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The purpose of this phenomenological study is to describe how Oregon governors 

Barbara Roberts and John Kitzhaber, whose tenures both coincided with the passage 

and implementation of property tax limitation measures, determined the community 

college budgets within their recommended state budgets. The stories of Robert’s 1993 

and Kitzhaber’s 2001 decisions are explored and analyzed to assess what influences, 

experiences, and information impacted each governor’s decision-making for 

community college funding.  

This study confirms the role of the governor in the budget decision-making 

process as one of ‘chief legislator’ or arbiter of the final budget. The findings call for 

community college leaders to get to know their governors and those individuals close 

to the governor who are responsible for providing advice on education and community 

college policies and budgets. Interactions should lead to a clear understanding of the 

administration’s policy priorities and the placement of education and community 

colleges among those priorities. Greater knowledge of the priorities will enable 



 

community college leaders to build a relationship grounded in a recognition and 

awareness of these priorities and provide the basis for influencing the governor’s 

overall perception of community colleges. Development of community college 

messages should be framed around the governor’s perceptions and priorities for 

optimal impact. 

This study finds that there are other influential players in the state-level budget 

development and decision-making process. As discussed above, the policy advisors 

close to the governor provided important influences of perception and decision-

making. Community college leaders must build relationships with a governor’s 

education policy advisors, as they have access and opportunity to influence the 

governor’s perceptions and decisions, since they act as translators, interceptors and 

gatekeepers. Successful relationships with education policy advisors will lead to better 

understanding of policy priorities and, again, the ability to frame the community 

college message for maximum influence and impact. Community college leaders must 

also be familiar with the state-level budgeting process and timeline to ensure that the 

messages are most effectively delivered and within the established timeframe. 
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Two Oregon Governors: 
The Role of Perceptions in Community College State Budget Development 
 

Chapter I: Introduction to Significance and Focus 
 

The public education enterprise in Oregon is organized and governed in three 

sectors. The State Board of Education members, appointed by the governor, and the 

elected Superintendent of Public Instruction provide oversight for the 198 

Kindergarten though Twelfth Grade (K-12) school districts, which are administered by 

locally elected school boards and led by the Superintendents they appoint. K-12 

funding is a combination of local property taxes and an allocation from the state 

budget process. The State Board of Education also provides oversight for Oregon’s 17 

community colleges and appoints the Commissioner of the Department of Community 

Colleges and Workforce Development. The colleges are governed by locally elected 

boards and led by the presidents they appoint. Historically, the operations and capital 

construction budgets for community colleges were funded through locally levied 

property taxes. The State Board of Higher Education, appointed by the Governor, 

provides oversight for the Oregon University System (OUS). The OUS includes seven 

universities, each led by a president who reports to the chancellor (appointed by the 

State Board of Higher Education) of the system. Historically, the universities have 

received their primary funding from the state.  
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Figure 1.1 illustrates the governance of Oregon’s education enterprise (Pre-

kindergarten through graduate school)(PK-20).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

Figure 1.1 Education Enterprise: hierarchy of the PreK-12, Community College, and 
Oregon University System programs. 
 

The Context of Oregon: History of Oregon Community Colleges  

The legislation permitting the formation of community colleges in Oregon was 

enacted in 1959. Within 20 years, fourteen community college districts had been 

formed. Most colleges grew out of K-12 districts, often from the high school 

vocational programs. The organization and governance for Oregon community 

colleges followed the K-12 model, with locally elected governing boards and funds 

from locally levied property taxes as the primary funding for operations and capital 

construction. The State Board of Education provided oversight and state-level 
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governance through the Office of Community College Services (OCCS), then a unit of 

the Department of Education. In 1999, the state level administration for community 

colleges was differentiated into a separate agency, the Department of Community 

College and Workforce Development (DCCWD), led by a commissioner appointed by 

the State Board of Education. 

Today all 17 Oregon community colleges are governed by locally elected 

boards and are led by locally selected presidents. They offer comprehensive 

instructional programs, but significant programmatic differences exist among the 

districts because of their size and location and because of the demographics, demands, 

and needs of their students and communities. The colleges range in size from Portland 

Community College, the largest at 23,211, to Tillamook Bay Community College, the 

smallest at 380 full time equivalent (FTE) students. (For 2006-07 student enrollment 

numbers at Oregon community colleges, see Appendix A.) Fourteen colleges hold 

regional accreditation; the remaining three hold accreditation through a service district 

contract with another Oregon community college.   

Community College Funding In Oregon 

Local control and governance of community colleges has undergone little 

change over the last forty years, but the control of community college funding has 

changed dramatically. From their inception in the early 60s, Oregon community 

colleges’ operational funding came primarily from locally levied property taxes. 

During the 1990s, Oregon voters passed three different tax initiatives, Measures 5, 47, 

and 50. Taken together, these tax limitation measures have fundamentally changed 
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the relationship between community colleges and the state by severely limiting local 

property tax revenues available to community colleges. The state now determines the 

majority share of community college funding, provided through the state’s budgeting 

process, at approximately fifty percent of the funding for each college.  

Currently, Oregon community college presidents and board members 

vigorously lobby legislators for support of community college funding in general and 

for their own districts in particular. The legislature is generally seen as the source of 

the funding, and it is true that in the end, the legislature enacts the budgets for all state 

services. However, the proposed state budget, including education and community 

college funding, originates with the governor’s proposed budget. The legislature’s 

role is, instead, to revise, change, and ultimately act on the governor’s proposal. 

Analysis of Oregon state budgets over the last few years shows that the governor’s 

recommended budget held to within plus-or-minus five percent of the budget that was 

ultimately adopted by the legislature. Therefore, the governor essentially sets the 

funding level for community colleges. If community college leaders are to shape the 

budget decisions for community colleges, it is important to begin early in the budget 

development process by starting with the governor. 

This study examines how the community college funding level was set by two 

recent governors in Oregon, investigating how and what influenced these two 

governors as they developed their budget recommendations for community colleges.  
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Ballot Measure 5 

Oregon has a robust citizen initiative process (Broder, 2000; Ellis, 2004). 

