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The purpose of this study was to identify the strategies and tactics

community college presidents used to influence state legislators. Selected State

Board for Community and Technical Colleges staff and legislative staff members

were asked to independently name 3-5 presidents whom they perceived to be most

influential with legislators. Ten names were nominated; however, only five

presidents were invited to participate in the study.

The research identified five strategies and supporting tactics presidents used

to influence state legislators. The strategies and tactics were:

Strategy One: Build and Maintain a Relationship with Legislators and the

tactics were: cultivate the relationship, make the interactions worthwhile, make

personal contact, and invite legislators to campus;

Strategy Two: Know the Players and the Process and the tactics were:

contact legislative staff, know the legislative structure and protocol, and know

legislators' issues.

Redacted for Privacy



Strategy Three: Become a Resource for Legislators and the tactics were: be

factual and knowledgeable, be broader than the college, be an advisor, and be

accessible.

Strategy Four: Broaden your "Sphere of Influence" and the tactics were:

involve the community and staff, work with other legislators, and be bipartisan.

Strategy Five: Communicate and Frame the Issue and the tactics were: use

State Board staff expertise, ask for legislators' support, make the message

meaningful, and testify at hearings.

The findings suggest that successful community college presidents must

develop personal and professional relationships with legislators based on honesty,

trust, respect, care, and genuineness. Presidents should devote time to learning the

legislative process to determine when and how decisions are made and by which

political leaders. Because political work is time consuming, presidents must

involve others, such as community leaders, faculty and staff, in the college's

legislative activity.

All the presidents in this study exhibited similar viewpoints on particular

issues that the researcher contributes to these presidents' ability to influence. The

presidents shared common viewpoints related to how they viewed legislators,

themselves, the college, and the community.

Community college presidents must be actively involved in influencing

public policy decisions that affect the mission, finances, curriculum, support

services, facilities, and overall operations of the college.
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The Essence of Influence:
Community College Presidents' Experiences

with Washington State Legislators

CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

"To permit external groups [state legislature, business, and
industry to shape the destiny of the institution would surely result
in weakness and failure. It is the responsibility of the leader
[community college president] to set the course for the future."

Robert H. McCabe (1984a)

Community colleges are multifaceted, comprehensive higher education

institutions offering transfer, vocational, remedial and general education programs,

and community activities for the communities they serve. They provide the first

two years of college, educate and train students to be skilled workers, raise

educational levels of under-prepared students, re-educate workers whose skills are

outdated or whose jobs have been lost, and provide opportunities for lifelong,

continuous learning (Griffith & Connor, 1994). According to Palmer (1996)

community colleges are multipurpose with multiple educational roles. They are (a)

flexible institutions meeting the diverse educational needs of local citizens, (b)

social service agencies providing programs that address economic and social ills,

and (c) scholastic institutions leading students to higher levels of educational

attainment. These multiple roles and comprehensive program offerings provide a
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unique challenge for the leader of the institution, the community college president:

to work with stakeholders and constituents both inside and outside the institution.

Community college presidents have one of the truly unique jobs in higher

education administration. Because of the multiple educational roles of the

institutions, the presidents are tasked with a diversity of duties. These duties range

from negotiating faculty and administrative contracts and participating in student

government-sponsored activities, to providing community service such as serving

as chair of a local civic organization. One aspect of the job which contributes to its

uniqueness is the demand various stakeholders and constituent groups place on the

college president's time, energy, and attention. No other job in community college

administration has such a diversity of constituents to serve. Both internal (faculty,

staff, students) and external constituents (legislators, business leaders, and trustees)

have interests in the well-being of the college and hold community college

presidents accountable for college operations (Barnett, 1989). College presidents

are faced with pressures from within the academic community and from state

legislatures (Greenfield, 1978). The amount of pressure that can be exerted on the

president by any one of these groups can be overwhelming, and sometimes has

devastating career results.

Pressures exerted by external constituents consume an increasing share of

community college president's time and attention (Alfred, 1984; Beehler, 1993;

Terrey, 1984). Their time is spent less on the day-to-day campus operations and

more on issues and concerns beyond the campus community. Campbell, Leverty,
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and Sayles (1996) noted that because state appropriations were not keeping pace

with enrollment growth, many colleges were forced to look for other revenue

sources. Focusing more on the external community provides new directions,

challenges, and opportunities for community college presidents. As a result,

college presidents need to know and learn more about their role in working with

external constituent groups, especially with those groups having influence on the

funding and operations of the community college.

The role of the community college president has evolved since the

community college boom in the 1960s. According to Vaughan (1989), founding

community college presidents devoted their time to opening new colleges: building

college facilities, recruiting students, hiring faculty, developing curricula, and

articulating the mission of the college to legislators, faculty, and the public. The

president's role was clearly defined. In the 1970s, college presidents were

concerned with issues of collective bargaining, changing demographics, marketing,

fund raising, state control, and managing the institution (Beehler, 1993). As

community colleges matured, the challenges increased and the focus moved beyond

opening the doors of new colleges. In the 1980s community college presidents

spent time on strategic planning, the integration of technology, and responding to

the community (Myran, 1983). At the same time colleges became increasingly

dependent on the state for revenue (Alfred, 1984). McCabe (1984b) believed that

the college president of the l980s needed to be more involved in political activities

and in developing support for the college. The issues facing community colleges



were becoming increasingly complex. Mensel (1989) saw the role of the

community college president in the 1990s becoming even more complex and

demanding, with attention on issues of global competition, accountability,

partnerships, cost containment, student loan defaults, and needed social change.

No doubt, the 21st century will bring even more diverse and challenging issues for

the community college leader. Issues related to funding of remedial education, the

impact of external education reform, the need for a skilled workforce, and the

changing demographics in the United States' population will dominate the

community college education and legislative agendas in this century (McCabe,

The one underlying theme that has remained constant over the decades and

continues to permeate the role of the community college presidency across the

country is the connection between the community college and its state legislature.

Community college presidents must be able to communicate the mission, vision,

and accomplishments of their colleges for various constituent groups, including

state legislators (Mensel, 1989). They must promote the goals of the institution and

provide for the financial security of the community college (Barnett, 1989).

A great deal has been written on the leadership styles, skills, abilities, and

personal characteristics of successful community college presidents. There is a

body of literature on corporate lobbying, interest group lobbying, and lobbying

Congress, including some information on lobbying by baccalaureate institutions,

particularly at the national level. However, there is limited information on
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lobbying by community colleges. There is even less information on community

college presidents and their role in influencing legislators at the state level. The

increasing demand on community college president's by external constituents and

greater emphasis on the president's role in securing funding for the institution and

articulating the college mission to external stakeholders suggests more research is

needed on the community college president's role in lobbying state legislators.

Focus of the Study

The focus of this study was to identify strategies and tactics used by

selected Washington state community college presidents to influence state

legislators. In her study, Foust (1999) made a distinction between strategy and

tactic and defined strategy as "an overall plan for gaining access and influence" and

tactics as "the specific means for achieving these goals" (p. 25). This distinction

was the basis used by the researcher in organizing the literature review and

conducting the study.

Development of Community Colleges in the United States

The first community college was established in 1901 in Joliet, Illinois, and

the second in 1910 in Fresno, California (Dougherty, 1994). According to

Dougherty, both institutions were founded by local school superintendents in

response to the need for education beyond the high school level and the desire for

universities to concentrate on upper-division and graduate education. By 1920

there were approximately 52 junior colleges across the nation and by 1930,



according to the Carnegie Commission, there were 569 two-year colleges

(Brubacher & Rudy, 1997). The early junior colleges were additions to secondary

schools and provided a link between the secondary school and the baccalaureate

system (Campbell, Leverty, & Sayles, 1996). The curriculum at that time consisted

of the academic courses students needed to transfer and that were acceptable to the

four-year colleges and universities (Delaney, 1990). The major emphasis of junior

college development was on bringing higher education to the mass of people who

would not travel away from home (Brubacher & Rudy, 1997). According to

Dougherty (1994), community colleges began as local initiatives by citizens, school

boards and governments, to ensure that localities were prepared to support them.

Junior colleges were financially supported through tuition payments from students

and subsidies from local schools (Delaney, 1990).

Following World War H, with the passage of the GI Bill of Rights in 1944,

millions of veterans received financial assistance to attend college (American

Association of Community Colleges [AACC], 1999). Congress wanted to reward

those who had served the country in the war with the opportunity to attend college;

this resulted in increased access to higher education for millions of people

(McCabe, 2000). Delaney (1990) noted that the GI Bill provided a means for

millions of young people to re-enter the labor force. The number of colleges

increased as enrollment boomed. In 1947, President Truman's Commission on

Higher Education for American Democracy reported, "The time has come to make

education through the fourteenth grade available in the same way that high school
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is available" (Brubacher & Rudy, 1997, P. 259). The report called for the

establishment of a network of community colleges that would charge little or no

tuition, be comprehensive in their program offerings, serve as cultural centers, and

serve the area where they were located (AACC, 1999). This was the beginning of

the move away from the term junior colleges, denoting education for students in

preparation to transfer to senior colleges, to the term community colleges, denoting

comprehensive programming and service to the local community.

The 1960s saw a boom in student enrollment that was spurred by the call

from the Carnegie Commission on Higher Education for community colleges to

adopt an open door admissions policy that admitted all high school graduates and

other individuals (Brubacher & Rudy, 1997). The open door admissions policy

promised that every adult could attend college regardless of high school grades, test

scores, or cultural advantages (Griffith & Connor, 1994). The passage of the

Vocational Education Act of 1963 and the Higher Education Act of 1965 also

stimulated student enrollment in the 1960s. The Vocational Education Act set

aside funds for constructing vocational schools, including community colleges, and

operating programs for students beyond high school (Dougherty, 1994). This

encouraged facility construction and the expansion of curricular offerings beyond

transfer courses. The Higher Education Act provided federal financial aid for

students to attend college, increasing access to higher education and making it

possible for more people to attend college (AACC, 1999). The growth in the

number of community colleges during this period was in direct response to the



demand for the collegiate experience (Rudolph, 1962). Student enrollment in

community colleges increased from 453,600 in 1960 to 2,227,200 in 1971, and to

4,776,000 in 1987, becoming the fastest-growing sector in higher education

(Brubacher & Rudy, 1997).

Various factions of the population supported the early development and

expansion of community colleges. According to Dougherty (1994), students

wanted post-secondary educational opportunity, businesses wanted subsidized

employee training, universities wanted to keep their enrollments down and

maintain their admissions selectivity, and government officials wanted to realize

their own values and interests. Opening a community college provided access to

higher education for local citizens, stimulated economic growth, provided job

opportunities for local school officials, and brought prestige to universities and

government officials.

In 1991, community colleges in the United States enrolled 4,937,663

students at 999 colleges (Dougherty, 1994). Vaughan (as cited in Campbell et al.,

1996, p. 173) characterized the mission and purpose of community colleges as:

. To serve the post-secondary needs of all segments of society regardless of

their level of preparation.

To provide comprehensive educational programs.

. To serve the non-traditional educational needs of the community for

cultural, recreational, and other programs.

To emphasize teaching.



To permit access to education through lifelong learning.

According to the American Association of Conmiunity Colleges (2001),

there were 1,166 community colleges in the United States in 2001 serving 10.4

million students and offering more than 450,000 associate degrees and 200,000

two-year certificates. Community colleges have a history of providing access to

higher education and being responsive to the societal needs of the community, state

and the nation.

Development of Washington's Community and Technical Colleges

The first junior college in Washington state was established in 1915 in

Everett with 42 students. However, the college closed in 1923 due to lack of

enrollment. The next junior college, Centralia College, opened just two years later

in 1925 and is the oldest continuously operating community college in the state

(State Board for Community and Technical Colleges, 2000). Like community

colleges nationwide, the founding of the colleges in both Everett and Centralia was

led by the local school superintendent (Dougherty, 1994). Because the colleges

were founded and financially supported by local conmiunities, including students

[via tuition payments], businesses, and local governments [via tax payments], they

were relatively autonomous in their operation and administration.

Washington saw a surge in population growth throughout the early 1900s,

(Bone, 1985) which resulted in more high schools and a need for higher education.

Frederick Bolton, Dean of the School of Education at the University of
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Washington, advocated for more junior colleges to lessen the enrollment demand

on the university. As a result, the number of junior colleges in Washington

increased. In 1926, 1928, and 1930 three additional colleges - Skagit Valley

College, Yakima Valley College, and Grays Harbor College, respectively began

operation. From 1933 through 1941 four more junior colleges were started

Spokane, Clark, Lower Columbia, and Wenatchee Valley and the college in

Everett re-opened. Subsequently, two vocational technical institutes opened in

Seattle and Olympia but would later become community colleges. Until 1941, the

colleges were financially supported through local tax revenues, student tuition and

local interests because they had no legal status in the state and therefore no

entitlement to state funds (Delaney, 1990).

In 1941, however, the state legislature recognized the existing junior

colleges by merging them with the public school system and began providing

limited financial support for the colleges (State Board of Education, 1965). The

legislation gave legal status to the colleges and authority to the State Board of

Education to set state-level rules and operating standards for the colleges (Delaney,

1990). Delaney (1990) noted that the support for the colleges came at a point

where the legislature saw a need for vocational training with the outbreak of World

War II. The merger of the junior colleges with the public school system gave the

colleges the authority to collect funds from local taxing districts as well as the

opportunity to receive state funds within the public school appropriations.

Receiving financial support through state appropriations not only reduced the
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amount of funds local communities had to invest to maintain the college, but it

allowed colleges to be founded in more economically depressed areas of the state

(Dougherty, 1994). The state took on a more active role in the development and

financing of junior colleges.

More importantly, the legislation set in statute the mission and direction of

the colleges: "to provide coures designed to prepare high school graduates and

adults of a community area for further college work, entrance and advancement in

chosen occupational fields, and personal development" (State Board of Education,

1965, p. 12). Included, however, were restrictions on the number and location of

junior colleges and a prohibition on the creation of any junior college in counties

where public or private four-year institutions were located (Delaney, 1990;

SBCTC, 2000). The 1941 landmark legislation would be the beginning of a long-

term relationship between the colleges and the legislature, where the legislature

would become a financial resource and set policy direction for the colleges.

In response to the enrollment demands generated by the end of World War

H and passage of the GI Bill, the state legislature passed the Junior College Act of

1945. The Act iterated the purpose of the junior colleges to meet the needs and

interests of high school graduates, war veterans and others, and gave more direct

control to the local school districts (Delaney, 1990). Even though there was

demand for educational opportunity throughout the state, the 1945 Act did not

address the restriction on junior college location or the limit on the number of

colleges that was included in the 1941 legislation. Between 1946 and 1955, only
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two additional junior colleges, in Bremerton and Columbia Basin, were established

in Washington state.

During the late 1950s, there was considerable debate in the state about the

structure of junior colleges and their relationships to the school districts.

According to Delaney (1990), there was controversy over how the colleges were

funded and who should control them. A study of junior colleges, commissioned by

the Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction in 1957, proposed that junior

colleges should separate from the high school districts. The school superintendents

opposed and rejected the recommendation, calling it "theoretical and impractical"

(Delaney, 1990, p. 147). However, support for the recommendation came from the

State Board of Education and the president of the University of Washington. The

university president wanted to "make the University of Washington a good

university and get out of the business of being a community college for King

County" (Delaney, 1990, p. 154).

During the 1961 legislative session, the prohibition on establishing junior

colleges in districts where four-year colleges existed was lifted and the term

community colleges replaced junior colleges. The restriction needed to be removed

because of increased student enrollment pressures, especially in urban areas of the

state. The University of Washington supported lifting the ban as a means of

diverting enrollment pressures away from the university and of preserving its

academic eliteness (Dougherty, 1994). With the ban lifted, school districts

submitted applications to the State Board of Education for community colleges in
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Auburn, Bellevue, Highline, Peninsula, Spokane, Moses Lake, Seattle, Shoreline,

Edmonds, Walla Walla, and Tacoma (Delaney, 1990). Community colleges grew

rapidly in Washington state and at this point there were 24 community colleges

located throughout the state.

In 1965, the legislature directed the State Superintendent of Public

Instruction, through Substitute House Bill 104 to study and prepare a

"comprehensive report and plan for the organization of community college

education in Washington State" (Little, 1966). Arthur D. Little, Inc., an

independent research firm, was commissioned by the State Superintendent to

conduct a study. The study included (a) an appraisal of the existing structure of

community college education, (b) an assessment of the demand for community

college education, and (c) a proposal for the organization, administration, and

financial support for community colleges in the state (Little, 1966). The study

concluded with a number of recommendations regarding community college

education in Washington state. The recommendations stated that: 1) finances for

the colleges should be separate from the public school system, 2) there should be a

separate board to consider community college business, and 3) a uniform

administrative pattern should be created (Delaney, 1990). Based on the

recommendations from the study, the legislature passed the Community College

Act of 1967 that separated the community colleges from the public school system

and created the community college system (Delaney, 1990), and a state community

college board that would govern, but not administer the colleges (Dougherty,
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1994). The colleges were removed from the public school section of the budget

and provided separate appropriations in the state's operating budget.

Creating this system of community colleges was strongly supported by the

leading state university [University of Washington], the governor, the legislature,

and the state board of education (Dougherty, 1994). Dougherty (1994) noted that

support for community colleges in the late 1 960s came when state legislators and

the governor realized that community colleges could help address the demand for

higher education at cost less than that of state universities. While the Act of 1967

created a collective system of community colleges, it eliminated the provision for

colleges to collect funds from local tax districts, making the state legislature the

primary revenue source for the community colleges (State Board of Education,

1965).

The 1967 Act also set the policy direction for community colleges in

Washington State. The Act included language that supported open door access to

education and training, including academic transfer courses and vocational

education, and stressed the importance of efficiency and flexibility in operations

and programs (Delaney, 1990). Twenty-two college districts (multiple colleges in

four districts) with independent boards of trustees (appointed by the governor) and

a State Board for Community College Education, also appointed by the governor,

were created (Heiner, 1998). With no taxing authority, the operating funds for the

colleges would come from the state budget (Delaney, 1990). This new structure

caused a shift in funding from the local tax districts to the state legislature.
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According to Terrey (1982), a legislative program had to be developed in a state

[Washington] where the colleges have no local tax base (p. 83). Community

colleges needed to organize their legislative efforts.

In 1991 the state legislature separated the five vocational technical institutes

from the public school system, merged them with the community colleges, and

created the "community and technical college system," hereafter referred to as the

system. State legislators wanted to consolidate all vocational training beyond the

high school level and consolidate adult basic education under one state agency.

The State Board for Community College Education, renamed the State Board for

Community and Technical Colleges, assumed governing responsibility for the

institutes, and the five vocational institutes became technical colleges. With this

addition, the system became a collection of 32 colleges in 29 districts (multiple

colleges in single districts), located throughout the state. This merger not only

expanded the number of colleges in the system, but also expanded its political base.

The system was growing and because at least one college served every legislative

district in the state, the colleges had broad representation in the legislature, creating

the potential for increased political power. Community and technical colleges and

their issues could be well represented in the legislative arena.

In 1994, Cascadia Community College was created by the legislature and in

1999, Pierce-Puyallup was granted college status by the State Board. These

colleges were established in response to the growing population and demand for

higher education in the Snohomish and eastern Pierce county areas of the state.
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These new additions brought the total number of colleges in the system to 34 and

the largest deliverer of higher education in Washington state. According to the

Higher Education Coordinating Board (2001), the system enrolled 181,915 students

in state-supported courses during fall 2000. This was 58 percent of the total

enrollment in higher education in Washington state during that period (Table 1).

Table 1
Higher Education Fall Quarter Enrollments in Washington State, 1996-2000

Sector 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000
Corn/Tech Colleges 171,243 171,414 177,265 181,742 181,915

Public 4-year 87,309 89,365 90,189 91,543 92,821

Private 4-year 35,178 33,750 34,829 35,225 38,428

Total Enrollment 293,730 294,529 302,283 308,510 313,164

Corn/Tech Percent 58.3% 58.2% 58.6% 58.9% 58.1%

Note: From the Higher Education Coordinating Board, Higher Education Statistics:
State of Washington, September 2001.

Statement of the Problem

The community and technical college system has an extensive process for

establishing its legislative platform for each legislative session. The Trustees

Association for Community and Technical Colleges (TACTC), the Washington

Association for Community and Technical Colleges (WACTC, the college

presidents' group), the State Board for Community and Technical Colleges

(SBCTC), and SBCTC staff work collaboratively to identify issues and budget
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priorities for the legislative platform (Wall, 1999). Each group makes

recommendations for budget and policy considerations for the system's legislative

agenda. Representatives from each of these groups and representatives from the

faculty unions comprise the Joint Legislative Committee (JLC). The purpose of the

JLC is to: (a) develop a unified system legislative platform from the system

groups' recommendations, (b) develop short-term and long-term strategies to

accomplish the platform, and (c) develop system positions on legislative issues and

policies (Wall, 2000). The unified legislative platform is submitted to the State

Board for formal adoption. One role of the State Board and its staff is to work with

system leaders to develop, advocate for, and advance the legislative priorities.

Because system groups develop the legislative platform collectively, expectations

are that each of the groups will work to advance the legislative platform. The

legislative platform is presented for funding and policy consideration to the

governor, the Office of Financial Management, legislators, and the Higher

Education Coordinating Board by the State Board staff, college presidents, and

other college leaders. The goal is to have the system's legislative platform

(funding and policy priorities) included in the state's operating budget, capital

budget, and in proposed legislation affecting community and technical colleges.

One problem that has been identified in the system's legislative program is

the range of influence of college presidents with state legislators. According to

Earl Hale, the Executive Director of the State Board for Community and Technical

Colleges, who likes to quote former U.S. Senator Tip O'Neil, "all politics are



local." Using this principle as a basis for the legislative program, a primary

strategy is to have local colleges address the statewide platform through local,

college-level examples of the issues. Because WACTC, the presidents'

association, votes on and formally adopts the platform, there is an implication that

the presidents agree to support and advance the legislative platform at the local

level with community leaders, including local state legislators. However, not all

presidents advance the platform and issues with the same level of effectiveness. "It

is evident when we [State Board staffi talk to legislators whether the president or

someone from the college has talked with them first and briefed them [the

legislator] on our legislative issues. The legislator either already knows our issues

and can cite examples of the problems, or not" (S. J. Wall, personal

communication, July 16, 1999). This is an indicator of the range of influence and

effectiveness presidents have with state legislators.

Given that there is a community or technical college serving every

legislative district in the state, the positive political effect of the college system on

the legislature could be increased if all college presidents were highly effective in

influencing their legislators. The potential influence the presidents, individually

and as a group, have on the positive outcome of the political process could mean

the difference between receiving additional funding or not. It also could mean the

difference between getting a policy bill relating to community colleges passed or

not. Community college leaders are faced with the choice of actively or passively

participating in the political process that shapes and influences public policy, with
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each action yielding different results (Martorana, 1994). Active participation in the

political process by college presidents results in positive political outcomes for the

system. Presidents should be proactive in their work with legislators and public

policy issues. They can frame the arguments and influence policy decisions which

benefit the funding and operations of the colleges.

John Terrey (1984), the former executive director of the Washington

community college system (1979-1987), recognized that legislators' understanding

and appreciation of the college system is based on their understanding and

appreciation of the local college. He noted that a legislative program must involve

a variety of constituents trustees, faculty, students, and presidents and

developed the legislative strategy to have college leaders work with local

community leaders, including local legislators, to advance the system's platform at

the local level. College presidents must actively participate in the political process

to advance the legislative agenda to yield positive results for the colleges. The

issue of community college presidents' influence on state legislators is not unique

to Washington state. Gipson (1981) and Stanglin (1987) noted the issue in Texas,

Wright (1991) in Florida, and Barnett (1989) in Kansas and Oklahoma, thus

making this research important to community college education across the nation.

Community college presidents need to affect and influence legislative decisions

relating to funding and policies in higher education, particularly community

colleges.



