program elements not under'its own 
control, while at the same time trying to extract 
better terms from other actors seeking access to 
elements that it does control. (Bardach, 1977, 
p. 51.) 

Program Review 

Program review is a major theme in the higher 

education literature. Over the past two decades, numerous 

articles have appeared in the higher education journals 

discussing the issues and intricacies of the review and 

evaluation of academic programs. Not surprisingly, the 

emphasis in the literature parallels the challenging 

financial times which colleges and universities have faced 

since at least the mid-1970s. As noted elsewhere, program 

evaluation has been an integral part of American higher 
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education virtually from its inception in the seventeenth 

century. However, through most of those years, evaluation 

efforts focused on the expansion of programs within 

institutions and eventually within state systems. As a 

result, very little was written about what was essentially a 

non-controversial activity. However, in the early 1970s, 

heightened enrollment and economic concerns focused 

attention on program review. As issues of accountability, 

coordination, fiscal restraint, quality, and retrenchment 

surfaced, so too did concern over and interest in program 

review. 

The literature on program review can be described in 

several ways. While the writing is extensive, it is not 

analytically rich. It is, instead, largely descriptive or 

prescriptive. Theoretical and analytical efforts are most 

noticeable by their absence. Within this general framework, 

most writing centers on the inherent tension over the role 

of the state vis-a-vis the institution. This tension 

centers on such questions as what is the appropriate role 

for the state? What role should state boards play? Where 

is the current locus of decision making and where should it 

be? The literature also contains numerous sub-themes, 

including the appropriate link between program review and 

budgeting, planning and review, retrenchment and review, and 

ultimately the role of various internal and external 

constituents in academic reviews. Numerous articles extol 



the benefits of one model over another, or offer 

prescriptions for the creation of a viable model and 

recommendations for its successful implementation. 
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While much of the literature is inclusive in terms 

of the various sectors of higher education, there is a small 

but distinct literature devoted to community colleges and to 

a much lesser extent to private institutions. Community 

college studies are also highly prescriptive in nature and 

rely even more heavily on the explication of extant models 

as behavioral guides for like institutions. Academic 

program reviews in two-year colleges give greater weight to 

such variables as demand, cost, and placement. While these 

categories are also addressed in the broader literature, 

four-year colleges and universities generally focus 

attention on issues of quality, centrality, and duplication. 

state Issues in Program Review 

The role of state agencies in program review 

dominates the literature. It is the theme of many of the 

articles and of a significant portion of the few monographs 

on program review. The attention given to the topic is 

directly parallel to the increased attention which state 

agencies have given the issue. Harc1eroad (1980), for 

example, notes that at the end of the 1970s state officials 

ranked program review "as a greater operational concern for 

them than capital outlay, enrollments, or faculty salaries • 

. . --. - ---- ------_. __ . 
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In 1978, it was ranked fifth in importance, up from tenth in 

'only one year" (Harcleroad, 1980, pp. 16-17). Barak's 

(1982) monograph on program review points to survey results 

which show that of those institutions with review policies 

and procedures, 43 percent of them had been initiated since 

1975. Monographs written in the same period which addressed 

issues of program discontinuance (Melchiori, 1982) and 

faculty retrenchment (Mortimer and Tierney, 1979) also 

emphasized the recent emergence of state or systemwide 

participation in program review. 

state participation in the process is due in large 

measure to the emphasis on accountability. with the decline 

in resources and enrollments in the period, state 

legislators and state board members have come under 

increasing pressure to account for the expenditure of 

limited state resources. As a result, these agencies have 

developed more comprehensive and systematic review 

mechanisms and specifically integrated them into state 

planning and budgeting systems at the state board/ 

legislative level (Barak and Berdahl, 1978; Bogue, 1980; 

Barak, 1984). 

The heightened involvement of state boards raised 

several collateral issues, not the least of which is the 

appropriate relationship between state and institution. 

Early on, the institutional ,approach varied from 

institutional avoidance to noncooperation, to overt 
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resistance (Flentje and Sample, 1973; Barak and Berdahl, 

1978; Craven, 1980). Colleges and universities saw 

increasing state participation and even state orchestration 

of the proce$s as a direct threat to institutional autonomy 

and ultimately to the appropriate relationship between state 

agencies and academic institutions (Wilson, 1980). This 

relationship, which might be classified as an uneasy 

equilibrium in the best of times, was stressed to the 

breaking point by program review. To counter the necessary 

evil of review, institutional responses on occasion could 

best be characterized as the "rocking chair phenomenon"--a 

lot of activity but very little movement. Essenti~lly 

institutions have learned that compliance with the procedure 

does not necessarily require sUbstantive change (Miller and 

Barak, 1986, p. 44). If state boards were to overcome this 

attitude, it would take what Bogue (1980, p. 86) called 

"artistic leadership" on the part of the agencies involved. 

At the institution level, concerns existed over the 

"rightful" control of curricula and programs by department 

and discipline faculty. As control over policy and process 

appeared to slip from institution to state, faculty grew 

increasingly wary of state intentions. The legitimacy of 

the state role was questioned as faculty argued that program 

review issues should be dealt with by academics. This led 

ultimately to questions of legitimacy, role, and even 

motivation. Faculty were suspicious that program reviews 
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were not designed to determine issues of quality and 

centrality, but instead to consider whether programs should 

be reduced or eliminated (Barak and Berdahl, 1978; Miller 

and Barak, 1986). 

While state officials claim that reviews should 

improve state-institution cooperation, much of their 

rhetoric subverts that potential. state officials, for 

example, argue that reviews can serve as a curb on 

unreasonable local requests for new programs. These 

officials also argue that they are more objective than 

local level participants who are in danger of missing the 

"forest for the trees." Finally, state personnel contend 

that reviews directed or framed at their level offer greater 

objectivity and place a major emphasis on data-based 

decision making. 

The greatest impetus for state directed reviews 

comes from state board members. Board staff, however, are 

often understaffed and overcommitted and, therefore, less 

likely to agitate for more state level activity. 

Legislators are also likely to encourage or initiate state 

action, and, to a lesser extent, the executive branch of 

state government is also involved. As one might expect, the 

local institutions are least likely to encourage state 

reviews. Not only are they generally quite vigorous in 

defending local prerogatives, but they are equally concerned 



about the potential intrusion of politics on academic 

decision making (Miller and Barak, 1987). 

state involvement in reviews is not evenly 

distributed across the country. state participation and 

direct state staff involvement is greater in the southern, 

midwestern, and middle-Atlantic states and less so in the 
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northeast, northwest, and southwest. Interestingly, even in 

those regions with the greatest state participation, there 

are no guarantees as to the results. In fact, there is 

reason to believe that the extent to which states can 

actively engage the local institution in developing 

criteria, procedure, and process, the greater the 

opportunity for a successful review. This, however, may not 

overcome the dual problems of size and complexity associated 

with state level reviews. The fact that "some of these 

reviews are more cosmetic than substantive" may simply reflect 

the enormity of the task and the political realities of the 

environment. Miller and Barak (1987, p. 30) note that 

In view of a state-level mandate or recommendation, 
what can a talented but small state-level staff do 
to consciously meet their "marching orders"? One 
common and seemingly innocuous procedure has been 
to establish internal undergraduate academic review 
processes in which the main responsibility for 
conducting the reviews rests with the individual 
colleges and universities. Each institution, 
therefore, polices its own program evaluation, but 
with some kind of summary and/or "show and tell" 
session with state higher education officials. 
These sessions often do spot some problems at each 
institution--usually just the "tip of the iceberg." 
Institutional officials can often maze through and 
around their problems in ways that are known only 



by those who reside in the mystical labyrinths of 
academe. 

Unfortunately, these externally motivated but 

internally conducted reviews are more theatrical than 

sUbstantive. They will focus on and comply with the 

mandated timelines. Institutional officials will show 

proper deference to the state and its functionaries. 
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However, serious evaluation will be saved for those internal 

efforts which affect more immediately and more directly the 

people and the resource allocations of the college (Miller 

and Barak, 1987). 

Financial Issues in program Review 

There is broad agreement in the literature that 

financial accountability is a major factor in program 

review, particularly state level reviews. However, while 

there is broad consensus on this issue, there is very little 

which addresses it in detail. Russo, Brown, and Rothweiler 

(1977), Mortimer and Tierney (1979), Bogue (1980), Craven 

(1980), Green (1981), and Melchiori (1982) all address the 

relationship of accountability to reviews. Yet, for some 

apparently obvious reasons, little serious attention has 

been paid to the cost/benefit analysis in program review. 

Aside from the complicating variables in any such cost 

analysis, survey and anecdotal information suggests that 

little of a financial nature has been gained through 

academic program review. Craven (1980) raised the issue 
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when he asked rhetorically if the costs of increased review 

activity led to commensurate savings. Barak and Berdahl 

(1978, p. 83) were equally concerned, noting, "We know of no 

studies which have carefully examined the costs and benefits 

of program review." They were, in fact, concerned that 

institutions had resorted to various devices to avoid 

substantive change, suggesting in particular that when 

pressed, colleges have used across-the-board budget-cutting 

techniques as a way to avoid program closure decisions. The 

results suggested changes more on paper than in reality. 

The most extensive analysis of the cost issue 

conducted by Skubal (1979) suggests that "the review and 

elimination of existing programs has not had a substantial 

impact in most states," and that, in fact, "the majority of 

the activity in the elimination and consolidation of 

existing programs has been [financially] cosmetic" (Skubal, 

1979, pp. 232, 231). These findings were also based in part 

on the sUbstantiation of other important review themes, to 

wit, state agencies are more likely to cut or consolidate 

(summative) than the local institution (formative). 

Ultimately, little is known about resources being saved. Of 

the twenty agencies surveyed which discontinued programs. 

Skubal noted that thirteen either did not know if resources 

were saved or flatly stated that none were saved. Of the 

six which thought resources had been saved, none could state 

an amount with confidence. In fact, the state level role 



may be more a resource allocation device rather than a 

saving process. Even though there are currently no states 

which use program review as the sole or even primary 

resource allocation process, there are efforts to use 

program revie~ to encourage reallocation (Smartt, 1984). 

Models, Politics, and Program Review 
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The literature also addresses program review issues 

in a number of general ways. Essentially what one finds 

here are very generic presentations of models and their 

philosophical underpinnings. The presentations are 

occasionally broad, attempting to identify the full array of 

base models or conversely quite specific and limited to a 

single approach. Feasley (1980), for example, presents ten 

models which might be utilized in a program review. Gardner 

(1977) argues that five essential frameworks account for 

virtually all program evaluation methodology found in higher 

education. While there are far more than five models extant 

across the country, Gardner contends that ultimately all are 

rooted in his five fundamental frameworks. Conrad and 

Wilson (1985) see four dominant review models as the 

foundation of higher education models in general. 

While these authors suggest a broad foundation from 

which colleges and universities draw the fundamentals for 

review, others contend that there is one best model. Kuh 

and Ransdall (1980) offer such a prescriptive approach and 



present a model based on Evaluation by Discussion, a 

formative evaluation utilizing five criteria. Wolf (1975) 

also believes in "one best way" to approach the problem, 

suggesting that a judicial methodology be adopted. Wolf 

(1975) recommends the use of human testimony as the way to 

obtain a "more sensible illumination of the alternatives" 

(Wolf, 1975, p. 185). 
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Yet another set of authors offer a blueprint or 

formula for the construction of a local model. Here the 

emphasis is not on one best way but on the key forces and 

variables which must be addressed in any successful review. 

Mims (1978) offers such a recipe, a how-to approach to 

program evaluation. Key components, factors and variables 

are considered. The importance of internal and external 

constituencies is addressed. Cranton and Legge (1978, 

p. 465) also offer an anatomy of program review, noting in 

particular that the "primary function of evaluation is to 

make some judgment about the value or worth of a phenomena." 

In addition to noting the importance of internal and 

external forces, the authors point to an important 

relationship between the locus of control and the thrust of 

the review. Essentially, internal evaluations tend to be 

formative and have more of a service emphasis, while 

externally-driven reviews are more summative and are driven 

by an accountability thrust. 

----- ------------
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Arns and Poland (1980, p. 280) also suggest that 

while some models are clearly supe,rior, "the way in which 

[a] review is conducted is at least as important as why it 

is done." It is apparent that while most reviews are, at 

least at the surface, done with planning and budgeting 

motives, an effectively conducted review can achieve a 

number of collateral benefits. Broader program awareness 

and understanding, and improved communication are some 

examples. Additionally, if faculty perceive the rules to be 

fair and the process open, rational, and aimed at program 

improvement, they will participate more fully, even knowing 

that new resources may not result. 

Wilson (1982), Conrad and Wilson (1985), and Barak 

and Breier (1990) all focus primary attention on the campus. 

While they give varying attention to state or system level 

forces, each recognizes the importance of campus level 

dyn~mics on program review. They make the point that the 

human element is crucial. Politics, be they local, state, 

or systemwide, will ultimately play a role in program 

review. He who "assumes, sometimes unwisely, that more and 

better information, effectively collected, recorded, and 

presented will lead to more informed and, hence, better 

decision making," is in danger of conducting an ineffective 

review process (Seely, 1981, p. 45). 

Whether the review process is driven by an 

institutionally developed mandate or from state level 

------ ----.---- -------------
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policy, authors continue to emphasize the importance of 

organizational uniqueness. studies focusing on these issues 

stress the need to address institutional dynamics, political 

realities, or in other words, the organizationally-based 

social construction of reality. 

Breier (1986), in her analysis of program review, 

discovered that participant perspectives on the process 

yield multiple realities. Each participant had his or her 

own view of reality based on personal background and 

experience.- Similarly, Breier (1986) found that policy was 

no more consistent than participant perspective. According 

to her study, "Policy statements once uttered or written do 

not stay as neat little axioms on which all future actions 

are based. Rather they are implemented, experienced, and 

interpreted by various participants in the process and 

metamorphoses into entirely new and different policy 

enactments" (Breier, 1986, p. 3). 

Lincoln's (1986) research supports Breier's 

fundamental theme and confirms that program evaluation is a 

negotiated activity, and as such interweaves the concepts of 

multiple reality, power distribution, and institutional 

politics. What the author discovered was the existence of 

multiple institutional subcultures which when activated 

(threatened?) by program review reacted in different ways. 

Secondly, she found that power, rather than being lodged 

with those "legitimately authorized to commission report," 
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is in reality dispersed amongst the various players in· the 

program review arena, or among "those who have information 

to give or withhold, with those who have legitimate and 

perhaps moral rights to the information we uncover, and with 

those whose careers and fortunes rest upon the judgments we 

make and the negotiations into which we enter." Finally, 

politics is seen as inseparable from the evaluative process 

and as "integral to and inextricably entertwined [sic] with 

the functioning of all human organizations" (Lincoln, 1986, 

pp. 2-3). 

Several caveats pertain to program reviews. 

Essentially, reviews do not serve all constituents equally. 

They are not cold, rational activities where logical means 

yield rational results. The administrative climate within 

an institution, for example, will largely determine what is 

reviewed, how it will be reviewed, and what will be done 

with the results (Poulton, 1978). Based on this theme, 

Gardner (1977, p. 573) suggests that reviews are sometimes 

doomed from the start because of the use of inappropriate 

methodology which have been determined by "latent political 

or convenience factors." 

Reviews, however constituted, constructed, or 

designed, are largely reformatted information. They 

generally do not yield considerable new information. 

Additionally, reviews "serve more to precipitate previously 

recognized actions rather than discover needed actions" 
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(Poulton, 1978, p. 7). Results and decisions .are still 

slow, and the link to program review is "diffuse and often 

obscure." In reality, reviews are more likely to lead to 

recommendations for greater support than to contribute to 

decisions to reduce or phase out a program. However, due to 

the loosely coupled nature of program reviews with college 

budgeting, there is a great likelihood that the desired 

support will not materialize and that frustrations will 

increase (Poulton, 1978, p. 7). 

Program Review by sector 

The program review literature generally addresses 

private institutions and community colleges separate from 

the public four-year sector. Studies of private 

institutions note the specific differences and similarities 

in design, process, and orientation. Due to their 

independent status, for example, private institutions 

exercise greater flexibility in design and process decisions 

and as a result review models are more likely to be 

"idiosyncratic and contextually determined" (Lincoln, 1987, 

p. 12). This freedom can lead to more ad hoc, less formal 

approaches to reviews. In private institutions, the audience 

is internal, and as a result, these colleges are more apt to 

link review activity to planning. Where public institutions 

are more budget and accountability oriented, private 

institutions place their emphases on quality, curriculum 



revision, and the use of obtained data for student 

recruitment. As a result, privates are less likely to 

reallocate resources as a function of the review process 

(Breier, 1987; Lincoln, 1987). Similarities include the 

fact that regional accrediting agencies apply the same 

standards and thus push public and private institutions 

closer, toward greater uniformity, even in program review 

(Breier, 1987). 
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Public and private colleges and universities exhibit 

some differences in the political nature of the process. 

Public institutions often face a multi-layered political 

environment where local, internal pressures are compounded 

by external political realities at the state board and even 

legislative levels. Private institutions are rarely faced 

as overtly with the external forces, and, therefore, while 

"politics cannot be separated from the process, they can 

merely be contained more clearly in private institutions" 

(Lincoln, 1987, p .. 12). 

The literature on program review in community 

colleges differs from the broader higher education review 

literature in several specific ways. First, far less is 

written about community colleges. While some of the 

broader, more general literature includes two-year colleges, 

it is clear that much of the writing focuses directly on 

four-year colleges and universities. 
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The fact that the two-year college mission differs 

from four-year colleges is not lost in the program review 

literature. The differences are noted in several ways. 

First, there are those who express concern that state level 

reviews will be designed without considering the unique two

year mission (Kennedy, 1980). There is a danger that, as 

Clowes (1981) notes, legislators, state board members and 

staff may fail to recognize that community colleges should 

be evaluated across a need/access continuum and not the more 

traditional four-year equality/ excellence model. Even 

those who see community colleges more closely aligned to 

high schools fail to accurately assess the differences in 

philosophy and behavior (Piland and Wentling, 1981). 

A secondary theme in the community college 

literature is the heavily occupational emphasis of many two

year colleges. Program reviews in two-year colleges have 

been more heavily applied to the occupational curriculum, 

largely due to the regulatory mandates already in place for 

that area of the college. As a result, many of the models 

found in the literature focus either totally or extensively 

on occupational programs (Gill and Nolan, 1981; Seitz, 1981; 

Illinois community College Board, 1985; Maryland State Board 

for Community colleges, 1985; smith, 1986). 

In addition, two-year colleges place a great deal of 

emphasis on responsiveness and change. Program review, some 

argue, should be used by these institutions to enhance their 
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responsiveness to their various constituencies. curriculum 

should be revised to meet community needs (Seitz, 1981; 

Smith, 1986). In addition, the ability of these colleges to 

respond to business and industry needs and local economic 

development issues requires two-year colleges to monitor and 

revise curriculum to maintain program viability (Clowes, 

1981; Finley, Hart, and Holloway, 1988). 

Community colleges are by their very nature 

responsive to environmental pressures. As open systems 

institutions, they seek to remain responsive to this . 

environment. However, they may also be vulnerable as a 

result of this openness. with a high level of commitment to 

training for employability and specific business and 

industry training, these colleges are particularly 

vulnerable to the accountability emphasis at the state 

level. with legislators taking greater interest in fiscal 

accountability and a "return on investment" attitude, 

community colleges feel that pressure (Day and Bender, 1976; 

Finley, Hart, and Holloway, 1988). 

Enabling legislation in most states now provides 

statewide coordinating or governing agencies with broad 

powers in planning, program review, budget review and 

evaluation. According to Day and Bender (1976, p. 7), there 

is a "growing trend toward such agencies assuming increasing 

responsibility for evaluation of the community college and 



in a few cases using program evaluation as a means to 

suspend or terminate high-cost, ineffective programs." 

with the emphasis, particularly in the two-year 

sector, on the return on investment, states are increasing 

their scrutiny over these colleges. "The public might not 

expect more education for less money, but the signs were 

that the public would expect more education for the same 

money" (Day and Bender, 1976, p. 2). 

community college Control and Coordination 

A central theme in community college governance 

57 

and decision arenas is that of local control. Driven by a 

mission which emphasizes service to the broad, local needs 

of its service area, most community colleges jealously cling 

to the philosophy of institutional autonomy and local 

control. Embedded within this local, community college 

interest is the responsiveness of its curricula and programs 

to local needs. Two-year colleges have long maintained that 

the community should determine the direction of the college. 

Over the past twenty years, however, local autonomy 

has been eroded by increased external influence on the 

college and its curriculum and programs. This influence 

manifests itself in a number of ways. state government has 

become increasingly intrusive in community college affairs. 

Driven by desires for greater coordination and increased 

accountability, state boards, legislators, and governors 
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have moved to tighten control over the community college 

sector. The federal government has also become more 

intrusive through a variety of regulatory procedures and 

reporting requirements which restrict local decision making 

in numerous areas. 

A corollary to the loss of local autonomy is the 

increasing external influence over community college 

curricula. As open systems institutions, two-year colleges 

find themselves buffeted by forces within their environment. 

Nowhere is this external influence more apparent than in the 

curriculum and programs offered by the college. This 

phenomenon manifests itself in several ways. In addition to 

state coordinating efforts, legislators have, in some 

instances, delved into micro-managing the college curriculum 

(Gordon, 1988; Heyward, 1988; Kerschner, 1988; Palinchak, 

1988). Universities have traditionally influenced the 

transfer curriculum of the two-year college (Cohen, 1979; 

Roueche, 1988). Regional and specialized accrediting 

agencies also exert influence and control over college 

programs and curricula (Miner, 1979; Uehling, 1987; Simmons, 

1988). Federal mandates tied to financial aid and 

vocational education funding also exert significant control 

and influence on college programs (Bell, 1988). And, 

finally, business and industry has increasingly become a 

significant force in the programmatic thrust of two-year 

colleges. Economic development and business and industry 



partnerships are now central to institutional and state 

strategy relative to community college programs and fiscal 

planning (Anderson, 1988; Gollattscheck, 1988; Wolf and 

Zoglin, 1988). 

Questions of external governance have always been 

crucial to community college leaders. As noted earlier, 

very little has been written about internal governance 

issues in the two-year sector. What has been published is 

largely prescriptive and of little analytical value. 
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Authors tend to focus on how community colleges ought to be 

governed and give scant attention to how they are governed 

internally. The external governance issue, while always of 

interest in the two-year sector, has increased over the past 

two decades. While the structure and function of state 

level coordination may vary across the country, every region 

is genuinely concerned about the overall increase in state 

control and the concomitant loss of local autonomy. 

Increases in state activity and the corresponding 

attention given the issue became apparent in the early 

1970s. As resources became scarce and enrollments flattened 

or declined, state legislators and local taxpayers began to 

scrutinize more closely community college programs and 

services. starting in the mid-1970s and continuing for a 

decade, numerous articles and monographs were written 

analyzing the trend toward greater state control and the 

implications for two-year colleges. Authors probed for the 



factors driving centralization. Some focused on the 

increased sensitivity of state legislators and executives 
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over state level budgeting and planning. These authors 

sensed that increased coordination and regulation of 

community colleges resulted from these broader state level 

issues (Zoglin, 1977b; Campbell, 1978; Darnowski, 1978; 

stalcup, Lester, and Wilson, 1978). Bender (1975) and 

Kintzer (1980) pointed to new federal mandates as the reason 

for greater centralization. others, perhaps influenced by 

the Pennsylvania state University studies conducted by S. V. 

Martorana, looked to increased state legislative activity as 

the key variable behind the loss of local autonomy. still 

others saw it as a financial issue. Scarce resources, they 

argued, forced state officials to reassess statewide 

priorities. In simple terms, colleges began to feel state 

implementation of the apocryphal golden rule: "He who has 

the gold makes the rules" (Wattenbarger and starnes, 1976; 

Martorana, Wattenbarger, and smutz, 1978). 

Puyear (1985) expressed concern about the 

inevitability of increased state control. He averred that a 

law of political reality might state 

The highest governmental level that contributes 
financially to the operation of an enterprise will 
eventually exercise disproportionate control over 
that enterprise. Corollaries to this law might 
include: This control will increase in times of 
scarce resources but will, at best, stabilize in 
times of greater affluence. Also, if information is 



available that appears to provide a basis for 
cpntrol or evaluation, it will be used for those 
purposes. (Puyear, 1985, p. 65.) 

While most authors decried this trend, some were 

more positive (Glenny, 1974). The Education commission of 

the states (1973), for example, studied the centralizing 

trends nationally and encouraged support of greater state 

level coordination. As the title of their study implies, 

states, to their way of thinking, were faced with a choice 

between Coordination or Chaos? Concerns over coordination 

61 

were so SUbstantial that ECS seemed to lean in the direction 

of state superboards. "In states with multiple statewide 

postsecondary agencies dealing with state plans and/or 

dispersal of state and federal funds, these activities 

should be coordinated by one central coordinating agency" 

(Education Commission of the states, 1973, p. ix). 

Most authors, however, continued to emphasize the 

potentially negative effect of increased state control. 

Greater attention was placed on the long-range implications 

of this trend and less on how it came to pass. Tillery and 

wattenbarger (1985) noted, for example, the inexorable move 

toward greater state authority: 

The trend has been incremental and consistent: more 
limitations placed upon local decision making; more 
official, state-agency responsibilities for budget 
review, program review, and program offerings 
assigned; more legislative actions relating to 
specifics internal to the institutions; more 
transfer of final decision making to the state 
level; more power assumed by the state. (Tillery 
and Wattenbarger, 1985, p. 8.) 
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still others, seeing the movement toward state 

intrusion, counseled moderation on both sides. The 

essential tension between state level coordination and local 

control were noted, and colleges were urged to accept "the 

inevitability of coordination" (stuckman, 1969, p. 2). They 

pointed to the distinction between external coordination and 

internal management and urged each side to carve out their 

own turf. Stuckman (1969), for example, cautioned each side 

by pointing out that while coordination does not allow the 

state to dictate terms, local autonomy does not carry with 

it an inherent right to self-determination. 

The ability of community colleges to manage their 

internal affairs and to control their own turf is limited by 

environmental forces. More particularly, community college 

curricula and programs are molded by forces within and 

without the institution. Marshall Meyer (1988), for 

example, posits that two-year colleges represent a case of 

incomplete institutionalization which makes them more 

vulnerable to external forces. Community colleges are not 

well-understood. While they have large enrollments, their 

constituency is broad and diffuse and thus politically 

inconesive. Two-year college missions are equally ill

focused. They are generally too broad to provide a clear 

focus for the institution. Ultimately, these factors limit 

the ability of community colleges "to behave like 



institutions--that is, to claim resources on grounds of 

legitimacy" (M. Meyer, 1988, p. 84). 
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In the educational arena, legitimacy is a critical 

factor. The institu.tional model of organizations derives 

largely from educational institutions "where formal 

structures and curricula are sustained by widespread beliefs 

that they are appropriate, even when there is no evidence of 

their technical superiority" (M. Meyer, 1988, p. 86). 

community colleges, due to the limitations mentioned above, 

cannot compete effectively for legitimacy among their 

educational counterparts. As a result, they are more likely 

to emphasize programs whose outcomes are clear so as to 

claim resources on technical rather than institutional 

grounds. Since these colleges cannot hope to manage or 

manipulate their environment through control of scarce 

resources, they must turn to entrepreneurships. In this 

way, community colleges can identify and capture "a unique 

niche" (M. Meyer, 1988, p. 87). 

While Marshall Meyer (1988) suggests that community 

colleges are driven to vocationalism as a result of 

incomplete institutionalization, Brint and Karabel (1989) 

suggest the same result but from a different perspective. 

Community colleges, they argue, were originally perceived as 

liberal arts, transfer institutions. Early in this century 



these colleges were a new rung on the ladder to success 

which one could follow up through the American educational 

system. 

64 

While two-year colleges were theoretically designed 

to allow greater access in higher education, it became 

apparent quite early that it was really part of a highly 

differentiated educational system. The desire for upward 

mobility exceeded the capacity of the educational system and 

society to accommodate that desire. For community colleges, 

the way to accommodate this seeming contradiction was to 

adopt the logic of vocationalism. Accepted early in the 

two-year college movement by the AAJC leadership, the logic 

of vocationalism offered a niche for community colleges. 

Since the political costs of limiting access to community 

colleges was prohibitive, the best alternative was the logic 

of vocationalism--or differentiating the curriculum and 

rechanneling students in a more realistic direction. 

Essentially this was the management of ambition. While 

students initially resisted the approach and continued to 

enroll in liberal arts/transfer curriculum, by the 1970s 

enrollment finally moved substantially to the vocational 

areas. 

Community colleges, according to Brint and Karabel 

(1989), were essentially caught in a permanent dilemma. 

Termed dual structural subordination by the authors, these 

colleges were unable to compete with the established 
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four-year institutions and more particularly with their 

established training markets. Additionally, community 

colleges could not compete in the corporate world for the 

placement of graduates. As a result, community colleges 

were forced to accept the next available market niche. 

Business did not directly intervene in this decision but 

eventually accommodated the colleges as they had the jobs in 

the niche chosen by the two-year sector and now are very 

comfortable with the relationship. By accepting their 

position and limiting training to their niche, community 

colleges receive in return (1) a stable flow of resources, 

(2) a unique institutional identify, and (3) a secure market 

niche. 

Community college attempts to remain responsive to 

the external environment carry with them some inherently 

complex social problems. Karabel (1972, 1986) and Pincus 

(1986) raise serious social and economic policy questions 

about the focus of two-year colleges on vocational training. 

In particular, they are concerned about the tracking of low

income and minority students into low-skill, low-pay jobs. 

Both the desire and necessity of two-year colleges to remain 

responsive to their environment makes them particularly 

vulnerable to business and government interests over and 

above the potential interests of their students. As four

year college graduates outstrip the number of available 

college level jobs, there is greater economic and social 
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pressure to reduce the flow of graduates into these 

positions. The growing vocational emphasis in the two~year 

sector raises the question of whether these colleges are 

giving primary attention to the needs and desires of their 

students or the needs of the corporate economy. 

The literature reviewed here reinforces the need for 

an integrated analysis of local institution implementation 

of state policy. Control and coordination has become 

increasingly important in higher education, particularly 

within the two-year sector. These environmental forces, be 

they public or private, state or business, are integral to 

the understanding of the policy environment. An integrated 

framework, which brings together the parallel concepts from 

both the policy implementation and organizational literature 

provides a sharper focus on the issues embedded in the 

literature. 
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Framework 

The framework for this study is primarily drawn from 

two of William Firestone's and Robert Herriott's works on 

images of schools (Firestone and Herriott, 1981, 1982). 

This study modifies their two designs, unifying key elements 

of each into a framework more appropriate to this study. 

Essentially the framework identifies seven organizational 

dimensions upon which the three models (bureaucratic, 

political, and organized anarchy) can be expected to differ 

(see Figure 1) and which form the core of the discussions in 

organizational literature. 

While the original framework established seven 

separate and distinct dimensions against which the three 

models could be analyzed, it became apparent during the 

research and data analysis that some of these distinctions 

were artificial. At both Urban and Metropolitan, power and 

decision making were clearly interconnected. While 

questions of formal authority, legitimacy, and the degree to 

which external forces impacted that authority could be 

considered as a separate category, it quickly became 

apparent that decisions were directly connected to 



organizational 
Dimension 

Goals 

Convnunication 

Decision Making 

Sources of Power 

Rational 
BureaUcracy/Programmed 

One set of clear goals 
which guide internal 
activity. 

Flows vertically. 
Information, data 
move up and deci.ions, 
directivee move down. 

Rational, problem
solving logic. 

Formal authority and 
persuasive skill 
vested in top level 
administrators. 

Formal Rules Written, formal rules. 
Compliance is expected, 
rules are monitored. 

Level of Conflict Low due to rational 
approach and clear 
goals. 

Environment Low impact. Channeled 
through top administra
tors. 

political/ 
Evolutionary 

Varying numbers of 
group. in and out of 
the in.titution 
advocate their own 
intere.ts. 

DisjOinted, incon
sistent vertical 
process interrupted 
by intereat group. 
ina ide and outside. 

Negotiation struc
tured by authorita
tive decision 
atructure. 

Multiple, including 
formal authority, 
persuasive and 
technical skill 
baaed authority, 
task ba.ed dependen
cies, and external 
support. 

Rules exist but 
compliance is nego
tiated. Compromise 
necessary to reduce 
conflict. 

Fluctuating but 
occasionally high. 

Fluctuating, but 
occasionally high. 
Somewhat channeled, 
but group. seek 
external .upport, 
ide •• , and funda. 

Anarchy/Adaptive 

Goals are unclear. 
Irrelevant for internal 
activity but adopted 
for external 
legitimation. 

Non-vertical. Indepen
dent deCision points 
within organization 
create multiple, loosely 
connected communication 
lines. 

Gmrbage can process. 

Diffueed. Fluid 
participation and 
external influence 
limit formal 
authority. 

Compliance with rules 
is voluntary. Admin
istrators give advice. 
Rules (i.e., evalua
tion) exist for external 
legitimation. 

Multiple subunit 
agendas function 
independently 
resulting in low 
conflict. 

High and direct. 

Figure 1. Hypothetical Differences Between Three Images 
of community Colleges on Seven Organizational 
Dimensions. 
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authority, legitimacy, and power. Participation, or the 

appearance of participation in decision making, was itself a 

reflection of authority and power in these institutions 

(Estler, 1988; Abbott and Caracheo, 1988). Combining the 

conflict and formal rules discussions resulted from the same 

process. The level of conflict at Urban and Metropolitan 

was related to the existence and utilization of formal 

rules. 

Research Questions 

utilizing this framework, the study will address six 

research questions. 

1. What is the predominant governance and decision making 

model in community colleges? 

2. Are community college governance and decision making 

affected by forces external to the institution? 

3. Is state policy implementation affected by the 

governance structure of community colleges within the 

system? 

4. Do college program review procedures match state program 

review mandates? 

5. Does college implementation match the state policy 

model? 

6. Do the colleges utilize the state model in implementing 

program review at the college level? 

---- -------------------------------
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The five dimensions in the framework will be 

utilized to analyze the data obtained through interview and 

document analysis. 

Goals 

This dimension seeks to differentiate among the three 

organizational types on the level of concurrence among 

members as to the basic goals and purposes of the 

organization and the function of goals within the 

institution. In a rational bureaucracy where actions are 

fundamentally related to organizational goals of the 

organization, it is logical to expect strong agreement on 

and strict adherence to the goals of the organization. 

state level implementation will follow a set of clearly 

delineated steps or procedures as outlined by the director 

and carried out by unit managers. College implementation 

will be monitored as to their faithful adherence to the 

prescribed procedures. 

In the political organization, goal consensus is 

absent. As Cohen and March (1974, p. 195) indicate, 

"Efforts to generate normative statements of the goals of 

the university tend to produce goals that are either 

meaningless or dubious." Efforts by formal leaders within 

the organization to overcome this goal dissensus through the 

clarification of goals will only lead to conflict and 

ultimately to a "prevalence of meaningless rhetoric" 
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(Baldridge, et al., 1977, p. 10). The result is the 

existence of multiple, group-based goals designed to address 

the particular needs and interests of those groups. The 

goals of the state board will be adapted at the college 

level as they are impacted by internal and external 

constituencies. Each institution will therefore have a 

modified set of goals. 

Goals in an anarchy are unclear. In a setting where 

inconsistent and ill-defined preferences are the hallmark, 

clear goals would be unlikely. In fact, there is a strong 

likelihood that goals follow rather than precede action and 

serve more as a rationalization than as a guide for action. 

This relates directly to the concept that goals in an 

anarchy are established more for external consumption and 

legitimation than for internal guidance. state 

implementation goals are unlikely to relate to the actions 

or behavior of local program directors. The implementation 

strategy will be very flexible, allowing considerable 

latitude at the local level. In turn, local implementation 

will reflect more of the street level actions than the state 

level goals. 

communication 

vertical communication, or the extent to which 

information within the institution moves from the lowest to 

the highest organizational levels to facilitate decision 
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making, is a hallmark of bureaucratic organizations. Here 

there is a strong correlation between the flow of 

information upward and the flow of authority and decision 

making downward. In each instance the chain of command and 

deference to position power are central characteristics. 

This dimension ranks high in the rational bureaucratic 

model. Policy implementation by each college will follow 

the directives from the state. A clear pattern of state to 

college communication will exist, with memoranda issuing 

board directives, procedures, and time1ines. state forms 

will be utilized by the college. Colleges will also reflect 

the top down communication pattern with little discretion 

allowed within the organization. 

communication in the political model is disjointed 

and inconsistent. The organization is fragmented into 

various interest groups, often with competing goals and 

values. As these groups move in and out of the decision 

arena, they disrupt the communication flow. Those who 

remain in the arena on a consistent basic, the elites or 

oligarchs, exhibit a combination of horizontal and vertical 

communication patterns. As resources become scarce or as 

issue salience increases for various spectator groups, the 

arena fills with interest groups, and vertical communication 

is inhibited. Program review is an issue which will 

activate various groups within each college. Communication, 

therefore, will not be vertical but will be disjointed, with 
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no consistent pattern. The promptness emphasized in the 

bureaucratic communication network will be replaced by a 

sensitivity to the political nature of communication. Thus, 

information flow will be timed to effect the process. 

The anarchy model, which places a premium on 

independence and loose coordination, does not resonate well 

with an emphasis on vertical communication. Instructors 

here work in solitary settings where they feel free to make 

independent decisions which impact their work. Fluid 

participation and the absence of a hierarchy of authority 

suggest that communication is disjointed and nonvertical. 

policy directives from the state will be funneled through 

the college but will not necessarily bring about a response. 

Communication will be more singular, between the program 

director and the administration rather than between 

organized interest groups and the administration. In an 

anarchy, communication from below may precede rather than 

follow administrative action. 

Sources of Power and Decision Makinq 

The rational bureaucracy is characterized by the 

centralization of power and authority at the top layer of 

the organization. There is no doubt as to the appropriate 

relationship between organizational or system levels in this 

dimension. Those who reside at the top of the organization 

have, by virtue of their positions, formal authority, 
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influence, and legitimacy. This power is exercised in an 

orderly fashion from the top down through the various levels 

of the organization. 

Decision making is assumed to be rational and 

logical in a bureaucracy. Information from throughout the 

system is gathered and transmitted up the organization, 

where it is expected that top leadership will develop 

logical decisions linked to system goals. These decisions 

then move down the organizational hierarchy to be 

implemented at the appropriate levels. Program review 

implementation is likewise logical and rational. state 

policy and goals are based on the accumulation of 

information from the colleges and fit within the framework 

of system goals. Implementation at the college level 

mirrors the decisions at the state level and are based on 

rational, upper level decision making. 

Implementation reflects the power and influence of 

the state Board of Community Colleges exercised through the 

Division of Community Colleges. The executive director, 

through the director of Program Evaluation, transmits 

program review directives to the local college president. 

College implementation, through the president, accurately 

and directly reflects the guidelines and regulations 

mandated by the state. 

A much less structured power relationship exists in 

the political frame. Here formal, position based authority 
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is present, but control over the organization is challenged 

by alternative sources of power. In this arena, power is a 

bargained commodity. Complex decision networks resulting 

from the fragmented nature of postsecondary institutions 

leads ultimately to diffusion, segmentalization, and 

decentralization of power. Multiple power bases within the 

system relate to technical skill, specialized knowledge, or 

external support. Administrative power and legitimacy 

result more from statesmanship than from command. 

Systemwide implementation will be impacted by power 

sources at the state board office by internal and external 

constituencies and interest groups (.e.g., in-house 

technical experts and/or college lobbyists) as well as the 

persuasive power of impacted groups. Implementation will be 

altered at the college level, reflecting the impact of these 

various interest groups. 

In a political system, negotiation tempers the 

authoritative decision structure. Information and influence 

is obtained from disparate sources within and outside the 

system. While the decision is likely to emerge from the top 

of the organization, it will be arrived at through 

compromise and negotiation. state level implementation will 

be buffered by state and local level employees and interest 

groups. Implementation of program review reflects these 

multiple interests. The resulting actions will be based on 

the impact of these interests. 

"'----"------ ----. --
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Power in the organized anarchy is highly problematic. 

The fluid participation of individuals makes the exercise of 

power difficult. Administrators are more passive. since a 

significant portion of a college's central purpose cannot be 

controlled by the administrative cadre, leadership will more 

likely concentrate on the manipulation of symbols and 

structures. 

Program review will be primarily symbolic and will 

reflect the absence of central power in its implementation. 

street level decisions will determine the impact at the 

program level within the college. Implementation will look 

like the state policy at the institutional level but will 

not penetrate in a significant way to the program level. 

Isolated, independent program directors will largely 

determine the fate of their individual programs. 

The garbage can decision making process prevails in 

the organized anarchy. Here any decision making situation 

involves a complex mix of people inside and outside the 

organization and the problems and solutions they bring with 

them into the decision arena. The decision which emerges 

may result more from avoidance or oversight. Such decisions 

are hardly rational, often uncontrollable, and rarely 

intentional. 

state implementation will likewise emerge from a 

garbage can process. Connections to the information and 

data brought to bear on the topic will be problematic. The 
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program review policy will be a symbolic representation to 

the state legislature that something tangible has been done 

despite the likelihood that there is no means-ends 

connections between the problem and the solution. At the 

college level, program review implementation will focus on 

the state policy but in a symbolic fashion. Since the 

college cannot force implementation, rules, regulations, and 

procedures will be adopted but enforcement mechanisms will 

not be utilized. The loosely coupled programs within the 

organization will be more responsive to individual program 

pressures and program directors' interests than to state and 

college directives. 

Formal Rules and Conflict 

Bureaucracies place a strong emphasis on the 

establishment and enforcement of formal rules. This is 

viewed as central to the maintenance of a formal control 

system. Written rules are used to establish and monitor 

appropriate behavior. Compliance is considered essential to 

the smooth operation of this model. Emphasis on compliance 

is reinforced by the delegation of the means of control down 

the organization to allow each level control over the 

actions of the next lowest level. 

Conflict would not be expected to play a significant 

role in the bureaucratic organization. Conflict is kept to 

a minimum by the emphasis on order, structure, and procedure 
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as well as routinization and standardization. Each member 

of the organization knows what duties he/she is expected to 

perform and how that performance will be evaluated. 

Additionally, the rational nature of the bureaucracy 

maintains the concept that decisions are logically based on 

the information at hand and that the reward structure and 

promotion system is tied to performance evaluation. The 

recognition of a hierarchical power structure, the 

acceptance of a rational view of the organization, the 

absence of tension between competing goals, and compliance 

with formal rules all reduce the likelihood of conflict. 

Program review implementation will follow a set of 

well-defined rules and procedures adopted by the college in 

harmony with the state policy initiative. Program directors 

will be expected to comply with these rules, and authority 

will be allocated through the administrative hierarchy to 

produce compliance. 

Conflict over policy implementation is kept to a 

minimum by strict adherence to state implementation 

guidelines. The program review model at the college level 

should accurately reflect the policy at the state level, 

since college personnel accept the logic and the rational 

goals within the policy. 

Political organizations emphasize the dynamic nature 

of rules. The fragmentary and conflictual nature of the 

organization, combined with the fluid participation of 
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multiple interest groups, renders useless the imposition of 

formal rules. The force of rules and the emphasis on 

compliance in the bureaucracy is replaced here by 

negotiation and compromise. Rules exist in the political 

organization, but the imposition of sanctions to punish 

violations of rules does not follow rational, logical lines. 

The political organization, on the other hand, is 

more conflictual in nature. While conflict may fluctuate, 

it can occasionally reach a high level. Conflict here is 

considered normal, where in the bureaucracy it would be 

considered an aberration. Conflict is expected to increase 

when issue salience increases, thus bringing a greater 

number of individuals and interests into the decision arena. 

This scenario is also likely during periods of resource 

scarcity. 

policy implementation at the college level will be a 

negotiated activity. state mandates will be implemented 

through compromise and accommodation of interest group 

pressures. Rules for college implementation will be 

flexible and will adapt to the varying pressures within the 

organization. 

state policy initiatives in program review will 

produce a high level of conflict due to the high issue 

salience for institutional programs and personnel. The 

possibility of program elimination and the reduction of 

personnel will produce an environment in which conflict over 



policy implementation will be sUbstantial. Interest group 

pressure from inside and outside the organization will be 

brought to bear on the process. 
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The creation and enforcement of formal rules to 

control behavior is highly problematic in an organizational 

anarchy. Where independence replaces interdependence and 

where instructor discretion is maximized, rule enforcement 

is not strong. Instead, one can expect to find a complex 

relationship between institution, authority, and action. 

This complexity is reflected in the fact that some 

activities are loosely coupled, while others are closely 

coupled. 

To the outside, the anarchy presents a rule-based 

image while maximizing flexibility within, or what John 

Meyer (1978) calls aping "the legitimating rationality of 

the environment" (J. Meyer, 1978, p. 361). Instructional 

activities are carried out independently, in isolated 

classrooms. Administrators offer guidance and advice but 

are not able to demand compliance. Policies and rules, 

where they exist, are not constraining and, in some 

instances, instructors may not even know the rules. 

While the instructional component has considerable 

discretion and is, therefore, loosely coupled within the 

institution, there is an effort to project a tighter 

coupling to the external environment. To protect the 

loosely connected technical core and to satisfy the 
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environment, the institution accepts greater external 

control or tighter coupling over certification. The 

resulting logic of confidence, therefore, is not based on 

close inspection of instruction but on a presumption of 

competence resulting from certification. Tight control over 

certification allows for loose coupling of the college's 

technical core. 

Conflict in the organized anarchy is low. While 

this is similar to the bureaucracy, the reasons are 

significantly different. Here the loosely coupled nature of 

the anarchy portrays the organization as an assemblage of 

loosely connected programs, each of which can independently 

absorb internal and external pressures. The ability of the 

organization to essentially compartmentalize these 

activities and pressures allows for successful adaptation to 

multiple pressures. The lack of tight coupling between 

programs keeps conflict to a minimum. This conflict 

avoidance is seen as a major attribute of loosely coupled 

organizations. 

Program review policy implementation at the college 

level will ape the rationality of the environment by 

adopting rules and procedures in harmony with state 

mandates. The strict adherence to these state mandates at 

the formal organizational level is designed to protect or 

buffer the individual programs within the college from the 

full effects of state policy. 
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Implementation of program review finds conflict 

between individual program directors and the administration. 

The level of conflict relates to the amount of upper level 

administrative pressure placed on the program directors to 

adhere to college policy and procedures. Low conflict is 

likely, since this pressure is expected to be low. 

Institutional adherence to state policy mandates is more 

symbolic than real; this buffers the impact on the 

individual program, thus yielding little conflict. 

Environment 

This dimension stresses organizational boundaries 

relative to the amount of information which penetrates from 

the outside and the extent to which external groups can 

influence internal events. Bureaucracies, as essentially 

closed systems, are protected from such environmental 

incursions. What impact occurs is channeled through the 

very top of the organization. The prototype educational 

bureaucracy, according to Firestone and Herriott, places the 

governing board outside the formal hierarchy. Thus, while 

the board may be subjected to political buffeting, this does 

not directly impact the hierarchy. Policy implementation 

will not be impacted by forces external to the college or 

the state board. External concerns have no access to the 

organization and thus cannot effect the implementation of 

program review. 



83 

Environmental vulnerability is a reality in the 

political perspective. While postsecondary institutions are 

not controlled by their environment, they are not totally 

independent. As groups within the organization seek support 

for their interests, they are willing to utilize the 

influence and resources of external groups to attain their 

objective. This influence is fluctuating rather than 

constant. Institutional boundaries can be manipulated to 

include or exclude external groups to varying degrees. 

College implementation of state program review policy will 

reflect the impact of external groups, primarily 

occupational advisory committees. As program directors are 

impacted by the policy, they will seek to alter the policy 

by utilizing pressure from interested outside groups. 

The environmental openness of the anarchy allows 

individuals and subunits to interface with external groups 

individually or collectively. The loosely coupled nature of 

these organizations allows them to "structurally respond 

more effectively to environmental pressures and changes than 

do tightly coupled organizations." Teachers can respond 

more readily to parental pressure, and organizational 

structures can respond rapidly to environmental influences. 

Policy implementation will be adjusted at the college level 

to allow for individual program directors to fit into the 

policy framework. The college and program level flexibility 

will allow for programs to reduce tension between outside 



interest and advisory groups while still symbolically 

complying with state policy mandates. 

Methodology 
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A review of the literature in the areas of policy 

implementation, governance, and program review leads to the 

conclusion that the locus of analysis for any study in these 

areas must be the individual organization or institution. 

Yet educational organizations do not operate in isolation. 

They are increasingly a part of a larger, more intrusive 

state system. While the policy implementation literature 

points to organizational dynamics as a critical area for 

analysis, they do not ignore the larger policy arena. The 

actions and intentions of state policy makers are crucial to 

any understanding of policy implementation at the 

institutional level. While early theorizing that policy 

adoption was policy implementation has largely been 

rejected, it is essential to understand the larger system 

dynamics before focusing on the institutional level. 

The selection of a single state enables the study to 

focus on the dynamics of a single system. Florida, with a 

well-developed community college system, offers an 

appropriate blend of state system involvement and ,local 

institutional governance. The state, for example, provides 

over 70 percent of the operating funds for the two-year 

sector. These institutions have no local taxing authority 
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and thus are dependent on student tuition and state 

appropriations. A state mandated numbering system dominates 

the curriculum process, and a statewide test (CLAST) 

monitors the educational progress of "rising sophomores." 

Local boards of trustees are appointed by the governor to 

represent local district residents. within this overall 

state framework, local two-year institutions manage their 

own governance and decision making processes. 

Two institutions similar in a number of important 

characteristics were examined to increase the credibility 

and applicability of the study. The colleges, Metropolitan 

community College and Urban Community College, are large, 

multi-campus colleges with enrollments in excess of 10,000 

students. The selection of these two institutions allowed 

for control of a number of important variables. 

organizational literature suggests that size and 

organizational complexity are related. In addition, the 

nature of authority and patterns of communication are 

similarly related to size in the literature. While the 

colleges serve separate communities in different 

geographical areas of the state, their economic and 

population dynamics are similar, and each operates within 

the same state policy environment. 

In order to analyze how systemwide and institutional 

dynamics relate to the formulation and implementation of an 

externally mandated program review policy, it was necessary 



to conduct field research at the Division of Community 

Colleges offices in Tallahassee and at both community 

colleges. 
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The first portion of the study involved the 

acquisition and analysis of documents at the state and 

institution level. Preliminary visits were made to the 

state office and to one of the two colleges. At each 

location preliminary discussions were held to clarify issues 

of policy and procedure. At this point, a preliminary list 

of potential interviewees was developed, based on the 

information obtained. 

obtained at this time. 

Numerous documents and reports were 

At the Division of Community 

Colleges statewide reports and information guides were 

acquired. At the college a package of program review 

materials was obtained, together with an organization chart, 

a prior accreditation self-study, an annual published 

statistical history of the college, student newspapers and 

weekly campus bulletins, and local business and economic 

publications •. In addition, state statutes were reviewed for 

pertinent sections on community college governance, as well 

as state and division regulations. 

An initial document analysis focused on the 

historical record relative to the introduction and passage 

of legislation, establishment of state committees, and 

issuance of board directives at the state level. A parallel 

analysis of each institution provided the historical context 

--- ---_ .... _---_. 



for the events which were analyzed. This analysis 

concentrated on the materials acquired in the initial site 

visits. Telephone inquiries and follow-up conversations 

were used to obtain preliminary information for the second 

college. 
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Throughout the inquiry, the issues of credibility and 

reliability was addressed. Researcher bias was guarded 

against through the use of triangulation. Documents and 

data within the documents were cross-checked, and structural 

corroboration was employed throughout the process. The 

utilization of interviews and document analysis increased 

the potency of the study by allowing for a more meaningful 

explanation of the phenomenon under investigation. Multiple 

methods yielded convergence, as well as highlighted 

inconsistencies and contradictions in the data. The result 

was greater trust in the validity of the results. 

with the establishment of the historical record and 

the context within which program review emerged, it was 

possible to move to the next research stage. This involved 

collection and review of state level and college documents 

on program review. The identification of pertinent material 

benefited from the first stage analysis. 

At Urban Community College the documents included a 

wide variety of inter- and intra-college memoranda. These 

included correspondence among and between senior management, 

middle management, and faculty. Memoranda sent to and 
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received from the state Board of community Colleges and the 

Division of Community Colleges were also gathered at this 

point. The contract between the united Faculty of Urban 

community College and the Board of Trustees, the President's 

Annual Report, advisory committee minutes, state program 

review committee minutes, the published minutes of the Vice 

President's Council and the college foundation publication 

were all obtained. Weekly college and campus publications 

were received, as were curriculum materials, organization 

charts, and all pertinent program review documents. 

Documents acquired at Metropolitan community College 

were similar in nature and scope. Inter- and intra-campus 

memoranda involving all segments of the college community 

were sought out. Departmental program review files were 

reviewed and copied. Minutes from campus senate and college 

association meetings were also obtained. The college's 

extensive work on institutional effectiveness was 

documented, as were key committees through minutes and 

observation. The college productivity reports were 

reviewed, as was the extensive correspondence surrounding 

the Pharmacy Technology program. state program review 

reports and memoranda to and from the state were also copied 

for future analysis. 

The division offices in Tallahassee provided several 

statewide program review studies and numerous general 



documents reflecting the breadth and depth of division 

involvement with the local colleges. 

Interviews 
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Interviews with key state and college respondents 

were also conducted at this stage. The initial document 

analyses provided useful information relative to these 

interviewees. While many of the interviewees had already 

been identified (e.g., college president, vice president/ 

dean of instruction, board members, division director, state 

board staff, faculty president, director of institutional 

research), numerous others emerged from the documents. 

Due to the small size of the division staff, only 

one visit was required for interview purposes. Personnel 

directly involved with program review policy and 

implementation were interviewed, and informal discussions 

were held with other personnel only indirectly involved. 

At each of the colleges two campus visits were 

necessary to complete the approximately thirty tape-recorded 

interviews conducted at each site. Preliminary 

investigations provided the information necessary to set up 

the first set of interviews. At each institution the 

majority of these sessions were conducted in a centrally 

located conference room on the largest campus. These 

interviews focused primarily on college administrators and 

those personnel most obviously involved in program review 



activities. At one institution some names provided by the 

researcher to the administrator assigned to assist in the 

study were deleted from the list of respondents. The 

researcher was able to privately arrange interviews with 

these individuals during the first visit. 
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Through these first visits inquiries were made, 

formally and informally, regarding additional respondents. 

During the interviews additional sources were identified and 

inquiries were made to confirm or refute the potential value 

of these individuals to the research project. 

After an intervening period of some four months, 

second visits were made to each college. Attempts were made 

to arrange for interviews in advance. Those unable to be 

confirmed were contacted and interviews arranged on site. 

During the second visit virtually all interviews were 

conducted in the offices of the respondents. All major 

campus sites were included in this second visit. Again, 

individuals were added to the list of interviewees as their 

potential value became apparent. Faculty and middle 

management became the primary focus of the second visit to 

ensure a balance among all segments of the college 

community. 

The interviews were structured and each lasted for 

approximately one hour. The questions were tied to the 

research questions and to the seven organizational 
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dimensions within the framework and were field-tested prior 

to the actual site visits. 

The interview schedule (see Appendix A) was 

structured to elicit responses relative to general 

institutional concerns, as well as respondent behavior and 

experience in specific areas, most notably program review. 

The interviews opened with broad questions focused on 

organizational issues and research themes such as goals, 

communication, college history and organization, general 

procedures, rules and processes. Based on the responses, 

probes were used to clarify language and issues, focus on 

pertinent details, and clarify potentially conflicting or 

contradictory responses. Efforts were made to cross-check 

information obtained in previous interviews or document 

analysis. The middle of the interview focused specifically 

on program review. Questions of goals, process, 

implementation, and external relations were pursued. These 

questions directly related to the interviewee's role in the 

program review process at the college and, where applicable, 

at the state level. Again, probes were utilized to enrich 

the data gathering. The latter part of the interview 

focused on the respondent's personal involvement in decision 

making, communication, conflict, resource allocation, and 

organizational protocol. 

While the interviewees were remarkably forthright in 

their responses, there were several occasions when 
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individuals at each college expressed reservations about 

confidentiality. Assurances were given at the beginning of 

I each interview that the interview was confidential, that no 

one at the institution would see or hear the interviews, and 

that the final product would fictionalize their names. At 

any point in the interview when a reservation was expressed, 

an offer was made to turn off the tape recorder. In several 

cases the recorder was turned off, and the respondent 

continued to answer the question. Notes were taken at that 

point or immediately following the interview. Notations 

were also made of observations made during interviews and at 

other points during the two weeks spent at each institution. 

Interviews at the state division offices in 

Tallahassee were also recorded. The interviews were 

conducted in the respondent's office. The interview 

schedule differed (see Appendix B) from that used at the two 

college sites. However, the same techniques were employed 

in terms of probes, confidentiality, and other pertinent 

issues. 

coding 

Interviews and documents were coded using thematic 

and rhetorical analysis tied to the framework. coding was 

accomplished through the identification of terms, phrases, 

figures of speech, characterizations, concepts, metaphors 

and analogies, as well as feelings and value-charged 

._- . --_. -._-------------_ ..... _._--_ ......... __ . 
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language. Documents at each location were analyzed using 

the categories mentioned above and were separated, where ' 

possible, into bureaucratic, political, and anarchic. Each 

interview was transcribed and analyzed for content and then 

coded utilizing the categories and methods described here. 

A bureaucratic approach was characterized by 

structured, directive language. Imperative sentences were 

coded as being indicative of a bureaucratic approach, as was 

language which emphasized rules, regulations, procedures, 

production, and efficiency. Where language and patterns of 

communication (who sends memoranda to whom) were strongly 

related to the organizational hierarchy and where a strong 

relationship existed between position and authority, the 

bureaucratic approach was indicated. Business and military 

metaphors were also coded as bureaucratic, as were passages 

where the tone, tense, and language related to the theme 

that "we are supposed to do it this way." The use of words 

like "shall," "will," "must," and "expected" were coded in 

this area, as was any emphasis on information flowing down 

the organization. The direction of this information flow 

was judged against a measurement of time. The rapid 

transmittal of information was, therefore, coded as 

bureaucratic. 

The majority of letters and memoranda sent out to 

the colleges were coded as bureaucratic. These documents 

reflect a large number of the characteristics which relate 
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to the bureaucratic theme. The memoranda are structured and 

directive in language. They are generally from the 

executive director to the college president, although 

neither party is actually involved in the tasks and reports 

discussed. These memoranda place a strong emphasis on 

rules, regulations, and procedures which the colleges are to 

follow. 

Memoranda from the college presidents also were 

coded as bureaucratic. In announcing a major 

reorganization, Dr. Myers at Metropolitan Community College 

used the active voice and imperative sentences. The 

emphasis was on reporting lines and the information flow was 

downward and the time1ine was short. Here the intention was 

to instruct and inform. Terms such as "will" were used 

extensively. As with most correspondence, the document was 

not exclusively bureaucratic. Of the six paragraphs in the 

memorandum, five were clearly bureaucratic, while the last 

was more political, noting in particular external forces on 

the institution. 

Presidential memoranda in relation to specific 

programmatic concerns at Metropolitan were also 

bureaucratic. They follow the chain of command very 

strictly and rely on specific directives with short, but 

specific, time1ines. While the memoranda contain no titles, 

it is clear that the hierarchy is being honored and the 

relationship between position and authority is reinforced. 



95 

The political approach was characterized by more 

permissive and more inclusive language and by the use of 

declarative or inquisitive sentences. Here the emphasis was 

on providing alternatives rather than on ordering or 

instructing. Permissive language such as "may," "might," 

"can," "could," or participative language like "involve," 

"negotiate," and "compromise" were coded as political. "How 

shall we do it" was more likely to appear here, as was the 

use of irony and sarcasm. Information flow, which was more 

group-oriented and did not adhere to the hierarchical order 

in the institution, as well as communications addressed to 

groups external to the organization were coded as political. 

Conflictual language was also present in the political 

arena. 

Internal memoranda below the presidential level tend 

to take on a more political tone. Here more permissive 

language is likely to appear with the active solicitation of 

participation, response, and modification in the suggested 

procedure or activity. Information still adhered generally 

to the hierarchy, although there was greater flexibility 

exercised at these levels. District administrative 

personnel were free to correspond with department chairs and 

directors, directly copying their supervising 

administrators. 