Through the initiative process, citizens can bring issues (after meeting the signature 

collection requirement) directly to Oregon voters. One such initiative, Ballot Measure 

5, proposed limiting the local levy-based property tax system for local governments 

and public education. Voters passed this initiative in 1990. The effect of Measure 5 

was to limit the amount of local tax collected on real property to $15 per $1,000 of 

real market value. All property taxes dedicated to K-12 schools and community 

colleges could not exceed $5 of the overall $15 per $1,000. The measure—and the 

state constitution—required the state budget to replace local K-12 school property tax 

revenue lost as a result of passage of Measure 5. The replacement provisions for lost 

property taxes for K-12 schools did not require that the level of state support prior to 

the passage of the measure in 1990 be held. Thus, although there were replacement 

funds for the loss of property taxes, the actual amount of state support could and did 

decline for K-12. Further, there was no replacement requirement for the loss of the 

property taxes for community colleges or local governments.  

The overall impact of Measure 5 was to shift funding responsibility, over a 

five-year phase-in period, from the local to the state level. It transferred the majority 

of the K-12 school and community college funding burden from local property taxes 

to the state general fund. One effect of Measure 5 can be seen in the level of state 

general funding for community colleges, which increased from approximately 25 % 
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in 1989-91, prior to Measure 5, to 42 % in the 1999-2001, post Measure 5 

(Department of Administrative Services [DAS], 2004).  

Ballot Measure 47 

Another ballot measure, Measure 47, was citizen-initiated by the same anti-tax 

and anti-government groups that had sponsored Measure 5 six years earlier. Ballot 

Measure 47 passed in 1996. The impact of Measure 47 was to further limit property 

tax growth to 3% per year of assessed property value and to restrict assessment 

growth. K-12 schools and community colleges, still facing decreasing property tax 

revenue caused by the effects of Measure 5, were now also limited in the amount of 

allowable growth in property tax revenue.  

Ballot Measure 50 

In 1997 the Oregon state legislature reviewed the cumulative impact of 

Measures 5 and 47 and proposed a statewide referral to the citizens, Measure 50, to 

harmonize these two property tax limiting measures. Under Measure 50, referred and 

passed in 1997, each community college (and each K-12 school) district was assigned 

a permanent, fixed property tax rate for operations that could not be adjusted by a 

local community college governing board. Measure 50 maintained the Measure 47 

limitations that constrained property tax growth on assessed valuations to 3%, 

regardless of the real market value.  Measure 50 is still in effect; thus, no matter how 

much local community property tax values grow, their revenue base from local 

property taxes will be held at this lower, fixed level. (Appendix B provides an 

overview of the three property tax ballot measures 5, 47 and 50.) 
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Ballot Measures 5, 47, and 50 Taken Together 

Community colleges are able to raise funds through the passage of local bond 

levies for capital construction and building renovation only; they can no longer go to 

local voters for operational funds, as they could prior to 1990 and the passage of 

Measure 5. The most common revenue-producing sources for community colleges are 

student tuition and fees. Local community college boards have statutory authority to 

set student tuition and fee rates. Historically, these revenues comprised an average of 

20-22% of a community college’s operating budget. Local property tax revenue for 

community colleges has declined under the constraints of Measures 5, 47, and 50 

from approximately 50% of operating budgets before 1990 to approximately 25% 

today. The state general fund now provides approximately half of the operating funds 

of local community colleges (Budget and Management Division, 2003).  

 The implementation of Measures 5, 47, and 50 has restricted and decreased 

property tax revenue for K-12 school districts and community colleges and has 

increased the requirement for the state general fund to provide operational funds. As 

local resources have become more limited, community colleges are competing with 

each other as well as with other public services, such as K-12, universities, and public 

safety organizations, for state general fund dollars. 

Oregon’s General Fund 

Oregon’s state general fund revenue is comprised primarily of individual and 

corporate income taxes (Budget and Management Division, 2003). The state has no 

sales tax. Oregon’s population, like most other states in the west, has grown faster in 
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the last decade than the national average (Western Interstate Commission on Higher 

Education [WICHE], 2004). This population growth has in turn increased the need for 

more public services and for the revenue to pay for them (Budget and Management 

Division, 2004). As the demand for state government services rises, so does the 

competition among public agencies and programs for the state general fund. Chief 

among the competitors is Oregon’s K-12 system. Local reductions and limitations on 

property taxes have impacted K-12 school districts as severely as they have 

community colleges. Although the property tax limitations and state constitution 

required lost local tax revenues to be replaced by state funds (for K-12), the state 

replaced only the actual dollars lost; it has not matched the growth of student 

populations nor of inflation (Oregon School Boards Association, 2004). The Oregon 

School Boards Association (OSBA) data, comparing the key changes in revenue 

sources for education over the past decade, shows that from 1990-91 to 2003-04:  

(1) The average property tax rate fell from $16.53 to $4.59;   

(2) The percent of local property tax supporting schools fell from 72% to 30%;   

(3) The state general fund support for K-12 schools rose from 28% to 70%; 

and  

(4) K-12 enrollment increased from 484,652 to 554,071 (OSBA, 2004).   

K-12 School districts have suffered as state replacement funds have not kept up these 

changes; although the percentage replacement value shown in (3) above does show an 

increase in general fund support, that support did not fully replace the dollars available 

per student—in part because of the growth in student enrollment shown in (4) above. 
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The K-12 sector is not the only competitor for state general funds. The general 

fund also supports a broad array of public services, from primary, secondary, and post-

secondary education to roads, parks, and prisons. Public service programs compete for 

a finite and inadequate state general fund (Budget and Management, 2003). Measure 

11, another citizen initiative passed in 1994, required minimum sentencing guidelines 

for certain crimes, which ultimately required an increased prison bed capacity and thus 

increased pressure on the state general fund. Data from the Oregon Department of 

Administrative Services, Office of Budget and Management (2004) indicates that even 

with recent population growth adding to the state income tax revenue, which makes up 

the largest portion of the state general fund, the growing need for state government 

services outstrips the revenue generated.  