Significance of the Study

The leadership behaviors and actions of college presidents are significant

determinants in the effectiveness of an institution (Barnett, 1989) and because state

legislatures are the primary determiners of educational finance and policy (Krueger,

1997), community college presidents are expected to be involved with the

legislative process. College presidents must be able to influence legislators as

legislators develop state budgets, create higher education policy, and make other

state-level decisions that may affect the operations and missions of community

colleges. Stranglin (1987) describes the role of the community college president

and the need for presidents to work with legislators this way:

Like it or not, the role of lobbyist has been thrust upon
community college leadership. Leaders who came into the
profession believing that education was non-political, must roll-up
their sleeves and get involved in a process they once may have
considered dirty. But it is one area that they cannot afford to
ignore: the politics of community colleges at the state-level. (p.
14)

Community college presidents must keep abreast of the laws and proposed

laws that may affect the legal status, change the policy direction, andlor have a

financial impact on their institutions. The rules and regulations that are set forth by

state legislators determine the legal status and policy directions of institutions

government defines the place of community colleges and states are showing a

growing interest in setting community college policy directions (Martorana, 1994).

Increasingly, legislatures seek to exert more control and greater scrutiny over

programs funded by the state (McCabe, 1 984a). It is important to recognize that
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public community colleges are created in statute and legislators have the power to

determine and affect the very existence of colleges.

In a national study conducted by Honeyman, Williamson, and Wattenbarger

(1990), community colleges received, on average, about 55 percent of their funds

from the state, making the state the primary funding source for the colleges. Some

colleges receive as much as 80 percent of their revenue from state appropriations

and others as little as 20 percent (Cohen & Brawer, 1989). Even though

community colleges receive revenue from a variety of sources, the source of

revenue from the legislature cannot be dismissed, regardless of the amount

received. In the early 1 980s, approximately 91 percent of the operating budget for

Washington state's community colleges came from state funds (Terrey, 1984).

However, for the 1999-2000 academic year, community and technical colleges in

Washington state received approximately 59 percent of their operating funds from

state general fund appropriations (Morgan, 2001). The decline in state general

funds can be attributed to increased competition from other state agencies for

services, state initiatives that limit state spending and revenue collections, and the

state's constitutional mandate to fund the common school system. Even though the

percentage of support from the state has declined and denotes a shift from the state

being the primary source of revenue for the colleges, the system still receives a

significant portion of its support from the state legislature. The amount of state

support community colleges receive varies from state to state. Nonetheless, it
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would behoove all college presidents to be involved in influencing state lawmakers

to maintain and potentially increase state funding for the colleges.

Community colleges compete for limited state appropriations (Alfred, 1984;

Alfred, 1996; Hovey, 1999; Richardson, 1984; Stranglin, 1987; Wattenbarger,

1994) with the public school system, and the public baccalaureate institutions, as

well as other entities of state government, such as social services, transportation,

and prisons. Legislators have the power in the appropriations process to sponsor

legislation that can benefit the interest of one segment of government over another

(Alfred, 1984). In the 1999-2001 biennial budget, the system received 4.6 percent

of the state's $20.6 billion general fund budget, while 46 percent was appropriated

to the public school system, 25.9 percent to human services, 6.6 percent to the six

public baccalaureate institutions, and 4.5 percent to corrections (Morgan, 2001).

This 4.6 percent represents a slight increase in the community and technical college

share of state general fund appropriations from the previous biennium. However, it

should be noted that up until the 1997-99 biennial budget year and since the

inclusion of the five technical colleges to the system, the college system had

actually received a declining share of the state general fund (Table 2).
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Table 2
Community and Technical Colleges' Share of State General Fund Appropriations

Biennium Budget Year Percentage Received
1989-1991 4.9%

1991 1993 4.8%

1993 1995 4.2%

1995 1997 3.9%

1997 1999 4.2%

1999-2001 4.6%

Note: State of Washington Legislative Budget Notes 1989-200 1.

Even though the trend toward receiving a declining share of state general fund

appropriations seems to be changing for Washington community and technical

colleges, the system needs to maintain, if not increase, its proportionate share of

state general fund appropriations. Community college presidents cannot afford to

leave it to chance that the colleges will get a fair share of the appropriations and

must position themselves to influence the state's budgeting process. As Vaughan

(1986) notes:

Asking why working with the legislature and executive
branches of state government is important to the community college
president is somewhat like asking the bank robber why he robs
banks; the answer is often the same: because that's where the money
is. (p. 75)

State legislators make decisions about how the state will spend its limited resources

and to what programs the limited resources will be allocated. Campbell et al.
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(1996) note that "state funding for higher education reflects the state's preference

for higher education among other services funded by the state" (p. 174).

Community and technical college presidents need to position themselves with state

legislators to affect those decisions related to community and technical college

funding in a positive manner.

On the national level, an emerging issue that will impact increased state

support for community colleges is the decline in funding from local tax revenue

sources. While this is not an issue for Washington state, colleges in other states are

faced with this challenge. Changes in economic patterns and reductions in local

revenue sources are causing many colleges to look to state legislatures for financial

support (Hovey, 1999; Wright, 1991). According to Summers (1991) there appears

to be a move to shift more of the burden and responsibility from local tax districts

to the state. Many colleges across the nation are experiencing declines in local tax

revenue sources and need help from state government to fill the financial gap. If

this difference is to be made up by the state, community colleges must increase

their attention to and political focus on legislators. How presidents interpret and

articulate the mission of the college often determines what funds are made available

to the college (Vaughan, 1989). Being able to influence state legislators in a

positive manner can yield a financial benefit to the college.

The legislature controls more than just the available funding support for

public higher education institutions. Legislators can set policy direction, affect the

legal status of public institutions, and influence the overall mission and existence of
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public community colleges. Over the past several years the amount of legislation,

nationally, that has been introduced relating to community college education has

grown tremendously (Hendrickson, Garland & Sewell, 1995; Wright, 1991). In

1976 (as cited in Martorana & Garland, 1984), 28 states reported that 116 pieces of

legislation affecting community colleges had been introduced, compared to 51

jurisdictions reported 461 pieces in 1981, and 54 states and territories reported 876

pieces in 1983. Hendrickson, et. al (1995) in a report to the National Council of

State Directors of Community and Junior Colleges noted that 20 states reported

1718 pieces of legislation in 1993. This increased activity suggests that legislators

are attempting to influence and affect the policy directions and legal status of

institutions. Hendrickson et al. (1995) attribute some of the increased activity to

legislators' interest in higher quality administrative operations and more cost-

effective delivery of educational programs and services. In their study of

legislative activity in 24 states, they concluded that state policy action and budget

constraints can "have a limiting effect on mission, enrollment, and new program

offerings and chip away at the community colleges' ability to serve the public in

academic transfer, occupational and job training and developmental education

programs" (p. 4).

Legislators create public policy that can directly or indirectly impact college

operations. Through proposing new legislation, adding a rider to another bill, or

modifying existing laws, legislators have the power to effect change on college

campuses. Community college presidents need to focus not only on state
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appropriations, but on proposed legislation that may impact the policy direction of

college campuses as well. They have a role in the legislative arena to be proactive

in introducing legislation that improves the quality and delivery of community

college services and programs and to be reactive to proposed legislation to provide

guidance and information on the impacts the legislation will have on the colleges.

According to Beehier (1993), community college presidents' roles are

changing and organized groups with legal power, such as state legislatures,

mandate changes through legislation, which in turn causes the presidents' role to

change. Beehier suggests that recent mandates related to accountability, non-

traditional students and programs, and fiscal issues in community colleges have

been forces that have mandated change in the president's role. The role and duties

of a community college president are complex and multifaceted (McCabe, 1984a)

and oftentimes the responsibility of legislative relations is overlooked, delegated to

someone else, or discounted. Vaughan (1986) found in a survey of 100 presidents

that the majority of them considered working with the state legislature as an

extremely vital part of their role. Similarly, Palmer (1984) found in his study of

300 community college presidents that their top concern was communicating

institutional strengths to state legislators, parents, students, and state budget

officials. Even though some presidents may know that they have a role in the

legislative arena, they may not know how to positively influence legislators to yield

positive outcomes for the college. Gaining influence with legislators is a newer

role for community college presidents (Beehler, 1993; Wattenbarger, 1994), which
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suggests that presidents may need information on strategies and tactics that are

effective in the political arena.

Martorana (1994) concluded that college leaders need to: (a) be involved in

the political process, (b) develop a line of action for shaping public policy, and (c)

improve the practice of dealing with lawmakers. Identification and usage of

effective lobbying strategies can lead to greater opportunities and bring about

enactment of legislation that can be beneficial to community colleges (Helms,

1993). This qualitative research study was focused on helping college leaders

improve the practice of working with and influencing state lawmakers.

Research Question

The research question for this study was: What are the strategies and tactics

used by community and technical college presidents to influence state legislators?

Knowing how to influence lawmakers can be beneficial to the operations, funding,

and, in some cases, the very existence of a community or technical college.

Working with state legislators and being involved in the political arena are

becoming major foci of community and technical college president's job.

Presidents should spend their time engaging in behaviors that will influence

legislators toward their [the president's and the college's] particular interests.

Numerous journal articles, conference proceedings, and professional association

reports have been geared toward providing advice and tips on lobbying strategies,

however limited formal research has been conducted on the subject. This study



explored community college presidents' experiences in influencing state legislators

and adds to the body of knowledge on the role of community college presidents and

lobbying in higher education, particularly at the state level.

Researcher's Disclosure

The researcher is an African American woman who grew-up in rural

Virginia during the 1 960s when racism and discrimination were legal activities and

the privilege of information was not afforded to people who looked like her. The

researcher believes that people experience the world in different ways. Those

experiences shape our thoughts, actions, beliefs and values, making us who we are.

Race, class, and gender affect those experiences and the researcher's perspective.

Some people are afforded more opportunities because of their race, class, and

gender; have more privileges than others; and are privy to information. The

privilege of information is an empowering tool. People of color and women have

not, traditionally, had access to empowering information information that can be

used to facilitate success. Even today, many African Americans and people of

color do not have access to information and thus miss employment and career

opportunities or have negative experiences. Sharing information with others is a

way to empower people. The researcher values hearing the voices of wisdom from

others so that the information learned can be shared. As a result of this study,

people who are presidents or those aspiring to become community college
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position and learn ways to be influential with state legislators.

Limitations of the Study

1. Only those presidents perceived as having influence were used as the

informants for the study.

2. Legislators were not surveyed or interviewed for their perceptions of influential

community or technical college presidents. Legislators are generally familiar

only with the college president from their [legislator] respective legislative

district and may not have had knowledge or experience with college presidents

from other districts in the state.

3. Legislators were not surveyed or interviewed to "check" the perceptions of

SBCTC staff and legislative staff of influential presidents.

4. Legislators were not asked to verify if the presidents selected for the study

were, in their opinion, actually influential.

5. The researcher refrained from using the word "lobbying" in the correspondence

and interviews with college presidents. Many college presidents and other

higher education officials do not consider themselves lobbyists, but view their

efforts as providing information.

6. The study does not address ineffective strategies and tactics for working with

legislators.
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Summary

The word "lobbying" conjures up negative images in the minds of some

people and therefore, engaging in that type of activity may be avoided.

Institutional representatives are hesitant to become involved in the political process

and view themselves as not important to the process (Garland & Martorana, 1988).

Some states may have laws that restrict or prohibit community college presidents'

involvement with legislators. However, part of the job of a community college

president includes working with the state legislature and being involved in the

political process. Because conimunity colleges are public institutions and are

governed and created by state laws, college presidents need to be involved with

legislative work to protect the legal status of the institution. Without legal status,

community colleges would exist as private, independent colleges and not public

institutions. Community colleges receive not only funds from the legislature but

policy direction as well. These powers of the legislature must not be ignored and

must be monitored and influenced by higher education leaders. This is especially

true since the volume of legislation affecting community college education has

increased substantially over the years. This suggests that state level decision-

makers are becoming more involved in community college administration through

policy development (Garland & Martorana, 1988). This level of involvement from

forces outside an institution can have negative impacts on the operation and

mission of a college.
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

"Long before the word politics became synonymous with
shrewdness and chicanery, it conveyed the image of human
interaction in quest of the common good" (p. 36).

Paul A. Eisner, 1984

Community college presidents' roles are multifaceted, complex,

demanding, and forever changing (Beehier, 1993; McCabe, 1984a; Pierce &

Pederson, 1997; Vaughan, 1989). This is due to the dynamic nature and multiple

purposes of the comprehensive community college which a president leads. One

aspect of the president's role often ignored or overlooked is the expectation that the

college president be actively involved with the legislative and political process at

the state level. Vaughan (1989) noted that most deans and others who move into a

college presidency have little or no experience in the political arena. Therefore,

research is needed on how to positively affect and influence the political process to

provide useful information for people who currently hold presidential positions and

those aspiring to be presidents.

As noted in Chapter 1, community colleges are public institutions that are

dependent, to varying degrees, on state legislatures for financial support. Because

community colleges compete with the public school system, baccalaureate

institutions, prisons, and social services for state funding, community college

presidents need to influence lawmakers to maintain or increase state funding for



32

colleges. In addition, because the legislature has the power to create laws that

influence policy direction at the colleges, community college presidents need to be

able to influence decisions that support the mission and purpose of the colleges.

The literature review investigated the historical underpinnings of lobbying

at the federal level and within the state of Washington. Interest groups and

lobbying are parts of the American society (Peterson, 1985) and have a history that

is relevant to this study. Understanding the history of lobbying in the United States

established a context for reviewing the literature related to strategies and tactics of

influence. Hrebenar and Zorack (as cited in Walker, 1996) believed that the

strategies used at the state and national levels are identical and equally effective,

regardless of the arena. Therefore, the researcher organized the review to explore

the strategies and tactics of influence at both of these levels. This study added to

the body of knowledge about lobbying in higher education and the role of

community college presidents in influencing state legislators.

Extensive information is available about lobbying, particularly on behalf of

private businesses and corporations. However, because this study focused on

public community colleges, the researcher limited the scope of the review to

understanding the nature of influence in higher education. The uniqueness of

focusing on influence in higher education is best captured in how Cook (1998)

described higher education's attitude toward lobbying:

higher education is one that prided itself for decades on how
little lobbying it did and how little it knew about the craft of
advocacy. Higher education has always thought of itself as a
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national treasure, a public good whose value should not be
questioned. Historically, its leaders believed that politics is a dirty
business, one unworthy of a lofty enterprise like higher education.
(p. 3)

This attitude and perspective on lobbying sets public higher education apart from

other lobbyists who are paid for the work they do. It was incumbent on the

researcher to further investigate the origins of this attitude.

Definitions and Origins of Lobbying

Interest groups are "organized bodies of individuals who share some goals

and who try to influence public policy" (Berry, 1984, p. 3). The lobbyist or lobby

is the office or person(s) doing the day-to-day work of the interest group (Peterson,

1985). The term "lobby" comes from the Medieval Latin word lobia which refers

to a secluded, covered walkway. Because of the way the agents of special interest

groups confronted legislators in the lobby or hallways outside of a legislative

chamber they were so named: lobbyist (Microsoft, 1997). Webster's Dictionary

(1988) defines lobbying as "trying to influence legislators to take a desired action"

and the American Heritage Dictionary (1976) defines lobby as "to seek to influence

legislators in favor of some special interest."

Interest groups and their lobbyists are often viewed as having self-serving

special interests and disregard for the public interest (Bibby, 1992). This

perception has given lobbying a bad name and has made many people distrust those

engaged in the practice. However, lobbying and special interest groups have
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existed in the United States and are accepted elements of American politics (Zeigler

& Baer, 1969).

Historical Background: Federal Level

In 1787, James Madison acknowledged the presence of competing interest

groups in government and wrote in The Federalist, No. 10:

By a faction, I understand a number of citizens, whether amounting
to a majority or minority of the whole, who are united and actuated
by some common impulse of passion, or of interest, adverse to the
rights of other citizens, or to the permanent and aggregate interests
of the community. (Compton, 1984, p. 276)

Madison, in recognizing that interest groups existed, also believed the groups and

their effects needed controlling through a system of checks and balances, thus a

democratic republic and a federal constitution. In addition, the right of the people

to petition the government is guaranteed by the First Amendment to the United

States Constitution, Article 1.

Lobbying is considered one of the oldest and best weapons of group

influence, but also the most criticized (Burns, Peltason & Cronin, 1984). The effect

of lobbying activities on elected officials was noted as early as 1799, when an

entire legislature was bribed and a public employee was placed on the private

payroll of a lobbyist (Bibby, 1992)

Probably the most notable lobbying in higher education occurred in the

middle 1 800s in the development of the land-grant colleges and the Morrill Act of

1862 (Cook, 1998; Helms, 1993). Farmers and education reformers interested in
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advancing theoretical and ideological notions of technical education argued before

Congress and state legislatures the value of a more practical education. The

proponents argued that land grant colleges and agricultural education would not

only promote a scientific approach to agriculture, but would also entice young

people to stay close to home and save farms. The education would give them

[young men] the ability to "stand equally with the best legal men of the times" (p.

261), to advocate and defend farmers' interests and the principles of farming

(Rudolph, 1962). After many debates and lobbying efforts, the Morrill Act was

passed and is viewed as a significant event in the development of higher education

in the United States. Following the passage of the Morrill Act came the creation of

the first higher education association. In 1887, college presidents formed the

Association of American Agricultural Colleges and Experiment Stations, dedicated

to lobbying congress on behalf of land-grant colleges.

During the second half of the 19th century, Congress passed a considerable

amount of legislation favoring oil companies, railroads, steel companies, and other

industries. In 1906, David Graham Phillips, a reporter, detailed the alliances

between big businesses and Senators, and exposed the corruption of elected

officials. This began a movement toward reform and lessening the direct ties

between business and elected officials (Compton, 1984).

During the passage of the GI Bill of 1944 (the Servicemen's Readjustment

Act), some higher education officials actually opposed and lobbied against the

legislation, fearing the institutions would be flooded with unqualified students
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(Cook, 1998). However, according to Brick (as cited in Cook, 1998) the American

Association of Junior Colleges, which had been founded in 1920, actively lobbied

Congress to include junior college students in the GI Bill. Because the amount of

pressure and influence from interest groups grew during this period, Congress

passed the Federal Regulation of Lobbying Act in 1946. The law required

lobbyists to register, report contributions and expenditures, and to submit the

proposed legislation the lobbyist was employed to support or oppose

(Schriftgiesser, 1951).

Another significant piece of federal legislation affecting higher education

was the Higher Education Act of 1965. Even though the Act provided financial aid

to students, the institutions and their lobbying associations took little interest in

organizing and taking a stand on this Act. This lack of interest to organize in

support of the legislation was a source of frustration for many members of

Congress and the beginning of much criticism from federal officials of the higher

education community's ability to lobby (Cook, 1998). The universities and the

associations were much more interested in securing direct funding to the

institutions. Even though the Act of 1965 passed without much assistance from the

higher education community, it proved to be beneficial to higher education. As a

result, when the Act of 1965 was due for reauthorization in 1972, the higher

education community became quite interested in supporting the legislation.

Community colleges strongly supported the proposal from Senator Claiborne Pell

to award grants directly to students (Cook, 1998). This form of direct assistance
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has become the largest federal program supporting higher education (Brubacher &

Rudy, 1997) and has been a major focus for higher education lobbyists since the

early 1970s (Cook, 1998). Because more than 32 percent of all students at

community colleges receive Pell Grants and 33 percent of all federal aid in the

community college sector is from Pell Grants (AACC, 2001), the support of federal

assistance directly to students will continue to be a lobbying focus in the 21St

century.

Historical Background: Washington State

Washington joined the Union in 1889 as the 42nd state and was known, up

until 1950, for its populism, and radical, freewheeling style of politics (Swanson,

Mullen, Pierce & Sheldon, 1985). According to Swanson et al. (1985) the

Washington State Constitution has been noted to be lengthy, cluttered, and overly

detailed. The state constitution, as well as the process to amend it, is a reflection of

a view that legislators were untrustworthy and thought to be controlled by nanow,

special interest groups. The authors of the constitution sought not only to limit the

powers of legislators, but also to limit special interest group influence. However,

lobbying in Washington state is seen as crucial in the development of public policy

(Woisborn, 1985). Lobbyists often draft and propose legislation and provide

information to legislators and their staff in an attempt to influence the political

process (Walker, 1996; Wolsborn, 1985).



Lobbying captured the interest of Washington voters in 1972, when they

passed Initiative 276. The initiative sought to control interest groups by requiring

lobbyists to register with the state and submit monthly reports of their activities.

Lobbyists had to disclose information regarding expenditures, contributions,

interests in legislation, their employer, and the names of officials they had

entertained or given gifts. Interestingly enough, the initiative was proposed not

under the assumption that lobbies were bad, but to make the public more aware of

the financial records of legislators, certain public officials, and special interest

groups (Peterson, 1985). The initiative defined lobbying as ". . .attempting to

influence the passage or defeat of any legislation..., or the adoption or rejection of

any rule, standard, rate or other legislative enactment of any state agency" (p. 150).

A result of the initiative and Referendum 39 in 1976 was the creation of the Public

Disclosure Commission (PDC), which is charged with monitoring the activities of

lobbyists, among other duties. The work of the PDC provides information about

the potential influences on legislators. However, one consequence of Initiative 276

was that lobbyists believed registering gave a sense of legitimacy to their activities

(Peterson, 1985).

In a survey of 96 Washington state legislators in the spring of 1982, 99

percent agreed that interest group activity and lobbyists were "very important" or

"important" as a source of information (Peterson, 1985). The same survey revealed

that legislators relied on lobbyists not only for information about the impacts of

proposed legislation on constituents, but also to transmit information from and
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about them to the public. Two major conclusions drawn from the survey results

were: (a) more legislators believe lobbyists to be a positive part of the

governmental process than not, and (b) legislators regard lobbying as very

influential in shaping public policy. Peterson (1985) also noted that most

legislators did not view local governments and state agencies as lobbies. The term

was reserved for private groups. This idea may contribute to the notion that higher

education leaders do not lobby and are not lobbyists. These findings are essential

to understanding the role of influence in Washington state politics and quite

compelling in indicating legislators' positive view of the role of lobbyists in

Washington state.

As agents and employees of the state, community and technical college

presidents are limited in the lobbying activities they can engage in. According to

the Statute Law Committee (2000), RCW 42.17.190(2) (3) authorizes the following

activities for state agencies and employees:

1. Communicating with legislators at the legislative member's request.

2. Requesting necessary legislative action or appropriations through proper

official channels.

3. Providing information to legislators or legislative staff members on matters

pertaining to official agency business.

4. Advocating the official position or interest of the agency.

The State Board for Community and Technical Colleges (1999) provides guidelines

for colleges to use in reporting lobbying activities to the Public Disclosure
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activities exceed four days in any three-month period and aggregate public funds

spent on lobbying activities exceed $15 in any three-month period. While this

appears restrictive, it actually allows college officials latitude in advocating on

behalf of their institutions. According to the State Board's guidelines, college

officials are permitted to testify at public hearings, invite legislators to campus, talk

with legislators on the phone, and use public funds when engaging in any of these

authorized activities.

Strategies And Tactics: Federal Level

Helms (1993), in her study of community college leaders, defined lobbying

as an activity in which leaders try to win the support of others for a certain point of

view, including exerting influence on senators and representatives. While the

literature contains information on lobbying, six strategies and tactics for

influencing politicians at the federal level were cited most frequently by authors

and emerged as being considered effective. The top six were: (a) make personal

contact with individual members of Congress, (b) join coalitions and bring others

in, (c) make personal contact with congressional staff members, (d) employ grass-

roots techniques, (e) have relevant, up-to-date information, and (I) use the expertise
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of the Big Six Associations'. Each of these is explored in greater depth later in this

chapter. Table 3 summarizes the strategies and tactics most frequently

recommended in the literature reviewed for this study for influencing Congress and

notes the frequency of the strategy appearing in the literature.