Also at this level communication with external 

community groups is more apparent. External communication 

generally was at the department chair level and below. 
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Memoranda from faculty were more political in 

nature. They were not as hierarchically oriented. Faculty 

apparently felt free to correspond with all levels of the 

organization as they felt the need. Conflictual language 

appenred in these memoranda more frequently and in faculty 

interviews as well. 

The organized anarchy approach was characterized by 

language and communication which emphasized looseness within 

the organization. The autonomous individual appeared in 

this environment. The flow of information was not 

hierarchical, nor was it authority based. Formal 

communication was limited, and cross-institutional subunit 

communication was at a minimum. Communication between 

administrator and faculty exhibited the absence of sanctions 

for instructor behavior, and instructors demonstrated 

independence of action and considerable discretion. 

Essentially there were few constraints on faculty behavior. 

Issues and problems were either ignored, or responses 

to issues when they did occur were not time based. In the 

organized anarchy frame, a minimum of conflict was evident, 

and where it did occur, it was focused by individual rather 

than by group or institution. It was expected that program 

review in an organized anarchy would exhibit different goals 

---------.-- ----------



and standards for each program. The emphasis of program 

review was on external approval over irlternal alterations. 

Changes when they did occur resulted from external 

pressures, not internal sanctions. 
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DocUment analysis indicated that while communication 

was an important consideration at each institution, formal 

communication differed by college. At Metropolitan there 

appears to be a greater reluctance to write formal 

memoranda. Thus, formal communication takes the form of 

official college pUblications and the minutes of meetings. 

While there is an emphasis on official publications and 

meeting minutes at Urban, the reliance is less extensive. 

Cross-institutional subunit communication was 

largely absent at each institution. with perhaps one 

exception in the Pharmacy Technology program at Metropolitan 

Community College, neither the document nor the interview 

analysis exposed this type of communication. There is 

considerable subunit autonomy which results in each program 

communicating independently with campus and college 

administrators. 

Instructor behavior was sanctioned at each 

institution, but it was subtle. As a result, instructors 

did not exhibit through the documents an independence of 

action or extensive discretion. 

The documents identified alienation more than 

conflict. This was particularly true at Urban Community 
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College, but it existed at both institutions. The 

ingredients for conflict were apparent, although overt 

conflictual language was less prevalent. At Urban, this was 

focused on the president to a great extent and to a lesser 

extent on the union. 

Program review procedures reflected an external 

approval emphasis at each college. Yet the procedures 

followed for external approach were detached from those 

designed for internal alterations. Change was influenced by 

external economic and community pressure primarily and not 

on state pressure through program review. 

Conclusions 

The study addresses the bureaucratic emphasis found 

in the literature on community college governance and 

decision making. The research discloses a more complex 

organization than has previously been characterized in the 

literature. All three organizational models are reflected 

in the governance and decision making dynamics at the 

institutions in the study. 

The bureaucratic patterns are most obvious in 

external relations with state agencies. While there is 

external evidence of bureaucratic patterns, internally a 

more complex, hybrid governance structure predominates. The 

state program review policy is adhered to procedurally, with 

all appropriate activities and reports filed by the 
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institutions and the state. However, these activities mask 

the patterns of organizational behavior which compose the 

local reality of program review. Review activities within 

the colleges are more political and anarchic in nature than 

would be anticipated in the literature. 

The study also reveals the extent of environmental 

vulnerability of these institutions. While the colleges 

have always been open to and impacted by the state 

government, increased emphasis on local business and 

industry partnerships and economic development has 

significantly impacted these institutions. 

The case study approach sets limits on the 

genera1izabi1ity of this study. While there may be some 

applicability across a broader range of institutions, this 

study does not make that claim. 
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CHAPTER 4 

COMMUNITY COLLEGES AND STATE POLICY 

National Setting 

In the long and tradition ladened history of 

American higher education, two-year colleges are a 

relatively recent phenomenon. Created at the turn of the 

century, these junior colleges were originally designed to 

address a limited mission in a local setting. until the 

outbreak of World War II, most junior colleges were private, 

sectarian institutions aimed primarily at serving the 

transfer and terminal postsecondary needs of their local 

community. Students who were financially or academically 

ill-prepared for the state university could attend the local 

two-year college. Here students would complete a two-year 

program preparatory for transfer or "round out" their formal 

education by obtaining a junior college diploma. 

Following the second world war, junior colleges 

underwent a major transformation. Spurred by the remarkable 

growth in higher education enrollment following the war, and 

buoyed by increased governmental recognition, two-year 

colleges began an era of rapid expansion. From just over 

200,000 students in 1948, two-year college enrollment jumped 

to well over one million by the late 1960s. Despite 
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enrollment setbacks in the early 1980s, these colleges were 

enrolling one-half of all college freshmen by the end of the 

decade. Between four and five million students were 

annually enrolled in over 1200 two-year colleges. 

This rapid postwar growth which reached its zenith 

in the 1960s also brought significant institutional changes 

as two-year colleges increased their role in the community 

in numerous ways. The limited transfer emphasis of earlier 

days was replaced by an expanded mission which included 

vocational education, community education, remedial 

training, and various outreach programs. As the mission 

changed so did the name, as two-year, junior colleges became 

community colleges. 

In the 1970s as national and state governments 

focused on access and equity issues, community colleges 

continued to grow. In addition to the widening mission, 

community colleges also became the entry point for millions 

of nontraditional students who had not previously 

considered postsecondary education within their grasp. 

However, this almost unbridled growth period began to 

decline in the early 1980s. By the end of the decade, "the 

community college movement found that the supply of new 

'student markets' was finite after all" (Brint and Karabel, 

1989, p. 136). 
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A~CouDtability 

As community colleges enter the last decade of the 

century, they are faced with numerous challenges. In 

addition to softening enrollments, two-year colleges must 

address the overarching issue of accountability. The 

current patterns of accountability relate primarily to state 

regulation through legislative initiatives and state board 

behavior. The accountability thrust continues to be driven 

by the twin engines of finance and quality. 

During the past decade it has become increasingly 

clear that state and local governments are unable to meet 

the ever-increasing demands for financial resources and 

services. Throughout the country there have been repeated 

appeals from taxpayers and government officials to do more 

with less. To accomplish this goal, legislators and state 

boards have increased their scrutiny of local community 

colleges. These officials seem constantly in search of new 

and improved methods to assure fiscal responsibility. 

A corollary to this thrust is the increasing concern 

over the quality of the educational product. Community 

colleges have long been suspect in terms of their commitment 

to quality education. University officials and state 

legislators have questioned the rate at which community 

college students transfer to four-year schools. They have 

raised concerns as well about the success of those few who 

do ultimately transfer to senior institutions. state and 
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federal officials continue to monitor the performance of 

occupational programs to ensure a strong relationship 

between two-year technical training and eventual employment. 

In an attempt to systematically address these issues, states 

have turned to program reviews. 

Program Review 

Program review has become a major topic of concern 

among professional educators and state policy makers in 

recent years. While evaluation or review is not a new 

phenomenon in higher education, it has grown in prominence 

during the past two decades, due primarily to the flattening 

of enrollments and the increased financial pressure upon the 

academy. 

Historically, program review can trace its earliest 

antecedents to the formative years of higher education in 

America (Harcleroad, 1980). While it is true that such 

evaluations have been conducted for some three centuries, 

only recently has the process become refined and focused. 

For much of the history of higher education in the united 

states, program evaluation was "infrequent and, in most 

colleges, aimed primarily at making improvements in the 

overall academic program" (Conrad and Wilson, 1985, p. 1). 

However, with the advent of statewide coordinating and 

governing boards, as well as the creation of regional 



accrediting agencies, there came a concurrent rise in 

interest in program evaluation. 
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Much of the rising interest related to reviews and 

evaluations for program expansion. with the growth in 

student populations and the resultant institutional 

expansion of the 1950s, 1960s, and early 1970s, the emphasis 

was on which new programs should be added and to what 

institution they should be awarded (Green, 1981). 

However, as trends changed, enrollments flattened or 

dropped and allocated dollars grew more scarce, emphasis on 

program review moved from an expansionist or growth mode to 

a reorganization, reallocation, or program discontinuation 

mode (Clowes, 1981). within the past decade it has become 

commonplace to conduct penetrating program reviews designed 

specifically to address the effects of financial pressure, 

i.e., to cut programs and/or to reallocate resources. 

Yet another force at play in the growth of program 

review has been the broad public pressure resulting from a 

perceived "quality crisis" in education. The general public 

has become increasingly sensitive to the perceived lack of 

quality in American education. This view has led to 

penetrating questions about the relationship between dollars 

allocated and the resultant educational product. 

Legislators have become very active in this arena, demanding 

educational accountability at all levels (Gardner, 1977). 



105 

As a result, state governments have entered the 

program review arena. Again, due largely to concerns over 

limited budgets, enrollment declines, and quality, many 

states have charged their higher education coordinating 

boards and governing boards with reviewing new and existing 

programs within their public institutions. 

As program reviews are utilized with increasing 

frequency, it is not surprising that several tangential 

issues have arisen, not the least of which is the role of 

the state in. such reviews (Perry, 1978). As noted earlier, 

state legislators and the general public have been 

questioning the results of higher education. Legislators in 

particular are concerned about accountability, and, as a 

result, expect higher education to be closely scrutinized 

(Wilson, 1980). One obvious method through which to conduct 

such penetrating analysis of higher education is through 

state level program review. Over the past decade, state 

level higher education agencies have become very active in 

this arena, and, as these legislators see it, with good 

cause (Wilson, 1980). They believe that program reviews 

afford them an excellent tool with which to measure the 

effective allocation of scarce resources. Furthermore, 

reviews allow them to respond more adequately to their 

respective constituencies (Flentje and Sample, 1973). 

Not surprisingly, higher education ·institutions have 

looked upon this development with a jaundiced eye. "From an 
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institutional perspective, such reviews often constitute·a 

threat to internal plans and priorities and to judgments 

about the continuing worth of an existing program or the 

potential for a new one" (Wilson, 1980, p. 602). Despite 

these and other concerns, state level reviews have increased 

in frequency and scope. Barak and Berdahl (1978) found that 

between 1960 and 1975 the number of agencies involved in 

program reviews rose from 19 to 29. By 1980, according to 

Wilson (1980), the number of state agencies conducting 

reviews had reached 34. The following year, Barak (1982) 

found that 46 state boards of varying types were authorized 

to conduct reviews. 

Given the existence of state level reviews and their 

spread during the past 25 years, colleges and universities 

have been forced to re-evaluate their opposition. 

Resistance has proven ineffectual in halting the trend. As 

a result, attention has shifted away from challenging the 

legitimacy of such evaluations to assessing ways to improve 

the process. College personnel, recognizing the necessity 

of cooperation, have offered to assist in the identification 

of criteria, the development of valid designs, and the 

analysis of results. As noted by Kenneth Mortimer, 

the real issue with respect to institutional 
autonomy and accountability is not whether there 
will be intervention by the state but whether the 
inevitable demands for increased accountability will 
be confined to the proper topic and expressed 



through a mechanism sensitive to both public ~nd 
institutional interests. (Barak and Berdahl, 1978, 
p. 7) 

The survival instinct has led many educators to find a 

middle ground between avoidance and total involvement. 

The utilization of program reviews at the state and 

institutional level has not, however, satisfactorily 
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addressed the full aray of concerns at the state and 

taxpayer levels. Program reviews have increasingly focused 

on' fiscal accountability, yet issues of quality persist. 

This has led to still greater state level intrusiveness into 

the affairs of the academy. Legislative and state board 

mandates have led to statewide testing and tracking systems 

to monitor and, in some instances, to control the flow of 

students between two- and four-year schools. Some states 

have linked performance to finance with elaborate 

performance funding measures. 

More recently, outcomes assessment and institutional 

effectiveness have emerged as the answers to the 

accountability and quality questions. Institutions are now 

required to assess students in a variety of ways from entry 

to exit. This inclusive, systematic assessment process is 

then expected to be integrated with program review, 

financial systems analysis, state and federal tracking 

systems, various state mandated measures such as CLAST or 

Lonestar, to create a comprehensive assessment of 

institutional effectiveness. The ultimate objective then is 
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not merely increased quality but sUbstantial and irrefutable 

evidence that state and local taxpayers are receiving the 

appropriate return for their investment in higher education. 

There is no reason to believe that increased integration and 

sophistication in accountability measures is intended to 

expand the financial base for higher education. It is 

instead to improve the return per dollar invested while 

perhaps driving out of the public sector those institutions 

unable to meet state standards. 

Economic Development 

Underlying these recent developments is an increased 

awareness of and relationship between public education and 

the private sector. Consciously or not, state and local 

policymakers, followed closely by educators, are cementing 

the public/private relationship called economic development. 

community colleges are at the forefront of this movement. 

For community colleges the economic development 

thrust is a predominant theme at the national, state, and 

local levels. The American Association of Community and 

Junior Colleges (AACJC), which represents a network of over 

1200 community, technical, and junior colleges, has 

heightened the visibility of economic development in recent 

years (see Brint and Karabel, 1989). The association, which 

sees its primary function to identify "broad public interest 

challenges and assist member colleges in responding to them" 
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(American Association of community and Junior Colleges, 

1990a, p. 45) has made economic development a high priority. 

A recent bimonthly issue of the association's Journal 

(American Association of community and Junior Colleges, 

1990b) was devoted to the economic development theme. At 

the 1990 annual convention, several sessions highlighted 

economic development, and two authors were spotlighted for 

recent volumes emphasizing the economic development theme. 

Additionally, the association has made economic development 

through public/private partnerships one of its six areas of 

priority for the current year. 

Another high visibility national organization, the 

League for Innovation in the community College, also 

includes economic development among a list of national 

priority issues. Among the limited issues the League will 

highlight at its 1991 annual leadership conference are 

sessions emphasizing financial and political strategies, 

diversity and access, institutional effectiveness and 

economic development. 

In addition to focusing attention on platforms 

across the country, numerous publications over the past 

several years have emphasized economic development through 

public/private partnerships. Katsinas and Lacey (1989) 

emphasize the role of community colleges in this area, as 

they prescribe how local colleges can successfully enter 

this dynamic arena. Articles such as "Entrepreneurship in 

------- .-----
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the Community College: Revenue Diversification" (Brightman, 

1989) and "Focus on the 90s: Changing the Role of Community 

Colleges in Economic Development" (Mora and Giovanni, 1989) 

stress benefits which can accrue to community colleges 

through increased private sector participation and economic 

development activities. 

The economic development theme is especially 

predominant at the state level. state policymakers 

increasingly emphasize the important link between community 

colleges and business and industry. A recent report by the

Task Force on the Future of the Community College in the 

state of Arizona devoted considerable attention to this 

relationship. The task force articulated sixteen goals and 

recommendations for the future direction of the state's 

community colleges. In addition to the traditional 

community college concerns over access, equity, diversity, 

and the more recent issues of quality and accountability, 

the group took special note of the importance of economic 

development. state community college leaders are encouraged 

to "actively participate in local economic development, 

including the establishment of new businesses and 

industries" (state Board of Directors of Community Colleges 

of Arizona [SBDCCA], 1990, p. 21). The report also 

explicitly calls for "more intensive promotion of local 

economic development through partnership arrangements with 

business, industry" (SBDCCA, 1990, p. 22). Direct support 



for community college partnerships with business and 

industry have also emerged from North Carolina, colorado, 

Illinois, and South Carolina, to name but a few. 

Faculty Attitudes 

While there is little disagreement as to these 

dominant community college themes, there is less than 
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universal agreement on their relative importance to 

constituencies within the institution. In particular, there 

is considerable evidence to suggest that faculty are less 

than sanguine about the larger environment in which 

community colleges must function and the impact of that 

environment on their work. 

Community college faculty, at the height of 

expansion in the 1960s and 1970s, were imbued with a sense 

of euphoria and a belief in unbounded horizons. As new two

year colleges sprang to life almost daily, faculty 

approached academic life with 

a great deal of enthusiasm. The school was just 
being built. Students were coming who, at least for 
the most part, never anticipated ever going to 
college. They were hungry for whatever college 
implied, even the intellectuality of college. • • • 
It was a constant reiterating theme • • • from the 
administration: we are pioneering. (Seidman, 1985, 
p. 8.) 

By the late 1970s, this initial enthusiasm was 

beginning to wane. Simultaneous with softening or declining 

enrollment came an expansion and even diffusion of mission, 

an increased centralized coordination, as well as attempts 
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to increase state control of college activity. Many 

community colleges in this p~riod turned to community-based 

programs to expand enrollments. As colleges put greater 

emphasis on community outreach, lifelong learning, 

vocational training, and remediation, faculty grew uneasy. 

Faculty felt they were an integral part of the mission in 

the early years. The ability to focus on traditional 

educational issues in nontraditional ways gave faculty a 

sense of power and importance. Community college 

instructors recall nostalgically the emphasis on 

experimentation and innovation. Money and the freedom to 

experiment were readily accessible (Seidman, 1985). 

When this trend, supplemented by taxpayer revolts 

across the country, led to increased state scrutiny and 

regulation, faculty began to outwardly balk at what they saw 

as increased bureaucratic controls. Lamenting about these 

changes, one faculty member noted a trend toward "more 

rules, more committees, more administrative structure" 

(Seidman, 1985, p. 9). 

Increases in size and scope led to a distance 

between and among faculty, staff, and administrators and 

encouraged a sense of alienation. As Cohen and Brawer 

(1982, p. 68) note, 

Size led to a distance between staff members; rules 
begat rules; layers of bureaucracy insulated people 
between levels. Decision making shifted from the 
person to the collectivity, decisions made by 
committees diffusing responsibility for the results. 



The staff became isolated--faculty members in their 
academic-freedom protected classrooms, 
administrators behind their rule-book adorned desks. 

Exacerbating these problems was the growth in the 

number of part-time faculty in two-year colleges. As 
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financial conditions tightened, colleges increased their 

utilization of part-time faculty. These instructors were 

comparatively inexpensive to employ, and their ranks could 

be expanded or contracted in direct relation to student 

demand and institutional resources. 

In succeeding years ever-increasing demands for 

accountability and the persistent and insidious questions 

about quality led many faculty to disengage from active 

college participation. These faculty arrive at work, teach 

their classes and leave. They take a minimalist approach 

toward their job. They seek fulfillment elsewhere, often 

engaging in additional economic and subsidiary activities 

outside their normal college worklife. 

The place faculty can take in the hierarchy affects 
their relationships with each other and how they see 
themselves and finally how they carry out their 
work. The intensifying of hierarchy in community 
colleges [and the states] and the concurrent 
diminishing of faculty power lead to a sense of 
isolation that allows common experiences among 
faculty to be submerged. This situation contributes 
to a sense of divisiveness rather than shared goals. 
(Seidman, 1985, p. 63.) 

As a result, faculty increasingly see their world in 

dichotomous terms. They are more inclined to a we/they 

attitude. While occasionally the "we" is the college and 
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the state becomes "they," "we" is usually reserved for 

faculty interests in competition with the administrative 

"they". This, in turn, leads faculty to consider 

unioni·zation. Their early sense of collegiality now largely 

gone, they are more willing to turn to collective bargaining 

to gain their desired ends. 

Collective bargaining, in nearly all situations, has 
its origins more in antagonism than in affection, in 
hate than in love. Some persons or groups of 
persons have grievances, dissatisfactions, unmet 
aspirations. This results in unionization and 
unionization in collective bargaining. (Birnbaum, 
1980, p. 4.) 

Collective bargaining emerged early and often in community 

colleges, finding "its earliest acceptance in the public 

two-year colleges" (Duryea, Fisk, and Associates, 1973, 

p. 88). Most studies of unionization in community colleges 

focus on low status and the lack of a collegial environment. 

As faculty become increasingly frustrated with what they 

perceived as unilateral administrative decisions and a 

general lack of effective communication between faculty and 

administrators they moved in the direction of unionization 

(Duryea, Fisk, and Associates, 1973; Cohen and Brawer, 1982; 

Vaughan, 1986; Clark, 1987). 

Secondarily, faculty have retreated to the classroom 

where they feel confident that they still retain limited 

decision making authority. While they often express a sense 

of powerlessness in the larger institutional decision arena, 
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they consistently note a sense of power and influence within 

the classrooIil. 

At the same time, faculty increasingly question the 

intentions of the administration. Their alienation is 

expressed in part through concerns about the economic 

development thrust of their colleges, particularly 

partnerships with business and industry. Unlike state and 

college officials who see increased resources and support 

accruing to the colleges through such initiatives, faculty 

like those in this case study appear skeptical of such 

benefits. They are fearful that these ventures are high 

profile, public relations activities which may easily 

threaten the already limited resources available to them. 

They are equally concerned that issues of academic 

integrity, transfer and remediation, and ultimately academic 

freedom may be subverted by public/private partnerships 

(Katsinas and Lacey, 1989). 

Florida 

While community colleges have gone through a 

remarkable transition since World War II, so too has the 

state of Florida. Fifty years ago Florida was the smallest 

state in a region of the country most noted for regressive 

social policies and a down home political system dominated 

by good 01' southern boys. Florida was a rural, 

underdeveloped state whose southern neighbors had few urban 



centers of prominence and leadership noted more for 

demagoguery than vision. Today, Florida is seen as a 

bellwether state in a nation undergoing rapid and 

significant change. Demographically, Florida offers a 

glimpse into the nation's future. Some observers suggest 

Florida's socioeconomic characteristics can serve as a 

predictor of larger national needs for coming decades. 
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Florida is one of the fastest-growing states in the 

united states. The 16.6% population increase which the 

state experienced during the first half of the 1980s is not 

expected to subside through the remainder of this century. 

In fact, projections suggest that Florida will become the 

nation's third largest state by the turn of the century, 

rising to over 17,000,000 residents. 

While these figures are significant in a broad 

context, they are particularly significant from an 

educational perspective. A recent study suggests that 

elementary and secondary enrollments in the state will 

increase by 60,000 students per year during the next decade. 

with tremendous minority population growth and the 

significant dropout rate within the state's secondary 

system, there will logically be an increasing number of 

underprepared stUdents in need of education and job 

training. 

Florida's twenty-eight community colleges are 

available to address the educational needs of this dynamic 
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and diverse population. As part'of a planned state higher 

education system, two-year colleges are available to 

students who are seeking two-year degrees aimed at direct 

employment, ultimate transfer to one of the nine public 

universities or remediation of skills necessary to enter one 

of these tracks. 

Historically, Florida's two-year colleges parallel 

the development across the country. While the earlier 

colleges in the state were predominantly public, they were 

also primarily arts and sciences institutions designed to 

prepare students for transfer to a senior institution. They 

had the support of the local secondary school 

superintendent, often utilized the same facilities and 

occasionally the same faculty. Local taxes and student fees 

served as the primary financial base. 

Shortly after the second world war, Florida's 

legislature authorized the expansion of junior colleges 

across the state. These early institutions 

were locally controlled, with very little 
supervision from the state level and a combination 
of state and local funds for a generally inadequate 
level of support. The colleges often felt like poor 
relatives of the public school system and were in 
dire need of capital outlay funds and adequate 
operating support. (Tillery and Wattenbarger, 1985, 
p. 16.) 

By the end of the 1950s, the state had adopted its 

first long-range plan for a state community college system. 

The plan called for the development of twenty-eight colleges 

----- -- -------------------------------



strategically located across the state to ensure that 99 

percent of the state's residents would be within easy 

commute of a local, two-year college. 
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To facilitate this development, the state authorized 

the creation of a state Junior College Board within the 

state Department of Education. The state commitment to the 

plan continued to grow as funds were appropriated for the 

creation of six new districts. In the eleven years from 

1958 to 1968, an average of two colleges a year were opened 

across the state. 

At the height of this expansionist period, a new 

state con~titution authorizing the reorganization of 

education was approved. Under the state Board of Education, 

which consisted of the governor and six elected cabinet 

members, including the Commissioner of Education, a Division 

of Community Colleges was created. As one of four divisions 

under the state board, the Division of Community Colleges 

appeared to be in a position to provide some central focus 

and coordination. In reality, "this change shifted state 

coordination from a weak board to a strong legislature. 

During the next few years the statutes were changed in ways 

that shifted this emphasis even more" (Tillery and 

Wattenbarger, 1985, p. 17). 

What emerged from this reorganization was "a loose 

federation of institutions" which often broke down over 

local issues. Local boards began to lobby the legislature 



directly, often bypassing the state board and Division of 

community Colleges. 
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By 1983 the state Community College Coordinating 

Board, which had been in place for a decade, was replaced by 

the current state Board of Community Colleges (SBCC). 

Organizationally the SBCC is parallel to the state Board of 

Regents which has direct responsibility for the nine state 

universities. Each of these boards is responsible to the 

commissioner of education and ultimately to the state Board 

of Education which consists of the governor and his cabinet. 

The SBCC is responsible for coordination, 

leadership, and oversight of the state's twenty-eight 

community colleges. In this capacity, the board is expected 

to develop policy, coordinate the development of legislative 

budget requests, review and evaluate instructional programs, 

serve as a clearinghouse for systemwide information, and 

serve as an advocate for the two-year college sector. It 

has legal responsibility for budget approval and program 

review, as well as the approval of local board appointments 

and the dismissal of college presidents. Additionally, the 

board has statutory responsibility to serve as director of 

the Division of Community Colleges. To carry out this 

latter function, the board appoints an executive director 

for the division. The director is responsible to the board 

to see that the policies and procedures established by the 

board are implemented by the local colleges. Unfortunately, 
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the legislature also restructured the appropriations process 

to increase its own influence. 

In other words, financial support has become more 
susceptible to negotiation and subjected to the 
opinions and whims of individual lawmakers who hold 
influential positions in the legislature, and less 
determined by such traditional indicators as full
time enrollment, course and program cost, and 
services provided. Under these circumstances, there 
is little doubt about where the power is. (Tillery 
and Wattenbarger, 1985, p. 18.) 

To carry out its legal responsibilities in the state 

system, the board has established seven standing committees, 

occasional ad hoc committees, and a Council of Presidents 

which is considered a task force to the board. The seven 

standing committees reflect the areas of board emphasis and 

include committees on Program, Finance, Legislation, Equal 

Access and Equal Opportunity, Planning, Rules and Personnel, 

and Trustee and Public Information. Currently the board 

maintains an ad hoc committee to manage a special state 

skills program. The Council of Presidents, which reports to 

the board, has three groups which meet regularly and which 

are advisory to the presidents. These are the Council of 

Business Affairs, the Council of Student Affairs, and the 

Council of Instructional Affairs. 

state board meetings occur monthly and rotate among 

the twenty-eight colleges. While the board has direct 

responsibility for the Division of community Colleges, there 

are four other divisions within the Department of Education. 

These include the Division of Universities under the Board 
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of Regents and the Division of Blind Services, Division of 

Public Schools, and the Division of Vocational, Adult, and 

community Education, all of which report directly to the 

commissioner of education. 

In addition to the structure elaborated above, 

several other bodies function within the state's education 

hierarchy. The Postsecondary Education Planning Commission 

(PEPC) is advisory to the State Board of Education on all 

postsecondary educational issues. A new agency which grew 

out of the 1202 Commission, it was established by executive 

order of the governor and eventually ratified by statute. 

In its brief existence, it has come to exert strong 

influence in higher education, primarily due to its 

influence with the legislature. 

Accountability 

Florida's community college system is highly 

regulated. Power has continued to move from local 

institution to the state, particularly the legislature. 

This has led to the passage and implementation of numerous 

regulatory measures aimed at managing and monitoring the 

system. Regulation extends from issues of governance and 

budget to curricula and programs. 

Not surprisingly, therefore, the colleges find that 

local control is restricted. College boards of trustees are 

appointed by the governor. These trustees serve as the 
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governing board of the college with legal responsibility for 

the operation of the college. They select and monitor the 

personnel of the college, review and approve the college 

budget, and adopt policies and procedures which regulate the 

routine activities of the college. This level of local 

control is buffered by the state system which itself 

monitors and regulates the college. 

For example, while the local board of trustees has 

statutory authority to review and approve the budget, it is 

ultimately submitted to the SBCC and the Department of 

Education for their approval. In fact, the budget system is 

essentially a top down model. The SBCC, with input from the 

Council of Presidents and the Florida Association of 

Community Colleges, develops a systemwide budget request 

which is presented to the state Board of Education, the 

governor, and the legislature. The legislature appropriates 

funds that are then allocated back down the system to the 

local colleges on a "cost to continue" basis. That is, 

funds are allocated on a programmatic basis after statewide 

cost and full-time student equivalents are determined. 

Funds are formally appropriated through the community 

College Program Fund to the SBCC. The state board 

distributes the funds to the local colleges. Tuition fees, 

which are a part of the overall financial package, are 

established at the local level (local board authority) but 

they must fall within state mandated guidelines. 
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Florida has been active in directing issues of 

transfer and articulation between the various higher 

education sectors within the state. As early as the 1950s, 

when there were only three state universities and five 

community colleges, the state mandated articulation between 

the two- and four-year sectors. The initial planning 

documents approved by the state Board of Education 

envisioned a system in which community colleges were clearly 

the entry point for postsecondary education in the state. A 

general education agreement in 1959 guaranteed the transfer 

of all general education credits from community colleges to 

the state's universities. This agreement further prohibited 

the state universities from requiring additional general 

education work if the student had completed a general 

education program at the community college. By the early 

1970s a new agreement defined the associate in arts degree 

as the transfer degree, established a common course 

numbering system, and created an Articulation Coordinating 

Committee to adjudicate disputes between sectors. Today the 

state utilizes common high school and college transcripts, 

standard program titles, and employs dual enrollment 

programs (Palinchak, 1988). 

The College Level Academic Skills Program, which 

requires all rising juniors to successfully complete the 

College Level Academic Skills Test (CLAST) -before moving to 

junior standing, is a high profile link in the state system 

-_ .. - _._- ._------------
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of accountability. CLAST has become an all-consuming 

activity within the system. Results are published annually 

on a college-by-college basis, and judgments of 

institutional quality are tied to these scores. Internally, 

faculty and administrators review programs and curricula 

with an eye toward improved CLAST scores. 

In the 1980s, Senator Jack Gordon introduced a 

measure aimed at imposing writing standards across the 

general education curriculum in Florida's colleges and 

universities. The "Gordon Rule," as it came to be known, 

mandated that students be required to write a minimum of 

6000 words per course as they completed the necessary twelve 

units of prescribed coursework (Gordon, 1988). 

Historically, Florida has moved back and forth 

between local control and active state control. However, 

with each transition, the end result has been greater power 

at the state level. 

Florida has followed eclectic policies, moving from 
a trend toward strong and active state leadership, 
with limited institutional operational control, to 
strong institutional control, with less active state 
leadership, and then back to strong state control, 
this time in the state legislature. Nevertheless, 
the trend has always been toward a shifting of power 
to the state level. State financing has provided 
both college and legislature an excuse to negotiate 
directly with each other and has enabled the strong 
to become stronger. Recent concerns for 
accountability and quality have allowed the 
legislature to impose specific curriculum 
requirements on community colleges and universities 
alike. Common calendars, course numbers, testing, 



and similar fee structure have all been required by 
the legislature over a very few years. (Tillery and 
Wattenbarger, 1985, p. 20.) 

Program Review 

In the early 1980s, simultaneous with the broader 
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national trend in program review, Florida moved to establish 

and implement a state level program review policy. The 

result was the creation of state mandated program review for 

all se~nents of Florida's public postsecondary education. 

PEPC, successor to the 1202 commission of the 1970s, was 

charged by the legislature with oversight and coordination 

in the implementation of state policy. Legislation was also 

enacted specifically charging the state's community colleges 

with the responsibility to review every major program "every 

five years or whenever the effectiveness or efficiency of a 

program is jeopardized." The SBCC and more specifically the 

Division of Community Colleges, were each charged with 

ensuring that these reviews be conducted. Rule 6A-10.39, 

Florida Administrative Code, explicitly requires the 

Division of community Colleges along with the Division of 

Vocational, Adult, and Community Education (DVACE), and the 

Division of Universities to submit annually a five-year 

program review plan or annual update. Plans submitted by 

the Division of Community Colleges are expected to contain a 

schedule of programs to be reviewed and the criteria upon 



which the programs will be evaluated (state of Florida 

Administrative Code, 1986). 
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It is clear in this legislation that budgetary 

factors are pre-eminent. While the code specifically calls 

upon the commission to report to the state Board of 

Education on "any areas of conflict of issues of particular 

concern," the primary focus is on linkages to the state 

budget process for higher education. No fewer than four 

subsections of the code directly address the fiscal 

relationship explicit in the review process (state of 

Florida Administrative Code, 1986, p. 448). 

The procedures to carry out the legislative mandate 

and state Board directive were developed in conjunction with 

the other postsecondary sectors and in cooperation with the 

local colleges. The community college process, for example, 

parallels and links with the five-year review cycle of 

occupational programs as established by the DVACE. It is 

also coordinated with the state University System (SUS) 

five-year review cycle as established by the Board of 

Regents (State of Florida Administrative Code, 1986). 

The specific process for implementing the state 

mandated policy was developed jointly by the Division of 

community Colleges and representatives selected from the 

twenty-eight community colleges. A Project Steering 

Committee was created and worked on the initial review 

design. Once the initial work was complete, the steering 
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committee disbanded and essentially transferred the 

monitoring and refinement of the process to the Program 

Review steering committee. The steering committee, whose 

membership includes representatives from various statewide 

committees and councils such as the Council of Instructional 

Administrators and division representatives, serves as a 

continuing evaluation body to analyze and improve the 

implementation of the state policy. 

As developed and implemented, the program review 

process involves three distinct phases or levels, with the 

division having administrative oversight responsibility at 

each level. Level I consists of a report generated by the 

Division of community colleges which displays programmatic 

data relevant to each local institution. These data are 

generated for all associate in arts and vocational degree 

and certificate programs at each college and address both 

institutional and statewide performance measures. The 

displays also contain indicators or flags which are 

triggered by predetermined parameters which measure 

performance against both institutionally-based and state

based standards. utilizing the data displays and other 

locally developed information, these programs then undergo a 

periodic Level II review. 

Level II reviews are institutionally-based 

activities theoretically designed to address program 

operation or termination. This process is determined by the 
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institution.and involves the review of "selected programs 

suggested by the Level I data displays and other stimuli." 

Each institution is free to establish a process which "best 

fits the local college situation" (Florida Division of 

community Colleges, 1987, pp. 1-2). 

The Division of Community Colleges also recommends 

programs for Level III or statewide review. Level III 

reviews generally result from issues arising out of earlier 

Level I and II reviews, legislative concern, or state Board 

of Education interest in programs which are deemed to have 

broader state implications. The Program Review steering 

Committee, in conjunction with state Board staff, review 

this information and recommend programs to the SBCC for 

statewide review. Level III reviews are broader and 

specifically address policy and funding issues at the system 

level. Each review is designed separately "to yield 

documented recommendations related to the issues and 

problems" previously identified (Florida Division of 

community Colleges, 1987, p. 3). Generally division 

personnel put together a committee of representatives from 

the local colleges, DVACE, and, when appropriate, the 

Division of universities. The committee conducts hearings 

at selected sites across the state to gather data pertinent 

to the issue and program under review. Division personnel 

serve as staff to the committee and assist in research and 

data collection. The division will ultimately write a final 



repor.t which is submitted to the SBCC and, where 

appropriate, the state Board of Vocational Education. 
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The review structure is built to a great extent on 

the annual reviews at the institutional level. These annual 

reviews are designed to provide the foundation for the more 

detailed, more comprehensive institutional (Level II) and 

statewide (Level III) reviews. The division takes pains to 

emphasize the local role in the process, noting that the 

primary state role is to assure that local reviews are 

conducted and that when statewide Level III reviews are 

carried out, they address "endemic policy problems, 

articulation difficulties, or funding issues of systemwide 

concern" (Florida Division of Community Colleges, 1987, 

p. 3). 

Economic Development 

Community colleges in Florida are actively engaged 

in economic development. state government is committed to 

attracting and retaining business and industry to Florida. 

Education in general and community colleges in particular 

are considered integral to state economic development 

efforts. The Master Plan for Florida Postsecondary 

Education, for example, mandates a major role for community 

colleges in the overall state economic development plan. 

Two-year colleges are active partners in the Florida 

Education and Industry Coalition and the Florida High 
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Technology and Industry Council. These two bodies, 

established by the state Board of Education, are designed to 

establish and enhance effective linkages between all levels 

of education and the private sector. Top executives from 

the public and private sectors work to foster cooperation 

and to ensure that the technical and professional needs of 

the private sector are addressed by state public and private 

institutions (Florida Division of community Colleges, 

1988a). 

For community colleges, the Sunshine state Skills 

Program is specifically designed to serve as a catalyst for 

community college and local employers to address the 

training needs for employees in new, expanding, or 

diversifying businesses in Florida. The Industry Services 

Training Program is similar in purpose to the skills 

program, differing only in method. According to a recent 

Division of Community Colleges Level III program review 

study, "the Sunshine State Skills Program has had an 

overwhelmingly positive response from business and industry. 

Twenty-five community colleges have formed partnerships with 

local business to develop training proposals" (Florida 

Division of community Colleges, 1988a, pp. 60-61). 

The economic development theme is clearly 

articulated in numerous studies and reports published by the 

Division of Community colleges and the SBCC. In 1988-89, 

for example, the division lodged several Level III reports 
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with the SBCC. In each report the division highlighted the 

economic development impact of two-year'colleges' vocational 

curricula. In a study of agriculture programs the division 

asserted that "the central goal of the review was to 

determine the actions that are needed to enable the 

instructiona,l programs to address the current concerns of 

Florida's agribusiness community." In order to accomplish 

this goal, the report goes on to recommend education

business consortia which would address issues such as the 

promotion of "collaboration among the postsecondary 

education institutions and specific segments of the Florida 

agribusiness industry." These groups would then be eligible 

to obtain funding through the state Postsecondary Education 

Cooperation Trust Fund. Ultimately, the study reveals the 

important role that agriculture programs play, noting that 

such programs are "of considerable importance to the state's 

economy" (Florida Division of Community Colleges, 1988c, 

p. 24). 

In a report completed in mid-1988, industry-college 

collaboration was again the theme. Referring to a statewide 

conference held to gather information on computer Science 

and Data processing programs, the report states that, 

Employers who attended the statewide conference as 
panelists and speakers expressed the same belief, 
saying that institutions need to learn what business 
expects and to act accordingly. Employers at the 
statewide conference said the curriculum should 
produce students who can and will do what employers 
need employees to do. [Ultimately] they believe job 



needs should determine the curriculum. (Florida 
Division of community colleges, 1988b, pp. 29-30.) 

In a later study, the division addressed the 

overarching economic development issue: 

Businesses need to know more about what resources 
for training are available, and educators need to 
understand more about economic development. 
Cooperation and communication among educational 
delivery agencies is important in economic 
development efforts. Accurate and timely 
information about educational offerings, the skill 
levels of the work force, the quality of life, etc., 
is needed by economic development agencies to 
attract new industry and to encourage existing 
industry to expand present facilities. • • • As 
Florida's economy continues to grow, more 
business/education interaction will be needed. 
(Florida Division of community Colleges, 1988a, 
pp. 62-63.) 
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The report concludes with a final recommendation 

that the SBCC and the state Board of Education take action 

to ascertain the economic development capabilities of 

community colleges and area vocational-technical centers and 

to communicate this information through state support of the 

Education Clearinghouse for Economic Development (ACCESS) 

and other available entities. 

Perhaps the most compelling example among the 

program review documents of the role of economic development 

in Florida's community colleges is the division Program 

Review Report reviewing vocational programs for the 

entertainment industry. The overwhelming majority of 

program review Level III studies are retrospective looks at 

current programs. These periodic reviews are designed 
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specifically to assess the effectiveness and efficiency of

programs. The January 1988 entertainment report is, 

however, more prospective in nature. Driven in part by a 

1987 PEPC study, the report responds to industry efforts to 

"enlist the support of Florida's postsecondary education 

community in • • • efforts to promote the development of the 

state's television and film industry." While the study does 

look at current program status, the major emphasis is on 

"planning technical programs to meet the needs of the 

industry" (Florida Division of community Colleges, 1988d, 

p.27). 

The rapid changes in the industry, however, also 
require education to be ready to respond should 
growth require a more comprehensive response. 
Education should work closely with the industry to 
insure that the industry needs are understood. 
Existing programs, which may need to be expanded or 
duplicated if growth demands, must be of the highest 
possible quality. The recommendations that follow 
will result in the necessary communication and 
quality programs. (Florida Division of Community 
Colleges, 1988d, p. 27.) 

Faculty Attitudes 

Faculty attitudes in this study parallel in many 

ways the comments of their national colleagues. Instructors 

at Metropolitan and Urban community colleges reflect similar 

concerns relative to mission diffusion, the negative effects 

of increased college size and scope, and the increasing 

external influence, including the role of business and 

industry. Ultimately, these faculty note a loss of 

---- - -------------------------
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community at their respective colleges and a tendency by 

their colleagues toward alienation. These concerns appear 

to lead to disengagement by faculty from the broader affairs 

of the college or to increased union activity. These and 

other instructors note that their impact on decision making 

at the college is largely restricted to the classroom. 

At both Metropolitan and Urban, many faculty note 

the changes which have occurred over the years. Nancy Felix 

recalls the earlier collegial environment at Metropolitan: 

I came here when the college was quite small. We 
had few career programs, and we had basically a 
junior college in the context of A.A. degrees. At 
that time there was a great deal of collegiality. 
Everyone knew everyone, and everything worked well. 
As the college grew, as we created additional 
campuses, the college administration got separated 
and located in different places, I began to see a 
breakdown of this collegiality. 

Louis McFall, Felix's faculty colleague, notes with 

considerable concern the feeling among his colleagues that 

"no one is in charge." He senses a drift at the college 

which results from a broadening mission and the diverting of 

attention away from instruction. He argues that "there's 

not anybody in the college charged with that, and that is a 

black hole in the Metropolitan structure. It's really kind 

of ironic, if you stop and think about it, that instruction 

is our business, and nobody's in charge of it." 

As the college has grown and economic pressures have 

mounted, faculty feel the college has moved away from the 

"true" mission to an overemphasis on business and industry 
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partnerships. June McKeon and Ray Irwin point to this 

trend, noting specifically an emphasis on big business and 

money, respectively. Increasingly the concern centers on 

"how much money will this bring in? What can we do to get 

into partnerships with big business so we can get some 

money?" Irwin suggests that the college goes "for big, 

showy things. They love the machinery • . . all that fancy, 

shiny machinery • • • but if you want to see a good program, 

don't look behind the shiny exterior because the program 

died before it moved in." 

The result of these trends is an increase in stress 

and alienation. While in the past this has been linked to 

increased union activity, Sally Maitland points out that the 

president has been careful to control the level of faculty 

stress. The president, according to Maitland, is always 

careful to placate faculty needs whenever possible. While 

this has kept the union at bay, it has not eliminated the 

frustrations. 

Now it's [frustration] more of an undercurrent. You 
hear people just kind of plop down in the lounge and 
tell you their tales of woe, but it's not the same 
kind of feeling. I think it's kind of a universal 
that folks are tired, folks are stressed, folks are 
working as hard as they can. 

Colleagues at Urban have a similar perspective on 

the recent trends. Diana Moore, who has been at Urban for 

almost two decades, suggests that problems.have arisen 

because the college is "basically trying to be all things to 
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all people in terms of providing whatever we can for the 

community as well as that college parallel or university 

parallel type function." She sees a parallel problem in 

faculty alienation from the college and the administration. 

According to Moore, the college has become "a fairly lonely 

place. There isn't much interaction." She goes on to aver 

that 

Basically people just stay to themselves. I would 
say a lot of faculty here just see it as something 
that they do minimal work for. They do the minimum 
they have to do. They come in, they do it, and they 
get out. And I see students doing the same thing. 
Minimal involvement. I call it the vending machine 
approach. 

Michael Lucas shares similar feelings. He 

emphasizes that his campus has become "a transient campus." 

He is concerned with the large numbers of part-time faculty 

and the general loss of community, the lack of closeness. 

"I see people around here on a daily basis that I don't 

know. I think that's unfortunate. I think education should 

involve a lot more than showing up for class; the instructor 

leaves, the student leaves, and that's the extent of it." 

Again, faculty are concerned with the influence of 

business, whether it be direct involvement or the perception 

of influence. In one program a local business has 

subsidized a faculty position to obtain specific benefits 

from the college. The faculty are concerned about the 

ethics of such relationships. Again, Mike Lucas expresses 

concerns that the college "is run like a business." He 
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argues that "the fact is, the bottom line is the economy and 

getting the bucks." Ultimately, the faculty at Urban have 

grown more isolated. Barry Jones notes that he feels 

"somewhat estranged. It's almost like I don't work here. 

• • I don't feel a part of the college sometimes. We're 

very isolated." Moore, who has watched the college become 

unionized, observes that "one of the things that happened in 

the process was that the concept of the college shifted from 

the faculty and students to the administration. The 

administration became the college. We are now the employees· 

of the college, and they are the college who employs us." 

Accountability continues to be a major issue for 

higher education. Institutions in virtually every state are 

under increasing scrutiny from state agencies, regional 

accrediting bodies, and various branches of government to 

validate performance and ensure quality. Program review is 

a crucial part of this accountability thrust. 

In Florida, a state with substantial state 

involvement in the operations of local two-year colleges, 

program review has been the centerpiece of program 

accountability for almost a decade. Initiated in the early 

1980s, it has become a major activity for both two- and 

four-year institutions. As state emphasis on economic 

development has increased, local institutions have found 

themselves buffeted not only by the state regulatory 

environment but by the economic forces of business and 

--- ---- -----
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industry as well. In Florida, these issues and activities 

have become interrelated as colleges attempt to address the 

complex demands of their environment. 

These external environment forces also translate 

into internal pressures, most particularly concern among 

faculty as to the focus and control of the college. As 

colleges have responded to external pressures, they have 

made mission accommodations which have in turn created 

confusion and frustration among the faculty. In particular, 

faculty are concerned not only about focus and direction but 

specifically the locus of control. 
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CHAPTER 5 

STATE DIVISION OF COMMUNITY COLLEGES 

Introduction 

Florida's twenty-eight community colleges, operating 

within the overall state accountability framework, have been 

actively engaged in the implementation of the program review 

policy for the better part of a decade. As the colleges 

have carried out this policy, they have worked closely with 

the Division of community Colleges. Based in Tallahassee, 

the division operates three major bureaus which are charged 

with the implementation of legislative mandates and state 

board directives (see Figures 2 and 3). The Bureau of 

Program Support and Services is, in particular, responsible 

for 1eadp-rship, coordination, and articulation in program 

review. 

positioned as it is between the twenty-eight local 

colleges and the State Board of Community Colleges (SBCC), 

the division both monitors and facilitates college policy 

compliance. Personnel at the division and the colleges work 

closely, not only in implementing this policy, but in 

interpreting and implementing numerous state board and 

legislative mandates. In this capacity, division personnel 

are called upon to exercise discretionary judgment in the 
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interpretation and management of state policy. As a result 

of this close werking relationship, the colleges and the 

division have developed a relationship of mutual dependence 

--a relationship where each is dependent upon the other for 

valuable information, insight, and assistance. Division 

personnel coordinate college lobbying efforts and monitor 

legislative activity in general. The division assists the 

legislature as it interprets events in the field and, in 

turn, implements legislative and board directives by 

facilitating college compliance and reporting. In all these 

areas, the division also works closely with the colleges in 

assessing local conditions and concerns and represents those 

interests to the board and the legislature. The local 

colleges provide the division with valuable information, and 

they also are a useful resource for division personnel. 

with a limited staff covering a broad range of state issues 

and concerns, the division often relies on local college 

personnel to actively participate in state and division 

initiatives. college faculty and administrators serve on 

committees and task forces, respond to multiple requests for 

information, and on occasion draft policy and regulations 

for the division. 

Not surprisingly, as an outgrowth of this 

relationship, the division and the colleges have generally 

come to share common values, interests, and perceptions. As 

the colleges and the division "interpenetrate" one another 

~ ... - --~.-.------------
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through continuous communication and mutual dependence, a 

community of interest emerges in which it becomes difficult 

to separate who regulates whom. As has been noted in other 

studies of such policy arenas, "agencies and their clientele 

tend to develop coincident values and perceptions to the 

point where neither needs to manipulate the other overtly" 

(Adams, 1982, pp. 24-25). The results of this complex 

multilayered relationship are apparent as each participates 

in the implementation of state mandated program review. 

The implementation model for state mandated program 

review has now been operational for over five years. All 

phases of the design have been field tested and revisions 

made. As a result, ample evidence exists from which to 

analyze the effectiveness of the model, its implementation 

and, most importantly, its linkage with local institutions, 

particularly the extent to which the policy has interacted 

with and influenced the governance and decision making 

patterns of the local colleges. 

In order to more completely analyze this situation, 

it will be necessary to look first at the state level as 

reflected by activities in the Division of community 

colleges. This investigation can then be supplemented by a 

review of the two institutions, Urban community College and 

Metropolitan community College. Focusing on both state and 

local levels allows us to analyze the program review process 

against the various dimensions of the framework to ascertain 
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which of the three models best reflects this multileveled 

process. 

Division of Community Colleges 

Those activities of the state Board of Community 

Colleges and Division of Community Colleges associated with 

program review superficially exhibit strong bureaucratic 

characteristics. The goals of program review as expressed 

by the division are clearly defined. Division personnel 

formally transmit these goals in letters, memoranda, and 

policy directives. Division personnel rely heavily on 

statutory provisions to justify their activities and 

consistently remind college level participants of the state 

goals and procedures. In a joint memorandum from the 

executive director of the Division of Community Colleges and 

the director of the Division of Vocational, Adult, and 

community Education (DVACE) local college presidents were 

reminded of the intent and procedures surrounding one 

particular aspect of program review: 

section 229.551(3) (g), Florida Statutes, indicates 
"the first three consecutive year period for the 70 
percent placement standard shall be the 1984-85, 
1985-86, and 1986-87 school years". The job 
preparatory vocational program follow-up schedule 
for the 1986-87 school year will be completed during 
the Spring of 1988. Upon completion of the follow
up data report for 1986-87 school year completers, a 
report will be prepared regarding the three 
consecutive year timeline that will identify the 
fiscal impact for community colleges and school 
districts. • • • Attached for your information and 
review is an updated copy of section 229.551(3)(g), 
Florida Statutes. 
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communication flows in. a formal, hierarchical 

pattern. Procedural and implementation expectations move 

from the division to the colleges. Colleges impact the 

process primarily through the council structure operating 

under state board sanction. Theoretically, local colleges 

can direct issues and concerns upward through councils to 

the division and the state board. These concerns can be 

addressed by legislative action and/or state board 

directives, resulting in statutory and administrative code 

provisions which then influence division activity and 

college and program activity as well. 

Level III exemplifies this bureaucratic/programmed 

approach. Information and data are gathered at the lower 

levels and transmitted through the system. A report is 

generated at the division level and presented to the Board, 

which ultimately acts on the recommendations. These 

recommendations are incorporated in the state community 

college budget package which is presented to the legislature 

for action. Upon approval by the legislature, funds are 

allocated back down through the system to implement the 

recommendations at the local college level. 

An analysis of letters and memoranda sent to the 

colleges by the division's executive director between 1984 

and 1989 support the bureaucratic/programmed image. 

Memoranda follow the organizational hierarchy; the executive 

director communicates solely with the college presidents. 
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The language in these documents relies heavily on rules, 

regulations, statutes, and routine procedure. Colleges are 

directed to respond to specific timelines established at the 

state level. Rarely is more than six weeks allowed from the 

time the memorandum is sent until the required report is 

due. Compliance is expected. The language is directive, 

and tone and tense all reflect bureaucratic characteristics. 

"Shall," "require," "will," "directive," and "product" are 

used to reflect the will of the division. 

Communication, however, is far more complex than 

would appear from an analysis of the formal documents which 

are transmitted between state and institution. The formal 

flow of information, in fact, is often secondary in 

importance to the SUbstantial yet informal contact between 

key college personnel and division staff. This 

communication, which is generally initiated by college 

personnel and is usually oral in nature, covers a wide range 

of issues and concerns and often is designed to seek 

modifications or, at least, favorable interpretations of 

state mandates from division personnel. This communication 

varies in nature from inconsequential dialogue to efforts on 

the part of the colleges to influence or co-opt division 

personnel relative to policy implementation. In this 

respect, college employees attempt to convince division 

personnel that the public interest and college interests are 

coincidental. 



147 

state statutes serve as the major source of power 

for division personnel. Formal authority and responsibility 

are vested in the state board and division personnel by 

statute and through state administrative codes. within this 

authority framework, division personnel are able to carry 

out the mandates of the state legislature and the state 

Board of Education. state board decision making is also 

presented as a rational, logical process which is based upon 

a clear set of objective, statewide criteria. Division 

personnel, under authority allocated by the SBCC, manage the 

program evaluation process and make recommendations to the 

board. Decisions of the board are linked back to the goals 

of program review. 

Formal rules for program review are clearly 

delineated in a variety of documents published by the state 

board and the division. Colleges are expected to adhere to 

these rules and to comply with the standardized rules and 

procedures implemented by the state offices. Conflict in 

the review process is virtually non-existent. 

communications between the local institutions and state 

offices do not reflect any overt hostility or conflict. 

There have not been any attempts by the colleges to 

challenge the authority of the state in program review. The 

lack of overt conflict is due, in part, to the ability of 

local colleges to more diplomatically affect division 

behavior. The colleges made conscious efforts to impact 
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division analysis and decision making in ways which accrue 

favorably to the college. The lack of overt conflict is a 

testimonial to the relative success of these efforts. 

With the exception of business and industry 

activities relative to program review, environmental 

incursions appear low. The policy and process are 

administered with little impact from forces outside the 

state and local institutional environment. 

The bureaucratic image projected by the state, 

however, does not accurately reflect the .reality of program 

review implementation. In each dimension of the framework, 

activity at the state level supports a more complex 

analysis. Rather than a simple programmed implementation 

model, there is strong evidence of a hybrid model which 

incorporates characteristics from each of the three models 

presented. 

Goals 

Rather than one set of clear goals guiding program 

review, there is strong evidence to support the existence of 

multiple and conflicting goals. According to statute and 

administrative code stipulations, the overarching goal of 

program review is the effective and efficient use of state 

resources. The intent of the review policy is to analyze 

postsecondary programs at least once every five years. This 

analysis is to be coordinated by PEPC, which provides a 
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single clearinghouse for program analysis, program planning, 

and ultimately, resource allocation. 

At the division, the goals of program review are 

different from those identified in the statutes. Here the 

primary focus, according to Paul Neville, educational policy 

director in the Bureau of Program Support and Services, is 

"to help identify changes in fields that might need program 

change so that if we find that a field is really moving in a 

totally different direction [the colleges will know and can 

adjust]." While state (e.g., legislative) goals are 

resource allocation related, the division appears more 

concerned with assisting the colleges in addressing changing 

local needs. 

A major corollary to this division perspective is an 

emphasis on the ability of the state to respond to industry 

needs. Program review documents, particularly those at 

Level III, reflect a heavy emphasis on economic goals and a 

strong desire to be responsive to business and industry. 

Division personnel also reflect this perspective and 

articulate a desire to ensure that programs "are responding 

to an industry so we can meet their needs." 

Division personnel also believe the goals are 

different at the college level. They believe program review 

is designed "to make sure the institutions have the 

information they need to determine whether or not their 

programs are effective." 

... _--- ._----- ---_. __ .- --
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communication 

The communication structure at the state level, as 

noted earlier, has the appearance of a bureaucratic process. 

systematic memoranda from the executive director to the 

college presidents inform them of set state procedures and 

guidelines and specific timelines to meet. Forms are 

required to be filed by the colleges with review by the 

local boards of trustees. 

Actual communication patterns are more subtle and 

less formal. While the bureaucratic forms and memos move 

between offices, division personnel receive questions from 

the field on a regular basis, modifying the process through 

individual interpretation. Colleges affect the division 

procedures and actions through dialogue at the Council of 

Instructional Administrators (CIA) level and through 

informal campus-division discussions. Director Neville, for 

example, spends a great deal of time responding to questions 

from the field. While noting that most inquiries are of a 

routine nature, he suggests that the "questions I get would 

be more positive questions relating to things like the 

placement rate standard ••• so they'll ask me about that 

and what years are we talking about, and do I really have to 

do this." 

Communication from the colleges has a significant 

impact at the division. level. Recommendations for division 

activity and modifications in the process come from meetings 

... __ .----
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of the CIA and from the institutions themselves. The 

impetus for a recent reappraisal of the Level I data 

elements came directly from college inquiries and concerns. 

Selection of Level III programs also often come from the 

field. 

Formal communication between the division and 

colleges is enhanced by less formal dialogue based on trust 

and mutual need. Dr. John Richardson, Educational Policy 

director, and Sharon Adamson, bureau chief for the Program 

Support and Services unit, regularly attend the Council of 

Instructional Administrators meetings and are usually on the 

agenda. 

We've found ourselves approached openly and included 
in their invitations without pressure, and so that 
part, of course, would be the thing that goes into 
personalities as opposed to structure. • • • with 
that group [CIA], we've been able to maintain a 
balance of personality and structure that gives us a 
degree of influence with the CIA, a degree of 
acceptance with the CIA. 

The reliance on personal contact, by phone or at 

meetings, offers a far different perspective on 

communication. contact between division personnel and 

college administrators does not follow strict vertical lines 

in which information moves up and directives move down. 

Communication is both vertical and horizontal. It is 

neither structured nor consistent. Colleges use their 

informal contacts with division staff to impact both policy 

and process and occasionally try to co-opt the division to 



serve or, at least, protect their own institutional 

interests. 
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At Metropolitan Community College, for example, 

administrators quite actively attempt to influence division 

and legislative behavior. The college not only actively 

lobbies in Tallahassee, but key college personnel serve on 

numerous task forces and committees in an effort to impact 

policy and its implementation. Terrance stephens, 

vocational education director at the college, is quite 

active at the state level. He believes that his extensive 

state contacts are crucial to the best interests of the 

college. Assistant to the president, Richard Emerson, is 

more direct. He asserts that, 

We keep our people involved in everything that is 
developed. • • • The best way to lobby is to write 
the stuff • • • so at every level, including this 
one, we've always kept our own people involved. 
• • • I keep all my own people working at [the] 
division level. So there isn't much that gets 
written up there but what we haven't got [a say]. 

The formality and structure of the communication 

lines expressed through many of the documents also 

misrepresents the degree to which college activity is 

revealed through state level reporting. Reports are filed, 

giving the appearance of adherence to the rules and 

regulations, yet division staff remain unsure of actual 

college activity. Paul Neville comments on the relationship 

between formal communication and college activity. 



I'm really not sure. We've heard that a lot of 
programs since we've started producing that data 
have been deleted because they realized they were 
not accomplishing what they needed to accomplish. I 
think that the Level I data really does drive the 
institution to do more in-depth institutional 
review. I would assume things that they're doing, 
things like improving faculty and curriculum, but we 
don't ask for much of that information, so I really 
don't know. 

Director Richardson shares this concern. He is 

aware that both Urban and Metropolitan community colleges 
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have sys'l:ems to convey Level I data to the department level 

at their respective institutions, but he is unclear as to 

how far below that the data penetrates. Dr. Richardson 

recognizes that "how aggressive the department chairs pursue 

that information with their faculty will vary from 

department to department." A recent memorandum from 

executive director Ralph Mannon to all college presidents 

reflects the problem. 

We urge you to give your data displays wide 
distribution. Please prepare as many copies for 
distribution as needed to assure your department 
chairs, faculty, and articulation offices see the 
information. This is the third year of the data 
displays [A.A.], but we regularly encounter faculty 
and even department chairs who are not aware of 
them. 

The formal communication patterns provide little 

information on the actual linkage between policy, process, 

and internal college activity. The division relies on the 

formal channels to validate the process, while 

simultaneously suggesting that the informal' channels offer 

little tangible evidence of internal activity. The tightly 
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connected formal communication network only masks the 

loosely connected nature of policy and process, of mandate 

and implementation. 

While state government in general and the 

legislature in particular do exercise considerable power and 

discretion over the state's twenty-eight community colleges, 

the Division of Community Colleges does not share in that 

power relationship. The relationship between the division 

and the local colleges is not one that vests central power 

in Tallahassee. While it would, perhaps, be overreaching to 

say that Florida has a centralized community college system, 

it does demonstrate several centralizing tendencies. 

Community colleges in Florida are political subdivisions of 

the state but do not exist as state agencies. Community 

college personnel are employed by the local board and are 

not state employees. The colleges are seen as units of the 

local government. Local boards of trustees, although 

appointed by the governor, govern and control the colleges. 

Dr. Richardson supports this contention. 

It's a local governing board. We don't have 
anything to say with what they do except through 
rules of the state Board of Education, which are 
systemwide rules. Florida is an example of a state 
where community colleges are governed locally rather 
than centrally out of the state capital. 