The shift of the tax burden from the local to the state level, coupled with the 

lack of adequate replacement funds for lost property tax revenue, has had a significant 

impact on the funding of education and other public services in Oregon. Weber and 

Fisher (1997) in their study, Oregon’s Fiscal Choices: Historical Context and Long 

Term Implications, found that Oregon has become, through the 1990s, a low tax state 

and “has consistently adopted budgets that provide fewer funds than required to 

provide previously-approved service levels” (1997, p. i). The combination of restricted 

property tax growth and increased state general fund requirements, whether through 

increased population or other state service demands, has escalated the competition 

among K-12, community colleges, universities, and other state general fund agencies 

for available dollars. 
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 The state general fund is allocated to state agencies and programs through a 

process that begins with the governor’s priorities followed by agency requests.  

Agency appropriations and the distribution of the state general fund are developed 

through a biennial budget building process. By statute, governors lead the budget 

process by proposing biennial budget recommendations to the legislature. Also by 

statute and in the Oregon constitution, governors must present a balanced budget—

where revenues and expenditures are equal. Governors begin the budget process by 

setting forth policy and budget priorities in their official budget development 

instructions that go to each state agency. The Oregon Department of Education 

prepares the administrative budget request for the K-12 School Support Fund (a 

statutorily designated body proposes the operating budget for the 198 local school 

districts and 20 education service districts), and the Oregon Department of 

Community Colleges and Workforce Development prepares the biennial budget 

request for the Community College Support Fund (for the 17 community colleges). 

All state agency requests once reviewed, revised, and approved by the governor, 

become part of the Governors Recommended Budget (GRB).  

The Roles of the Governor and the Legislature in State Budget Formation 

The GRB is the starting point for legislative dialogue on the state budget 

(Flentje, 1983; Rosenthal, 1990; Sabato, 1983). Rosenthal (1990) points out:  

The governor’s upper hand in the contest . . .  
for budgetary power derives from their ability  
to formulate the budget, to put together in a  
policy/expenditure document just what they  
want and then to send it to the legislature for  
review and adoption. (p. 135)   
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An often-used and accurate phrase describing the roles of and the relationship between 

the governor and the legislature when referring to the policy and budget is “the 

governor proposes and the legislature disposes.” Clearly, this highlights the 

responsibility of the governor as the budget initiator (Rosenthal, 1990).                                                  

The GRB becomes the Legislatively Adopted Budget (LAB) after the 

legislature reviews, revises, and approves it, and the governor signs it. (Other options 

for the governor include veto or simply allowing a bill to become law after a set period 

of time.) This responsibility to prepare and propose the state budget puts the governor 

in the key decision-making role on budget recommendations for all state services and 

programs (Beyle & Dalton, 1983). 

State Budget for Community Colleges 

The Department of Community Colleges and Workforce Development 

(CCWD) has the responsibility to develop a proposed state budget fund request for 

Oregon’s community colleges. The State Board of Education, as the state oversight 

board for community colleges, amends, adopts, and approves the proposed CCWD 

budget for submittal to the governor. CCWD follows the same budget development 

process, prescribed by the governor, as other state agencies. The budget request goes 

through revision and negotiation with the governor’s budget office before it is 

finalized. The final request becomes part of the GRB and, after debate and possible 

legislative adjustment, is reflected in the LAB and signed by the governor. Once the 

general funds are appropriated to CCWD through the LAB, they become known as the 

Community College Support Fund (CCSF).  Over the last decade, since the passage 
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the Measures 5, 47 and 50, the amount of state general funds allocated to the 

department for the CCSF has increased from $192 million in 1991 to $500 million in 

2007 (CCWD Legislatively Approved Budget, 2007). To put the earlier property tax 

limitation discussion into perspective (and to show the impact of Measures 5, 47, and 

50), in 1991, the $192 million in state general fund amounted to approximately 25% of 

the operating funds at a local community college; in 2007, the $500 million in state 

general funds amounts to nearly 50% of a local community colleges’ operating budget. 

(Appendix C illustrates the shift of funds.) 

Oregon community colleges have been impacted by the property tax limitation 

laws enacted under Measures 5, 47, and 50 and must adapt to this new funding 

dynamic in which state funding, rather than local property taxes, is their principal fund 

source. As local property tax revenue has been reduced as a predominate share and has 

been replaced by state general fund as the principal source, the primary funding 

decision-maker has also changed from the local taxpayer and local boards to the 

governor and legislature.  The change in the key decision-maker from local to state 

calls for community college leaders to have a better understanding of how a governor 

makes state level budget decisions. Given that the governor has the key role in 

Oregon’s state budget, learning how governors develop a budget can provide 

community college leaders with an enhanced ability to influence the budget 

development and decision-making process.  
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This Study: Development and Discussion 

The purpose of this study is to describe how Oregon governors Barbara 

Roberts and John Kitzhaber, whose tenures both coincided with the passage and 

implementation of the described property tax limitation measures, determined the 

community college budgets within their recommended state budgets. The stories of 

Robert’s 1993 and Kitzhaber’s 2001 decisions are explored and analyzed to assess 

what influences, experiences, and information impacted each governor’s decision-

making for community college funding.  

Governor Barbara Roberts, a Democrat elected in 1990, who served one four-

year term (1991-1994), and Governor John Kitzhaber, a Democrat elected in 1994, 

who served two four-year terms (1995-2002) are the central figures of this study.  

In Oregon, all newly elected governors inherit their first budget from the 

outgoing governor. Oregon statute requires the state budget to be published on 

December 1 of even numbered years, in anticipation of the odd numbered year 

legislative session. Therefore, at the end of their terms, all governors develop lame 

duck budgets that comply with the law but which are administered by the succeeding 

governor. Specifically, Governor Roberts inherited the 1991 budget document from 

outgoing Governor Neil Goldschmidt, and she was responsible for the development of 

the 1993 and 1995 budgets.  Governor Kitzhaber inherited the 1995 budget from 

Roberts and developed the 1997, 1999, 2001 and 2003 budgets. This study 

concentrates on the development of Roberts’ 1993 and Kitzhaber’s 2001 budget 

recommendations because neither budget was inherited from another governor nor 
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was it developed to be handed off to the following governor; rather, they were budget 

recommendations that each governor had the opportunity and time to both create and 

implement. The rationale for selecting Governor Kitzhaber’s 2001 budget over his 

other budgets is that this budget contained an increase in state funding for community 

colleges and the researcher wanted to understand what impacted that decision.  