Table 3
Strategies and Tactics Used to Influence Congress

Strategies Times cited by authors

Make personal contact with members 9

Join coalitions and bring in others 8

Employ grass-roots techniques 8

Make personal contact with congressional staff 7

Have relevant, up-to-date information 7

Use the expertise of the Big Six Association 5

Note: Establish rapport and build a relationship, testify at hearings, know the
beliefs of the member, invite members to campus, be honest and have credibility,
understand the congressional structure and process, and make the argument issue-
oriented were strategies and tactics cited by at least three authors.

Meeting face-to-face and having personal contact with members of

Congress are cited as ways to influence public policy (Cook, 1998; Gipson, 1981;

'The Big Six Associations are located in Washington, D.C. and lobby on behalf of higher
education to the federal government. The Big Six Associations are: the American
Association of Community Colleges, the American Associations of State Colleges and
Universities, the American Council on Education, the Association of American
Universities, the National Association of Independent Colleges and Universities, and the
National Association of State Universities and Land-grant Colleges (Cook, 1998).
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Helms, 1993; Lindgren, 1997; Mensel, 1990; Meyers, 1982; Meyers & Associates,

2000; Smith & Flower, 2000; Wolpe, 1990). Gipson (1981), in his study of the

political activities of community college presidents and chief executive officers in

Texas, found that making personal contact with members of Congress was the

number one activity of the community college leaders. He noted the difficulty of

using this technique given the remoteness of Washington, D.C.; however, much of

the personal contact was accomplished when the member of Congress was "at

home."

Joining coalitions and bringing in others to help influence Congress on

behalf of an issue broadens the political base of influence (Cook, 1998; Gipson,

1981; MacTavish, 1984; McCabe, 1984a; Meyers, 1982; Meyers & Associates,

2000; Smith & Rower, 2000; Vaughan, 1989; Wolpe, 1990). Bringing others in

and delegating authority to others to work on an issue frees the college president to

devote time to working with national policy officials and with other constituent

groups (McCabe, 1984a). While this may sound self-serving, it really is a way to

engage other interested parties in support of higher education issues. MacTavish

(1984) saw bringing in others as a tool to access additional resources and thus have

an array of resources to better address complex issues. Coalitions are ways for

groups to coordinate their efforts around specific policy issues. The most useful

element of a coalition is that the group has already agreed on the objective when

the coalition is formed (Cook, 1998), thus demonstrating a unified position on an
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issue. Wolpe (1990) notes that when an array of diverse groups form coalitions, it

makes it easier for politicians to endorse the group's goal.

Cook (1998) noted that higher education institutions have rarely used grass-

roots techniques, for fear that the policy views of the constituents involved in the

lobbying efforts may not be shared by the institution, but that is changing. The

number of people who could advocate on behalf of higher education is tremendous

(Cook, 1998), which broadens the political base of the institution. Students,

faculty, trustees, community leaders, and alumni are all likely candidates to engage

in grass-roots lobbying. Flooding the member's office with letters, telegrams,

phone calls and requests for a meeting from voters are techniques used in grass-

roots lobbying (Wolpe, 1990) and, according to Goldstein (1996), can contribute to

a legislator's victory or defeat, or a bill's passage or demise. Foust (1999) noted

that grass-roots campaigns are essential in the politics of Washington, D.C.

As noted previously, personal contact with members of Congress is an

important strategy; however; making personal contact with congressional staff may

be the means to that end. Gaining access to members is key, but whether you get

access may depend on the staff (Wolpe, 1990). Contacts with staff are important

(Helms, 1993; Lindgren, 1997; Mensel, 1990; Meyers, 1982; Meyers & Associates,

2000; Terrey, 1984; Wolpe, 1990) and should not be overlooked. The staff know

the issues, know the players, draft legislation, and are viewed as a resource by the

member, and if they are neglected the political costs are high (Wolpe, 1990).

College leaders should keep the staff interested and connected to the college as
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much as the college keeps members of Congress interested and connected (Meyers,

1982).

Providing facts and up-to-date information relevant to issues (Lindgren,

1997; Wolpe, 1990) and using research-based data to support the college (Helm,

1993; Mensel, 1990) are critical to successful lobbying. Colleges should develop a

profile of how federal funds are used on campus and one that details the economic

impact of the college on the community (Helms, 1993; Mensel, 1989; Mensel

1990) and "master the art of the one-page briefing" (Wolpe, 1990; p. 26).

Because of the remoteness of Washington, D.C. from many community

colleges (Gipson, 1981), many colleges rely on the Big Six Associations, located in

the city and close to the Capitol, to lobby on their behalf and to keep college

officials informed about emerging issues (Cook, 1998). The American Association

of Community Colleges (AACC) and the American Council on Education (ACE)

represent two-year college issues. Members of Congress and their staff look to the

associations to assess the effects of proposed policies (Cook, 1998), and in turn, the

associations look to institutions for assistance. Smith & Flower (2000) recommend

using the Big Six for lobbying Congress because they are able to speak together

and provide a clear viewpoint on higher education issues. The AACC and the ACE

hire professional staff to work with Congress on behalf of higher education, and

colleges should take advantage of their expertise in this area. The AACC (2000)

provides an advocacy checklist, tips, and training for community college leaders to

use when leaders visit and influence Congress.
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Helms (1993) specifically identified strategies used by community college

leaders to lobby members of Congress and noted the importance of identifying

effective strategies to bring about legislation that can benefit community colleges.

Five leaders from community colleges in North Carolina were selected to

participate in Helms' study. She based the selection on four criteria: (a) her

observations of them at a national legislative conference, (b) suggestions from

leaders in the state, (c) their daily involvement with federal regulations, and (d)

their knowledge of how decisions are made in Congress. The people selected for

the study held various positions within the state system, ranging in responsibility

from the president of the college system to the chair of a department that received

federal funding. In addition, she chose six "congressional actors" to interview and

participate in the study. Congressional actors were people who served on

committees that dealt with higher education issues. The focus of Helms' study

(1993) was to compare and categorize the participants' responses on effective and

ineffective lobbying strategies. Comparing the responses of a college president to a

department chair seems inadequate because each of the higher education

participants has varying roles within the college system. It seems inconsistent to

compare responses of persons with different roles and responsibilities. These

differences would have an impact on the types of activities people engaged in and

their response to the interviewer's questions. That is to say, a college president

may interact differently with a legislator than a faculty member because of their

different roles and responsibilities at the college. Their issues and viewpoints may
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view shared by the different groups are not valid in their own right. In addition, the

researcher did not indicate which committees the congressional actors represented,

their political affiliation or their relationship with the college officials. All of these

may have potential impact on the congressional actors' responses. The researcher

did indicate that she selected a limited number of participants to keep the

interviews manageable.

Helms (1993) developed five themes regarding lobbying strategies: (a)

responsibilities and roles of community college leaders, (b) background work

necessary for effective lobbying, (c) personal style factors in effective lobbying, (d)

effective lobbying activities, and (e) ineffective lobbying activities. After

conducting and transcribing one-hour interviews, the researcher used a "cut-up and

put-in folders" method to separate data into categories. She developed the themes

by examining the contents of the participants' statements. The study revealed that

community college leaders have responsibilities to foster congressional

relationships, increase political awareness and become familiar with legislation,

and these responsibilities are inherent in the role of the leader. Helms (1993) found

that college leaders need to establish a working relationship with the member of

Congress on the "home turf' before the member goes to Washington, D.C., and that

this needs to be done over a period of years. College leaders need to get to know

the member on a personal basis (e.g., committee assignments, family, special
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interest and background) and to set an orderly process for presenting themselves to

the member.

According to Helms (1993) the activities found to be effective in lobbying

congressional members included:

. Reflect positively on the accomplishments versus the "we need" and "the cry

for help."

. Demonstrate that the college has spent the money wisely.

Tell success stories.

Stop by the senators' and representatives' office while in town, be on time, and

come with a college catalog and a one-page statement of your position.

Know the arguments in advance.

Write a thank-you note after the visit and restate your position.

Invite the Congress member to campus to announce new funding.

Two major findings of Helms' (1993) study were gleaned from the

congressional actors' responses: (a) community college presidents are seen as the

most effective community college lobbyists, and (b) community college presidents

sometimes do not realize the kind of power they have; their ability to articulate

their needs is greater than they think. These findings suggest a closer investigation

of the role of community college presidents and their experiences in lobbying.

Focusing this study only on community college presidents will yield consistency in

the data collected because the participants all have similar roles and responsibilities

as college presidents.
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including two-year colleges, that higher education officials (during the 1995-96

year) used additional and different strategies to lobby Congress than they had used

in the past. The study used the list of the primary lobbying techniques in higher

education developed by Schlozman and Tierney (as cited in Cook, 1998) as a basis

for comparison. The techniques used by at least 90 percent of higher education

officials prior to 1995 were:

1. Contacting officials directly.

2. Testifying at hearings.

3. Informal contacts.

4. Presenting research results.

5. Shaping implementation.

However, during the 1995-96 year, Cook (1998) discovered that in addition to the

primary techniques, higher education officials employed four new strategies:

1. Entering into coalitions with other organization.

2. Mounting grass-roots lobbying.

3. Having constituents contact members.

4. Running ads in the media.

These research findings are important, given that these four new and different

strategies are emerging as significant in the lobbying literature in higher education.

In addition, Cook asked members of Congress for advice on how higher education

could improve lobbying efforts. The members of Congress recommended that
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education resources, (c) use data to lobby, (d) form better alliances, (e) be

bipartisan, (f) be proactive and visionary, (g) invite members and other officials to

campus, and (h) say thank-you. These suggestions can be foundations for

developing even more lobbying strategies.

Through his work as a political lobbyist and a congressional staff member,

Wolpe (1990) provides insight into the work of a lobbyist and examines what

constitutes "good" lobbying. He points out that there are five basic rules to being a

lobbyist: tell the truth, never promise more than can be delivered, listen to

understand what you are hearing, work with congressional staff, and do not surprise

legislators. In his work, Wolpe (1990, pp. 17- 38) underscores the fundamentals of

good lobbying to include:

1. Define the issue in any lobbying visit. Know what you want and what is

going on in other areas.

2. Know the players, what motivates them, the arguments that appeal to them,

their interests, and their character.

3. Know the committees. Attend committee meetings when there is nothing at

stake and observe the committee's character.

4. Know the public policy rationale and follow the debate to match your issue

with the rationale.

5. Prepare materials that are clear and concise.
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6. Anticipate the opposition, provide detail on the arguments and who opposes

your issue.

7. Be solicitous of your political allies and select members who are well placed

and respected.

8. Understand the process and the language, including the rules of procedure and

compromise.

9. Create, join, and manage coalitions and enlist the support of your allies.

10. Be bipartisan and work with contacts on both sides.

11. Observe basic courtesies, including communicating to lawmakers that you

care about them and want them to succeed.

Lobbying at the federal level is a challenge for community college leaders, given

the physical distance that separates many colleges from Washington, D.C.

However, it seems that college leaders can still influence federal policy by making

personal connections with the members and their staff. In addition, joining with

others who share similar issues and viewpoints is an effective strategy to influence

lawmakers.

Strategies and Tactics: State Level

State legislatures have an enormous amount of influence in education

policy-making (Krueger, 1997), and the primary political activity of public

institutions is lobbying the state legislature (Gipson, 1981). Unlike the literature on

lobbying at the federal level, which included strategies for all of higher education,
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the researcher was able to locate considerably more literature on state level

strategies for community colleges. The top six strategies cited most frequently in

the literature reviewed for working with state legislatures include: (a) bring in

other constituents, (b) know the subject matter and provide factual information, (c)

know the legislative process and the players, (d) cultivate relationships with

legislators, (e) make contact with legislative staff, and (1) communicate and frame

the issue. Table 4 lists the most frequently cited strategies and tactics and the

number of times the suggestion appeared in the literature reviewed by the

researcher.

Table 4
Strategies and Tactics Used to Influence State Legislators

Strategies & Tactics Times cited by authors

Bring in other constituents 11

Know the subject matter 10

Know the legislative process 10

Cultivate a relationship with the legislator 9

Make personal contact with legislative staff 9

Communicate and frame the issues 7

Note: Having honesty and credibility, personal contact with members, presenting
both sides of the issue, inviting the legislators to campus, joining coalitions,
contacting the Governor's Office, testifying at hearings, being willing to
compromise, and being bipartisan were strategies and tactics cited by at least three
authors.
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A broad range of local leaders is needed to help the legislature become

aware of the institution's goals, mission, benefits to the community, and the

services the college provides to the community (McCabe, 1984a). Bringing other

people in to help influence the legislature is critical to success at the Capitol

(Angel, 1980; Foust, 1999; Gaskins, 1997; Gipson, 1981; Grady, 1985; Nespoli &

Gilroy, 1998; Phillips, 1980; Stanglin, 1987; Terrey, 1982; Thompson, 1990;

Walker, 1996). Since leading an institution is very demanding and working with

the state legislature requires an inordinate amount of time and energy (Vaughan,

1989), it would seem that bringing others into the lobbying process would be

appropriate. Potential partners may include trustees, faculty, students, business

leaders, community and civic leaders, alumni, parents and, of course, other college

staff (Gaskins, 1997; Gipson, 1981; Phillips, 1980; Thompson, 1990). Stanglin

(1987) noted that the more resources available, the more advantages available to

influencing policy.

Being knowledgeable about the subject matter, having factual information,

and having up-to-date information are assets when working with state legislators

(Angel, 1980; Cahill, 1998; Foust, 1999; Grady, 1985; Nespoli & Gilroy, 1998;

Phillips, 1980; Stanglin, 1987; Terrey, 1982; Thompson, 1990; Walker, 1996).

Legislators cannot possibly keep all the facts about every issue in their heads, so

they rely on outside sources to fill this gap. Documentation, with facts and

statistics, is used to influence legislators (Foust, 1999), and being available and

providing good information is a lobbying basic (Smith, 1982).
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Many people who move into the presidency have almost no experience in

the political realm (Vaughan, 1989) and therefore may be unfamiliar with the

political climate and landscape of the state. Knowing how the legislative process

works and who the players are, is critical to working in state politics (Angel, 1980;

Foust, 1999; Grady, 1985; Krueger, 1997; Nespoli & Gilroy, 1998; Phillips, 1980;

Stanglin, 1987; Smith, 1982; Terrey, 1982; Walker, 1996). Understanding the

legislative process, including committee structures and how bills move through the

process, can mean the difference between getting a bill passed or not.

Angel (1980) cites in his article, "There is no excuse for not knowing your

own legislator well" (p. 36). He recommends knowing legislators' backgrounds,

their community involvement, personal interests, personal idiosyncrasies, and

family-life situations as some considerations for getting started. Thompson (1990)

suggests that maintaining a personal file which includes addresses, telephone

numbers, birth dates, school attended, key committees, and names of spouses and

children is essential to developing a relationship with a legislator. Krueger (1997)

notes that the legislator's beliefs and feelings are most likely to influence public

policy decisions; therefore, knowing those beliefs would enhance a president's

ability to influence the legislator.

In a study of lobbyists and legislators, Walker (1996) found that legislators

choose their legislative staff members as their primary source for information.

Therefore, it is not surprising that making personal contact with legislative staff is

important in working with state legislators (Angel, 1980; Cahill, 1998; Foust, 1999;
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Gipson, 1981; Krueger, 1997; Phillips, 1980; Stanglin, 1987; Terrey, 1982; Walker,

1996; Wright, 1991). Legislative staff members have the ears of the legislators and

filter information from lobbyists (Cahill, 1998). Legislative aides can be influential

with legislators and can serve as a conduit to get messages to legislators in

extremely busy times (Phillips, 1980). Making personal contact with legislative

staff can be just as good as making personal contact directly with legislators

themselves.

In a survey of 300 community colleges, presidents indicated that one of

their top concerns was communicating with state legislatures (Palmer, 1984).

Lobbying is communication (Cahill, 1998), and tailoring the argument in a very

individualized manner to fit the specific legislator is likely to play well with

legislators (Foust, 1999). Community college leaders are challenged to provide

arguments to legislators for state support (Alfred, 1984). Skill in writing letters and

opinion editorials, working with the media, and staying on the message are

important aspects in communicating with legislators (Nespoli & Gilroy, 1998).

Through effective communication, lobbyists frame the issues and shape the

dynamics of their interactions with legislators (Foust, 1999).

Several studies provided the researcher with substantive information about

lobbying strategies. Krueger (1997) examined the characteristics and tactics used

to influence the Minnesota legislature. He found that providing accurate

information was the most important aspect of lobbying. In addition, the following

were identified as the top tactics (p. 51):
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1. Being well-connected to legislators and their staff.

2. Understanding the legislative process.

3. Being adaptable and effectively communicating.

4. Being thorough about the issues.

Other techniques identified in Krueger's study included having reliable

information, being able to generate support "back home," appreciating and

understanding the opponent's position, and having the capacity to form alliances.

While these may not have emerged as the top tactics in Krueger's study, several of

these have emerged from other studies on influencing state legislatures.

Foust (1999), in her study of 32 legislators and 64 lobbyists in Georgia,

found that credibility is critical to lobbying success. Credibility was established by

being honest and truthful, and having knowledge of the topic at hand, with solid

factual information to back-up that knowledge (p. 211). Additional strategies

found to be effective with legislators included (p. 212):

1. Knowing the opponents' positions.

2. Being able to convey information quickly and completely.

3. Building trust.

4. Developing and nurturing relationships.

Foust' s (1999) distinction between tactics and strategies helped the

researcher frame the research question, narrow the scope of the research, and

provided focus for the study. Foust defined strategy as "an overall plan for gaining

access and influence" and tactics as "the means for achieving the plan" (p. 25). In



addition, Foust used participant observation as a second method for data gathering.

Not only did participant observation supplement the interview information, it

allowed her to gain knowledge about the legislative process and the atmosphere.

The third contribution of Foust's study to this research was the timing and framing

of her interview questions. She purposefully did not introduce sensitive questions

early in the interview process, but waited until near the end. This strategy was an

attempt to allow the respondents to become comfortable with the process before

introducing more sensitive questions.

Barnett (1989) surveyed 15 community college presidents and 692 selected

constituents who were associated with the colleges. State legislators were one of

the selected constituent groups surveyed. Participants were asked to return the

questionnaire within 10 working days. Of the 707 surveys sent, only 27 percent

returned a completed survey. However, of the 15 presidents mailed the

questionnaire, 11(73 percent) returned a completed questionnaire. More

importantly, of the 62 state legislators surveyed, only four (6 percent) returned a

completed questionnaire.

Bamett found from the 11 presidents that the most effective behavior in

working with legislators was to join with other presidents to push education and its

importance as an economic investment in the future. The presidents believed that

this would result in the state legislature appropriating funds to higher education. In

addition, the behaviors most frequently cited by the other respondents as being

effective were to:
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1. Be more visible and involved with the community.

2. Provide information and data about the college to the community.

3. Build and maintain relationships.

Barnett's (1989) study contributed to the design of this study in two ways.

First, the low return rate of the questionnaire for state legislators suggests that

legislators may not be a reliable data source to inform the researcher. The larger

percentage of college presidents returning the survey suggests that presidents may

have more interest in the topic, be a more reliable source for data, and willing to

respond to surveys if they relate to the roles of presidents. Therefore, focusing on

the experiences of community college presidents allowed the researcher not only to

have a reliable and rich source of information, but also added more depth to the

study. Second, the research design of Barnett's study limited the richness of the

information collected by reducing the respondents' detailed descriptions into single

sentences. This technique allowed Barnett to develop thematic categories for

analysis, but probably excluded more rich, insightful recollections of the

respondents. In analyzing the data for this study, a thematic process was used, but

the participants' actual words were included to develop the themes. The words,

thoughts, and reflections of the participants were the basis for theme development.

Garland and Martorana (1988) studied the political behaviors of individuals

involved in the policy-making process for community college education. They

focused on the relationship of participants' behavior to the state's political culture

and subcultures. In designing the study, the researchers went through several steps
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of Garland and Martorana' s study (1988) was that a relatively small number of

individuals were engaged in the policy-making process and that those individuals

were well-known to each other and had typically been involved in policy-making

for community college education over time. The other noteworthy finding was that

the executive branch and agencies charged with the administrative responsibilities

for community colleges were viewed as highly influential and involved in the

political policy-making process.

Garland and Martorana's (1988) research aided in the design of this study.

They sought to find people who were informed and knowledgeable about the

legislative process. After identifying the participants, they conducted interviews to

gather information. Using persons knowledgeable of the political process to

identify other knowledgeable people is a key element to this study. In addition,

given that the State Board staff and legislative staff are engaged in policy-making

and knowledgeable of the political process seems to confirm the appropriateness of

gathering information from these data sources.

Summary

Special interest groups and lobbying activity have been a part of both

United States and Washington state history. Recognition of lobbying activity was

noted as early as 1787 at the federal level and in 1889 when Washington state

joined the Union. Because of instances of corruption and bribery of political
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leaders by lobbyists, lobbying has gained a negative connotation. As a result, some

higher education professionals have chosen to disassociate themselves from the

term as well as the notion of being a lobbyist. Understanding this historical

significance is important because it provides a perspective on how some

community college leaders approach lobbying. Because using the term lobbying in

the focus of the study may have been sensitive to college presidents, the researcher

used the term influence. In fact, using the term lobby might have resulted in some

presidents declining to participate in the study. They might believe they do not

lobby. In addition, since Washington state requires people who lobby to disclose

information to the Public Disclosure Commission (PDC) and if a president had not

done so during the period of this study, this could have presented an ethical

dilemma for the participant and a potential violation of state law. Therefore, the

researcher explored with community college presidents the strategies and tactics

they used to influence state legislators, rather than how they lobby state legislators.

The primary focus of the study was to identify the strategies and tactics

community and technical college presidents used to influence state legislators in

Washington state. Information was gathered from the experiences of selected

community college presidents. Based on information in the literature, participants

who were willing and interested in the topic area add to the richness of the data

collected. Other research has shown that state legislators were not responsive to

surveys and, therefore, surveys of legislators may not be a reliable method to

collect data. However, research findings did show that community college
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respond to topics where their roles are the primary focus.

The strategies and tactics cited most frequently as being used at the federal

level to influence Congress were: (a) making personal contact with members of

Congress, (b) joining coalitions with others, (c) making personal contact with

congressional staff members, (d) using grass-roots techniques, (e) having relevant,

up-to-date information, and (0 using the expertise of the national associations that

lobby Congress on behalf of higher education. At the state level, similar strategies

and techniques emerged from the literature review. The strategies cited as being

effective at the state level included: (a) bringing in others to assist with the

lobbying effort, (b) knowing the subject matter before meeting with legislators, (c)

knowing the legislative process, (d) cultivating a relationship with legislators, (e)

making personal contact with legislative staff, and (IT) communicating and framing

the issues.

This chapter reviewed the definitions and historical origins of lobbying and

the strategies and tactics used to influence lawmakers at the federal and state levels.

While there are other strategies and tactics, the 11 noted above represent a

consensus in the literature reviewed by the researcher about effective strategies and

tactics at the federal and state levels.



CHAPTER 3

METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this study was to identify the strategies and tactics used by

community and technical college presidents to successfully influence state

legislators. This chapter describes the research design used to conduct this

qualitative study, including a discussion of the methodology, the methods, the

selection of the participants, data analysis, thematic development, and the

trustworthiness and soundness of the data.