The reality of this relationship, however, has 

shifted in recent years. With the advent of program review, 

the Gordon Rule, and other legislative mandates, local 

••• ____ 00 _________ _ 



institutions find themselves increasingly responding to 

state policy and state regulation. While John Richardson 

defends the concept of local control, he grudgingly 

recognizes that it 

probably would be more fair, and to say that this 
intent, although you can see it expressed several 
times in pieces of legislation, is still toyed with 
from time to time, and it appears that there is more 
of a move toward centralization in the past few 
years than there was in previous years • 

. 
Central to the maintenance of this precarious 

balance between local and state control is the ability of 
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the colleges to influence state and division behavior. As 

Metropolitan and Urban community college officials note, 

they give considerable time and energy to these 

relationships. And the expression of positive or at least 

neutral attitudes about division and state board behavior 

appears to be directly proportional to local college 

discretion. College ability to create a shared sense of 

purpose with the division helps to reduce the sense of 

"regulation" at the local level. 

Division staff are clear in noting that they do not 

investigate or confirm compliance. As Dr. Richardson points 

out, "If we had policemen here on our staff, we'd follow up 

on the actions and all that kind of stuff, but thank 

heavens, we haven't gotten involved in any of that kind of 

thing." In fact, staff time often precludes follow-up from 

the division. Director Neville finds that the staff is 
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often mqving on to the next review before they can make sure 

the previous analysis and recommendations have been 

implemented. Rather than a power relationship, Level II is 

an institutionally based activity. Thus, Level II "is a 

totally local institution thing. They receive the Level I 

data displays, and Level II is their playing room." It is 

expected that Level I data flags will bring a sUbstantive 

institutional analysis at the next level. However, 

it's a local judgment all the way--a local study and 
a local judgment and a local follow-through without 
our--the only thing we know about that with respect 
to the--well, we send out a form that says, "Now 
that you've looked at this stuff using the Level I 
data display information, flags on it and other 
information thereon, and other information you may 
have available to you, what programs have you picked 
to investigate in your Level II local investigation? 

The colleges respond to this request in two 

standardized state reports: one states which programs will 

be reviewed that year and what method will be utilized, and 

the second reporting that the review was completed and what 

was found. The reports are essentially check-off forms 

providing neither space nor incentive for thorough 

reporting. The colleges, according to Richardson, "report 

what they found out in a superficial sense." He continues, 

We don't do anything with it, but it's a way of 
following through to have somebody document the fact 
that they are following through on the Level I data 
display--not us, but they are following through--and 
that after that follow through that there was some 
action. 
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The logical consequence of this approach is uneven 

implementation. Institutional involvement in and commitment 

to the review process is based largely on iocal priorities. 

If the president does not make it a high priority, it will 

not be implemented in any sUbstantial way. Some CEOs, for 

example, prefer not to circulate the Level I data, prompting 

the chief instructional administrator at that college to 

request that the division send data directly to him. The 

division has no sanctions they can impose for failure to 

comply, so the process is essentially cooperatively based. 

As a result, according to Dr. Richardson, "We don't have any 

institutions where a president or somebody will look at us 

and say, 'To hell with you.' They will at least go through 

the motions." Then again, "We haven't had a program review 

where a real controversial recommendation has been made yet. 

If that should happen one of these days, heaven knows what 

the result will be. We haven't had to face the vitriolic 

feelings of human condition." 

within this delicately balanced system, program 

review stands as a state mandate implemented by a state 

agency relying on the good will and good intentions of the 

regulatees, the local colleges. While ultimate authority 

resides at the state level, given its powers to appoint 

board members, approve budgets, and control programs in 

program review terms, that control is buffered by several 

forces. One buffer is simply the changing dynamics within 

.-. __ ._._----- ---
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the state agencies themselves. Division personnel and 

leadership change, and this results in alterations in policy 

interpretation and implementation. PEPC exemplifies the 

fluctuations which occur within the natural turnover of 

state personnel. "Their hierarchical stand varies, 

depending on the chairman, depending on the commissioners, 

depending on the governor, depending on the staff. They 

kind of go up and down in terms of real power." 

The state board is also a variable entity. 

Individual members differ as to their ideas of how the board 

should act on any specific issue. They will vary in how 

directive the board should be and how a policy should be 

implemented. Paul Neville has observed that, "Our board has 

changed in its own perception of itself, because we have a 

totally different composition than we did three years ago. 

It depends on who's at the meeting and who's vocal that day, 

too." 

At another level, some state agency personnel, 

for example, have greater credibility in the legislature and 

thus can buffer their agencies from legislative intrusion 

and oversight. The commissioner of education spent much of 

his public life in the legislature prior to elevation to the 

cabinet. As a result of that experience, he is ultra

sensitive to the political consequences of his actions. He 

will check with his aides before any action to analyze the 

political consequences of his actions. While the former 
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commissioner was not as politically sensitive, Director 

Richardson notes, "the current commissioner is that extreme. 

So everything is put on hold while everybody's got to 

gather, and they discuss it and discuss, then they put out 

feelers and finally a decision is made, or the whole thing 

dies because you lose time." 

At the executive director level, much the same 

behavior exists. The former director, according to 

Richardson, was a buffer between the legislature and the 

division. He avoided political appointments, and when he 

compromised they were not "political political compromises." 

He just "didn't play the political games." He was willing 

to engage in the necessary office politics "but not the 

legislative politics." Because he refused to go farther in 

this area, he was forced to retire. His successor operates 

in a much different manner: "Nowadays, it's an entirely 

different life. That's the only thing in life. Nothing 

else exists, nothing else matters. So it's a complete 

turnabout ... 

The current executive director is an active 

participant in the political arena largely because he is 

also a former legislator and is familiar and comfortable in 

that arena. 

There is influence that our director has with 
legislators because he was a legislator, and he 
still has his chips out there, and also he has 
influence because he was one of the group. He knows 
the process, he knows the people personally, he 



knows the secrets, he knows interests here and 
interests there, and he has acceptance with them and 
respectability with them because he was one of them. 
So for all those intangible reasons, he would have a 
degree of influence. [Essentially] Ralph Mannon 
and many of his lieutenants are lobbyists, whether 
they go by that name officially or not. 

One result of the executive director's ties with 
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the legislature is an increase in the number of political 

appointments in the division, many of whom have little or no 

educational expertise. 

We have as many political appointments as anybody 
else, and probably more than some. • • • We have the 
usual political trade-offs. We have people who are 
not quite with it. We have people who don't really 
understand the community college system or any of 
the postsecondary system, and even to a certain 
extent, don't understand education. But that's no 
different from any other political bureaucracy. 

Within this state framework, the review process is 

utilized to monitor college performance. The division's 

impact on the local colleges may not be direct; it appears 

more through its influence with the legislature and less 

with the colleges themselves. In fact, the colleges may 

have as much impact on the legislature as the division. The 

colleges make a concerted effort to impact the legislature, 

both collectively and separately. In a collective sense, 

the Florida Association of Community Colleges develops an 

annual plan or package and "their principal activity is 

trying to influence legislation." A small number of the 

colleges lobby the state government directly. Perhaps 20 

percent of the colleges have lobbyists working part of the 
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year in Tallahassee. These lobbyists are frequently joined 

by a number of college presidents who also lobby in the 

state capital. These efforts are generally directed at the 

legislature, not at the division or other state agencies. 

In fact, the division helps coordinate the lobbying by 

conducting weekly meetings to help plan strategy and keep 

the colleges united on a central strategy and collective 

effort. While colleges may occasionally veer from this 

unified approach and go off on separate tangents, the 

division and the colleges have been much more cooperative 

and unified in recent years. The colleges promote their own 

legislation from time to time; however, "as a rule, the 

majority of the policy issues go as a package, and everybody 

agrees to it, and we all work together." These issues are 

essentially local college issues and not division concerns. 

And, in fact, while the division assists in the lobbying 

effort,. "their [the colleges'] lobbyists have a lot more to 

do with how a policy issue comes out than we do, because I 

think a legislator listens more to what an institution says 

in terms of how it's going to affect them than they will to 

us." 

The reason for this focus is obvious. The 

legislature can impact a college more directly and more 

substantially than can a state agency such as the Division 

of Community Colleges. Whether through process or policy 

the legislature, rather than the state board or the 
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executive director, Itcan play games·with that that are very 

significant." They can "insert a plum into the 

appropriations act, and that happens. That does happen." 

And when it happens, the division has very little latitude 

in following legislative mandates. Director Richardson 

describes the division as Ita flow through office," one which 

merely implements what the legislature decides. This means, 

in his view, that "the political influence of trying to 

favor one institution over another is minimized." 

However, it would be inaccurate to imply that the 

division has no discretion or that they cannot impact the 

colleges. The fact that they can and do is reflected in the 

efforts the colleges put into influencing division activity. 

These efforts are often subtle, but they do get results. 

Director Neville recognizes that the colleges have an 

effect: "Yeah. Not a whole lot, but like the problem of 

too many people come in and reviewing, they've been 

complaining about that, so they're impacting locally a 

policy change." 

It is also not uncommon for local college personnel 

to be involved in or actually conduct studies for the 

division. The colleges recognize the influence that can be 

exercised in this manner. Some colleges make a concerted 

effort to see that their personnel are involved in these 

studies to maximize their impact on policy or at least the 

interpretation and implementation of that policy. Howard 
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Peck from Metropolitan, for example, is currently conducting 

a study for the division on the level one program review 

process. At Urban Community College, President Baker is 

careful to be sure that key college personnel are directly 

involved in state and division activities to ensure that 

college interests are protected. 

Power and Decision Making 

Division power in program review derives from its 

ability to interpret statutes and buffer the colleges from 

"unnecessary" or "unwanted" regulation. Its influence is 

also felt at the campus level in what Richardson refers to 

as the "Division as Scapegoat." He sees the division role 

in program review from these various perspectives. To him, 

"the design of program review, I think, has been pretty well 

guarded so that it is a system of generating information 

that local colleges use rather than a system of policing 

local institutions." In fact, far from serving a police 

role, the state serves the colleges as a convenient 

scapegoat. Referring to the potential loss of funding which 

can result from the failure of a college to meet the state 

mandated placement standard, Richardson notes that 

it forces institutions to do what they know they 
ought to be doing. It gives them the backbone to do 
it because "the law makes me do it. • • • I'm firing 
you, I'm not renewing your contract because we've 
got to stop the program because the legislature says 
we have to." 
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He is convinced that the colleges need to blame the state 

when these decisions are made. "People do need," according 

to Richardson, "somebody to blame things on. There need to 

be scapegoats in this world." 

"The division makes us do that; that's why we do 
it." That could be the furthest thing from the 
truth, but it's a handy scapegoat. That, I suspect, 
happens in varying.degrees in practically every 
enterprise, particularly in political [organizations], 
and some of us may prefer to use the word 
"bureaucracy" than "political," but there is not a 
distinction. 

Power at best derives from multiple forces and at 

worst is severely restricted by the diffuse nature of the 

implementation process. Clearly, power and authority are 

not centralized at the state level. The ability to maneuver 

and manipulate at all levels is crucial to the functioning 

of the system. The legislature, division officials, college 

administrators all play roles in the implementation of the 

policy. The interaction of these forces creates a fluid 

power situation. 

Logical and rational decision making is also implied 

in the documents and regulations. Correspondence between 

the division and the local colleges reinforces the 

bureaucratic and programmed nature of state policy 

implementation. Yet this belies the reality of the 

relationship between state agency and local institution at 

all levels of program review. Decisions at Level III, for 

example, are to be data driven. Which programs are a part 



of a Level III review is to be determined by logical, 

rational relationships within the review framework. 

Theoretically what comes out of a level two, I don't 
know that we've ever done that--actually said, 
"Look, there's a lot of problems. Let's do a Level 
III." That's how it's designed. Theoretically we 
take that information and decide which programs look 
like they need to be looked at statewide. What we 
tend to do, though, is say what programs have a lot 
of issues right now that need to be discussed. 
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Level I data also are provided in a framework which 

allows the local colleges the latitude to determine their 

reaction to the data and the flags. The data display "is 

strictly for them to use to evaluate their own programs and 

determine if they need to look at a program more in-depth." 

The extent to which the colleges utilize the data is 

generally unknown at the division level. What is known is 

that the colleges do put programs through some type of Level 

II review. At the college level there is considerable 

flexibility on the process used. The process allows maximum 

local flexibility to the extent that one finds both 

intercollege and intracollege diversity of process. While 

colleges are expected to comply with the Level II process 

and are required to report their actions and findings to the 

state, compliance is ultimately a voluntary act. It is, 

according to Dr. Richardson, 

up t~ them. The only compliance in there is that 
one 1n every five-year review, and I guess the 
[campus] people have to be sure that's ~one, but we 
don't check on that. We ask them to send us a note 
saying which ones they're going to do that year, and 
what they found. It's a one-page check-off. 
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In a state where institutional accountability is a 

watchword and where program review serves as one vehicle for 

that accountability, the Division of Community Colleges is 

confident that the review process in place satisfies these 

needs without usurping local decision making authority. 

While suggesting that in some areas state policies and 

procedures do interfere with local decision making, 

Richardson argues strongly that program review is outside 

this arena. 

I may be viewing program review through rose-tinted 
glasses; it's very possible. But I think a person 
can say that it pretty well preserves local decision 
making without even an awful lot of outside 
interference, let alone replacing of decisions. 
[Program review] doesn't result in the state 
dictating curriculum changes or instructional 
methodology changes or things of that nature. We 
feel it's a good way of establishing a process that 
produces accountability without actually stepping in 
and usurping the decision making authority of the 
local institutions. 

Some colleges are more serious than others about the 

program review process. It becomes obvious as staff 

interacts with local college personnel that some support the 

policy and the process, whereas others "might care just 

about meeting regulations." For some, it is important and 

therefore a priority, where for others it is "just a 

compliance act." 

The level of local commitment is perceived by 

division personnel to start with the top. Interestingly, 

however, while Paul Neville talks about the unevenness of 
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implementation and the fact that real institutional 

commitment comes from the top down, he refers to the 

vocational deans when he relates specific college 

commitment. It is at the dean level where the activity and 

division contact seems to occur. When the deans are 

interested in doing the right thing as opposed to doing 

things right, the system works. Where deans "don't want to 

make themselves look good [but] they want to do what's 

right," then the policy is implemented effectively. Where 

the college wants to· "play the little games we have with 

reporting," then implementation is less effective. College 

commitment, according to Neville, is the key. Size is not a 

significant variable, since "even a small school can just 

fill out the forms." However, it might be harder for a 

smaller college to hide or mask an ineffective program 

because they are more visible. "The students will let you 

know, and the community will let you know," at these smaller 

schools, "more than someone at Miami will." 

Decision making is, in fact, neither rational nor 

logical. It is clearly more within the nature of an 

organized anarchy and the garbage can model of decision 

making, with a complex mix of people inside and outside the 

process, each bringing problems and solutions into the 

decision arena. Decisions are likely to represent avoidance 

or oversight, and actions and decisions often appear 

uncontrollable and unintentional. Solutions at the college 
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level precede problems, and action comes before information. 

Decision making is more a symbolic representation to the 

state that system goals are being addressed in a logical, 

rational manner. 

FOrmal Rules and Conflict 

Program review projects a rule-based image. The 

process is consistently bolstered by reference to rules, 

regulations, and procedures. While there are formal rules 

for the process, compliance with these rules is largely 

voluntary or negotiated. The division seemingly monitors 

compliance, yet the evidence supports the loose connection 

between rules and compliance. 

For example, the legal mandate provides that each 

program is to be reviewed at least once every five years. 

This is not, in reality, what occurs. Dr. Richardson notes 

that "the best laid plans of mice and men never happen. So 

just for the wheel that squeaks the most, where the issues 

are, those programs are the ones that probably will be 

reviewed more often, and some programs once in a blue moon 

perhaps." Mr. Neville supports this notion, suggesting that 

"we'll only do the ones that are absolutely necessary to do, 

which is basically what we do anyway. We just figure all 

the other just kind of fall in there somewhere." 

Another seeming anomaly in the rules relates to the 

mandatory placement standard. There are varying 
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interpretations of the influence and importance of placement 

rates in program revi~w. The law stipulates that any 

program which fails to document a 70 percent placement rate 

for three consecutive years will not receive funding from 

the state. A college may continue the program if it 

desires, but there will be no state funds for the program. 

Whether the placement rate penalty is real oc merely a paper 

tiger is somewhat in doubt. While Richardson implies that 

it is real when he relates his legislature-as-scapegoat 

theory, he also acknowledges that no college has lost 

funding as a result of the 70 percent rule "because the 

threat has turned out to be nothing more than a threat." 

The history of the placement rate rule has been 

nonimplementation; as each three-year period has come to a 

close, some reason was conjured up to avoid implementing the 

penalty. As the end of the first three-year period neared, 

the division recommended that since the process was new, it 

would be premature to act on the rule. A new three-year 

period commenced. 

We're now in our second extension of the three-year 
period, so we've had three three-year periods and 
we're in our third one, and we haven't come to the 
end of that third one yet, and the next one is 
always implemented before the first one has ended, 
and so as a consequence, it's a paper tiger. 

Director Neville suggests that recent legislative 

action may now force the colleges to be more sensitive to 

the placement rate issue, but he also points out that "we 

---- --------------------------------
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have a little bit of negotiation room • • • a little grace 

period." He further suggests that the lack of clarity over 

this issue allows the division some flexibility. Because 

there is some doubt as to whether the division needs to 

utilize the placement figures, Neville feels there is room 

for interpretation. For him, the dilemma has been resolved. 

"We don't think we do [need to utilize the figures], so 

we're not." 

At another level, the division also broadly 

interprets the regulation requiring a Level II review prior 

to a statewide Level III. Director Neville wants to get 

support for the current interpretation that 

the level ones do count for the one every five 
years so that when we do our Level III statewide 
reviews, we don't have to worry about getting all 
the programs in every five years. Right now our 
opinion is that they count the one every five 
years. In fact, we do it every year. We haven't 
felt the need to have that approved by anybody, but 
we also do the bigger reviews once every five 
years, so we're covered both ways. 

While Level III reviews are expected to result from 

issues which emerge from Level II, in reality they often 

result from issues and concerns which emerge from outside 

the formal process. The division rarely utilizes Level II 

to identify issues before a statewide study or even after 

such a Level III analysis. Director Neville states, "While 

the Level Ills are actually driven by forces outside the 

model, if they went back and looked now at the Level lIs, 
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they would probably find that the information was compelling 

enough to warrant a Level III." 

The division constantly finds itself between the 

colleges and the legislature. Division staff attempt, on 

the one hand, to educate the legislature on what is 

practical and implementable, and on the other hand, they 

work with the local colleges as they try to interpret and 

respond to the laws and statutes. In this middle ground, 

the division interprets and modifies activity to bring the 

two sides as close together as practical while attempting to 

meet the spirit of the law. In some ways the division acts 

as the street level bureaucrat, modifying policy to make it 

implementable. At other times, it is the college that makes 

these decisions or distinctions. 

During the last legislative session there was 

considerable interest in enacting regulations and procedures 

to measure program completers at the colleges. For many 

community college administrators this is anathema. The 

mobile, almost transient nature of community college 

students and the diversity of student goals make any study 

of completers a thorny issue for two-year colleges. The 

division found itself playing an important role in the 

negotiation over this legislation. staff from the division 

office "kind of negotiated that out with the [legislative] 

staff people who were working on it to give us some leeway." 

Legislative staff had to be educated on the difficulties 
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inherent in ~uch a policy. The division first tried to 

identify what the legislature wanted to accomplish and then 

tried to match that with what the colleges could actually 

provide. Essentially the division had to establish what was 

valuable and obtainable rather than just create an 

artificial study that was mislead~ng. Ultimately the staff 

"worked out an agreement with them to buy some time. • • • 

It just was real sticky." 

In fact, the division may have been partly 

responsible for this problem emerging initially. The 

division underestimated the magnitude of the problem as it 

related to legislative concern. If the division had 

recognized the legislative intent and concern earlier, they 

might have been able to convince them that what the colleges 

were doing at the local level was legitimate. 

I'd say it's more our fault than the institutions' 
fault. [The] legislative staff do not feel that the 
institutions were reporting all of the completers, 
and if you don't report completers then you don't 
have to follow up on them. Little games. So in 
that sense what they did helped cause the problem. 

Regardless of who is at fault, Dr. Richardson is convinced 

that if the legislature tries to lirik funding to completers, 

"I know that we and others are going to resist it very much 

if they do." 

Not all problems relate to the legislature. The 

colleges also present challenges for the division as it 

implements policy. College level activity is not always 
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straightforward. While the division works to maintain 

flexibility, consistent policy implementation can become 

problematic. Paul Neville recognizes that with "so much 

flexibility institutionally," consistent implementation is a 

problem. While the colleges "at times try to get around 

something, as a rule they really try to follow the rules and 

do the right thing, but now that we have set up a system 

that does allow them latitude, it's not always easy to match 

requirements and data displays to that flexibility." 

While noting that some colleges "might be playing 

games" and that "any rule you have, some of the institutions 

are going to play games with you," he also suggests that 

the program review process itself encourages 

misunderstandings. Colleges, by necessity, interpret policy 

and make judgment calls that mayor may not be correct. 

Rather than instituti~g a search for the guilty, Neville 

believes the division would serve the system better by 

working with the legislature to enhance understanding. 

Overt conflict is absent from the program review 

process. Each of the entities involved operates semi

autonomously, interpreting rules and regulations and 

modifying compliance standards, thus reducing the likelihood 

of conflict. The ability of these groups to negotiate with 

the various power sources also reduces the necessity of open 

conflict. If participants perceive that quiet negotiation 

will obtain the desired results, there is little incentive 
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to become confrontational and stimulate open conflict. The 

loosely connected aspects of the system, allowing for 

independent absorption of internal and external pressures, 

or the ability to compartmentalize activities and pressures 

allows for successful adaptation and low conflict. 

Environment 

The environmental aspect of state policy 

implementation must take into account the inclusiveness of 

the division's environment. The linkages which exist 

between the legislature, the state board, the division, and 

the colleges support the contention that all these form a 

part of the division environment. Division program review 

activity is at times directly impacted by each of these 

entities, sometimes by more than one at a time. The 

division at times is loosely coupled to specific elements, 

and at other times tightly coupled. The open relationship 

between the division and the local colleges allows the 

colleges to affect the division. The loose connection 

between the division and the colleges manifests itself in 

the latitude which each college may exercise its 

implementation of the state policy. Division personnel are 

unlikely to aggressively monitor or report on perceived 

institutional shortcomings unless pressures mount from other 

parts of the environment. 
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statewide business interests are also part of the 

environment. Division activity, particularly within both 

the Level II and Level III process, brings business and 

industry interests into the forefront of review activity. 

These pressures form a part of tha complex variables which 

the division must evaluate in the policy implementation 

arena. 

At both Urban and Metropolitan, program review Level 

II activity has led to an increase in business and industry 

participation. Urban has moved to a Level II model which 

incorporates business personnel and business interests 

directly into the process. Metropolitan, which has more 

openly decoupled institutional program decisions from the 

state Level II process, still remains highly sensitive to 

the interests of the corporate community. 

Within Level III, the relationship among division, 

college, and business is even more direct. Here business 

personnel are encouraged to not only participate but suggest 

ways in which college programs can better serve the needs of 

business and industry. 

Division implementation of state mandated program 

review is clearly impacted by environmental forces at all 

levels. As a state agency it comes under direct legislative 

and executive pressures. Division personnel are affected by 

local institution personnel and by the interests of business 

and industry. The ability of the division to carry out the 

------- ----_.--_.-_. 
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intent of the program review legislation is directly related 

to these environmental forces. 

Summary 

Program review is an excellent example of the 

complexity of policy implementation in a state system. In 

recent years Florida, like most states, has experienced 

rising interest in accountability. State government has 

focused considerable attention, through the legislature and 

the State Board of Education, on educational accountability. 

John Richardson observes that, "A lot of things have been 

either perpetrated or promulgated, whichever way you want to 

look at it, under that rubric--under the label of 

accountability. Of course, program review is one." 

A precarious equilibrium is required by this dual 

system where the State Board of Education and the 

legislature mandate policy and process, and relatively 

impotent government agencies are then expected to implement 

them. As some see it, the process requires a policeman, but 

neither the structure nor the funding exist for the division 

to carry out the police work. 

Director Richardson points out the apparent 

contradictory nature of the policy and process. 

[The] State Board of Community Colleges, which is a 
coordinating board, has very little real authority 
in law. But as in any state, a law is a law is a 
law, but a law is only as good as the people who 
enforce them •••• 'The Florida system, the Florida 
political system, and the Florida bureaucratic 



system, is not sufficient--now this is my judgment, 
which of course might be considered heresy--is not 
sufficiently well-organized to police such things, 
and so from both points of view, for both reasons, 
we don't do it. 
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This arrangement produces a system where the 

implementation process is negotiated. Rather than creating 

a rigid implementation structure ,where the local colleges 

are expected to adhere to the strict letter of the law, the 

Division of Community Colleges serves as a buffer between 

the local institutions and the legislature. They translate 

for both parties. They act as a broker, negotiating first 

with one group, then the other, in an attempt to make 

workable what otherwise may fail. 

Conclusions 

Analysis of the policy and its implementation 

illustrates the hybrid nature of the process. The program 

review policy and process is bureaucratic in appearance, it 

is evolutionary in design; and adaptive in its campus-based 

reality. As established and operated through the Division 

of Community Colleges, program review gives every indication 

of being bureaucratic/programmed. The state has established 

three separate levels. There are clear data elements with 

flags or tolerance levels at the first stage. Colleges 

falling outside these tolerance levels are expected to 

undertake a more detailed evaluation that may be formative 

in nature but can also be summative. Specific legislative 
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mandates have created the sense among the colleges of a 

"death penalty" in relation to program placement rates. 

Programs falling below 70 percent placement rates for 

graduates in three consecutive years face loss of state 

funding. The bureaucratic image is equally prevalent in the 

division's emphasis on rules, regulations, procedures, and 

timelines. The state's directives tell the colleges when to 

conduct specific activities, when and where to file reports, 

and to what regulations they are expected to adhere. 

At another level, the policy and process become less 

programmed and more adaptive. The Level II review process 

allows each college to determine its own distinct process, a 

more evolutionary process. Local "street-level bureaucrats" 

can modify the process to address local institutional needs 

and respond to the unique character of each college. 

At the individual college level, the policy, and 

particularly the Level III process, become more adaptive and 

even anarchic in nature. Here the penetration of state 

level intentions are more limited. There are no clear 

connections between state intent and local action. Activity 

at the faculty level does not reflect a knowledgeable 

connection between policy, process, and result. Programs 

within colleges are treated differently; similar programs 

across colleges are treated differently. The implementation 

of the process is uneven, and the link between process and 

product is open to question. 
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CHAPTER 6 

URBAN COMMUNITY COLLEGE 

Introduction 

Urban Junior College was one of the first junior 

colleges in the state of Florida. Founded at a time when 

most two-year colleges were private, sectarian institutions, 

Urban was primarily a day only, coeducational college 

serving the post high school needs of the surrounding 

community. During its early years of operation, Urban, like 

so many of the junior colleges of that era, was linked to 

the local secondary education system. In fact, the college 

was physically located at the local high school and 

administered by the school principal 'who also served as dean 

of the college. 

Junior colleges in these years often served two 

primary roles. Local high school graduates attended two

year colleges either to round out their educational 

experience or to obtain further preparation for a senior 

college or university. Urban Junior College filled both 

roles, with primary emphasis on preparation for transfer. 

Urban began a period of rapid and significant change 

following World War II. The college established a separate 

and distinct identity by hiring its first college president 
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and by moving away from the high school to a separate site. 

After a second move, the college settled permanently in the 

city of Alpine on a site donated by the county. When Dr. J. 

D. McCain became the college's second president shortly 

thereafter, he began a 20-year tenure as president, which 

saw the establishment of a separate board of trustees to 

govern the college, the creation of new campus sites in 

Lakeport and Columbus, and the integration of black students 

who had previously attended segregated Lincoln Junior 

College. When Dr. McCain retired, he had overseen the early 

development stages of what would become the Wetlands, Alta, 

and Lakeport campuses. 

A native of Urban County, Dr. Al Baker succeeded Dr. 

McCain as Urban's third president. Dr. Baker had served 

previously on the college board of trustees and later as 

college vice president. Prior to his employment by the 

college, he had progressed through the local educational 

system from classroom teacher to elementary, middle, and 

high school principal, and ultimately assistant 

superintendent of schools. 

During the years of Dr. Baker's presidency, 

the college has expanded dramatically. A permanent 108-acre 

site for the Wetlands Campus was obtained and several buildings 

constructed. The first permanent building on the 50-acre 

Alta Campus site in Columbus was also completed. 
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Two years ago the college changed its name from 

Urban Junior College to Urban Community College "to reflect 

more accurately the broad scope of college programs and 

services." The designation "junior college" had become an 

anachronism; only a handful of two-year colleges still 

retain this designation. The reluctance on the part of the 

college to change its name, manifested by the lateness of 

the change, is a reflection of the conservative, traditional 

nature of the college and the community. Even when the 

decision was made, some wished to retain the original 

"junior" designation. 

Urban community College has grown tremendously in 

the past decade. Not only has the college solidified its 

position in the northern and southern reaches of its service 

area, but enrollment has continued to climb dramatically. 

Parallel with this enrollment growth has been a 

diversification of service orientation for the college. As 

noted earlier, the college started with a modest enrollment 

and a focus on transfer education. As the years passed and 

the county grew, the college expanded its concept of service 

to incorporate many of these new markets. Dr. Baker notes 

that there have been "many, many changes, particularly as it 

relates to vocational, occupational and technical programs 

which we have initiated in the past eight to ten years, 

where heretofore we were primarily an A.A. transfer academic 

institution." 
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In addition to the shift away from an almost 

exclusive emphasis on academics, the college also now 

"serves as a major cultural center for the community." 

Additionally, as the region's senior population has grown, 

so too has the college service to that segment of the 

community. Currently over 4,000 people 62 or older enroll 

in classes at the college. 

Finally, the college has become a major force in 

economic development. According to Dr. Baker, 

We are the impetus for the majority of the 
industries that come into the community. We have a 
tremendously large business and industry cooperative 
program with our institution. We serve about 60-
some-odd business and industries, including • • • 
types of corporations within our community in a 
partnership. 

Urban, like many of the state's two-year colleges, has 

become increasingly linked with business and industry. 

Urban serves as a catalyst for economic development, both in 

attracting new business to the region and in serving the 

training needs of current business interests. The impact 

has been felt in the community and within the college. The 

result has "been a transformation almost like a butterfly." 

For people within the college this transformation 

has not been without cost. Most employees still talk about 

the college in positive terms and generally remark that they 

like working there. Faculty, in particular, take pains to 

point to positive aspects whenever they can. A longtime 

Wetlands Campus faculty member, for example, talks about his 
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campus as "a warm, friendly environment, a nice place to 

be." On the Hub Campus others concur. Al Lowenstein says, 

"I would say that this is a very nice place to work." A Hub 

Campus colleague notes, "Administration isn't the best. 

It's not the worst, but our department here is great. 

a great job. To be honest, it's a nice place to work. 

It's 

You 

don't like everything management does, but I still love it." 

While people express pleasure in a general, almost 

abstract way, they also note many specific issues or factors 

that have produced strain. Generally, references to the 

positive impact of county population growth and the 

resultant enrollment growth are undercut by broad concerns 

over multicampus pressures, budgetary constraints, 

communication barriers, increased workload, and union

management conflict. A longtime Alta Campus administrator, 

trying to put these pressures in context, suggests the 

college "grew kind of topsy-turveY'rather than a well

conceived, planned growth." The result has been an 

institution marked by stress and conflict. 

At Urban the president is such a dominant figure 

that he has come to personally embody this conflict. 

Organizationally, the college reflects the president's style 

of management. Operationally, it represents a divergence 

produced by presidential action and faculty resistance. 

This divergence is at the core of the conflict within the 

college. In the presentation and analysis of each aspect of 
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the framework, it will become apparent that at Urban 

community College, the president personifies for the faculty 

most of the organization's character. 

Organizationally the college utilizes a hybrid 

administrative structure to manage its several campuses and 

centers (see Figures 4 and 5). The president is the 

district's chief executive and reports to the college board 

of trustees. The five-member board is appointed by the 

governor. The president has four vice presidents who report 

directly to him: the vice president of Administrative and 

Business Affairs, vice president of Student Affairs, vice 

president of Academic Affairs, and vice president of 

Planning and Information Systems. The director of 

Development also reports directly to the president. He is 

responsible for the college foundation and also lobbies for 

the college in the state capital. The provosts of the 

Wetlands and Alta campuses and the director of the Lakeport 

campus also report directly to the president. However, the 

Hub Campus, the oldest and largest of the three campuses, 

does not have a separate provost. It is administered 

directly by the vice presidents of Academic and Student 

Affairs. While each of the other campuses has a dean of 

instruction reporting ,to the provost, the Hub Campus dean 

reports to the vice president of Academic Affairs. This 

relationship is formalized physically by the housing of the 

district administrative offices on the Hub Campus. 
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Each of the three campuses has operated under a 

divisional structure for several years. This organizational 

structure places division chairpersons between the full-time 

faculty and the campus deans. Each chair supervises an 

array of programs and departments within the division. 

The president meets each Monday in the President's 

staff with the four vice presidents, the two provosts, and 

the Lakeport director. The vice president of Academic 

Affairs also meets regularly with the deans and directors 

from the campuses. The vice president of Student Affairs 

likewise has regular districtwide meetings with his campus 

and district personnel. Information disseminated at these 

district level meetings is then shared at the campus level, 

primarily by the deans of instruction through the division 

chairs to the faculty. 

The President's Staff meeting generally commences at 

7:30 a.m. and lasts two hours or more. The agenda is a mix 

of concerns raised by the participants and issues of 

interest to the president. According to the president, 

Those seven people place on an agenda with my 
secretary any item that they want to have discussed 
at the president's staff meeting, any questions, any 
items, etc. We go right down the agenda, and each 
one of them makes a presentation about what the 
academic arena is doing, the business affairs will 
tell us how our construction is coming, where our 
budgets are, what are the concerns there. • • • Once 
we complete the agenda--and the president also 
places items on the agenda to update them about 
budgetary concerns, legislative matters~ community 
affairs, things of that nature--once we have 
completed what you might call the semi-formal 



agenda, we then go around to each member of the 
staff, and they add anything they wish to add. 
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Dr. Baker also conducts quarterly Administrative 

Management Staff meetings with all college administrators, 

from vice presidents to deans and division chairs. These 

meetings are similar in nature, according to Dr. Baker, to 

the President's Staff. Here again participants "may place 

anything on the agenda either about our College Level 

Academic Skills Test or some policy that they want to have 

cleared up or some information that they desire me to 

address." 

Members of these groups see the sessions as valuable 

for information-sharing, yet they differ with the president 

on the primary focus. Dr. William Mathews, Alta Campus 

provost, for example, concurs that the President's Staff 

meeting "is very open. I feel I can say what I think," but 

he notes that the president "will have his items, and then 

after those items are all discussed or proposed or whatever, 

then we go around the room with anything else that happens 

not to be on there." 

others in attendance at the managerial meetings see 

the focus in a different way. Dr. Ralph Cummings says, 

It's only like three times a year. [The president] 
is usually always there, and he'll have some 
speakers come in. Sometimes they talk about united 
Way. But still, it's very presidential kinds of 
things. It's what the foundation is doing, what 
the legislature is doing. He really doesn't delve 
into academics terribly much at all. 
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While some view the president's style" as open and 

democratic, dependent on the president's informality, others 

see these meetings as more form than SUbstance. Dr. Frank 

Tucker has been with the college for two years as a campus 

dean of instruction. He sees the limitations in the 

president's style: 

He is very dynamic. He is a man very much 
interested in his career with the college, and I 
think he certainly supports the college in a public 
way. • • • Is there dialogue and open discussion 
with the rest of the group? The answer is no. 

The president generally has an agenda of items 
and areas of interest that he will share with us 
from his perspective and his point of view, and I 
think there is a modest effort made to solicit 
comments, but in my four meetings in the last two 
years, I would say there has been none. This would 
not be considered an open dialogue of any kind. 

I think it's a difference between JFK and Ronald 
Reagan. The kind of meeting that is where the 
president is easily accessible as the interviewee, 
as the person questioned, as the one who has the 
information that the audience randomly throws out a 
question or chooses the topic without any preparation 
or preconceptions, as what I consider the reverse 
where the agenda is pre-planned and only those items 
are discussed, and they are discussed from a single 
point of view. So I would say • • • our president 
is more didactic in his approach. I believe he 
appears comfortable with that, and surely others 
are--and I am most junior--the other people have 
been accustomed to this for many years and seem to 
be content with what it is. 

Clearly, the president's view of his administrative 

style is not shared by everyone. He is a man of many 

contradictions. He is indeed open and affable. He has 

engendered respect for the college within the community. He 

has been successful in raising funds for the college, both 

from private and public sources. There is a darker side to 
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Dr. Baker. There are college employees who see the 

president as vengeful and despotic. They have experienced 

bis efforts at personal intimidation. 

To a certain elttent, the president personifies the 

tension at Urban Community College between the fundamental 

conservative and traditional tone of the community and the 

college and those countervailing forces within and without 

the institution which are moving it toward rapid change. 

Administrators and faculty alike refer to the 

institution as "pretty traditional" or "conservative" and 

"structured." "We've been here fifty-four years, so we have 

a hell of a lot of tradition." While one administrator 

links the college conservatism to the ~act that the college 

has "only had three presidents," a colleague suggests that 

it is "primarily due to the fact that Urban community 

College still has half the teachers and a lot of the 

administrators that it had back when I started." The 

average tenure for senior administration is well beyond ten 

years, with some exceeding twenty and thirty years. 

Nowhere is this sense of tradition more prevalent 

than in the extensive references to the college as a family. 

Perhaps that image explains the underlying tension in the 

institution created by the presence of a faculty union. 

Alta Campus dean of instruction, Sam Ellis, observes that 

the college has an 

--- ... _ .. _------- ------.---_._-



esprit de corps generally. We do have a union. We 
don't have any here at Alta Campus, so it's hard for 
me to speak to that, and I was never directly 
involved at Hub at that time when we had a 
union, so naturally we always have the typical 
problems that go with a collective bargaining 
arrangement, but I'd say that in spite of that and 
any lack of morale would be a small group of people 
that are active within that. otherwise, I think the 
esprit de corps is very good at the college. 

Michael Lucas, a Hub Campus faculty member and 
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union leader notes, however, that "I think we've lost some 

of our closeness, family-type of relationship as a result of 

all the growth. It was a small community college. We had a 

lot more campus activity--campus life, so to speak. I think 

now we are a transient campus." A longtime faculty member 

also points to the change "from a small college to a large 

college," observing that "whenever you have a large college, 

the family environment is not so evident as it was before." 

Donna Berg, a relatively new Hub Campus instructor, 

still senses the closeness. 

So if a person has a desire to grow intellectually, 
this is the place to be, and the environment is very 
friendly, warm; it's more family oriented. If I 
have problems, they're concerned. I mean, they're 
generally concerned, and it makes you feel wanted 
and needed and appreciated. 

Barry Jones, a Hub Campus colleague who has been at 

the college for almost a decade, reflects the complexity of 

this relationship in describing his sense of the college. 

It's a nice institution to work for. You have a 
voice. I'm a member of the faculty union, and I 
feel comfortable in knowing that I've got their 
support if I have a grievance or a concern. And I 
feel comfortable with the administration basically • 

. __ .- -_._-_. ------ .. _ ... 



Even though I feel estranged, 'I feel very 
comfortable with Dr. Baker especially. He's a 
nice person, and I can talk to him. Some of the 
other people I don't feel as close to, but I'm very 
loyal to the institution because I am a graduate 
from here. • • • Being in the union puts me in 
somewhat of an awkward position because very few 
members of the w • • program are in the union. 
It's been kind of a source of contention over the 
years. Administration is very anti-union, and they 
would like the union to go away and never come back 
again. In fact, one day Dr. Baker called me into 
his office and wanted to know why I had joined the 
union. I thought, "Oh-oh, caught." 
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As a vice president, Dr. Lawrence Walters recognizes 

the tensions between union and family. He seems to accept 

both the virtual inevitability of union-administration 

tension, and the fact that he must work past those problems. 

It is, says Dr. Walters, 

a problem that is probably going to persist and be 
there, and it's one that one has to continue to deal 
with and live with and work with, and in spite of 
the adversarial relationship that almost naturally 
exists between administration and management and 
workers, especially in [the] faculty union. 

What it comes down to for Dr. Walters is a sense that "even 

in the face of [administration/union problems] that [this 

is] a college that continues to struggle to maintain a sense 

of family, yet somehow we're not quite able to pull it off." 

The tension between family and union, between the 

traditional and the contemporary, exists throughout the 

college. The conflict between these divergent orientations 

is exhibited in many ways and relates directly to the seven 

organizational dimensions under analysis. 
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Executive Summary 

When Albert Baker became president, Urban Junior 

college was in the midst of its most turbulent era. The 

outgoing president, Dr. MCCain, had created a bitter legacy 

of autocratic governance which led the faculty to unionize. 

President McCain, who had for years served as head of the 

faculty senate, was so personally affronted by the faculty's 

decision tQ organize that he abolished the senate, a 

decision which remains unchanged to this day. 

Dr. Baker was not unfamiliar with a bargaining 

environment when he ascended to the presidency~ He had been 

vice president at Urban for some time and had also served on 

the college board of trustees. Prior to his arrival at 

Urban, he had been the principal of a local high school 

during a major faculty walkout. That earlier experience, 

together with his years at Urban, led him to become 

staunchly anti-union. As president, Dr. Baker hoped to 

utilize his greatest personal attribute, an outgoing, 

affable style, to convince the faculty that unionization was 

unnecessary. Unfortunately, his personal and personable 

approach did not persuade the faculty. In fact, the debate 

over union activity only became more acrimonious. 

Efforts by some faculty to decertify the union only 

bred greater resentment and drove a larger wedge between 

faculty and administration. When, in the early 1980s, the 

union organized evaluations of the president, his 
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administration, and the board of trustees and then shared 

them with state officials, Dr. Baker reacted by suspending 

the union leaders. An eight-year court battle ensued, and 

was only recently settled, with each'side claiming victory. 

While overt hostility between the two sides has declined in 

recent years, last year's court decision served as a clear 

reminder of the tenuous nature of that relationship. As 

Urban community College enters the 1990s, the union

administration conflict continues to dominate the internal 

college environment. 

Conflict, then, becomes a primary focus in any 

assessment of governance at Urban Community College. 

Analyzing the three governance and policy models across each 

of the seven organizational dimensions demonstrates the 

complex nature of colleges as organizations. Weick (1976) 

and others have noted that in the past researchers have 

"tended to see organizational reality only in terms of the 

organizational myths they have believed" (Lutz, 1982, 

p. 657). At the community college level this myopia has led 

researchers to emphasize and re-emphasize a perception of 

two-year college governance as bureaucratic. As Lutz (1982) 

suggests, it is necessary to move beyond this unitary 

model/perspective in order to capture a fuller picture of 

organizational phenomena. In the sections which follow, 

this fuller picture supports the contention that community 

college governance creates a complex, hybrid organizational 



image, not encompassed by a singular, static, and 

bureaucratic model. 
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Cohen and March (1974, p. 196) contend that "the 

level of [goal] specificity that permits measurements 

destroys acceptance." Urban Community College reinforces 

this observation in its adherence to broad, inclusive goals. 

The published goals of the college reflect the "all things 

to all people" attitude prevalent in community colleges 

(Cohen and Brawer, 1982). Beyond this, however, Urban 

clings to an eclectic set of internally articulated goals 

which represent the personal and professional allegiances of 

the faculty and administration. Goal diversity is equally 

prevalent in the area of state mandated program review. The 

college does not present a singular, unified goal posture on 

program review. Goal statements again reflect the vantage 

point of the participants and their professional roles. The 

lack of goal clarity in program review also serves to buffer 

internal college activity from external state directives. 

By loosely connecting the college's activities to state 

goals, the college is able to reconcile its own internal 

ambiguity with state desires for accountability and 

specificity. 

Communication at Urban Community College reflects 

all three organizational models. The college presents a 

highly structured, bureaucratic image reflected through 

its organization chart, formal communication mechanisms, 
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and an implied adherence to the chain of command. Beneath 

this formal exterior, real communication patterns are 

informal, with reliance on personal contact and personal 

influence outweighing the formal hierarchy. The 

administration's--and particularly the president's--attempt 

to control communication by limiting faculty access to the 

college phone system only serves to encourage the informal 

communication networks and to increase internal conflict. 

Program review communication also presents a dual image. 

Formal communication with the state reflects a highly 

bureaucratized image, yet internally these linkages are 

uneven. The flow of information at Urban and the link 

between information and activity becomes more loosely 

connected as you go lower in the organization. 

Conflict is ideally non-existent or handled 

efficiently in a bureaucratic organization. Conversely, at 

Urban, conflict not only exists, it has become embedded in 

the institution. The struggle between the faculty and 

administration, as personified by the union and the 

president, is persistent and predominant. While open 

conflict is constant and occasionally high, this is less the 

case in program review. Here, conflict is more subtle. The 

faculty tend to resist program review passively, by ignoring 

review literature, memoranda, reports, and procedures. 

Faculty will participate at a low level and will grumble 

about the process; however, they do not openly or directly 
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challenge the activity. Again, there is a loose connection 

between review process and faculty activity, or between 

review activity and technology. In program review at Urban, 

"structure is disconnected from technical (work) activity, 

and activity is disconnected from its effedts" (Meyer and 

Rowan, 1978, p. 79). 

Decision making in a bureaucracy reflects a strong 

and clear connection between consensual institutional goals, 

a patterned flow of information upward, and a downward flow 

of decisions and directives from the top. Behavior at all 

levels of the organization should be tightly coupled to 

these decisions. At Urban decisions at one level are not 

tightly linked to actions at another level. Decisions made 

at the top do not reverberate in patterned ways through the 

organization (Gamoran and Dreeban, 1986). Connections among 

and between administrative and faculty decision making are 

generally loosely connected, yet these connections vary. 

This is not a dichotomous relationship but more a continuum 

across which some decisions are more tightly or loosely 

coupled than others. For example, administrator decisions 

over the faculty's teaching or classroom behavior 

(technology) is loosely connected. Administrative decisions 

over committee membership is tightly coupled. Curriculum 

decisions vary across the continuum based on issue salience. 

Program review decision making reflects these anarchic 

characteristics. There is no apparent connection between 
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the elaborate process which the college administration has 

established and the results of the reviews. 

Power at Urban is a negotiated commodity. While the 

president exercises his position-based authority in an 

autocratic way, this behavior does not go unchallenged. The 

union as well as other power bases in the college work to 

buffer their interests from the influence of the president. 

The two most often discussed coupling mechanisms in 

educational organizations are authority of office and the 

technical core (Weick, 1976; Ecker, 1979). In program 

review terms, Urban Community college, like its higher 

education counterparts, demonstrates the loose connection 

between authority of office and technology. Faculty 

negotiate their way through the organization and 

particularly at the classroom level are free to operate 

within very broad, loosely monitored guidelines. 

Administrative ability to exercise influence or control 

through the allocation of resources is available but even 

here some programs have sought to create independent sources 

of income to remain free of undue restraint. 

Urban projects a rule-based image. Formal rules 

exist at the college and certainly in relation to the 

collective bargaining agreement they establish the 

appropriate parameters for behavior. But the existence of 

these formal rules thinly masks the continuously negotiated 

environment which prevails within the college. Faculty and 
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administration bargain over daily aptivity that otherwise 

appears constrained by formal rules and procedures. In the 

program review arena the existence of formal rules and 

procedures is primarily aimed at satisfying state 

requirements and appears loosely connected to program 

performance. The college projects the appropriate image to 

the state while providing broad latitude to program 

directors and division chairs to guide the performance of 

specific programs. 

Bureaucracies, as essentially closed systems, are 

not subjected to external environmental incursions. At 

Urban Community College, environmental vulnerability is a 

reality. In fact, the mission of the college, as with most 

of its two-year counterparts, virtually mandates an open 

systems vulnerability. At the state level Urban is 

statutorily connected to the Division of Community Colleges, 

the state Board of Community Colleges, and the state Board 

of Education. Informally, the college is extremely active 

in lobbying state agencies and thus encourages an open 

systems relationship with the larger environment. The 

current program review design also reflects this open 

systems approach. The utilization of an industry-based 

review model mandates that each program interface with the 

local business community. 

----_._._----
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Goals 

Unclear goals or problematic preferences are a 

hallmark of the contemporary American college (Ecker, 1979). 

This condition is exacerbated at the two-year college level 

by the inclusive nature of the community college mission. 

By virtue of their identity in the higher education 

community as low cost, high access institutions, these 

colleges generally serve a broad array of community-based 

educational needs and thus project an equally broad set of 

institutional goals. 

Urban Community college is an excellent example of 

this inclusive model. The college philosophy, mission, and 

goals statements as articulated in college publications 

suggest that the college does have specific goals which 

exist beneath a general philosophical umbrella. In language 

befitting a published document, the college philosophy 

suggests that the institution's "highest priority [is] an 

academic environment of excellence conducive to lifelong 

learning, where individuals can attain knowledge and develop 

skills and attributes necessary to meet effectively the 

challenges of a dynamic world." 

The published mission of the college commits it to 

address the needs of underprepared students through remedial 

education, to serve the transfer student seeking a four-year 

degree, to provide direct employment training for business 

and industry, community service education, and skill 
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upgrades for currently employed local residents. To 

accomplish this, the college identifies six specific areas 

of emphasis. They include academic programs (A.A.), 

technical/vocational programs (A.S. and certificates), 

retraining and skill upgrade, preparatory instruction, 

continuing studies and community service programs, and 

student, business, and planning services to support and 

supplement the institutional programs. 

While these statements are primarily published for 

external, public consumption, they do capture the diverse 

and ambiguous goals operating within the institution. Goal 

ambiguity at Urban allows for the concurrent existence of 

potentially conflicting notions of the role of the college. 

Differences of opinion and philosophy coexist both within 

the ranks of faculty and administration as well as between 

those two corporate entities. These groups, as well as 

individuals within each group, are thus relatively free to 

pursue diverse professional or pragmatic interests still 

within the ambiguity of institutional goals. 

Avoidance of strict, clearly-articulated goals 

is ultimately an attempt to avoid conflict. "The link 

between [goal] clarity and conflict," according to 

Baldridge, et ale (1977, p.10), "may help explain the 

prevalence of meaningless rhetoric in academic policy 

statements and speeches." Not surprisingly, at Urban 

community College the rhetoric is general and inclusive. 
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Specifics reflect more the position or the vantage point of 

the individual. At the top of the organizational hierarchy 

the emphasis is on inclusiveness, the desire or willingness 

to be "all things to all people." Beneath this overarching 

theme there is a secondary theme of economic development, a 

commitment which apparently does not permeate the 

institution. 

If the college projects a general "all things to all 

people" image, then each campus reflects more its unique 

position in that larger picture. Campus administrative 

leaders focus on their campus level, while middle management 

and faculty reflect their programmatic and professional 

interests. Academic ideology plays a major role here, 

particularly in faculty goals. Vocational faculty emphasize 

the role of skills training, while academics stress the 

transfer function. The same themes emerge in relation to 

state mandated program review. The goals or intent of 

program review reflect the professional or ideological 

leanings of the observer. There is no demonstrably clear or 

normative institutional position on the goals of such 

reviews. 

At still another level there is evidence to suggest 

that the articUlation of goals at Urban reflects the 

anarchic concept that goals actually follow rather than 

precede activity. In the area of economic development there 

is no college position or statement that this activity is a 
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goal of the institution. The published mission is silent on 

the topic. Yet it is clear that the college, through the 

president and his immediate staff, is committed to major 

economic development activities with the local business 

community and the local chambers of commerce. 

This latter point also reflects the underlying 

conflict between the administration and faculty in general 

and the president and the union in particular. The 

president is intent upon taking the college into sUbstantial 

economic development activity regardless of faculty 

interests. Here Dr. Baker sees himself much like a 

corporate CEO, able to direct his company's interests free 

from any labor union restraints. This attitude also emerges 

from campus administrators but with slightly less frequency 

and vigor. 

President Baker, while noting that the goals at 

Urban do not differ greatly from other two-year colleges ("I 

think our goals are basically the same as any other 

community college"), also suggests that "our goal is to 

provide an educational program for all of those who wish to 

participate in our programs here to the extent that they are 

of high quality." The president feels that "when students 

leave the institution they should be able to say, 'I have 

the training and the background necessary to continue in my 

chosen area.'" 
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Dr. Baker believes that the change in name from 

junior to community college exemplifies a desire to serve 

all the varied interests and needs of the community. 

Foremost in this arena, however, is economic development. 

The president contends that the college is "the impetus for 

the majority of the industries that come into the 

community." 

I am a member of the economic council of Urban 
county, which is made up of all the major business 
and industry CEO's, and I'm one of them, and I am on 
their education committee. I am also on the 
education committee, believe it or not, of five 
chambers of commerce, so I assist. 

At the district level the broad general goals 

dominate. It is only when you get to campus administrators 

that you sense a sharper focus on specific goals. While a 

district vice president states that "the overall goal of 

Urban community College is to provide for those educational 

needs of our citizens," campus administrators take a more 

pragmatic approach. Noting, for example, that the primary 

goal is instruction, Alta Campus administrators clearly 

delineate how the general goals become reality at their 

level. 

Traditionally and historically [it] has been college 
parallel--the first two years of instruction. In 
recent years, however, developmental and college 
prep has become more and more important, since half 
our students go into remedial. We do a lot of 
specialized training, both credit and non-credit, 
but our bread and butter on this campus is college 
parallel. 
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Campus goals reflect those of the district in a 

broad way, yet they also reflect the unique character of 

that campus. The nature of the Alta Campus is primarily 

college transfer, A.A., and that is their emphasis. The 

Wetlands Campus is also primarily A.A., while the Hub Campus 

houses most of the highly specialized vocational training 

programs. Each campus then allocates its resources to 

address its particular clientele. Not surprisingly, the 

campus administration has a goal of maximizing its resource 

potential. According to Alta Provost Bill Mathews, "My 

fundamental job, I feel, is to get as much money for this 

college as I can. It's my job to get as much of that money 

down here at this campus as I can." 

On the Wetlands Campus this translates into greater 

emphasis on economic development. Administrators here 

recognize the emphasis on this activity comes not only from 

the president but from the state capital. Dr. Tucker, 

Wetlands dean of instruction, recognizes these dynamics, 

noting, for example, that 

there is an aura within the county and within the 
state of luring and attracting and keeping business, 
and I would suspect that that would tie together. 

Our provost is rather straightforwarq at 
meetings. He is very 9Uick to press for the 
development of certain programs that are of interest 
to him or that he perceives would be of interest to 
the community. Similarly, he has as our CEO 
impressed upon us as an administrative staff to be 
part and parcel of the chamber of comm~rce and in 
particular its industry-based committees, and • • • 



the Private Industry council, referred to in our 
language as PIC, and it, too, is a very large 
partisan group that deals with the college. 
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Middle management at the campus level tends to 

translate these messages in direct relationship to their 

particular programmatic emphasis. Program ~anagers with 

one specific program responsibility are more likely to see 

economic development and employability skills as of utmost 

importance for the college. Those with a broader scope of 

responsibility move away from this emphasis and stress the 

more traditional goals of the college in A.A. terms. One 

Hub Campus division chair with responsibility for academic 

and vocational programs argues that campus emphasis 

would definitely be A.A. I think that's the 
traditional, because this has been a junior college, 
and the history has been to take and prepare people 
for the upper level university, and that's very 
entrenched at this institution. If you were to say 
that we have first- and second-class citizens, the 
vocational-tech would definitely be second class. 
I'm saying that the tradition carries on. Academics 
is number one. 

To argue that this vague notion of the college as 

being "all things to all people" is purposefully and 

assertively articulated throughout the college, from top to 

bottom, is highly problematic. Yet at the faculty level, 

articulated goals tend to support the inclusive goal 

definition. What emerges from the faculty are two levels of 

goals. First, there is the sense that "we can be everything 

to everybody and I think that's what we try to do." Across 

the campuses the all-encompassing college which exists "to 
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reach out and touch all segments of the community," and is 

there "to serve the students, serve the public," is a 

reality. Faculty repeatedly offer very broad definitions of 

college goals. Even when addressing specific emphases, the 

breadth remains. In arguing that the college goals had been 

historically A.A. and university parallel, Diana Moore, Hub 

faculty member, suggests that now the 

center of gravity has shifted more to the 
vocational/continuing education type of function, 
and I think there are certain indicators that that 
has become more important and that college parallel 
is really kind of diminished. I think it's 
basically trying to be all things to all people in 
terms of providing whatever we 'can for the community 
as well as that college parallel or university 
parallel type function. 

The second and more specific category among the 

faculty include those who have a very specific goal concept 

that is clearly linked to their own professional roles. 

Interestingly, this often emerges in a contradictory way. 

vocational faculty argue that while their particular goal is 

career and job oriented, they are convinced that the college 

emphasis is academic. Simultaneously academic faculty 

contend that the goal of A.A./transfer is being eroded or 

undermined by the college's shift toward vocational 

programs. One communications faculty member illustrates 

this duality. He believes that a general education, 

transfer emphasis "is the most important function of the 

college," but feels that there has been "an increase in the 

last several years and more emphasis in the vocational/ 
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technical/industrial areas." A colleague on the same 

campus who has not only a personal but a professional 

interest in vocational training suggests that while she 

believes vocational should be the top priority, "I think the 

administration leans heavily toward that academic side." 

The tension between vocational and transfer faculty is 

apparent. Each feels the other is intruding on its 

predominant role in the institution. This latent conflict 

is avoided by bro~d, inclusive goal statements designed to 

reduce real or potential conflict. 

Comparison of published mission and goal statements 

against the views of administrators and faculty suggests 

several conclusions. First, there is not a broad consensus 

as to the goals of the college. Five of the six areas of 

emphasis noted earlier were identified, but not in a way 

which suggests unanimity or even consensus. Additionally, 

one major goal of the college, as perceived by the senior 

administration, is economic development. Published 

documents are silent on economic development as a major 

college goal, as were virtually all faculty. 

The inabilitY'of the faculty to focus clearly on 

specific, prioritized goals suggests that public goals are 

irrelevant for faculty at a functional level. They operate 

effectively without an understanding of or an adherence to 

specifically articulated college goals. 
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. Program Review 

While the college clearly attempts to articulate its 

institutional mission and goals, there is no similar effort 

to delineate the goals of program review. This is due in 

large measure to the fact that program review is an 

externally mandated activity and as such it has not become 

embedded within the fabric of the institution. As a result 

of its external origin and nature, the college 

administration has largely adopted as their own the 

articulated goals of the state. 

Tracing goal statements through the administrative 

layers and faculty ranks suggests that state mandated 

program review has not permeated the institution in any 

meaningful way. At the division chair and, more 

particularly, the faculty level, the lack of policy 

penetration is reflected in the ambiguity with which goals 

are articulated. At the faculty level there is a general 

inability to identify either state or college program review 

goals in any meaningful way. 

President Baker, who has been college CEO for over 

a decade, was president when Florida moved into state 

mandated program review. His active participation in 

Tallahassee puts him in a unique position to reflect on the 

goals and intent of program review. As he recalls, the 

"impetus came from the legislature initially and from 

committees within the legislature because they felt as 
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though the community colleges were having programs that they 

felt as though were not worthy of remaining in the community 

colleges." 

Additionally, the state was anxious to validate the 

effective expenditure of millions of state dollars in 

support of these programs. The state legislature wanted "to 

see if the funding for those [programs] were [sic] 

legitimate and were [sic] utilized to the best of our 

ability." 

Baker's initial reaction to the reviews was 

negative. He felt it was an unnecessary intrusion into the 

affairs of the local colleges and that "they were 

interfering with our right to established our own programs 

and to review that which we though was successful or not 

successful or worthy of continuing." He has since begun to 

assert that the state policy serves the interests of Urban 

in that it allows the college an opportunity to showcase its 

programs. 