The study was designed to describe how each governor formulated his or her 

budget recommendations on community colleges and provide insight to the following 

questions: 

1. What process was used to decide where the general fund budget would be 

invested?  

2. What role did internal staff have on the governor’s budget decisions? 

3. What was the role of external factors/context on the governor’s budget 

decision-making? 

4. Did the personal perspective of the governors make a difference for 

community college budgets? 

 

The Significance of this Study 

This study is important for three reasons: (1) previous studies have focused on 

the role of legislature and not the governor in the budget decision-making process,  

(2) the governor is very influential in the budget recommendation process, and (3) 

community college leaders and stakeholders can have more influence on funding 
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levels if they more fully understand the governor’s role in budget recommendations 

that result in community college funding.  

Much has been written regarding techniques that can be used to successfully 

influence legislative budget decision makers for increased appropriations (Brudney & 

Hebert, 1987; Rosenthal, 1990; Thompson, 1987). Research done by Bohart (2002), 

Coats (2002), Krueger (1997), and Stanglin (1987) describes how and by what process 

community college leaders can be effective advocates and influencers with legislators. 

Substantial research focuses on budget development, particularly at the congressional 

level (Caiden & White, 1995; Wildavsky & Caiden, 2001). The following study is 

unique in looking at the governor as decision-maker. 

A review of the literature covered in Chapter II provides insight into the role of 

governor as the key budget decision-maker (Beyle, 1983; Rosenthal, 1990; Thompson, 

1987). Thompson (1987) studied the relationship between governors, their priorities 

and their budget recommendations and found that governors play key roles in the 

budgeting process. He describes these roles as driving attention on major public 

service programs such as education, health, welfare, and transportation. Thompson’s 

study further found that these expanded roles provided governors with a central and 

key role in determining public service priorities and budget allocations. 

In Oregon, the evolution of the source of community college funding from a 

mostly local funding to mostly state funding has occurred over more than a decade.  

Community colleges leaders have acknowledged the shift in resources from local to 

the state level (Oregon Community College Association [OCCA], 2003), but this 
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acknowledgement has not resulted in a significant or sustained change in behavior on 

the part of community college advocates. Community college leaders continue to act 

individually on behalf of their institutions (Sinks, 2003).   

Governors’ acts on behalf of the states’ overall interests and therefore local and 

individual interests, including those of community colleges, are less relevant. This 

study, by detailing the budget decision-making process of two governors, offers 

community college leaders insights and understanding on how they might more 

effectively engage and impact future governors’ state budget recommendations. 

 

Personal Disclosure Statement 

My interest in a study of the experiences of governors as the key budget 

decision-makers for community colleges was driven by my assumptions and 

experiences. I have worked in governors’ offices (as the Governor’s Workforce Policy 

Coordinator) and in the executive branch of government (as the Director of the Office 

of Education Policy and Planning, Executive Staff to the Workforce Quality Council, 

Commissioner for Community Colleges, and Director of the Department of 

Community Colleges and Workforce Development) for nearly two decades. My 

current position as the Commissioner of Community Colleges in Oregon affords me 

the opportunity to interact closely with local and state leaders. Each biennial budget 

process results in different outcomes based on internal and external factors and 

players, and this study provides an opportunity for new learning and insight into a 

governor’s budget decision-making.   
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I acknowledge that my interest in researching the gubernatorial role in budget 

decisions is not entirely altruistic. I believe that community colleges provide the 

broadest access to Oregonians who seek post-secondary education. In my leadership 

role as commissioner, it is incumbent on me to employ every effort to maintain, and if 

possible expand, access for students and responsive community services that are 

provided by community colleges. This belief in student success, and in community 

colleges’ ability to deliver that success, was central to my seeking knowledge about 

and effective tools for positively impacting the gubernatorial role in budget decision-

making. 

As the study proceeded, I remained vigilant to the influence that my own 

experience, assumptions, and beliefs had and managed them appropriately. This 

process of setting aside one’s own experience to truly discover another’s is, in 

phenomenology, referred to as bracketing.  Bracketing required me to be aware of the 

biases and theories that I brought to the research and to listen and collect interview 

data carefully so as to faithfully represent the lived experience of each governor.  The 

interviews with education policy advisors and the review of archival documents 

provided additional opportunity to enhance my own objectivity. 

 

Summary 

 Oregon community colleges have a long history and a strongly held value of 

local governance and decision-making. Local community college board members and 

leaders have long prided themselves in their ability to chart their own distinct and 
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comprehensive service delivery destiny. And while the legislation creating community 

colleges in Oregon has not changed long-standing values (of local governance and 

decision-making), the primary funding relationship between the state and local 

community colleges has changed. The passage of property tax measures 5, 47, and 50 

altered the relationship between local community colleges and their primary funding 

source so that the local community college leaders must now look to state government, 

the state general fund, and the governor for half of their operating revenue. This 

significant change in funding from local property taxes to the state general fund 

requires a better understanding of what goes into the development of, and final 

decisions about, the state general fund budget.   
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Chapter II: Review of the Literature 

 

The literature review which follows is organized around three core and 

interconnected areas: (1) how state budgets are constructed; (2) the governor’s role in 

the budget development and recommendation process; and (3) an expanded view of 

the role of the governor as “chief legislator.”  An understanding of the relevant 

literature surrounding state budgeting, gubernatorial roles, and the relative position of 

community college budgets within the state budget provided the basis for the research 

focus and design of the study. 

 

The Development of State Budgets 

Wildavsky and Caiden (2001) accurately define the word budget as: 

At one level a budget is a prediction. A budget  
contains words and figures that propose expenditures  
for certain objects and purposes. The words describe  
types of expenditures (salaries, equipment, travel) or  
purposes (preventing war, improving mental health,  
providing low-income housing), and the figures are  
attached to each item. Presumably, those who make a  
budget intend there to be a direct connection between  
what is written in it and future events. If requests for  
funds are granted, if they are spent in accordance with 
instructions, and if the actions involved lead to the  
desired consequences, then the purposes stated in the  
document will be achieved. Budgets thus become links  
between financial resources and human behavior in  
order to accomplish policy objectives. (p. 1) 

 
The primary purpose of the budget process in any state is to develop an operational 

budget to achieve certain outcomes for the state for a set period of time, either 
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annually or biennially (that is, adopted for a two year period). A state’s operational 

budget is built through a process that articulates spending policy priorities for public 

programs that are then debated among the governor, the legislature, and state agencies 

(National Association of State Budget Officers [NASBO], 2002).  More than half of 

the states in the U.S. operate on an annual budget cycle, requiring the development 

and enactment, by the legislature and approval of the governor, of an operational 

budget each year (NASBO, 2002). Oregon is one of 23 states that is on a biennial 

budget cycle. 