Methodology

According to Bogdan & Biklen (1998), methodology refers to the

theoretical and philosophical perspectives underlining a research project and sets

the framework for the methods to conduct the study. The methodology determined

the methods the researcher used to conduct the study. Qualitative research is based

on the assumption that individuals construct reality and seeks to explore meaning

and interpretations through intensive study (Gall, Gall & Borg, 1999). Words,

rather than numbers, are used to collect information, analyze the data, and express

the findings under investigation. The data collected in qualitative research is "rich

in description of people, places and conversations and not easily handled in

statistical procedures" (Bogdan & Biklen, 1998, p. 2). Quantitative research is

concerned with measuring the relationship between two or more variables, and uses



62

numerical data and statistical protocol to analyze and present data (Gall, Gall &

Borg, 1999; Tuckman, 1999). This study focused on investigating the experiences

and perceptions of college presidents to make meaning of how they influenced state

legislators and not on measuring the relationship among variables. This research

study investigated human behavior of college presidents; research that studies

human behavior, interactions and intentions is best suited for qualitative research

(Bogdan & Bikien, 1998; Gall, Gall & Borg, 1999). Qualitative researchers spend

time with those being studied to gain an in-depth understanding of how people

create reality (Neuman, 1997).

There are various forms of qualitative research. Qualitative research is an

umbrella term (Bogdan & Bikien, 1998, p. 2) used to describe investigations where

the researcher attempts to interpret phenomena as people bring meaning to them

(Denzin & Lincoln, 1998). The phenomena under investigation in qualitative

research can be focused around three areas: (a) lived experiences of individuals

(phenomenology), (b) culture and society (ethnography), or (c) language and

communication (hermeneutics) (Gall, Borg, & Gall, 1996). Because this research

study focused on influence as a phenomenon and the lived experiences of

individual presidents, phenomenology was the best qualitative research approach to

conduct the study.

Phenomenology is a form of qualitative research (Neuman, 1997) that is

built on, and influenced by, the philosophy of Edmund Husserl (Bogdan and

Biklen, 1998; Hultgren, 1989; Moustakas, 1994). Husserl was concerned with the
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discovery of meanings, essences in knowledge, and believed that meaning is

created when the object is brought to consciousness (Moustakas, 1994, P. 27).

Having participants reflect on their experiences and bringing them to consciousness

is at the heart of phenomenological research. Phenomenological research studies a

phenomenon and seeks to make meaning of everyday lived experiences (Van

Manen, 1990).

This qualitative study investigated the lived experiences of selected

community college presidents in Washington state during the 2000-0 1 period.

Phenomenology focuses on individuals, their perceptions of reality, and how these

individuals experience life (Gall, Gall & Borg, 1999; Neuman, 1997). The

presidents, through reflection on their experiences, brought to consciousness their

work with, and influence on, state legislators. Through these reflections, the

researcher identified the strategies and tactics these presidents used to influence

state legislators.

Phenomenological research is based on the reflection of lived experiences

of individuals and the practical actions of those individuals with the intent to

increase one's thoughtfulness, resourcefulness, and tact (the ability to act

thoughtfully toward others) (Van Manen, 1990). By identifying the strategies and

tactics (practical actions) used to influence state legislators, the findings from this

study may increase community and technical college presidents' knowledge and

understanding of their work with state legislators. Because phenomenological

research allows information to be gathered from the experiences of particular
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was an appropriate methodology for this study. Other community college

presidents and those aspiring to be presidents may benefit from the findings, but the

findings are not intended to be generalized to all community and technical college

presidents. This research approach allowed the researcher, along with selected

community college presidents, to explore political influence and the significance of

the individual college president's experiences with state legislators.

Methods

Methods refer to the specific techniques used by the researcher to conduct

the study and these techniques should be consistent with the theoretical perspective

and philosophical framework of the methodology (Bogdan & Bikien, 1998; Van

Manen, 1990). Qualitative research uses techniques such as interviewing,

observation, fieldwork, member checking, and document analysis to inform the

researcher (Bogdan and Biklen, 1998; Denzin and Lincoln, 1998; Neuman, 1997;

Tuckman, 1999). This study used multiple techniques (interviews, observations,

member checking, and document analysis) to explore and identify the strategies

and tactics used by the participants to influence state legislators. By using multiple

techniques, the researcher strengthened the trustworthiness and credibility of the

data and the findings of the study. The specific methods used in this study are

discussed in greater detail later in the chapter.



Selection of the Participants

Two data elements were needed to conduct the study: 1) the names of

community college presidents who were perceived to be influential in their work

with legislators, and 2) the reflections of community college presidents regarding

their experience in working with legislators. Polsby (1963) noted that asking others

to judge and identify influential people is really asking them to judge "who has a

reputation for being influential" (p. 50). Hunter (1953) popularized this method of

identifying influential people in his landmark study of the community power

structure in Regional City [Atlanta, Georgia (Hunter, 1980)]. Hunter asked 14

people, assumed to have knowledge of community affairs, to identify and generate

a list of the top leaders in the community. He discovered a "high degree of

correlation in their choices" (p. 269), which suggested that the perceptions of the

people asked to generate the list were consistent and that the people nominated

were likely to actually have influence. This research study used a similar method.

Nine people were asked to make a judgment and name community college and/or

technical college presidents who they perceived to have influence with state

legislators. Five staff members from the Washington State Board for Community

and Technical Colleges (SBCTC) and four legislative staff members were asked,

individually, to make a judgment and nominate presidents.

The five SBCTC staff members who were asked to name influential

presidents have primary responsibilities to assist in the development and delivery of

the community and technical college system's legislative agenda. These staff
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legislative process, interact regularly with legislators and legislative staff, and work

directly with college presidents to establish the college system's legislative agenda

and political platform. Knowledge of the legislative process includes, but is not

limited to: understanding how bills become laws; knowing the organizational

structure, rules, protocols, and behavior norms of the legislature; having familiarity

with the roles of legislative leadership positions; and being aware of the functions

of the various legislative committees.

Four legislative staff members representing the Senate Higher Education

Committee, the Capital Budget Committee, the Senate Ways and Means

Committee, and the House Appropriations Conmiittee were asked to make a

judgement and name influential community and/or technical college presidents.

Because these committees are comprised of legislators from multiple districts, these

staff members were selected because they have exposure to, and information about,

legislators and college presidents from throughout the state. They have insight into

the legislators' perceptions, have access to legislators from multiple districts, and

interact with other legislative staff, especially around higher education policy and

budget issues. These legislative staff members are responsible for coordinating

testimony for public hearings, organizing work sessions around specific issues for

their committees, conducting research, and providing information to their

committee members. Most importantly, however, these conmiittee staff members

are full-time, year around employees of the state and are privy to conversations that
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legislators may have about community and technical colleges. They are

information-rich because they have a deep understanding of the legislative process

and higher education policy and budget issues, and have knowledge about

community colleges.

The researcher considered asking college presidents from the system and

state legislators to name presidents who they perceived to have influence on state

legislators. However, Wattenbarger (1994) noted that a community college

president primarily knew only those legislators representing the district where the

college was located and vice versa. Because legislators' frames of reference and

knowledge of community college presidents' work might have been limited to the

president from their districts, the researcher would not have been able to clearly

determine those presidents who were influential. In addition, college presidents

may only have knowledge of their own work and have limited knowledge of the

legislative work of other presidents. In addition, Barnett (1989) found that

legislators were less responsive to completing and returning surveys. These

limitations influenced this researcher's decision not to ask legislators or college

presidents from the system to name influential cormnunity college presidents.

Instead, the researcher asked selected State Board and legislative staff members (as

described on pages 65 and 66) to name influential presidents. These staff members

were more likely to know and interact with a large number of college presidents

and state legislators, as well as having knowledge of college presidents' work with

a broader base of state legislators.
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introducing the researcher and requesting their assistance with the study. Included

with the cover letter were an Informed Consent document (Appendix B) which

outlined the purpose and framework of the study, including an agreement not to

confer with others in naming influential presidents, a one-page questionnaire

(Appendix C), and a self-addressed stamped envelope. The self-addressed stamped

envelope was included to increase the likelihood that the respondent would

complete and return the questionnaire. Salant and Dillman (1994) recommend

paying for postage because it reduces the demands being placed on the respondents

and encourages the respondents to complete the questionnaire more quickly. A

numeric code was assigned to each staff member and then written on the outside of

the self-addressed stamped envelope. Coding allows the researcher to track

respondents and non-respondents (Salant & Dillman, 1994). The questionnaires

did not contain a code or other identifier. The questionnaire asked the staff

member to "Name 3-5 Washington state community college and/or technical

college presidents who you perceive to have the most influence with state

legislators." Phenomenological research emphasizes that humans understand

reality only as it is perceived (Bogdan & Biklen, 1998) and the perceptions of these

staff were the basis for their selection of presidents' names.

Staff members who agreed to participate in the study were asked to sign the

Informed Consent document and return it in the postage-paid envelope along with

the questionnaire. Each of the questionnaires, with the exception of one, was
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the researcher matched the code on the outside of the envelope with the assigned

staff member's name, logged in (date received) the envelope "as returned,"

removed the questionnaire, and destroyed the envelope. This process allowed the

respondent to be anonymous and for the responses to remain confidential. Again,

the questionnaire was not coded with an identifier.

Eight questionnaires were returned, for an 89 percent return rate. Even

though the researcher made two follow-up phone calls to the one staff member who

did not return the questionnaire, these efforts yielded no response. The lists

received from each of the eight respondents were consolidated and compiled into

one single list.

The respondents submitted the names of 10 different college presidents

whom they perceived to be influential with state legislators. Each name was

recorded, and each time the name appeared on a list, it was assigned one vote. The

votes were tallied and the real names of the college presidents were assigned a code

as President One, President Two, President Three, etc., through President Ten.

This method of substituting numerical codes for the real names was used to protect

the identity of the presidents. Table 5 shows the reassigned coded names and a

tally of the number of times each president's name appeared on a list.
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Table 5
Community College Presidents Who Were Perceived to be Influential

Coded Names Times Name Appeared
President One 8
President Two 6
President Three 6
President Four 5
President Five 3
President Six 2
President Seven 2
President Eight 2
President Nine 1

President Ten 1

Note: Five respondents submitted five names each for consideration,
two respondents submitted four names each and one respondent
submitted three names. No respondent submitted the same name twice.

As in Hunter's (1953, 1980) study, there was a high degree of correlation in the

choices submitted by the SBCTC and legislative staff members who were asked to

name influential college presidents. One president's name appeared on every list,

while two other names appeared on every list except two. The presidents whose

names appeared at least three times were perceived to have a reputation of being

most influential. The researcher selected three votes as a cut-off for research

participation because it suggested more unanimity than two votes or a single

nomination. In addition, there appeared to be a natural break in the sequence of

votes between President Five and President Six. Adding President Six would have

indicated a need to have a group of presidents [President Six through President

Eight], rather than a single individual as in the case with Presidents Four and Five.

Those presidents receiving nominations from one or two people did not appear to
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be among the most influential of the presidents nominated. Lastly, adding the fifth

president to the participants' list helped the researcher add gender diversity to the

study since the numbers of female presidents are limited and protected identifiable

information about the other four presidents.

Thus, five presidents were perceived to have the most influence and were

invited to participate in the study. Table 6 shows selective descriptive information

about the presidents and their colleges; however, certain information will not be

disclosed to protect their identities.

Table 6
Information about Participants and Their Colleges

Category Description
Gender 2 females, 3 males

College Locations 3 urban, 2 rural

College Enrollment by Headcount 11,000 25,000+

Range of Years in Presidency 2 years 10+ years

Note: Ranges were used to describe college enrollment and years in presidency to
protect the presidents and to reduce the likelihood that individual colleges could be
identified from the information.

Interviews

The researcher mailed a letter (Appendix D) to each of the five presidents

inviting them to participate in the study and indicating that they had been identified

as someone perceived to have influence with state legislators. Included with the
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letter was an Informed Consent to Participate document (Appendix E) which

outlined the purpose and framework for the study, a statement of confidentiality,

and their rights as participants in the study. This sample of presidents was

convenient and purposeful, yet appropriate for this study because the college

presidents were employed within the system, the researcher had access to the

participants, and the presidents were thought to be knowledgeable about the

legislature and the system. The goal of purposeful sampling is to have participants

who are information-rich and knowledgeable about the phenomenon under

investigation (Gall, Gall & Borg, 1999). These presidents were deemed

information-rich because they were involved in setting the legislative agenda for

the college system, were believed to have knowledge of the legislative process in

Washington state, and were thought to have good judgment. All five presidents

agreed to participate in the study, returned the Informed Consent document, and

agreed to a face-to-face interview with the researcher. The researcher called each

president upon receipt of the Informed Consent document to schedule a convenient

time for the interview.

An interview is a purposeful conversation used by the researcher to gather

descriptive data and gain insights into the participant's world (Bogdan & Bikien,

1998). Face-to-face, semi-structured, conversational interviews were conducted

with each of the selected presidents. The interviews were semi-structured to keep

the conversation focused on experiences with legislators, but conversational to

permit the participants to recall and reflect freely on the times they felt influential
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with state legislators. Semi-structured interviews allow the researcher to collect

comparable data across participants (Bogdan & Biklen, 1998). The researcher

developed some general questions (Appendix F) to guide the interview. These

questions were used to focus the interview and to initiate and engage the president

in conversation. Each interview was at least one hour in length, although the

average interview lasted for one and one-half hours. The interviews were audio

taped and subsequently transcribed. Van Manen (1990) suggests that one purpose

of an interview is to serve as a resource for developing a richer and deeper

understanding of the phenomenon under investigation. The interviews with the

college presidents met this intent because sufficient time was scheduled and set

aside for the interviews. In every case, the researcher was able to cover the

questions, have presidents clarify and expand on responses, ask presidents to add

additional information at the conclusion of the interview that had not been covered,

and conduct follow-up interviews once the tapes had been transcribed.

Participant Observations

hi addition to interviews, the researcher observed several of the presidents

during the 2001 Legislative Session in legislative committee meetings, public

hearings, and informal meetings with legislators. Observations can take on two

forms for the researcher: (a) to participate in the activities with the participants, or

(b) to watch and not participate in the activities at all (Bogdan & Biklen, 1998).

This researcher's position as a State Board staff person allowed the researcher to
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move freely to attend and participate in public hearings, committee meetings or

other situations where legislators and presidents met. Because it was not out of the

ordinary for the researcher to be in attendance at any of these events, the researcher

was able to observe the presidents without altering the natural setting. Observing

participants in their natural settings is important in qualitative and

phenomenological research because it allows the researcher to enter into the world

of the people being observed to gather anecdotes that are relevant to the study (Van

Manen, 1990). In addition to capturing anecdotes, observing the presidents

allowed the researcher to see nuances and subtleties of the presidents' interactions

with legislators. A benefit for this research study was the researcher's ability to

move in and out of meetings without being conspicuous or questioned about her

attendance.

Field Notes

The researcher took field notes during the interviews with the presidents

and participant observations. Field notes are a written account of what the

researcher sees, hears, and experiences as data is collected (Bogdan & Biklen,

1998). Taking field notes during the interview and observations allowed the

researcher to capture the nuances of the interview and the subtleties of the

interactions presidents had with legislators. Field notes act as a personal log and

supplement other data collection methods (Bogdan and Bikien, 1998). Noting

laughter, posture, impressions, conversations, room set-up, and other non-verbal
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communications that are sometimes missed in a document or on a tape recording

were included in the researcher's field notes. The researcher used the field notes in

analyzing the data to develop the themes for this study.

Document and Content Analysis

During the interview and in the Informed Consent document, presidents

were asked to share any correspondence they had with legislators during the past

year. The researcher collected the documents and reviewed the correspondence for

messages and information that supported statements made by presidents in the

interview. In addition, the researcher collected documents and reviewed audio

recordings from public hearings where any of the presidents testified. The

documents from the hearings included the proposed legislation, the status of bills

under committee consideration, legislative staff summary of the bill, a listing of the

people testifying, and the names of people supporting and opposing the proposed

legislation. Listening to the audio recordings from the hearings provided the

researcher with additional information about the president's interaction with

legislators. The researcher was able to hear how the president responded to

questions from legislators as well as how the president articulated their opposition

or support for a bill.

Data Analysis and Theme Development

The information collected from the interviews and observations was

analyzed and used for developing the themes. Thematic analysis allows descriptive
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data to be categorized and structured to help the researcher make sense of the

phenomena; themes refer to an "element, which occurs frequently in the text" (Van

Manen, 1990, p. 78). Tn developing the themes, the researcher looked for words,

ideas, and concepts that were similar among the presidents interviewed. In

addition, because this study investigated strategies and tactics of influence, the

researcher used Foust's (1999) definitions of the two terms to distinguish the

difference between them. Foust defined strategy as "an overall plan for gaining

access and influence and tactics as the means for achieving the plan" (p. 25). Using

this as a frame of reference, the researcher organized and analyzed the data and

developed themes using the following process:

1. The audio tapes from each interview were transcribed using President One,

Two, Three, etc., to denote when the president spoke versus the researcher.

This technique was used to keep the presidents' statements separate from the

researcher's statements. A copy of the transcribed notes from each interview

was made and stored in the researcher's file cabinet.

2. The researcher listened to the audio tapes while reading the transcribed notes.

3. Statements made by the president suggesting a thought, interaction, opinion,

or experience with a legislator were highlighted.

4. Tapes were listened to a second time (focusing on the highlighted statements)

while the researcher reviewed the field notes. Notes of laughter, gestures and

other nuances were made on the transcribed notes.
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5. The highlighted statements of each president were categorized into four areas:

a strategy, a tactic, other influence, or direct quotations. The categorized

statements were then put into summary sheets for each president and each

was mailed a copy of his or her summary. The presidents were sent a letter

(Appendix G) requesting them to review the categories and the statements,

verify that the researcher had not misrepresented any statements or intent

from the interview, and provide comments and feedback to the researcher on

her interpretation of the interview and observations.

6. All five presidents notified the researcher that they had received and reviewed

the summary and one president submitted clarifying information to the

summary sheets. The researcher updated the data for the study with this

information.

7. Based on the statements categorized as strategies, the researcher identified

from the transcribed notes and summary sheets similar words and common

thoughts of the presidents and developed themes. The researcher wrote these

"strategy" themes on pieces of paper and laid them around the room.

8. The highlighted statements, which included the identity of the president

making the statement (e.g. President One, Two, Three, etc.) were cut into

strips from the transcribed notes and placed under the "strategy" theme piece

of paper that best reflected the president's statement.

9. Within each pile, the researcher determined whether the statement was a

tactic (means to accomplish the end) and supported the strategy or not. A
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not strategies or tactics.

10. The researcher used the statements made by the presidents to create "strategy"

themes and the "tactics" to support the theme areas.

The researcher created a matrix (Appendix H) of the effective strategies and

tactics reviewed in Chapter 2 and compared them with those identified by the

presidents in this study. The researcher wanted to examine how closely the

strategies and tactics used by the presidents in this study were to those noted in the

literature. In addition, the researcher wanted to examine whether the strategies and

tactics at the federal and state levels were identical as contended by Hrebenar and

Zorak. The matrix was created to determine whether there were effective strategies

and tactics that the presidents in this study were not utilizing, so those strategies

could be shared with the participants.

Trustworthiness of the Data

The researcher wanted to ensure that the data collected and presented in this

study was trustworthy. One purpose of qualitative research is to represent the

reality of the individuals being studied with an assurance that the researcher

accurately reflected that reality (Gall, Gall & Borg, 1999). To ensure that the data

was accurate, each college president was mailed a summary of the researcher's

interpretation of the interview and observation notes. The summary included the

researcher's categorization of the president's statements from the interview as
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strategies, tactics, or other influence. They were sent a letter (Appendix G) and

asked to review the summary for accuracy and to provide any additional insight,

comments, corrections, or clarification to the interpretation they felt appropriate.

Member checking is the process of having participants review statements presented

by the researcher for accuracy and completeness (Gall, Gall & Borg, 1999).

Having the presidents check the researcher's interpretations insured that the

information presented accurately reflected the informants' statements and help

assure the trustworthiness of the data collected.

Soundness of the Data

The State Board staff work closely together during the legislative session to

develop strategies for advancing the system's legislative agenda. They share their

perceptions of the system's standing with legislators and, as a result, staff may

influence each other's perceptions and develop similar thinking patterns related to

college presidents and the presidents' relationships with their legislators. Given

this, the researcher asked the State Board staff via the Informed Consent document

(Appendix B) not to confer with others in their naming of influential college

presidents. In addition, the researcher invited legislative staff to participate in the

study and similarly not to confer with others on their naming of influential

presidents. By using different people to individually submit names, the researcher

sought to provide soundness to the process of selecting presidents for the research.

In Hunter's 1953 landmark study, researchers questioned whether the names
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1963, 1980). To address this concern, this researcher asked each of the presidents

to identify an issue they had personally worked on with legislators. The researcher

reviewed legislative bill history and summaries, documents from public hearings,

and correspondence on the issue from the presidents to the legislators. This data

was analyzed to determine the final outcome of each particular issue in an effort to

check the reputation of the presidents' influence to see if they were in fact,

successful in their lobbying effort. This process of determining the outcome of the

presidents' efforts related of a specific issue helped the researcher determine

whether the presidents who had been identified as having positive influence

actually had accomplished a successful outcome. The status of the outcome is

reported in Chapter 4.

Gathering data from multiple sources (triangulation) checks the soundness

of the data collected and provides further evidence of truthfulness of the findings

(Bogdan & Biklen, 1998; Gall, Gall & Borg, 1999). The researcher used the

interviews, participant observation, and document analysis as multiple data sources

to collect data and check its soundness.

Protection of the Participants

Protecting the identity of the presidents was essential to collecting sound

and trustworthy data; therefore the names of the presidents who participated in the

study are not disclosed. The researcher used President One, President Two,
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President Three, President Four, and President Five to identify the participants,

their responses, and the researcher's interpretation. Using this method of

identification protected the presidents, as well as the State Board staff and

legislative staff who provided names of potential participants. The researcher

outlined in the Informed Consent document the potential risks of disclosure. The

researcher recognized, however, that the presidents themselves may disclose their

participation in the study, even though they were asked (via the Informed Consent

document) to keep their participation confidential. The audio tapes of the

interviews will be kept until the completion of the study, after which the tapes will

be erased. Both the transcribed notes from interviews and the summary sheets of

the researcher's interpretations of the data used coded names and do not contain the

presidents' real names. This data and all supporting documents for this study will

be kept at the researcher's home for three years upon completion of the study.

Summary Steps of the Study

In conducting the study, the researcher:

1. Surveyed selected State Board and legislative staff members to collect the

names of Washington state community college andlor technical college

presidents who were perceived by staff members to have influence with state

legislators.

2. Recorded all the names submitted, consolidated the lists, and assigned one vote

for each time the name appeared on a list. Five college presidents were
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participate in the study. All agreed to participate in the study.

3. Conducted a semi-structured interview of each of the five presidents for their

reflections and experiences with state legislators. Interviews were audio taped

and field notes were taken during the sessions.

4. Observed the selected presidents during the 2001 legislative session and

collected documents used by presidents to communicate with legislators.

5. Conducted data and thematic analyses of the information gathered from the

multiple sources (interviews, observations, field notes, and documents) to

identify the strategies and tactics used by presidents to influence state

legislators.

6. Verified the trustworthiness of the data by having the presidents review the

researcher's interpretation of the interviews and observations, including the

categorical themes.

7. Checked the soundness of the data by reviewing and analyzing documents to

check the presidents' reputation of influence, by determining whether an issue

or bill the president worked on had a successful outcome.

8. Retained the invitations to participate in the study, Inform Consent documents,

one-page questionnaires, summary of responses, audio tapes, transcribed notes,

and summary sheets in researcher's file cabinet. Information will be kept for

three years after the completion of the study.



Summary

This qualitative study investigated the experiences of selected community

college presidents to determine the strategies and tactics used to positively

influence state legislators. Through the use of multiple research methods

(interviews, observations, member checking, and document analysis), the

researcher gathered rich, descriptive data to investigate the phenomenon of political

influence. The researcher conducted interviews with each participant and observed

each as he or she testified at public hearings or met informally with legislators.

Soundness and trustworthiness were brought to the data collected by having the

presidents review the researcher's interpretation of the data, as well as through the

use of multiple data sources. The researcher protected the identity of the

participants by substituting President One, President Two, President Three,

President Four, and President Five for the presidents' real names. The audio tapes,

which contain identifiable voices, will be erased after the completion of the study,

and all written supporting documents used to conduct this study and write the

dissertation will be kept for three years after the study is completed.