Provost Bill Mathews was also at Urban in the early 

1980s and recalls that the legislature was active in 

precipitating the policy. While Hub dean Dave Fischer was 

the primary college contact with the Division of Community 

Colleges, Mathews had sufficient contact to realize that the 

primary state goal was to obtain assurances that tax dollars 

were being well spent. He has little direct role to play 

now as provost. Implementation involves those below the 



provost, and the Alta Campus has few programs which would 

fit the occupational program review model. Sam Ellis, as 
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Alta Campus dean of instruction, is in a position to 

experience and understand both the goals and the practice of 

the policy. Yet Ellis is less than clear as to the original 

motivation or goals. He recalls that it became an issue at 

the time Baker became president and that it either resulted 

from Dr. Baker's desire to analyze programs and services or 

it came from the program advisory committees. He does not 

seem to place the state or the legislature in the overall 

process. 

Dr. Tucker, who arrived at Urban after the policy 

was in place and the process well along, has a clear sense 

of the goals and motivation behind program review. 

I would think a lot of people would tell you that 
they still don't know what it is and why it occurs. 
I mean, technically, we know why it occurs because 
people are trying to get a handle on 
standardization. Florida's great for that 
particular philosophy and trying to clean up loose 
ends and straighten things out, and you have a sense 
of putting things in greater order. But what we 
actually do and what we actually contribute, I don't 
know if we can really put a finger on that. 

I don't think a lot of people know what it is 
about • • • what it is and what it does and what 
it's supposed to do, because I suspect there'd be a 
big gap between those two things. 

Paula Sherwood, who orchestrates all college 

reviews, sees the goals of the reviews as follows: 

To make sure that the program content is still 
relevant to the market needs, industry "needs, 
training needs. That's the main goal. To make sure 
that we have the equipment to fulfill these 



objectives. Have the equipment, facilities, and 
staffing expertise to fulfill those objectives. 
Another goal is to make sure that the state ' 
standards are what they should be for this program 
that we're reviewing • • • we want to quantify it 
and report on it and try to correct it--take action. 
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At the division and faculty levels, understanding of 

the goals of program review become less clear. Here, when 

there is an awareness of process, there is rarely an 

equivalent level of understanding. Program review goals at 

this level are essentially absent. 

Chairperson Ralph Cummings, who initially learned 

about program review as a part of his degree work, states 

that program review is "just something I thought was 

automatic." Compared to the majority of faculty, Dr. 

Cummings has a profound understanding of program ~eview. 

Dan Patrick, who has been through the process twice, is one 

of only a few faculty who seem aware of both the policy and 

its intent. His experience with it leaves him believing 

that the reviews are "to make sure we're meeting the state 

curriculum standards and that we're teaching the students 

what they say we have to be teaching them." From a goals 

perspective he is less aware, essentially responding, "I 

don't really know. I don't remember, to be honest." 

Summar~ 

The attitudes, opinions, and behaviors at Urban 

Community College appropriately link with the political and 

anarchic aspects of the framework. There is no clear 
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evidence to suggest that goals at the college represent a 

bureaucratic organization. The existence of multiple and 

occasionally conflicting goals sup~ort the political 

framework. The apparent goal dissonance, as expressed by 

occupational and liberal arts faculty, and the latent 

conflict over goals are political. The organized anarchy 

frame is reflected in the fact that goals are largely for 

external consumption and legitimation and less for internal 

direction. The utilization of economic development rhetoric 

by management also suggests- that actions precede goals. 

Consensus on economic development goals for the college, if 

it is eventually established, will come long after the 

college has moved into that arena. 

Program review goals are even more unclear than 

general goals and also reflect the political/evolutionary 

and anarchy/adaptive frames. Program review activity is not 

linked to clearly articulated college goals and 

implementation, and state level goals have been modified to 

meet local constituency needs. Program review goals appear 

to have no salience for faculty across the institution. 
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communication 

communication patterns at Urban community College 

reflect several patterns which, when taken together, 

demonstrate the complex and hybrid nature of college 

governance. On the surface, communication appears to follow 

clear, bureaucratic patterns. Faculty and administrators 

speak of the chain of command and the flow of information 

upward and the movement of decision making back down the 

organization. The college response to program review 

exhibits equally bureaucratic characteristics on the 

surface. Heavy reliance on rules and regulations and the 

adherence to rigid time lines suggest a bureaucracy. Yet 

beneath this bureaucratic veneer, college communication 

networks and patterns exhibit a far more complex political 

and anarchic character. 

From a structural perspective, the college has 

established formal, traditional lines of communication. To 

the casual observer, these linkages are firmly in place and 

used on a routine basis. Faculty and administrators 

reference this system, noting that the college has a formal 

chain of command for communication and decision making. 

At Urban, parallel to this formal structure is an 

apparently open, participatory communication system as 

advocated by the president. President Baker takes great 

pride in what he terms an open, responsive management style. 

He refers often to the opportunity for faculty and students 
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to walk into his office and engage in sUbstantive dialogue 

on issues which are of interest or importance ,to them. He 

mentions with pride his preference for management by walking 

around and his informative, give-and-take sessions with 

faculty called "Coffee with AI." 

Beneath this formal, open facade exists a less 

formal, less open, less responsive system of communication. 

Here the process is informal and personal. Access to and 

influence of communication are neither position-based nor 

are they the result of open, unfettered dialogue. 

Experience in the organization is more important than 

position. Whom you know and what you know are more 

important than title. 

The implementation of program review evidences some 

of the same patterns. The implementation process 

demonstrates both the formal and the underlying informal 

communication and decision structures. Communication with 

the state is formal. Forms are completed and filed in a 

timely manner. Reviews are conducted and the results are 

filed with the board of trustees. Communication internally, 

however, is much less formal, reflecting the loosely 

connected aspects of the college. Awareness of program 

review is uneven at best, as is the implementation of the 

process. Bureaucratic appearances belie the more symbolic 

"credentialing" aspect of program review. 
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The complex communication patterns at Urban are 

reflective of the institution, its history and traditions, 

including the autocratic tendencies of recent presidents. 

President Baker, for example, repeatedly refers to the open 

door. He says he wants to be a facilitator and believes in 

and adheres to a participatory management style. Yet the 

infrastructure necessary to allow for and support effective 

participation is missing from the institution. The faculty 

senate, once a factor in college governance, has not been 

re-established, union-management relations are poor, and any 

attempt to foster broad communication is largely undermined 

by the systematic denial of faculty access to the college 

phone system. 

Dr. Baker has made a concerted effort during his 

tenure as president to emphasize access. He notes with 

great pleasure that his door is open and that all one need 

do is ask for an audience and it will be granted. When he 

is not greeting employees in his office, he is getting out 

on the campuses meeting informally with the faculty and 

staff. He claims to "manage by walking around," and 

believes in getting information and input by "sitting in the 

cafeteria and talking to my faculty members," as well as 

getting feedback from "my division chairpeople, from my 

deans, from my vice presidents and so on." According to Dr. 

Baker, the official protocol in dealing with the president 

"is, for all intents and purposes, practically no protocol. 
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I know that sounds laissez faire, but it isn't. It works 

very well for me. I want to be accessible and available to 

my staff to the extent that one man can possibly be." 

As a result, a highly personalized communication 

system has been developed by college employees at all 

levels. College employees from provost to faculty have 

learned to rely on the informal structure. The existence of 

these parallel systems creates a variety of problems. The 

symptoms are noticeable in the confusion over access to the 

president. Senior administrators as well as middle managers 

are aware of both the chain of command and the open door. 

Both systems are available, although the administrators tend 

to emphasize the chain of command. Alta dean Sam Ellis 

points out that the protocol associated with bringing issues 

to the president is "a very mixed protocol." 

People circumvent the whole structure once in a 
while and take a pet thing that they really want. 
• • • I'm not really sure it's their fault as much 
as his fault because he wouldn't have to entertain 
that kind of thing, but he does because he's a yes 
man. He really is a yes man. He doesn't want to 
say no to anybody, and he'll say yes every time he 
can. • • • As our president he really doesn't like 
to tell you you can't do something. 

Ralph Cummings, Hub Campus chairperson, observes 

that while the open door is preferred by the president, the 

chain of command is the choice of the vice presidents and 

provosts. Since the president seems inclined to respond 

affirmatively to personal appeals, his senior staff strongly 

----- --------



encourage the chain of command as a method of damage 

control. Dr. CUmmings suggests that, 

Dr. Wilson, I think, likes the chain of command. 
[If] she knows that you have not told your dean of 
instruction, she will not want to speak with you. 
So she tries to help the president, because the 
president wants everyone to like him and to say 
that he has an open door, but all of his vice 
presidents have been trained to say, "Come through 
the chain of command." 
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Faculty are aware of the dual protocol. Some take 

the president at his word and feel they can "just give him a 

call. That's what he says. Coffee With AI. Anytime." 

others are convinced access and communication up the 

organization is through the chain of command. Hub faculty 

member Dan Patrick says, "It's definitely the chain--I've 

been taught the organizational chart and go through the 

chain of command." An instructional colleague, who 

basically agrees, notes, however, that there are "no 

consequences • • • except for a lot of hurt feelings and a 

lot of denial" if you do violate the chain. Of those who 

feel they have direct access, some, like Michael Lucas, are 

"not so sure anything would come of it." Finally, there are 

those who note a shift over the years. Diana Moore, Hub 

faculty member, suggests that 

It's kind of a paradoxical situation. Dr. Baker, 
when he first became president, was emphasizing the 
open door policy. "You're all my family; come and 
see me anytime. Anytime you have a problem, come 
and see me." In the past few years we've gotten an 
entirely different kind of protocol, and now it's 
basically a military chain of command type of 
situation. [However] if you go through the chain of 



command, [he] tends to be very inaccessible. My 
impression is that he makes very few decisions that 
come through the chain of command. By the time it 
gets to him, somebody else has already made the 
decision. I think most of the time he really 
doesn't know. He's sort of an absentee landlord. 

The result is a strong reliance on the informal 

structure for communication. Throughout the college, 

administrators and faculty rely on personal contact, the 

grapevine, and the good 01' boy network. However, 
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administrators take a dichotomous posture on communication. 

While they prefer to rely on their informal structure, they 

are equally adamant that faculty adhere to the chain of 

command. 

Provost Mathews makes it very clear that he relies 

heavily on personal contact. He has been at the college for 

eighteen years and therefore knows where to go and whom to 

tell something if he wants something done. 

I've been fortunate that I've worked with and for a 
lot of people in the college who had the benefit of 
accumulating information over their careers and some 
who have been here a long time who didn't accumulate 
much. So I say it's been a long process of getting 
the bits and pieces. • • • I've made a real effort 
over the last five years to learn how the college 
actually runs so I could get the things done I want 
to get done. 

Dr. Fran~ Tucker, Wetlands instructional dean, recognizes 

that the telephone system is inadequate, the mail system 

slOW, and the distance between campuses prohibitive. 

Therefore, "the informal structure is pretty much what I use 

and try to do as much in person as possible, although I 

- - ---- - ---- - ----.---~---------
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still prefer writing." Dean Tucker has also found the 

grapevine useful. Urban has, according. to Tucker, "[an] 

informal grapevine kind of rumor-mongering system that 

institutions tend to have, and that's used to a great 

extent. I think it certainly has sustained the institution 

for a long period of time, and I would think there may be 

some value in it ... 

Dean Ellis, having been at the institution for many 

years, relies on the "good 01' boy system." He comments, 

"I've been here so long and I know just about everybody, it 

sometimes is a little easier for me if I call •••• It's 

more convenient. • • • I think it makes a difference in how 

long you've been at a place and how well you know people and 

all that • ., 

He recognizes that it is easier for him to 

communicate effectively "than it would be for somebody who 

was new." Dean Ellis prefers not to put things in writing 

unless necessary, preferring "really to keep it in a more 

informal structure." Dr. Tucker, who prefers to put 

communication in writing, sees the informal oral structure 

as problematic. 

I try to do as much in person as I can, although it 
is my personal preference to write. I come from a 
more formal structure which enjoys writing and that 
kind of accountability, but this institution seems 
more comfortable in the more informal capacity, and 
I have adopted and adapted to that--adopted their 
system and adapted to it and do a lot of this 
informal h~llway conversation, touch base in an 



office, run down and see somebody else, do lunches, 
lots of telephones--which is not very effective. 
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At the director level, there is an understanding and 

awareness of the importance of the informal communication 

linkages. While senior administrators may indeed prefer 

that those below them use the chain of command, those at the 

mid-management level and below find the informal mechanisms 

far more effective. 

Paula Sherwood, in her program development capacity, 

seemingly has access all across the organization. "I'm not 

in the vertical flow chart situation. I can move back and 

forth through interdepartmental up and down the flow chart. 

So I feel like I can move around throughout the system 

without a lot of restraints." 

Dr. Hank Abernathy also has found the informal 

system helpful. As a relatively new Alta Campus program 

manager, he quickly determined that 

for communication I • • • use my secretary a lot. 
She's been here much longer than I have, and she 
knows the system much better. • • • So she's taught 
me quite a bit, and I do use her to disseminate 
information out and also to get information about 
what's happening. She's with the other clerks and 
clerical people, too, and they're always good 
avenues to get information. • • • That's part of the 
informal information system. 

Faculty rely on the informal structure for 

information, in part because they believe that information 

is not freely shared by the administration and thus is 

neither available through the chain of command nor through 
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public, formal channels of communication. Wetlands faculty 

leader Roland Epperson found that the union office in 

Tallahassee was often a better source of information than 

his own college. Hub faculty member Diana Moore feels "it's 

a matter of the administration giving us information 

whenever they feel we need to have it." For example, she 

observes that "the office of institutional research does not 

publish very much; if they're publishing anything, I really 

haven't seen it lately. I'd say it's been a good five years 

since we've seen any kind of statistics monitoring our 

students." 

This perspective, of course, puts a premium on 

personal access to information. Again, Dr. Moore reiterates 

that since the information flow is so poor, faculty get 

their best information 

from word of mouth. I hear about it. You hear of 
things going on. I'd say by the time something 
gets into print, by the time you actually get a memo 
on something, it's pretty old information, so you 
try to keep your ears open and listen for what may be 
gossip, but then you start checking it out. Yeah, 
word of mouth is probably the best, most reliable 
source. 

The rather confounding, hybrid nature of the college 

organization structure also places a premium on knowledge of 

and access to the informal communication system. Dr. 

Tucker's ability to function effectively as a decision maker 

on his campus is affected by his understanding of this 

organizational structure. The complex nature of that 
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structure, in which district personnel serve simultaneously 

as district (staff) and campus (line) administrators, often 

translates poorly to the campuses. 

It is a situation that's multi-layered. There is a 
complicated process of getting and sharing accurate 
information because of the layering •••• The 
president and his four vice presidents who are staff 
people technically, exist as line supervisors for 
one of the campuses, and yet they are staff to the 
others of us, and that's a very unusual setup. • 
This is kind of "have my cake and eat it, too. 
We're staff and we're line," which I think puts 
tremendous pressure, in my judgment, on the vice 
presidents. • • • So by comparison it is multi
layered and it is because of the multi-layer and 
because of the dual roles, I think it's convoluted 
and difficult, because as you can see, these poor 
people don't know which hat they have to wear to 
answer the question, and those of us who are on the 
satellite areas don't know when we're autonomous and 
when we're not. We'~e supposed to know that but 
they keep moving the target, so you really have no 
idea. 

The unclear lines of authority described by Dr. 

Tucker require great reliance on personal knowledge and 

skill. It suggests that individual ability to negotiate the 

system is at a premium. On Hub Campus, the most complex of 

the three campuses, this is precisely the case. Dr. David 

Fischer, the campus dean, suggests that his ability to deal 

effectively in the organization and Qbtain the desired 

result comes from personal knowledge. 

I have been here a few years. I know how the system 
works, I know where the dotted lines are, I know 
where the straight lines are, and so if I need 
assistance from a "provost-type" • • • I know who to 
go see. And I've worked with them long enough that 
I know what button I need to push. 
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Dean Ellis has much the same perspective. He has 

been at Urban for over two decades and knows the system and 

the people. He knows whom to call for advice or assistance 

if he needs somethinq done or a certain decision made. 

I just don't think that it quite qoes by those 
models that you qo from here to there and here to 
there. It just kind of qoes. And sometimes people 
jump spots, and I think that's all right, even, at 
times. 

But riqht now, I think we sometimes qo around 
the wagons. • • • I'd say that we're just a little 
bit loose in our structure. 

Coffees with Al 

Two additional items which reflect both the formal 

and informal aspects of communication and the conf1ictua1 

nature of the orqanization are the president's requ1ar 

"Coffees with A1" and the unique co11eqe phone system. Both 

the president's coffee klatsches and his control of the 

co11eqe phone system manifest the fundamental tensions 

within the institution. Coffee with A1 is intended to be a 

useful communication device a110winq for the free flow of 

information up and down the orqanization. Instead, it has 

become a symbolic representation of the paternalistic style 

of the president. The meetinqs are held, and people talk, 

but very little in the way of effective communication 

occurs. 

Durinq his tenure as president, Dr. Baker has 

utilized a structured but informal method of access and 

dia10que called "Coffee with AI." As he explains it, 
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My "Coffees with AI" are held with the faculty several 
times a year. I do it on all four campuses. The 
meeting is strictly for the faculty to air their 
spleens or to vent their spleens or to ask questions 
about things that they don't know about, to preach a 
sermon--whatever it is they want with the president. 
"Coffees with AI" are a no-holds-barred session. 

These meetings are held with not more than fifteen 

people and include a wide variety of constituencies. The 

faculty have a mixed reaction to them. Some view them in 

much the same way as the president does, an open forum to 

share concerns, raise issues, and seek solutions to 

problems. Interestingly, those who recall them with 

positive feelings either believe they are no longer held or 

that they occur perhaps once a year. Ramon Gutierrez, a Hub 

Campus faculty member, recalls that the president hosts 

these coffees "I think it's once a year." Barry Jones, a 

Hub colleague, believes they no longer occur: "He used to 

do something called 'Coffees with AI,' a very informal rap 

session, and he stopped doing those a few years ago." 

Those faculty who have a less sanguine view of these 

forums suggest that they are not open but controlled and 

manipulated. Dr. Moore, who is no longer invited to "Coffee 

with AI," suggests, 

I understand the concept is sort of like trying to 
make sure the organization's open, but you "get the 
feeling that it's really a waste of time, because 
either he doesn't know what's going on or he is 
probably not going to be able to do anything about 
it anyway. 

It's almost like you wonder if he's sort of like 
a Ronald Reagan type executive attitude. He's not 
really totally involved. I like Dr. Baker; I think 



he's a wonderful guy, but sometimes it's very 
frustrating. You don't know whether he really knows 
what's going on. 

Dr. Roland Epperson, who has been to many such 

meetings in his years at the college, recalls that 

he always promoted them as being very informal, just 
come and have coffee with me and qet anything off 
your chest you want to talk about. It's like he 
always talks about his door being open; you want to 
walk in, you know? But they never turn out that 
way. His very presence is intimidating to people. 

He usually spends the first three-quarters of 
the hour just talking himself. 

It's as though you're a captive audience, and 
the atmosphere he generates is noe one where people 
feel like, "Well, let's just take our shoes off and 
choose a bat," which is what he says he wants. 

I've been one of the very few that I've heard 
ever speak up and ask a question. Most just sit 
there and nod their heads. 

Telephone system 
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Nowhere is the managerial desire to control and 

manipulate information more blatant than in the control over 

the phone system. Although most faculty are in single 

person offices on the three main campuses, few have a phone 

within their office. Instead, the college maintains message 

centers within each building. On Hub Campus, the phone 

center is usually located in the division chair's office 

area, while on the other campuses a central area for mail 

and phones has been created for the faculty. To many 

faculty this system is a significant inconvenience at best, 

and at its worst a "ritual of humiliation." Dr. Diana Moore 

has been at Urban community College for sixteen years. She 



has the rank of as·sistant professor. She serves on the 

curriculum committee and has been active in a variety of 
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areas over her tenure at the college. As a result of a 

special project, she was finally allowed a phone. She has 

had it for two months. 

I still can't hardly deal with the idea that I 
actually have my own telephone. It's a ritual of 
humiliation. It's like there's no rational reason 
for people not to have telephones in their offices, 
but it's just a reminder that there are limits to 
what you're going to be able to do. No matter how 
good you are and how much you need it, you're not 
going to get it. 

Despite the generally recognized need for effective 

communication at the college due in large part to its multi

site nature, central administrators are not receptive to 

requests for phones. Deans on two campuses note that the 

communication systems are ineffective and that the message 

system does not work well. On the Alta Campus, 

administrators are forced to rely on their staff to 

compensate for their ineffective message center. When 

pressed to explain the absence of faculty phones, senior 

administrators indicate the college lacks funds. Dr. 

Mathews pinpoints money as the issue. Mathews avers that to 

put phones in faculty offices, "It would take the president. 

If the president said there would be faculty phones, we'd 

have them tomorrow, if there's money. Money's always 

overriding." Yet even if the Alta Campus wanted phones and 

had the money in the campus budget, the decision would be 

--- ------.-----
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stopped. "If I want to put phones in that office, 

it's a district decision. You'd have a better chance of 

getting phones in those offices than I would." 

While president of 'the union, Dr. Epperson often 

heard the president say that phones would be available if 

the money was there. Yet Epperson believed money was merely 

an excuse to avoid a discussion of the real issue, which was 

control. He remarks, "Dr. Baker has said--we have tried 

over and over to bargain this issue--and he always says 

there is not enough money, and he keeps putting it in terms 

of, "Would you rather have the money in raises or in 

phones?" It's a lot of bullcrap." The president's 

determination to control faculty access to phones has 

created problems throughout the college. Faculty cannot 

effectively communicate with students, let alone one 

another. Additionally, as new administrators arrive at the 

college, they are usually appalled by the use of phones as a 

weapon in the overall faculty-administrator power struggle. 

The phone system "takes on kind of a symbolic 

meaning after a while because it's so irrational." Faculty 

cannot receive calls from students in their offices, nor can 

they return them. They must go to the message center to try 

to make connections with students, doctors, spouses, 

colleagues, or administrators. 

You have to run down all the way from where your 
office is to get down there, and you might call them 
[students] and they're not home, or students call 



you and leave a message to call them back, and 
you're constantly trying to get back and forth, and 
you never get each other. The same thing is 
definitely true, trying to reach someone else on 
another campus by phone, particularly faculty 
members. 
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As a relatively new administrator at the college, 

Dr. Tucker finds the telephone situation astounding. "I can 

neither explain it nor defend it. It's almost ludicrous. 

In 1990 to be talking about professionals without a phone, 

why one should have one any more than you should have a 

chair to sit on, unless you don't need one and stand." Dr. 

Tucker has heard the standard explanations and has reached 

his own conclusions: 

I will also give you the party line. The president 
and his staff will tell you that the reason there 
are no telephones is because there is no money for 
telephones. The belief is that there are no phones 
so that people cannot communicate with one another 
about and with pertaining to subjects that are not 
favored by the administration. 

Dr. Baker's determination to limit faculty access to 

phones is the most pronounced representation of his desire 

to control communication. The existence of the faculty 

union plays a major role in his determination. The 

president takes almost personal offense at the mere 

existence of the union. He has been known to privately 

interrogate faculty about their motivation for joining the 

union. In spite of repeated union admonitions to the 

contrary, he persists in this behavior. 
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Dr. Baker's reliance on an informal communication 

system, his use of Coffees with AI, and his tight control 

over the phone system all reflect his paternalistic 

presidential style. The old boy system, the ability--if not 

necessity--to go to particular individuals to obtain results 

reflects governance by favors or governance by exception. 

Coffees with Al are a forum for the president to espouse his 

singular view of the college and an attempt to go directly 

to the faculty and undercut the union. The phone systems 

also reinforces the power of the president, both to control 

and to grant favors, while simultaneously undermining the 

ability of the faculty union to communicate within the 

college. 

Program Review 

College implementation of state mandated program 

review reflects the hybrid nature of the communication 

patterns found in the college. A formal bureaucratic 

communication system is in place which allows the college to 

respond to state regulations. Each year the college files 

the necessary paperwork verifying which programs will 

undergo a campus-based review. Reports are also completed 

which indicate that reviews have been completed, 

recommendations made, and decisions implemented. Underneath 

this symbolic and bureaucratic reporting structure, however, 

it is apparent that communication about program review, its 
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intent, and the college process for implementation is 

severely restricted. Policy and process are loosely 

connected, with the emphasis being on meeting state 

reporting mandates rather than on serious review of program 

performance. 

Essentially the administration does not routinely 

involve the faculty in program review activity. The 

symbolic, credentialing nature of the review process, 

combined with the general administrative domination of the 

college, provide no real incentive for faculty 

participation. As a result, faculty are largely unaware of 

college implementation strategies for state mandated program 

review. 

At Urban, program review has been operational for 

several years. Recently the college developed a review 

cycle which provides for each occupational program to 

undergo the equivalent of a Level II review every five 

years. In this manner, the college is able to satisfy both 

the Division of Community Colleges Level I-II policy and 

meet the more structured demands of the DVACE. 

Program review responsibility at Urban is shared. 

Robert Becker, director of vocational education, has 

responsibility for all occupational reviews. Dr. Angela 

Wilson has recently assumed district responsibility for the 

coordination of the newer A.A. reviews. While Mr. Becker 

has the major oversight and reporting responsibility, during 
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the past two years he has hired Paula Sherwood under a 

special college grant to coordinate all occupational (A.S.) 

reviews. 

Concurrent with the arrival of Ms. Sherwood, the 

college decided to adopt a new procedure for Level II 

occupational reviews. As part of the DVACE review system, 

local institutions may select from a variety of review 

methods, including what is called the Business and Industry 

Technical Review. According to the state Department of 

Education, this method, "which utilizes the expertise of 

business and industry representatives in the evaluation of 

appropriate components relative to local vocational program 

operation," was designed to enhance the linkages between 

business and education. According to a Department of 

Education communique, 

An increased emphasis by the Commissioner of 
Education to strengthen business/industry/education 
partnerships has given impetus to the modification 
of the current ••• process. More specifically, 
one of the seven areas selected by the Department of 
Education for emphasis over the next two years is 
the goal of Strengthening Educational Partnerships. 
Objectives to achieve this goal include enlisting 
the commitment and involvement of community, 
families and individuals; enlisting the commitment 
of business; recognizing and rewarding partnership 
efforts; strengthening the involvment of other 
agencies; and establishing networks of supportive 
agencies. 

utilizing the business/industry review process, Ms. 

Sherwood has conducted reviews of several programs over the 

past two years. It is apparent that the emphasis at the 

.. --- . _._- .. --_.- ... _---- ---' - -----_.-----_. 
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college is not on enhancing or encouraging faculty knowledge 

of or participation in this process. The emphasis instead 

is much more toward administrative and industry 

participation. In following this strategy, the 

administration maintains control over the process and the 

results. 

In reviewing the formal program review communication 

at Urban over the past five years, it is apparent that the 

college operates the review process without faculty 

participation. Documents relating to program review almost 

totally exclude faculty. In fact, of the documents 

analyzed, only one was sent to faculty for their information 

and limited participation. Even there, the note was very 

brief and did not transmit information on the process or 

their role in that process. 

In general, the communication at the administrative 

level, both internally and externally, is bureaucratic. For 

example, early in the review process, then vocational 

director, Dr. David Fischer, directed the following 

memorandum to college division chairs: 

This is the year of program review. As you may 
know, the Division of vocational Adult and community 
Education is required (FS 229.565, SBR 6A 1.453) 
every five years to review all vocational job 
preparatory programs. Mr. John Watkins established 
the cycle in 1978/79 when all of Urban's programs 
(A.S. and certificate) underwent the review process. 

A complicating factor to the above process 
occurred with the establishment of the Placement 
Standard (FS 229.551(3)(9), SBR 6a 10.34 and 6A 
10.35) which required all Postsecondary programs not 



demonstrating a 60% or higher placement to undergo a 
mandatory program review starting with the 82/83 
data year. 

When Mr. Becker succeeded Dr. Fischer, the same 

pattern of communication continued. Deans and division 
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chairs were routinely notified of timelines and reporting 

lines, but faculty were excluded from that process. 

However, even campus administrators are quite vague as to 

their relationship to program review in both communication 

and process. The fact that campus provosts and 

instructional deans appear to know so little about program 

review strongly suggests that the activity itself is 

essentially decoupled from meaningful college communication 

and decision making. 

On the Alta Campus, while administrators believe 

there is an internal process to implement program review, 

they are unclear as to how it actually works. Provost 

William Mathews is confused about his involvement; he cannot 

remember if he has received Level I data since he became 

provost or if he only received it as a dean of instruction. 

He is confident that Robert Becker has a system for reviews, 

but he cannot exactly recall the details. Dean Ellis is 

equally vague. He claims to know the system, but when 

pressed, he notes that "it's pretty informal, but we've got 

a system for handling all that." 

Wetlands Campus administrators are equally vague as 

to the process. Provost Barbara Andrews finds herself 
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largely outside the program review loop. While expressing a 

vague knowledge of the state and college process, Dr. 

Andrews suggests that she has "very little" awareness or 

involvement. "I just get the reports, and I know what 

programs are being looked at. The academic dean that's 

there, that's his responsibility, and that's what I hold him 

responsible for." While Provost Andrews relies on the 

campus dean of instruction for the meaningful involvement, 

Dean Tucker pleads general ignorance of the process. 

I am not familiar with such procedures. I would 
think, again, that they exist, but I don't know 
them. • • • I plead ignorance again. The vice 
president for academic affairs, Dr. Wilson, she must 
have a system, but I don't know what it is. • • • A 
lot of the times the state-requested information 
goes right into institutional research, and we on 
the campus never see it. So I am ignorant of much 
of this. 

Even when asked specific questions about Level I, Dr. Tucker 

states, "I am unable to answer that question." 

I don't have any of that. As I said, I've been here 
two years. I have never received anything that 
said, "These are the data" or "These are the 
recommendations for the data that we will now 
implement or that you need to look at." She [Dr. 
Wilson] may have found a mechanism or a system to do 
this that I am simply not aware of. 

Ralph Cummings, Hub division chair, believes that he 

does receive the data from either the dean of instruction, 

the dean of vocational education, or institutional research, 

"although I find that they're not as quick to send out 

information. If you ask for it, they will." As to the 

impact of the data he receives, 



I look at it and 'say, "Oh, dear." sometimes I can 
read it and sometimes I can't. Those that I can 
read, the information is sometimes frightening to me 
because it will say--I think that's the one that 
tells me how many graduates I have, and I'll go, HOh 
my God, such few graduates." 
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Not surprisingly, faculty are generally unaware of 

the specific details of program review as they relate to the 

process (e.g., Levels I, II, III). Level I data, which is 

actually developed from college-based data, reformatted by 

the state and sent to the colleges annually, apparently is 

not shared with program faculty. 

The overwhelming response from faculty is that they 

simply do not see the data and are not quite sure what it 

is. The views of several faculty are: "I haven't seen any. 

There may have been some, but I doubt it. Maybe for other 

areas. II Hub faculty member Al Lowenstein mentions that he 

has no official way to get placement data. Lowenstein's 

vocational colleague on the Hub Campus thinks she's heard of 

Level I data, but "I don't know that I've ever seen or heard 

about it specifically. ,II Faculty involved in statewide 

organizations suggest that college level data is scarce, and 

that in some instances the outside organization provides 

more data than the college. Roland Epperson on the Wetlands 

campus suggests that the lack of program review data goes 

beyond any internal review process. 

No. We don't get it from the college at all. The 
faculty never get any of that kind of data given to 
us just impromptu or regularly in any way. Only 
once in a great while, when Dr. Baker wants to make 



a point about something, then he will call a special 
meeting, and then he'll have some data to give us, 
but usually that's when he's promoting something. 
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Robert Craig, a Wetlands vocational faculty member 

who has been at the college for almost a decade, reports 

that he has not been involved in program review activities 

up to this point. However, his area is about to be involved 

in the industry review process. According to Craig, 

This is the first program review we've had since 
I've been here. We're just now doing it this year. 
The only thing that has occurred so far is we met 
about two weeks ago with Paula, who's doing the 
program review. 

Basically all the meeting consisted of was every 
x-amount of years we do a program review, and it's 
come time, so we're going to review the A.S. degree 
program ••• , and Paula gave us kind of the 
mechanics that it goes through. • • • And that was 
it. We, as faculty, if that's our only involvement, 
it was more of a cursory thing so we kind of have an 
idea as to what the review process looks like--not 
that we have any input into it at all. We have 
nothing to say about it. 

Julie Peters, a Wetlands Campus colleague, is 

equally disengaged from review activity. She is unaware of 

any program review procedures, is not aware of state Level I 

data, and has not been involved in a review. She does feel, 

however, that her area needs to establish review procedures. 

In spite of the fact that she has been the only fUll-time 

faculty member in her program, she was never apparently 

notified when her program was recently reviewed. 

It is readily apparent that while Urban Community 

College does, in fact, conduct periodic program reviews in 

compliance with both Division of community Colleges and 
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DVACE regulations, internal communication surrounding these 

activities is limited. This limitation emanates from two 

fundamental factors. First, it is clear that the formal 

information channels largely cease at the division and dean 

level. There is scant evidence to support any concerted 

effort by the college to openly and effectively communicate 

with faculty about program review. Second, there is equally 

limited evidence to suggest that faculty exercise their 

access to informal communication channels in an effort to 

obtain program review information. Clearly, faculty believe 

that program review has little SUbstantial impact on their 

activities. Their lack of interest in or concern over 

program review reaffirms the notion that the process is 

largely symbolic and serves more to satisfy the validation 

or credentialing interests of the state than it does the 

SUbstantive activities of college instructional programs. 

Summary 

Urban Community College represents mixed or hybrid 

governance characteristics through its communication 

patterns. Bureaucratic in structure, but political and 

anarchic in substance, communication at Urban demonstrates 

the complexity inherent in the community college setting. 

communication reflects the anarchic and political 

characteristics of the framework. The informal, loosely 

coordinated flow of information within the college resonates 
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well with an organized anarchy. Faculty and administ~ators, 

while noting the existence of a bureaucratic chain'of 

command, willingly and eagerly participate in the personal 

communication system. The paternalistic attitude of the 

president reinforces this behavior. It undercuts the 

bureaucratic communication chain and replaces it with a more 

politically aligned system. Dr. Baker's communication 

through his Coffees with Al and his control of the phone 

system reflect the malevolent side of his paternal nature. 

Thus, his efforts at communication are aimed more at 

manipulation and control than at open, efficient 

communication. In addition, the disjointed organization 

structure serves as a check on effective bureaucratic 

communication and places a premium on informal, nonvertical 

access to information. 

Dr. Baker's purposeful sabotage of the formal, 

bureaucratic communication linkages allows him to exercise 

greater managerial authority over the organization. The 

creation of loose, ill-defined, and even variable 

communication protocols reinforces the anarchic 

characteristics, while simultaneously placing greater 

discretion and control at the presidential level. 

Restricting faculty access to phones is one 

important example of the variable communication protocol. 

Formal channels are not adhered to.by the president as he 

advocates an open, informal process. Yet he simultaneously 
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restricts access to a major piece of the informal process, 

the telephone. 

Rather than maintain authority through formal 

bureaucratic means, Dr. Baker has created a political 

anarchy which enhances his discretion and authority. 

In program review policy implementation, college 

documents and external communication rely heavily on 

bureaucratic forms and language. However, externally these 

are largely symbolic, and internally.they only penetrate down 

the organization to the dean or division chair level. Below 

this point, communication ceases to be bureaucratic, and 

implementation becomes political and anarchic. Here the 

disjointed aspects of the political frame are most 

prevalent. The fact that faculty are largely uninvolved 

likely reflects the low issue salience of review 

communication. The heavy reliance on reviews for legitimacy 

purposes rather than meaningful decision making reduces 

faculty participation in review communication. 
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Power and Decision Making 

At Urban Community College the high level of 

conflict and the presidential personalization of power 

precludes negotiation and compromise. Legitimate authority 

is in question. The union is perceived by management as a 

major impediment to institutional progress. From the 

faculty's perspective, the union is a scapegoat for an 

autocratic president. The two sides cannot move beyond the 

fundamental question of legitimate authority and, therefore, 

cannot move to a level of negotiation and compromise. The 

result is a tendency on the part of many faculty to withdraw 

from the larger decision arena and focus on their area of 

influence, the classroom. It is here that faculty exercise 

the greatest discretion and control over decision making. 

Program review at Urban has been absorbed into this 

decision structure, where consequences are not logically 

connected to decisions. An elaborate analytical structure 

and process has been developed to respond to state mandated 

program review, yet there is no apparent linkage between 

policy, process, and produyt. 

Decision making at Urban Community College exhibits 

few characteristics which would suggest a bureaucratic 

organization. While President Baker is seen as in control 

of the institution by most sectors of the college, decision 

processes are not seen as rational and logical. Information 



moves through the organization in a variety of ways, and 

decisions are made at several levels within the college. 
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Dr. Baker clearly sees himself as the ultimate 

authority at the college. While formal, legal authority 

resides in the board of trustees, the board at Urban has 

long been viewed as a pawn of the president, a mere rubber 

stamp. The belief is broadly held that real power resides 

in the office of the president. This represents a long 

tradition of power being personalized at the presidential 

level. Each of the college's three presidents has served as 

the chief executive for over a decade. The two most recent 

presidents have functioned in ways which strongly reinforced 

this link between personality, power and the presidency. 

Dr. McCain served as head of the faculty senate when he was 

college president. When the faculty expressed its 

dissatisfaction with his leadership and particularly his 

control over the institution, he disbanded the faculty 

senate and made unionization a personal issue. 

Dr. Baker has maintained this personal link between 

position and power. While he has attempted to balance this 

with a public emphasis on "family," the linkages remain. 

The result is a struggle for power between the president and 

the union, as well as a contest over legitimate authority. 

Dr. Baker consistently exercises excessive power and thus 

becomes vulnerable to attacks by the union. The result is a 



classic struggle between the president and' the union over 

power and authority. 

within the administrative ranks there is a clear 

delineation of authority in certain decision arenas. 

ostensibly, the key decisional body at the college is the 

President's staff. According to the president, this is a 
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consensus body with very few formal votes. However, there 

are strong indications that influence in this critical 

decision arena is uneven. There is no real doubt that the 

president is in control. While he claims to lead through 

consensus, his administrative staff recognizes the 

personalistic and occasionally autocratic natnre of his 

leadership. That is demonstrated in several ways. Vice 

President Walters notes, for example, that the institution 

attempts 

to be democratic but I'm not sure any institution 
can be. It's some mixture of authoritarian and 
democratic. There is the intellectual desire to 
administer through input from a large diversity of 
people, through committees, through a lot of input 
and then through consensus. There is that desire to 
administer that way. I'm not sure it works out very 
well. And I think a large percent of the time it 
comes to some personality becoming dominant even 
though there is an attempt to reach consensus. • • • 
It's not a true consensus in that sense. 

According to Dr. Walters, the ability to impact this 

decision arena relates directly to influence with the 

president. "Well, you know the informal relations, informal 

structure out there, who relates to whom, who is friend to 

whom, who plays with whom on the tennis court, the golf 



course, all of that comes into play and influences the 

decisions." 

Dr. Baker is seen as orchestrating this complex 

situation. Again, Dr. Walters observes, 

The president is wise enough to allow the campus to 
direct certain things on their own, and he's wise 
enough to say now this has got to be college wide 
• • • he's orchestrating all that and I guess you 
just have to depend on his wisdom and his expertise 
as an administrator as a president and as a diplomat 
to do that. 

Campus level administrators express similar views 
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about the decision arena. While·they feel that there are 

decisions which they are free to make at their level, their 

authority is affected by how much knowledge of and ability 

to access both the formal and informal structure they 

possess. Within the President's Staff, for example, the 

vice presidents and provosts recognize the bounds of their 

authority. Dr. Mathews suggests that "I can make any 

decision that has anything to do with this campus within the 

means of my budget and within what the president and myself 

have discussed as the track for this." 

He notes, however, that there are some areas where 

very specific limits exist. While he may have the budget to 

afford faculty phones, that decision is beyond his scope of 

authority. "If I want to put phones in that office, it's a 

district decision. You'd have a better chance of getting 

phones in those offices than I would. If it's a district 

issue, I don't have much power." 
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The unique organizational structure at Urban also 

reinforces the centralized nature of power and decision 

making. Unl~ke most edu9ational institutions, Urban has an 

organizational structure in which the president and his 

district administrative staff serve in dual capacities, 

simultaneously serving line and staff functions. The 

president and vice presidents serve both as district staff 

personnel for the multicampus district and as line personnel 

for the Hub Campus. In some respects, the Hub Campus is 

organized as a single campus college with, for example, the 

campus dean of instruction reporting through the vice 

president of Academic Affairs to the president. This 

organizational anomaly makes decision making difficult at 

the campus level. 

The ability of Wetlands dean Frank Tucker to 

function effectively as a decision maker is impacted by 

his understanding of the organizational structure. The 

complex nature of that structure often translates poorly to 

the campuses. 

It is a situation that's a [sic] multi-layered. 
There is a complicated process of getting and 
sharing accurate information because of the 
layering •••• The president and his four vice 
presidents who are staff people technically, exist 
as line supervisors for one of the campuses, and 
yet they are staff to the others of us, and that's 
a very unusual setup. ••• This is kind of "have 
my cake and eat it, too. We're staff and we're 
line," which I think puts tremendous pressure, in 
my judgment, on the vice presidents. • • • So by 
comparison it is multi-layered and it is because of 
the multi-layer and because of the dual roles, I 



think it's convoluted and difficult, because as you 
can see, these poor people don't know which hat 
they have to wear to answer the question, and those 
of us who are on the satellite areas don't know 
when we're autonomous and when we're not. We're 
supposed to know that but they keep moving the 
target, so you really have no idea. 
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While Dr. Tucker has determined that his decision making 

authority is limited at the college, he is somewhat baffled 

as to where the actual authority rests. In terms of campus 

or district decision authority, he suggests that "most of 

the time it's off [campus]. I think we're talking 90-10, 

maybe even higher. Very little is done here." 

At the faculty level there is a general perception 

that within the larger college context they have neither 

decision making authority nor much power collegewide. It is 

within the more limited confines of department and classroom 

that faculty influence operates. Decision making has become 

the province of management, leaving the classroom as the 

primary decisional domain for faculty. 

At the faculty level, it becomes even more apparent 

that a hybrid organizational model exists. The traditional 

bureaucratic processes where faculty attempt to influence 

decisions through a rational, logical approach, transmitting 

their concerns and views up the organization through program 

and division leaders do exist. However, to a greater 

extent, individual influence can be brought to bear on the 

organization through personal relationships and alliances 

that have been built over several years at the institution. 
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. Finally, at the classroom level, faculty feel the greatest 

amount of independence and self-determination. Here they 

are free to make classroom decisions with few restraints. 

This, however, does not override the fundamental power 

relationship at the college which comes down to the union, 

the faculty, and the administration. Ron Clayton, who is 

technically an administrator but also teaches in a new 

program, observes that, "There are two power sources here, 

the administration and faculty." Based on his prior 

experience at a four-year university, he finds that the 

administration has more power at Urban. As an administrator 

responsible for a university program, Clayton found that 

his ability to respon~ to community needs was 

counterbalanced by faculty self-interest. At Urban he finds 

there's a lot less room here at the community 
college for professordoms or something like that, 
and I've seen it. It makes the job a lot more fun 
when it's that way; I'm not fearful of treading on 
anybody. I feel more comfortable as far as having 
this program impact other programs without 
resistance. 

He believes the "administration has tried to use a heavy 

hand in some cases with the faculty." 

This heavy-handed approach has been observed by 

faculty leaders who have found it necessary to learn the 

system in order to survive. Michael Lucas wants to be 

around to bring change to the college, and he feels he will 

have to outlast the current administration. Essentially, 

for Lucas, "if you don't figure out a way to stay on the 
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team, you're not going to be around long enough to make any 

changes." He has seen others come and go and he has 

experienced first hand the effect of being active in union 

leadership. His department role declined seriously when he 

became active, and it continued to suffer throughout his 

tenure as union president. However, once he announced his 

intention not to seek another term, his role in the 

department was immediately heightened. All this has not 

been lost on him. "We've had a few people come in here and 

take a look, not like what they see, and start making a lot 

of noise about making a lot of change and then they're just 

not here. Some people are very intimidated by this 

administration." 

The heavy handedness goes back to the earliest union 

days when the faculty began to organize, and the president 

began to respond. The result was 

Personal hurt, people who got their feelings hurt. 
The former president [Dr. McCain] basically had a very 
paternalistic attitude. He saw himself as the most 
decent person and took personal offense at the whole 
concept of a union. "You don't need a union; I'm 
taking care of you. I will not hurt you. You will 
not benefit from this union. If you persist in 
this, it's a personal insult to me." 

When faculty persisted • • • he proceeded to use 
every means at his disposal to hurt the faculty by 
retaliation, and in a very, very vengeful way. It 
was almost like a small child playground sort of 
dispute where you've hurt my feelings and I'm going 
to get you kind of attitude. It was totally 
unprofessional. • • • And the faculty rose to the 
occasion: "Whoa, two can play this game." 



249 

The result of these tensions and pressures is that faculty 

have made the necessary accommodation to work within the 

overall college environment. Some have found ways to get 

what they want through the system, while others have taken a 

minimalist approach to their job. 

Finally, there are those faculty who have found ways 

to utilize the system to their advantage. As in all 

organizations, some faculty have found that access to the 

top allows them greater power within the organization. The 

good 01' boy network extends beyond the administration to 

people who have been at the college or in the county 

education system over decades. Occasionally these 

individuals 

use the open door to get around people and to 
intimidate people in the chain of command, so that 
if one gets the kind of reputation as being the type 
of person who will run to Dr. Baker with a problem, 
let's say if my division chair gives me a hard time, 
I just zip around her and go to Dr. Baker, and he 
may send a message back down to her and say, "Hey, 
let's change that." 

So it depends on how you play the game. [There 
are] one or two who will break the chain and get 
away with it and want you to know it. • • • It's 
understood that they are the kind of person who 
you're not going to mess with because they have that 
line over there. 

Michael Lucas confirms that some are able to take 

advantage of favored relationships, stating, "As in any 

business, there are some people who are favored and there 

are some people that get something every once in a while 

that doesn't seem to make sense based on what we're told, 
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but that's business, that's politics, that's the way it 

goes." Mr. Lucas qualifies this with a description of an 

experience in the selection process when the college moved 

from a department to a division structure. While he was 

assured that the decisions of the group would be final, they 

in fact were not in all instances. "So decision making? I 

guess it depends on the issue, importance, at what level." 

A Hub Campus arts and sciences assistant 

professor worked on a significant collegewide project which 

resulted in recommendations for action. He found that his 

input into the decision process 

was just like throwing it into a black hole. 
Nothing came back. It just all got eaten up. Time 
and energy, good honest. effort was just not getting 
anywhere, but the administration said they wanted us 
to do this, and you get a lot of that. Someone will 
say, "I want you to do this," and then you do it, 
and nothing happens, or you need a decision to be 
made and the decisions aren't made. 

So it just eats up. And what happens then is 
that those people who are conscientious, who really 
want to get involved and do things, after a while 
see that this is really a waste of time, and 
basically only fools after a while even bother 
because nothing's going to come of it. 

committee work seemingly offers faculty a place in 

the college decision arena. Several standing committees 

meet on a regular basis and faculty serve on these 

committees. The calendar committee, EA-EO committee, 

student activities, and the curriculum committee are 

typical. The committee selection process involves 

administration soliciting faculty desires as to which 
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committees they would like to serve on. Faculty rank their 

preferences, and the final selection is made by the 

president. 

Faculty who serve on these committees are generally 

disillusioned by their limited impact. TWo relatively new 

vocational faculty members have had similar experiences with 

college committees. Dan Patrick was unsure when one of his 

colleagues told him that on the ca:lendar committee, 

"Basically they tell us this is the way it is. They never 

meet; they just say, 'Here it is. This is the way it's 

going to be.' So they don't always listen. They do what 

they want to do sometimes." On the student activities 

committee, "they listen a little to us--not a lot. About 

half and half." Patrick takes small consolation in the fact 

that "some committees, they're told what to do, whereas my 

committee, we can make suggestions. They'll listen to you, 

but they'll do what they want to do." 

On the EA-EO committee, Donna Berg's experience has 

been much the same. While the committee is active, she 

perceives that 

It's active in that the chairperson does all the 
work. We met in May and went over everything he had 
come up with. He gave us a list of his findings, 
and that was it. We didn't really have any input. 
Randy Jackson [director of Personnel], he's that type 
of person--he's very--I've worked with people like him-
I guess you could call him autocratic; they don't even 
give you any responsibilities. It happened last year, 
and it'll probably happen like that this year. 
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Faculty are left with a sense of powerlessness at 

the institution level. Whether it is aimed at faculty or 

even students, there is a sense that the organization is set 

up to deliberately keep involvement low. 

The structure of the organization kind of eats up a 
lot of good intentions and people's energies, so 
there's a lot of lack of direction. It seems, 
especially at the top, there's a tremendous amount 
of hesitation, a tremendous fear of making the wrong 
move • • • like sort of a drift. 

One committee at the college represents all the 

elements identified here. The curriculum committee, a 

crucial committee at all colleges, is equally so at Urban 

community College. In a dynamic environment where the 

college seems committed to addressing the broad range of 

interests in both the internal and external environment, the 

curriculum process is central to institutional 

responsiveness and instructional integrity. The committee 

oftentimes represents the tensions inherent in an open 

system institution, where the need to respond rapidly to 

environmental demands is countered by internal faculty 

ownership or stewardship of the curriculum. How these 

forces reconcile their inherent differences can provide 

insight into decision making. 

The purpose of the college curriculum committee, 

according to a college document, is: 

To review and recommend curriculum proposals. 
To set guidelines for curriculum development and 
review. 



To recommend areas of curriculum for review and 
revision, as appropriate. 
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committee membership is determined annually in the same 

manner as other committees. Faculty may request appointment 

to specific committees, such as the curriculum committee, 

but the decision is purely administrative. Membership 

includes campus deans, division chairs, program leaders, 

faculty, and the vice president of Academic Affairs. While 

there is broad representation from these constituent groups, 

there appears to be little doubt that the committee is 

administratively-dominated. Vice president Wilson is seen 

as the source of authority on the committee. Dr. Tucker, 

for example, was unable to provide copies of the committee 

procedures, but noted, "I would think Dr. Wilson's office 

has them. She is the keeper of that kingdom.1! In fact, the 

committee was remodeled shortly after Dr. Wilson's arrival 

at the college. She inherited a committee process that had 

been controlled by her predecessor. 

It used to be when you wanted to get something 
changed on the curriculum committee, you just went 
to the vice president of academic affairs and said, 
"This is what I want to do," and if he liked it, he 
changed it. If he thought it was something he 
wasn't quite sure about, he took it to the 
curriculum committee. If he didn't like it, he 
didn't go to the curriculum committee. It was 
really very efficient. only if he liked you, I 
guess it was very efficient. 

Now curriculum must be approved by discipline 

clusters, which are districtwide groupings of full-time 

faculty who teach in that discipline. After review and 



approval, curriculum is forwarded to the curriculum 

committee through appropriate program leaders, division 
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chairs, and deans of instruction. The curriculum committee 

makes the final recommendation to Dr. Wilson for her 

approval. At the committee level they may say, "Yes, it's a 

wonderful idea [and] it goes forward. The committee could 

also change parts of it. The committee could send it back 

to its originator. They could send it back to the cluster. 

They could send it back to both." 

This is apparently how the process is designed to 

operate. In actuality, the process deviates from this 

expectation. Dr. Tucker notes, for example, that the 

clusters can be circumvented if someone wishes to do so. 

I've been informed that that's not possible. Well, 
it's not likely. I shouldn't say it's not possible, 
but nothing would surprise me. I'm sure if there 
were something that somebody really wanted and they 
knew somebody, they could get it through, but 
technically that's not correct. 

Dr. Tucker also notes that it is important to not only 

address the procedural and professional aspects of the 

curriculum, but it is also important "to do your politicking 

and get your act together" if you want favorable action. 

Those who do not, face the possibility of adverse decisions. 

When, for example, the communications cluster forwarded a 

course with two supplemental recommendations for committee 

approval, their course was approved but the recommendations 

were not accepted, and the package was thus returned to the 
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cluster. When they sought to remedy this by sending a more 

thoroughly documented recommendation through, it never even 

arrived at the committee. Instead it was blocked by middle 

management because the cluster "could not obtain the 

required signatures from the division chairs and program 

managers." The irony here is that cluster approval is 

required by the process, while middle management is simply 

to review the proposed curriculum action. 

A faculty member active on the curriculum committee 

expressed similar reservations about the process. 

We have some faculty members, but all of these 
committees are dominated by the administration. If 
I want something and there's an administrator on 
some other campus who doesn't want it, then I will 
basically eat up an awful lot of time trying to get 
it through, and it will keep slipping--it doesn't 
quite make it through. 

What emerges is a subtle form of control over 

curricular decisions where the committee is shielded from 

controversy by a filtering process. If the administration 

wants approval, it is obtained quickly. If faculty have a 

new approach, a new course, it will need to run a gauntlet 

through the clusters and middle management. If it survives 

this process, then it will likely be approved. Once it 

arrives at the committee, "most of the decisions have been 

made." 

The only place where faculty generally feel a sense 

of control and authority in decision making is at the 

classroom and course level. Among both vocational and 
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liberal arts faculty, there is general consensus that they 

do management their own classrooms. The only limits on 

faculty at this level appear to be the clusters, which have 

been charged with the responsibility of coordinating 

textbook decisions and ensuring curricular consistency 

across campuses. Carla Brust sees limited decision options. 

As to what decisions she can make, Mrs. Brust observes, 

Probably not very many, except what goes on in my 
classroom, maybe, because we have committees that 
choose textbooks, and the college has policies about 
course time scheduling and so forth. So I make.a 
lot of decisions about the materials I use in my 
classroom and what I do in my classroom, but 
probably not a lot outside of that. 

Mr. Patrick echoes this sentiment: 

I've kind of lucked out. We have clusters for each, 
like the accounting people, the introduction to 
business people, economics people. I'm my own 
cluster because I'm the only one that really teaches 
it, so I'm able to make my decisions about my 
textbooks on my own. 

Barry Jones knows that his decision options are 

limited. His sense of independent action is strictly 

limited to his instructional role. Decisions he feels he 

can make on his own authority are 

basically what I do with my class. That's really my 
only control, what I teach, the content I teach, how 
I teach it, the assignments I give, what I expect 
out of my students--that's pretty independent. 
Independent in a fairly acceptable way. I think 
even though I do things my own way, I don't think 
it's out of line with what the other people in my 
department do. Anything else, I really don't feel 
like I make any independent calls on. 
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Mike Lucas has a more limiting view. "As a faculty 

member," he believes that he "certainly can make decisions 

pertaining to the content of what I teach so long as it's in 

the framework of the textbook and the course design." 

However, "I can't think of any situation where I'm free to 

make too many other decisions" Lucas suggests that in his 

area, specialized knowledge may be the most important factor 

in giving him any breadth of decision authority. Simply 

because he "knows [the program] better than anyone else" may 

give him additional latitude in program decisions. "But as 

a faculty member, I can't think of many situations where I 

have a lot of flexibility in decision making." 

Program Review 

Program review reflects many of the same 

characteristics found in decision making at Urban. Power 

and authority are clearly in the hands of the 

administration. Faculty rarely participate in program 

review, and when they do, there is no clear indication that 

their participation is either meaningful or useful in 

decision making terms. Decisions about programs are largely 

decoupled from the review process. The program review 

process at Urban, as it has evolved over the past two years, 

involves a'private industry approach and relies heavily on 

participation by members of the program advisory committee. 

These "industry experts" assist in gathering and analyzing 

- _._----_.-._----- ------------
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data to ensure that "the program is still in sync with what 

the market needs. • " . . In addition to industry personnel, 

deans, division chairs, program leaders, and faculty may 

also participate. Faculty, according to Paula Sherwood, are 

welcome to participate at their convenience and at their 

option. However, "If the division chair has a read on what 

the faculty's thoughts are on the program, then the faculty 

doesn't have to be there ••• Q" 
Normally the process takes up to three or four 

months to complete. Program completers and leavers are 

interviewed, along with current students, and employers are 

surveyed. The program is analyzed against both state 

standards and current industry standards and a report is 

filed with Tallahassee and also presented to the board of 

trustees. 

The impact of these program reviews has been 

minimal. As noted earlier, neither the goals nor the 

process are widely understood. This situation is much the 

same when you look at the results of implementation. While 

a few administrators contend that there have been benefits 

and that significant action has resulted, the majority of 

respondents suggest very few tangible results. 

President Baker, for example, suggests that program 

review has been beneficial in that "approximately fifteen to 

twenty programs in advanced technology" have been added at 

the college as a direct result of program review. The fact 



259 

that state mandated program review does not address program 

development at either level one or ievel two and only 

indirectly at level three argues against Dr. Baker's 

conclusions. He does, however, indicate with some accuracy 

that new staff positions have been created to deal with the 

higher level of accountability required by the process. In 

reality, one new temporary position has been created under 

Mr. Becker. It is important to note that this new position 

is on the accountability end of the process. There is 

little to suggest that the college has invested in anything 

beyond this. 

Campus administrators are generally positive about 

program review results. However, when requested to identify 

tangible results from such reviews, they are hard pressed to 

provide any evidence of any link between process and 

decision making. On the Alta Campus, Bill Mathews and Sam 

Ellis are positive about review results, but they are also 

vague as to specifics. Dean of instruction Sam Ellis thinks 

that there have been programs eliminated, but goes on to 

say, "I really can't think of a program that we've 

eliminated because of program review." Wetlands Campus 

administrators are equally unclear about the link between 

process and results. 

Provost Andrews, in fact, mentions a program which 

has been analyzed and evaluated for years with literally no 
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results. Dr. Andrews says he recently discussed the results 

of a program review with the campus dean. 

I said, "Whe:.;e are we on this program?" • • • I've 
been asking that question ever since I opened this 
campus • • • and I keep seeing the same curriculum 
schedule come out, the same line-up, the same 
instructors, and I keep seeing the students go down 
and the cost of the program go up. 

Frank Tucker, after pleading general ignorance, finally 

recalls his participation in state hearings and some campus 

visits. Based on his recollection of those activities, he 

offers, 

I would say that the general gist and purpose of 
program review is very noble and that some good has 
been accomplished in matters of standardization and 
tidying up offerings so that students are not abused 
or disabused of anything, and I think that has been 
of value to our college. 

At the division level, the evidence again suggests 

that there is little, if any, relationship between program 

review and college decision making. Division chair Dr. 

James Mitchell, who has had limited experience with review 

activity on the Wetlands Campus, believes that the process 

rarely leads to tangible results. While noting that the 

process is driven by the state desire for accountability, 

"it is a mechanism for accountability for the legislature to 

the funding people, so I can accept it for that." He sees 

little as far as internal decisions are concerned. 

I don't have an impression that it affects any 
internal accountability whatsoever. I really don't. 
I may be wrong on that, but it's my impression that 
it's something we strictly do for SBCC. We have 
more than sufficient internal checks and balances 



here that we certainly don't need program review to 
determine the effectiveness of a program. • • • The 
rsa1ity is that it has no implications. 
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Ralph Cummings on Hub Campus has been directly 

involved in reviews, even to the extent that he decides when 

programs in his division should be reviewed. He knows the 

state system and how to prepare adequately for that process, 

but he believes that the reviews he personally instigates 

are perhaps more valuable. He cites the Early Childhood 

review which he conducted several years ago in conjunction 

with the college director of vocational education as one 

such example. 

Dr. cummings does believe that the state process 

offers, at least, an opportunity to link program needs with 

the budget process at the college. He recalls that in the 

hospitality program the college did support the acquisition 

of some new equipment as a result of a program review 

recommendation. According to Dr. Cummings, this was 

accomplished "by saying we were cited, because that gets the 

administration excited, because they're not quite sure what 

'cited' means. Nothing's going to happen to us. We got 

more funding." Hospitality emerges as the only program with 

evidence of any tangible benefit from the implementation of 

the review process. 

Faculty generally are not involved in program review 

at Urban. The system as it functions now places greater 

emphasis on community participation than on faculty. 
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from the process, in large measure because they see the 

activity itself as relatively meaningless, and recognize 

that the process is not connected to decision making. 
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Robert Craig, Wetlands faculty member, notes, for example, 

that faculty have no input on the process. "We have nothing 

to say about it." 

A few years ago, somebody made the comment that 
there was a big difference between A.S. degree 
programs and A.A. degree programs in that A.S. 
degree programs, reports had to be made back to the 
state. • • • Nobody ever knew who made these 
reports. Like I said, faculty were never involved 
in it one way or another. 

Ironically, even Paula Sherwood, who is charged with 

conducting the internal reviews, is in the dark about 

general benefits. 