The budget process includes the identification of spending policies for public 

programs and financial assumptions and spending targets. Budget staff analyzes 

national and state economic data to develop predictions of state business activity and 

revenues. Varying degrees of collaboration exist between the executive budget office 

and the legislature when determining revenue projections; in some states it is done by 

consensus and in others, each branch of government does its own projections 

(NASBO, 2002). 

Table 2.1 is a typical budget cycle. It incorporates the roles of the executive 

branch, the governor, and the legislative branch. State agency budget development 

starts approximately six to nine months before the actual legislative session begins. 

The executive branch, through its budget and management unit, produces budget 

priorities and submittal guidelines. Agencies develop budget requests that are then 

reviewed and revised to become the governors recommended budget. The governor 
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releases the recommended budget and then begins the legislative branch process of 

budget hearings, debate, and final adoption.   

 

Table 2.1. A State Budget Cycle (annual or biennial). 
 
 July Aug Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar April May June

Guidelines 
Produced 

X X           

Agency 
Request 

  X X         

Budget 
Office 
Review 

  X X X        

Governor 
Finalizes 

    X X       

Governor 
Submits 

      X      

Legislative 
Hearings 

       X X X X  

Legislature 
Adopts 

        X X X X 

 

 Most states have an established budget office that gathers and analyzes all the 

state agency budgets and then, based on the governor’s priorities and directions, 

constructs the final budget document (NASBO, 2002). The overall budget priorities 

and directions include both expenditure and revenue projections. The budget cycle 

typically begins with guidance provided by the executive branch through the budget 

office as to the requirements for agency budget submission. Agencies respond with 

budget requests that are then reviewed and analyzed by the budget office prior to 

submission to the governor. In Oregon, the governor makes the final decisions on the 

budget and submits, usually in conjunction with a state-of-the-state message, the final 
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governor’s recommended budget (Budget and Management Division, 2003).  The 

governor’s budget is then reviewed and considered by the legislature during the 

biennial legislative session. 

 Each governor, as chief executive officer of a state, has broad powers and 

authority to develop and implement priorities (Bernick & Wiggins, 1991; Beyle, 1983; 

Rosenthal, 1990). Each state has its own power and authority relationship between the 

governor and the legislature in regard to the budget. Governors’ administrative powers 

range from re-organization of agencies (23 states do not require approval by the 

legislature) to line item vetoes (an option in most states) (NASBO, 2002). Most states 

also require that the budgets produced by governors be balanced to the revenues 

forecast, prohibiting deficit spending. In Oregon, the governor does not have authority 

to reorganize agencies without legislative approval but is allowed to reduce the state 

budget and to line-item veto both expenditures and appropriations.  

Bernick and Wiggins (1991) in “Executive-Legislative Relations: The 

Governor’s Role as Chief Legislator” state,  

a governor does propose a specific legislative program 
— the budget. The budget is the single most important  
document in determining the policy initiatives and  
goals of government. The governor proposes a budget  
and the legislature must pass both appropriation and  
revenue measures in response to it. (p. 77)  
 

Bernick and Wiggins argue that the actual budget development process discussion 

provides a backdrop for the authority of the governor to construct the state budget, and 

it illustrates the leadership role a governor has in the budget building and 

implementation process. White (1995), in  (Almost) Nothing New Under the Sun: Why 
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the Work of Budgeting Remains Incremental, observes that deciding the budget may 

not be the most significant choice in any political system but that it is a set of 

decisions that is made over and over with each budgeting cycle. It is these budget 

institutions, budget processes, budget battles, and budget decisions that constitute the 

budget development process. 

The review of the literature on general budget development processes is 

important for understanding the how, when, what, and who will make decisions 

regarding the governor’s budget. This basic understanding of the process and the 

players of state budgeting, and of Oregon state budgeting in particular, provides a 

foundation for this study, examining how budget policy priorities are constructed and 

made part of the Oregon Governor’s Recommended Budget document. 

 

The Governor’s Role in Budget Development 

A review of the literature by Beyle (1983), Herzik (1991), Rosenthal (1990), 

and Sabato (1983) offers evidence about the role of the governor as the key policy and 

budgetary leader who has both a statutory and an influential role in the budget 

development process. 

 The former governor of Massachusetts, Mitt Romney, proposed a massive 

restructuring of higher education in Massachusetts in March 2003. Proposals included 

independent status for a premier research university, privatization of several colleges, 

and the merger of still others. The stated goal of the governor was to save $150 million 

dollars annually (Selingo, 2003). The Romney proposal is an example of the link 
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between a governor’s priorities and budget recommendations. And although 

Romney’s full restructuring proposal failed, incremental pieces have been 

implemented. Selingo provides a glimpse into the interplay of an elected official’s 

stated priorities and ultimate budget recommendations.  Qualitative and quantitative 

research studies confirm that a governor, through budget development and 

recommendations, has impact on the final budget adoption (Beyle, 1983; Brudney & 

Hebert, 1987; Jacoby & Schneider, 2001; Thompson, 1987). 

Thompson (1987) repeated a research study done by Sharkansky (1969) on the 

connection between agency budget requests, state allocations, and gubernatorial 

support. Sharkansky’s original study examined the pivotal players in budget 

development and approval: the agency, the legislature, and the governor. The 

conclusion of both the original study and of the follow-up study was that because of 

“limitations of time, staff and expertise, state budgeting is primarily an incremental 

process and that legislators generally follow the lead of the governor in budget 

matters” (p. 756).  