CHAPTER 4

RESEARCH FINDINGS

"Although lobbying techniques are important, they mean
nothing f the person or group has no influence."

Stanglin, 1987

The purpose of this study was to identify the strategies and tactics used by

selected Washington state community college presidents to influence state

legislators. The researcher asked five State Board staff members and four

legislative staff members to "Name 3-5 community and/or technical college

presidents whom you perceive to have the most influence with state legislators."

These staff members were chosen because they are knowledgeable about the

legislative process, interact regularly with legislators, and work with community

college and technical college presidents on legislative issues. Knowledge of the

legislative process includes, but is not limited to: understanding how bills become

laws; knowing the organizational structure, rules, protocols, and behavior norms of

the legislature; having familiarity with the roles of legislative leadership positions;

and being aware of the functions of the various legislative committees. The staff

members were asked not to confer with others in naming the presidents whom they

perceived to have influence. Ten different names were submitted for this study.

Five presidents (three men and two women) receiving the highest number of votes



(at least three votes each) were invited to participate in the study. All five

presidents accepted the invitation to participate.

The researcher used methods and multiple data sources to explore the

research question "What are the strategies and tactics used by community and

technical college presidents to influence state legislators?" and uncover the

findings. The data were collected using face-to-face conversational interviews,

observation, document analysis, and member check-in. Member check-in was a

critical component of this qualitative research because the researcher verified with

the participants whether the researcher's interpretations of the interview and

observations accurately reflected the presidents' thoughts, intentions, and actions.

Participants were mailed a summary of the researcher's interpretations and asked to

review and provide feedback and comments to the researcher. This chapter reports

the results of that research, the strategies, and tactics that individual community

college presidents used to influence state legislators. Also reported are significant

elements and characteristics of the college presidents that were identified by the

researcher as contributing to the presidents' ability to influence.

In reviewing the transcribed interview tapes, public hearing documents, and

field notes from observations, the researcher analyzed the descriptive data and

clustered information with common themes to identify the strategies and tactics the

presidents used to influence policy makers. Five thematic areas emerged from the

interviews and observations as the leading strategies used to influence state

legislators. These were:



1) Build and maintain relationships with legislators.

2) Know the players and the process.

3) Become a resource for the legislator.

4) Broaden your "sphere of influence."

5) Communicate and frame the issues.

Data collected is organized and reported around each of the five thematic

areas (strategies). Within each thematic area, the tactics that presidents used with

legislators to achieve the strategy were clustered and will be identified. While

some researchers summarize interview responses into single sentences, the data is

most compelling when the participant's words, rather than the researcher's words,

are used to report the findings. Therefore, this researcher used the descriptive

words and quotations of the presidents to identify and express the strategies and

tactics. At the end of each thematic area, a summary table is provided to show the

reader which of the five presidents identified and described the tactic.

Observing the presidents as they interacted with legislators and during the

interview process gave the researcher the opportunity to take field notes to capture

the nuances of the interaction, the non-verbal communications, and general

perceptions of the personality of the presidents. The field notes enhanced the

researcher's perceptions of, and insight into, the college presidents.

In analyzing the data, the researcher uncovered other common elements and

characteristics about the college presidents that appeared to contribute to their

influence. These common elements centered on the presidents' perspectives and
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viewpoints about legislators, themselves, community colleges, and the connection

of the colleges to the communities at large. These common elements go to the

heart of the quotation by Stanglin at the beginning of the chapter. Different

techniques or tactics may be employed, but without the influence of the individual,

the tactics amount to simply going through the motions and possibly yielding no

results.

In order to compare the strategies and tactics cited in the literature with the

findings from this study, the researcher created a matrix. The matrix (Appendix H)

compares the federal-level and state-level strategies and tactics identified in the

literature review in Chapter 2 with those identified and described by the presidents

participating in the study.

Finally, to check whether those presidents who were perceived to have a

"reputation for being influential" (Polsby, 1963, p. 50) actually were influential and

were successful at achieving a positive legislative outcome, the researcher analyzed

documents and transcripts of legislative actions on bills. During the interviews, the

presidents were asked to reflect on an issue or bill on which they had worked. The

researcher then checked to see if the legislative bill passed or if the legislative

action yielded the president's intended outcome.

The data will be presented in the following manner. First, each strategy will

be presented, followed by the tactics used to accomplish the strategy. Direct

quotations from the presidents will be presented to support the strategy and the

tactics, and a summary table will be provided denoting which president reported



using the tactics. Second, the common elements uncovered by the researcher will

be discussed. Third, a report of the findings from the researcher's observations and

member check-in will be presented, followed by a discussion of the presidents'

reputation of influence. Finally, the federal- and state-level strategies identified in

the literature will be compared with those reported by the college presidents in this

study. The findings of this study are as follows.

Strategy One: Build and Maintain a Relationship with Legislators

The most important strategy identified by each of the college presidents was

building and maintaining a positive professional and personal relationship with

state legislators. They spoke of personal relationships that were informal, casual,

and comfortable. These presidents all explained and cited examples of how they

accomplished this, but recognized that relationship building was not a simple task.

They all felt this was an essential element of their work with legislators and a

foundation for influence.

One president explained, "I try to get to know him on a personal level
because knowing him on a personal level tells me what kind of issues that are
important for him to impact. For me, I need to know them as peopleas well,
because that is how I want people to know me."

Another president noted, "Yeah, we are friends. We do things together
every now and then and there is no agenda, they are comfortable. They know me
for who I am and they know I am in a role that relates to their role."

"You've got to get a sense of the individual. We get together socially."

"You see they are more than their role. They are also people and so I know
about [legislator's name] grandkids and I know about his son 's recent job."



Tactic: Cultivate the Relationship

Several presidents expressed the idea that building a relationship takes time

and maintaining it is an ongoing process. They proposed that maintaining a

relationship is especially important outside of the legislative session. Cultivating a

relationship with legislators entails understanding that a good relationship takes

time, starts small, and is built upon. Relationships just don't happen, they are

nurtured.

Political relationships are never over because issues are never over; these

relationships are long-term and are based on personal ties between individuals

(Wolpe, 1990). The presidents supported these concepts through the following

quotations:

"365 days a year. Technically they are working all year . . . and you need to
be on call and present all the time. And it can 't just be, Oh the session is over and
I will see you in December, because they are more than the session."

"I think that it is a relationship that you develop whatever the relationship
stems from."

"Every relationship begins one-on-one and from that it grows."

"If you are going to be effective in the system, you've got to develop those
relationships early on and they don 'tjust see you asking Uor money]."

"You have to develop the relationship and that doesn't happen overnight."

"It [influence] stems back to developing a relationship with them over a
longer period of time as best as you can."

"It started with phone stuff and because we established a relationship over
the phone then when I saw him in the community I would introduce myself We got
to know each other somewhat on a social level as well. I see them as friends. It is a
comfortable feeling."



Tactic: Make the Interactions Worthwhile

Even though several presidents expressed the importance of having an

"ongoing relationship," many noted their sensitivity to the timing of interactions

and the nature of those interactions. In each of the comments, the president

emphasized the need for the interaction to be perceived as valuable to the legislator.

The presidents felt legislators' time was important and they would not waste it on

simple issues and frivolous talk. Several talked about the significance of having an

informal interaction as well as a formal one, and the benefit of interacting with

legislators on a casual, informal basis.

"One has to think about it all year long except that you have to be sensitive
to what is going on in their lives. Don't bother when they are campaigning for the
last three weeks of the campaign . . .you 'ye got to leave them room. They are not
going to meet with you so much during that period of time because they want to get
out there shaking hands and going to meetings," explained one president.

Another said, "They are busy people . . .but they do like to enjoy themselves
once in a while and f you can evolve a relationship where they can trust you, then
you can cut through all the other stuff right down to the essence of it."

"Seeing legislators and legislators seeing you in an informal setting, that
wasn't about lobbying .. . it grows that relationship, it strengthens that
relationship."

"When I sit down with them I want them to know that it is really serious for
the college."

"I had a good relationship with [legislator's name]. What I did first was
much more aggressive, much more intrusive . . .1 don 't have anyone who won 't take
my call. They frequently call me or I am patched through to the house or senate
floor."

"I don't make a lot of small talk during session. I don't stop by just
gratuitously."
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"For the most part, I don't bother them."

"Don't waste their time, when I need something I call."

Tactic: Make Personal Contact

Making personal, face-to-face contact with legislators is one tactic

described as essential in the literature as well as by the college presidents. While

sending correspondence to legislators is important, all of these presidents thought

that seeing them and being able to gauge their level of understanding of an issue

was important.

"I prefer one-on-one as opposed to groups and! want to grab their
attention as well, so 1 want to use visual aids. For example I have done
PowerPoint presentations one-on-one."

"I think the one-on-one is the way to go because you can look in their eyes
and see whether you are getting that level of understanding, whether their mind is
wandering off"

"I sit down with them eyeball to eyeball."

In describing their personal interactions with legislators, the presidents

preferred one-on-one or small group interactions. The presidents explained the

importance of keeping the interaction intimate because not only does it allow for

more personal discussions, it gives the legislator an opportunity to ask questions

which they might not ask in a larger forum. Presidents described the interactions in

a variety of ways:

"Well the last time [I met with a legislator] was over dinner and there was
a board member and myself in a small setting. That way you get the opportunity to
really converse and to understand that legislator . . .and that's important."
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"We [trustees and I] had pizza in their offices . . . an opportunity not to bring
in a heavy-duty legislative agenda where we are saying that we want this, we want
this, and we want this. But a time for all of us to get to know each other and then,
you know, you can informally seek conversation, make statements supporting your
issues and so on. It gives them a chance to ask questions about issues that they see
that relate to the college as well."

"I saw her [the legislator] walk in and I greeted her. She waved and I
walked over and greeted her and we talked."

"1 go to them. You get a very different interaction on their territory. They
behave very differently."

"When 1 became president, legislators were among the early people on my
list to meet and visit. I made it through each ofthe members of the delegation
before session began."

Having a relationship with legislators means having access to information,

issues, and people, and having the potential to influence. However, the relationship

has to be genuine and cultivated, and it is not automatic. These college presidents

worked to know legislators on a professional, personal, and in some cases, social

level. There are several benefits to cultivating and having a relationship with

legislators beyond having access and the potential to influence. Having a

relationship means: (a) being able to ask for support, (b) having your calls and

messages put through and returned, and (c) having insight into legislators' interests.

Inviting legislators to campus was another tactic presidents noted as a way to begin

cultivating a relationship. One president, however, provided a word of advice

about developing the relationship:

"Well, the relationship is more than a relationship of influence. If they
begin to feel that Jam manipulative or I am inaccurate, I don't have and I am not
going to have that relationship."
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Tactic: Invite Legislators to Campus

According to Cook (1998), the best time to invite officials to campus is

when the institution is not asking for money. This gives lawmakers an opportunity

to see the buildings, talk with students and hear from faculty. Each of the

presidents talked about having legislators on campus for some type of activity.

Whether it was to attend a breakfast meeting, participate in a forum, or to support a

community event, having legislators on campus was a way to foster and build a

positive connection and relationship.

"The first time I met with them I invited them to a breakfast [on campus]
and I invited them individually."

"When we have them on campus we involve them in activities. You don't
put them in a situation where they feel we are using them or catering to them."

"We make sure that as much as possible with the kinds of events and
activities that we do, that legislators are actively included and met appropriately."

"I asked if! could give her a tour [of the campus] maybe on the weekend
that she would be home . . .and she said yes."

A summary of the tactics identified by the college presidents for building

and maintaining relationships with state legislators is shown in Table 7.



Table 7
Strategy One: Build and Maintain Relationships

Tactic Tactic Tactic Tactic
Cultivate a Worthwhile Personal hwite to

President relationship interactions contact campus
President One X X X X

President Two X X X X

President Three X X X X

President Four X X X X

President Five X X X

Building and maintaining a relationship with legislators takes time, is hard

work, and requires direct contact and personal interaction. Four tactics were

identified as ways to accomplish this strategy: (a) cultivate the relationship, (b)

make interactions worthwhile, (c) make personal contact, and (d) invite legislators

to campus. The significance of this strategy in influencing legislators was best

described by one of the presidents: "You don 't pick up the phone and call someone

that you don't know!" Presidents have to get to know the legislator on a personal

and professional level before influence can take place.

Strategy Two: Know the Players and the Process

Understanding the legislative process and the people involved in public

policy decision-making are essential elements in working in the state legislative

arena. Walker (1996) noted that the single most important quality of working with
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legislators was having knowledge of the legislature and the political process.

Presidents described tactics such as making contact with legislative staff, testifying

on key issues, knowing important dates, and understanding committee structures

and protocol as ways to influence public policy and decision-making.

Tactic: Contact Legislative Staff

Legislative staff members and aides have access to legislators and are privy

to information about "happenings on the hill" in Olympia. Legislative committee

staff members and legislative aides are full-time, year around employees of the

state, (Cook, 2002; House of Representatives, 2002) and legislators who maintain

district offices must provide office space for their aides. These provisions provide

for consistent points of contact throughout the year for college presidents. Walker

(1996) found that legislators relied on legislative staff to provide advice and data

analysis, and named staff as their primary source of information. Two presidents

explained the importance of working with staff in these ways:

"Legislative aides can be very helpful .. . they can be very, very influential.
They're controlling information. They are controlling the flow."

"They [legislative aides] can get you in to see them [the legislator]."

"I know the staff members in the senator's office. They are your access [to
legislators] anytime, anyplace."

"They [legislative aides] know where they [legislators] are . . . they are the
screeners. You do not have access unless you can get right past the gatekeepers.'

"I try to keep the staff informed. I will call up and ask for them and then I
talk to them. Then I will say, 'Could you brief [legislator's name] and when he is
free have him give me a quick call.' And he will."



"There is an opportunity there. I can recollect not too long ago spending
an hour with a legislative aide."

In addition to the staff giving the presidents access to the legislator and being a

conduit for information, staff can also be instrumental in advancing an issue.

Legislative staff can help advance an issue by ensuring that the legislator "has your

information." One president stated:

"If you could visualize the mounds and mounds of paper that are going
through that office and what is it that is going to end up on top. Is your file folder
going to be pulled? Is it going to end up on the bottom or is it going to be on the
top."

Tactic: Know the Legislative Structure and Protocol

"You've got to know the legislative system and how it works," exclaimed

one president. Knowing and understanding the "rules of the game" (parliamentary

procedures, how and when to compromise, political language) within the formal

and informal political arenas are fundamental in lobbying (Wolpe, 1990). There

are legislators in key leadership positions who have the ability to introduce a bill or

kill a bill. There are legislators who control whether there is a public hearing or

not. There are vital points in the legislative process where decisions are made.

Presidents expressed their ideas in these terms:

"You've got to know when to ask and when not."

"You have to make a judgment of effectiveness to whom. When Ifirst
started I asked [community and business leaders] to send me a list of the ten or
fifteen people they describe as the most influential in the district."
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"I talked to the chair [of the committee] and I said, 'Do we have a
problem?'.. . The chair controls whether something [a bill] gets through the
committee or not."

"There was a constituent once who wanted to send a letter. So I read the
letter and I said that's a great letter, only one problem. If you send out that letter
this afternoon the committee meets on Monday morning, it probably isn 't going to
cut it. They won 't see it. I gave him some fax numbers and he tied up their fax
machines all afternoon."

Knowing the structure of the legislature and how bills move through committees,

including knowing important dates when decisions must be made, are tactics

presidents noted as contributing to their influence.

Tactic: Know Legislators' Issues

Knowing the issues that are of interest to legislators provides insight into

what legislators might view as important. There are multiple benefits to knowing

their issues, from using the issue to strike-up a conversation, to using it as a starting

point to build a relationship. At least one president indicated that the importance of

knowing legislators' issues keeps the president from making embarrassing mistakes

and from stepping on any toes. Presidents described the usefulness of this tactic in

the following manner:

"I try to know him on a personal level, because knowing him on a personal
level tells me what kind of issues that are important to him to impact."

"Analyze and understand your audience, then you understand what
motivates them."

"You can 't go in and ask for something one day and then come back after
your advocate had fought for you and say 'just kidding'. He [the legislator] had
staked his wagon to that issue and I had not figured that out . . .1 learned a real
strong lesson there."



are."
"Pace with the person. Track where the individual is, what their issues

A summary of the tactics for knowing the players and knowing the process

of the state legislature is shown in Table 8.

Table 8
Strategy Two: Know the Players and the Process

Tactic Tactic Tactic
Contact Know structure Know

President legislative staff protocol legislators' issues
President One X X X

President Two X X

President Three X X

President Four X X

President Five X X X

In order to have influence, presidents believed that they needed to know two

critical elements: (a) who were the people in the legislative arena who had power

and influence, and (b) what was the legislative process and the points in the process

where decisions were made. Besides knowing the issues that are important to

legislators, two presidents cited legislative staff members as key players in the

legislative arena. To have influence, presidents need to know who has influence,

what the issues are that are important to legislators, and when to best use influence

in the legislative process.



Strategy Three: Become a Resource for Legislators

One of the most critical strategies for gaining influence is to be in a position

to influence. Being viewed as someone whom legislators looked to and counted on

to provide information and advice was stated over and over again by the presidents.

According to the presidents, being a resource meant:

1. Having factual and unbiased information.

2. Having broader interests than community college issues.

3. Being a person the legislator sought out for advice.

4. Being accessible.

Tactic: Be Factual and Knowledgeable

The sheer volume of information that flows through legislators' offices and

the diversity of issues which surface from constituents and citizens make it

virtually impossible for a legislator to know everything. Therefore, they have to

rely on others to provide them with information that will help them make informed

decisions.

"They can't possibly be diverse in everything and they don't know what is
going to come to them during session. So I've got to be prepared in my own way
from a factual, knowledge-based standpoint to be a resource for them."

"Influence means the ability to sway other people. I personally feel that the
best approach that I can engage in is a logical one and I try to make data-driven
decisions."

"My first meetings with them [legislators] were very much issue-oriented
and it was a good opportunity for me to go in and present myself as someone who
has done my homework."



"I don 'tfeel like 1 am as influential if I am operating on an emotional level.
So I explain to them population demographics . . .1 really went at it in database.
Here is the problem, here is what it looks like for the constituents in your area,
here is the way the college has responded, here are the strengths of that, here are
the weaknesses, and here is why it is not going to work in the future..."

"Usually they are under a short timeline and need accurate information
and so f I don 't have it, I need to be prepared to go somewhere to get it and get
back with them fairly quickly."

"Deliver a PowerPoint presentation in a restaurant. You can converse
about each slide."

Tactic: Be Broader than the College

Community college presidents need to be interested in, and informed on,

issues beyond those affecting colleges. All of the presidents in the study spoke

about the importance of knowing about issues that impact and affect the region and

the state as a whole.

"I support things other than just community colleges. I will weigh in on
things that I am not directly involved in and they [legislators] appreciate that."

"If they see you as self-interested it is probably not going to work and f
they see you as helping them do their job and they can rely and trust you, then that
is going to make a difference."

"When Jam working with them, because their responsibility is beyond the
college . . .but f they see me as someone who is only versed in the college and
doesn't see the full picture, they are not going to use me as that kind of tool."

"I think legislators remind us that there is a whole range of issues out there
and that if we become too narrowly focused we probably are not doing our jobs
well.
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Tactic: Be an Advisor

Having knowledge and facts and being informed about issues beyond those

affecting community colleges, positions the presidents to be able to give advice and

be a source of advice for legislators. This is particularly true when it comes to

having knowledge about the community the legislator cares about. Being in a

position to give advice means that presidents have the potential to influence the

legislator's thinking and be privy to information. Presidents must be willing to ask

legislators if they need assistance.

"We are living in a complex world that very few people really grasp how it
all interrelates and interconnects and the legislators have to make decisions. If you
can show them how this is a good decision for the State of Washington and for their
constituents, I think that does increase your influence."

"I am on their list. The "A" list. Yes, it's a Washington, the other
Washington, term when your calls get through."

"The legislator will call and say I am thinking about this or that and then I
say but it does have meaning for us and so consequently here is one approach or
you might think of this. So it is a gentle guidance."

"Mostly I think too often legislators are always approached by their public
because there is an expectation that they will do something for them. I have a very
strong opinion that we don 'tfrequently enough ask our legislators, 'How can I
assist you in doing what you were elected to do?"

"They were elected to represent the holistic needs of their constituency. So
I have to be informed and connected enough to the issues that impact the whole
region and be able to not only support their work but to influence their work."

"The legislator may call me to ask for verfi cation, maybe to ask for
assistance."

"I have learned about our state and some of the challenges we have, so they
will say, hey give us your perception on this."
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"He said, 'We had this hearing today and a bill came up and there are a
couple of things I don 't understand about it, so can you walk me through it from
your perspective?"

Tactic: Be Accessible

Being accessible to legislators and their staff members increases the

president's ability to be influential. Letting the legislator know when to make

contact, how the president can be reached, and sending messages of availability are

elements of accessibility.

"I get a call. It is kind offunny because they know when to call. I mean,
they know lam always in my office at 7:00 a.m."

"They call me at home and they know they can do that."

"The legislator just showed up. She just waltzed into the office and that
was just fine."

"If something comes up in a hearing they know that I am there a lot of times
between 5:00p.m. and 6:00p.m. They know that."

"Because they have a really rough job and part ofthat acknowledgement is
continued reinforcement that I am available if they need me . . . it is important to use
it as a way of acknowledging their work."

A summary of the tactics for college presidents to become a resource for

state legislators is shown in Table 9.
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Table 9
Strategy Three: Become a Resource to Legislators

Tactic Tactic Tactic Tactic
Have facts and Be broader than Be an Be

President information the college advisor accessible
President One X X X X

President Two X X X X

President Three X X X X

President Four X

President Five X X X

College presidents need to position themselves so that legislators view them

as people they can look to and count on for accurate, reliable, and, in some cases,

unbiased information. Presidents need to have expertise and knowledge about

issues beyond the college so legislators can call upon them for advice and see

presidents in another venue that is not perceived as self-serving. Being responsive

and available to legislators, positions presidents to be confidants and resources to

legislators.

Strategy Four: Broaden Your "Sphere of Influence"

Community college presidents have an array of responsibilities that require

them to have a presence in the community as well as on the campus. Presidents are

called upon to serve on civic boards, attend student-sponsored activities, and

represent the college at a host of events. In addition, community college presidents
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should expect to spend a significant amount of time and energy on the political

process (Vaughan, 1989). One of the strategies that the college presidents in this

study used to influence was to involve or engage others to help in the political

process. The presidents involved trustees, community leaders, business leaders,

college staff, faculty, donors, and students in their work with legislators. As one

president said, "The president must utilize the spheres of influence that we

have. . . and some are not yet fully tapped." Broadening the "spheres of influence"

will not only free up to the president to be involved in other critical issues affecting

the college, but will allow the political influence to come from multiple sources.

Tactic: Involve the Community and Staff

The community is an untapped resource full of college supporters. Several

presidents spoke about the importance of partnering with others in the community

as a means to expand the college's political base. Aligning the college with people

and organizations to whom legislators listen will build support "back home."

Another significant point made by presidents was to bring staff from the college

into the political process. Staff can represent the college to legislators. At least

two presidents noted having had exposure to state-level public policy development

and testifying at public hearings prior to becoming presidents. They attributed this

early exposure to supervisors who gave them the opportunity to participate at that

level. This builds future community college presidents' confidence in their

abilities, skills, and knowledge to work successfully in the political arena. And
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finally, because staff, presidents, students, and community members are voters and

potential campaign donors, legislators will pay attention and listen to their

concerns, thoughts, and opinions on issues.

"In my opinion, the community at large is an asset that many people do not
use and I think it is a treasure full ofopportunity for us in the community college
system ifwe would only go to afew extra steps to utilize it."