I don't know what actions have been taken in terms 
of recommendations. • • • I would think that as far 
as equipment budgets that we submitted that unless 
there's been a great change that I'm not aware of, 
little action has been taken on the equipment 
funding situation. I think we're still in a let's 
maintain what we have, but we can't really expand. 
But there is some program enhancement funds, but how 
they've been funneled into the recommendations that 
we made last year, I don't know. 

Summary· 

Power and decision making relationships at Urban 

accurately reflect the analytical problems in community 

college governance literature. Most of what has been 

written about governance has focused on the accumulation of 

power at the top of the two-year college organizational 
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hierarchy. Presidents are generally seen as wielding 

sUbstantial power and thus as dominating the decision arenas 

at their colleges. While this may, in fact, reflect the 

reality in many community colleges, it is not an accurate 

description of bureaucratic governance and decision making, 

nor does it capture the complexity of power and decision 

making at Urban. 

Dr. Baker exercises power in an autocratic manner. 

Power has become personalized by the president. The 

administrative control over committee membership is merely 

one example of administrative power. However, this power 

translates into decision making in a more political manner. 

Daily decisions and behaviors are negotiated activities 

between individuals and interest groups in the college. 

Curriculum decisions are negotiated through departmental 

clusters and middle managers. The c~nvoluted organization 

structure places a premium on access and influence and 

encourages individual or group influence over structure. 

Program review is more anarchic in nature. Here 

decision making is decoupled from policy and process. 

Reviews are unique to each area and only adhere to state 

policy in design. Decisions which emerge from the process 

are largely a result of the mix of alternatives available at 

the time and are not logically or rationally connected to 

the policy. 
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In fact, program review decisions are more closely 

related to the external community, specifically business and 

industry. Each program undergoes a specific process in 

which there is strong participation and influence from the 

business community. Faculty are rarely involved in any 

sUbstantive way. The thrust of each review is oriented more 

toward developing program congruence with the external 

business community than with responding to the mandates of 

state policy. 
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Formal Rules and Conflict 

Conflict is open and endemic to Urban Community 

College, dominating the institutional climate. The 

president, while claiming his door is open and that he is 

there to serve, glibly notes that conflict at the college is 

dealt with simply: "Well, we line 'em up and we shoot 'em." 

At Urban, political interest groups have crystallized around 

the faculty union and college management. The president's 

attitude, which carries through to other levels of 

administration, reflects the level of tension between 

faculty and administration. 

The result is an environment in which an uneasy 

peace prevails. The level of faculty involvement and 

activity at the college is low. The faculty have largely 

withdrawn from active participation in response to the 

authoritarian tendencies of the president. They keep to 

themselves and focus on their own areas. They do not look 

to the formal organization to resolve many of their concerns 

or dilemmas. 

As a unionized institution, Urban presents a rule

based environment. Faculty are represented by the united 

Faculty of Urban Community College and are subject to the 

annual contract agreements reached between the college board 

of trustees and the union. Additionally, faculty and 

administrators are expected to follow the contractual rules 

and regulations as they conduct college activities on a 
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daily basis. The existence of these formal, written rules 

and the threat of sanctions for lack of compliance as 

expressed through the union contract implies a bureaucratic 

organization. 

However, beneath this bureaucratic exterior, several 

other factors confirm that Urban operates in a more 

political, conflictual setting. In an attempt to maintain 

administratively hegemonic rules, administrators variably 

interpret and apply regulations and procedures. This 

preserves maximum discretion for senior administrators, in 

general, and the president, in particular. In such a fluid 

or flexible rule environment, Dr. Baker is able to 

personally assist or deter individuals as they seek to move 

issues through the organization. While increasing his 

power, this discretionary authority also increases the 

likelihood of conflict. Additionally, it serves to 

frustrate individuals within the college, particularly those 

in middle management positions caught between the interests 

and desires of the faculty and the discretionary use of 

power by the president. 

The struggle between union and management over 

control of Urban is so pervasive that it impacts virtually 

all areas of the college. As a result, very little energy 

is devoted to common institutional initiatives. Planning 

the future of the college and developing strategies to 

realize that future are displaced by conflict or conflict 
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avoidance. Institutional progress is impeded by the 

struggle for control over the internal mechanisms of power. 

This contest is played out both in open, confrontational 

ways and in less open, more symbolic approaches. 

Confrontation can be organizational (union versus 

administration), over control of vacation time, the length 

of the work day, or may occur more subtly as in the 

attempted manipulation of "faculty as family." 

Despite this hostile environment, conflict over 

program review is of the subtle variety. Faculty 

participation in program reviews tends to be minimal. 

Faculty and even division chairs resist open conflict over 

reviews and their results through avoidance. They express 

ignorance of the policy and the process. Faculty choose not 

to pay attention to the limited efforts of the 

administration to educate them about program review. This 

subtle form of resistance avoids a more direct, more 

unsettling, and perhaps unsuccessful confrontation over 

program and curriculum control. In essence, the faculty 

retain control of production (technology) through passive 

resistance. In this domain, institutional rules and 

procedures appear to function more as external legitimation 

than as a meaningful process to facilitate change. The 

college tightly manages the process, but the internal 

activity and the result remain loosely coupled. Rules and 

procedures are adopted in harmony with state mandates, and 
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by strictly adhering to these rules, the college buffers the 

internal activity at the program and classroom' level from 

the full effects of state policy initiatives. 

union 

Collective bargaining is by nature adversarial. 

Labor and management represent specific, frequently 

competing interests within the same institutional arena. 

This adversarial relationship, however, can evolve in a 

variety of ways. At Urban Community College the dynamics of 

collective bargaining have created at least two methods of 

operation: confrontation and accommodation. College 

employees differ on the relative salience of these 

techniques, but there can be little doubt that both exist 

and are utilized. 

When Al Baker became president, he made it clear 

that his door was 'open to everyone within the institution. 

He was available to listen, to facilitate, and to assist. 

At the same time, he was equally clear that the union was 

not welcome at the college. While he would prefer that it 

not exist, he grudgingly accepted its legal authority to 

represent the faculty. After several bitter years of 

struggle between management and labor early in his tenure, 

the college maintains a "perilous equilibrium," functioning 

in something akin to peaceful coexistence. Faculty 

observer, Diana Moore, puts the conflict into context: 



We went through such a horrendously traumatic 
experience in bringing the union in that it was sort 
of like a divorce in reverse. By the time it was 
completed, there was so' much hostility. There was 
just a need for vengeance, it seemed, and part of 
the vengeance was just to crush anything that 
faculty wanted or anyt~ing that faculty was doing 
and just reduce everything down to, "Well, that's a 
labor issue. You have to go through the union with 
that." So if you say anything, it's, "Well, that's 
a union issue; we can't really talk about that." A 
lot of bitterness, a lot of real negative energy 
just exploded during that experience, and we haven't 
really recovered from it yet. 

It's sort of like you have two fighters who have 
basically punched each other out and they're just 
kind of staggering around the ring. 

Dr. Baker, who seems to enjoy the give and take of 

confrontation, suggests that in the current environment: 

Actually, there's just one area where we have not 
resolved a conflict by just sincerely sitting down 
and just fighting over it, and I love to do that. 
The only one area that we have not resolved--and I 
don't believe in my tenure as president we'll 
resolve it--is our relationship with the leadership 
of the faculty union. 

We haven't had what I would consider a major 
problem in the last eight years--none. But it's one 
that isn't totally resolved. It's like a marriage 
whereby there are just two individuals who have very 
different viewpoints. 
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Provost Mathews, while not mentioning the union 

environment, also adheres to the more confrontational style 

of the president. After noting that "we don't have much 

[conflict]" he indicates that he usually tries to deal with 

conflict through dialogue. However, in the final analysis, 

"talking about it is sometimes good for the soul, but it 

doesn't usually solve the problems." He in.stead adheres to 

... _ .. _---_. ----_ .. ------
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what he terms "the old Russ Nixon theory: Have harmony if 

you have to break heads." 

As you move down the organization, the deans and 

division chairs choose to work more toward accommodation in 

order to get things done. These middle managers are caught 

between two very antagonistic and sometimes unyielding 

forces. To function, these administrators,of necessity, 

have become adept at manipulating the system. 

Central to such manipulation is an understanding of 

the nature of formal rules at the college. Administrators, 

most of whom have been at the college for over a decade, 

understand that rules and procedures are not codified. As a 

result, they have had to develop the necessary personal 

skills to function effectively at the college. Those who 

are able or willing to operate in this manner can get the 

job done; those who cannot or will not face continuing 

frustration. Dr. Tucker, Wetlands dean of instruction and 

relative newcomer, is intensely frustrated by the lack of 

explicit rules and procedures. He found that policies and 

procedures are often not written down. He follows what he 

believes to be the correct procedure, only to be told he has 

done it wrong and must start over again. Paperwork is sent 

back with notes saying, "We've never done it this way," or 

suggesting no category exists into which a particular action 

can appropriately fit. Dean Tucker finds that in order to 

get things done, to get someone paid, he has to find a 
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category which will work, leaving him to perhaps call a poet 

a mechanic so the poet can be paid. While at times the 

college appears to be a rigid hierarchy with a fixed set of 

rules, ultimately in order to get things done you have to 

ask the right person and use the informal process. Dr. 

Tucker finds Urban unique in his extensive experience in 

higher education, "both in its layering and its dual purpose 

and its shifting priorities, I guess, a shifting sense of 

procedures makes [sic] it very unique and different." 

Alta Campus provost Bill Mathews has been with the 

college for almost twenty years. He has worked at three 

campus locations, two of them as an administrator. His 

extensive experience with the institution allows him to rely 

on the informal process to get things done. Reflecting on 

how he obtains necessary information, he comments, 

I've dug it out of the woodwork with picks and 
shovels over the last 18 years'. I ask a lot of 
questions. I've been fortunate that I've worked 
with and for a lot of people in the college who had 
the benefit of accumulating information over their 
careers and some who have been here a long time who 
didn't accumulate much. So I say it's been a long 
process of getting the bits and pieces, although 
some things come to you all in one nice, neat 
package, all tied up in a manual. Other things, no. 
Other things take a lot of practice and experience 
and some trial and error. I've made a real effort 
over the last five years to learn how the college 
actually runs so I could get the things done I want 
to get done. But there are no easy paths. 

Dr. Cummings, who shares much the same philosophy, 

has expressed concern over the lack of direction in many 

areas where either there are no collegewide procedures, or 
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if there are, he is not aware of them. Reflecting on recent 

staff meetings with the dean of instruction, he recalls that 

lately, the last couple of times, I asked if we 
could start discussing some real specific issues of 
what other division chairmen are doing, because like 
I said, no one gives you a handbook. One of the 
last things I had asked about was what do people do 
about sUbstitutes? There was nothing written that 
it was mandatory that you get a sUbstitute for your 
class. We had the most interesting discussion of 
people sharing what they did, and the next one we're 
probably going to discuss is how we're handling our 
faculty schedules •••• I'm just real curious about 
what other people are doing. I'm the youngest one, 
and I have not been at the college as long as 
everyone else, and I'm not sure I'm really into 
what's supposed to be done. These unwritten rules--
no one ever told me them. 

Dr. cummings has adapted to this dilemma in a very 

pragmatic way. He feels that in his role as a division 

chair, he has "almost total control. I decide how I'm going 

to run my division." This sense of autonomy he connects 

again with the lack of rules and procedures. His advice to 

a new division chair would be 

Do whatever you want to do, and then ask later if it 
was the right thing to do. A lot of times I will do 
things, and I'm not sure whether there are rules or 
not. When you become division chair, there are no 
rules that are written down for you. You have to 
just do them. A lot of things that I have done have 
been adopted as now college policy, and if I had 
asked, I don't think we'd have that function. 

Dr. Cummings in particular works with faculty to 

accommodate their concerns. Night people are assigned night 

classes, morning people, morning classes. He allows faculty 

to utilize part of their contractually accountable time to 

work out or jog. If someone leaves early he allows it, 
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recognizing he will get something in return when he needs it 

from that faculty member. Dr. cummings finds himself in a 

somewhat vulnerable position. He recognizes the college 

authority structure, "somebody says you can't do it, and 

that's the end of it. sometimes it's very authoritarian. 

'oops, can't do it.' End of conflict. There's very little 

negotiating that I see." He also recognizes the reality of 

his role. He characterizes his management style as 

"whatever works. I am very people oriented. Much to the 

chagrin of some people that want to be more dogmatic. I 

just can't stand that. I think there has to be 

flexibility." By giving instructors some choices, Cummings 

has developed a viable working relationship with his 

division faculty. Caught between two hostile, sometimes 

intransigent forces, he finds that flexibility is essential 

to effective management. "In return," according to 

cummings, "whenever they want to go, whatever they want to 

go to, [they know] that they have that flexibility. I feel 

I treat them as professionals, that all I ask in return is 

just let me know where they are, do what job you have to do, 

and we have mutual respect." 

Even when policy is written, he has learned it may 

be incorrect. He questioned a clause in the new contract, 

and after conferring with the president, "I was assured that 

what I was reading was not what had been written." The 

language ultimately led to a union grievance and a 
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clarification, but not before Dr. cummings was placed in a 

difficult spot between his division faculty-and the senior 

administration. 

At the faculty level, limited rules and procedures 

signal that one should proceed with caution. The emphasis 

here is on the personalized, negotiated environment which 

one must master to succeed. Faculty suggest that new 

instructional colleagues entering the institution should be 

careful and patient. "Be very careful. Be very careful of 

what you say and who you say it to and try not to be too 

ambitious. II Mike Lucas offers, 

I can tell you what doesn't work. • • • You don't 
want to come here like a bull in a china closet. 
You need to come in here, do your job, take a look 
around, figure out structure, how it works, and how 
you can work within that structure, because there 
are some of those folks around here in the 
administration who have established the way we do 
things, and that's the way it's going to be done. 
Our base is strong enough with those people that if 
you are not going to participate within the 
compliance of their philosophy and program, you'll 
be gone. 

One new faculty member, Donna Berg, has taken this 

advice to heart. She realizes that she has to get familiar 

with the college and how it really works. When Ms. Berg 

arrived, "I just had to get a feel of the organization and 

how things go on--the political--everything is a political 

arena, and I think that took maybe a year when I really-

well, I was doing what I was supposed to do, but I was also 

getting that feel." 
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Faculty look at the struggle between the union and 

the administration as the major source of institutional 

conflict. Diana Moore, who led a decertification movement 

in the early 1980s, believes that collective bargaining 

"seems to generate more [conflict] than it resolves." She 

notes that the collective bargaining arena is a major source 

of conflict, a flash point at the college. 

Robert craig, Wetlands faculty member who has had a 

conflict of late, indicates that the union encouraged him to 

pursue his concerns through them. 

You're encouraged to take your conflicts straight to 
the union, and they will intervene in your behalf. 
A tremendous amount of that goes on here. We have a 
very anti-union administration, and we have a very 
anti-administration--and there is constantly a lot 
of bickering back and forth between them. 

Union leaders might argue with the assessments of 

Moore and Craig that the area of conflict encompasses the 

entire faculty-administration relationship. Roland Epperson 

indicates that the president sees himself as the college, 

putting the faculty in the role of being college employees 

who are subservient to the administration. During his 

tenure as union president. Dr. Epperson personally 

experienced the wrath of the president, noting several 

occasions when he was "called on the carpet" by Dr. Baker. 

He remembers being told never to mention threats made 

against him and vividly recalls the image of the president 

during one particularly hostile confrontation. 



He can get livid with rage in a moment's time. I've 
seen him many times. I was one time closeted with 
him alone when he--I was really scared. His eyes 
look like daggers; he gets very threatening. His 
face gets black. It was alone because he swore me 
to secrecy that I wouldn't tell anybody what happened 
in that room, and I didn't until court, because he 
threatened me. 

Mike Lucas, Hub faculty member and union leader, 
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talks about phone calls at home and intimidation of his 

boss, who was told to keep his thumb on Lucas. Not 

surprisingly, Lucas sees the college in conflictual terms, 

stating, "I would say the biggest difference between this 

place of employment and those that I've had is, 

unfortunately, that presence of intimidation among the 

people who work here. They're afraid to get involved or 

afraid to do too much." He reports that, "There have been a 

number of people who have been afraid to participate with 

the union because they're intimidated by what might happen." 

He alludes to work schedule changes and campus reassignments 

as the administrative response to union activity. Dan 

Patrick, a Hub instructor, recalls that one new faculty 

member who joined the union in the first year was not 

employed the next year. "One of our teachers joined the 

union his first year, and he wasn't hired back. I advise no 

one to join the union. It's looked down upon. And I'm in 

the union, so they look down upon that, and there's a 

threat." 



277 

Lucas concurs in the "chilling effect" which 

administrative behavior in gene~al and Dr. Baker in 

particular have on faculty activity. When faculty join the 

un~on, "they're asked ••• by Dr. Baker, 'Why did you join 

the union?' And he has been told on a number of occasions, 

very seriously by our attorneys, 'You cannot go around 

asking people why they joined the union. II. In fact, when 

one of the nursing faculty joined the union, Dr. Baker 

called her in to inquire why she had joined the union. "I 

thought that was real interesting that he felt like it was 

an affront to him that I had joined." 

Being in the union puts me in somewhat of an awkward 
position because very few members of the • • • 
program are in the union. It's been kind of a 
source of contention over the years. Administration 
is very anti-union, and they would like the union to 
go away and never come back again. In fact, one day 
Dr. Baker called me into his office and wanted to 
know why I had joined the union. I thought, "Oh-oh, 
caught." 

Overt conflict is reduced because people tend to 

keep to themselves. Those that do respond through the 

grievance procedure find themselves subjected to 

administrative "red tape. They kill us with red tape, and 

they beat us to death with strategy." A recent collegewide 

disagreement over the use of personal leave days immediately 

prior to a college vacation led several faculty to file 

grievances. The administration, according to Lucas, chose 

to adjudicate these grievances separately rather than as one 

issue. In doing so, the financial and human resources of 

------- ---- -- ----------_.- ---
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the union were severely stressed. The issue dragged on, and 

the faculty became increasingly discouraged as they came to 

recognize the administrative divide and conquer strategy. 

The presence of a faculty union does not alone 

preclude a bureaucratic organizational process. It is 

possible to disagree on key issues, work them out at the 

bargaining table, and then proceed to function with 

agreement on the rules of operation. Collective bargaining, 

in fact, suggests that there are formal rules and that 

compliance is expected and sanctions will occur if rules are 

violated. At Urban community College this rational view of 

a col~ectively bargained environment is challenged by the 

deep "resentment on each side. There is an open wound which 

represents the conviction on each side that the other 

somehow is not legitimate. In this environment conflict is 

not only normal, it is inevitable. Power becomes the source 

of influence, not the rational, rule-based experience of the 

bureaucracy. 

Family 

Family is a theme that repeatedly emerges from the 

constituent groups at Urban community College. Dr. Baker is 

anxious to project the college as a family where a kindly, 

paternalistic president tends to the needs of his extended 

family. Fellow administrators reiterate the family theme 

with less conviction, while the faculty generally reject the 
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paternal concept, seeing instead an authoritarian president 

who manipulates his e~ployees for self-interest. 

The tension which results from the conflicting 

images of family, paternalism, and authority is reflected in 

several ways in the college. Dr. Baker continually refers 

to the family image and his role as head of the family. Yet 

others who ostensibly are members of that family share a far 

different view of that relationship. To them it translates 

more as benevolent despotism. These feelings are expressed 

through a broad spectrum of activities across the 

institution and are at the core of the conflict in the 

organization. The overarching factor in institutionalizing 

this conflict, however, is the union. While the conflict 

appears in a variety of ways, it is the fundamental struggle 

between union and management which sustains the conflict. 

Many faculty have grudgingly acquiesced in this 

inhospitable environment. They have learned to cope with 

the situation either by waiting for the president to retire 

or by adjusting their communication patterns to bypass the 

formal structure. One faculty member who has experienced 

first hand the wrath of the president simply believes that 

if you can "learn to live with that kind of personality," 

you can accomplish what you want. After all, 

I'm 20 years younger than him, and he can't be here 
forever, and as I said earlier, if you're not on the 
team, you don't get to make any of the changes, so 
you've got to be around here long enough to 



accomplish anything. So it's kind of wade through 
it and survive and do the best you can. 
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Those who have been at the college longer can recall 

Dr. Baker's predecessor. To them Dr. Baker offers positive, 

if somewhat limited, progress. Dr. McCa~n was, according to 

most sources, even more autocratic. "His meetings were for 

the purpose of reprimanding or being very paternalistic, 

reminding you of your moral responsibilities or whatever. 

It wasn't even an attempt to create any kind of 

interaction." Dr. McCain served as the chair of the faculty 

senate while he was president. In the mid-seventies when 

the union emerged and became active at the college, he took 

it as a personal affront and disbanded the faculty senate, 

claiming that the union and the senate could not coexist. 

When Dr. Baker became president, he attempted to modify this 

legacy by strength of his own personality. The continuing 

feud between the union and the administration only 

exacerbated the problems and reduced whatever effectiveness 

the president's personal style may have had. A longtime 

faculty observer suggests that 

Some of the bitterness and some of the resentment 
of faculty, mostly on the Hub Campus, have not 
improved any since Dr. Baker came, and in many 
cases have gotten worse. It's a whole history of 
trying to buck the administration. The previous 
administration [Dr. McCain] was a real dictator. 
Dr. Baker is disguised as a benevolent dictator. 
The other one was a little more outright about it. 

Dr. Baker prides himself on an easy, open, 

accessible administrative style. He repeatedly notes that 
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he prefers to operate in this manner and cites examples of 

how this style translates into daily activity: "I view 

myself as being slightly different in that I believe more in 

the collegiality and not in the broad sense of collegiality, 

but in the intimate, personal sense." He talks about his 

Coffees with AI, of going to the cafeteria to converse with 

faculty and staff. He has made an open offer to teach the 

class of any faculty member who would like to invite him in. 

"From my perspective," according to the president, "we're 

more family oriented. We're not 'Hello, King Albert,' or 

'Hello, Mr. President.' We're, 'Hey, AI, you got a 

minute?'''--that type of thing. 

I like the informality of being a facilitator for my 
staff, being an expediter, rather than the impetus 
by which orders are given. I view myself as an 
expediter or a person who will assist in getting 
things going for those individuals and for my 
administrators and faculty members. 

This management style, however, takes on a very 

different interpretation as it moves through the 

organization. senior administrators rarely question or even 

address this issue directly. Their thoughts or perceptions 

on this come more in the area of access to the president and 

access to information. However, at lower administrative 

levels and most obviously at the faculty level, the family 

orientation turns abruptly, and it is here that conflict is 

more openly discussed and analyzed. At the faculty level 

the family image turns to something less benign and more 
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manipulative. Mike Lucas sees the use of "family" as 

intimidating, stating, "Administration, Dr. Baker, uses the 

word "family" a lot, but as you walk around campus and speak 

with people, I seriously doubt that they would see us as 

being family. Again, that intimidation, I think, is strong 

with regard to that feeling." 

The disparity between faculty perceptions and those 

of the president came into sharper focus in November, 1989, 

when a federal judge handed down a decision in a lawsuit 

stemming from actions taken at the college in 1983. During 

the 1983-84 academic year the faculty union at Urban 

Community College conducted an evaluation of the president, 

his administration, and the college board of trustees. When 

union representatives sent copies of the evaluation survey 

to the governor and other key state education leaders, Dr. 

Baker and the board of trustees suspended or reprimanded the 

union leaders involved. In 1985, the Public Employees 

Relations Commission upheld the union's position in the 

matter and ordered those suspended to be paid back wages 

with interest. However, the five faculty involved continued 

to pursue a federal suit against the president for violation 

of their First Amendment rights of free speech. In 

November, 1989, the case was heard in federal court. The 

judge found the president guilty of violating the 

constitutional rights of the five faculty. After less than 



two hours of deliberation, the jury awarded each faculty 

member $1.00 in compensation. 
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In the court proceedings Dr. Baker's attorney 

characterized the dispute as "an argument among old 

friends." When the decision was rendered, the president 

opined, "I think it is a clear vindication of my actions." 

In an article in the school newspaper, Dr. Baker was quoted, 

"We can now all get back to teaching, and I feel everything 

will go back to being congenial. • I'm convinced of it, 

being we're all professionals. We can go back to being one 

big, happy family." In the same edition, the newspaper's 

editorial cartoon consisted of six stick figures, the 

largest labeled "AI," and the remaining five smaller figures 

arranged along each side of "AI" with their arms all linked 

to "A1." Each of the five faculty, appropriately named, 

have frowns on their faces, while Al is shown with a smile, 

saying, "We are one big, happy family." Dr. Epperson, one 

of the five faculty involved, expressed in response, 

Dr. Baker says that we can all go back to being one 
big, happy family now. Well, that's the problem. 
You see, we are not one big, happy family. Dr. 
Baker would like to be our father, and we don't 
want to be his children; we want to be his equals 
and professionals. 

Program Review 

Program review at Urban reflects in microcosm the 

crucial elements of formal rules and conflict at the 

college. state mandated program review is a functioning 
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reality at the institution. The policy as set out by the. 

legislature and the process as outlined by the division of 

community colleges are adhered to. Yet this adherence to 

policy and process is primarily for external legitimacy and 

is essentially decoup1ed from institutional decision making. 

As a result, very few people have a significant grasp of the 

rules and procedures which the institution employs and even 

fewer are actively engaged in the process. 

By decoup1ing decisions from the process, senior 

administrators are able to maintain control of the decision 

making apparatus. Decisions and the ability to influence 

those decisions remains personalized and ultimately depends 

more on the relative power of the individual than on 

rational and systematic analysis of data collected through 

program review. 

Decoup1ing the process from decision making 

diminishes conflict in the program review arena. Very few 

administrators and only one faculty member contend that 

program review has yielded sUbstantive internal results. 

Given the broad agreement that there is no apparent linkage 

between college implementation of program review and 

internal decisions, there is no real reason for conflict. 

At Urban there is no collision of interests over program 

review. 

As noted earlier, the college does have a formal 

process to implement at least Level II program reviews. The 
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process is largely in the hands of the d~rector of 

vocational education, Mr. Robert Becker, and program 

developer Paula Sherwood. As the individuals most 

responsible for responding to the state's mandate, they are 

very much aware of its rules and procedures. They provide 

the information and reports necessary to satisfy the state 

that Urban is fulfilling its legal obligations 

under state statutes. Other senior administrators less 

directly involved have a general understanding of the rules 

and procedures. Interestingly, the farther one moves from 

the center of implementation, the more blurred understanding 

of the process becomes. At the dean and division level, the 

focus is poor. At the faculty level, the formal rules and 

procedures of review implementation loses focus entirely. 

Dr. Baker exemplifies the degree of involvement and 

understanding of program review existing at the college. In 

response to queries about the college process, he points out 

that he relies on Bob Becker and Dave Fischer to do "all of 

the basic work and backup work for program review." The 

president is largely removed from the activity and sees it 

more in terms of state versus local control and less in 

terms of specific activity. Even at the provost level, 

there is little knowledge of the rules and procedures. Bill 

Mathews, Alta Campus provost, remains outside any 

involvement in program review activity. He recalls being 

involved when 'he was a campus dean, but even then he was 



286 

"not significantly" involved in the process. Now he sees 

himself largely beyond issues such as program review. He is 

more concerned with budget and facilities and says about 

program review, "I'm not doing that anymore." 

Campus provosts apparently believe that deans and 

division chairs should be familiar with and involved in the 

implementation process. However, deans of instruction are 

almost as disengaged and uninvolved as their provosts. Sam 

Ellis, for example, suggests that he is involved but does 

not know the process, the policy, or their antecedents: 

Each of us are kind of assigned something. We're 
given an assignment to take a look at certain 
things, bring the materials back to the vice 
president's council, we look at them. If need be, 
and need to with faculty, we need to meet with 
anybody, and each of us are kind of assigned some 
things that need to be done. We bring it back to 
the council, we discuss it, we make whatever changes 
are necessary. So it's pretty info~al, but we've 
got a system for handling all that. 

Dr. Tucker, Ellis's Wetlands counterpart, is more 

forthcoming about his knowledge of and role in program 

review. He first became aware of program review when "it 

was just dumped on my desk one day after I got here and 

somebody said, 'You have to go to this,' and then I went to 

the file and, unfortunately, my secretary was able to find 

some previous program reviews and the expectations." 

However, Dr. Tucker still is unclear as to the policy and 

process. 

I will admit to you here, and I would think a lot of 
people would tell you that they still don't know 



what it is and why it occurs. I mean technically, 
we know why it occurs because people are trying to 
get a handle on standardization. Florida's great 
for that particular philosophy. • •• But what we 
exactly do and what we exactly contribute, I don't 
know if we can really put a finger on that. 

I don't think a lot of people know what it's 
about. [Someone needs to] find out what it is and 
what it does and what it's supposed to do, because I 
suspect there'd be a big gap between those two 
things. 
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At the division and program director level, there is 

much the same reaction. Pat Flaherty, who is responsible 

for the Respiratory Therapy program, is only vaguely aware 

of program review. He is simply too busy with his own 

program to be aware of or involved in program review. "I 

have not been involved in program review and would say I'm 

not really certain of the process exactly in the state." 

While this is due in part to his relative short tenure at 

the college, he also reports that there has been very little 

discussion of program review in any of the administrative 

meetings he attends. "I don't remember anything SUbstantial 

about it at any meetings I've been to." 

Dr. cummings, Hub Campus division chair, is the most 

aware of all her division colleagues. Yet even she is 

sketchy as to rules, procedures, and process. Level II 

reviews, Dr. cummings believes, are "where I have to go and 

look up the number of graduates, and I think I have to find 

the number of completers. I really don't remember what's in 

it, but whatever it is • I'd probably go to 

institutional research for it." 
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Dr. CUmmings has found that the lack of clearly 

articulated, consistent rules and procedures work to her 

advantage as a divi.sion leader. She has been able to devise 

her own system for review and analysis to assist her program 

areas. cummings bluntly suggests, 

if we're not so restricted, that if we look at it 
from a different way, then maybe we'll come up with 
a better program. It's the old paradigm: If you 
know what it's supposed to look like--Mickey Mouse-
that's what you're going to draw, but if you don't 
know, then you might come up with something new. 

Not only does the lack of clearly articulated rules 

and procedures free Dr. Cummings to alter or supplement the 

review process, it also allows for manipulation of senior 

administrators. While there is general consensus that 

decisions and reviews are not normally linked, Cummings has 

found a way to obtain results: 

One of the programs I'm in charge of is hospitality 
management. We were told in a program review that 
we needed to have computerized equipment available. 
• • • So I asked for it the first year, and we 
didn't get it. The second year, we did, and we 
wrote each time in the budget that we had been cited 
by program review. Dave Fischer always says let's 
back it up by saying we were cited, because that 
gets the administration excited, because they're not 
quite sure what "cited" means. Nothing's going to 
happen to us. We got more funding for • • • [the 
program] • 

At the administrative level, the understanding of 

and adherence to rules and procedures is uneven at best, and 

the absence of decision linkages is implied. At the faculty 

level, the lack of understanding and awareness becomes more 

._----- ------ ---. 
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prevalent and the absence of decision linkages more 

apparent. While most faculty know little about program 

review, a small number of Urban faculty are familiar with 

state mandated program review. In each instance, those who 

are aware have been through the process sometime in the 

recent past. However, their description of the process 

generally adheres to an earlier state-institution design, 

one which is no longer used by the college. Furthermore, 

these faculty members are, with one exception, clear in 

their assessment that decisions are not linked to the 

program review process. 

Several faculty simply are not aware of program 

review, the policy or the process. Diana Moore, who has 

been actively engaged at the college for several years, is 

clearly confused about program review at Urban. In response 

to a question about the state policy, Ms. Moore suggested, 

"No, I'm not aware of that. I'm not aware of any kind of 

state policy on program review." When pressed as to program 

review activities at the college, she opined that 

I think that I probably am [aware], in the sense 
that we have what we call clusters, and the clusters 
are supposed to review the programs, so I guess I am 
to some extent, but it's really very, ve~y minimal. 
Again, it's more noise than reality. I'm sure that 
somebody has it somewhere on paper that people are 
really involved in program review. 

Ms. Moore's Wetlands Campus colleague, Roland 

Epperson, is equally confused on the issue. He also sees 

the clusters and the college curriculum process as the only 
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activity which might be construed as program review. Mike 

Lucas emphatically denies awareness of the policy or 

involvement in the college process. Ramon Gutierrez and 

Donna Berg are also simply unaware of program review at 

Urban. Each is involved in a vocational program at the 

college. At least Ms. Berg is knowledgeable about the 

nature of program reviews, having learned about it at 

another institution. In fact, upon her arrival at Urban she 

inquired of her division chair as to program review 

procedures at the college. "I asked, but I have not gotten 

a definite answer." 

Those faculty who have been through program reviews 

are not sanguine about the process. Al Lowenstein, the lone 

faculty member to receive any tangible results from the 

process, simply waits for periodic notification that a 

review will occur. Once he is notified, he responds rather 

passively to any requests which are made. The last review 

led to a recommendation for the purchase of a large computer 

system for his program. He received a small allocation 

toward computerization of his program and remembers that Bob 

Becker and Dave Fischer were crucial in seeing that the 

allocation was ultimately made. According to Lowenstein, 

"Bob Becker and Dave Fischer were extremely instrumental in 

getting that money." 

Barry Jones, Hub Campus faculty, has neither been 

involved in a review nor seen any tangible results of those 
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which have been conducted. Recent recommendations for his 

program included obtaining national program accreditation. 

In spite of support from middle management, the 

recommendation has not been supported by senior 

administration and thus has not been implemented. The 

feeling of a large number of faculty is perhaps best 

summarized by Dan Patrick and Carla Brust. Each has been 

through program reviews in the past and have had a chance to 

assess the results. Essentially they see little in terms of 

a connection between the process and tangible decisions. 

Dan Patrick sees no real impact except to reiterate that his 

colleagues in southern Florida "all hate program review." 

Carla Brust, who has had experience with reviews at both the 

secondary and the community college level, sees little real 

impact. 

I think maybe they did point up some--I couldn't say 
deficiencies--some weak areas and perhaps talked to 
administrators, and I think at that time we still had 
a business department chairperson and maybe some 
effort was made to improve that situation, but time 
goes on, the world moves, and pretty soon that's 
shoved in the background and sort of forgotten, and 
we're back to--I really can't say that my area has 
changed very much in the 18 years I've been here, 
except now that our enrollment is decreasing, and 
I'm feeling a lot of pressure and not much help. 

The lack of clearly articulated, well understood 

rules and procedures reinforces the notion that Urban is an 

administratively-driven institution. The faculty are not 

aware of the process simply because their meaningful 

participation in the process is neither desired nor 
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required. Due in large measure to the decoupling of process 

and decision making, there is no tangible evidence of 

conflict over program review. The implementation of program 

review at Urban Community College is essentially a 

credentialing activity engaged in by the administration to 

meet state requirements for continued program approval. 

Faculty recognize that program review is not coupled with 

the decision structure and, therefore, they are simply 

disinclined to invest energy in a senseless struggle over a 

meaningless process. 

Summary 

Rules and conflict at Urban reflect the political 

nature of the organization. Rules and procedures at the 

college are not codified but are dynamic. Individuals, most 

particularly middle management, routinely utilize 

negotiation and compromise to carry out their organizational 

responsibilities. Sanctions, when they are imposed, are 

less a reflection of rational and logical action than of 

personal or arbitrary decisions. 

Conflict in general is latent. The amount and level 

of conflict relates directly to the pressure senior 

management places on middle managers to adhere strictly to 

college rules and regulations. When middle management has 

slack, they are able to keep conflict low. However, the 

heavy hand of the administration, personalized through the 



president, reinforces the notion among faculty that issue 

salience must be high before risking the wrath of the 

administration in general and Dr. Baker in particular. 

Collective bargaining has not created an explicit 

and codified policy system. The absence of such a system 

encourages ad hoc negotiating between administration and 

faculty, particularly the president and thus retains the 

environment he prefers. 
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Program review implementation reflects a po1itica1-

anarchy duality. The decoup1ed nature of the review and 

decision making process represents the anarchy perspective. 

The fact that the faculty appear largely ignorant of review 

rules and procedures also supports this frame. Conflict 

over program review is low. While conflict is also low in a 

bureaucracy, here it is more a reflection of the loose 

connection between process and decisions and the decoup1ing 

of the programs themselves. There is little reason for 

conflict over a system whose rules do not relate to 

outcomes. Additionally, each program is dealt with 

separately, which avoids the accumulation of tension or 

conflict. 
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Environment 

Community colleges are, by definition, open systems 

organizations. These institutions are expected to operate 

in partnership with the local community by addressing the 

unique needs within the local environment. The existence of 

vocational programs with federally mandated local advisory 

councils is one mechanism that reinforces the strong link 

between college and environment. The community college is 

open to its environment and invites formal and informal 

connections at all levels of the or-ganization. 

At the state level, the colleges' environmental 

vulnerability is more problematic. For some colleges there 

has been a long history of state intrusiveness. Florida is 

a state where the local institutions have been significantly 

impacted by state level policy. Urban Community College has 

experienced this pattern at both the local and state level. 

The president's emphasis on economic development and ties 

with business and industry, as well as his active 

participation at the state level in Tallahassee illustrate 

the open systems characteristics of the college. 

In its implementation of state mandated program 

review, the college has sought to open the process to local 

business and industry. Rather than exclude external forces 

from the college in the implementation of the policy, the 

college is aggressively pursuing business partnerships in 

the review process. The impact of this relationship is not 

_. __ ._-----_. --- .---_ .. -
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completely clear, due in large measure to the recency of the 

process. However, the approach does suggest the possibility 

of compartmentalization. As each program undergoes the 

review process, it is in effect a self-contained process 

linking the community and the program. Thus each program is 

buffered or sealed off from others, allowing adjustments to 

be made individually rather than by groups or across the 

institution. This loosely coupled process allows for 

response to environmental pressures without the broader 

institutionwide impact of a tightly coupled process. 

Urban community College is not a closed system 

removed from the impact of outside forces. In fact, under 

the leadership of Dr. Baker the college has been very active 

in the community and at the state level. community 

involvement manifests itself in a variety of ways. The 

college has an aggressive public relations approach locally, 

an active and successful foundation focused on fund raising, 

and it has been very active both in attracting and forming 

educational partnerships with business and industry. At the 

state level Dr. Baker has been a highly visible president, 

lobbying for college interests, and a leader in the state 

community college presidents' organization. 

Dr. Baker sees the college and the larger community 

as virtually synonymous. When queried about how information 

is disseminated, he responded with an externally focused 

answer. 



By media, television, newspapers, brochures that we 
put out, mailings that we have, news conferences 
which we hold, but I think our greatest way that we 
disseminate information is by word of mouth, by our 
constituents, our students, our employees, our 
contacts with the business communities, our 
relationship with business and industry. 
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College employees express broad agreement on the topic of 

the president and community involvement. In many instances, 

while they are critical of him as an internal administrator, 

they praise him for his vigorous pursuit of high visibility 

and a positive image for the college. They recognize and 

appreciate his fund raising skills both locally and in 

Tallahassee. One of his most vocal critics offers that "he 

has brought about recognition for the college • • • 

throughout the state, and that's good. He's been very 

responsible for a lot of funding that we've gotten, because 

he's a very good lobbyist and a good political anima1." 

Dr. cummings recognizes Dr. Baker's external skills. 

He gives him credit for his work in the community that has 

upgraded the image of the college. 

He's doing what he's supposed to be doing. He's out 
there getting funds, getting good P.R., he's working 
with the legislators to make sure that we're getting 
what we need. He's really on top of "let me go out 
there and get more money for my faculty." 

He is out there for the P.R. and "let me get the 
dollars for you. You guys do the academics. I have 
hired you because you're good. I will do what I do 
good; you do what you do good." 

The focus on community largely reflects the impact 

of the environment on the college. It cannot operate apart 

from the community, nor can it realistically avoid 
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relationships or linkages with the business community. Dr. 

Baker argues that Urban community College is a major factor 

in the economic development of the region. The college is 

mmvem~dwibhaBtva~t'bg bdsiBEge and smBmstb~sanBswesksn the 

asea. As with Metro Community College, Urban has found it 

necessary to involve itself in partnerships with industry in 

order to establish new college programs or to merely 

continue what they already have established. The new 

nuclear medicine program is the direct result of an 

agreement with local health providers to financially support 

key components of the program until it is on solid state 

funding. The purpose of the program is to ensure the 

training of needed personnel for the area. In nursing, one 

of the area hospitals is financially supporting a faculty 

position in the hope that Urban community College ADN 

students will work at their facility after graduation. 

Barry Jones, Hub nursing instructor, sees several issues 

embedded in this relationship. 

One of the hospitals is paying • • • towards a 
faculty position and it's specifically towards a 
faculty position with the intent that we will use 
their facility as a clinical agency, which is a 
creative way to help the budget, but it's also not 
without its strings attached because the hospital 
does not have a real good reputation; and it's been 
somewhat stressful working with the institution, but 
there are some people who feel that we should try 
similar techniques with other facilities because 
when you really look at it, we do an awful lot for 
the hospitals, and sometimes we don't feel like we 
get a lot back from them in the way of support. 



These linkages extend to faculty exchanges with industry 

where faculty have ~Ian opportunity to go out in industry" 

and learn first hand the skills and techniques at work in 

the private sector. 
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Environmental incursions also are reflected in the 

degree to which the state legislature has involved itself in 

the community college sector. A number of Urban 

administrators commented on the extent to which policy and 

procedure are dictated from Tallahassee. President Baker 

has been concerned about incursions at the state level and 

watched with some trepidation the emergence of the state 

Board of Community Colleges and the Division of Community 

Colleges. While he notes that "more and more state control 

is coming in, there's no question about that," he also takes 

some solace in the fact that "we're still primarily in 

control of our destiny. We're not in control of the money, 

but we're in control of what we do with that money." Other 

administrators are less sanguine about the impact of state 

government. Dr. Walters perceives that there has been a 

major shift in the state--well, I wouldn't call it a 
shift. Let's put it this way: the state 
legislature has gotten deeply involved in education 
in the state of Florida and the state legislature 
has developed a legislation that is impractical [for 
the] community college system. The CLAST, for 
example, the entry level testing that has changed 
the community colleges in the state of Florida. 

The legislative intrusions include not only CLAST, 

but mandatory placement, program review, and the Gordon 

-- --------- --
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rule. Bill Mathews suggests that the legislature has "boxed 

up the community colleges. Overall I'd say that the 

legislature is not supportive of community colleges." The 

result, according to Ms. Sherwood, is that "the political 

climate is such that nobody wants to take responsibility for 

taxing the population of the state to support the community 

college system to where it needs to be to respond to the 

growth and demand for services." 

consequently, the colleges have begun to look to the 

private sector for support. Foundation activity, grant 

writing, and lobbying are three ways colleges normally 

obtain financial assistance, but increasingly colleges like 

Urban are looking to the private sector for partnerships. 

As the college program developer, Paula Sherwood is directly 

involved in this activity and understands that the college 

requires "an up front commitment of finances from that 

particular interest group that comes to the college." There 

simply are no program development funds "unless industry is 

funding the program." Dr. Cummings sees much the same 

phenomenon at Hub Campus. Budget shortfalls have led to 

creative techniques to stretch every available resource. He 

has even contemplated developing a foundation within his 

division to obtain necessary assistance. 

Another element in the environment which affects the 

college is the Division of Community colleges. Provost Bill 

Mathews is uncertain as to the real relationship between the 
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college and the division and the relative benefits derived 

from its existence on the state political scene. While the 

division has been helpful "in lobbying for statewide 

issues," their overall benefit to Urban is unclear. "To my 

mind it's never gotten to be a real power in the process, 

but rather has been a means. It could well be that they are 

keeping us from being totally submerged." 

The college is obviously not free from impact from 

the environment. Both local and state agencies play a role 

at the college. Public and private entities affect how the 

college acts and reacts. While program review is one 

example of the impact of the environment, the question 

remains as to the full extent or impact of program review. 

Program Review 

The open and even assertive manner in which Urban 

community College embraces the local community and lobbies 

the state applies equally to the implementation of state 

mandated program review. Two years ago, the college made a 

conscious decision to alter its program review 

implementation procedures by adopting a business and 

industry review model. As designed by the state and 

implemented at Urban, the process attempts to develop and 

enhance partnerships between two-year colleges and the local 

business community. The process allows the college to 

utilize the local program advisory committee or other local 
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business representatives in order to assess program content, 

instructional resources, enrollment and admissions 

standards, student and employer follow-up, and analyses of 

faculty currency and need for inservice training or 

technical upgrade. According to the Department of 

Education, the results of such reviews 

should provide local educators with an expanded 
insight of program efficiency and the quality of the 
instruction as applied at the work place; helpful 
recommendations for program improvement; and 
continued strengthening of a local business/ 
industry/ education partnership that is meaningful 
to all parties. 

Paula Sherwood serves as the overall facilitator of 

this process at Urban. In her coordinating capacity, she 

brings together college administrative personnel'and members 

of the program's community-based advisory committees. 

According to Sherwood, 

we're using these people to act as the industry 
spokesmen to the college to tell us what we're doing 
here is still market driven, not college driven. 
• • • We look at state standards to see if the state 
standards are still what the industry standards 
should be, and if they're not we make 
recommendations to the state to delete or add tasks, 
skills in that program that should be there. 

Interestingly, the college, by adopting this 

approach, is placing greater emphasis on external business 

and industry analyses than on its internal program and 

faculty professionals. While claiming that the desire is to 

obtain greater objectivity in the analysis ("We're trying to 

get the objectivity of the advisory committee people"), the 



college delivers a message to faculty that their programs 

must serve the interests of the local business community. 
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Even in 1984, during the earliest stages of program 

review at Urban, review activity reflected the strong 

community emphasis which exists today. At that time, a 

review was conducted of the Early Childhood Education 

program. The review was designed and conducted by Dr. Ralph 

Cummings, division chair, and Dr. David Fischer, district 

director of vocational education. At the core of the review 

was the participation of a program advisory committee. 

Faculty participation was limited, however, and the primary 

decisions and recommendations made by Drs. Cummings and 

Fischer, strongly relied on community feedback. For 

example, the design of the study utilized three primary 

sources of data. The college provided the enrollment, FTE, 

program cost, tuition, and curriculum analysis. The program 

advisory committee was asked to assist in gathering 

community survey data and other qualitative measures for use 

in the review. Finally, parents with children attending the 

Center for Early Learning were asked to evaluate existing 

programs. 

The weight given to administrative and community 

input is obvious in the final study. After the initial data 

collection and analysis, the administration decided to 

recommend cancellation of a program subspecialty. The 

report mentions that "when the proposed cancellation • 
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occurred, a flood of letters was received, a majority of 

which were from employers, indicating the local need to 

provide graduates with the expertise in the ••• method." 

While the administrative inclination had been to cancel this 

part of the program, the strong community reaction led the 

administration to maintain the subspecialty with minor 

modifications. These modifications and the ultimate 

recommendations resulting from the program review were pure 

expressions of.program administrators. Again, the final 

report states, 

Dave Fischer and Ralph cummings met to examine all 
surveys, recomendations and research that had been 
obtained by the members of the Program Review 
study committee. After analyzing all the collected 
data, the following remarks and recommendations for 
each area are being made by Dave Fischer and Ralph 
Cummings. 

Urban Community College is clearly open and 

receptive to its community environment. This is equally 

true at the state level. Here the college and most notably 

Dr. Baker take a responsive, if assertive, posture with 

regard to the Division of Community Colleges, the state 

Board, and the legislature. Dr. Baker has made it a high 

priority during his presidency to maintain a high profile 

for the college in Tallahassee. The college utilizes a 

full-time employee to lobby in the state capital during the 

legislative session. Dr. Baker, however, also personally 

works on the legislators and is considered a highly visible 

and successful lobbyist. In prior years, when the community 
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college legislative effort was less coordinated, Dr. Baker 

was very successful in obtaining benefits'for Urban. with 

the recent emphasis on a united effort, he has shifted his 

efforts in this direction and has served as head of the 

statewide presidents' council. 

President Baker also encourages his staff to remain 

involved at the state level. Dr. David Fischer, Bob Becker, 

and Dr. Anne Van Appen have all remained active with 

statewide coordinating groups. This message is reinforced 

by several recent program development initiatives at the 

college. In the current state funding environment, there is 

little opportunity for the college to initiate new programs. 

This means that any new program activity is heavily reliant 

on local business support. Essentially, lithe college can't 

really respond to vocational training needs without an up

front commitment of finances from that particular interest 

group that comes to the college. So essentially we have no 

program development money, per se, unless industry is 

funding that program." As a result, Urban has entered into 

partnerships with local hospitals for the development of a 

nuclear medicine program and with the pest control operators 

for a pest control technology program. In each instance, 

the private sector has agreed to fund instructional and 

supply costs for the first two to three years. Provost 

Andrews, whose campus houses the new nuclear medicine 

program, describes how they obtained the necessary funding. 



So we just went to the hospitals and medical 
organizations here and said, "We cain't do it. We 
have the building, but we don't have the fundin' 
that we can kick this off with. • • • So they came 
up with a three-year pledge--I think about $120,000 
a year. 

Summary 
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college environmental relationships point to the 

political and anarchic nature of the organization. In the 

routine affairs of the college, there are no apparent 

boundaries between the institution and its local community. 

Urban responds to and works directly with community interest 

groups, most particularly business and industry. The 

college is quite responsive to the pressures of local 

economic development. The institution and its personnel are 

equally active in the state political arena. Urban is not a 

passive partner in the state community college system. 

Instead, the college lobbies the state to obtain what it 

needs, both in resources and in policy and process. 

Program review activities are a mixture of the 

political/evolutionary and the anarchy/adaptive frames. 

Local occupational advisory committees are active 

participants in the college implementation of the state 

program review policy. Faculty, therefore, may utilize the 

influence of these individuals to impact the college 

process. At the same time, this process allows for 

compartmentalization, thus allowing programmatic adjustments 

without collegewide impact. The college can continue its 



symbolic response to the state policy without internal 

system or collegewide repercussions. 

Conclusion 
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Urban community College's governance and decision 

making patterns represent a hybrid of the three models of 

the framework. As a complex organization, it is simply not 

possible to capture the variety within the organization in 

one organizational model. Policy implementation also 

reflects this hybrid character. As the college engages in 

the implementation of state mandated program review, we can 

identify examples of all three models of the framework. 

Goals in an educational institution are general and 

inclusive in nature so as to avoid conflict over specific 

direction. The goals at Urban are thus representative of 

higher education in general. The college exhibits multiple 

goals. However, even with general goal statements, conflict 

does emerge. Formal goal statements are primarily for 

external consumption and legitimation. They have little 

salience for internal constituents, particularly the 

faculty. While the college is actively engaged in economic 

development activity within the community, this is not 

captured in the formal goal statements, but is reflected in 

the comments and commitments of senior administrators. 

communication at the college fits all three aspects 

of the framework. The communication structure is 
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bureaucratic. However, in daily activity, communication 

demonstrates an emphasis on an informal, loosely coordinated 

flow of information across the organization. While faculty 

and administrators refer to a chain of command, both groups 

utilize a personal, individual approach to communication 

which largely circumvents the chain. The president 

reinforces the individualized and loosely connected nature 

of communication through his control of the phone system and 

the use of his Coffees with Al. The college organization 

places greater communication emphasis on individual 

influence than on structured hierarchical information 

transmittal. 

Dr. Al Baker is perceived as an autocratic 

president. He, as did his predecessors, has personalized 

power at the college. He has created a loyal cadre of close 

advisors within the senior administration. President Baker 

utilizes this power politically, both internally and 

externally. Decisions are political in nature and are 

designed to maintain the authority of the president and 

senior administration. At the middle management and faculty 

levels, decisions are negotiated. with less power to 

enforce decisions, middle managers, of necessity, negotiate 

with faculty for compliance with senior level decisions. 

In spite of a collective bargaining environment, 

rules at Urban are often dynamic. Again, the negotiating 

posture at the mid-management and faculty levels reflects 
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the fluid nature of some rules and supports the contention 

that the imposition of ,sanctions for violations is often 

arbitrary. While there is considerable frustration, 

particularly at the faculty level, their ability to 

negotiate with division administrators relieves some tension 

and keeps most conflict latent. 

Urban is an open systems organization, and, as such, 

it is constantly interacting with its environment. This 

interaction occurs at both the local and state levels. 

Locally it is focused on economic development as the 

college, primarily through the president and the provosts, 

attempts to obtain legitimacy within the community. 

'Increased dependence on local financial support is a 

secondary factor in the economic development arena. At the 

state level, the college is politically active. College 

lobbying occurs annually and is conducted by a staff 

lobbyist and directly by Dr. Baker. Environmental 

vulnerability forces Urban to be politically active at both 

the local and state levels. 

In its implementation of state mandated program 

review, Urban again exhibits hybrid organizational 

characteristics. While there are bureaucratic factors 

involved, the college operates primarily in the 

political/evolutionary and anarchy/adaptive frames. College 

program review goals are essentially decoupled from overall 

institutional goals. Faculty have little to say about 
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program review within the larger institutional context. 

communication relative to policy implementation exemplifies 

the hybrid nature of impiementation. The college exhibits 

bureaucratic characteristics in its formal communication 

links with the state. However, internally, this 

bureaucratic approach is countered by adaptive and 

evolutionary factors. Below the division level 

communication is disjointed. Program review communication 

has low issue salience for faculty in general, .and often 

even for middle management. Both levels feel little 

incentive to participate due to the decoupling of decision 

making from the state process. 

Power and decision making fit the anarchic/adaptive 

frame. Neither power nor decision making is linked to the 

state policy or process. Decisions are decoupled from the 

state process and, in fact, each program is essentially 

decoupled from every other program. Rules are poorly 

articulated and even less well understood. The decoupled 

nature of the process leaves little incentive to learn 

rules. Conflict is low due to the loosely connected nature 

of decisions, rules, and programs. 

Environmentally the college program review 

implementation resonates well with the adaptive and 

evolutionary frames in the reliance on college 

administrative efforts to impact policy at the state, 

particularly the division level, and in the use of local 
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industry advisory committees. Lobbying activities at the 

state level enable the college to impact and modify 

implementation. Modifications are also achieved through the 

use of the business and industry model where college and 

industry employees may respond to the local rather than the 

state policy agenda. 
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CHAPTER 7 

METROPOLITAN COMMUNITY COLLEGE 

Introduction 

The history of Metropolitan Community College, in 

many ways, is representative of urban, two-year colleges 

across the united states. Founded in the 1960s at the 

height of community college expansion, Metro has grown 

dramatically in the intervening two decades. with this 

growth, however, has come the problems and challenges of 

size and complexity. Economic issues, including student 

tuition, state funding, and the inevitable search for 

external sources of revenue, are persistent concerns at the 

college. As the size and nature of its population base have 

changed, so too has the internal debate over mission, goals, 

and priorities. 

Metropolitan's challenges as a local institution 

serving a dynamic community are compounded by its position 

in a state system. The college faces the dual challenge of 

addressing community concerns within both a local and a 

statewide framework. Governance and decision making, always 

complex and challenging issues in a collegiate environment, 

are all the more difficult in such a bipolar world. 



From an initial enrollment of less than 600 

students, the college now annually enrolls over 25,000 

unduplicated credit students. Enrollment growth was 

particularly dramatic in the last half of the 1980s. 
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Between 1985 and 1989, for example, enrollment increases 

exceeded 27 percent. To a great extent, this growth is 

merely a reflection of growth in the college's three-county 

service area. The college officially serves a two-county 

area, yet institutional planners include a.third county 

(Tampico) in planing parameters due to the fact that 7 

percent of the credit and 12 percent of the non-credit 

college enrollment comes from Tampico county. Over the past 

decade, the population growth in the three-county area has 

been phenomenal. The combined tri-county area has 

experienced a 15 percent population growth during the 1980s, 

and anticipates an equally dramatic growth rate through the 

remainder of this century. 

Faculty and administrators, when queried about 

changes noted in the institution, repeatedly cite growth as 

a dominant institutional factor. Growth certainly in 

numbers of students, but also in campuses and centers. Many 

college employees have been at the institution for ten to 

fifteen years. They remember when the college was a single 

campus institution, when the president resided on the only 

campus and all programs were serviced from that site. By 

the end of the 1970s, after the opening of the Montclair 
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Campus and community Campus, and with the president's move 

to a downtown office location, the entire college 

environment changed. While most of those interviewed still 

refer to the college in positive terms and speak of its 

innovative and supportive characteristics, several also 

speak of the tensions and frustrations which come from 

intercampus rivalries and issues of "turf." 

Faculty and administrators generally concur on the 

relative importance of recent growth, but often differ on 

the ability of the college to successfully meet the 

challenges of size and complexity. Growth is generally 

portrayed in positive terms. The college is characterized 

variously as aggressive, vibrant, friendly, and open with, 

according to one faculty, "almost a family setting." 

Faculty believe that their peers have grown professionally, 

that the college has a good reputation, and that the college 

is more accountable today than in years past. There is also 

a shared sense of the administrative organization as flat. 

Even those who characterize it as too flat and who actively 

lobby for the creation of a collegewide academic officer, 

describe the organization in effective, positive terms. 

However, some have a less sanguine perspective on 

the institution. These faculty and administrators speak in 

terms of power, control, and money. They share a sense of 

the organization as one where corporate values have replaced 

creativity and service, where the administration's bottom 
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line mentality drives basic institutional decisions. From 

their perspective, credit and transfer instruction take 

clear precede~ce over vocational training unless that 

training comes directly from a business and industry 

partnership. Those personnel who are disenchanged perceive 

academic excellence in less positive terms. The road to 

excellence in this view comes from economic gains and the 

encouragement of intercampus competition. The college, for 

these individuals, is a less enjoyable place to work, one in 

which there is real tension, fear, and conflict--fear which 

emanates from what one faculty member called "chain 

rattling" and from what another inferred as a "cult of 

personality" among the administration. These discordant 

views suggest a complex organization where college employees 

are activated by diverse interests and motivations. 

Organizational structure 

As the college evolved over the past two decades, so 

too has the organizational structure. Metropolitan operates 

five sessions on a year around calendar and is governed by 

an eight-person lay Board of Trustees. Members are 

appointed by the governor, and each represents one of the 

two counties within the college service area. The board 

meets monthly and is charged with the governance and policy 

making aspects of the college. It is empowered to hire and 

fire employees, including the college president, and to 



establish the college budget and calendar, within the 

guidelines of the state. 

315 

The daily operation of the college is under the 

direction of the college president. Since its founding, the 

college has had three presidents. The current chief 

executive, Charles Myers, has been at the college for six 

years. Dr. Myers arrived at the college from a college 

presidency in the upper midwest. He succeeded Alyce 

Winters, who had been at the college for fifteen years, the 

last twelve as president. winters had been active 

nationally during the latter half of her presidency, and 

most people at the college were not surprised when she chose 

to leave for a national post. 

As currently constituted, the college organization 

structure has eleven people reporting directly to the 

president (see Figure 6). Five of these individuals serve 

in a staff capacity, four as assistants to the president, 

and one as Director of Vocational Education. Two assistant 

positions are temporary, grant-funded positions filled by 

full-time, permanent faculty. The remaining six 

administrators are either vice presidents or campus 

prpvosts. One vice president position is currently filled 

by the lateral transfer of a former provost. His vacant 

provost position was then filled by the permanent lateral 

transfer of another campus provost. Among the three campus 

provosts, only one was hired by the current president, 
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ai"chough as mentioned above, one was transferred to a 

different location. 

317 

At the district level there are three vice 

presidents. The vice president for Business Affairs, Dr. 

Richard Marks, is responsible for college facilities, 

financial aid, personnel, purchasing, risk management, and 

auxiliary services such as the college bookstores. Dr. 

Howard Peck is vice president for Planning, Research, and 

Development. He is a former community Campus provost who 

was selected for his current position by Dr. Myers. Dr. 

Peck has supervisory responsibility for marketing and 

communication, computer services, admissions, grants and 

development, and institutional research. The third vice 

presidency is temporary and is filled by Dr. Luis Fernandez, 

formerly the Biggs Campus provost. He was transferred to 

the vice president of Instruction position in october, 1989, 

as part of a collegewide administrative reorganization. Dr. 

Fernandez has been aGsigned to special projects, most 

notably a special CLAST curriculum project with 'collegewide 

implications. 

Two ancillary organizations which play a 

significant role within the institution are the College 

Foundation, created to solicit and channel the area's 

private and corporate financial support of the college, and 

the College Alumni Association, which was established in 

1979. Both of these entities operate under the guidance of 
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the foundation director, who currently serves as provost of 

the Biggs Campus. His assistant director takes a major day

to-day role in foundation and alumni association activities. 