 Thompson (1987) examined the budget behavior and relationship patterns of 

671 agencies in 18 states covering the 1978 to 1980 fiscal years. The study correlated 

the dependent variables of an agency’s short-term budget success and budget 

expansion with the independent variables of agency budget size, agency request, and 

support by the governor of the agency request to current expenditures and the 

legislature’s appropriation. Overall, the study found, after weighing the variables, that 

where agencies requested significant increases, governors trimmed requests, and the 
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majority of legislatures appropriated the governor’s trimmed recommendations. 

Thompson (1987) found that only a small percentage of the legislatures (six of the 18 

states) deviated from the governor’s recommendations, and when they did, it was only 

in marginal amounts averaging less than 10 percent. 

 A key finding from this study concerned the increased demands on states, and 

therefore on governors as decision-makers, to provide an expanded set of services for 

citizens. Thompson (1987) referred to governors as an “intergovernmental 

middlemen” (p. 774), stating that their role was to focus attention on the major public 

service programs such as education, health, welfare, and transportation that constitute 

the majority of any state budget. The study found this role of middleman extended to 

relationships with the federal government and required governors to hold broader and 

less parochial views of the state. This expanded view gave governors a more central 

role in agency budget allocations. 

 Thompson’s study is important because it provides a clear connection between 

agency requests, gubernatorial support, and budget allocations. The Thompson study 

shows a positive correlation between budget success and gubernatorial support. 

Although he does not give concrete examples of how community college priorities and 

funding allocations are made, he does provide a solid grounding for which arm of 

government has the most influence in the overall budget development and allocation 

process. Thompson’s study presented the view of a governor’s support as key for 

agency success but did not address whether there was a positive relationship between 

gubernatorial priorities, aligned agency budget requests, and final gubernatorial budget 
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support. There is a lack of research on the issue of whether a governor’s experience is 

translated into gubernatorial priorities that are then aligned with funding decisions, 

particularly for community colleges.  

 A study done by Brudney and Hebert (1987) looked more closely at the 

influence of external actors had on state agencies. The basis for this study was a 

survey completed by 1,393 state agency leaders from all 50 states known as the 1978 

American State Administrators Project. The agency directors evaluated, on a four-

point scale, the influence of the governor, the legislature, clientele groups, and 

professional organizations in four key areas of decision making: total budget, budgets 

for specific programs, major changes in policy, and rules and regulations. The study 

further grouped the agencies into seven categories: staff to the governor, human 

services (including K-16 education), natural resources, economic development and 

regulation, criminal justice, independent (auditor, treasurer, secretary of state), and 

other. 

 The study found that across all types of agencies, the external actors with the 

most prominent external influence on the budget were those from the formal branches 

of state government: the governor and the legislature. Brudney and Hebert (1987) 

found, out of a total ranking of 12, the governor and the legislature ranked 9.2 and 9.3, 

respectively. The study also found that the position with the most variable influence 

was the governor—explained largely by direct authority over an agency. While the 

governor wielded varying degrees of influence, depending on the agency, the study 

found that the most consistent influence came from the legislature. This variation 
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could be explained because governors do not have common appointing or 

management authority over all agencies. One conclusion drawn by Brudney and 

Hebert (1987), which aligned with a study done by Weinberg (1977), was that 

“governors do not try to manage all their agencies as if they were all equally 

important” (p. 194). The study also discussed the finding that governors with 

constitutional and statutory powers are seen as having stronger external influence, and 

they act to reduce the influence of the state legislature.  

 The Brudney and Hebert (1987) study is important because it documents the 

governor as influential with agencies but that priorities are not simply the purview or 

creation of the governor. One intriguing variable studied by Brudney and Hebert was 

that disruptive external influence on agencies—specifically reorganizations—usually 

increased the governor’s overall influence. The Brudney and Hebert study would have 

been more useful, however, had it included the origin of disruption/reorganization. 

Another point of interest not elaborated fully by Brudney and Hebert is that governors’ 

do not treat all agencies the same. Although the study did not provide specific findings 

around gubernatorial influence for post-secondary education because all of education 

was grouped with human services, it is clear that if post-secondary education wants to 

be of high interest to the governor, it is important for its proponents to understand the 

way in which governors’ budget priority selections are made.  

Another key aspect of the study reported in this dissertation is to better 

understand the connection between state priorities and resource allocation or 

budgeting. Jacoby and Schneider (2001) provide a useful definition for policy 



 28

priorities: “the component of governmental decision-making in which public officials 

allocate scarce resources, in the form of expenditures, to different program areas” (p. 

545).  The process of allocating resources to different program areas does, in fact, set 

policy (Gross, 1991).  This process relies on the legislature to approve the budget, but 

that action is only the final part in a process that has included agency requests, interest 

group advocacy, and executive leadership.  

 Jacoby and Schneider (2001) examined the variability of policy priorities 

across the states and the relative impact of interest groups and public opinion on 

directing the policy priorities of a state. Their study suggests that policy priorities are 

the real link between what the public demands in services from the state and the actual 

services a state decides to provide through the provision of budget allocations. They 

collected data on 15 program areas from a national report done by the U.S. 

Department of Commerce entitled State Government Finances: 1992. The 15 program 

areas included corrections, education, highways, hospitals, natural resources, welfare, 

and veterans’ benefits. The budget resources dedicated to these fifteen program areas 

ranged from 70% to 95% of the states’ total 1992 spending. The authors state, 

“spending levels provide the clearest, most unambiguous indicators of governmental 

commitment to address various problems” (p. 548). 

 The methodology used by Jacoby and Schneider (2001) was to construct a 

model, described as a plot map, displaying the 50 states and the 15 policy areas as a 

set of points on a common continuum. Each state, along with its 15 policy areas, was 

then arrayed on a continuum relative to an expenditure dollar value. In this way, the 
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researchers could compare a single policy area, for example, education, across the 50 

states, and they could also compare a single state’s investments across multiple policy 

areas.  The study also factored in the role, as another set of independent variables, of 

interest groups and public opinion. 

 The way in which a state generates revenue and the way dollars are distributed 

to program areas are completely separate processes. Jacoby and Schneider state that 

these separate processes for state budget priorities have implications. The results of the 

study indicate that public policy priorities cannot be divided simply into “must do” 

and “nice to do” categories. No matter the fiscal reality of a state, each decision for 

investment of resources in a priority area means another area receives less. And 

further, the study found that public opinion and interest groups became involved 

relatively early in the policy process, influencing state officials (governors and 

legislators) and having a significant impact on the content of public policy (Jacoby and 

Schneider, 2002). 