"A legislator saw what he perceived as a need . . . but didn't necessarily have
enough technical expertise to put the packet together so he needed the assistance of

the college. Staff has a higher level of expertise in areas than I do and it would be
inappropriate for me to take their work and their expertise and represent it as
mine."

"A long-term strategy is to fully develop friends ofthe college. A person
who gives to the college for a scholarship can likewise be very effective with
legislators and vice versa."

"Others in the college should take part in those activities."

"Business relations and partners, a combination of players is important."

"They are going to listen to you if they perceive you as tying back into their
constituent base."

"Trustees and I met with them. We invited [name of another college] to
join in because of the overlap there."

"Students can be very powerful advocates . . . they can carry the message in
a powerful way that even transcends the community members because of their
enthusiasm, and they bring to life the situation..."

"I discussed with a number of our community members the nature of the
problem and suggested that if they wanted to speak to legislators or write or
whatever on our behalf that they could be very effective. And some of them took me
up on that."

"When people are committed to the institution, they will speak up."

"Some of the most powerful influence is when that legislator is hearing the
same message from his constituents and you can influence that message."
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Vaughan (1989) points out that presidents magnify their influence by delegating

responsibility and authority to others, including members of the community. One

president summarized the importance of community involvement this way:

"I am a paid employee at the college and so when I deliver my message, I
can go so far. I can educate the legislator, I can signal the intensity of the meeting,
I can carry the message but only so far. After that, better that message should be
carried by members of the community and they can truly make things happen where
we paid employees cannot."

Tactic: Work with Other Leis1ators

Although only two presidents spoke about the importance of working with

legislators from other districts, it was a tactic cited in the literature, and it is an

important tactic that presidents can use to broaden their sphere of influence. In

addition, it was a tactic that President One talked about extensively and expressed a

strong opinion that presidents need not limit themselves. As pointed out in

"Strategy Two: Know the Players and the Process," presidents need to know who

and when to influence. By working with legislators from other districts, especially

those in key leadership positions, college presidents do not limit themselves and

their potential for influence. The presidents also acknowledged that once others

perceived them as having influence, then other people, including legislators would

seek out the presidents.

"He was not even my legislator even our legislator and I went to see him
about our capital need and he listened and said, 'You know, we have to do
something about that. And he did!

"The word gets around once you have a reputation . . .you work with others
even not in your district."
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"You think about your actions and how you will begin to be a person of

presence and influence in your own community and those pathways become known
to you."

"The larger your personal circles of influence are, the greater they are
going to listen to you."

Tactic: Be Bipartisan

Each of the presidents noted the importance of being bipartisan. Being

bipartisan contributed to broadening their "sphere of influence." Over and over,

presidents stressed the importance of not showing favoritism for one legislator over

another and/or putting one party ahead of the other. The presidents also made a

point that they never endorse one candidate over another and, with the exception of

one, do not give monetary donations to any legislative campaigns. Even though

one president made monetary contributions, that president recognized that this has

caused some misunderstandings and assumptions by others, which in turn required

the president to make clarifying statements.

"I will not do anything overly overt. I categorically do not go to anything
that may be political or labor oriented .. .1 get along fine with Republicans and
Democrats."

"You cannot support a candidate for another. I keep them guessing
whether lam a Democrat or a Republican . . .I've got to work both sides and I want
them to respect me for that."

"No one knows how I vote. You will never see me at a political event."

"Because this is the community's college for Republicans and Democrats."

"Be careful to treat them all the same because you can't show favoritism
and you have to treat them all equally... To say this is my favorite or I will go to see
this one no, no, you got to go to all of them and spend time with each of them."



"I have no compunction about working with one individual versus another
individual, regardless of the party. In fact, Rhonda, you couldn't tell my politics. I
work hard at that so you could not examine anything that I say or anything that I
do to discern whether or not I am a Republican, Democrat, or Independent, or any
other party that you might call on."

"No yard signs, no endorsements."

"My Board said that they really didn't think it was appropriate that I
endorse candidates and they didn 't think that it was appropriate that I gave money
to candidates because I no longer had an identity as an individual."

Mensel (1990) notes: "Those presidents and trustees who shy away from

legislative activity on the grounds that it smacks of political partisanship are

ducking reality. Working the halls of the state capitol or the Congress on behalf of

your college is an exercise in bipartisanship, not partisanship" (p. 20).

A summary of the tactics for broadening your sphere of influence is shown

in Table 10.

Table 10
Strategy Four: Broaden Your Sphere of Influence

Tactic Tactic Tactic
Involve staff Work with

President And community other legislators Be bipartisan
President One X X X

President Two X X

President Three X X

President Four X X X

President Five X X
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The work of influence should move beyond the college presidents and

involve college staff and the community. Because the college serves the entire

community, college presidents should be bipartisan and political-party neutral.

This allows the president to draw support from multiple constituents, thus

expanding their potential for political influence.

Strategy Five: Communication and Framing the Issue

One of the biggest challenges community college leaders face is to identify

the unique mission of the college and to provide cogent arguments for state support

to legislators (Alfred, 1984). The presidents identified several elements in

communicating with state legislators. As noted by Goldstein (1996), the effect of

communication on public policy is on the individual doing the communicating, the

legislator being communicated to, and the message being communicated. The

presidents noted using a variety of forms of communication in their work with

legislators. Presidents send e-mail messages, make telephone calls, write letters,

and at least one president cited using a customized PowerPoint presentation to

communicate. Using the expertise of State Board staff, asking the legislator for

support, testifying at hearings, and making the interactions worthwhile were the

tactics presidents described as being important in communicating with legislators.

One president explained a fundamental element in working with legislators this

way: "You know, you sell the mission; you sell the bottom line that we are a smart
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investment and that has got to be the firm foundation for all of our political

activities [pause] in my mind." Communication is essential in legislative work.

Tactic: Use State Board Staff Expertise

Cook (1998) found that college presidents used the "Big Six Associations"

to assist in lobbying efforts and to stay informed on federal issues. Keeping in

touch with the associations allowed colleges to have effective governmental

relations (Meyers, 1982). Similarly, at least three of the five presidents in this

study cited using the expertise of the State Board staff to keep them informed and

to strategize about how best to work an issue with a legislator.

"I give a lot of credit to Sandy [Director of Administrative Services and
Governmental Relations, SBCTC] and Earl [Executive Director, SBCTC] for the
critical sense they have and their help."

"Earl has got good political instinct. I call him and we talk."

"Sandy Wall does a good job at keeping us kind of heads-up on how to use
reaction time or act.

"I'll talk to Sandy and she will tell me that [name of legislator] seemed
puzzled... then I will call [the legislator] and say do you have questions about this."

"Earl and I have many talks."

"There was a vote on the floor and Sandy called me and said I needed to
get to [legislator's name] before noon. I called her [the legislator] on the Senate
floor.. .she was the swing vote."

"I like our grass-roots approach and the fact that we work a common
agenda."

It is difficult for presidents to be in Olympia, the state capital, during the legislative

session, so utilizing the expertise of the State Board staff to keep informed is one



111

way to maximize communication with legislators and to keep abreast of happenings

in the legislature.

Tactic: Ask for Legislators' Support

One of the benefits of having a positive relationship with a legislator is that

it gives presidents leeway to ask for support. "Politicians like to be asked; they are

in the business of being asked" (Wolpe, 1990, p. 60). The presidents stressed the

importance of asking the legislator for support.

"I remember a very open, candid discussion where we talked about some of
the longer-term challenges, but I asked for her [the legislator] support to help me
make a difference."

"You've got to ask . . . You say I want your support. You've got to ask."

"I call them up and ask them to do this or do that if! need them."

"I learned a lesson you can 't go in and ask for something one day and
then come back after your advocate has fought for you and say "just kidding."

Tactic: Make the Message Meaningful

While presidents cited the importance of asking for support, they also

pointed out the need to make the message and the interaction with the legislator

worthwhile. Asking themselves, "What's the message I want to deliver?" and

"How do I make this meeting significant?" seemed key to communicating with

legislators. Iii addition, several presidents wanted to be certain they did not waste

the legislators' time with frivolous meetings and small talk.
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"When I sit down with them I want them to know that it is really serious for
the college."

"The only time they see me is around a critical issue in Olympia."

"I don 't make their life more dfflcult. I don't call them up in the middle of
session to schmooze with them. I don't call them up in the middle of session to
waste their time."

"I have done PowerPoint presentations for one. It is personalized for that
individual."

"Keep the messages very, very simple and very, very clear, because things
can easily get goofed up."

"I try to think of something to say that will be important to them, that's
relevant."

"I go in with a two-part list. What's the absolute I need to talk to this
person about and then, if the conversation warrants, what are some other things 1
want to throw in. I don 't want to miss the absolute nor do I want to force the
conversation on the alternative list because it weakens the real message I want to
give."

"Know the message you are trying to send."

"Ask yourself what are the primary and secondary messages that I want to
get across?"

"They have preferences. Send him priority e-mails that are short and
concise . . the other wants more constant attention from me. I schedule time on my
calendar on a regular basis to call him. You have to get used to what their style is
and their preferred method and honor that."

"I will follow up with them in writing based on what I have said, because
that means that they've got not only the direct visit, but they also got something
tangible they can go back to."

Presidents were clear that they spent time thinking about what they wanted

to say to legislators, when they wanted to say it, and how they wanted to say it.

They wanted to be certain that their message had substance, was significant enough
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to legislators for them to listen, and that they were not just talking for the sake of

talking. The presidents wanted to send a message that when they spoke or when

legislators saw them in Olympia it was important.

Tactic: Testify at Hearings

Testifying before a committee was one tactic that presidents used to

communicate with legislators in an effort to influence. Providing testimony is not

only a form of communication, it also allows the president to have presence "on the

hill" in Olympia and exposure to other legislators. Being able to attend committee

meetings gives presidents an opportunity to observe the chairperson and the

interaction among members, and to see how the committee members interact

(Wolpe, 1990). Several of the presidents indicated they had been invited to testify

before committees and that in a couple of cases the president had given questions to

a legislator to be sure the issue was addressed in a public hearing.

"I was invited to go testify and get to know people who sat in leadership
positions of committees, to represent the program accurately, to defend it."

"I have made testimony before and have been called upon to go to the
Legislature."

"When I testify, Iput myself in their seat. You know they have been sitting
there all day . . . so you got to be able to say something that helps them relate and
not burn up a lot of time. I try to speak to them as if I was there."

"He [the legislator] was sitting on the committee and in a position of killing
it [a bill]. We fed him the questions. He is the one who raised the questions at the
hearing."

"I let them know what I think is important about the testimony that they are
about to hear. And I try to give them the personal slant. So it is to advocate for
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what we need, to give them that kind of insight, to give them targeted messages, to
give them tools to use, and things to watch."

"Lobbying is communication with a focus on the content of the message"

(Cahill, 1998, P. 17). One president clarified the importance of understanding what

motivates the legislator and the arguments you might hear. "Recognizing that they

are busy people, you need to make your point and support it with few words," was

that president's advice in communicating with legislators. Other helpful hints

presidents shared included: (a) know the primary and secondary messages that you

want to get across, (b) be clear and fair in your communications, and (c) present

information that is respectful. One president noted that once when a legislator had

been disrespectful in a hearing, the president sat and listened, but did not respond to

the negative comments in the hearing. However, the president did follow up in

writing to that legislator, copying the other members and the committee chairs,

restating the critical points of the testimony and responding to the issues raised at

the public hearing. The president noted, "It was my way of getting the last word

and I could not have done that in a hearing." In communicating with legislators, it

is preferable to select arguments and frame the issue to match the individual

legislator (Foust, 1999).

A summary of the tactics for communicating and framing the issue to state

legislators is shown in Table 11.
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Table 11
Strategy Five: Communicate and Frame the Issue

Tactic Tactic Tactic Tactic
Use SBCTC Ask legislators Meaningful Testify at

President Expertise for support message hearings
President One X X X X

President Two X X X X

President Three X X X X

President Four X X X

President Five x x

The tactics presidents use to gain influence with legislators range from

ensuring that the message being communicated is clear and concise, to using the

expertise of others to help frame the issue. What the president says and how it is

said makes a difference in whether the communication is effective.

Distinguishing Elements

One of the unique aspects that emerged from the interviews with the

selected presidents was the similarity of their viewpoints on particular issues. They

shared common viewpoints related to (a) how they viewed legislators, (b) how they

viewed themselves, and (c) how they viewed the college and the community. As

these presidents talked about their work with state legislators, it became evident to

the researcher that these viewpoints contributed to their influence in the political

process. While these viewpoints may not, technically, be classified as a strategy or
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a tactic, they emerged as a thematic element related to the nature of influence in the

analysis of the data. The presidents individually expressed these thoughts and

viewpoints over the course of the interview. They did not talk about these elements

as a group, nor did the researcher pose the elements to the presidents during the

interview.

Viewpoint of Legislators

Legislators are people with bigger than average egos who are always

running for re-election or for higher office (Angel, 1980). Many people may think

about legislators and their role as elected officials in this way. Historically, from

stories of bribery and corruption, to unpopular opinion polls and inflated egos,

legislators have not always been looked upon in a favorable light. However, the

presidents interviewed in this study had different, more positive viewpoints of

legislators:

"You see they are more than their role. They are also people and so I know
about [legislator's name] grandkids and I know about his son's recent job."

"One of the feelings that I have had recently is appreciation. You know,
deep abiding appreciation for someone that goes into public service like that."

"They are more than the session."

"First you have to honor their tremendous commitment and in many ways a
tremendous sacrifice . . . That is a commitment I wouldn 't want."

"I am respectful. Respectful of their time and their circumstance . . . their
life. They have a genuine interest in the state."

"I tell them that I am so glad that you are here and serving your
constituents."
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"I am careful about what I take to them. I realize their time is extremely
valuable."

"I regard them with respect and honor."

"Every one of them wants to do right by this institution . . .1 am very
sympathetic to their plight. They are caught between a rock of no money and a
hard place with interests. It is very difficult."

"Offseason is different, but during session the pressure on them is
incredible, so I try to be very respectful of applying good healthy boundaries with
what relates to my connection with them."

"This is an important institution for them. These people care about the
economic development ofthe area."

"I thank them."

"I need to be respectful of their time. They have limited time with their
families. They have limited time for their own lives."

"The legislature is populated by people who want to do good . . . They take a
tremendous amount of heat . . .For the most part, they try very hard."

"I respect their position .. . the fact they got elected. I mean that is a job
right there!"

As Angel (1980) pointed out, "Remember, legislators are people too. They

expect to be treated in a human fashion" (p. 36). Politicians come to public office

"with the intention to do good for their constituents" (Wolpe, 1990, p. 60).

Because the college presidents in this study shared a common, positive viewpoint

of state legislators, it would stand to reason that the legislators themselves sensed

this viewpoint and this contributed to the presidents' ability to influence.
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Viewpoint of Self

Legislative relations are important for community college administrators

(Terrey, 1984). The presidents in this study talked about their political role in a

positive, realistic manner and shared similar viewpoints about the college

president's role in working with legislators. The researcher categorized the

participants' similar attributes and opinion of themselves into four areas: (a)

personal characteristics, (b) college system supporter, (c) personal limitations, and

(d) role as president.

Personal Characteristics

In their work with legislators, the presidents believed that they needed to be

honest, credible, and have integrity, but, more importantly, to be themselves.

These qualities were the foundation for trust, building relationships, and being a

resource for legislators.

"You need first of all to be a person of integrity. What you say outside the
institution must absolutely be accurate in truth."

"You have got to play straight with these folks. You have to be conscious
that you are earning their trust and it can be something that you can lose if you

don 't attend to."

"You have to be trustworthy."

"I am who I am and I don't I am not pretentious."

"It has to come from your core values integrity, honesty, collaboration,
and support. When I look at the things that I believe in the moment and the things
that I want to reflect in my work, that's it."
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College System Supporter

Presidents who work in a system of 34 community and technical colleges

must have a sense of themselves and how they and their college connects with the

others in the system. In addition, they must understand how the other community

college and technical college presidents in the system connect with each other. The

presidents all demonstrated a level of commitment and thoughtfulness about being

in the system. They believe collective effort helps gain success in implementing

the legislative agenda and that the efforts made for the system will, in turn, benefit

their college. They viewed being a part of the college system as positive.

"You can 't do that all alone. You've got to have a whole system behind you
and to educate the public."

"Enhance the size of the pie for the community college system . . . to get a
bigger slice of the pie."

"If there is a perspective that you have influence it also raised the level of
responsibility for you to look at the whole system and to help raise the level for
everybody."

"Being in the system means you have a broader range of responsibility to
represent the whole."

"I really appreciate going out and talking to really smart presidents and
seeing what issues they have had to work and how they have done that . . .1 am
impressed with our grass-roots and the fact that we work a common agenda."

"Being a part of the system, of course, allows us to really make an impact
across the board. That gives us that opportunity."
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Personal Limitations

Vaughan (1989) cautions that most community college presidents belong to

service clubs and serve on a number of boards that cause presidents to participate in

too many routine activities. The presidents in this study were clear about their

limitations and were selective in the community activities in which they

participated. Four of the five presidents spoke passionately about the importance of

their involvement in organizations and activities focused primarily on the economic

development of the community. Involving other staff members from campus in

other community activities allowed the college to have a presence in the

community. They also identified choices they made in their work and personal

lives along with areas that needed improvement.

"These jobs require tremendous amount of energy and commitment and
there are sacrifices that go with it. You've got to really believe in what you are
doing."

"I think you are better if you have some down time."

"If you are passionate about what you are doing and you've got energy and
you get energy from that, you can be more effective."

"Speaking before larger groups has been more difficult for me and I had to
undertake training in order to do that. So I have done that."

"I am a supporter of legislative activity that promotes economic
development . . .1 am part ofa pretty influential group in [my community]."

"My other major contribution was an economic development plan [for the
area].

"I did belong to the Rotaries and the chambers, but subsequently did not
continue .. .too much time out of a week, so other people on staff do that."
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"I am a member of a service organization, that of course I can only be a
member ofone. I suppose I can be a member ofmore than one, but there are only
enough hours in a year. But that means that others in the organization ought to
take part in those service activities."

"I will not join the service club, but I will speak to them all, but I'm not
going to join any one of them."

"I connect with three of them [legislators], but the other two of them are a
puzzle and the third I choose not to."

Influence and the Role ofPresident

In the interviews, the researcher observed that the college presidents were

humbled to learn that others perceived them as being influential. At least three of

the presidents saw their work with legislators as one of securing resources for the

college, rather than garnering or accumulating power. All seemed comfortable in

taking on a political role and confident they could be influential in achieving a

desired legislative outcome.

"It [influence] is a matter of being comfortable with people . . . and I have
always been comfortable with people."

"I am always strategizing. I am always thinking about how do I get there."

"A person has to believe that they can do this. You have to have enough
confidence in your abilities to be able to believe that you can influence."

"I am able to move in and out ofcircles with grace and dignity. I can draw
people out and I have a deep abiding interest in people."

"The role is advocacy. I see myself attaining resources for the college.
Working with legislators is like working with the donors."

"Learn by doing."



122

"I feel comfortable in Olympia. I have gotten to a place where I know what
is expected and kind of know how to behave there."

"I need to get the right thing done for my students . . .1 need to have the
college move forward in the right direction."

"I have a directive for myself I have a directive from the college to provide
leadership . .Finding outside money is one of the critical elements of my job."

"In order to be a person of influence, first of all you have to see yourself as
one . . . and then second, you begin to act like you have [influence]."

"I try to get the resources we need and the policies that enable us to be
effective."

Viewpoint of College and the Community

Each of the college presidents interviewed expressed love for the college

and exuded pride about the connection the college had with its community.

Without a doubt, these presidents believed in the mission of community colleges

and saw their college as essential to the community. They talked about the

importance of being a place where people came to acquire skills and knowledge to

improve their lifestyle, get better jobs, and start their education. The presidents

saw a direct connection between the college and the community and understood the

connection between how the community viewed the college and how that

viewpoint affected legislators. Presidents noted that having community support for

a legislative issue oftentimes meant support in the legislature. At least two of the

presidents remarked, "We are the community's college." They appeared sincere

and genuine in their remarks and cited examples of how they position their college

to be the community's college. Examples included hosting community theater
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performances and exhibiting local artist work in the college's art gallery.

Legislators take their cues from the community, so a positive community attitude

toward the college is important (McCabe, 1 984a).

Love for the College

These college presidents expressed an appreciation of, an endearing love

for, and a commitment to, their colleges and the mission of their institutions. They

saw the college as playing a major role in the economic health and wellbeing of the

community. While most college presidents may say the politically correct words

about community colleges because that is their role, these presidents appeared to be

sincere in their reference to their college and community colleges in general. Their

facial expressions, the passion in their voices, and hand gestures suggested honesty

and genuineness in their remarks and comments about their college. They seemed

to truly care about the college, the students, the role the college played in the

community, and the difference community colleges make in people's lives. The

work of a community college president was more than a job to these presidents; it

was their passion and what they were meant to do. At least three of the presidents

indicated they had expertise and skills in areas other than higher education and

could probably easily find employment someplace else. But without hesitation,

they indicated they wanted to be at the community college.

"As long as Ifeel effective, as long as I feel the energy, the passion and the
energy works for me . . .1 will stay. The moment it stops, then I have got to do
something else."
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"This is a great institution and I love community colleges."

"What can make a difference for my students and my community, and my
college in the system."

"I really care about what community and technical colleges are all about,
you know the mission. I see the huge difference that it makes in people's lives and I
think that gives me the passion and the energy to work hard, including the
legislative arena to try to get the resources we need and the policies that enable us
to be effective."

"It [the community college] is the gateway to opportunity and I have just
seen what difference it has made in the quality of life ofthe community and the
quality oflife for our students."

"I want the college to be a place where people from the community know
they can come for a variety of reasons. I want legislators to see that we are being
used like that."

Appreciate and Know the Community

When the presidents spoke about the community, they used words such as

"vibrant," "creative", and "proud." For the most part, they thought it essential that

the college president know the community and who is making decisions in the

community. They suggested that presidents must be a part of the community and

the community decision-making process.

"When I think of the community, I think of leadership, I think ofsynergy, I
think of creativity and vitality, and wanting very much to put the college in the hub
of that."

"The community is the college and I want them to feel that way ... We are a
big deal in town."

"You have to be perceptive about who's making a difference in the
community, who has the energy, who is respected."
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"So if we are planning around an event, who needs to be there that will
make a difference?"

"I am proud to be a member of this kind of community. You have people
that are very willing to support intellectual endeavors, very supportive ofpeople
making life changes and being willing to give resources to assisting that."

Connect the College and the Community

The presidents all spoke passionately about the need for the college to be

seen by the community not only as a place where students go for classes, but also

as a solution to larger community issues. They recognized that the community

college has facilities, programs, and services community members could utilize,

and the presidents wanted the community to view the college in this light.

"Our college is an extension of the community and we just don't do the
formal steps."

"You know, you sell the mission; you sell the bottom line that we are a
smart investment and that has got to be the firm foundation for all of our political
activities [pause] in my mind."

"For a legislator to listen to you, they have to believe that you are a person
in the community that other people will listen to."

"As long as they're [legislators] out there trying to improve this community
and they are faced with a variety of issues, and education is a part of that solution

then community colleges can be the solution."

"I want the college to be viewed as a welcoming place."

"Making a contribution."

"I see us as a very mission-critical piece to the economic vitality ofour
community."

"The college has to be hand-in-hand with the community."
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An appreciation for the community and connecting the college to its community

provides a natural alliance for legislative work.

The presidents in this study had similar thoughts and opinions about how

they viewed legislators, how they viewed themselves, and how they viewed the

college and the community. These viewpoints, while they may seem unimportant,

were unique because they were shared by participants without being prompted by

the researcher or by each other. The presidents, individually and independently,

talked about and exhibited these common elements. However, to ensure that the

researcher had not misrepresented the presidents, their viewpoints, quotations or

thoughts, the researcher conferred with each of the presidents and asked them to

verify and check the researcher's interpretations of the interview and observations.