The president of Metropolitan clearly emphasizes fund

raising in both these organizations. He is proud of the 

fact that the foundation is ranked fifth nationally among 

community colleges in revenue obtained and equally pleased 

that most of that revenue comes from large corporate 

donations, not smaller individual contributors. The 

development emphasis carries over to the alumni association 

which the president hopes to make a fund-raising component 

of the college. He plans to utilize community alumni to 

train current students in the role as future alumni and to 

encourage a stronger fund-raising role for the alumni. 

At the campus level, each unit is administered by a 

provost, with the exception of the South Center in Baker, 

which is directed by a dean. The Montclair and Biggs campus 

provosts have faculty level assistants. These assistants to 

the provost are temporary staff support assignments. While 

the positions are not permanent, the incumbents have been in 

place for at least three years on each campus. When 

originally established, the Montclair campus had a dean of 

Academic Affairs and two cluster coordinators. During the 

intervening years, the administrative position in student 

affairs was eliminated, the dean reassigned, and the 

clusters were converted initially into three and now four 

... ---- .. - --- ---_ .. -



departments. The campus department chairs are full-time 

administrators. They may teach, but it is not a part of 

their contractual assignment. 
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The Biggs Campus has a similar organizational 

history. After utilizing deans for several years, the Biggs 

Campus also eliminated the student affairs position through 

a reassignment and eventually established the current 

provost structure. The Biggs Campus has always operated on 

a department basis and currently has ten departments chairs, 

as well as a director of Student Services. The provost 

meets weekly with his .administrative personnel, including 

the director of student services, the coordinator of 

learning resources, assistant to the provost, and the 

faculty senate president. Provost Sue Ellen Longview has a 

parallel group on the Montclair Campus, excluding only the 

senate president. The Community Campus provost also has 

unit administrators reporting to her, including the dean of 

the South Center and the manager of the Outland Center. 

Each campus has a faculty senate with a full set of 

officers. Members are selected annually by the full-time 

faculty on each campus. They meet monthly to discuss issues 

of importance to the campus in particular and the college in 

general. Meetings of the campus senates are open at the 

Biggs and Community campuses, but closed on the Montclair 

Campus. A collegewide faculty association, composed of the 

senate leadership from each campus, meets monthly to set 
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directions and discuss issues of common concern. This 

larger body meets with the president du~ing a part of its 

monthly meeting. Association representatives are expected 

to address items of importance to Metropolitan's nearly two 

hundred full-time faculty. The president independently 

brings items to the association. 

The president meets on a regular basis with the six 

vice presidents/provosts in what is termed the President's 

staff. The staff is clearly a presidential body. It meets 

at the behest of the president, and he controls the flow of 

the meeting. There is no set agenda. The president's aim 

is to discuss issues and arrive at a consensus among his 

staff. If consensus is not possible, the president will 

make the decision, and all members of the staff are expected 

to adhere to that decision. President Myers characterizes 

the meetings as "loose, very loose," although he is equally 

explicit in pointing out that "it's my meeting." The 

president keeps and publishes the minutes because "I want to 

be sure that we get in them what needs to be in them and 

exclude what shouldn't be in them." Provost Longview 

confirms that the president sets the tone for the meetings, 

commenting that his mood is what sets the tone. While the 

lack of a formal agenda is intended to create a sharing, 

open environment, it is clearly the president's meeting. 

Below the level of the president's staff is the 

administrative council. This body, currently chaired by the 
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Biggs Campus provost, includes all three campus provosts and 

the district vice president for Planning, Research, and 

Development. The council reports and recommends to the 

president. After discussion and deliberation, items are 

transmitted to the president for his action or review by his 

staff group. In the absence of district level positions in 

academic and student affairs, the administrative council is 

expected to play a major role in these areas of the college. 

The president has supplemented this council structure 

through the development of two new groups. These two new 

bodies, created in the fall of 1989, are designed to address 

issues of importance and relevance and report and recommend 

to the administrative council. The instructional council 

consists of all academic department heads and is chaired by 

Dr. Gordon Wessell, the Biggs Campus provost. The student 

affairs council includes student affairs professionals and 

is chaired by Provost Longview. 

Opinions vary as to the intent and effectiveness of 

this collection of councils. The president claims that this 

structure accomplishes three primary goals. It forces 

communication by placing representatives of the various 

campus units in a deliberative framework. The councils are 

also designed, according to Dr. Myers, to decentralize 

decision making and accountability. Finally, these bodies 

allow the president to avoid creating a district level 

administrative position in academic and student affairs, 
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something he assiduously opposes. While the president seems 

outwardly content with the current organizational 

arrangement, there is broad disagreement within the college. 

Provost Longview is not convinced that the councils are 

working well and is particularly concerned with the absence 

of district leadership in student affairs. She is equally 

concerned about the apparent redundancy of the council/staff 

arrangement with the same administrators reviewing issues 

first at the administrative council level, then again at the 

president's staff meetings. This procedure has occasionally 

led to the practice of bouncing issues back and forth 

between the two groups. Dr. Clark Reynolds, South Center 

dean, takes a more jaundiced view of the administrative 

council, stating simply that the council "did not work." 

While the instructional council has engendered 

enthusiastic support from the department chairs, there is 

much less enthusiasm at the senior administrative level. 

Dr. Reynolds suggests that while the councils are intended 

to move decisions to a lower level, he believes that there 

are "too many people vying to implement their ideas through 

these groups." Provost Longview, after reflecting on all the 

councils, voiced a concern, saying, "Where we're going from 

this point is not quite clear yet." 

Faculty opposition to the current council structure 

centers less on the proliferation of councils at the higher 

levels of administration than on presidential reluctance to 
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create a vice presidential-position in academic and student 

affairs. Faculty's broadly held feeling that the academic 

focus and direction of the college would be enhanced by such 

a position is countered by the president's desire to avoid 

an additional layer in the administrative hierarchy. While 

the president articulates a desire to decentralize decision 

making and claims his organizational structure enhances such 

an approach, there is strong evidence to suggest that the 

flatness of the structure and the absence of a vice 

president focuses greater decision making authority at the 

top. The result is a highly personalized and centralized 

organization in which the president is able to wield 

considerable power. 

Executive Summary 

In his recent book on colleges and universities as 

organizations, Robert Birnbaum (1988, p. xvii) notes that 

"there are no colleges or universities in the real world 

that reflect one model's characteristics all of the time." 

Metropolitan, as a real world entity, provides support for 

Birnbaum's thesis. Across the dimensions of organizational 

dynamics, it is apparent that Metropolitan represents not a 

typical bureaucracy, as so often argued in the community 

college and organizational literature, but a shifting, 

hybrid model more reflective of the dynamic elements of such 

an institution. 

._._--_._- - ------ - -------- ----------
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.f1.n inherent flaw in the portrayal of colleges as 

bureaucracies is the assumption of well-defined goals and 

technology (Cohen and March, 1974, p. 36). At Metropolitan, 

goals are clearly defined at the public, institutional 

level, but ill-defined operationally. The published goals 

of the college, in fact, may reflect less the attitudes and 

behaviors of college employees than the accepted norms for 

community colleges across the state. Additionally, the 

goals outlined by state polic~~akers for program review are 

poorly understood and weakly implemented at Metropolitan. 

As with general institutional goals, goals and behaviors 

associated with program review represent more the 

professional capacity of the individual and less the 

intentions of the state. 

Decision making and power are primarily presidential 

commodities at Metropolitan. Dr. Myers has created 

participatory structures with several councils and senates 

and the collegewide faculty association. Yet there is 

little doubt that the president has retained control over 

decision making. Dr. Myers's use of the faculty association 

in this regard is an attempt to conspicuously certify the 

status of the association vis-a-vis decision making. Thus, 

the senate is satisfied that its participation has been 

legitimized and is unlikely to challenge the ultimate 

authority of the president~ The president, and, to a lesser 

extent, the provosts, pay deference to the senates at weekly 
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and monthly meetings, while simultaneously maintaining power 

in administrative hands. A secondary factor related to 

power and decision making is the satisficing strategy of the 

president. Normally a budgeting concept, satisficing here 

implies that Dr. Myers seeks to mollify the facu1ty'by 

giving them enough to avoid trouble or avoid faculty unrest 

(Wi1davsky, 1984, pp. 12-13). Faculty have been given 

several significant raises and other desirable commodities 

in an attempt to provide them a level of support sufficient 

to keep them satisfied with the current leadership. 

Rules are not emphasized at Metropolitan. While 

formal written policies, rules, and regulations exist, there 

is frequently a fluidity to their enforcement. As in the 

area of decision making, limited demands for compliance by 

the administration is the quid pro quo for greater 

administrative freedom of action. The allocation of 

resources, particularly resulting from the college's annual 

productivity report, serves as a sUbstitute for authority 

through rules, orders, and supervision. Compliance, in 

other words, is obtained through negotiations for resource 

allocation. 

Administrative s~rategies of satisficing and 

deference to the faculty senates minimizes overt conflict. 

However, when conflicts emerge, the president, in an attempt 

to stimulate what he considers aggressiveness and 

creativity, actually encourages these conflicts. To Dr. 

-------- ---------



Myers, conflict is merely a form of competition. As a 

result, provosts find themselves competing as leaders of 

semi-autonomous campuses, while their respective programs 

compete for closely-held resources. 
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Program review decisions are largely decoupled from 

the state mandated policy and process. Decision making 

power rests with the president and a few advisors, including 

the director of vocational education. Conflict over program 

review is limited and has only emerged in cases of program 

elimination. Programs are loosely connected with one 

another, thus allowing the administration to treat each 

program individually. Resources are crucial to the survival 

of programs, and the internal allocation of resources can 

determine their success or failure. 

communication, or "the exchange of information and 

the transmission of meaning" (Katz and Kahn, 1966, p. 223) 

receives considerable attention at Metropolitan. Again, the 

president makes strong efforts to maintain a variety of 

information links with various sectors of the college. In 

addition to formal communication networks, Dr. Myers 

diligently seeks to penetrate the institution's subsystems 

and to monitor communication among and between these 

systems. Visiting the faculty senate, trial balloons, 

management by walking around, are all vehicles which 

increase the flow of information to the top. Through the 

astute use of multiple communication channels, the president 



is able to maintain presidential hegemony over the 

institution. 
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Program review information is generally only 

communicated through one source, Terrance Stephens. The 

reliance on this single source and the loose connection 

between decision making and program review makes the receipt 

and comprehension of program review information highly 

problematic. 

Metropolitan is an open systems institution. The 

college invites contact with the local community in several 

ways. Metropolitan is actively engaged in numerous college

business partnerships which deliver instruction to employers 

in a manner compatible with the mission of both 

organizations. The college foundation aggressively works on 

the business community to raise private funds for numerous 

college initiatives. An active alumni association works to 

develop ever closer relations between the community and the 

college. College occupational programs meet regularly with 

local citizen advisory groups to obtain program specific 

recommendations which often translate into internal 

programmatic changes. 

At the state level the college is also actively 

engaged in a relationship of mutual influence and 

cooptation. The state, through its control over funding and 

an intrusive legislature, frequently mandates specific 

behaviors from local community colleges. Program review is 
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an example of the impact of state policy on local 

institutions. On the other hand, Metropolitan also works to 

reduce the impact of such state intrusiveness. Lobbying by 

key college personnel and attempts to co-opt policy and 

process through active participation in the drafting of 

regulations are examples of reactions at Metropolitan. 

Ultimately, when these strategies are not totally 

successful, the college reacts by decoup1ing state policy 

implementation from internal activity, specifically decision 

making. 



Goals 

"We all quote the boilerplate language." 

--President Myers 
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The symbolic nature of goals at Metropolitan 

community college is reflected in President Myers's 

suggestion that "we all quote the boilerplate language." 

The published mission and goals language reflects the broad 

and inclusive nature of two-year colleges. Metro's mission 

is to "provide comprehensive postsecondary education and 

lifelong learning opportunities that foster individual 

growth and development." In order to actualize this 

mission, the college delineates a series of principles, 

objectives, and functions which are expected to guide the 

operation of the college. 

While the president claims that "we all quote" this 

language, the faculty and administrators do not all utilize 

the same language nor cite the same goals. The president, 

when he specifies his vision of the goals, reflects his 

priorities and his sense of reality. At all levels of the 

organization faculty and administrators reflect more of 

their own role and responsibilities in their versions of 

goal statements. 

The mission of the contemporary community college is 

by design highly inclusive. Over the past thirty years, 

these colleges have assumed at least symbolic responsibility 



for a growing number of educationally related activities 

deemed valuable to the community. continuing education, 

community services, economic development, literacy, 

transfer, direct employment training, and developmental 

education are representative of the specific activities 

encompassed by the broad community college mission. , 

Metropolitan's mission statement adheres to this 

inclusive approach and promises to "provide comprehensive 
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postsecondary education and lifelong learning opportunities 

that foster individual growth and community development." 

In order to actualize this mission, the college delineates a 

series of principles, objectives, and functions which are 

expected to guide the operation of the college. Beyond five 

very global guiding principles that, as the college states, 

fit within the larger state principles, as defined by the 

state legislature, the college catalog identifies several 

key activities. Essentially Metropolitan is committed to 

(1) the preparation of transfer students after completion of 

the Associate in Arts degree; (2) the preparation of 

students for gainful employment after completion of the 

Associate in science degree; (3) services to meet the 

continuing education needs of the community as they address 

community needs in vocational training, cultural and 

recreational activities and professional skills upgrade; 

(4) the provision of personal, academic, and career guidance 

and counseling; (5) the provision of developmental programs; 



(6) the pr~vision of cultural, recreational, and personal 

improvement programs; (7) the provision ~f educational 
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leadership in instruction, research and in curriculum; and 

(8) serve as a cultural center for the community. The 

college articulates its six major roles and functions as: 

(1) transfer, (2) career education, (3) .community service, 

(4) general education, (5) counseling, and 

(6) developmental. 

Dr. Myers, as president, is expected to clearly 

articulate the goals of the institution as well as to ensure 

that college resources support those articulated goals. 

Despite the long list of principles, objectives, and 

functions as published by the college, the president limits 

himself to four distinct institutional goals. First is the 

A.A. transfer function, perhaps driven by the fact that 87 

percent of the credit hours generated at the college are in 

the A.A. area. Second in importance is technical education. 

However, the president's emphasis here is on business and 

industry partnerships. As he elaborates, 

• • • so there is very little emphasis on technical 
education--though it's growing in this area, but 
it's growing more--and that would be the second 
mission--service to business and industry in 
technical education in terms of partnerships as 
opposed to simply A.S. degree programs. 

The president illustrates his point by describing some 

specific industry initiatives: 

It's very difficult to start an A.S. program 
nowadays with the monies, etc., but what we find is 



that we can work well with industry, and we found 
that true in allied health. We're about to sign on 
five programs at Central Medical Center, everything 
from nuclear medicine, sonography, rad tech, 
pharmacy tech, which we are dropping as a program 
at the college but picking up as a hospital-based. 
• • • So the need to the community is still being 
met, but we're doing it in a much more economic, 
feasible way. 
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Third on the presidential priority list is remedial 

or college prep instruction. Lastly, the president includes 

continuing education as an additional major component for 

the college. Here again, linkages with business are the 

major emphases. According to Dr. Myers, "Continuing ed is a 

big business with us. While it does not near pay for 

itself, we do have about 30,000 students engaged in non-

credit offerings. A lot of them are on-site • --we're 

allover the place." 

Dr. Richard Emerson, assistant to the president, 

seems closest to the president in terms of goals, listing 

the A.A. and A.S. degrees as critically important, followed 

closely by economic development and business and industry 

linkages. Dr. Emerson's framework is the broadest among his 

colleagues, allowing the college to do "everything that 

makes sense." He believes that the college ought to do as 

much as it can do within the overarching limits of time and 

resources. 

And I think what we try to do is everything that 
makes sense within the scope of the mission--we're 
always deep into the basic programs, A.A. and the 
A.S. programs. We probably do more than anybody 
else in continuing education or supplemental. • • • 

- ._-- ... -.. - ... _ .. __ ._-------



But we're heading more and more into economic 
development and some of those things and contract 
type of employment, educational programs with 
business and industry. I guess we're in the area of 
our mission that you can get as far as we have the 
time and resources to do it. 

333 

While Dr. Emerson comes the closest to reflecting the goals 

of the president, the campus provosts only share an emphasis 

on the transfer degree. 

Provost Sue Ellen Longview links the A.A. transfer 

degree to academic excellence in general and in improved 

CLAST scores in particular. Dr. Longview's logic is simple. 

If academic excellence is the goal and students cannot 

obtain the A.A. without passing CLAST, then CLAST becomes 

the highest priority. As she states: 

Tied to that is our goal in improving CLAST scores 
for our students, which, of course, there's always 
a concern that Metropolitan be seen as doing a good 
job in those. CLAST scores, whether it's correct or 
not, have been used as a measure of that by lots of 
folks, including our legislature. 

Dr. Longview's Biggs Campus counterpart, Dr. Gordon 

Wessell, shares the president's commitment to the A.A. 

degree but chooses to emphasize, for the Biggs Campus at 

least, if not for the college as a whole, traditional values 

over the attainment of the degree itself. He stresses the 

importance of a collegiate image, of high standards, and the 

need to attract better students. 

Dr. Howard Peck, vice president for Planning, 

Research, and Development, emphasizes different goals, or 

slightly different interpretations of the same goals. Dr. 
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Peck, for example, produces a completely unique set of-goals 

which do not directly connect with either those elaborated 

at the institutional level or the presidential level. In 

priority order, Dr. Peck lists the goals as: (1) excellence 

in education; (2) quality staff; (3) comprehensive student 

services program; (4) external funding; (5) articulation 

with schools and colleges; (5) marketing; (6) economic 

development; and (7) management systems and management 

information procedures. In elaborating these goals, he 

indicated that the investment of $450,000 in new staff 

positions, particularly new instructional positions, is 

evidence of a firm commitment to the goals of the college: 

I haven't broken it down this way, but anyhow, the 
bulk of the money was spent on instructional 
positions and very few new positions were approved 
in other areas. For example, the only other areas 
were Richard Marks's area and my area, and there 
were only three positions and most of them were 
lower level positions. 

While Dr. Peck has the most distinctive list, one 

which tangentially connects with the president, it is 

interesting to note that none of the president's staff 

mentioned the role of college prep, although the president 

took pains to mention its growing importance to the college 

as a whole. It simply did not appear within the context of 

their institutional goals. In fact, only one other 

individual acknowledged college prep or the remedial 

function as did the president. 
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Once you leave the limited confines of the 

president's staff, the goals of the college are defined even 

more diversely and differentially. Faculty, staff, and 

administrators include such diverse goals as lifelong 

learning, job placement, a productive citizenry, 

international exposure, innovation, retention, the open 

door, serving nontraditional or nonelite students, a 

collegiate image, and adaptability. What emerges from these 

interviews is a broad and eclectic list of laudable goals 

for any community cOllege. What does not emerge is a clear, 

consistent message that all segments of the college 

community understand, accept, or acknowledge the goals of 

the college as delineated either by the public documents 

(e.g., the catalog) or by the college president. 

Looking at the issue in a different way, the A.A./ 

transfer function is clearly the number one goal for the 

president. Fourteen other individuals included these two on 

their list, although not all fourteen agreed it is the 

highest priority. Conversely, as mentioned earlier, only 

one other respondent considered the president's third 

priority (remediation) significant enough to mention. 

However you delineate the goals, significant goal 

disparity is apparent across the college. For example, 

utilizing a breakdown by economic terminology, nine 

administrators believe economic activity an important goal, 

while only five faculty concur. One additional faculty 



member agrees that economic factors are important in the 

college's goals, but sees them as a negative for the 
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college. June McKeon, a Biggs Campus faculty member, argues 

that 

they are out actively seeking the help of business 
and industry, and I can understand that 
economically, but it concerns [me] as an instructor 
that as part of the educational process I think 
we're putting a little too much emphasis on money 
and what makes money for Metropolitan rather than 
excellence in education •••• How many grants have 
you written? How much money will this bring in? 
What can we do to get into partnership with big 
business so we can get some more money? The only 
thing I see them worrying about educationally-wise 
for the A.A. people is whether they can pass the 
CLAST test. • • • When Dr. Myers came on the 
scene, I feel it changed more toward wooing big 
business and getting more money. 

Ms. McKeon's observation is illustrative of a wide gap 

between administrators and faculty on economic development. 

Focusing exclusively on the economic development issue, the 

administrator/faculty disparity expands. six times as many 

administrators as faculty see the goals of the college in 

specific economic development terms. 

Open access, generally considered to be the 

cornerstone of the community college's mission, is mentioned 

only by two individuals, while a like number see service to 

nontraditional students as a significant college goal. Ray 

Irwin, Montclair Campus faculty member, sees an inherent 

tension between the seemingly conflicting goals of open 

access and high quality. Responding to a direct question 

about college goals, he responded: 



The stated ones or the unstated ones? There's the 
talk about--there's a big problem, and it's not just 
community colleges--it's everywhere in education, 
which is how to do your job as an educator and how 
to be completely' open door and how to also meet 
social and human needs. We're doing kind of a half
assed job at both sometimes, I think. And the 
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reason I guess that that happens is that I think 
there's a lot more attention to money than needs to 
be. • • • Metropolitan is trying to, as many community 
colleges are trying to drag along with one foot on 
each side of that fence which says yes, we're 
completely open door and yes, excellence in 
education, and not willing to make a commitment or 
even to face the fence. 

Ironically, if one takes the eight goals as 

specified by Vice President Peck as integral to the college 

planning, only two areas--excellence and economic 

development--are mentioned specifically by any other 

individuals. Information systems, marketing, articulation, 

external funding, comprehensive student services, and 

quality staff fail to appear in any other description. 

From an administrative perspective, there appears to 

be a breakdown among/between two categories. Looking at 

middle management, those below the Administrative Council 

level, there appears to be a polarization by background and 

area of responsibility. Those with vocational 

responsibility are most likely to see vocationally related 

goals as important, while those in academic areas tend to 

the transfer perspective. At the senior administrative 

level, there is a strong bias toward the A.A./transfer 

function across the board, without exception. 
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Among faculty, much the same results appear. 

Academic faculty are virtually unanimous in their adherence 

to the transfer function, while vocational faculty are much 

more likely to include training, community needs, and 

employment in their goal orientation. Carolyn Clemens, on 

the Biggs Campus, for example, is clear in her 

prioritization. She feel.s Metropolitan should "make sure 

they [students] are productive, competent, observant, and 

employable. [Metropolitan should] provide manpower to the 

service area; I think it's our primary goal." Another 

occupational faculty member, while emphasizing the 

importance of training to meet the needs of light and heavy 

industry, also was pragmatic enough to recognize that the 

emphasis on academic or occupational "varies from 

administrator to administrator, depending upon their 

interest in that." 

Program Review 

At the administrative level, program review goals 

are seen in two ways. First, most senior administrators 

believe the state mandate is primarily aimed at funding and 

acco~ntability. Second, administrators are consistent in 

their belief that the college can and does effectively 

analyze its own programs on a regular basis. They, in 

essence, question the value of state level review of local 

programs. Dr. Myers, while noting that he stays out of the 
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routine program review activities of the college, focuses 

his attention at the state level~ While Myers is unsure 

what the state does with the data it collects, he does link 

it to PEPC and the reporting which goes to the legislature: 

PEPC will conduct the study, forward the 
recommendations to the state Board of community 
Colleges who will look at them, the Board of Regents 
will look, and the legislature will look at them, 
and if necessary, legislation will be enacted ••• 
hopefully in a lot less scope than the studies, 
because the idea is not for them to be prescriptive, 
and they can be. 

The president believes that the goals of program 

review can be addressed as well or better by the college 

than the state. The college, according to Dr. Myers, 

analyzes programs and services on a regular basis, and as a 

result, "We could probably do it ourselves, but I don't mind 

having it done at the state level because we know about the 

problem before they do." While the state studies programs 

cyclically, .Metropolitan analyzes them "on a need basis so 

we do not wait for a program review." 

While state mandated program review now covers both 

A.A. and A.S. programs, its early emphasis on the vocational 

A.S. programs led President Myers to assign Terrance Stephens, 

director of Vocational Education, the primary responsibility 

for college implementation. Mr. Stephens concurs with other 

administrative colleagues that accountability is the key 

goal for the state. He also recognizes that the state is 

anxious to see that college programs meet state guidelines 
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and meet statewide standards. In his view, "It provides us 

with a means of review of curriculum to be sure that we're 

offering what we say we're supposed to be offering and that 

it meets the curriculum framework guidelines set by the 

state." 

While he recogni'zes the state's goals, he is also 

concerned about the process, in particular noting that 

legislators may not understand all the components and 

implications of program review. While the college can 

recognize the anomalies within the system and make the 

necessary adjustments, legislators may not be as aware of 

these subtleties. Distortions and misunderstandings can 

result, for example, from discipline data which is applied 

too generally and thus is "not relevant enough" for specific 

programs. These problems can be remedied at the college 

level, but it "means we have to get the data together 

ourselves." 

While Provost Longview thinks the review policy has 

helped the college with the legislature, particularly in 

obtaining funds after statewide Level III reviews, she also 

recognizes that the real focus should be local. Ideally, 

according to the provost, reviews should not have to be done 

for the state. However, recognizing that the legislature is 

such a key component within the state system, she believes 

that the review mandate forces the college to have better 

data and ultimately improves the college's position with the 

-- ------.---- -------- --- ------------
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legislature. While program review is a lot of work at the 

institutional level, it "has been very good because review 

data and reports go ultimately from the state to the 

legislature." 

While the college administration espouses an 

accountability and funding perspective, faculty tend to 

focus on statewide program comparisons and standardization. 

Nancy Felix, formerly a full-time economics instructor, 

believes that the implementation of program review is aimed 

at program standardization to ensure that instructional 

programs are addressing local and state needs. David 

Brophy, a Biggs Campus vocational faculty member, shares Dr. 

Felix's perspective. He is concerned that the legislature's 

desire to standardize and look at statewide data may be 

forcing the state to create artificial data. He believes 

that the state review framework produces data which fits 

that framework, while at the same time d~storting real 

issues at the local, program level. Vice President Luis 

Fernandez also sees limits in the model, particularly with 

smaller programs. While it is valuable for state 

comparison, the college already knows what is happening in 

small programs. They are so visible that "we couldn't miss 

it... It is more valuable in larger programs where issues 

might not be so easily identified. 

While some college personnel haye a clear perception 

of the goals of program review, others are less precise. 
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Dr. Clark Reynolds, when queried about the goals of the 

state program review policy, ventured a quess that program 

review was essentially designed to ensure that programs are 

meeting advisory committee desires and A.S. program goals. 

However, Dean Reynolds noted overall that 

I don't really get involved with nor do I hear a lot 
of people talking about the importance of program 
review in A.S. degrees. Either we're doing things 
well or it's just not that high a priority at the 
college. Perhaps if we were in serious trouble it 
would be a bigger issue. 

Louis McFall, an arts and sciences faculty, was even 

more tentative, noting, "I don't even know the 1anquage, but 

I'm sure it will be lofty." He felt that the state policy 

on CLAST was a more likely candidate for local college 

concern. Jack Warfield, one of Dr. McFall's Biggs Campus 

colleagues, sees program review's goal to eliminate 

programs, while noting that program review has not been 

presented as such: 

I'm drawing that conclusion having seen June 
[McKeon, Pharmacy Tech] go through this, and I'm 
drawing the conclusion because there are stopping 
points that they have along the review process that 
we as a college could decide to step in at that 
point and make a change and then allow the program 
to grow, or we as a college could go ahead and 
allow it to continue down the tubes. So it appears 
as if the mechanisms used for administration to 
make that decision of cutting the program out. If 
it's not going hot and heavy, let's just get rid of 
it. If we have to support it financially with 
anything more, let's just get rid of it. 
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Summary 

Metropolitan exemplifies the goal disparity found in 

most educational enterprises. President Myers's claim 

notwithstanding, faculty and administrators do not cite the 

standard "boilerplate" language on college goals. They more 

accurately reflect their professional allegiances rather 

than the standardized public utterances published by the 

college. 

The symbolic nature of institutional goals 

represents its inherent political nature. The public 

representation of clear and consistent goals provides a 

sense of stability and consistency to the environment, while 

simultaneously allowing for the existence of diverse and 

even conflicting internal goals. By avoiding strict 

adherence to its public image, the college avoids the 

emergence of overt conflict over college goals. Tension, at 

least latent tension, exists within the college over the 

appropriate direction and emphasis for Metro. By allowing 

these ambiguous goals to coexist, the college avoids 

conflict over the diversity of interests. 

Goals at Metropolitan Community College reflect the 

political and anarchic nature of the organization. The 

existence of global institutional goal statements which are 

loosely connected to various subunit agendas reflects the 

complex nonbureaucratic nature of the college. This is 

reflected in the apparent external orientation of the 
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college goal statement, the absence of economic development 

as a stated college goal, and the discontinuity between and 

among institutional subgroups over institutional goals and 

priorities. 

The college goal statements are primarily for 

external consumption. There is little to indicate that 

individuals within the organization are aware of college 

goal statements. The college institutional effectiveness 

process has placed an emphasis on articulating specific 

goals, yet few, if any, faculty or administrators are aware 

of or can articulate these goals. 

Economic development activity at Metropolitan 

reflects the disparity among goals, activity, and consensus. 

While this is not recognized in the official goal 

statements, it is a major college effort. In addition, 

there are significant indications that internal constituents 

are not supportive of the economic development emphasis. 

Clearly there are multiple agendas at the college and some 

disharmony over direction. 

This disharmony or incongruence is apparent, as 

well, in the emphasis placed on traditional community 

college values, access, and equity. Faculty at the college 

give little attention to these factors, even less than the 

president in most cases. Faculty, instead, focus primarily 

on transfer and excellence. While these are incorporated 
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into the broader college goals, it·is clear that there is no 

goal consensus at Metro. 

The goals of program review also represent the 

political and anarchic perspective. As the various 

constituencies in the college articulate the goals of 

program review, they reflect their unique perspective. 

Administrators are more likely to parrot the state goals, 

while faculty respond in a more threatened manner, 

suggesting that the state goal in program review 

implementation is standardization. As the college 

implements the policy, it decouples the expressed goals from 

the process. In fact, the perceived state goals of funding, 

accountability, and standardization become productivity at 

the local level, reflecting more the street level interests 

of the college administration and less the state or system 

goals. 

----- ---- ._. __ ._. 



Communication 

"I govern a structure such that it forces 
communication." 

--President Myers 
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Patterns of communication at Metropolitan Community 

College reflect a centralized, top down orientation. While 

President Myers asserts that he "forces communication," it 

is more accurate to emphasize his desire and ability to 

manage communication. In order to accomplish his goals as 

president, Dr. Myers utilizes a variety of formal and 

informal mechanisms to manage the dissemination of 

information at the college. As a result, communication 

networks at Metro are far more complex than the formal 

organization structure would imply. Three essential methods 

are used to foster institutional communication. The formal 

link is the President's staff. This body includes the six 

vice president and provost positions. It meets at the 

behest of the president, and he controls the flow of the 

meeting. There is no set agenda. The aim is to discuss 

issues and arrive at consensus among the members. Below the 

President's staff there are secondary and tertiary 

interlinked councils which also are expected to enhance the 

flow of communication up and down the organization. 

While the formal link is through these councils to 

key staff and department chairs and then to the faculty, 
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there are also two less formal mechanisms which are central 

to communication and decision making at the college and 

which are actively utilized by the president. First is the 

faculty association. The association is at the center of 

the president's communication strategy. While the senate 

does not appear in the formal organization chart, it is 

clearly used as a major communication arena by the 

president. Through the skillful manipulation of the 

association, Dr. Myers endeavors to manage the flow of 

information in a manner which supports his agenda. This 

technique has enabled the president to mold faculty opinion 

and monitor faculty attitudes. 

Finally, Dr. Myers also makes careful use of such 

informal communication devices as the grapevine and "trial 

balloons." This approach ultimately produces 

personalization of communication within the organization. 

Faculty and administrators alike have learned that the less 

formal, more personalistic approach to communication is 

crucial within the college. One's ability to impact 

behavior and decisions, therefore, has become more a matter 

of who and what you know, rather than position in the 

organizational hierarchy. Through these various devices, 

the president is able to manipulate the flow of critical 

information as a way of maintaining administrative control 

of the college. Dr. Richard Emerson, one of the president's 



closest advisors and a longtime employee of the college, 

identifies these various formal and informal mechanisms. 

There are all the normal mechanisms, [however] • • • 
by and large it is through the president's staff 
down through the provost to department chair down to 
the vice presidents to their people. Another method 
is the faculty association officers. Then there is 
always the grapevine. 
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In the formal aspects of the communication system, 

President Myers takes care to ensure that the correct tone 

is kept. The publication and dissemination of meeting 

minutes is generally viewed by college person~el as an 

important part of the formal communication system. 

Administrators, department chairs, and faculty all consider 

access to these minutes an important source of information. 

Aware that the formal mechanism is widely used, the 

president takes personal control over these minutes. 

We try to keep staff well-informed, and that's sort 
of a cardinal rule here. No surprises. So, it's 
[President's Staff meeting] loose, loose, very 
loose, but it seems to work, and I keep minutes and 
I publish the minutes. I do that for a couple of 
reasons. One, it's my meeting, but, two, I want to 
be sure that we get in them what needs to be in them 
and exclude what shouldn't be in them. 

Howard Peck, vice president of Planning, Research, 

and Development, also refers to the litany of minutes and 

bulletins that play an important role in a communication 

system that transmits information both vertically and 

horizontally. Dr. Peck emphasizes the participatory nature 

of the organization which he feels results from a flat 

rather than a hierarchical structure. There is a "good flow 



of information up and down the organization and 

horizontally." 
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For faculty, communication falls pretty much into 

the same categories. The formal lines of communication are 

in place to move information up and down the organization. 

Most faculty not only know the formal channels, but they 

refer to them with a clear sense of the relationships and 

the order. Faculty understand that access to information 

organizationally is through minutes, bulletins, departmental 

meetings, and the faculty senate. 

One of the key ingredients in the communication flow 

at Metropolitan is the faculty senate. Whether it is the 

president, senior staff, or a faculty member talking, all 

tend to agree that the senate is an integral part of the 

communication process at the college. The faculty senate 

has been active at Metropolitan for many years. During the 

tenure of Dr. Myers's predecessor, the senate was viewed by 

some as an intermediate step on the path to collective 

bargaining. Faculty unions are legal in Florida, and 

several community colleges' faculties are o~ganized. In the 

early 1980s there was serious administrative concern over 

the emerging strength of the united Faculty of Florida (UFF) 

chapter at Metropolitan. When Dr. Myers arrived in the mid-

1980s, having come from a unionized environment, he was 

sensitive to the dynamics of faculty unions. While, as he 

states, he is not afraid of unions, he clearly attempted 
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to reduce the likelihood of unionization at the 

college. He realized that communication was a central 

deterrent to the success of unionization. As a result, 

President Myers consciously developed a strategy to reduce 

the potential for unionization by co-opting the key linkages 

in the college communication system. 

As noted earlier, each campus has a faculty senate 

selected by the full-time faculty on that campus. The 

senators meet monthly to review items of interest and 

importance to the faculty. On the Biggs Campus, minutes are 

kept and are published through the provost's office. The 

provost attends the campus senate meetings as a guest and 

reports to the assemblage on items of interest or importance 

to both parties. The various campus senate officers join 

together monthly as the college faculty association. The 

association addresses issues raised on each campus. 

central committee works directly with the president. 

This 

Each 

meeting is attended by the president, and issues are raised 

by both sides. Minutes are kept and disseminated. The 

president, as is the case with his staff minutes, reviews 

the draft of the minutes prior to final distribution and 

retains the right to modify them if he so desires. Dr. 

Myers views his relationship with the senate as a 

communication device. He has created various administrative 

councils to "force communication," and he relates to the 

association in much the same way. 
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Thomas Madagan, a Biggs Campus senator who is 

otherwise very sanguine about the relationship between the 

president and the association, does wonder about his overall 

influence: 

sometimes I wonder if he has almost a little bit 
too much influence that way. For instance, • • • 
it's been a longstanding practice before we 
disseminate the minutes, he approves them, or he 
reads them. [He] does't want to be misquoted or 
have a different tone than he wanted it to have. 

Magadan's association colleages are aware of the president's 

influence but have made a conscious decision to trade 

control of their minutes for a good working relationship 

with Dr. Myers. Mr. Madagan, in fact, has raised the issue 

of undue presidential influence over the association, 

but they feel that overall, the good working 
relationship we have with him and the fact that he's 
willing to give us so much time and he wants our 
input is so valuable that it's a beneficial trade
off. And the same thing is true with the provost on 
each campus. 

Mary victor, the senate president on the Biggs 

Campus meets with the provost regularly to deal with issues 

of mutual concern. She views the senate "as kind of a 

buffer" between faculty and administration. 

I'm in a wonderful position right now. As 
president, I do meet with our provost a week before 
our senate meetings and talk about different issues 
that I've heard through the grapevine and also he 
likewise does the same with me, which I really 
appreciate. He doesn't have to do that. And issues 
can be taken that way. They can be taken to a 
faculty senate which serves as kind of a buffer. 
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Ms. victor views limiting factors for the senate as a lack 

of broad awareness by the faculty of the senate and its 

ability to act as a buffer. The significance of this issue 

is reinforced by the senate's desir~ to develop a 

collegewide campaign to increase faculty awareness. This 

project is jointly sponsored by the administration and the 

campus senates. As Mary victor notes, the new Biggs Campus 

provost is helping to open these lines by walking about the 

campus soliciting concerns. He also has instituted a 

suggestion box. The senate regularly reviews comments and 

concerns coming from the boxes. 

As part of his overall communication strategy, 

President Myers has made it a high priority to provide the 

faculty with those things which seem to be uppermost on 

their priority list. Clark Reynolds, South Campus dean, 

believes that the president is simply pragmatic when it 

comes to faculty interests. 

The president realizes that the faculty is and can 
be a very strong power in the community college and 
in any institution • • • and therefore by making 
sure that he communicates with the leadership and 
addresses the needs that they present, when 
possible, that • • • the inclination to want to 
rebel and unionize is going to be diminished. 

In doing this, he has, according to Richard Emerson, 

assistant to the president, taken a bad morale situation and 

created a more positive environment. Faculty, Dr. Emerson 

agrees, now believe he has their best interests at heart. 

Two items stand out as key factors in bringing this about. 
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The first is salary, followed closely by the resolution of a 

longstanding salary/loading dispute. 

From my perspective the morale is significantly-
there are always gonna be people unhappy, but I 
think by and large the morale is good. I can't 
help but believe that the faculty believe that he 
has their best interest at heart. He has told them 
• • • his goal is to make them the best paid 
faculty in the state of Florida [and] • • • as long 
as I keep bringing it in he'll spend it. 

Dr. Emerson observes that in the latter stages of 

Myers's predecessor's tenure, the faculty was moving rapidly 

toward a union election. One of the major issues surrounded 

the possible carryover of excess faculty load hours from 

one session to another, thus allowing faculty to bank extra 

hours and obtain some paid time off. When Dr. Myers 

arrived, he immediately recognized the "political" gains 

which could be obtained through a concession to faculty 

interests in the area. Within a few months, President Myers 

accepted the faculty position and agreed to institute a 

carryover process. Once the issue was resolved, Dr. Emerson 

notes that "morale just went back up." 

Metropolitan's faculty are certainly aware of Dr. 

Myers's attention but differ on his motivation. Dr. Roger 

Evans, an arts and sciences faculty member who has been 

involved at various levels of the organization, puts it 

quite bluntly: 

I sense that one of his major goals is to keep the 
lid on faculty--not let them get pissed off, not let 
them get out of control, not let them crank up the 
union again, that kind of thing. Placate them, 



satisfy their needs. The best way to do that is to 
tend to them and show them that their input makes a 
difference. 
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Dr. Evans goes on to delineate the specific ways in which 

the president has done this. Dr. Myers, he says, has 

"dispensed with the sham that faculty have input [in 

budget], and I think he's been given a lot of credit for not 

just bullshitting faculty. Alyce Winters thought she was 

doing something participative, and really what she was doing 

was making everybody mad." Dr. Myers has replaced the 

"sham" with faculty association participation in his agenda. 

This agenda includes reducing the number of standing 

committees, revision of the tenure policy, and faculty 

evaluation. To get faculty to accept this agenda, he moved 

quickly to resolve the longstanding load hour dispute 

mentioned earlier. By resolving this one issue, he undercut 

years of ill will and impressed faculty that he cared. To 

Evans, "He saw it as a way to get faculty on his side." 

Even the president's critics agree that he has successfully 

used the salary issue to ameliorate faculty concerns. 

Sally Maitland, assistant to the Montclair Campus 

provost, a faculty member and former senate officer, 

reinforces both the notion of presidential commitment to 

faculty interests and the underlying presidential 

motivation. Maitland contends that when Myers arrived, 

"short of giving away the store, he was going to do what he 

needed to do to be successful in working with the faculty." 



355 

coming from a unionized' faculty environment and recognizing 

the power of an organized faculty, the president was 

determined to defuse any potential faculty issues. 

I think the most vocal people at this institution 
and the ones who are the most likely to go out and 
do things and to create the most tu~oil--and I'm 
looking at historically--it bas been the faculty 
and the threat of unionization. I think if I had 
to pick a thing that is most dramatically 
different, aside from the emphasis dollar-wise on 
instruction versus instructional support, it would 
have to be that in the Myers era, he has gone to 
great lengths to see that faculty needs are being 
addressed. • • • So in the course of just a few 
months, really, the major issues that had been 
frustrating faculty for years, he managed to work 
out compromises where it all got taken care of. 
And he's kind of been on a modified honeymoon with 
the faculty ever since. 

While the campus senates and district association 

have served as an important communication link for the 

president, other levels of the organization are less 

sanguine about senate influence. At the department chair 

level where concern for information is great, chairs 

sometimes feel left out of the communication link between 

faculty and the senior administration. Edward Thompson, 

department chair o~ the Montclair Campus, feels that while 

"we get information through staff meetings, there's a weak 

link in terms of faculty association information getting to 

us. We don't go to faculty association meetings •••• 

sometim~s that comes a little late, the faculty association 

information." Referencing the recent creation of councils, 

Thompson adds, "I hope that this change will foster 
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communication. ,We really need that. The department chairs 

are the ones who really feel that. We're the ones who have 

to battle it out, or it's not considered important enough 

for someone else to battle it out." Even Richard Emerson is 

aware of the sense of frustration. 

The department chairs get frustrated because the 
faculty will know what's gonna happen before the 
department chairmen do because he keeps the [faculty 
association] president so well informed that it's 
direct there, and by the time it goes to the 
provost, folks that are down--faculty already know 
about it. 

The final ingredient in the president's 

communication strategy is access to the grapevine. The 

president has created a personal level of communication 

almost from the inception of his administrative tenure. 

According to Dr. Richard Emerson, Dr. Myers went out from 

the very first day and met with faculty one on one in their 

offices to ascertain their views and to find out what the 

major issues were. "I told him to carry a piece of paper 

and write down everything he heard, and he's done that ... 

Since that initial effort, he has maintained this personal 

strategy. 

He dips down wherever he feels like he needs to go. 
It's all very unofficial, but in his own way he 
finds out whatever he wants to know. I don't think 
he relies entirely on his staff because he has 
developed a comfortable enough relationship with all 
the employees. I think that he deals with that; he 
can dip right on down. • • • And, I think that's one 
reason why he's made less mistakes, too • 

.. . __ .- - - ----_._---------------
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The president is not alone in pursuing this 

informal source of information. Andrew Hughes, Biggs Campus 

counselor, is recognized as an important source of 

information for the president. The new Biggs Campus provost 

has made it a point to seek information in the "infamous" 

building "C" faculty lounge. 

That's a hotbed of gossip. And it is; that's where 
a lot of people meet and there's a lot of chitchat 
going on. So I make it a habit of going in there at 
least once a day. I think any administrator who 
doesn't is kidding themselves. I think that 
probably the typical grapevine, you have folks, 
there are folks, who can't keep secrets. In fact, 
not only can't they keep it, they want to be an 
oracle. 

Andrew Hughes affirms his access to the president, 

indicating that Dr. Myers calls him and comes to see him on 

campus. "I like to let him know how things are going 

because I have pretty good rapport with the faculty and 

what's going on on the campus." Dr. Lee Dreyfus, a Biggs 

Campus department chair, spoke off tape about Andrew 

Hughes's influence, confirming that the president calls 

Hughes and that Provost Wessell drops into the lounge. She 

says, "They contend Andrew has his finger on the pulse of 

the campus. She questions "what kind of pulse are they 

looking for?" noting that this approach can be "disastrous 

for certain people." 

In addition to moving down into the organization to 

obtain information and to test faculty opinions, Dr. Myers 

also floats "trial balloons." Presidential assistant 
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Emerson again explains that this is the president's way of 

making a decision. It allows him to gauge the response and 

allows him time to abandon it or adjust it based on the 

reaction. "The government has been doing it for years. 

It's called a trial balloon. But he gives them a lot of 

time to scuttlebutt it around, you know, and adjust to what 

he's gonna do, what kind of reaction. he gets." Carl 

Webster, arts and sciences faculty, is aware of this 

presidential strategy. He notices that, "All of a sudden a 

rumor gets started and you wonder where ithqot started or 

planted to see what the reaction to this would be and what 

people will say. • • • I would rather have them float trial 

balloons at the hypothetical stage." 

communication, according to college administrators, 

has become highly personal. While they often cite the 

formal communication vehicles, the Update, the Bulletin, and 

minutes of various meetings, more often than not they return 

to their inclination to obtain or disseminate information 

personally. Clark Reynolds, dean of the South Center, 

believes there is no one best way to get information out to 

the college. After a joking reference to communicating 

"mainly by spreading vicious rumors and things like that," 

he describes the importance of getting issues into key 

forums such as the administrative councilor the president's 

staff where they can be discussed, reviewed, and ultimately 

decided. Reynolds is aware of the importance of key 



individuals, those who have the president's ear, and he 

utilizes these sources at every opportunity. 

359 

Campus administrators put real emphasis on direct 

one-on-one communication. Provost Longview is a verbal 

person who feels the need for direct communication at all 

levels. She u~es various sources to stay informed. She 

will go directly to department chairs to discuss 

instructional council issues. Since she is not a member, 

she feels strongly that she must be aware of issues which 

are before that forum. She-feels the need to obtain 

information from a variety of sources. 

I've been going straight to my department chairmen, 
and I try to go to a couple of them so I get all 
sides of it. But the typical kind of answer is, 
"Oh, it went fine. It was a little long." It's hard 
for people to discriminate enough to know what's 
important to you. I'm not even sure what's 
important to me until I hear it. 

The same approach applies to faculty association officers 

and the faculty in general. Provost Longview's emphasis on 

this personal approach comes from her desire to "hear 

information and hear it as it's being given, not as it's 

reflected in minutes, because there's a vast difference." 

Provost Wessell also gets his best information by 

going directly to the source. 

It depends on what kind of information it is and 
what kind I need. I have no problem with going 
right to the horse's mouth. I really feel people 
should do that. Instead of worrying about offending 
someone, I think you should go talk to them. • • • • 
Going to the best source--the person who ought to 
have the information. 
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within weeks of Dr. Wessell's move to the Biggs Campus, he 

had been out on camp\~s meeting with people in their offices, 

setting up sessions with student government and just 

generally being accessible. Where his predecessor kept an 
~ 

open door to allow people access to him, Dr. Wessell went 

out to find people. In a week he had been in one office on 

two occasions, something his predecessor had done "maybe 

twice in five years. 1t 

At the departmental level much the same logic 

applies. Chairman Ed Thompson on the Montclair Campus finds 

listening is crucial. "I find out who the people are who 

talk a lot. If you're instinctive at all, you will pick up 

on the vibes of things and find out who people are." At the 

department chair or director level there appears to be a 

greater awareness or openness as to the need to get 

information from the best sources. While all lev~ls refer 

to the formal lines of communication, middle managers 

understand their need for accurate and timely information. 

Reliance on the grapevine may be more important here. John 

Shafer relies on the grapevine, particularly as an off

campus director. He talks to people in key positions, 

people who have been around a long time, people he knows he 

can trust. Chairwoman Ellen Rialto uses both the formal and 

informal process. She attempts to separate the accurate 

from the inaccurate in the informal process, although she is 

aware that what is perceived to be true can be as important 
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as what actually is true. She therefore responds 

occasionally to things that are carried that have no truth 

but may affect perceptions. Department chairs dislike the 

necessity of dealing with gossip and coffee lounge 

criticism, yet they recognize its importance. Dr. Dreyfus, 

a Biggs Campus colleague, notes that she is "not an informal 

networkeri I don't go to the coffee lounge," but she is also 

clear that when she needs information, she will go directly 

to the source. Edward Thompson, a Montclair chair, has 

found a comfortable balance between networking and his job. 

"I guess you have to do a lot of schmoozing. I tend to do 

less of that. I should probably do more, but I just find it 

much easier to just come in here and work and rely on people 

around me who are bigger schmoozers than I am to keep me 

informed." Thompson's colleagues share his understanding of 

the balance necessary between personal contact and the 

paperwork demands on administrators. The paperwork 

will always be here. • •• It's the people things, the 
things that go on organizationally that are the most 
important. It is the direct communication that allows 
you to filter the trivial from the important and buffers 
against the potential arrogance or distance of the 
written word. 

Faculty are familiar with these informal linkages. 

They seek out information from the source, and many 

understand that in getting reliable information, personal 

knowledge can be more important than the formal structure. 

There are certain people on campus that seem to know 
more about what's going on than the rest of the 



world, and if I really want to know something, I'll 
go and contact one of those people. I'm not going 
to name names. Somehow there's always a group that 
knows what's going on. I don't know how they know 
it, but they do. 
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Carl Webster, Biggs faculty, recognizes the various 

channels, the minutes and the memos. Yet he knows "the 

rumor mill works, and everyone knows that it's used 

strategically, so both ends of the grapevine know why they 

heard this stuff." 

[Communication] channels are open and people know 
how to do it and use them. And there are multiple 
channels by which the same information can be passed 
through. Last year when I was in an official 
capacity, you had all the formal and informal 
channels. I'm not a big memo writer, so I don't use 
that. I talk to people. 

This personal aspect of communication is certainly not lost 

on the faculty. Many faculty recognize that personal 

contact is an important communication vehicle at 

Metropolitan. Carolyn Clemens, occupational faculty member, 

elaborates on Carl Webster's earlier emphasis on people over 

memos: 

Memo, letter, a lot of phone calls, a lot of 
personal contact. Memos are good, phone calls are 
good, but a lot of what you get out of a person, a 
lot of it is facial expression and that immediate 
reaction. • • • I think you can learn how to lean 
with the punches a little bit, and I think you get a 
lot more in the long run by knowing how these people 
react and what issues to push and what issues to 
leave alone. 

Throughout the organization there is a clear sense 

of the personal nature of communication. It is also clear 

that communication is a crucial component of the president's 
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management style. Rather than an open, participative, and 

collegial communication environment, Dr. Myers has created 

highly centralized and personalistic communication networks 

which enhance his control of the organization. 

Program Review 

Program review information dissemination, much like 

the communication networks in general at Metro, reflect the 

politicized orientation of the institution. The state 

program review policy has not penetrated deeply into the 

organization. While the college has an office and an 

administrator assigned to program review responsibility, 

neither the policy nor the procedures utilized are well 

articulated across all areas of the college. It is equally 

clear that campus based reviews are not done for decision 

purposes, but merely to meet the reporting requirements of 

the state. When program decisions need to be made, the 

college follows its own internal productivity analysis, 

which is not linked directly or indirectly to state mandated 

program review. 

Two factors are inextricably linked. The fact that 

the state process is not utilized for internal decision 

making only reinforces the lack of understanding about the 

state process. Neither administrators nor faculty have a 

vested interest in becoming informed. Administrators see 

nothing to be gained by stressing a process which is largely 
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symbolic, and faculty are equally unlikely to invest extra 

time and effort to learn the intricacies of a process which 

is largely decoupled from pragmatic decision making. 

Terrance stephens's communication role in the 

program review process is pivotal. Given direct 

responsibility for program review, he works closely with 

individuals across the institution as they implement the 

process. According to Mr. stephens, "I monitor and also 

implement any program reviews that are responsible to the 

Division of Vocational, Adult, and Community Education." 

According to him, every vocational program is to undergo a 

Level II review once every five years. He schedules these 

reviews with the appropriate state personnel and 

communicates with the department chairs to prepare programs 

for the on-site reviews. Director stephens is involved at 

Levels I and II. 

I receive • • • I disseminate that information 
[Level I] to the department chairmen and the provost 
as far as the data reviews. • • • The Level II 
review, we have always done under the vocational 
review process rather than us doing a separate 
review for Level II than the vocational, it doesn't 
make sense to us. 

He meets with chairs to review state criteria and 

review the appropriate materials which are collected. He 

coordinates during the visit, as well as the follow up. 

While there may be several people involved in a visit, "I'm 

the one that takes responsibility for overseeing and being 

sure that certain standards are met." 
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As a result of Mr. Stephens's linkages with campus 

provosts and department chairs, they are more knowledgeable 

about state program review. Recognizing both the assistance 

which they can obtain from Stephens, as well as his 

influence with the president in program decisions, these 

individuals are inclined to work closely with him. While 

their precise knowledge of the state policy and the 

processes to implement that policy varies, they generally 

acknowledge their close linkage with Terrance Stephens. 

Donald Kay and Lee Dreyfus, Biggs department chairs, obtain 

information from various sources, but consistently mention 

Terrance Stephens as the major source of program review 

information. Dr. Kay uses "various sources" to obtain 

program information, yet Terrance Stephens remains "our 

number one contact." Dr. Dreyfus relies heavily on Terrance 

Stephens's services in part because information obtained 

from the state is sometimes "so inadequate and so obsolete 

that it really does not give you--it's like they have not 

got their pulse on what's going on." Vice President Luis 

Fernandez also worked with Terrance Stephens when Fernandez 

was Biggs Campus provost. While most of "the work would be 

done by the department chairmen," he and Terrance would 

"work together" to facilitate the process. 

However, despite these communication efforts, the 

general awareness and understanding of program review is 

very uneven across the college. Provost Wessell, as a 
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relatively new administrator on the Biggs Campus, is unclear 

about program review procedures. Although he has served as 

chair of the instructional council and provost of the 

Community Campus, he remains quite vague as to program 

review. He avers that program review has been "coming out 

basically out of Howard's area, but all the provosts are 

part of it. I'm in charge--charge is too strong a word--I'm 

chairman of the instructional council and obviously I'm very 

concerned about it." 

Faculty member Roger Evans, who has been involved in 

a variety of activities during his tenure at the college, is 

also vague when discussing program review. 

The only time and the first time that I ever was 
involved with it was back in the Anderson days, and 
I was involved on a committee to evaluate, I think, 
the Landscape Technology program. But, God, that 
must be about ten years ago. And I haven't heard of 
it since. I mean, I haven't been involved in it 
since I've heard of it. 

Ray Irwin, a relatively new Montclair faculty 

member, is unaware of program review. He has heard people 

talking about it, but essentially he believes that "I'm not 

sure that I'm plugged into it." Carl Webster is equally 

uninformed. He refers to it as "accreditation" and says 

that he is only aware of it through third party discussions 

at meetings in "little bits and pieces." Essentially he 

believes that nI'm not in that loop." His Biggs Campus 

faculty colleague, Louis McFall, is also vague, noting, "I'm 

kind of aware. I know we review A.S. programs stringently." 
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Even David Brophy, who has been through the review process, 

is very vague about the process, its activities, rules, and 

intent. While he has been involved in program review as a 

Biggs instructor, he suggests that, "I'm not absolutely 

certain that it is necessary, but maybe there could be 

lemonade in the lemon, too." Dean Clark Reynolds, for 

example, is not aware of the goals of program review and 

overall notes that 

I don't really get involved with nor do I hear a lot 
of people talking about the importance of program . 
review in A.S. degrees. Either we're doing things 
well or it's just not that high a priority at the 
college. Perhaps if we were in serious trouble it 
would be a bigger issue. 

Part of the communication limitations are due to the 

fact that the college has no formal written procedure for 

campus level reviews. Terrance Stephens, who has overall 

responsibility for the process, says 

It sort of ended up being my responsibility to 
oversee reviews, and I guess I ended up developing 
the procedures. I don't have written procedures 
• • • it's just become part of practice as far as 
the review process. I just don't know [where the 
procedures came from] to tell you the truth. 

Director Stephens puts the process in perspective, noting 

that when the college wants to make a decision, it does not 

rely on program review. Instead, an internally developed 

productivity model is the vehicle for decision making. In 

reflecting on the relative importance of each process, 

Stephens suggests that program review is more oriented to 
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"credentialing" or "state certifying" mandates and therefore 

the productivity report is of more value in decision making. 

"I think in productivity, you assume that all the other 

pieces are there, so the productivity is looked at regularly 

to see the impact of that program, knowing that the program 

review process is there and has met the credentials." 

The college, however, does adhere to the state 

reporting system used to monitor college implementation of 

the state policy. All appropriate forms are filed and the 

college meets the required state deadlines. This does not, 

however, link with the internal communication system, nor 

does it enhance general knowledge. Dr. Louis McFall 

expressed confusion about program review, suggesting that, 

"I don't even know the language, but I'm sure it will be 

lofty." Ed Thompson also has limited knowledge and 

experience with program review. He has been involved with 

state level studies as a department chair, but he states 

Let me tell you what my involvement in program 
review is. It's not program review. I've had 
information given to me about program review of 
vocational programs. We've not gone through one of 
those in my department. I am involved at the state 
level on Level III program review. 

Mary victor, a faculty member who has been through program 

review, is unclear about how it all fits together. As to 

program review data, 

I know it exists [but] we receive so much data. I 
can't tell you the last time I saw it, but I'm sure 
I've seen it. • • • I'm not being very helpful. I'm 
just so foggy on it. We strive to keep our program 
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right up there, so in working with the data our main 
input is putting out the product • and keeping 
our state board scores high. 

The fact that most college employees do not clearly 

understand either the state mandated program review policy 

nor the college's implementation of that policy is related 

to several specific factors. First is the selective 

attention given by faculty to issues which emanate from the 

administration. While some issues and procedures are of 

considerable interest and importance to administrators, 

instructors are likely to take little note if they do not 

tangibly relate to instructional faculty's perceived 

reality. In particular, if these issues and procedures do 

not penetrate classroom decision making, do not interfere 

with faculty zones of autonomy, they are very likely to 

"selectively ignore" the message. It .is important to note 

here that department chairs' awareness, while greater than 

that of faculty, is also uneven and can be traced to several 

factors. While they also recognize the relatively decoupled 

nature of reviews and institutional decisions, they still 

must see that the paperwork is done and that the formality 

of Level II is completed. Also, A.S. programs have been 

undergoing these reviews for a longer time than A.A. 

programs and, therefore, more vocational department chairs 

have participated. Finally, even when productivity is used 

over the state review process, those in greater jeopardy pay 

greater attention. 
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A corollary to this principle holds that those 

elements of greatest potential negative impact will be most 

widely noticed. Each person decodes information 

differently. This decoding serves as a filtering process, 

highlighting some information while simultaneously 

disregarding other messages. If a message 'is difficult to 

decode or has little salience to the listener, it may be 

neglected (Katz and Kahn, 1966). For example, the one 

aspect of the state policy most widely discussed is the 

threat of funding cuts if a program falls below seventy 

percent placement for three consecutive years. The 

relationship of state funding to program survival and 

ultimately faculty survival is so obvious that everyone is 

aware of this aspect of the policy. 

Associated with selective attention is that funding, 

facility, and staffing decisions are not tied to the state 

policy. While Terrance Stephens contends that the college 

does respond to recommendations coming out of Level II 

reviews, he is careful to point out that every effort is 

made to defer such decisions to the routine budgeting and 

planning process. As well, the perception that the annual 

productivity analysis is the most important decision making 

tool for the administration, produces a forceful argument 

for faculty limiting their attention. The decoupling of 

classroom and programmatic decisions from state mandated 

program review virtually assures that faculty and even most 



department chairs will pay little attention·to the 

implementation of state policy. 

Summary 
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In a bureaucracy, information and data are expected 

to flow vertically, moving from the rank and file up to the 

key leaders and decision makers. Once this information is 

analyzed, decisions and directions flow down through the 

organizational hierarchy to be implemented in an efficient 

and effective manner. At Metropolitan, there is an effort 

to centralize information, to capture it for distillation at 

the top. However, unlike a traditional bureaucracy, the 

communication networks at the college are much more 

political in nature. The control and dissemination of 

information at Metro is presidentially centered. However, 

the president manages and manipulates communication through 

formal and informal constituents within the college. For 

example, under the leadership of the former president, Dr. 