 This study is important because it provides documentation that supports the 

role of public officials in the setting of priorities and budget allocations. Its findings 

also raise the important role of external influences, interest groups and public opinion, 

in prioritization of public services. The Jacoby and Schneider study relates to the 

research described here because one of the questions asked of the governors was the 

role external influences had on the development of their final budget 

recommendations.  
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 The three studies discussed in this section illustrate the number of players and 

influences on the budget allocation process. The research examined here suggests that 

the governor has increased influence in the budget process if that governor has an 

articulated policy, public opinion is solidified, interest groups have exerted advocacy, 

and the institutional structure of state government supports the governor in pursuing 

policy priorities. The literature discussed here informs this study because it provides 

some understanding of the critical factors affecting the budget process, such as 

statutory powers, agency influence, external interest and advocacy groups, and how 

those same factors may influence and support (or hinder) the governor in their budget 

priority setting and budget decision-making process.  

 

The Governor as Chief Legislator 

The studies reviewed place the governor as the key budget developer into 

context with other gubernatorial roles and relationships. Beyle (1983) and Rosenthal 

(1990) describe the resurgence of the governor’s advantage over the legislature 

beginning in the 1950 and ‘60s.  Rosenthal (1990) states,  

It is impossible to deny the central role of the  
governor in the relationship [with the legislature].  
When the two partners in state governance stand  
up to dance, it is the governor who appears to lead  
and the legislature to follow—that is when they  
dance together. (p. 3)  
 

The cause of this resurgence has been linked to a number of factors, including the 

increased professionalism and experience of those who seek the governorship, 
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expansion of their formal powers, and a corresponding increase in executive branch 

staff (Beyle, 1983; Herzik, 1991).  

All governors have both formal and informal powers (Herzik, 1991). Formal 

powers, which Rosenthal (1990) calls the powers of initiation, consist of messages, 

vetoes, development and implementation of the budget, management of state agencies 

and programs, and appointments. Informal powers—powers of leadership (Rosenthal, 

1990)—include negotiation and persuasion skills, public and party support, and use of 

the media (Beyle, 1983; Herzik, 1991; Rosenthal, 1990). A governor may have the 

formal power to develop and implement the state budget, but moving the 

recommended budget through the legislature takes the use of some informal powers. 

The research also suggests that the governor has a principle advantage, that unique 

power of one voice versus the many voices of the legislature (Sabato, 1983). Thus, the 

governor generally does not have to compete with other elected leaders for media 

coverage, as it is provided by virtue of the office. This mixture of formal and informal, 

or initiation and leadership, powers provides the governor with the proverbial bully 

pulpit to articulate policy and other legislative initiatives.  

This review of the role and powers of the governors’ office provides a useful 

context for the research study of the budget recommendations of two Oregon 

governors.  Rosenthal (1990) states, “Power of popularity, initiation, rejection, party, 

experience, unity, publicity. . . . each of these powers alone is not sufficient to make a 

governor ‘chief legislator.’ But taken in combination, they are impressive” (p. 36). 
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The identification and use of these powers—or not—to produce the governor’s 

recommended budget is an important aspect of this research study. 

 

Summary of Literature Review 

The purpose of this study is to describe how the community college budget 

was determined by two Oregon governors within their recommended budgets and 

what influenced and affected each governor’s final budget decisions. The preceding 

literature review provided descriptive detail and background on budget development, 

including of how a state budget is developed in general, the internal and external 

factors and influences on budget development, and the governor’s role in the budget 

development and decision-making process. A summary review of the important 

learning from each study, as well as what remains to be known, provides the basis for 

the research focus and study design. 

The first area of literature reviewed focused on how state budgets are 

constructed. The budget process is well defined, usually in statute if not 

constitutionally, and includes a number of steps. Generally budget development 

includes printed guidance and formats; requests from agencies; reviews by budget 

analysts; governors’ decisions and recommendations; and legislative reviews, 

revisions and adoptions. This process of constructing the budget explains how, what, 

when and who makes budget decisions. Wildavsky and Caiden (2001) draw the 

following conclusion: “Presumably, those who make a budget intend there to be a 

direct connection between what is written in it and future events.…budgets thus 
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become links between financial resources and human behavior in order to accomplish 

policy objectives.” (p. 1). The literature provides a backdrop from which to compare 

Oregon’s budgeting experience to the generic national model (NASBO, 2002). The 

first area of inquiry of this study focuses on the budget development process, 

particularly the setting of strategic investment priorities, used by Roberts in 1993 and 

by Kitzhaber in 2001. The research reviewed confirmed the process and priority 

setting as a part of budgeting but did not detail who or how the strategic budget 

priorities were accomplished. This study is designed to reach deeper into the question 

of both how and who played important and influential roles in the development of the 

community college budget.  

The second area of exploration of the literature is that of governors’ roles in 

budget development. The studies discussed in this area detail the number of external 

players (advocates, legislators) that influence the governor in budget development and 

the interaction of competing priorities (must do’s and nice to do’s) for budget 

allocations. The Brudney and Herbert (1987) study is important because it documents 

the governor as a influential with agencies and, of interest to this study, does not treat 

all agencies the same. Unfortunately, this study does not provide specific findings of 

influence for community college state or local leaders because the study methodology 

grouped all post-secondary education together with human services. The Jacoby and 

Schneider (2001) study provides additional documentation to support the role of 

public officials in setting priorities for budget allocations, and it also raises an 

interesting question of external actors and interest groups as influential to the 
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budgeting process. These two studies are important to the research questions in this 

study as they confirm that governors are influenced by internal and external factors 

when setting and funding budget priorities 

The third area of inquiry into the literature is on the question of the governor as 

chief legislator. The quotation from Rosenthal (1990) aptly summarizes the review of 

research in this area: “It is impossible to deny the central role of the governor in the 

relationship [with the legislature]. When the two partners…stand up to dance, it is the 

governor who leads” (p. 3). This leadership position comes to governors in part 

because of both formal powers of initiation, including the development and 

implementation of the budget, and informal powers, including the unique opportunity 

to use their singular voice (as compared to the many voices of the legislature) as a 

valuable way of moving priorities forward (Sabato, 1983). The opportunity to, and the 

actual use of, the governor as chief legislator to pursue her/his own strategic priorities 

is an important concept to research in this study. The focus of this study is the review 

of two Oregon governor’s budgets to answer the question of whether they used their 

formal and informal leadership powers to pursue and fund stated priorities. And, if the 

two governor’s used their leadership powers, did their lived experiences, personal 

perceptions and other internal and external factors influence them in their strategic 

investment decisions? 