Researcher's Observations and Field Notes

In addition to interviewing the presidents, the researcher observed them

working with legislators. Watching the interaction with legislators provided the

researcher with insight into each president's personality. They were comfortable in

the presence of legislators. The presidents were relaxed, yet poised. At least two

of the presidents laughed and joked with the legislator during the interaction. The

researcher observed three presidents provide testimony at public hearings. Each

was confident and poised, and although they carried notes, they rarely looked at

them as they spoke. They were prepared on the topic and spoke with apparent ease.

As legislators asked questions, they called the presidents by their first names,
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signaling familiarity. However, the presidents always responded in a formal

manner, according to protocol, and addressed the legislators with the appropriate

title Madame Chair, Senator, or Representative, signaling respect and

understanding of protocol. In their testimony, the presidents also gave examples,

used analogies, and told stories to make their point. By using these techniques,

legislators appeared to more easily understand the technical information being

presented.

The researcher observed some similarities in the personalities displayed by

the presidents during the interviews. Without a doubt the most intriguing

characteristic was that they all had a sense of humor, intriguing because many

presidents may appear to some to be distant, and non-approachable, and convey a

serious attitude and demeanor. While these presidents appeared to be serious about

their work, each of them made jokes, laughed, and was light-hearted. All were

articulate and able to cite facts about their institutions and their communities

without hesitation. The conversation flowed and they appeared genuine and sincere

in their responses. Each had a flair for telling stories to help make their points.

One of the most impressive aspects of the interviews was observing how they

listened very intently, paused, and reflected on the question before responding.

This was notable because it gave the researcher the sense that they were not

flippant with their responses and were taking the interview seriously. During the

interview, these presidents appeared humble, and in fact most of them seemed
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surprised they had been perceived by their peers as having influence with state

legislators.

The field notes taken during the interviews and observations gave the

researcher insight into the personalities and characteristics of the presidents. These

presidents were articulate, poised, and passionate about community colleges. They

spoke and interacted with legislators with ease and displayed confidence.

Member Check-In

A summary sheet for each president was devised to capture the researcher's

observations and interpretations of the interview. Included in the summary sheets

were quotations the researcher used in describing the findings in this chapter.

However, no identifying statements or names were included. The researcher asked

each president to review their individual summary sheet and notify the researcher

of any changes, clarifications or additional comments they may have. The cover

letter accompanying the summary sheet is included as Appendix G. All of the

presidents acknowledged receipt of the summary. Only one president submitted

comments clarifying and expanding a few quotations. However, it should be noted

that the president's clarifying comments did not change the content of the

quotation, but simply provided additional information to expand the president's

thoughts.
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Reputation of Influence

During the interview each president was asked to name a bill or legislative

issue he or she had worked on during the 2001 session or in a prior year. Three of

the presidents talked about the effort they exerted to have capital facilities projects

included in capital budget bills. Several talked about how their projects were first

in the Senate's version or House version of the budget, but not in the governor's.

Two other presidents talked about policy-related bills, and at least one president

cited both a capital facilities project aid a policy issue. In fact, one president

described an issue in progress during the 2001 session, so the researcher was able

to follow the movement of the bill and the final outcome.

The researcher gathered the historical records of each of the bills cited by

the presidents. The records reviewed included bill summary information, public

testimony notes from legislative committee meetings, and audio tapes of public

hearings where presidents testified. In analyzing these records, the researcher

looked for evidence of the presidents' influence in the final outcome of the bill. In

order to protect the confidentiality of the presidents and the credibility of the study,

the researcher will not disclose the bill numbers, the capital projects or the specific

issues cited by the presidents, because doing so would reveal the presidents'

identities.

In every instance cited by one of the presidents, the bill passed or the capital

project received funding. The analysis revealed that changes had been made as the

bill moved through the legislative process. This was evident from the multiple
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versions of the bill and the fluctuations of the content. For example, in one case the

original bill was changed, then new language was introduced, and in the final

version some of the original language was reintroduced, hi another case, the

original budget did not include a college's capital project; however, the final

version of the bill did. If changes were made in the bills as they moved through the

process, it would suggest that those changes were influenced by particular interests.

Because the issues and projects were college-specific, it is reasonable to conclude

that the college president did, as claimed, influence the outcome.

Comparison of Strategies and Tactics

The researcher created a matrix (Appendix H) of the federal-level and state-

level strategies and tactics most frequently cited in the literature and those used by

the presidents in this study. This matrix allows the researcher to compare the

strategies and tactics noted in the literature review with those noted by the

presidents in the analysis of this study. There are several strategies and tactics

described in the literature that overlap with those identified by the presidents.

Comparison shows that college presidents in this study engaged in three of the

strategies cited in the literature as federal level strategies and tactics but not cited in

the literature as state level strategies and tactics. Employing grass-roots techniques,

using professional expertise, and knowing the legislative members' interests were

listed in the literature as federal level strategies and tactics and were engaged in by

presidents in this study. The state-level strategies listed in the literature included
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two strategies and tactics that were not used by college presidents in this study.

Contacting the governor's office and being willing to compromise were the two

tactics noted in the state level literature but not cited by the presidents.

Summary of Findings

This chapter reported the findings from the research study focused on

community college presidents in Washington state during the 2000-01 year to

identify strategies and tactics used by these presidents to influence state legislators.

Five State Board staff and four legislative staff members were asked to name three

to five community college and/or technical college presidents whom they

perceived to have the most influence with state legislators. These staff members

were selected because they were knowledgeable about the legislative process,

interacted regularly with legislators, and were knowledgeable about the work of

community college presidents. Knowledge of the legislative process includes, but

is not limited to: understanding how bills become laws; knowing the

organizational structure, rules, protocols, and behavior norms of the legislature;

having familiarity with the roles of legislative leadership positions; and being

aware of the functions of the various legislative committees. Ten names were

submitted, and the five presidents receiving at least three nominations were invited

to participate in the study. All five accepted the invitation and were interviewed

and observed during the 2001 legislative session by the researcher. Also,

legislative documents, including those from public hearings, were examined to
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determine if the presidents actually had influenced legislation for a positive

outcome.

Thematic analysis was used to organize and make sense of the descriptive

data. Five themes emerged and were derived from the data to identify the

strategies. Within each of these strategy areas, the researcher categorized data

from the interviews and observations and identified tactics that supported the

strategy. The researcher did not use her words to summarize the data or synthesize

the interview, but reported the data by using the presidents' direct quotations to

describe and develop the strategies and tactics. The strategies and tactics identified

were:

1) Build and maintain relationships with legislators.

a) Cultivate the relationship.

b) Make the interactions with legislators worthwhile.

c) Make personal contact.

d) Invite legislators to campus.

2) Know the players and the process.

a) Make contact with legislative staff.

b) Know the legislative structure and protocol.

c) Know the legislators' issues.

3) Become a resource for legislators.

a) Be factual and knowledgeable.

b) Have interests broader than those associated with the college.
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c) Be an advisor.

d) Be accessible.

4) Broaden your "sphere of influence."

a) Use community and staff members to assist in efforts.

b) Work with legislators outside of the college's district.

c) Be bipartisan.

5) Communication and framing the issues.

a) Use State Board staff expertise.

b) Ask legislators for their support.

c) Make the message meaningful.

d) Testify at public hearings.

In addition to these strategies and tactics, the presidents shared some

common viewpoints on how they thought and talked about legislators, themselves,

the college, and the college's connection and relationship to the community. These

presidents had a positive view of legislators and the work that legislators do on

behalf of the community. The presidents expressed a genuine level of respect and

admiration for the work legislators do. They all spoke about the commitment and

sacrifices legislators made to be in public office and the notion that they [the

presidents] believed that legislators, for the most part, wanted to do good for the

college and the community. Several aspects of their personal view of themselves

surfaced in the interviews. Credibility, honesty, and trustworthiness were words

presidents used to describe themselves and their work in legislative relations. They
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wanted to be known in that capacity and they prided themselves as having these

qualities. These presidents had a positive view of being in the community and

technical college system, including seeing the system as a strength in working with

legislators. They saw securing resources for their college as one of their primary

roles in legislative relations. Positioning themselves on community groups that

dealt with the economic vitality of the community, "moving in and out of circles"

where influential community members gather, and being comfortable working with

people [in general] were cited as ways the presidents thought about gaining

influence to support their role as president. They were all clear about their own

personal limitations and recognized the need to focus their energies on activities

that would make a positive impact on their college and on their students. These

presidents appeared to be genuine and realistic in their thoughts and approach to

working in the legislative arena.

The presidents shared a common view of the college and its role in the

community. They wanted the college to be viewed as essential to the community,

especially to the economic development of the community. Three of the presidents

used the term "community's college" to describe their institutions and wanted the

college to have a reputation as such. These presidents believed that the college had

to be more to the community than just a place where people came to take classes.

They believed they had a role in seeing that the college was, as one president

stated, "at the hub of the community."



135

The five presidents (three men and two women) invited to participate in this

study were perceived by selected State Board and legislative staff members to have

the most influence in working with legislators. The researcher, in an attempt to

verify the perceptions of what Polsby (1963) called "having a reputation of

influence," (p. 50) analyzed documents, public hearing records and legislative bills.

During the interviews, presidents identified a bill or an issue they had worked on

and the researcher then analyzed the movement of the issue or bill through the

legislative process to determine its outcome. Each of the bills analyzed showed

significant changes and fluctuations in language, and the final outcome was

positive for the college. For example, one president identified an issue during the

2001 legislative session that, at the time of the interview, the president was

"working on." Near the end of the legislative session, the bill passed with the

desired modifications that the president had identified to the researcher. All of the

presidents in this study who were perceived to have influence, actually were

influential.

The researcher created a matrix showing those state level and federal level

strategies and tactics for working with lawmakers identified in the literature. The

strategies and tactics identified by the college presidents in this study were added to

this matrix and, using the data from the interviews, the researcher noted whether

the presidents indicated using any of the strategies identified in the literature.

There was significant overlap. Out of the 16 strategies and tactics cited in the
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literature review, 14 were identified by at least one president as something he or

she engaged in when working with legislators. They were:

1) Make personal contact with members.

2) Bring-in others; join coalitions.

3) Employ grass roots techniques.

4) Make personal contact with staff.

5) Know the subject; have facts and information.

6) Use professional associations and their expertise.

7) Build and cultivate relationships.

8) Testify at public hearings.

9) Know the players and the process.

10) Communicate and frame the issues.

11) Know the member's interests.

12) Invite lawmakers to campus.

13) Contact the Governor's office.

14) Be willing to compromise.

15) Be bipartisan.

16) Be honest and have credibility.

The strategies and tactics used by the presidents and identified in this study have

significant implications for people who are currently presidents and for those

aspiring to be presidents. These implications will be discussed and explored in

greater detail in Chapter 5.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

"Like it or not, the role of lobbyist has been thrust upon community
college leadership. Leaders who came into the profession believing
that education was non-political, must roll-up their sleeves and get
involved in a process they once may have considered dirty."

Stanglin, 1987, P. 14

This study identified the strategies and tactics used by selected community

college presidents in Washington state to influence state legislators. Other

researchers have reported that state legislatures are the primary determiners of

educational policy and finance for public higher education. Based on that, and

given that community colleges are public institutions of higher education, it would

stand to reason that presidents have a primary responsibility to influence the

development of state public policy and state budgets as they relate to community

colleges. Community college presidents and those aspiring to be presidents must

realize that this aspect of the position is one that cannot be overlooked, dismissed,

or taken lightly. Too much is at stake: the financial well-being of the college, the

curriculum offerings, how and which students are admitted, the mission of the

institution, the faculty, the support services to students. In every case, the very

existence of the college are at issue because community colleges are created in

statute and the public policy framework under which they operate can be modified

by state legislators.
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This research study asked legislative staff and State Board staff members to

name three to five community college and/or technical college presidents whom

they perceived to have the most influence with state legislators. These staff were

asked to name influential presidents because they are knowledgeable about the

legislative process, interact regularly with legislators, and work with community

college and technical college presidents on legislative issues. Knowledge of the

legislative process includes, but is not limited to: understanding how bills become

laws; knowing the organizational structure, rules, protocols, and behavior norms of

the legislature; having familiarity with the roles of legislative leadership positions;

and being aware of the functions of the various legislative committees. The names

of ten different college presidents were submitted, and the presidents receiving the

most nominations were invited to participate in the study. Five presidents were

invited and all agreed to participate. Based on data from interviews, observations,

and documents, five strategies and supporting tactics used to influence state

legislators were identified. While the list of strategies and tactics is not intended to

be inclusive, they are the ones that emerged from the data sources. This chapter

will discuss the findings and conclusions of the study and make recommendations

based on those findings and conclusions.

Discussion of Findings and Conclusions

This study answered the research question, "What are the strategies and

tactics used by community college presidents to influence state legislators?" Five
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strategies were identified from the data, and within each strategy area, the tactics

used by the presidents to influence legislators were categorized as a means to

accomplish that strategy. These strategies were:

1. Build and maintain a relationship with legislators.

2. Know the players and the process in the legislative arena.

3. Become a resource for state legislators.

4. Broaden your "sphere of influence."

5. Communicate and frame the issue.

Each of the five strategies and the supporting tactics for accomplishing the

strategies will be discussed, followed by the researcher's conclusions based on the

discussion of the findings.

Build and Maintain Relationships

This study supports other research that identifies building and maintaining a

relationship with a state legislator as critical. Successful presidents establish a

relationship that is genuine and caring. They show an interest in the legislator,

their well-being, and their personal lives. This is at the heart of good political

work. While two presidents in this study spoke of friendships and of engaging in

social activities with legislators, all of them spoke about developing relationships

built on trust, respect, and camaraderie, and not relationships that appeared to be

only self-serving. Relationship-building takes time and is an ongoing process, not
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goal.

Legislators have feelings and interests beyond the legislative arena and
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successful presidents recognize that. Building a relationship starts with knowing

personal and professional information about the legislator. Presidents should

gather information such as what are their hobbies, why they sought to become a

state legislator, where they were born, where they attended college, what is the

make-up of their immediate family, and the extent of their involvement in

community organizations. Getting to know legislators entails research and requires

effort on the president's part. However, finding this and other personal and

professional information is not difficult to do, since legislators make their lives and

views public. Krueger (1997) maintained in his research that legislators' personal

beliefs and feelings are likely to influence their public policy decisions. if this is

true, then it stands to reason that knowing legislators and having a relationship with

them will provide presidents with insight into how to connect the issues and needs

of the college to legislators. Knowing the personal and professional interests of

state legislators is a gateway of access to legislators, thus giving presidents access

to the decision-making process. Developing positive relationships with legislators

establishes a foundation for the college president to employ and use other strategies

and tactics to influence.
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Conclusions:

Community college presidents who are successful must develop

personal and professional relationships with state legislators that are

based on honesty, trust, respect, care, and genuineness.

In their interactions with legislators, presidents must make personal,

face-to- face contact and make the interactions worthwhile to the

legislator.

College presidents must devote time and energy to learn about the

personal and professional interests of legislators and determine how

those interests connect to the mission, goals, and needs of the college.

Know the Players and the Process

Presidents must know who chairs the higher education and budget

committees, the last day to introduce a bill, how one addresses legislators in public

hearings, who are the opinion leaders, and the committees their local legislators are

members of. Presidents should learn this information to inform themselves about

legislators and the legislative process. This research supports Walker's (1996)

findings that an important quality in lobbying state legislatures was having

knowledge of the legislative and political process. The presidents in this study

spoke of the importance of knowing which legislators are in leadership positions.

Learning how bills become laws and understanding the organizational structure of

state government helps presidents know the points during the legislative process
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where decisions are made. Knowing this, presidents are better able to determine

when to use tactics to influence decisions.

This strategy is especially critical for presidents who move to a new state to

accept a presidency. The president must become familiar with the structure of state

government and higher education in the new state in order to be effective. The

presidents must know the players and the legislative process to successfully achieve

this strategy.

Even though only two presidents talked about working with legislative staff,

this is a tactic which presidents should utilize. Getting to know legislative staff,

developing a relationship with them, and keeping the staff informed about the

college and the needs of the college are ways to keep the legislator informed.

Legislative staff can provide access to legislators, but in times when access to

legislators may not be possible, the staff can deliver messages to legislators on

behalf of the president. Presidents should learn personal and professional

information about legislative staff similar to the information presidents learn about

legislators. It is important to know about why they sought employment with the

legislature, where they were born, where they attended high school or college, the

make-up of their immediate family, and the extent of their involvement in

community organizations. This information provides an avenue for presidents to

build relationships with staff and therefore establishes a connection with the

legislator via the legislative staff member.
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Conclusions:

The president must know three fundamental elements about the

legislature to be effective: (a) who to influence, (b) where decisions are

made, and (c) when decisions are made. Presidents need to know the

chairs and vice chairs of the higher education policy committees, the

fiscal committees and the legislative staff who support those

committees.

. Presidents must learn legislative protocol, such as how to address

legislators in public hearings, how bills become laws, who has authority

to move proposed bills, etc. This knowledge will lend presidents

authority, poise, and credibility in their interactions with legislators.

Become a Resource

Positioning oneself as a source of information and advice for legislators is

predicated on other elements. Community college presidents have to establish

themselves as having accurate knowledge or at least as knowing how to get the

facts quickly when asked. Legislators must feel comfortable that the information

provided is reliable and accurate. Presidents must establish themselves as honest

and credible if legislators are to use the information they provide in their decision-

making process and come to rely on the presidents' opinion. These qualities,

honesty and credibility, were cited by the presidents in this study as qualities they

held and sought to maintain.
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For presidents to become a resource to legislators, it is essential that they

(presidents) be informed about issues beyond those affecting the colleges.

Legislators will then look to the president for advice and information on other

issues, thus positioning the president to influence other decisions that may or may

not directly affect the college. The presidents in this study spoke about knowing

what was going on with other groups and agencies in their community and knowing

issues important to the state as a whole. Community colleges are a part of public

higher education, which is part of the larger whole of state government. The

colleges are connected to the other parts of state government and do not operate in

isolation. Because legislators are elected to represent all the constituents in the

community and to make decisions that affect the entire state, college presidents

need to think broadly and beyond the college in order to position themselves as

being a resource. Community college presidents can be viewed as team players

when presidents are able to compromise on positions to help other constituents and

to hold the interest of the total community above self-serving interests. Legislators

should be able to talk with presidents about other issues besides those affecting the

college, because, as with any issue, college interests connect to other issues.

Conclusions:

. Presidents must know about issues beyond those directly affecting the

community college. They must become versed in, and knowledgeable

about, statewide and community issues.
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. Presidents need factual, reliable and unbiased infonnation to position

themselves as resources for legislators.

. Presidents must make themselves available to legislators in order for

legislators to avail themselves of the information and knowledge the

presidents have.

Broaden Your "Sphere of Influence"

This study supports McCabe's (1 984a) view that college presidents need to

have assistance from other leaders in the community to work on legislative issues.

The presidents in this study spoke about involving staff from the college and

community leaders in the college's political activities. A president can only be

effectively involved in a limited number of activities. Allowing and encouraging

others, whether it is the community leaders or college staff, to join in legislative

efforts seems both logical and practical. One president in this study described the

community as an untapped resource for influencing legislators. If the college is

truly part of the community, then it seems only natural that community leaders be

included in the college's effort. College presidents will be wise to permit at least

cabinet-level staff to be involved in this effort. Cabinet staff members are more

inclined to know and be able to represent the president's position on issues and are

often privy to discussions and detailed information about the political climate.

However, if other staff members, outside of the cabinet, possess expertise in a

subject area, then the president should encourage those staff members to be
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involved in the legislative effort. Allowing staff with expertise in a subject area to

interact with the legislator directly will ensure that legislators get accurate, reliable

information. Several presidents in this study spoke of having college staff

members work directly with legislators after the president met with and briefed

staff on the issue under discussion.

As one president said during the interview, "The college is a place for both

Democrats and Republicans." Even though legislators may belong to, and

represent, the viewpoints of a particular political party, colleges and college

presidents cannot. The college must be seen as non-partisan, otherwise alienation

is inevitable. Presidents must be bipartisan and must work with legislators,

regardless of their political affiliation. One way presidents avoided showing

"favoritism" of one political party over another was by not endorsing any political

candidate. While this may seem unfair, because legislators support the college, it

keeps the president from being involved in political conflict. None of the

presidents in this study endorsed legislative candidates.

The majority of the presidents in this study agreed that contributing to

political campaigns is not an appropriate action for community college presidents.

Contributing to political campaigns is best left to trustees and others in the

community who may have more freedom to show partisan support. Only one

president in this study spoke of contributing to campaigns. However, that president

noted the problems caused by that activity, even though the president had equally

distributed donations to those legislators who had asked for contributions. While
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the notion of donating equally to all candidates falls within the spectrum of not

showing favoritism, contributing only to the candidates who ask still poses

problems. Because some candidates asked and others did not, there may be an

appearance of supporting one candidate over another. It would be better to

withhold contributions than to run the risk of having one legislator ask and receive

a donation, while another does not ask and thus does not receive a donation. The

other four presidents interviewed indicated that they did not contribute nor endorse

any political candidate. Presidents must be nonpartisan and maintain the reputation

of the college as being nonpartisan.

Conclusions:

Community college presidents must delegate authority to college staff,

especially staff at the cabinet level, to represent the college.

Staff members who have expertise in specialized areas should be

encouraged and permitted to interact with legislators after being briefed

by the president on the issue under discussion.

Community leaders should be invited to participate in, and assist with,

the college's legislative activity.

College presidents must be bipartisan and should not endorse any

political candidate nor contribute to political campaigns.
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Communicate and Frame the Issues

As noted earlier, college presidents cannot be expected to influence the

political process in isolation. President One, President Two, and President Three

all indicated that they call or talk with State Board staff members to stay informed

and to develop strategies related to political activities. Because the Washington

State Board for Community and Technical Colleges is located in Olympia, the state

capital, the staff has access to information about legislators and legislative

happenings that presidents often do not. The staff is a resource to presidents.

Presidents should utilize the expertise of the State Board staff because the staff

often can give presidents political leads on legislators' positions on issues.

Presidents should be willing to provide testimony at public hearings as a means to

become more involved in the legislative arena, get exposure to the political process,

and introduce themselves to other legislators, especially those in key leadership

positions.

Framing the issue in a way that is understandable and makes sense to

legislators is a skill vital to effective communications. Keeping the message

simple, clear, and concise makes it easier for legislators to remember the point.

Nothing is worse than to spend time with legislators only to have them miss the

point. One president talked about using informal meetings and interactions with

legislators to make statements that supported the president's position. These

informal meetings gave opportunities for legislators to ask clarifying questions

outside of a public forum.
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Communicating with legislators involves more than framing the issues, it

also involves knowing and articulating opposing viewpoints. Being able to

successfully argue the opposing viewpoint refers to presidents knowing legislators

and their interests so that the argument can be tailored to the legislator and make

sense to him or her. Another important aspect of communicating with legislators is

asking them for their support. Assumptions cannot be made about a legislator's

position on issues. if the legislator is unable to give that support through verbal

communication or political actions, then the president at least understands the

legislator's position and can make a determination about the tactics and level of

effort needed to work with that particular legislator.

Conclusions:

. Communications with legislators must be clear, concise and significant

enough in content to be of value to legislators.

. Presidents should utilize the expertise of professional staff (e.g. State

Board staff) to learn about political leads and to develop strategies for

communicating messages to legislators.

. Presidents must know and be prepared to argue opposing views.

Articulating how the issue connects with the college is critical to

successful lobbying.

. Presidents must ask legislators for support and not assume legislators'

positions on any issue.
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Federal Level and State Level Strategies and Tactics

The findings in this research support Hrebenar and Zorack's (as cited in

Walker, 1996) belief that the strategies used in state and federal legislative bodies

are identical and equally effective. The matrix created by this researcher showed

considerable overlap in the strategies and tactics used at the federal level and the

state level. In addition, it should be noted that each of the five strategies identified

in this study was also identified in the federal level and state level literature

reviewed by the researcher.