Winters, the college followed a more hierarchical and 

bureaucratic communication system in which the key 

information link between faculty and administration was 

through department chairs. Under the current leadership, 

communication with the faculty occurs in a number of ways, 

including the use of the faculty association, who represent 

the elite or the oligarchs, the grapevine, and trial 

balloons. 
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Program review communication'reflects a blend of the 

political and anarchic perspectives. Little meaningful 

formal communication occurs regarding the state program 

review process. The college does not use the state process 

for decision making but instead uses it for verification or 

credentialing purposes with the state. The decoupling of 

decisions from implementation results in low faculty 

interest in the process. There is little incentive for 

faculty to invest effort in the process, so it is largely 

ignored. with so little to be gained from understanding or 

engaging in the state process, with such little salience for 

faculty, they pay very little attention and therefore have 

very little to say about it. 

The major evidence to support the adaptive and 

evolutionary nature of college implementation is that while 

the college utilizes the forms, reports, and bureaucratic 

procedures mandated by the state for reporting purposes, 

internally there is not even a written process to guide 

internal activity. Instead it is fluid and variable, 

dependent on the study in question. 

- -- - ---- --- --_. -------- ----------------------



Power and Decision Making 

What part of NO don't you understand? 

--Sign over President's Desk 

I love to make decisions. My idea of heaven is to 
sit here and make decisions as if I were king. But 
I'm not a king. My idea of hell is to make 
decisions and have nobody listen. 

--President Myers 
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Power and decision making are inextricably linked at 

Metropolitan Community College. The power of the president 

and his central role in decision making are hallmarks of the 

institution. Presidential power is exercised through the 

control of key decision arenas. While the college maintains 

a council and committee structure, it is ultimately the 

president and his closest advisors who exercise authority 

over the college. Faculty recognize the personalistic 

nature of power and decision making. Those faculty who 

endeavor to influence this centralized power structure do so 

primarily through the faculty association. 

No one would accuse Charles Myers of over-

delegation. True to his word, he likes to make decisions. 

He is a complex man heading a complex organization. He 

contends that he is a delegator, that he is a listener. He 

gets out to the campuses and talks to the faculty. He 

genuinely wants to know what they think, what issues are 

important to them. He tells his immediate staff, "Don't 
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bring me a problem without a potential solution attached." 

He demands that his senior administrators run their units; 

he demands success and expects them to be accountable. He 

delegates to these administrators the responsibility to do 

the job with the authority to go with it. "Nobody looks for 

the puffs of smoke from my window. I work through my staff. 

I go out and I listen. The worst thing I can do is shoot 

from the hip." 

Yet this same president is variously categorized as 

a dictator, as heading an autocratic decision making 

structure, a president who increased the centralized nature 

of decision making, and who governs through a select and 

close-knit group of fellow administrators. He has a sign 

over his desk which asks, "What part of NO don't you 

understand?" 

Which is the more accurate portrayal of this 

somewhat enigmatic president? By all accounts, when he 

became president, he did, in fact, listen. He spent 

numerous hours internally and externally obtaining the 

information necessary to guide his future actions and 

decisions. Dr. Emerson confirms the emphasis which Dr. 

Myers has placed on listening, noting that, "in his own way 

he finds out whatever he wants to know." Emerson encouraged 

Dr. Myers early in his tenure as president to get out and 

talk to the faculty in particular. Emerson even encouraged 

the president to write down what he heard from the faculty, 
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emphasizing the point that he genuinely wanted the faculty 

perspective. Dr. Myers is equally clear about his emphasis 

on listening. 

I don't have a great proclivity toward patience, but 
I did when I came here, and I listened for several 
months, and it allowed me to learn the community, 
learn what the needs were, and listen to trends. I 
have a habit. I go out every week and talk to two 
or three faculty in their offices as well as being 
very active in the community. So it gives me a very 
good picture of what needs to be done. 

For the president, this approach implies an open 

process, one in which numerous people at all levels of the 

organization can influence his decision making. Dr. Myers 

argues then that his decision making process is 

relatively open, relatively the same [as other 
places]. It's my style, I guess. And I don't mean 
to be haughty, but basically it's my administration, 
and I'm held accountable for it, so I'd damn well 
better know what's going on •••• I don't need to 
be surrounded by a bunch of high-paid yes-men, no 
way, and these are not yes people. 

On the other hand, some see little sUbstance behind 

the formality of access and attention, and instead see the 

personalization of power and decision making. Ray Irwin, 

from his vantage point as a campus senate leader, for 

example, suggests that "he is not open to everybody. He 

surrounds himself with people. He has a coterie consisting 

of all men. That was one of my questions when I came into 

this position. But he still surrounds himself with this 

group--Dick, Howard, Glen, Gordon, Dick." Biggs faculty 



member June McKeon has seen that the president's 

accessibility can cut two ways. 

He likes to direct: "This is what shall be done," 
and he expects to see it done. • • • I think Dr. 
Myers makes a decision and that's it. Dictatorship 
or whatever choice of word you want to use for him. 
He shows up and does things with the faculty. He 
comes on campus more; he will talk to people. And 
he does talk about the open door policy. Of 
course, everyone does, but you can overstep that, 
as I found out. 
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By his own admission, Myers is no democrat. When it comes 

to resource allocation and staffing in particular, he avers, 

"We don't do it democratically. It is done by need, and 

needs are always changing." 

The senior administrative staff must be able to 

understand and negotiate this decision environment. They 

must comprehend the subtle nuances as well as the 

articulated patterns of decision making. within this group, 

administrators have specific unit responsibility and 

exercise discretion in day-to-day management. Yet their 

role in the broader decision arena is based on council 

participation and direct influence with key personnel, 

especially the president. While these administrators are 

all on the same organizational level, they do not exercise 

equivalent influence in the decision arena. Additionally, 

their impact is buffered by the influence of the faculty 

association and to a lesser extent by the influence of key 

individuals across the college. 
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within the administrative structure, power is 

assessed by organizational members largely in terms of 

presidential influence. This speaks both to the 

concentration of power at the presidential level and to the 

personal aspect of influence. Howard Peck, for example, 

believes he is perceived by the faculty as powerful 

organizationally because "I'm perceived as having the ear of 

the president." Provost Sue Ellen Longview measures her own 

influence by carefully guarding her position on the second 

tier of the organization chart, answering directly to the 

president, even to the point of opposing the creation of a 

district vice president of academic affairs. While she 

believes that the president is very conscious of "second 

echelon people," the provost may be even more conscious of 

that hierarchy. "We're exactly equal in pay, status, 

everything. We all sneeze at the same time." Dr. 

Longview's perception may be more desire than reality. 

There is a perception shared by many across the college that 

Dr. Longview's power is severely constrained by her lack of 

direct influence with the president. Those who suggest that 

the president has a "kitchen cabinet," which is also all 

male, clearly see Dr. Longview outside that power base. 

Dr. Wessell, Longview's Biggs Campus counterpart, is 

seen as far more influential and powerful than she, despite 

their relative equality of rank. Longtime staff member 

George Kelley believes that Provost Wessell has significant 
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influence with the president, even to the point that he has 

advised people to "try to attach yourself to Dr. Wessell and 

find out what he's doing." Three influential people--Dr. 

Peck, Dr. Wessell, and Dr. Richard Marks--appear above the 

rest. "I guess between the three of them," offers Kelley, 

"that would be the [power] structure primarily." He 

differentiates between the formal and informal, or hidden, 

structure. Behind the scenes Kelley sees Terrance Stephens 

and Irene Cronen as two very influential people. Mr. 

Stephens, the college vocational Education director, in 

particular "has a lot of control and a lot of say." His 

influence over programs--which will go, which will stay--is 

sUbstantial. He does "a hell of a lot behind the scenes as 

far as hidden structure is concerned." Influence exercised 

through direct access to the president is seen as a major 

source of organizational power. 

Provost Gordon Wessell exercises considerable 

influence through his close relationship with the president. 

since his arrival at the college, Dr. Myers has had a close 

personal and professional connection with Dr. Wessell. As a 

result, Dr. Wessell has consistently exercised influence 

beyond the scope of his position in the organization. On 

two occasions the president has appointed Dr. Wessell to key 

administrative positions when past practice would dictate a 

competitive search. While Dr. Wessell has operated outside 

the purely academic arena for the majority of his time at 



Metropolitan, he has been appointed to two key academic 

roles in the past two years. According to Dr. Wessell, 

He and I are very close. I think everybody knows 
that; I'm not his fair-haired boy necessarily, but 
he has a lot of confidence in me, and I have a lot 
of trust and confidence in him ...... He calls me on 
the phone, we talk--when he's in town--three or four 
times a day about different issues. I call him when 
it's something that he wants to remember, he wants 
it to stick, he sends a memo. If it's something we 
discussed, and he says, "This is going to happen," I 
say, "Okay, let's see it happen." 
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Dr. Wessell utilizes his relationship with the 

president and his experience in the organization to affect 

decisions. 
, 

He feels that his contacts and connections with 

key personnel at the district level allow him to be more 

effective personally and as a campus leader. 

I think it's been helpful that I've worked downtown. 
I know all those people, I know how they think, so I 
can save a lot of people a lot of trouble and time 
by saying, "Hey, that won't wash." Or else I know 
when it will. [Being downtown you] get the tenor of 
how decisions are going to be made and what kind of 
facts and figures you're going to need, and 
sometimes personalities. 

A recent example of this decision pattern involved a faculty 

member who has been performing as assistant to the provost. 

The former provost had been unable to obtain presidential 

approval for a contract extension from ten to twelve months. 

Dr. Wessell was able to obtain immediate presidential 

support where his predecessor had been unsuccessful for four 

years. 

President Myers's personal linkage with decision 

making emerges through a complex set of behaviors and 
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mechanisms. In his desire to coordinate decision making, he 

created high level administrative bodies, the President's 

staff and the Administrative Council. These mechanisms were 

necessary in part because he wanted to avoid the creation of 

a district level administrator between himself and the 

faculty. The faculty have repeatedly sought the creation of 

a district vice president of academic affairs, but this has 

been consistently resisted by the president. In the place 

of such a vice president, he created first the 

Administrative Council and then, more recently, the 

Instructional and Student Affairs councils. The result was 

a choice between governance by committee, or individualistic 

presidential decision making. The latter has prevailed, 

enhanced or modified by a "coterie" of close advisors who 

have the ear of the president. 

Those outside this "coterie" see a growing 

centralization of decision making. When Dr. Myers first 

arrived, Dean Reynolds opines, he was more decentralized, or 

at least "more interested in decentralizing." While Drs. 

Fernandez, Peck, and Reynolds all talk about the importance 

of the councils and their respective roles in decision 

making, they ultimately return to the power of the president 

when they assess decision making. Dr. Fernandez notes that 

he serves "on all the councils where the decisions are 

made," but he notes that in budget, permanent personnel, and 
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. equipment decisions, campus leaders defer to the councils 

and ultimately to the president. 

When I was on campus, I had the responsibility for 
recommending personnel. Of course, the president 
makes that decision. When we were divvying up the 
personnel budget, the administrative council dealt 
with that, so as a council we decided what new 
positions should be recommended to the president. 
• • • We also had some say into budget allocation. 

Dr. Reynolds, who has less formal or permanent 

access to either the councils or the president, believes 

that his influence on decision making comes primarily from 

his connection with key personnel within the college. While 

position is of some value, influence becomes of greater 

value. 

My communication and my networking • • • has given 
me the opportunity to get ideas to people to have 
some influence. • • • Because I've been here so 
10ng,I guess it's easy for me to pick up the 
telephone and call somebody and say, "Here's what 
I've been thinking, what do you think?" And that 
can be a Louis McFall, who's now on Title III, a 
Roger Evans, who was running Title III, or Gordon 
Wessell • • • or Howard Peck • and key faculty 
members. 

While Dean Reynolds knows the process and how to engage it, 

he is also one of its most vocal critics. Perhaps due to 

his position on the periphery of the decision arena, he 

categorizes the "decision making pro,?ess as so slow, it is 

so fragmented, that it is just tough to get a decision made 

based on recommendations." 

Dr. Longview concurs with the assessment, noting 

that the organizational structure is too slow, too 
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cumbersome. She cites an example of an issue on the table 

for fourteen months. The item went from EA/EO to the 

Administrative council to a task force and back to the 

council, back again to the task force, then to the 

president, and back to the Council. It is still unresolved 

with no clear signal of when or how it will be settled. 

What she fails to recognize is that it is not the structure 

but the nature of decision making that is at fault here. 

The structure is merely being manipulated by the president 

to avoid a decision with which he disagrees. Once the 

recommendation meets with his approval, it will get quick 

action. 

In such a personalistic environment, the extensive 

council structure appears anomalous. This incongruity is 

all the more so given Dr. Myers's open disdain for 

governance by committee. As the president observes, 

One of the things that I find very difficult to cope 
with is committees. committees can't be held 
accountable. They provide recommendations, they 
hate to be ignored, and the administrator who 
accepts their recommendation is then held 
accountable for the work of the mysterious but 
learned committee, who disappears. So I'm not 
willing to do that, and I admit, I have a bias 
against committees •••• But I'm not going to have 
committees and then those committees tend to have 
babies, and then you have a third generation, and I 
won't do that. • • • When I came here, there were 
over a hundred committees. I can assure you, there 
aren't two dozen now. And the institution is still 
standing. I admit to creating the instructional 
council and the student affairs council, but 
basically it's one of my efforts to understand the 
governance in a multicampus institution which is 
designed to try to drive you to drink. 
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The counci.l structure has become such a problem that 

the president is considering a change. According to Dean 

Reynolds, the president has not been pleased with the 

council structure and 

when he put the current chairman of the 
administrative council in place, I was in the 
meeting when that happened, and he said the major 
job of this person is to kill the administrative 
council, to terminate it. Well, of course, that 
individual is not about to do that. No way. • • • I 
don't think there's a strong enough push for it to 
go away, and I think as long as it continues to act 
and behave as it does and minutes come out and it 
has a life of its own, there's not a big enough need 
for it not to be there. So it will kind of live 
because the guillotine--nobody will pull the cord. 

Provost Wessell also recognizes the problems inherent 

in the council structure. 

There's lots of academic leadership, but there's no 
coordinated, intentional academic leadership. 
There's more of a lido you own thing." So they have 
the loose part, but they don't have the coupled 
part. So I'm trying to coordinate that through the 
Instructional council, because that's where I meet 
with all the department chairs collegewide. And 
nobody but me sits on that--no.vice president, no 
provost, nobody. 

According to Dean Reynolds, the impact of the multiple 

council system and the reliance on recommending bodies in 

general has been that 

it's fallen into a state of meetings without 
results, recommendations without follow-up, 
decisions that are not made based on 
recommendations, and in effect, the whole 
institutional effectiveness scenario, in my op1n10n, 
is just an overlay to the systems we already had to 
do the job. • • • [Decision making has become] a 
network superimposed upon a network that has us all 
racing around like ping pong balls in a roomful of 
mousetraps. 
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The ineffectiveness of the council structure 

reinforces the power of the president. He maintains 

ultimate decision authority over all council recommendations 

but may also use the councils to bury to avoid issues with 

which he does not want to deal. 

In such a politicized decision environment, 

department chairs often see themselves caught between two 

masters--the faculty and senior administrators. Donald Kay, 

a Biggs department chair, notes that on day-to-day matters--

scheduling, student disputes or what he terms "in-house, 

everyday administrative type policy"--he has great latitude 

or "a free hand,ii while at the macro level, 

I think my role there is to gather the information 
and present the data to the next steps for 
approval. As a department chairman, you find that 
you're the middle man. You work with the faculty 
developing [courses and program]. Once you get 
that, you work with other administrators or 
committees to convince them that what you are 
saying is true. 

Department chairs essentially see themselves as 

outside the key decision arena. Chairs have little 

involvement at the senior level. "I don't know that any 

department chair at Metropolitan is involved in decision 

making at the highest level. They're involved at the 

operational level," according to department chair Ellen 

Rialto. Dr. Rialto's Biggs campus colleague, Lee Dreyfus, 

is a bit more acerbic about it: "The decisions are made and 

you kind of find out about them. I don't really feel like 
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it's a participatory type of management style. I see it as 

more autocratic." . Dr. Dreyfus believes the faculty senate 

has a far greater role in decision making, suggesting that 

once the senate adopts an issue, it becomes a high priority 

for the president. "They have a lot of input into the 

decisions that are made." Department chairs hail the new 

instructional council and look to it potentially as a major 

enhancement of their decision making role. From their 

perspective, it has given new status to department chairs in 

the institutional hierarchy. without a collegewide academic 

administrator to coordinate institutional policies, the 

department chairs hope that they will now play a larger role 

in this arena. While the department chairs look to thp- new 

instructional council as a way to impact the decision arena, 

they still feel their impact will be severely restricted, in 

large part due to the significance which the president 

places on the faculty senate. 

A major, yet currently latent, source of power in 

the organization is the faculty. Dr. Myers in particular 

understands faculty power and its relationship to 

presidential tenure. Dean Clark Reynolds says, "The faculty 

is and can be a very strong power in the community college 

and in any institution," and notes that the president is 

sensitive to this power base which is reflected in the 

attention he pays to the faculty leadership. "He makes them 

feel a part of the team." They are "informally a part of 
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the team" even though they are not formally a part of his 

staff. The president, Dean Reynolds believes, is aware that 

through communication and through attention to their 

concerns, the faculty are less likely to rebel and unionize. 

The irony of this situation, according to Reynolds, is that 

"most faculty members don't realize or appreciate what kind 

of influence they have on the president." 

At Metropolitan faculty power is primarily channeled 

through the faculty association. Dr. Myers has made a 

major effort since his arrival to heighten both the 

visibility and the credibility of the campus senates and the 

districtwide association. While this has not been an 

altruistic move on the part of the president, its 

significance has not been lost on the faculty or its 

leadership. Ray Irwin, a Montclair faculty leader, 

understands the almost symbiotic relationship between the 

president and the senates. He points out that as the 

president heightened awareness of the senates through his 

personal relationship, the senates were able to strengthen 

themselves. The more attention Dr. Myers gave the senates, 

the more they got their act together. 

So all of a sudden, the senate has really taken on a 
sense of itself that Myers has recognized, and I 
think that our credibility is growing, and I think 
our roles are perceived in a different light because 
one of the first things we did with the senate was 
to say to people who aren't coming, sorry, but you 
have been replaced. Well, they had always said 
that, but nobody paid attention because the faculty 
senate was kind of a nothing. Well, that's 



changing, and Myers is recognizing that, and the 
more he recognizes it, the more it changes, and it 
feeds into each other. 
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At the same time, Mr. Irwin is not naive about the 

breadth and depth of senate influence. He understands the 

distinct difference between symbolic and real power. 

Reflecting on his role as a campus senate president, he 

says, 

I know people all the way from the hierarchy all the 
way down to my students and I talk to them. I just 
talk to them. And when I need to make an official 
statement, which I sometimes do, and as faculty 
senate president, I make my official statements-
and, of course, nobody listens to you, which is 
interesting. I thought for about five minutes that 
I was going to have some power [as faculty senate 
president]. Actually, I had less. 

He also recognizes the fact that power does reside at the 

presidential level and can be exhibited in a variety of 

ways. 

I think he's charismatic because my definition of 
that is that his personality sort of overwhelms 
people, and he's extremely open. He doesn't b.s. 
• • • He's unselfconscious. He may not be, but he 
appears to be. • •• So it's this kind of 
combination of the disarming, ingenious Italian and 
the very hard-nosed, very hard-nosed, money-minded 
administrator. You never quite know which is going 
to pop up when you're talking to him. 

Many senators assess their role in the institutional 

decision arena in very positive terms. Several past and 

present senate officers note with pride their direct access 

to the president. They speak of their ability to break the 

formal lines of the hierarchy in order to take an issue 

directly to the president or one of his close advisors. 
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Some, like Tom Madagan, assess this access in pragmatic 

terms, suggesting that the president makes himself available 

to senate leaders to enhance "goodwill and good morale." 

Others offer a more critical assessment and suggest that the 

senate role in decision making is chimericalo Roger Evans, 

a full-time instructor, notes that while Dr. Myers's 

predecessor "had a need to let the faculty think that they 

were involved in decision making [relative to budget 

planning], he's [Myers] dispensed with the sham that faculty 

have input." One of Evans's faculty colleagues offers an 

even more blunt assessment of the senate's impact on 

presidential decision making. 

I don't think we have a say. But the decision 
making, I think it's sort of a gesture. We are 
included as a gesture. Myers is very frank. He's 
going to make his decisions on his own. He doesn't 
want to make us mad; he wants to have us on his side 
because he knows and he's absolutely right that 
without the faculty there would be no Metropolitan. 

Decision making at Metropolitan shows a clear 

separation between faculty and administration in terms of 

locus of control. outside the senate framework faculty 

address their decision making from two interesting 

perspectives. They see their own decision making parameters 

as fairly limited. They do not feel they have great 

latitude or great influence in a broad, institutional sense, 

with the exception of those in the faculty senate hierarchy. 

However, faculty do believe their decision'authority to be 

more substantive in classroom matters. This dichotomous 
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relationship is articulated by one arts and sciences faculty 

member as a difference between the macro and micro 

perspectives. At the macro level, faculty have the 

opportunity to impact decisions through committees, the 

faculty senate, or by individual recommendation. The senate 

appears to be the best vehicle for impacting the decision 

structure, followed by committees. 

At the micro level most faculty would concur with 

Carl Webster's observation that, "Unless you do something 

horribly unique • • • you [can] run your classroom the way 

you want to run your classroom." In the areas of course 

content, text, syllabi, course objectives there is 

considerable freedom to "ply [your] professional trade free 

of artificial encumbrances. • • • They're respected to do 

what they do as faculty, as academicians, and as professors 

to run classrooms, to make our course content" while others 

stay out of it. 

Another level of complexity relates to the 

differences between disciplines. Arts and sciences faculty 

seem to feel the constraints on broader participation, while 

vocational areas, particularly those which operate under 

state or national accrediting bodies, are more restrained in 

their concerns. Mary victor, a member of the nursing 

faculty, notes that her field is highly prescribed already, 

so there is no real desire or need to struggle against it. 

She sees college policy as the parameters for her actions at 
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both the macro and micro levels. Jack Warfield, a 

departmental colleague of Ms. Victor, believes that the A.A. 

faculty are more concerned and more "skittish" about outside 

control or monitoring of their academic activities than 

their occupational counterparts. 

While the arts and sciences faculty may jealously 

guard their "academic freedom," vocational faculty are more 

restrained since they have "always had that kind of outside 

control through our state licensing programs." Even with 

this, Warfield believes that at the institution level the 

faculty or "professionals" have a fair amount of academic 

freedom and experience no real interference from middle or 

higher management in curricular matters. Even Andrew Hughes 

feels relatively unfettered in the decision arena. He can 

do "almost anything I want to, as long as it's within the 

guidelines of the college and not breaking any rules. We're 

not eyeballed." 

Program Review 

College implementation of state mandated program 

review reflects in microcosm many of Metropolitan's 

larger institutional decision making dynamics. However, the 

locus of control is even more clearly at the senior 

administrative level. There is no apparent role for the 

faculty senate and a minimal role for department chairs. 

Decisions derived from program reviews are made at the 
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highest levels, with campus provosts, director of Vocational 

Education Terrance stephens, and the president serving the 

pivotal roles. 

state mandated program review, in particular Levels 

I and II, requires the college to develop data and analyze 

programs. While the college is expected to conduct a 

significant inquiry at Level II, each institution is free to 

choose from several available analytical alternatives. At 

Metropolitan the methods used to satisfy state policy and 

those to make internal decisions are not tightly coupled. 

In fact, college adherence to Level II r,eviews appears to be 

driven by an effort to meet minimum state reporting 

requirements while buffering the college's internal decision 

mechanisms from state policy intrusion. 

As a result of this situation, faculty understanding 

of program review is, at best, uneven. Vocational faculty, 

most of whose programs have experienced a state Level II 

review, are aware of the policy and the basic implementation 

strategy. They are sensitive to the major issues of 

graduation and placement and understand the potential 

consequences at the state level for failure to meet minimum 

standards. Arts and Sciences faculty are much less aware of 

the state policy and its implementation mandates. In large 

part due to their relatively recent inclusion, these faculty 

are, at best, vague when discussing state mandated program 
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At another, more important level, however, 

faculty are unaware of and largely disconnected from the 

institutional decision linkages with program review. While 

senior administrators can articulate the internal 

procedures, faculty seem oblivious to these procedures. As 

a result, programs are isolated from one another in the 

review and decision making process. Each program must fend 

for itself as it reacts to the internal college process. 

There appears to be no real intraprogram connection between 

faculty and department chairs as to the process or its 

implications. 

The program review process at Metropolitan is 

implemented through Terrance stephens, the college director 

of vocational Education. He reports· directly the president, 

who has charged him with implementing the state policy at 

Metro. While Terrance stephens continues to serve as the 

focal point of program review, the president's intent is to 

expand the role of the provosts, particularly in relation to 

the review of A.A. programs. The fact that vocational 

(A.S.) programs were the first to undergo the state process, 

as well as the time lag in implementing A.A. reviews, have 

given Mr. Stephens the leadership of the college process. 

The implementation process utilized by the college 

is a result of Director Stephens's actions. He is widely 

recognized as the moving force behind program review at 

Metropolitan. Faculty, staff, department chairs, and senior 
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administrators generally agree that the process and stephens 

are virtually synonymous. Dr. Emerson, for example, asserts 

that "he's the one that handles all our program review staff 

problems." Department chairs Donald Kay, Ellen Rialto, and 

the Biggs Campus provost look to Director stephens for 

overall direction and guidance on implementation. Eldon 

Davis, staff member, believes that Terrance Stephens is the 

process. 

Interestingly, while there appears to be wide 

agreement as to the overarching role played by Mr. Stephens, 

there is surprisingly little consensus as to the process 

itself. The broad parameters of the impl~mentation process 

include the receipt, dissemination, and review of Level I 

program data, the scheduling and coordination of Level II 

external reviews, and participation by college personnel in 

Level III reviews. While most of those who are aware of the 

policy and the process identify these three components and 

Terrance stephens's relationship to them, they are 

surprisingly unclear and inconsistent on the specifics. 

There is, for example, considerable disagreement as to the 

entry point of Level I data for the college and who actually 

disseminates it. There is disagreement on the role played 

by provosts, department chairs, and program faculty in Level 

I and Level II. And, ultimately, there is no consensus on 

the process itself. 
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Donald Kay, for example, contends that Terrance 

stephens, the appropriate department chairs, program 

directors, and program faculty review the Level I data. 

However, faculty and program directors are often vague as to 

whether they have seen the data and where it came from if 

they did receive it. Ellen Rialto, perhaps reflecting this 

confusion, suggests that the data and Terrance Stephens are 

somewhat removed from her level as a department chair. In 

fact, Dr. Rialto suggests that she utilizes her own process 

within her department to analyze or review her programs. 

Lee Dreyfus is equally unclear about college procedures. 

She is not sure whether the Level I data she receives comes 

to her from the state, the provost, or Terrance stephens. 

Jack Warfield remembers getting Level I data when he was 

program director. Now that he has returned to full-time 

teaching, he assumes that his replacement receives the data, 

but he personally has not seen any in some time. 

At Level II the confusion is even more extensive. 

According to Terrance Stephens, he coordinates and supports 

all Level II visits. Jack Warfield, as a faculty program 

director, reports that he coordinated Level II visits for 

his program and that he informed the provost of impending 

visits as a part of his role as program director. Lee 

Dreyfus also says that she arranges for Level II visits in 

the Allied Health area. She is in direct contact with the 

state vocational office regional education consultant and 
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that the two of them arrange and coordinate the visits. Dr. 

Dreyfus prepares the forms and handles the review visits. 

While confusion or disagreement as to the exact linkages 

remain, there are other department chairs who simply are not 

familiar with the process at all. Edward Thompson, for 

example, simply stated "No!" when asked if he understood 

Level II and the accompanying procedures. 

The most dramatic example of confusion over the 

process relates to the development of an agreed-upon course 

of action for Level II reviews at the college. The state 

policy allows each institution considerable latitude as to 

its internal activity. It may include linking with the 

Division of Vocational, Adult, and community Education 

periodic review cycle, or a college-based process. At 

Metropolitan there are strong indications that the college 

process is ill-defined and somewhat of a mystery to many 

employees. According to Terrance Stephens, 

It sort of ended up being my responsibility to 
oversee reviews, and I guess I ended up developing 
the procedures. I don't have written procedures 
• • • it's just become part of practice as far as 
the review process. I just don't know [where the 
procedures came from] to tell you the truth. 

Perhaps as a result of this, there is no clear 

understanding of the process and most importantly its 

relationship to decision making. For example, faculty 

member Nancy Felix is sure that there is a written procedure 

which the college adheres to. She offers that, "Yes, the 
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college has a written procedure for that." Provost Wessell 

also believes that there is an internal process, but that it 

was mandated from outside the college. "I don't know that 

anyone person mandated it. I think it was the state [that] 

established it." 

Confusion over the process leads to general 

misunderstandings as to the results of that process. Dr. 

Felix, for example, is not sure about the results. 

That's difficult to say. I believe we can say that 
with program review, the general public would be 
better aware of what we're trying to do in 
achievement--whether we're achieving any better than 
we were before, I can't really say. But I think 
there is better awareness that we are achieving. 

Vice President Luis Fernandez believes that program review 

has developed an "awareness on the part of the teaching 

faculty of what the mission of an A.S. degree program was." 

Nancy Felix is aware that some programs have been eliminated 

(Machine Tool Technology, Early Childhood) and that another 

one has recently "faded away." Howard Peck says, "So it's 

more than just periodically trying to upgrade the quality of 

the programs; it's more a matter of survival, unless they're 

effective." 

Roger Evans, an active Biggs faculty leader, 

recalls, 

I assume that it's a regular kind of thing, because 
I know that they kind of have to continue to gather 
data. • • • I know the state guys have to, but I 
haven't been involved in it. And I don't know that 
we really--I don't think it had a marked effect on 
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program that established it. 
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This confusion stems in large part from two 

interrelated factors. First, there is no written or 

permanently established process or procedure for reviewing 

programs and making decisions. The college does utilize 

the DVACE review process to meet the minimum state policy 

standards, but this is not the same as the review process 

for decision making at the college. That process revolves 

around the college's instructional program productivity 

analysis. It is productivity which ultimately drives the 

decisions at Metropolitan, and those decisions are 

pres.idential. 

As noted earlier, the president is the focal point 

of decision making, and as he stated, "We don't do it 

democratically." It is based on need, and need is defined 

as productivity. Vice President Peck supports this 

contention. He says that productivity drives hiring and 

that analysis of part-time to full-time faculty ratios taken 

from the instructional productivity report will determine 

where new dollars go. Assistant to the President Dick 

Emerson confirms that "the president watches staffing 

critically." He takes a "very conservative business 

[approach] and watches productivity closely." Sally 

Maitland and Eldon Davis, longtime faculty and staff 

members, respectively, each suggest that the productivity 
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report has largely replaced program review as the mechanism 

for programmatic decision making. 

Terrance stephens sees that the two processes 

complement each other, stating, "I think in productivity, 

you assume that all the other pieces are there, so 

productivity is looked at regularly to see the impact of 

that program, knowing that the program review process is 

there and has met the credentials." Clearly, then, 

productivity is related to internal decisions, while program 

review relates to fulfilling minimum state standards, or 

meeting the credentialing or certifying standards of state 

policy. 

Apparently when programs appear in danger as a 

result of internal, administrative analysis, Terrance 

stephens is able to institute a parallel review mechanism 

which he refers to as a "self study." When the college is 

experiencing problems (productivity) with a program and 

there is a desire for analysis, he will recommend a self 

study. While Mr. Stephens suggests that such self studies 

have been conducted in the past and have been linked to 

Level II, there is no evidence to support such a contention. 

In fact, he suggests that it has been three years since one 

was done, but the college just made a decision to close the 

Pharmacy Technology program this year. Director Stephens 

now is considering making the self study part of the formal 

Level II process. "We've been talking about the 
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possibility, or I've been thinking about the possibility" of 

such a linkage. 

Regardless of the possible linkage of self studies 

to Level II, it is clear that decision making is not linked 

to program review. Terrance Stephens states that program 

closures have not come "as a result of program review. We 

have eliminated programs [based on] our own internal review 

of programs." In recent years a handful of programs have 

been discontinued. In each instance the college utilized 

its own internal mechanism unconnected to the state policy 

and process. When Sheet Metal Technology was removed, the 

campus involved developed an analytical approach in 

cooperation with Terrance Stephens. After looking at the 

factors involved, closure was recommended. In Pharmacy 

Technology, however, the process was much different and far 

more prolonged. 

The result of this uneven and ill-defined experience 

is the maintenance of decision making at the highest 

administrative levels. Faculty are poorly informed on the 

real process, and that process is fluid. The president, 

working primarily with Terrance Stephens, is free to alter 

the process at any time, with a minimum of faculty 

participation. This reinforces a general notion that 

program review is not linked to program enhancement. It is 



generally seen as a state process which must be complied 

with or an institutional process designed to eliminate 

programs. 

Summary 
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Power and decision making at Metro are personalized 

in the president. The skill with which Dr. Myers has 

exercised his authority, however, masks the essential 

political nature of the organization. When Dr. Myers 

arrived at the college, faculty and administration were 

largely polarized. Faculty were preparing to shift to a 

unionized environment. Dr. Myers perceived the situation, 

identified the key constituencies and the alternative 

sources of power. In the early months of his tenure, he 

sought to neutralize or subvert these power sources through 

the amelioration of their primary grievances. He identified 

several key concerns and moved to capture "the high ground" 

on each issue. 

This strategy has solidified the position-based 

authority of the president. His ability to wield power and 

to exercise discretion in decision making is largely a 

result of his ability to co-opt these key power bases. His 

continued strong and adept handling of the faculty 

association is designed to maintain a high level of 

presidential discretion in decision making. 

-----.--- ----------- ----------
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This strategy also enables the president to decouple 

program review decision making from the implementation of 

the state review policy. By neutralizing organized faculty 

unrest and by compartmentalizing institutional program 

review, he is able to exercise broad discretion in program 

review. This extends to the use of informal, 

nonstandardized parameters for the review of college 

programs. Again, a blend of the political/evolutionary and 

anarchic/adaptive models prevails. By adhering to state 

implementation procedures at the point where institution and 

state system intersect, the college is able to buffer its 

internal technology from potential intrusion. Additionally, 

each program director deals with internal and external 

reviews in isolation from other programs. Finally, 

decisions based on internal review mechanisms are not 

rational, nor are they consistent, even to the extent of 

which programs will be reviewed and why they are to be 

reviewed. Decisions vary based on the mix of variables 

present at anyone time. While program performance may not 

dramatically change from one year to another, the college 

decision parameters may. These changes may reflect external 

community interests and pressures, as well as internal 

variables such as personnel and funding patterns. 



Formal Rules and Conflict 

"Dr. Myers governs by conflict. He throws 
an idea up and watches them scramble and see 
what comes of it." 

--Faculty 

"Listen well and do it for longer than you'd 
like to." 

--President Myers 
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Conflict results from a collision of interests. At 

Metropolitan Community College the president finds that 

playing interests off one another serves his agenda •. 

Arri"ing as he did at a time when union activity was strong, 

Dr. Myers set about to create an environment in which power 

and conflict were controlled. While conflict in an 

organization is normal, an accumulation of unresolved 

conflict can lead to polarization and eventually 

unionization. President Myers has sought to maintain a 

level of tension and competition without what he perceives 

to be the negative effects of polarization. The result has 

been an outward appearance of low conflict but with stronger 

underlying currents of hostility and frustration. 

concurrently Dr. Myers has not placed a 

strong emphasis on rules. Formal, written rules do exist, 

yet there are many areas where strict compliance is not 

required. The relative unimportance of a rule-based 

environment is reflected in the emphasis on learning by 

listening. An important aspect of any rule-based 
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environment is the extent to which a new employee, at 

whatever level, finds it necessary or important to become 

familiar with the formal, written rules, policies, and 

procedures of the institution. At Metropolitan it is clear 

that the key to success lies not in learning the formal 

rules and procedures but in understanding the informal 

organization. The general faculty and administrative 

perception is that appropriate behavior is transmitted by 

oral tradition. This provides considerable administrative 

discretion in the implementation of rules and the imposition 

of sanctions in the event of violations. 

Finally, the fluid nature of rules in 'program review 

creates an environment in which programs are loosely coupled 

and each much negotiate for survival. Compliance with state 

rules is understood, but compliance with internal program 

review and its resulting decisions are much more 

problematic. Here again, administrative--and particularly 

presidentia1--discretion is paramount. 

The president looks at conflict resolution in a 

broad decision making frame, suggesting that conflict should 

be resolved before it becomes a significant co11egewide 

issue and certainly before it gets to his level of the 

organization. Put in the simplest, most direct terms, the 

president says 

I listen to both sides. Usually I allow them to 
work it out and try not to get involved. I don't 
want to be in the daily operations of the college, 



and they know that. I've told them if I have to 
solve too many of their problems, I don't need them. 
That inspires them to solve their own. • • • If 
there is a conflict and we cannot resolve it • • • I 
will make the decision. I'm paid to do that, and 
I'll take the heat or the glory, depending on how it 
works out. 
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Conflict resolution for Dr. Myers, then, is basically an 

issue of conflict avoidance. He contends that planning is 

the key to reducing conflict. His goal is not to "see how 

good you are at solving them" but to prevent conflict 

through planning and budgeting. Part of this conflict 

avoidance strategy is connected to the president's views on 

communication. His admonition to "listen well and do it for 

longer than you'd like to," represents a desire to remain 

linked to the various formal and informal communication 

channels. 

Dr. Myers believes that any new administrator, upon 

entering the college, should devote considerable time to 

l-istening. This, in fact, is a maj or theme across the 

college, one echoed by faculty and administrators alike. 

Vice President Fernandez reflects this thinking, urging new 

administrators to "meet as many people as possible, and to 

listen." Edward Thompson also implies that knowing people 

may be more valuable than knowing the rules. "Get to know 

people around the college and what they do. Just find out 

what the politics of things are." Chairman Thompson 

continues, 



I think you have to listen. You have to f.ind out 
who the people are who talk a lot, I suppose, and 
read whatever you can, go to whatever meetings you 
can to listen. I think if you're intuitive at all, 
you will pick up on the vibes of things and find out 
who people are. 
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Lee Dreyfus echoes these departmental sentiments. She 

suggests that a new chair should get to know the faculty. 

She feels it is important to get out and talk with faculty, 

get to know their concerns. For department chairs, who 

generally find themselves "in the middle" between the real 

power of the administration and the latent power of the 

faculty, she would urge them to get to know the goals of the 

campus provost. Dreyfus says to be effective "you have to 

look at the person who's leading you and their style. And 

I'm not saying that you have to play those games, but the 

human relations part of any sort of organization and the way 

it's run is important to know." 

At the faculty level the same attitude prevails. 

Here again, the lack of consistent, clearly articulated 

rules and procedures makes organizational life difficult. 

June McKeon observes that, 

The system changes around here quite often. Nothing 
ever seems the same. If you sit back and wait, it 
comes around again, then your priorities are shifted 
a little bit. I've outlived or outlasted six or 
seven or eight different deans or provosts. Each 
one that comes in has their own way of how they want 
to deal with things. 

Ms. McKeon's frustration with the shifting patterns of rules 

and leadership style is a response to the character of the 
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organization. Not only do the shifting rules result from 

changes in campus provosts, these changes also reflect the 

diverse approaches which exist within the organization. 

While, at the administrative staff level, there is 

general agreement that conflict should be resolved before it 

gets to the president, individuals differ as to the actual 

dynamics involved. After initially offering an extreme 

example of conflict resolution, "We just shoot 'em. We 

shoot them or fire them, or whatever," Dean Reynolds suggests 

that the president's admonition to resolve conflict at lower 

levels instead leads to conflicts "clearly not [being] 

resolved." When strong personalities are in conflict, he 

senses abdication at the administrative level, and the 

conflict is allowed to continue until people decide to 

change the situation or until the problem grows large enough 

for the president to resolve. 

Presidential assistant Dick Emerson's perspective on 

conflict resolution suggests that Dr. Reynolds's analysis is 

fairly accurate. 

Some conflicts, of course, don't get resolved; they 
just fester. • • • Direct conflicts get resolved by 
the president saying yes or no. • • • Most conflicts 
I guess at most levels are resolved by people just 
wanting to try and work [them out]. We resolve a 
lot of them through the informal organizational 
structure. • • • I suspect there are a lot of them 
just festering. 

Roger Evans, another close observer, suggests that as to 

conflict resolution 



sometimes it's just presidential fiat. The 
administrative council is theoretically where all 
conf'licts come to a head •••• Theoretically they 
negotiate out the competition for resources. My 
observation is that it has to do with the power of 
the negotiator as to who wins. • • • [In this sense] 
the person with the most power in the sense of being 
most dogmatic and belligerent and winning would be 
Sue Ellen. The ones who always kind of backed up was 
our former provost. Gordon, Gordon always seemed to 
be the grand conciliator. 
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Ray Irwin observes that conflict abounds across the 

organization. While noting that campus conflict is a 

significant component of the larger picture, this senate 

leader suggests that the tone is set by the president. "Dr. 

Myers governs by conflict. He throws an idea up and watches 

them scramble and see what comes of it." Mr. Irwin sees 

this as fostering a political environment, often differing 

by campus. He interprets the results in an intriguing way. 

Irwin suggests that while the president's approach may 

present an external image of tight control, internally he 

senses that the result of this presidential style is that 

"people have to really scramble around and see how they can 

do what they're supposed to do there to survive." The 

result is an increased level of power and discretion at the 

top and increased pressure and anxiety at the bottom. 

Accommodation and consensus through negotiation 

characterizes faculty feelings on conflict. Louis McFall 

notes that, "When it's a nonpersona1 kind of conflict among 

colleagues, we usually work it out through consensus and 

accommodation; whereas a hierarchical thing--students and 
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faculty--is dealt with structurally." McFall sees goodwill 

as the key to conflict resolution. without it, negotiation 

and consensus are unlikely. other faculty have a less· 

sanguine view suggesting, like Carl Webster, that there is 

variation by department based on the chair's management 

style. The authoritarian chairpersons will tend to dictate 

the solution. He also suggests that the relationship 

between the senate and the administration has reduced the 

potential for administration/faculty conflict. This 

situation is also related to the lack of formal rule 

enforcement. Faculty note that administrative enforcement 

of rules, particularly faculty evaluation procedures and the 

final examination policy, is uneven. 

The Biggs Campus faculty senate expressed concern 

over this issue in a recent meeting. Members noted that the 

policy and procedures were not evenly enforced and that some 

faculty have been avoiding the student evaluation component 

of the process or had been violating other procedural 

aspects of the policy. Discussion ensued among the senators 

as to their relative authority to remedy the situation. 

Some argued that this was an issue outside the purview of 

the senate and that the department chairs would be, in fact, 

most crucial in the remediation of the problem. Faculty 

member Roger Evans, for example, senses that, "it all 

depends on the individual chair. I don't know that there's 

collegewide, consistent policy, because I know there's not. 



Some chairs, I suspect, sit in on faculty and adjuncts; 

others do not. II • 
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At the same senate meeting, concerns were also 

voiced over another college policy which is unevenly 

enforced. Final examinations are mandated by district 

policy, and faculty are to give these exams at a prescribed 

time, as established by policy. Again, senators raised 

concerns that colleagues are either not giving finals or are 

giving them earlier than the prescribed time. The consensus 

of the group was that the policy alone was not producing 

compliance and that the provost needed to issue a memorandum 

indicating that early finals would not be countenanced. The 

official published minutes of the meeting did not reflect 

the level of concern expressed at.the meeting. Instead, the 

issue was addressed in a rather obtuse manner: "Various 

problems with final exam scheduling were discussed. 

Senators are reminded that final exams are not to be 

eliminated nor given early except by written consent from 

the provost." The senate obviously did not wish to take 

this issue head-on. While the senators agreed that 

department chairs were again crucial in this matter, they 

felt the need for higher visibility from the provost. 

Senate discussions of these two policies demonstrate 

both individual faculty's discretion and the lack of 

consistent rule enforcement by the administration. The 

reluctance of the senators to take this issue head-on, 
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instead of weakly appealing to the provost for assistance, 

demonstrates either that faculty sense the lack of 

commitment to formal rules or that they are unwilling to 

initiate such a bloody, fruitless battle. 

The ambivalent attitude of the administration to 

written rules and consistent procedures is reflected 

accurately in the comments of provost Gordon Wessell. 

I think we probably need to improve • • • in terms 
of policies and procedures and documentation and how 
things are done so that people know that this is 
what you do. You don't have to get on the phone and 
call six different people. • • • I would feel 
uncomfortable with a lot of affected types of 
leadership, events, or systems, or rules and 
regulations, protocols, or any of those kinds of 
things. I think those things get in the way, so I 
avoid them. 

standing committees are another area where the lack 

of formal written rules exist. In fact, it has become 

enough of an issue that it is currently being addressed 

collegewide. The president already made the number of 

standing committees an issue, and these were reduced. 

However, at present, the college has no clear and consistent 

rules or procedures regarding committee membership, 

duration, or selection. Members now may serve on a 

committee through appointment by either the president, the 

senate, or the provost; some may volunteer, while others are 

elected. Committee tenure is uneven or unknown. 

The curriculum committee is a major standing 

committee. The procedures for this crucial group are not 

..... -_. --- ... _ .. --. - '--'--- ------------
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codified or written for general review or dissemination. 

curricular forms have instructions on the back, but there is 

no overall guidance provided. The procedure is best 

conducted through those more knowledgeable, those who have 

experience with the process. The committee for vocational 

program development, another crucial committee, meets 

irregularly and has no written policies or procedures. The 

newly created Instructional and Student Affairs councils 

function in the same way. In each instance it is apparent 

that Metropolitan reflects a highly personalistic, 

negotiated structure. without clearly established rules and 

procedures, the administration in general, and the president 

in particular, have tremendous latitude as to the actions 

they choose to pursue. Individual faculty and even the 

faculty associated are forced to negotiate their way through 

the system in an effort to obtain their de~ired end. 

Recent experiences at Metropolitan in terminating 

faculty have had a "chilling effect" on more overt conflict. 

During Dr. Myers's presidency, the administration has moved 

to terminate at least two tenured faculty. Chairperson Lee 

Dreyfus reflects the tone which has been created by the 

possibility of termination. She has in the past addressed 

problems diplomatically but firmly. When necessary "you can 

make it very uncomfortable for them, and they will go away 

if they have any sense at al1." One faculty member in her 

area did not go away until the college settled for $60,000 
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"to get rid of her." Dreyfus's willingness to be hard-nosed 

in these areas results from her perception of the president. 

Noting that Dr. Myers is "in control," she suggests that many 

are not particularly open with him because "they're afraid 

of him." She indicates that 

decisions are just made, because if people don't 
like conflict, especially if you think you're going 
to be fired, and he has been known to fire a few 
people, and kind of continues to do that, so it's 
always fresh in your mind that you could be next. 
And at that level I don't see a lot of • • • I just 
see people. 

Conflict between campuses is something which has 

been noted at all levels of the organization and is viewed 

by some as a major problem. This conflict exists on at 

least two levels. First, there is the intercampus tension 

between the Montclair and Biggs and less dramatically with 

the community Campus. secondly, there is the conflict 

between the leaders/provosts of the campuses. The 

mUlticampus conflict is articulated in several ways. For 

some "it's just the nature of the beast." As Dr. Myers 

noted earlier, the dynamics of a multicampus college are 

"designed to try to drive you to drink." The president, 

Sally Maitland believes, has tried to reduce the emphasis on 

campus territoriality or turf. Shortly after assuming the 

presidency he "started harping on territoriality." He 

pointed out to the provosts that, "Hey gang, you're acting 

like you've got all these little fiefdoms out there." 

Maitland, assistant to the provost on the Montclair Campus, 
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believes that this has had a positive effect, noting that in 

earlier years "it was a real challenge working at an 

institution where you had people kind of fighting with each 

other over legitimacy." 

Dr. Emerson, who works closely with all the campus 

leaders in his role as a presidential assistant, understands 

the tension that exists between the major units of the 

college. He is able to take a less personal view of the 

conflict due to the nature of his position. From his 

perspective, 

We beat on each other but I don't think there is any 
real--well, there's got to be a war here and there, 
but • • • I mean nobody beats on me because I tell 
them, well legally, this is a problem, or 
politically, I don't think this will work, but I 
don't have any turf. 

Provost Wessell, who does have "turf-based" position, offers 

a slightly different perspective: 

I'd say for the most part we work together pretty 
well. I think that you would see the traditional 
campus friction • • • and it's friction or stress 
points that's caused by strong people, and these 
jobs require you to be half politician. The 
protector of your folks and all those kinds of 
things. 

While some argue that competition is productive, 

others believe that this conflict goes beyond a healthy 

rivalry. Dean Clark Reynolds is very vocal about the 

negative aspects of unit competition. While he 

differentiates personal conflict from that which is 

organizationally-based, he senses unit conflict may, in 
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fact, be encouraged by the president, as he attempts to 

encourage creativity and innovation. He believes that the 

president is willing to accept the conflict in order to get 

the benefits which derive from competition. Reynolds argues 

strongly that the liabilities outweigh the benefits. Dr. 

Reynolds observes that "there's just too much campus-ism 

right now. If Biggs Campus wants to do A, then B has a 

concern; if Montclair Campus wants to do c, Biggs Campus has 

a concern." 

Unfortunately, I think that conflict with issue, 
which is the phrase here is, "I have a concern." 
That means, "I don't agree with something that's 
moving down the road." That has the ability to 
lock us up for eons. Well, you may as well take 
this whatever-it-is and throw it out--this idea, 
this issue, this goal--because as soon as that 
happens, rather than a strong leader saying, "I'm 
sure we all have concerns; that's why we're here. 
Now we're going to move forward,"--Bingo. The "I 
have a concern" is a rabbit trail. • • • We've 
allowed ourselves to become too fragmented in terms 
of goals because of our campus-ism. 

There is some suggestion that the president's 

reluctance to hire a collegewide vice president of academic 

affairs is related to his desire to stress competition among 

units. This view is reinforced by one provost who clearly 

says that he is not interested in reporting through a vice 

president. "Neither one of them [provosts] like each other 

at all," which makes the organizational dynamics interesting 

and the success of the council approach problematic. It can 

also be seen as a ploy by the president to keep greater 

control, by pitting the provosts against one another. 
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Dr. Felix also sees conflict between campuses as a 

major concern. In the early years of the college when it 

was one campus, there was considerable collegiality. 

However, acording to this faculty leader, 

As the college grew, as we created additional 
campuses, the college administration got separated 
and located in different places, I began to see a 
breakdown of this collegiality and also began to see 
something that at times I find disturbing and at 
times not, and that is the open competition between 
the campuses. 

This competition has surfaced during the distribution of 

programs and resources, and as the collegiality 

deteriorated, campus rivalry increased, and allegations of 

favoritism and inequity emerged. 

Conflict over resources is not uncommon. Dr. 

Reynolds sees funding as allocated politically and not 

necessarily to support the best ideas. Dollars go to the 

squeaky wheel or they go to reduce overt dissatisfaction. 

So as soon as someone has a concern, we immediately 
either water down and divert resources so that we 
can satisfy the "me, too" theory--if Biggs Campus has 
an earthquake, Montclair Campus immediately wants 
one. • • • [Allocations are like] 52 cards; I'm 
going to flip them up. The biggest hands and the 
strongest magnet determines where the cards are 
going to fall. • •• I don't see as much cooperation 
at the level where it needs to be. • • • There's not 
too much resource allocation based on project. 
Rather there's resource allocation based on 
minimizing grumbling. 

Sally Maitland also interprets this process as 

political in nature. To her, conflict is avoided by an 

informal level'of "horsetrading" at the top of the 

---. ----- --------
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organizational hierarchy. After glibly noting that 

resources are allocated the way "the president wants them 

allocated," she describes the process of allocation by the 

administrative council. 

The fallacy of that is that then you've got this 
guy's a buddy with this guy, and they get ir.to a 
little horsetrading--"Well, I'll go along with this 
position if you go along with that position." 
Again, the argument could be made that maybe only 
one or two areas need new resources. I guess what 
I'm saying is, I'm not sure I see a clear pattern 
for the allocation of resources. It seems like 
we're jumping around a little bit, or maybe just 
jumping around trying to find the model that makes 
sense. 

Dr. Reynolds also believes the conflict among 

provosts works its way down through the organization. It 

"causes rifts between department chairmen and then between 

faculty. When you have that kind of political problem, they 

will eventually erode the academic goals." Some see the 

rise of Provost Gordon Wessell as an offshoot of conflict 

and politics. There is a widely believed scenario which 

holds that Dr. Wessell undercut Dr. Fernandez and then moved 

into his slot. The logic suggests that Dr. Wessell's 

influence with the president eliminated Dr. Fernandez as the 

Biggs provost and put Dr. Wessell in the campus position 

necessary to prepare him for a future presidency. A sub

theme here is the declining influence of Sue Ellen Longview. 

Provost Longview is clearly seen as being on the outside 

looking in. Richard Emerson notes that the president "is a 

man and thinks like a man." He believes that "candidly, I 
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think men get along better with Charles." While Emerson 

translates this into the president "trying to bring her 

along," she has a much different perspective. She sees 

herself cut out of the primary council roles. Vice 

President Peck heads the administrative council, Provost 

Wessell heads the instructional council, but Provost 

Longview handles the student affairs council. The fact that 

student affairs is very low on the institutional status 

hierarchy and "has kind of been on the back burner," is not 

lost on Dr. Longview. 

An overarching theme in this analysis of conflict 

and rules is the degree to which the president encourages 

the behavior. It is apparent that Dr. Myers sees little to 

be gained in terms of personal power through .the 

amelioration of the conflict and competition. In fact, 

there is every reason to believe that he consciously 

supports such an environment in order to increase the 

centralized nature of power within the college. Carl 

Webster, faculty on the Biggs Campus, is cognizant of this 

conflict and competition. 

In a utopian world, campus administrators would all 
be united for the greater good, but that's just not 
going to happen. We try to here, and it's just not 
going to happen. The campus competition [exists] on 
the one hand • • • but on the other hand, they're 
scorekeeping. 
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Program Review 

Formal rules as they apply to program review operate 

on two levels. The college recognizes and adheres to the 

state's rules and procedures, following state guidelines at 

all levels of program review. The college files all 

appropriate paperwork and reports in compliance with state 

standards. Internally, however, the college has a v~riable 

rule structure for program review. While the college 

complies with periodic Level II reviews through DVACE, these 

are loosely connected to decision making. For significant 

decision purposes, the college utilizes an approach 

separated from the state system. When the college 

determines that a program is in need of significant 

analysis, the president, through Terrance stephens, will 

direct a college designed process for such a review. As a 

result, program decisions are largely decoupled from the 

state process which acts more as a buffer to deflect state 

intrusion while allowing local decision making driven by 

internal and local environmental dynamics. 

Conflict over program review is generally kept to a 

minimum through several strategies, including the variable 

rule structure. By decoupling state policy and procedures 

from local college review and decision processes, the 

college, and particularly the administration, retain 

considerable control. Internally the programs are 

compartmentalized; each one is subject to independent 

. -
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analysis at any point and in any manner determined by the 

administration. Thus, any program which is endangered by a 

review is isolated from other programs and colleagues. 

Conflict is then less likely to spread as faculty in the 

endangered program focus on the decision structure and the 

community for survival and not on enlisting support from 

colleagues in other programs. 

The president's satisficing strategy, which has 

resulted in significant faculty pay raises, a visible yet 

symbolic role for the faculty senates, is designed to keep 

faculty content. Thus when a program is in danger, other 

faculty are less inclined to act in a unified manner to 

rally around that program. Finally, the "chilling effect" 

of recent faculty terminations may also play a role in 

reducing overt conflict. 

Program review at Metropolitan operates on two 

levels. The state rules and regulations are adhered to. 

President Myers delegates responsibility for the procedural 

aspects of college implementation to vocational director 

Terrance Stephens. Mr. Stephens maintains contact with the 

Division of Community Colleges and DVACE. stephens is 

careful to file all the necessary paperwork to support the 

state system. Notices of intent to study or review are 

filed at the appropriate time. Mr. stephens notifies 

internal constituents (provosts, departments chairs, and 

program managers) of impending site visits for Level II 

"._ .. _ .... _---



reviews. ·He also submits the necessary paperwork to the 

Division of community Colleges, verifying that the'review 

has been completed. 
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While these procedures are meticulously completed, 

virtually everyone involved at the college level is aware 

that this process is largely symbolic. When it becomes 

apparent that it is desirable or necessary to conduct a 

decision-oriented analysis of a program, an entirely 

separate mechanism is utilized. President Myers, for 

example, after noting that the college largely follows the 

state review system, reports that there are, in fact, two 

approaches: "They do theirs on a cyclical basis; we do ours 

on a need basis, so we do not wait for program review. 

Pharmacy Tech, which I described to you, you can look at the 

enrollment report and see that there are some real problems, 

so that's going to be solved before they come in." 

When it appears to the president that a program is 

not operating efficiently, he will mandate a separate 

report. The impetus for such an analysis can come from 

various sources but quite often results from the annual 

Instructional Productivity Report. If it is apparent that a 

program has low enrollment and low faculty productivity, it 

is quite likely that the president will mandate a more 

detailed analysis. Again, Terrance Stephens plays a pivotal 

role in developing and implementing the study. According to 

Stephens, "There have been occasions when we've done our 



review, our own self-study review of a program, and that 

primarily comes into play when we have some real problems 

with a program." Essentially, when major programmatic 

decisions are to be made, the college uses a separate 

internal process designed and implemented by the senior 

administrative staff. 
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A comparison of a routine review with a decision

based review is illuminating. Routine reviews essentially 

follow very specific steps. Provosts and department chairs 

are notified that there will be a site visit and that 

specific forms must be completed prior to the visit. Mr. 

stephens will review the materials in advance and recommend 

any necessary adjustments. After the review is completed, 

Mr. stephens files a report with the Division of community 

Colleges. This report is in the form of a checksheet and 

addresses eight separate categories. Generally the college 

indicates that the review was completed and that while the 

program should be maintained at the current level 

internally, there is a need for greater external state 

assistance in facilities and/or equipment. These reports 

request information on the role of the college board of 

trustees involvement with the recommendations. Metropolitan 

usually reports that the board of trustees has not acted on 

Level II recommendations and that such action is not 

anticipated. 
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The activities surrounding the analysis of Pharmacy 

Tech highlights the college's alternative approach. This 

process is not standardized, nor has it been reduced to 

forms and set procedures. It is largely directed by the 

president. He makes periodic inquiries and requests 

detailed financial and enrollment analyses. After 

considerable time and the exchange of numerous memoranda, 

the senior administrators decide to eliminate the program. 

The board of trustees is briefed, and the decision is 

announced indirectly through the minutes of the president's 

staff meeting. 

The absence of significant conflict surrounding 

program review is directly related to the decoupling of 

decision making from the formal program review process. 

There is little likelihood and less incentive to approach 

the state program review process with hostility or fear, 

given that it is a relatively meaningless process. What 

conflict might emerge would more likely be aimed at the 

decision making process itself. Here, however, there are 

several factors to consider, not the least of which is the 

diffuse nature of the decision process. The absence of any 

formality or apparent structure to the analysis and decision 

surrounding the Pharmacy Tech program suggests that it would 

be futile to attempt to impact or attack that process. The 

fact that each program is addressed separately and that the 

senior administration designs these studies as they see fit, 
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means that each program is largely on its own. The 
, 

compartmentalization of the programs and program decisions 

seem to limit real and potential conflict to the specific 

program area. 

Beneath this process, however, there are several 

presidential strategies which have significantly reduced the 

likelihood of conflict. These relate to Dr. Myers's salary 

strategy, his personnel policies, and his use of the faculty 

senate. 

President Myers, virtually since his arrival, has 

made it clear that one of his highest priorities is faculty 

salaries. He has made a conscious effort to give the 

faculty at Metropolitan sUbstantial raises. Dr. Richard 

Emerson, Dr. Myers's assistant, is very forthright about the 

president's strategy, stating simply that "his goal is to 

make them the best-paid faculty in the state." Longtime 

faculty activist, Dr. Roger Evans, agrees that there is a 

quid pro quo to the salary issue. Evans contends that "he 

was going to give faculty as much money as he could in 

exchange for reduced faculty input in key areas." 

The president's approach to conflict has also not 

been lost on faculty across the college. He has developed a 

reputation for decisiveness in personnel matters up to and 

including termination. Faculty have been fired. 

Administrators have been removed. Dick Emerson and others 

note that this has created more tension. Some argue that 
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the tension is positive, while others are less certain. Lee 

Dreyfus observes that 

I think a lot of people fear him, I really do. I 
think that a lot of people ~ould not be and are 
probably not real open and honest with him [about] a 
lot of negative things because they're afraid of 
him. I think a lot of decisions are just made, 
because if people don't like conflict, especially if 
you think you're going to be fired, and he has been 
known to fire a few people, and kind of continues to 
do that, so it's always fresh in your mind that you 
could be next. 

The final ingredient in the president's strategy to 

avoid conflict is his use of the faculty association. Dr. 

Myers's manipulation of the faculty association parallels 

his faculty salary strategy. Essentially, he has attempted 

to give the faculty those things they value in exchange for 

their disengagement in other areas. The president has 

consciously nurtured a positive relationship with the campus 

senates and college association. He includes them in 

numerous activities and consults with them regularly. He 

trades presidential status for senate support. When his 

predecessor used the department chairs as an important 

communication link with the faculty, Dr. Myers uses the 

association. His strategy is akin to the economic or 

budgetary principle of "satisficing." Paraphrasing 

Wildavsky (1984), the president's strategy is to try to "get 

by," to "avoid trouble," and "to come out all right." By 

giving the senate what he has in abundance--presidential 

deference--he is able to obtain support for his initiatives 
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and support for freedom of action in certain arenas. In 

Roger Evans's words, the president is simply trying to' 

"placate them, satisfy their needs," in return for which Dr. 

Myers is free to maneuver in areas such as program review. 

Summary 

The political and anarchic frames most logically 

apply to the formal rules and conflict dimension of this 

organization. In a political sense, the rules and 

procedures at Metro are fluid and dynamic. There are, in 

many instances, specific rules and regulations which are 

expected to guide appropriate behavior. Sanctions exist and 

can be applied by the administrative authority. However, 

rules are often ignored, avoided, or loosely applied. 

Faculty adherence to final exam and evaluation policies are 

unevenly enforced. committee procedures and guidelines are 

unwritten. Administrators may advise and even cajole, but 

they rarely demand compliance. 

This organizational environment is encouraged by the 

president. He is anxious to avoid issues which will 

alienate faculty. He also wishes to maintain as much 

administrative discretion in general and presidential 

discretion in particular in regard to where rules and 

pressures are applied within the organization. The 

encouragement of intercampus competition is an example of 
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the president's use of discretion and controlled conflict to 

maximize his influence in the institution. 

Much of this resonates well with the anarchy frame. 

At Metropolitan, the relationship between rules and behavior 

is weak. Rule enforcement is not strong, sanctions for 

violations either do not exist or are uneven in their 

application. Conflict is compartmentalized and dealt with 

independently. In essence, independence replaces 

interdependence. These characteristics, which suggest an 

organized anarchy, are, at Metro, equally a reflection of 

the political machinations of the president. Dr. Myers 

encourages the anarchic aspects of the institution as part 

of a strategy which emphasizes presidential discretion and 

control. Thus, the president, in an effort to increase 

managerial discretion, has created a managed anarchy. 

College implementation of the state program review 

policy is clearly anarchic/evolutionary in nature. The 

college adheres to the rules and procedures of the state in 

harmony (fidelity) with state mandates. However, the 

strict, almost bureaucratic, adherence to the stat~ 

procedures at the formal level merely buffers the college 

and its programs from the full potential of state intrusion. 

By mirroring the "legitimating rationality of the 

environment," the college is able to protect the technical 

core. Acceptance of the logic of confidence or the 

------------------- -------------------



credentialing aspects of the state process frees college 

programs from close inspection by the state. 
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The low level of conflict in program review is a 

reflection of both the political and anarchy frames. The 

president's satisficing strategy, the "chilling effect" of 

personnel actions, and the compartmentalization of programs 

keeps conflict to a minimum. Programs adversely impacted by 

isolated internal reviews are less likely to obtain allies 

in a struggle with the administration when faculty are both 

content with their salary and fearful of presidential wrath. 

Here again, Dr. Myers manages anarchy so as to maximize 

presidential discretion and control. 



Environment 

"The legislature is a difficult animal because 
it's more than a hydra--three heads is not 
enough." 

--President Myers 
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M.etropolitan Community College, as do its two-year 

counterparts within and"outside the state, exhibits a very 

open, sometimes even aggressive posture toward its 

environment. Unlike typical bureaucratic organizations 

which exhibit closed system characteristics, Metropolitan is 

clearly open and integrative with its environment. Two-year 

colleges must be essentially open systems institutions in 

order to carry out the many and varied functions which 

reside under broad institutional mission statements. Metro 

maintains active community-based advisory committees 

designed to reflect the large and diverse nature of its 

occupational programs. It is also quite assertive in the 

larger business community and is anxious to pursue an 

aggressive role in economic development. At the state 

level, college personnel interact with state entities on a 

regular basis and, in fact, find this activity crucial to 

maintaining equilibrium with their state regulatory 

environment. 

Metropolitan embraces its community-based 

responsibilities. During the extended tenure of Dr. Myers's 
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predecessor, the college was deeply involved in community

based education. Dr. Alyce winters was a recognized 

national leader in this area, and she actively encouraged 

Metropolitan to enact this philosophy at the local level. 

While the emphasis has been modified since Dr. Myers's 

arrival, the overall link with the community has remained 

paramount. Faculty and administrators speak of the 

significance of the college's commitment to the local 

community, particularly the local business community. In 

fact, if there is any disagreement about the college's 

involvement with business and industry, it is that the 

college is perhaps too open to this environment. Andrew 

Hughes, Biggs Campus counselor, observes that the college 

goals lead to active participation with the community to the 

extent that "[we] work closely with the industry and the 

business community. [We have] a very close relationship." 

Roger Evans, a Biggs faculty member, concurs with this 

assessment. Of Metropolitan he avers, 

It has always been willing to take on a new program 
and process a new something-or-other if the 
community showed that it had need for it, or if we 
sensed that there was a need in the community. • • • 
Metropolitan has always been anxious to accommodate 
the community. 

Department chairs Donald Kay, Edward Thompson, and 

Ellen Rialto all speak of the college commitment to the 

local community, particularly the local business community. 

President Myers and his assistant, Dr. Emerson, both connect 
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these activities with their vision of the college. Rather 

than emphasize the m.ore traditional role of environmental 

responsiveness, they note a new, broader, and more 

aggressive approach to the business community. The college 

is assertively addressing economic development. According 

to Emerson, "We're headed more and more into economic 

development • • • [in addition to] educational programs with 

business and industryu" Dr. Emerson even lobbied.in 

Tallahassee for an expansion of the scope of community 

college mission "to include economic development with 

technology transfer centers and other things like that." 

Dr. Myers sees the significance of this activity in terms of 

a "second mission" for the college. 

Even the dissenting voices in the institution point 

to the openness with which Metropolitan relates to the 

business environment. Ray Irwin, a Montclair faculty 

leader, is somewhat concerned about the financial commitment 

which the college has made to the business partnership. He 

seriously questions the propriety of the heavy investment in 

this area to the potential detriment of other areas of the 

college curriculum. Program director June McKeon is equally 

concerned, noting that, "We're putting a little too much 

emphasis on money and what makes money for Metropolitan, 

rather than excellence in education." To her, image and 

business partnerships seem to have reached an inappropriate 

level of influence at the college. 
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Metropolitan's environmental sensitivity as well as 

its institutional vulnerability are highlighted by its 

relationship with various state bodies, most notably the 

Division of Communi~y Colleges and the state legislature. 

The power of these groups is clearly manifested by the 

attention they receive from the college and the extent to 

which Metropolitan attempts to sway or even counter the 

power and influence of these bodies. College personnel, 

while split on the potential benefits of strong business and 

industry ties, are virtually unanimous in their trepidations 

about state incursions. Those who support business 

initiatives view it as an emerging arena for curricular 

expansion and economic support. The state, on the other 

hand, is seen as an interloper, intent on reducing local 

autonomy through curricular control and financial 

contraction. 

Metropolitan is sensitive to the intrusive nature of 

the state environment. The college administrative staff, in 

particular, is concerned not only about continued state 

level intrusions, but also the breadth and depth of these 

actions. Vice President Peck, for example, believes that 

Florida is a leader in thi~ behavior. 

I can tell you the mood of the legislature, and if 
you look at the Florida legislature, you'll see that 
it has been much more prescriptive in terms of 
academic standards and program requirements in 
Florida than it has been in other parts of the 
nation. So for better or for worse, we're leading 
the pack. 
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This intrusiveness or prescriptiveness emerges in a 

variety of activities, one of the most pronounced of which 

is the Gordon Rule. This statute mandates that students 

write a specific number of words in each course taken as 

part of the general education curriculum. To Provost 

Wessell, that is going too far. "That, to me, is entering 

right into the classroom. A senator walked right in and 

told a teacher, 'You must teach six thousand words.' It 

goes beyond what I think a legislator ought to be doing." 

Dr. Wessell, as many of his colleagues, is 

concerned that the state is getting in our business 
too much. One of my concerns is that the state's 
got to be policymakers and let us be the policy 
implementers. I think they're all frustrated 
college administrators, and they're doing a lot of 
things that they're not trained to do. • • • Of 
course, they're the ones with the gold. So that's 
my concern. They're getting way too specific on 
what they're requiring on a statewide basis. They 
need to back off and focus on statesmanship and 
leadership and allow us to administer the places or 
get rid of us. 

Dr. Myers recognizes the delicate balance between 

state oversight and accountability on the one hand and 

intrusive, prescriptive behavior on the other. In an 

attempt to tip the scales toward accountability and away 

from intrusion, the college maintains high visibility with 

several state agencies. The president recognizes that 

community colleges represent the smallest portion of the 

state educational allocation and thus the "legislature pays 

us a lot less attention," but he realizes he cannot ignore 
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this body. His contention that "the legislature is a 

difficult animal" leads him to advocate a proactive posture 

with the state. 

The college has for many years made concerted 

efforts to reduce the impact of the state, particularly the 

legislature, through aggressive lobbying. Metropolitan 

consistently seeks to influence legislation as well as state 

agency activity through active participation in both arenas. 

Assistant to the President Richard Emerson, for example, is 

an active and successful lobbyist for the college. When the 

legislature is in session he virtually moves to Tallahassee 

to watch over the interests of the college. He "is 

considered the dean of the lobbyists in Tallahassee, and 

he's very effective." While Dr. Myers does not lobby as 

actively as a few of his presidential colleagues, he still 

finds time to attend key legislative functions where he can 

"grip and grin." 

Metropolitan also seeks to influence the process and 

to reduce the impact of unfavorable legislation through 

linkages with state and regional agencies. The importance 

of this strategy is implied in Dean Clark Reynolds's 

comments about the declining influence of the college's 

current board of trustees. 

I believe that our board was a composition that 
included much more powerful people than we currently 
have. I see the board as less powerful now than it 
was, and that, I think, gives the institution less 
power in the community. I don't think we've 



necessarily been hurt by that because we've made 
good connections at the state level and the regional 
level and-the local level with people who can get 
things done for us. 
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Dr. Emerson is very open about college strategy to 

exercise influence at the state level. Efforts have been 

made to establish and maintain credibility and influence 

with the Commissioner of Education, the state Board of 

Education, and the Division of Community Colleges, all the 

way from key staff to the executive director. According to 

Dr. Emerson, "All these are power seekers in the state, and 

we're highly respected in the state. We probably have been 

able to get some things that we needed because of that." 

The strategy is clear: 

We keep our people involved in everything that is 
developed. • • • The best way to lobby is to write 
the stuff • • • so at every level, including this 
one, we've always kept our own people involved. 
• • • I keep all my own people working at [the] 
division level. So there isn't much that gets 
written up there but what we haven't got [a say]. 

A central figure in this strategy is vocational 

director Terrance Stephens. His multiple college 

responsibilities include all vocational program oversight. 

This duty places him in contact with course and program 

development, economic development, grant writing, and 

program review. He, of necessity, must interact at all 

levels of the organization to carry out his duties, but he 

also has direct access to the president. His duties also 

provide him with extensive contacts at the state level. He 



serves as liaison with the state Department of Education 

through the Division of community Colleges and DVACE. 

I'm in touch with the divisions continuously, and I 
serve on a lot of state committees. So usually I 
know what's happening at the time it's happening or 
before it happens. I'm on the [state] council for 
vocation education which is appointed by the 
governor. • • • I can see the whole picture • • • 
and more or less have a feel for how Metropolitan is 
progressing and how we can compare. 
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Metropolitan, as an open systems institution, 

assertively engages its environment. College administrative 

personnel are quite active in developing economic linkages 

with the business community. The college aggressively seeks 

out business and industry partnerships, and through the 

college foundation, it actively solicits corporate 

donations. College personnel are equally involved in their 

relations with state personnel at the Division of Community 

College and state board level. While the state community 

college structure and attitude is highly prescriptive, the 

college actively works to modify state policy impact through 

aggressive lobbying and assertive interventions. 

Program Review 

The college's response to program review illustrates 

the open systems nature of the state environment. While the 

mere existence of state mandated program review is evidence 

that the college operates in an open and intrusive 

environment, the interaction between the college and this 

environment over program review is quite complex. At one 
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level the college interacts with th~ state on program 

review. However, even here complexity prevails. The 

college adheres to the state mandated policy in terms of 

reports sent to the state and validation visits by DVACE. 

At the same time, the college attempts to influence the 

state policy in order to guide the impact of the policy on 

the college. 

At another level, we can look at program review and 

institutional measures of program quality and program 

per~ormance. At this level, while institutionally-based 

responses to these issues do not overwhelmingly support 

state mandated program review as the one best measure, the 

responses do reflect in a broader sense the intrusiveness of 

the state environment. At still a third level, program 

review at Metro interacts with the local business 

environment. Here, the fact that the college utilizes 

locally-driven productivity measures suggests that college 

programs are more responsive to local business and economic 

needs and less concerned with state policy. As long as the 

programs must meet only minimum state standards, program 

viability actually will depend on local college and 

community factors. 

Metropolitan is not only affected by its 

environment, it also makes regular efforts to monitor as 

well as to manipulate that environment. This is obvious in 

various activities, including the lobbying efforts of 

----- --------------
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Richard Emerson. Central to·this strategy is Terrance 

stephens, director of vocational education. In his capacity 

as director, Mr. Stephens reports directly to the president 

and has been delegated the major institutional 

responsibility for state mandated program review. His 

responsibilities include the coordination of internal review 

activity and liaison with the major state agencies 

associated with vocational reviews. A.A. reviews, which 

have only recently moved to the fore, will, according to the 

president, eventually be coordinated internally by the 

provosts. 

In his role as director, Mr. Stephens serves as the 

key college link with the State Department of Education 

through DVACE, and particularly for program review with the 

Division of community Colleges. He also serves on the 

statewide leveling committee which has attempted to increase 

state control and program standardization between community 

colleges and area vocational centers. Internally, he is the 

overseer and advisor to the president on vocational needs, 

including new programs, equipment, instructors, and even 

program elimination. 

In addition to his coordinating role on Level II 

reviews at the college, Stephens is very active at the state 

level in advocating the interests of the college. When 

activities such as Level III reviews are being contemplated, 

he weighs the interests of the college and determines 
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whether to move the college into the process. "Depending on 

which review it is and • • • what kind of impact that review 

might have ••• depends on how involved we might get." 

When it appears that the college has an interest, he urges 

the college to become part of the process. Referring to a 

recent decision to participate in a state study, he stated, 

We wanted to be sure that the direction went that 
way, and we ended up with quite a few dollars coming 
out of the lottery for those type reviews. So it 
depends on the area • • • being reviewed and what 
impact it may have on us. • • • We will react to all 
state Level III reviews that impact us, but a lot of 
times we really take the initiative in being sure 
that we are truly participating and just not 
responding. 

In recent years this strategy has allowed 

Metropolitan to either lead or become active in several 

state program review revision activities. When he became 

concerned about the program review process, particularly 

Level I, Stephens lobbied the division leadership and 

obtained a state contract to conduct a study of the data 

aspects of Level I. Recently the college participated in a 

nursing Level III review because Mr. Stephens felt the 

college should participate in what would likely be 

significant statewide curricular decisions. The same logic 

was involved in the college's decision to participate in the 

state level reviews of computer programming and secretarial 

science. 

Mr. Stephens's influence is not lost on college 

administrators participating in program review, particularly 
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the campus department chairs. Lee Dreyfus, a chair on the 

Biggs Campus, recognizes the role played by Stephens: "He's 

very knowledgeable • • • knows the people at the state 

l.evel. He knows politically how to move through the 

system." Dr. Dreyfus sees him as "a good ally [and a] good 

advocate to have," in part because he is so assertive with 

the state. Edward Thompson on the Montclair Campus is 

another chair who recognizes Stephens as a major asset due 

to his knowledge of the state level and the program review 

system. 

Donald Kay, Biggs department head, sees Terrance 

Stephens as a pivotal figure in any attempt to sway the 

state on program review guidelines. with the state possibly 

adding a new standard (graduate to major ratio) to the 

review process, Dr. Kay believes Terrance would be a key 

figure in the college's attempt to keep this s'candard out of 

the system. The overall college strategy in such an action, 

according to Kay, would include several activities: "There 

may be a possibility that we can show evidence and do 

something and get the industry behind us and say, Hey, this 

is what we need. We may change that way, but it's all in 

the marketing and the lobbying of it, I guess." 

In his department chair capacity, William Haywood 

has worked with Terrance Stephens for several years. He 

believes stephens is a very important figure at the college 

and at the state level. After noting in general that 
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"Terrance gets money, [and] Terrance knows people," he 

offers that, "What I've learned from Terrance is, you have 

to know the [state] people and the people have to know you. 

When they know you do good work, they're easier to work 

with. Plus you get probably a little more discretion." For 

Dr. Haywood this means that "reviews become easier when you 

know that the person doing the reviews knows you." 

Just like anything else. They come in, they look at 
it, they say, "Well, now, do I really want to look 
at every sentence and dot every "i" with Bill? No, 
because I know he knows what to do." And they did 
that the first couple of times, and after that--not 
that they don't do the review--but they say, "Okay, 
Bill, where is it?" 

Terrance Stephens's efforts at influencing the state 

on program review do not occur in isolation. They are, 

instead, part of the college's larger proactive posture 

toward its state environment. Provost Longview points out 

that "nothing happens in this state that Metropolitan 

doesn't have a hand in •••• It is true." Dr. Longview 

confirms that when there is an issue which concerns 

Metropolitan, college personnel volunteer or are volunteered 

to actively participate. Efforts may proceed through the 

"formal chain" or, as presidential assistant Dick Emerson 

suggests, "We've always kept our own people involved; that 

way they get our views. The best way to lobby is to write 

the stuff." 

Another measure of the open systems nature of 

Metropolitan's environment is the degree to which faculty 
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and administrators look to external indices of quality. 

college personnel view state mandated skills testing 

(CLAST), the institutional effectiveness measures coming 

from the Southern Associateation of Colleges and Schools 

(SACS), and to a lesser extent program review as the key 

indicators of program quality. Administrators and faculty 

alike are inclined to focus on external measures of quality. 

President Myers sees the overall SACS umbrella of 

institutional effectiveness as a driving force, followed 

closely by CLAST, as well as state placement and transfer 

data. Interestingly, he does not mention program review 

here. Provost Longview, Vice President Peck, Dean Reynolds, 

and Terrance Stephens also point to environmentally-driven 

indicators of quality. Graduation rates, transfer data, 

CLAST, employers' surveys are common threads in the comments 

of these administrators. only Dr. Peck and Terrance 

Stephens mention program review here g with Mr. Stephens, not 

surprisingly, giving greater focus to the review process. 

Faculty members are quite specific about the role of 

CLAST at Metropolitan. Nancy Felix, in particular, sees 

external measures such as CLAST, data on the success of 

Metropolitan transfer students and measures of how students 

perform in "civilian life as integral to institutional 

quality." Ray Irwin sees the SACS as a major force in 

quality assurance. Counselor Andrew Hughes also looks 

externally and is one of the few who even obliquely sees the 
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state program review process as related to program qualitye 

While offering that "I don't know how it's assured, but we 

certainly do have quality," he notes that "the state 

mandates all this evaluation and stuff, particularly on our 

career programs, be evaluated each year to be sure that 

we're still graduating and placing students." staff member 

George Kelley also focuses on external measures for program 

quality. He comments that the state initially created 

eighteen indicators of excellence and that this is now down 

to six. 

The significance of Metropolitan's relationship with 

its business community cannot be overemphasized. President 

Myers is very open about the importance of this linkage. He 

is very anxious to pursue business and industry partnerships 

even outside programs and degrees. Dr. Myers suggests that 

these relationships are really "[Metropolitan's] second 

mission--service to business and industry in technical 

education in terms of partnerships as opposed to simply A.S. 

degree programs." The president is equally adamant about 

the corporate emphasis of the college foundation, 'noting 

with considerable pride that the vast majority of the 

contributions come not from small donors but from major 

corporations. Presidential assistant Dick Emerson echoes 

Dr. Myers's sentiments, averring that "we're more and more 

into economic development and some of those things and 

contract type of employment, educational programs with 



business and industry. I guess we're in the area of our 

mission that you can get as far as we have the time and 

resources to go." 
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The college's commitment to serving the local 

business community encourages and reinforces the dual nature 

of program review at Metropolitan. College adherence to the 

state mandated program review process, as mentioned by 

Terrance stephens, is essentially a credentia1ing or 

buffering process. The college is committed to meeting the 

minimum state .leve1 requirements, but simultaneously 

applying a separate set of criteria locally. That local 

decision making standard in large part relates to the local 

business community and the president's commitment to college 

business partnerships. 

Summary 

Environmental vulnerability is a normal condition in 

a political organization. Metropolitan is not only open and 

vulnerable, it interacts aggressively with an occasionally 

modifies that environment to its advantage. At virtually 

every level of the organization, college personnel reflect 

the inherently political nature of the college as they 

interact with the local and state environment. 

Institutional boundaries are fluid enough to allow for 

internal and external interest groups to form around key 

college issues. 
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The political nature of the college is reflected in 

its persistent efforts to affect the state policy 

environment. Aggressive lobbying at the legislative level, 

combined with more subtle influencing of state policy 

implementation, both represent persistent college behaviors. 

The active manner in which the college seeks out business 

and industry partnerships again reflects the open and fluid 

nature of college environmental boundaries. Metro is very 

willing to utilize the influence and resources of external 

groups to obtain college objectives. 

Program review implementation is also 

environmentally sensitive. Not only does the college work 

with the state, attempting to mold both policy and 

implementation to its own local institutional needs, but 

Metro also works with local business interests in shaping 

program direction and decisions. Program review decisions 

are closely related to local market needs. Senior 

administrators are extremely sensitive to local business 

attitudes and employment needs, and program decisions are 

often shaped by these forces. Program faculty also utilize 

the business community as they lobby for their position 

within the college. 
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Pharmacy Technician Program 

Among more than thirty occupational programs at 

Metropolitan, none had a more tumultuous decade than the 

Pharmacy Technician CPT) program. Established in the early 

years of the college, PT has been under constant scrutiny 

since the 1980-81 academic year. The college determined in 

the late 1970s to introduce an internal review mechanism to 

establish the relative viability of its occupational 

programs. Piloted in the 1980-81 academic year, the 

Occupational Program Viability System established four 

criteria against which all A.S. degree programs were 

evaluated. Those programs unable to meet or exceed two or 

more criteria were then reviewed in greater detail to 

ascertain both a long-term prognosis and short-term plan for 

improving program performance on the criteria. When the PT 

program failed to meet two of the four criteria in 1981, it 

began a decade-long struggle over program performance that 

ultimately led to a program closure decision in 1990. What 

transpired during the intervening ten years provides insight 

into the program review process at the college and its 

relationship to state mandated program review policy. What 

becomes evident is that program review, either linked to the 

state model or internally devised for level two purposes, 

was not an integral part of the activity leading to closure. 

The documents covering the period from 1981 to 1989 suggest, 

instead, that the program was under pressure almost yearly 
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to justify its existence. Disagreements and inconsistencies 

existed on the goals of the program. Faculty and middle 

management operated on one set of program criteria, while 

senior administrators had a much different view of program 

goals. Communication throughout the process was disjointed 

and ineffective. Conflicting goals only exacerbated the 

communication difficulties. Due to the fluid nature of 

rules in the process, there was considerable frustration and 

confusion at the program level as to the decision making 

parameters. Power relationships may have been clearly 

understood, but the rules under which the program and its 

future were decided remained fluid enough to create 

confusion at the lower end of the organization. This 

ultimately led to the emergence of conflict at the end of 

this decade-long process. When the closure decision was 

finally made, internal program personnel, advisory committee 

members, and community health program personnel were all 

affected. 

Goal dissonance is an important ingredient in this 

decade-long program odyssey. The goals of the Pharmacy 

Technician program as articulated by the program director 

focused predominately on service to the medical community. 

Throughout most of the decade, that goal was supported by 

the department chair, the campus provost, and the advisory 

committee. At the senior administrative level, however, it 



447 

is apparent" that the program goals articulated from below 

are largely displaced by larger college productivitY'goals. 

The major difference noted between the approach of 

senior administrators and that of faculty and campus 

administration is the relative importance of community and 

cost. Throughout the entire decade the program director, 

department chair, and provost defended the PT program on 

grounds of service to the community. Program director June 

McKeon, as early as 1981, stressed that lithe importance of 

the continuation of the PT program is of primary concern to 

me and many members of our community." She was anxious to 

understand the precise concerns of the administration so as 

not to "misunderstand" or "misrepresent" the situation. The 

response she received mirrored the administrative position 

that cost was the key variable. The factors which placed PT 
\ 'f1 

under college scrutiny initially had been program cost and 

program income. Dr. Henry Dodds, the chief academic officer 

on the Biggs Campus, reiterated this position in response to 

Ms. McKeon, noting that "clearly, attrition is a problem in 

the PT program. The objective is to reduce program 

attrition. Please specify the activities you will undertake 

to reduce the attrition rate." 

During the intervening four years, attention was 

focused on other matters as the college moved through an 

administrative transition. Once interest in Pharmacy 

Technology was refocused in 1985, the same issues and the 
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same'dichotomous relationship re-emerged. Department chair 

Lee Dreyfus conducted a phone survey of the local health 

community in 1985 and assured the campus provost that PT was 

needed in the college's service area. Yet, the president 

was maintaining the senior level concern over enrollment, 

attrition, and cost. Even when the provost warned PT's 

community advisory committee that the college was "looking 

at the costs of the program," the community responded in 

terms of demand or community need. 

The following year, when the department chair 

formally recommended continuation of the program, her 

recommendation was based on several key points. The 

recommendation stressed that the program was OImeeting a need 

in the health care community," that "community support of 

the PT program is strong," and the "PT program is good P.R. 

for the college and "demonstrates excellence in education." 

President Myers was not swayed by this approach and, in 

fact, responded by requesting data on enrollment, retention, 

and graduation. "In addition," he said, "I am asking 

Richard Marks [VP Finance], by copy of this memorandum, to 

determine the economic variables of this program with 

respect to cost effectiveness." 

Apparently President Myers determined at this point 

to allow the program to continue for another two years. 

Yet, by 1988, he was again asking for data, noting he had 

given the program two years to demonstrate more than 
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potential. In response to this executive request for data, 

the provost replied, 

Though the data indicate a decrease in the number of 
qualified students enrolling, the graduation and 
placement figures have remained fairly consistent 
until academic year 1986-87, when the number of 
graduates declined significantly •••• Although the 
number of graduates declined following a reduction 
in staff, we can be proud that the academic 
standards and quality of graduates remained high. 
• • • In view of the critical need for trained PT 
professionals in the Central Florida area, the fact 
[is] that MCC is the only provider of training for 
PT. 

Dr. Fernandez, then Biggs provost, concluded that the 

program should continue despite his doubts that the program 

"will ever be self-supporting." He added, "Dr. Dreyfus, Ms. 

McKeon and I will work with the Advisory Committee to 

identify strategies for developing community support through 

contributions and scholarships and for strengthening program 

recruitment." 

While the president obviously wanted hard data and 

demonstrable performance in cost containment or income 

enhancement (recruitment', enrollment, retention), the campus 

personnel clung to community need and potential community 

support as their lifeline. Even when Dr. Fernandez moved 

toward a realistic appraisal of the data, he was quick to 

back off. His first draft of the memo cited above suggested 

that "using only enrollment and retention/cost figures, it 

would appear the logical recommendation would be to close 
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the PT program." This language, however, was dropped from 

the final memorandum sent to the president. 

The president continued to stress cost into the 

1988-89 academic year. Even now the program director, while 

beginning to despair of saving the program, refused to 

address the cost issues, preferring to remain on the 

weakening foundation of community support. By early 1989, 

the only hope for the program was the possibility that 

sufficient program costs could be shifted to the community, 

thus avoiding the now inevitable program closure. Clearly 

the effectiveness of communication was diminished by the 

lack of shared program goals. 

The dialogue involving this program reflects the 

communication and decision patterns of the college's own 

program review process. During the ten years in which the 

reviews were conducted, the college consistently avoided a 

direct link with the state mandated Level II process. While 

the college reported to the state that the program had been 

reviewed, it never indicated the possibility of closure or 

that specific corrective measures would be taken. All 

appropriate state bureaucratic procedures and time lines 

were addressed, but without a meaningful intentional link 

between policy, process, and internal activity. 

Metropolitan thus used the state mandated process to buffer 
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internal activity and,relied on the "logic of confidence" to 

protect its technical activity (Meyer and Rowan, 1977, 

1978). 

Internally, communication and decision patterns 

surrounding the pharmacy program differed sharply from the 

external bureaucratic pattern. An analysis of memoranda 

exchanged over a ten-year period reflects characteristics 

that are at once bureaucratic, political, and anarchic. 

Generally, correspondence within administrative circles was 

bureaucratic. Communication followed the chain of command, 

with a strong emphasis on structured, directive language. 

Production and efficiency were the dominant themes in these 

memoranda. 

At the faculty level, however, memoranda were more 

political in nature. There was a strong emphasis on 

engaging constituents external to the organization and 

linking their interests to those of the program and the 

college. Efforts were made to introduce these organizations 

and their constituents directly into the internal decision 

process. Where order and structure dominated senior level 

administrative correspondence, faculty and even the 

department level administrator stressed alternatives, 

negotiation, and compromise. Where administrative memoranda 

closely followed the organizational hierarchy, faculty 

memoranda engaged no fewer than nine separate levels of the 

organization in attempts to enlist support. 
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At the point of decision, after ten years of 

discussion and debate, the tone and tenor of communication 

became increasingly conflictual. A flash point was reached 

when a faculty member appealed directly to the president for 

his assistance in the process. The campus administrator 

circumvented in this direct appeal immediately threatened 

sanctions again the faculty Bember for violating the chain 

of command: 

During the past years your work record has been 
good; however, it has come to my attention that you 
have forwarded a memo to the President with 
inaccurate information about the level of your 
involvement in decision making about the future of 
the Pharmacy Technician Program. Your action of 
writing an inaccurate memo which did not follow the 
appropriate administrative channels is 
unprofessional, unacceptable and even deceptive 
behavior. As Program Director you should have 
realized that bypassing appropriate channels leads 
to confusion and misinformation. This kind of 
behavior lessens your effectiveness as a Program 
Director. I expect that in the future you will work 
more closely with your Department Chairman and 
follow the appropriate administrative channels to 
ensure that this type of poor judgement [sic] does 
not reoccur. 

Effective immediately, I expect you to work 
closely with your Department Chairman in presenting 
the college's position regarding the PT Program to 
PT students and members of the advisory committee in 
the most positive light. All written correspondence 
about the PT Program must receive my approval before 
mailing. 

The faculty member's response was to threaten libel action 

and simultaneously to continue her efforts to obtain 

presidential support: 

I have always presented the college's position in a 
positive manner and I don't intend to change. One 
of the reasons the PT program received accolades 



during the site visit for accreditation was because 
of my honesty, integrity, professionalism and 
general rapport with students, associates, 
laboratorians and administrators. In my 30 years of 
employment I have never been accused of being 
unprofessional, inaccurate or deceptive. Your 
warning to me of ranting and raving to the community 
and your character assault of me shows how very 
little you really know about me and my qualities. 
The definition of libel is "any written or printed 
statement that damages a person by defaming his 
character--the act of presenting such a statement 
to the public" and your action of placing the memo 
in my personnel file clearly shows your intent to 
unjustly label me with false qualities. If these 
allegations prove to be detrimental in the future, I 
will consider libel, slander, and defamation of 
character charges. 

While the president did not openly side with the faculty 

member and did, in fact, decide to close the program, he 

also reassigned the campus administrator involved in the 

dispute. 
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The absence of formal, written internal program 

review rules and procedures contributed significantly to the 

problems which the Pharmacy Technician program experienced. 

The activities and analysis undertaken by program and campus 

personnel were never part of a formal, collegewide process, 

nor were they linked in any tangible way to a clear decision 

making process. Once the college abandoned its early 

experiment with an internal review process, there was no 

clearly articulated process which took its place. state 

program review was decoupled from the review activities 

surrounding the PT program. The analyses used by the 

college's administration were developed by the college and 
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addressed issues related specifically "to the PT program and 

those productivity measures of importance to senior 

administration. The Pharmacy Technician program was always 

able to meet the one state criteria which carried a 

significant penalty, a minimum seventy percent placement 

rate. Demand for program graduates was never in question. 

Therefore, the significance of this state measure never 

translated to internal college decision making. Here the 

criteria were strictly internal and primarily cost driven. 

The absence of clear, consistent rules for the 

review of Pharmacy Technician, taken together with the 

administratively determined decision parameters (cost and 

productivity), demonstrate that the main source of power is 

at the top of the organization. The rules and decisions are 

presidential in nature. The timing of the process, both 

review and decision, were presidentially determined. This 

power relationship is also connected to the environmental 

aspects of program review. As noted earlier, Metropolitan 

is an open systems institution. The college is actively 

engaged in numerous projects with the community. The 

linkages between occupational programs, local citizen 

advisory committees, and business and industry--including 

the health care community--are strong. The review 

experiences of the Pharmacy program reflect this strong 

relationship. Throughout the process, program personnel 

sought to include the advisory committee and key community 
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health professionals. Dr. Lee Dreyfus, as department chair, 

sought community support through a phone survey in 1985. In 

response to her questions, community health professionals 

voiced strong support for the college program. Citing one 

local hospital office, 

Pat stated that • • • their turnover in the lab is 
approximately five per year. She said that she 
would be very disappointed if Metropolitan's program 
closed. Pat stated that we need to look on a 
nationwide basis for recruitment, especially out of 
state. Pat felt that the PT is a vital part • • • 
and that if they were not include in the profession 
that the profession would suffer adversely. 

June McKeon, as program director, was equally 

anxious to enlist community support for the program. As the 

final decision became imminent, Ms. McKeon encouraged 

community health professionals to lobby the president to 

save the program. The president received several letters 

which highlighted the college-community connection. In one 

such letter, the vice president of a major community health 

care facility lobbied the president. 

It has been brought to my attention • • • that 
Metropolitan community College is consid.ering 
terminating their Pharmacy Technician training 
program. I wish to express my concern • • • that 
termination of this program would be a significant 
loss to the community as there is truly a shortage 
of trained ancillary service healthcare personnel. 
I recommend that you carefully evaluate the value of 
your allied healthcare programs to our community and 
continue to train Pharmacy Technicians. 

While this approach proved to be unsuccessful, it 

does indicate the salience of community relationships. The 

college administration responded to these lopbying efforts 
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by encouraging the local health care community to take a 

more aggressive financial posture by sharing the cost of 

this and other programs. This strategy helped to deflect 

some of the pressure generated by the decision while 

ultimately leading to the creation of a hospital-based 

program and a college-community partnership. The fact that 

the community was able to utilize this communication 

opportunity and attempt to enter into a dialogue with the 

college is a result of the open systems nature of the 

college. While dialogue was possible, however, it did not 

lead the college to alter its decision to close the program. 

President Myers's strategy with the health care 

community was to attempt to obtain direct financial support 

for the college Pharmacy Technology program. The hospitals 

were encouraged to contribute to the ongoing maintenance of 

the program. When they were unwilling to do so, the program 

was closed. However, one regional medical center ultimately 

did adopt a cooperative arrangement with the college and did 

institute a series of health related programs including 

Pharmacy Technology. Again, the college adhered to its own 

internal decision mechanism and acted in a way which suited 

its needs and those of its community. state mandated 

program review operated outside of this decision 

environment. 
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Summary 

The experience of the Pharmacy Technician program 

highlights not only the characteristics of program review at 

Metropolitan, but the linkages with the dimensions of the 

framework as well. First, it is clear that internal review 

of programs at Metropolitan for decision purposes is, at 

best, loosely connected to the state program review policy. 

College experience with program review preceded the state 

policy. Once the state policy became effective in the mid-

1980s, the college adopted a very fluid system of review 

which was only loosely tied to the earlier college process 

or the externally driven state process. 

Decision making and power are clearly centralized at 

the presidential level. Productivity is the key determinant 

in such program decisions. While community linkages are 

important, cost factors outweigh such considerations. 

communication with the state is focused on adherence to 

state rules and guidelines and is bureaucratic in nature. 

Yet the emphasis on adherence to the rules and procedures 

seems more closely tied to the maintenance of internal 

decision flexibility and less to a strong sense of value 

derived from the state policy. As Terrance Stephens noted 

earlier, the college looks at the state policy as a buffer 

which allows internal productivity measures to drive 

decisions. Adherence to state program review reporting 

guidelines serves a credentia1ing function for the college. 
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This satisfies the state desire for information and 

validation while allowing the colleg~ to buffer its internal 

activity from greater state intrusion. 

Conclusion 

Metropolitan community College, as a complex 

organization, exhibits multi-model behaviors across the five 

dimensions of the framework. As such, it provides 

additional evidence that one model cannot capture the 

diversity and complexity in community college governance and 

decision making. While Metro does exhibit some bureaucratic 

behaviors, the models more appropriate to Metro are the 

political and anarchic. 

Goals at Metropolitan are largely symbolic. They 

are generated overwhelmingly for external consumption. 

Their breadth and external focus allow extensive internal 

latitude for multiple, even conflicting, goals. That the 

goals are general and outwardly focused allows potentially 

conflicting goals to coexist without overt conflict 

internally. The primary disparity of goals exists between 

and among faculty and administrators, depending on issue 

salience. In other words, faculty emphasis on quality, 

excellence, and traditional values can coexist with 

presidential emphasis on remediation and economic 

development because the relevant institutional goal 

statements are essentially symbolic. 
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Communication at Metro is dominated by the president 

but in a political, nonhierarchical manner. Dr. Myers 

manages and manipulates communication through deft use of 

the faculty association, the grapevine, and through the use 

of trial balloons. Effective communication relates to whom 

you know, and to whom you have access rather than to 

position. 

Power and decision making are also politically 

driven dimensions at Metro. When the current president 

arrived, he moved swiftly to neutralize alternative power 

bases, thus consolidating power in his hands. He has 

largely co-opted the faculty association and has made every 

effort to satisfy faculty desires as a way to maximize 

presidential discretion. Recognizing the latent power of a 

mobilized faculty, he has endeavored to satisfy their wants, 

even at the expense of additional staff or administrative 

support. 

Pragmatic rule enforcement is one key to limiting 

overt conflict at Metro. While rules exist in many areas, 

they are not rigidly or evenly applied. Again, the use of 

discretion is designed to maximize presidential latitude in 

decision making. The president encourages the avoidance of 

conflict, therefore, by loosely coupling rules and 

sanctions. 

Metropolitan is extremely aggressive 

environmentally, both at the state and local levels. The 



college actively works with the Division of Community 

Colleges to reshape state level decisions to accommodate 

local needs. The college is equally assertive in the 

business community in an attempt to establish equilibrium 

with that environment. 
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Institutional implementation of state mandated 

program review at Metro demonstrates the applicability of 

the political/evolutionary and anarchic/adaptive frames to 

organizational behavior. Program review goals at Metro are 

not institutionally defined. Rather various groups in the 

college react differentially, following their perception of 

state goals. Administrators tend to reflect the articulated 

accountability objectives of the state, while faculty 

perceive the issue as standardization. Faculty goal 

perceptions relate more to the use of ·the DVACE model for 

Level II analysis than to the policy itself. 

Communication patterns at the college demonstrate 

the low issue salience which program review has for the 

faculty. Faculty perceive the loose coupling between 

program review and decision making and, therefore, give 

scant attention to the process. The absence of written, 

consistent procedures merely reinforces faculty perceptions 

that little is likely to be gained by active efforts to 

engage in program review dialogue. 

The absence of written, consistent procedures is 

central to the consideration of power, decision making, 
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rules and conflict. The president has retained maximum 

discretion in this decision arena by decoupling both the 

state policy from internal activity and policy from deoision 

making. As in other areas of the college, the president 

has traded deference and status for power and independence 

of action. These behaviors are more clearly illustrative of 

the political/evolutionary and anarchic/adaptive frameworks. 

The college has very successfully managed its 

environment through aggressive state level activity 

regarding program review. Once the policy was implemented, 

the college has successfully buffered its programs from 

environmental influences. By using the state system for 

credentialing purposes and thus legitimizing internal 

program performance through that process, the college is 

free to engage in an independent, college-driven program 

analysis. 
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CHAPTER 8 

CONCLUSIONS 

The case studies of the Urban and Metropolitan 

Community Colleges, bolstered by the Division of Community 

Colleges analysis, support the contention that to portray 

community colleges as bureaucratically governed institutions 

is inappropriately reductionist. Both cases reveal a large, 

complex human organization, which is impacted by multiple 

forces from within and without. The assumption that two

year colleges can be captured by any singular organizational 

frame profoundly underestimates the complexity of the 

colleges and their environments. 

Previous scholarship in this area has been limited 

by several factors, not the least of which are the tendency 

to carry forward uncritically the analyses of the past, and 

the limited amount of primary research. However, perhaps 

the greatest weakness has been the failure to utilize more 

recently derived organizational constructs. While there has 

been some application of the political model, community 

college researchers have virtually ignored the work of 

Weick, Cohen and March, and others who have elaborated the 

loose coupling and organized anarchy themes in 

organizational research. Given the increasing emphasis over 
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the past twenty years on open systems analys'is, the impact 

of the environment on organizations has been inexplicably 

lacking in research on community colleges. The case studies 

presented here demonstrate the necessity of utilizing the 

full array of theoretical constructs available to an 

organizational researcher. Their use allows one to capture 

more fully the complexity of organizational life in general, 

as well as the unique anomalies found in educational 

organizations, particularly two-year colleges. 

This study also points up the value of examining the 

policy environment of community colleges. .Early work which 

emphasized the programmed policy perspective failed to 

capture the dynamic aspects of the policy arena. Urban and 

Metro both reflect the adaptive and evolutionary aspects of 

policy implementation in a state system. By penetrating the 

"black box" and investigating actual implementation 

activity, the study highlights the dynamic nature of policy 

as it is implemented at the local level. The behavior of 

state and college employees emphasizes the discretionary 

aspects of policy implementation as well as the efforts made 

by some to co-opt or at least neutralize the impact of state 

policy. By connecting the organizational and implementation 

models, it was possible to highlight the relationship 

between the implementation of state policy and local college 

governance anp decision making patterns. 
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A third level of analysis in'this study focuses on 

the environmental factors impacting community colleges. The 

two-year college literature is replete with studies 

analyzing the increased presence of state level policy and 

regulation and a concomitant decline in local college 

autonomy. Local college administrators and, even many 

faculty have grudgingly accepted the fact that "as the 

academy has moved from behind the curtains toward center 

stage of public concern, it has become more salient to 

politicians whose sustenance comes partly from basking in 

the stage lights of public interest" (Nowlan, 1976, p. 91). 

While this literature largely focuses on and decries this 

trend, it often overlooks an emerging issue for these 

colleges: the impact of business and industry on college 

behavior. Nowhere is this more obvious than in the economic 

development emphasis among community colleges nationally, 

and more particularly, Urban and Metropolitan. Expanding on 

the work of Meyer (1988) and Brint and Karabel (1989), the 

case studies illustrate the significant role which business 

and industry play at these two colleges. This business and 

industry emphasis is notable at the state level in the 

program review implementation, particularly in the Level III 

documents published by the division. However, it is equally 

apparent in the behavior of each college in general and 

their respective program review activities in particular. 

It is clear that both these local community colleges are 
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open and responsive to business and industry to a degree 

which, at least in program review, exceeds their 

responsiveness to the state. The program review 

implementation strategies at each college support Meyer's 

(1988) contention that an incompletely institutionalized 

college must emphasize entrepreneurial ventures as a way to 

capture an available niche in the environment. While Brint 

and Karabel (1989) look at slightly different forces, such 

as dual structured subordination, they support much the same 

conclusion. Urban and Metropolitan, in k~eping with Brint 

and Karabel (1989), find it necessary to expand their 

partnerships with business and industry as a way to maintain 

a stable flow of resources, to secure and maintain a unique 

institutional identity, as well as to secure and maintain 

their market niche. 

The experiences of Urban and Metropolitan with the 

implementation of program review reflect not only the issues 

and concerns found in the organizational literature, but the 

major policy implementation themes as well. The reaction of 

both institutions to the policy and its implementation by 

the Division of community Colleges highlight the dynamics of 

agency/client relations. The mere presence of the state in 

the program evaluation arena is questioned by the local 

colleges. Questions regarding the degree to which the state 

should inject itself into local college decisions and the 

extent of college resistance or compliance emerge from this 
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study. Recognizing that they must respond, both 

Metropolitan and Urban have manipulated the policy 

implementation arena through the use of discretion, co

optation, and buffering, seeking to reach an acceptable 

accommodation between state policy and local decision 

making. The result is procedural compliance, local 

discretion, and ignorance. These colleges have taken an 

evolutionary program review policy which allows some local 

institutional discretion and extended that discretion to the 

level of adaptive implementation. By adopting the DVACE and 

the business and industry Level II review process, 

Metropolitan and Urban, respectively, have selected models 

which retain maximum institutional discretion and 

simultaneously limited response to the statutory mandate. 

While the state is interested in resource allocation and 

program efficiency, the colleges use a curriculum framework 

model (DVACE) and a business model which do not respond well 

to state legislative mandates, and, in fact, are least 

likely to yield sUbstantive changes based on state 

priorities. 

Research Questions 

1. What is the predominate governance and decision 

making model in community colleges? 

This study of Urban and Metropolitan community 

colleges supports the contention that the predominate 
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community college governance and decision making model is a 

hybrid. There is strong evidence to suggest that none of 

the three models presented can completely capture the 

complexity which exists in two-year colleges. Rather than 

view community colleges as bureaucratic, political, or 

anarchic, it is more appropriate to suggest that they are 

essentially political and anarchic in nature. At points 

across each of the dimensions specified in the framework, 

the evidence suggests that these colleges are a blend of 

political and anarchic. While many of the f'ormal 

characteristics of the colleges appear bureaucratic at the 

surface, the behaviors and actions within the organization 

represent factors primarily associated with the other 

models. 

In each institution, the actions,of the president 

support and encourage behavior in both the political and 

anarchic frames. Formal communication lines are available, 

yet faculty and administrators are encouraged to avoid them 

and instead rely on a fluid, personal approach. Rules are 

in place, yet they are not enforced. Each president, 

however, again encourages avoidance of the internal policy 

system. In so doing, these presidents have increased their 

discretionary power by creating something akin to a managed 

anarchy. 
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2. Are community college governance and decision making 

affected by forces external to the institution? 

The experiences of Metropolitan and Urban Community 

Colleges support both descriptive and analytical research 

emphasizing the environmental vulnerability of two-year 

colleges. Both institutions are directly impacted by the 

state emphasis on accountability and the resulting 

regulatory measures. At the same time, these colleges are 

also significantly affected by the growing emphasis on 

economic development and business and industry partnerships. 

state initiatives such as CLAST, the Gordon rule, 

and program review have all had an impact on college 

governance and decision making. Internal activities and 

structures have been altered to respond to these mandates, 

and college administrators must find creative ways to 

balance the demands for accountability at the state level 

with internal faculty desires for instructional autonomy and 

academic freedom. As a result, decision making acquires 

political and anarchic overtones as the colleges seek to 

buffer internal decisions from external intrusions. 

state environmental pressures have also led to 

increased lobbying by these colleges and occasionally to the 

creation of temporary or permanent positions. The colleges 

have become more politically s~nsitive to the state policy 

environment and vastly more proactive in attempting to 

influence that environment. College relations with the 



Division of community colleges is an excellent example of 

political machinations. 
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Economic development emerges as another example of 

external, environmental influences. Again, these colleges 

are actively involved in specific business and industry 

partnerships as part of the college instructional programs. 

While college administrators and faculty often differ on the 

appropriateness of the relationship, these colleges are 

aggressively linked with the private sector. There is 

evidence to suggest that business sector penetration has or 

will exceed state intrusion. 

Again, each college manages the relationship between 

the state and the institution, with an emphasis on internal 

discretion and external legitimacy. To accomplish this, the 

colleges project an image of compliance to the state, while 

maintaining maximum internal discretion. College compliance 

exhibits strong linkages with the formal, bureaucratic 

aspects of the policy, yet this masks the political and 

anarchic aspects of internal governance and decision making. 

3. Is state policy implementation affected by the 

governance structure of community colleges within the 

system? 

There is strong evidence suggesting that the hybrid 

political and anarchic governance structure at these 

colleges directly affects the implementation of state 
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policy. This manifests itself' in several ways, including 

the political manner in which college personnel work to 

adapt state policy implementation and the political and 

anarchic manner in which policy relates to decision making. 

College personnel, with strong presidential support 

work closely with state division personnel in the 

interpretation and eventual implementation of state program 

review policy. The colleges utilize systemwide groups such 

as the Council of Instructional Administrators and the 

Program Review Advisory Committee to affect division 

interpretations and decisions. In addition, individuals 

such as Richard Emerson and Terrance stephens at Metro and 

Robert Becker and David Fischer at Urban are actively 

engaged in lobbying the state division offices for 

interpretations and modifications which would affect 

implementation. The reluctance of the division to impose 

the placement standard and recent state level legislative 

activity regarding graduation rates are two examples of 

college lobbying influencing state implementation. 

Internally, implementation is affected by the hybrid 

governance structure at each college. At Metropolitan, the 

political and anarchic structure buffers college programs 

from the full impact of state policy. While the process is 

different at Urban, its college programs are 

compartmentalized and decoupled from state policy 

implementation here as well. 
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At Metropolitan and Urban, the buffering of policy 

impact is purposeful. The presidents at each institution 

encourage compliance, yet avoid meaningful internal activity 

in connection with paper compliance. .The fact that these 

presidents aggressively encourage political and anarchic 

behavior internally as a way to maximize managerial 

authority is further evidence .of their desire to decouple 

policy from college-based programmatic decisions. By 

maintaining the myth of compliance, each president ensures 

institutional legitimacy and is thus free to act internally 

without external constraints. 

4-5. Do college review procedures and implementation 

match the state policy model? 

Urban and Metropolitan mirror the program review 

policy at a structural or procedural level. The policy, as 

designed for implementation, mandates three stages or 

levels. Levels I, II, and III require specific, time-bound 

behavior by the colleges. Forms are to be completed, 

reports sent forward, and recommendations made. As a result 

of these procedures, the policy is expected to produce 

college decisions which will address state concerns over 

efficient and effective resource allocation. 

Beneath this formal, procedural level, college 

activities are not linked to the state process. Each 

college uses the state reports to "ape the legitimating 
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rationality" (Meyer, 1978, p. 350) of the environment so as 

, to protect its technical core from external state influence. 

As a result, each college utilizes a decision process which 

is, at best, loosely coupled to the state process. 

Institutional compliance with the 70 percent 

placement rate required in the state program review policy 

is an example of the relationship between state policy and 

local implementation. Essentially, the cost of legitimacy 

for these colleges is a 70 percent placement rate for their 

programs. By maintaining minimum compliance with this 

single standard, the colleges are free to decouple all 

remaining technical activity from the policy. While state 

policymakers perhaps saw the 70 percent measure as a device 

to ensure conformity to broad state program objectives, it 

now serves more as a device for the colleges to control 

their environment and keep the state at arm's length. By 

employing this rational myth, the colleges maintain 

legitimacy with their environment while still retaining 

maximum internal discretion. 

6. Do the colleges utilize the state model in 

implementing program review at the college level? 

college implementation of state mandated program 

review utilizes the broad framework adopted by the state. 

The procedures for Levels I, II, and III are formally 

followed by both institutions, especially the timelines. 
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Level I data are collected at the local level, transmitted 

to the state, and ultimately received and reviewed at the 

college. Level II reviews are conducted periodically at the 

colleges, utilizing one of the mechanisms recommended at the 

state level. College personnel participate in Level III 

reviews by serving on state committees and testifying at 

state hearings. 

However, the penetration of the state model and its 

impact on college programs are limited by alternative 

college implementation strategies. Rather than serving as a 

vehicle for the analysis of program performance and the 

assessment of the efficient and effective use of state 

resources, state mandated program review, as implemented, 

merely mirrors to the state what the state already knows. 

Rather than use the state model for penetrating analyses of 

programs, the colleges use the state system to buffer 

college programs and programmatic decision making from state 

intrusion. This is accomplished at Metropolitan by 

decoupling the state process from college decision making 

procedures. Further, Metropolitan utilizes the DVACE model 

for Level II analysis which is primarily a curriculum 

framework model. It essentially-avoids the full intent of 

state statutes while also enhancing the decoupling of state 

procedures and local decision making. 
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Implications for Further Research 

This study supports the necessity of continued 

research into the governance and decision making dynamics 

within the two-year college sector. The experiences of 

Urban and Metropolitan community colleges strongly suggest 

that these large, complex organizations have greater 

similarity to other higher education sectors than has 

previously been thought. There is a need for additional 

studies within and across state systems to clarify the 

implications of this study. 

The increased emphasis of economic development and 

the emerging relationship between community colleges and 

business and industry needs further investigation. The work 

of Meyer (1988) and Brint and Karabel (1989) offer 

explanations for these activities. However, further 

research is needed to determine the validity of their 

analyses and to explain more fully the motivation for and 

implications of these partnerships. 

Additional research is also needed in the area of 

state policy implementation in the two-year sector. In 

particular, research on policy and its relationship to the 

loose coupling and organized anarchy themes in community 

colleges could prove valuable. The suggestion that 

community colleges may more appropriately be portrayed as 

political and anarchic could lead to meaningful studies of 

policy implementations in this sector. 
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The implications of this study for policy 

implementation in the two-year sector are significant. 

community colleges, contrary to implications from earlier 

studies, are open systems institutions. As such, they are 

actively engaged with their environment, particularly with 

business and industry. state policymakers must understand 

the multiple forces at work in the policy arena and 

recognize the real impact made by these other entities in 

the environment. In particular, state lawmakers must come 

to understand that state policy may indeed be forced to 

compete with other environment interests for institutional 

attention. 

Policy has long been buffered by educational 

organizations. The behavior exhibited here, in which the 

colleges maintain legitimacy by adherence to rational myths, 

is not unique to these colleges. credentialing has long 

been used by both state policymakers and educational 

institutions as a way to maintain the myth of rationality 

and the logic of confidence. The fact that classroom 

behavior, or organizational technology, is largely unaltered 

or unaffected by credentialing should create an awareness 

that policies such as state mandated program review will 

likely yield the same response. 

state policymakers must reassess policy intent and 

its relation to local adaptation. There is strong evidence 

to support the belief that policy broadly written at the 
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state level but intended to alter local internal 

institutional behavior is unrealistic. Institutions will 

consistently make the necessary cosmetic adjustments in an 

attempt to provide compliance while making as few internal 

adjustments as necessary. Buffering internal behaviors from 

the full impact of state policy is an organizational 

imperative. Presidents, as in this study, will always seek 

to maintain maximum executive and institutional discretion 

in the face of policy and environmental constraints. 

Faced with these realities, the effective local 

implementation of state policy must rely heavily on one of 

two approaches. Policy must be written in a manner to allow 

it to be adaptively implemented so as to meet local as well 

as state needs. By recognizing the adaptive and 

evolutionary aspects of policy when it is formulated, state 

lawmakers may avoid the dilemma highlighted in this study. 

A second approach suggests the need for greater penetration 

by the state into the operational levels of the colleges 

themselves. To avoid institutional buffering of state 

policy, it may become necessary for the state to establish 

direct links with faculty and administrators at the program 

level, thus bypassing the social myth of formal organization 

structures. While this further threatens local autonomy and 

managerial discretion, it does reduce the opportunity for 

policy avoidance at the institution level. 



APPENDIX A 

COLLEGE INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 

1. What are the goals of the college (given the mission 
of)? 
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2. How has the college changed in the time that you have 
been here? What factors were most significant in 
creating these changes? 

3. How would you describe the college to a new 
administrator (faculty member)? What advice would you 
give the person to allow him/her to operate effectively 
in the organization? 

4. How is information disseminated at the college? 

5. How do you communicate with the larger organization? 

6. What kinds of meetings does the president have? 
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7. How do these meetings compare to other presidents with 
whom you have worked? 

8. In what way does the president communicate with you 
personally? 

9. How would you compare the administrative process here 
to other places you have worked? 

10. How does the administrative process compare to what you 
may have read in the literature about organizations? 

11. How did you become aware of program review at the 
college? Why did program review emerge at the college? 

12. How have you been involved with program review at the 
college? 

13. What are the procedures used for program review? What 
process has the college established to implement 
program review? 

14. How were these procedures established? 



15. Has your program undergone a review? How did that 
work? Wh~t were the results? 
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16. What are the goals that are being addressed through 
program review? What has been achieved through program 

• ? 
·rev~ew. 

17. What role did the college play in the initiation of the 
state policy on program review? In policy formulation? 
Policy implementation? 

18. What is your role in the decision making process at the 
college? 

19. How do you get your most reliable information? 

20. What kind of decisions do you make on your own 
authority? 

21. How is quality assured at the college? (Program, 
curriculum, Faculty.) 

22. What is your management style? 
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23. Is this your preferred style? 

24. Would you describe a recent action which reflects this 
style? 

25. How is conflict resolved at the college? 

26. How do you allocate resources? 

27. What is the protocol associated with bringing issues to 
the president? 

28. Describe your last meeting with the president. 

29. How are instructional programs assessed at the college? 

30. What is the role of the Board of Trustees at the 
college? 
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Supplemental Questions 

31. How do you see the current relationship between the 
state legislature, the state community college board, 
and the college? 

32. How does this compare with other states with which you 
are familiar? 

33. How does the college respond to state board 
initiatives? 

34. How would you describe the college's organization 
chart? 

35. What role did the college play in the creation of the 
state level program review policy? In its 
implementation procedures? In its ongoing review and 
revision? 
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APPENDIX B 

DIVISION INTERVIEW SCHEDULE 

1. How do you see the current relationship between the 
state legislature, the state community college board, 
and the college? 

2. How do the colleges respond to state board initiatives? 

3. How does this compare with other states with which you 
are familiar? 

4. What role did the colleges 
state level program review 
implementation procedures? 
revision?) 

play in the creation of the 
policy? (In its 
In its ongoing review and 

5. What was the impetus behind·the establishment of 
program review? 

6. How would you characterize the results of the program 
review policy? 

7. What was the intent of the state program review policy? 
(What was the legislative intent? College intent? 
state board intent? Difference between AA & AS?) 



8. How is the effectiveness of the policy assessed? 

9. What modifications are under consideration for AA/AS 
program review? 
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10. What leverage do you use to bring about local college 
compliance? 

11. Do you have any direct contact or involvement in Level 
I, Level II? (On-campus workshops, monitoring) 

12. How do you monitor compliance with Level II? What 
procedures are acceptable for college use at Level II? 
What procedures exist? 

13. Are Level I and Level II materials and/or 
recommendations taken to the state board? (Describe 
how that works. Who participates/in what way?) 

14. Does the legislature ask for data from the state board 
on program review? 

15. What is the relationship of state program review policy 
and faculty development? (Have reviews dealt with 
this?) 

-.-~-----.-------------
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16. To what extent is the data used at the local 
institutions? (How do you colleges differ in internal 
implementation? Ex. MCC and UCC) 

17. Have the colleges resisted program review at any point? 
(At any level?) 

18. What role do the colleges play in implementation 
procedures? (In revision of state procedures, 
policies?) 

19. What role did they play in establishing the initial 
process? (In particular, MCC and UCC) 

20. What has been your specific experience with program 
review? 

21. Describe your activities in carrying out the program 
review policy. 

22. Do the colleges impact the state policy or procedures? 
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