The college presidents in this study, however, engaged in activity related to

three of the strategies cited in the federal-level literature (grass-roots techniques,

access the expertise of professional staff, and know the interests of legislators) but

not cited in the state-level literature. Because there appears to be no difference in

the strategies and tactics used at the federal and state levels, presidents should not

limit themselves in their work with legislators. The college presidents in this study

should continue to use the three strategies cited in the federal level literature as

tactics of influence. In addition, because there were two strategies and tactics cited

in the state level literature (contact the governor's office and be willing to

compromise) that were not mentioned by the college presidents, the presidents in

this study should incorporate these strategies into their legislative work.

Incorporating these additional strategies and tactics will increase the presidents'

effectiveness with legislators and the repertoire of tactics they use to influence state

legislators.
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Distinguishing Elements

The common viewpoints shared by the presidents in this study are at the

heart of their influence. All of these presidents had similar thoughts and

viewpoints about legislators, themselves, the community college and their

communities at large. The viewpoints emerged from the data and were not ones the

presidents discussed with each other nor were they suggested by the researcher

during the interview.

Seeing legislators in a positive light, as people deserving respect and

admiration, and who are motivated by doing public good, sets a stage for positive

interactions. Legislators are likely to sense this positive viewpoint and perspective

from the presidents and therefore permit the presidents to develop relationships

with them and influence their decisions. This viewpoint may also be based on the

presidents' sense of self as pubic servants and doing public good. Showing a

genuine, caring attitude toward legislators exhibits a genuine and caring attitude

toward the work legislators are expected to do and sets a foundation for building

positive relationships.

Being yourself and holding yourself and your work to personal values, such

as honesty, trustworthiness, and credibility, sends another positive message to

legislators. Legislators need advisors upon whom they can rely. The presidents in

this study had apparently positioned themselves to be someone legislators looked to

as an information resource and advisor. As one president said during the interview,

"You cannot be a phony."
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The "community' s college" are the words that at least three of presidents

used to describe their college. While this term may be one that is thought to be

overused and politically correct for presidents to say, the presidents in this study

appeared to use it with genuineness. They were able to cite examples, such as

hosting community theater groups on campus, opening the art gallery for public

exhibits, and sponsoring public forums on community issues, as ways in which

they demonstrated the college's connection to the community. "Community's

college" is an appropriate description and one that presidents should use to guide

the decision-making process at the college. These presidents seemed to know their

community, were involved in the community, and saw the college as being

essential to the community, especially to the community's economic development.

Presidents need to ensure that the community has a positive view of the college and

to find ways to connect the college to the community in positive ways.

Participant Characteristics

The presidents in this study represented colleges from rural, suburban, and

urban areas with a range of student enrollments from small to large. They

represented gender diversity (three men and two women), and a wide range in the

number of years they had been in the presidency. Their years in the presidency at

their respective college ranged from 2.5 to more than 15 years. The data from this

study suggests that political influence is more predicated on the personality and

attitude of the president than on years of service, gender, or the size and location of
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the college. Characteristics such as being caring, trustworthy, respectful, credible,

thoughtful, and considerate are more important in legislative work than the college

the president represents.

Conclusions:

. There appears to be no relationship between the president's ability to

influence state legislators and college size, college location, length of

time in the presidency, political affiliation, or gender.

. The strategies and tactics identified in this study can be learned and do

not require an innate prerequisite to accomplish them. Because the

identified strategies and tactics do not require that one be born with a

particular characteristic in order to implement them, community college

presidents can view them as strategies and tactics they can accomplish.

To accomplish them, however, may require presidents to engage in

research about the personal and professional interests of legislators,

change how they think about legislators, and think strategically about

how they can positively influence the decisions and work of state

legislators.

Recommendations Based on Findings

The following are recommendations to people who are currently employed

as community college presidents and to those people aspiring to be presidents. In
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addition, recommendations are included for Boards of Trustees and doctoral

programs in educational leadership.

Community college presidents have multiple roles, and because presidents have

limited time and energy, presidents must delegate authority and permit college

staff to engage in the college's legislative activity. This includes providing

opportunities (e.g., testifying at public hearings, responding to questions in the

staff person's area of expertise) for college staff to interact with legislators in a

positive, non-threatening environment.

Community college presidents must dedicate time and energy to learn

professional and personal information about legislators to develop a foundation

for building positive relationships and interactions.

. The state legislature appropriates funds for college operations and facilities and

shapes policy direction for community colleges. College presidents must view

securing resources and influencing state level policies as primary duties of their

position and strategically engage in activities that will yield positive outcomes

for their college, other community colleges, and their communities.

. Presidents should expand their "sphere of influence" by engaging community

leaders in the college's legislative activities. They should also investigate ways

to utilize faculty and students in the college's legislative activity.

Community college presidents in Washington state need to be proactive in

contacting and utilizing the expertise of State Board staff, especially the

Director of Administrative Services and Governmental Relations and the
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Executive Director to gain information and insight about legislative and

statewide issues. The State Board staff is privy to information that can be

helpful to college presidents in their interactions and relationships with

legislators.

Community college presidents need to view their work with legislators as more

than providing information, but as lobbying. Information is helpful, but using

information as the basis for intended action yields results. President One, the

only president receiving a vote from every person asked to nominate influential

presidents, was the only college president who used the word "lobbying" during

the interview. By using this word, the researcher infers that this president

acknowledged that the work done constituted lobbying. Community college

presidents must face the reality that they are lobbying when they are protecting

the interests of the college, securing state appropriations, and using tactics that

persuade legislators toward the presidents' viewpoint. While the State of

Washington has disclosure laws governing lobbying, this does not prohibit

presidents from lobbying. Community and technical college presidents must

become familiar with the law and file the appropriate forms for their lobbying

efforts.

. Presidents need to be prepared to converse and provide advice on areas other

than those relating to the college. Presidents should know statewide and

community issues, especially those relating to economic development.
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. As noted by Vaughan (1989), most deans and others who move into the

presidency have almost no experience in the political arena. Doctoral programs

in community college leadership and higher education administration should

incorporate how to work with legislatures and politicians into the curriculum

and program design.

People aspiring to be community college presidents should seek professional

development (e.g. internships, job shadowing, etc.) and mentoring opportunities

that will allow them to interact with legislators. Community college leaders

must be prepared to work with legislators before they become presidents so

they can develop the confidence and abilities needed to successfully engage in

legislative activity.

There is much at stake for colleges in working with legislators: financial

resources and policy direction. Boards of Trustees should begin to incorporate

experience working with legislators or experience with state-level policy work

in presidential position announcements and selection criteria.

Boards of Trustees need to clarify the importance of, and their expectation for,

the community college president to work effectively with state legislators.

These expectations should be used in evaluating the president's performance.

State Board staff, in conjunction with the members of the Joint Legislative

Committee, develops the college system's position on issues and strategies on

who best to testify at legislative hearings. Bringing college presidents and

others in to testify is a tactic the system currently uses. However, because
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people may have limited experience in testifying and in developing and

delivering effective messages, professional development opportunities should

be sponsored to help college staff, trustees, and presidents develop this

experience. This would also help diversify and expand the pool of presidents

the State Board asks to testify on behalf of the system.

Community and technical colleges in Washington are located in every

legislative district in the state. As noted by the college presidents in this

research, working collectively on a common agenda and operating as a system

has advantages. The college districts, each with its own president, board of

trustees, staff, faculty, students, and community, should continue to work

together as a system to capitalize on the multiple resources available to them to

influence the development of public policy.

Legislators and their commitment to public service should be respected and

viewed in a positive manner. Thinking about how one can assist legislators to

be good public servants not only helps establish a positive relationship with

legislators but also furthers the idea that community college education is a

public good.

Recommendations for Further Research

Campbell and Mazzoni (as cited in Walker, 1996) contend that the politics of

education at the state level is politics of interest groups. The community

college system in Washington state operates much like an interest group where
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the system develops and agrees to support a common legislative agenda and

platform. Because of this, further research should be conducted on the

strategies and tactics interest groups use to influence.

Similar research around legislators (rather than community college presidents)

should be conducted to determine legislators' perceptions of presidents'

influence. The study could ask legislators to verify whether the strategies and

tactics identified in this study actually worked with them. In addition,

legislators could be asked to name the strategies and tactics they perceive to

have influence on their decision-making process and compare those with the

ones identified by the college presidents in this study.

The literature on community college presidents' work, including the strategies

and tactics used in state level politics, is limited. This study should be

replicated in other states, especially in those states where the colleges operate as

a collective system. This would not only add to the literature on community

colleges, but to the literature on lobbying and influence in higher education. If

the findings from a replicated study in other states support the findings from

this study, it would assist college presidents in that state in their work with state

legislators.

Further research is needed on how community college presidents attained

influence and power.
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Summary

Community college presidents have multiple responsibilities to internal

(faculty, students, and staff) and external (Boards of Trustees, community and

business leaders, legislators) constituents. One of the most important jobs of a

community college president is the president's involvement in, and influence on,

state level policy and budget decisions. Effectively working with legislators can

yield positive results for the college in receiving financial benefits and policy

directions that support the needs of the college.

The findings in this study suggest that legislative work is an essential part of

the community college president's role. Presidents must devote time and energy to

cultivate and nurture relationships with legislators, while at the same time engaging

community leaders and college staff in the college's legislative activity.

Community college presidents must position themselves as leaders in the

community. They should be connected to aspects and issues of the community that

are not directly related to the college. While working with legislators may require

what seems to be an insunnountable amount of work, the results for the college can

be positive.

Presidents must be proactive in their work with legislators, giving

legislators the help and tools they need to make good decisions and to do the job

they were elected to do. Being proactive means letting legislators know when and

how to make contact; providing unbiased, accurate information; limiting the

interactions with legislators to show respect for their time; and providing clear,
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concise messages that legislators can understand. College presidents must think

strategically about how they can help legislators be successful.

The findings in this study are useful in informing current presidents and

those aspiring to be presidents about the role of the community college president in

working with state legislators and influencing public policy decisions. The

strategies and tactics identified in this study require some thought and reflection on

the president's part, but without a doubt they can be accomplished. Working with

state legislators and influencing public policy decisions should not be done in

isolation nor should this responsibility be taken lightly. Professional development

opportunities must be created to assist presidents and those aspiring to be

presidents in acquiring the skills and confidence to work with legislators in the

political environment.

The findings from this study, while they cannot be generalized to all

community college presidents, can be informative for presidents in their work with

state legislators. College presidents should use the strategies and tactics identified

in this study to positively influence state legislators. Because community colleges

compete with other state entities, such as corrections, social services, K-12 schools,

and baccalaureate institutions, for limited state general funds, college presidents

must invest the time and devote energy to influencing public policy decisions that

impact the operation, mission, curriculum, support services, and facilities of

community colleges.
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Appendix A: Cover Letter to State Board and Legislative Staff

January 23, 2001

Dear Staff's Name:

My name is Rhonda Coats and I am a doctoral candidate in the School of Education at
Oregon State University. As a part of my degree requirements, I am engaging in a research
study on Washington State's community college and technical college presidents and their
work with and influence on state legislators. As public institutions of higher education,
community and technical colleges compete with other entities in state government for
limited funding. In addition, the legislature has the power to shape policy directions for
colleges, effect the legal status of the institutions, and influence college missions.

As a person who is knowledgeable about Washington State legislators and community and
technical college presidents, I am asking your help in identifying presidents who you
perceive to have the most influence with state legislators. Please take a few minutes to
complete the attached questionnaire and return it in the envelope provided. Your response,
together with others, will be combined to create a list of presidents who are perceived to
have the most influence with state legislators. Your participation is voluntary but vital to
this study.

Your response will be kept confidential and precautions have been taken to protect your
identity as a respondent. The number on the envelope is for mailing purposes so that I may
follow-up with non-respondents. Once the questionnaire has been returned, the envelope
will be destroyed. There are no identifying codes on the questionnaire and the
questionnaire will be kept for three years upon completion of the survey and destroyed at
that point.

Enclosed is an informed consent document outlining the procedures of the research study
and information about your rights and responsibilities as a participant in the study. Please
read, sign and return this document along with your questionnaire in the postage-paid
envelope provided. If you have questions about this study, please contact me at (360) 753-
4694 or (360) 491-3745.

Thank you for your help and cooperation.

Sincerely,

Rhonda Quash Coats, doctoral candidate

Enclosures: Informed Consent Document
Questionnaire
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Appendix B: Informed Consent for State Board and Legislative Staff

INFORMED CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE
Questionnaire Participant

Title ofResearch Project: The Essence of Influence: Community College
Presidents' Experiences withWashington State
Legislators

Investigators: Rhonda Quash Coats, doctoral candidate
Oregon State University

Purpose ofProject: The purpose of the research study is to identify tactics and
strategies used by community college and technical college presidents to influence
Washington State Legislators. The researcher will gather names of presidents who
are perceived to be most influential with state legislators. The researcher will then
interview those presidents regarding their experiences with state legislators. The
intent of the research is to learn what presidents do when they work with and
influence state lawmakers. This research study is being conducted in partial
fulfillment for the Doctor of Education degree requirements at Oregon State
University.

As a participant in this study, I understand that Rhonda Coats will:

1. Survey me and other selected staff members from the State Board for
Community and Technical Colleges and legislative policy and budget
committees for 3-5 names of community college and technical college
presidents who are perceived to be most influential with state legislators. I
understand that providing the researcher with names of the most influential
college presidents is the extent of my participation in this research study.

2. Combine the lists of names and the presidents whose names appear most
frequently will be invited to participate in the study. I understand that the
postage-paid return envelopes, provided by the researcher, have been coded for
mailing purposes only and that the envelopes will be destroyed upon receipt of
the questionnaire. The questionnaire does not have any identifying marks and
will be retained for three years upon completion of the research. The
questionnaire will be destroyed at that point. I also understand that my
responses to the survey and my identification as a survey respondent will be
kept confidential.

Invite those presidents who are perceived to have the most influence with state
legislators to participate in the research study. The names of the selected
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presidents will be kept confidential and will be identified in the study as
"President One, President Two, President Three," etc.

4. Conduct face-to-face interviews with each participating college president and
examine documents for information and themes on how presidents influence
state legislators. The interviews with the college presidents will be audio taped
and field notes taken. All tapes and field notes will be kept for three years upon
completion of the research study. Tapes and field notes will be destroyed at
that point.

5. Observe the selected community college presidents during the 2001 Legislative
Session as they meet with and work with state legislators. The researcher will
"check-in" with each college president regarding the researcher's interpretation
of the interview, observation, and document analysis.

In signing this form, I agree not to disclose my participation in this study. I
understand in doing so, presidents who were not selected for the study may treat me
indifferently, be awkward or uncomfortable in my presence. I understand that
participation in this research study is voluntary and that my participation and
survey responses will be kept confidential. Questions about this research study or
specific procedures should be directed to Rhonda Coats; 4308 Yorkshire Dr. SE;
Olympia, WA 98513; (360) 491-3745.

If I have questions about my rights as a participant in this study, I should
contact the Institutional Review Board (IRB) Coordinator, Oregon State University
Research Office, (541) 737-3437.

I understand that I have a right to refuse to participate in this study. I also
understand that I may withdraw from this project at any time.

My signature indicates that I have read and that I understand the procedures
described for this study and give my informed and voluntary consent to participate
in the study. I understand that I will receive a copy of this signed consent
document for my records.

Signature

Printed Name______
(Last)

Mailing Address.

Phone Number ( )

Date

(First) (Middle)

E-mail address

Please include this signed document with your completed survey in the postage-
paid envelope.

Thank you!
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Appendix C: One-Page Questionnaire

The Essence of Influence: Community College Presidents'
Experiences with Washington State Legislators

questionnaire

Please respond to the following question based on your own perceptions and

knowledge. You have been selected to participate in this study based on your

expertise in working with state legislators and Washington State's community and

technical college presidents. Thanks for your help.

1. Name 3 to 5 Washington State community college and/or technical college
presidents who you perceive to have the most influence with state legislators.

Return this completed questionnaire along with the signed informed consent
document in the postage-paid envelope provided. if you misplace your envelope,
you can mail the completed questionnaire and informed consent document to:

Rhonda Coats
4308 Yorkshire Dr SE
Olympia, WA 98513

Thanks for your cooperation.
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Appendix D: Invitation to Presidents

February 7,2001

Dear President's Name:

My name is Rhonda Coats and I am a doctoral candidate in the School of Education at
Oregon State University. As a part of my degree requirements, I am engaging in a research
study on Washington State's community college and technical college presidents and their
work with and influence on state legislators. As public institutions of higher education,
community and technical colleges compete with other entities in state government for
limited funding. In addition, the legislature has the power to shape policy directions for
colleges, effect the legal status of the institutions, and influence college missions.

Selected staff members from the State Board for Community and Technical Colleges and
policy and budget conmiittees from the state legislature were asked in a survey to name
college presidents who they perceive to have the most influence with state legislators.
Congratulations, your name emerged from the respondents as a community college
president who has influence with state legislators. With that, I would like to invite you to
participate in my research study. The purpose of the study will be to identify tactics and
strategies used by community college presidents to influence state legislators. Your
participation is voluntary but vital to this study.

Your identity will be kept confidential and I ask that you not disclose your participation in
the study as well. Presidents participating in the study will be referred to as President One,
President Two, President Three, etc.

Enclosed is an informed consent document outlining the procedures of the research study
and information about your rights and responsibilities as a participant. Please read, sign
and return this document in the postage-paid envelope, provided indicating your willingness
to participate in this study. Once I have received the signed form, I will contact you
directly to schedule an interview that I anticipate will last for approximately one hour. In
addition, I will ask that you allow me to observe you as you meet with legislators during
this 2001 Legislative Session and to share any correspondence you have with legislators.
If you have questions about this study, please contact me at (360) 753-4694 or (360) 491-
3745.

I look forward to hearing from you. Thanks for your help and cooperation.

Sincerely,

Rhonda Quash Coats, doctoral candidate

Enclosure: Informed Consent Document
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Appendix E: Informed Consent for Presidents

INFORMED CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE
Community College President

Title of Research Project: The Essence of Influence: Community College
Presidents' Experiences with Washington State
Legislators

Investigator: Rhonda Quash Coats, doctoral candidate
Oregon State University

Purpose of Project: The purpose of the research study is to identify tactics and
strategies used by community college and technical college presidents to influence
Washington State Legislators. The researcher will gather names of presidents who
are perceived to be most influential and then interview those presidents regarding
their experiences with state legislators. The intent of the research is to learn what
presidents do when they work with and influence state lawmakers. This research
study is being conducted in partial fulfillment for the Doctor of Education degree
requirements at Oregon State University.

As a participant in this study, I understand that Rhonda Coats will:

1. Survey selected staff members from the State Board for Community and
Technical Colleges and legislative policy and budget committees for 3-5 names
of community college and technical college presidents who are perceived to be
most influential with state legislators. Postage-paid return envelopes have been
coded for mailing purposes only and the envelopes and surveys will be
destroyed once the participating presidents have been selected. Survey
responses and the identification of survey respondents will be kept confidential.

2. Combine the lists and invite the presidents whose names appear most frequently
to participate in the study. The names of the selected presidents will be kept
confidential and will be identified in the study as "President One, President
Two, President Three, etc.

3. Contact me to arrange a time and location for a face-to-face interview as a
participating college president. I understand that the researcher will ask me to
supply copies of correspondence I have used with state legislators. The
interview will be audio taped and field notes taken. All tapes and field notes
will be kept for three years beyond the completion of the research study and
destroyed at that point.
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4. Observe me during the 2001 Legislative Session as I meet with and work with
state legislators. I agree to notify the researcher of any planned meetings and/or
public hearings I may have with state legislators. I understand that the
researcher will check-in with me on her interpretation of the interview,
observations, and document analysis.

In signing this form, I agree not to disclose my participation in this study. I
understand in doing so, presidents who were not selected for the study may treat me
indifferently, be awkward or uncomfortable in my presence.

I understand that participation in this research study is voluntary and that my
participa-tion will be kept confidential. I also understand that I have a right to
refuse to participate and to withdraw from this project at any time without penalty.

Questions about this research study or specific procedures should be directed to
Rhonda Coats; 4308 Yorkshire Dr. SE; Olympia, WA 98513; (360) 491-3745. ff1
have questions about my rights as a participant in this study, I should contact the
Institutional Review Board (IRB) Coordinator, Oregon State University Research
Office, (541) 737-3437.

My signature indicates that I have read and that I understand the procedures
described for this study and give my informed and voluntary consent to participate
in the study. I understand that I will receive a copy of this signed consent
document for my records.

Signature

Printed Name

Date

(Last) (First) (Middle)

Mailing Address

Phone Number ( )________________ E-mail address

Please return this signed document in the postage-paid envelope
provided by the researcher.

Thank you!
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Appendix F: Interview Questions

Introduction: Thank you for agreeing to participate in this study. As you know,
you have been identified as someone who has influence with state legislators. I am
interested in hearing about your experiences with legislators. I have prepared some
questions to help us focus, but would like for you to feel free to reflect on your
experiences.

1. Do you believe you are influential? What is it like to be seen as someone who
influences?

2. What does it mean to be a college president with influence?

3. Recall an event or two where you felt that you had influenced a legislator?
Describe the situation and the place? What did you do? What did the legislator
do? What are other people doing? Why are you and the others acting this way?

4. Can you remember how you first met one of the legislators from your district?
What was the discussion like?

5. Are you conscious of what you are doing when you influence? Describe what
you do?

6. How does it feel to know that you had influenced a legislator?

7. What does a legislator mean to you? When you are in the presence of a
legislator how do you feel/act?

8. When you want to influence is there a particular place or space you like to be in
and why?

9. How do you feel when it is time to engage in legislative activity?

10. What has prepared you for this aspect of a community (technical) college
president's job?
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Appendix G: Cover Letter for Member Check-In

August 12, 2001

President's Name
Community College
Street Address
City, WA ZIP

Dear President's Name,

Thank you for taking time out of your busy schedule to meet with me and to allow
me to interview you for my research study. I thoroughly enjoyed our conversation
and really admire the work you do. The information you shared was so rich and
descriptive, that it provided me with the data I needed to bring depth to my study.

As part of my research, I want to be sure that I represent your thoughts and
comments accurately. Enclosed is a summary of my interpretations of your
interview, including some quotes that I will use in the writing-up the research
findings. As I indicated before, your identify will be kept confidential and no
identifiable information will be disclosed in the study.

Based on your interview and the interviews with four other college presidents, I
identified five strategies that each of the presidents used to influence state
legislators. These strategies are: 1) Build and maintain relationships with
legislators, 2) Know the players and the process, 3) Become a resource for
legislators, 4) Broaden your sphere of influence, and 5) Communication and frame
the issue.

Please review the enclosed summary sheets and send me any comments, questions,
or clarifications by September 5, 2001. You can e-mail me at rsqc@aol.com, call
me at (360) 491-3745, or mail your comments, questions, or clarifications to me at
4308 Yorkshire Drive SE; Olympia, WA 98513.

Again thanks for your help.

Sincerely,

Rhonda Coats, doctoral candidate

End: Summary Sheet



Personal Bring-in Personal Know Use Professional Build and
Contact Others; Grass Contact subject & Associations & Cultivate Testify at

with Coalitions Roots with Staff have, facts Expertise Relationship Hearings
Members Information

Federal-level X X X X X X X X
State-level X X X X X X
President One X X X X X X X
President Two X X X X X X
President Three X X X X X X
President Four X X X X X X
President Five X X X X X X

Know the Communicate Know the Contact the
Players and frame members' Invite to Governor's Be Willing to Be Bi- Honesty and

and the issue interests Campus Office Compromise partisan Credibility
Process

Federal-level X X X X X
State-level X X X X X X X
President One X X X X X X
President Two X X X X X X
President Three X X X X X X
President Four X X X X X X
President Five X X X X X

Appendix H: Comparison Matrix of Strategies and Tactics