The studies discussed here clearly show a preponderance of data to support the 

significance and influence of a governor’s role in the state budget development 

process and are important for a foundation understanding of the complexity of state 
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budget development. However, none of the studies discussed here differentiated the 

governor’s budget recommendation by program areas, specifically community college 

education, from other public services. These are the question that this study attempts 

to answer. 
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Chapter III: The Design of the Study 

 

 The purpose of this study is to describe (narrate) how two governors in Oregon 

developed their budget recommendations. The key words, “to tell the story,” illustrate 

the research approach. Telling the story can best be done through the research method 

of phenomenology, described below. The study is of two former governors of Oregon 

and describes their experiences in arriving at their budget decisions. The research 

looked at a number of factors that could impact a governor’s budget decision-making, 

including the budget priority setting process, the influence of staff and other internal 

and external factors, and how each governor’s own experience and beliefs impacted 

the decisions.   

 Phenomenology is used to describe the meaning of a lived experience for 

several individuals or group of individuals about a particular concept or phenomenon 

(Creswell, 1998). Phenomenology, as described by van Manen (1990), is about 

gaining greater insight and deeper understanding of the nature and meaning of 

everyday life.  The phenomenological approach was appropriate to this study as it 

provided the opportunity to show how Governors’ Roberts and Kitzhaber constructed 

their beliefs in education and perspectives of community colleges, and how that 

perspective contributed in budget decisions. Patton (2002) aptly describes the goal of 

better understanding through the phenomenological approach: 

a focus on exploring how human beings make  
sense of experience and transform experience  
into consciousness, both individually and as  
shared meaning. This requires methodologically,  
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carefully, and thoroughly capturing and describing  
how people experience some phenomenon— how  
they perceive it, describe it, feel about it, judge it,  
remember it, make sense of it, and talk about it  
with others. (p. 104) 

 
The opportunity to have better understanding of the budget decision-making 

process of the two governors involved important aspects of phenomenology. One 

important aspect of that understanding was built from a foundation of the governors’ 

own descriptions of their experiences of their personal post-secondary education 

experiences. Van Manen (1990) describes the “rich and deep” as that which gives the 

lived experience its meaning and points out that the researcher must remain open to 

the hidden structures below the surface and beyond what is immediately experienced.   

This research included in-depth interviews with each governor to gain the “rich 

and deep” understanding of the phenomenon of budget decision-making. As the 

research progressed and the budget decision-making phenomenon took shape, it was 

necessary to separate my own experiences from those of the two participants. The 

experience of the research, and of the researcher, according to Van Manen (1990) is to 

“meet with it, go through it, encounter it, suffer it, consume it and, as well, be 

consumed by it” (p. 153). Therefore, it was important to bracket (to set aside) 

(Creswell, 1998; Patton, 2002; van Manen, 1990) my own experience and judgments, 

allowing me to hear and understand accurately the lived experience of the two 

governors.   

Just as it was necessary for me as the researcher to bracket my own judgments, 

it was also critical for me to be able to judge the truthfulness of the memories of the 
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interviewees’ lived experiences as governors in the budget decision-making process. 

In this phenomenological study, the process to ensure soundness (truthfulness) of the 

lived experience was accomplished by using multiple methods of data collection and 

analysis, including combinations of interviews, observations, and document analysis.  

 

The Data Needed 

 Listening, understanding, and re-telling the stories in a way that captures and 

honors the essence of each governor’s experience was at the heart of the data needed 

for this study. In-depth phenomenological interviewing was the primary strategy for 

data collection. The interviews provided information about the individual governor’s 

post-secondary educational perspectives and about their lived experience: who they 

are, how they developed opinions on education, and how they changed these opinions 

over time. The interviews were structured to discover how each governor connected 

her/his perspective on post-secondary education to budget decisions and 

recommendations. The research also sought to reveal how the budget decisions 

reflected the governor’s post-secondary education priorities.  

The research also included interviews with each governor’s key education 

policy advisors, in order to seek additional information, clarification and confirmation 

of the governor’s recollections on the budget process of priority setting, internal and 

external influences, and the governor’s own education perspectives in arriving at final 

recommendations for the 1993 and 2001 budgets. As stated in Chapter I, Governor 

Roberts’s 1993 and Governor Kitzhaber’s 2001 budgets were chosen for this study 
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because neither of these budgets were inherited from a previous governor, nor were 

they developed to be handed off to another governor; they were budget 

recommendations that each governor had the opportunity and time to both create and 

implement. 

The research also included archival research on each of the governors, 

specifically to gain knowledge about what they said about or implemented in 

community college and post-secondary education. The archival review provided 

additional historic perspective—context for—of the governor’s time in office. The 

archive material reviewed included a variety of published and unpublished public 

documents:  

(1) Campaign speeches in venues specific to post-secondary education;  

(2) Acceptance and inaugural speeches;  

(3) State of the State speeches;  

(4) Post-secondary education policy briefs;  

(5) Statements and directives;  

(6) Budget recommendations;  

(7) Legislation and legislative bill signing speeches; and 

(8) Media coverage and reporting. 
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The Study Participants 

The two participants were Governor Barbara Roberts and Governor John 

Kitzhaber. Roberts and Kitzhaber were chosen for the study for several reasons. First, 

their terms coincided with the implementation of Ballot Measures 5, 47, and 50 and 

their consequences on the state budget. Second, the economic and political 

environment for the two governors, and for the two budgets under examination, was 

decidedly different; I was interested in the governors’ perspectives of the impact of 

these external factors on budget decisions. Third, the two governors have dissimilar 

personal post-secondary educational experiences, and I hoped to discover if there was 

any relationship between their own educational experience and their perspectives on 

education. Finally, both governors were available to me; because I had worked for 

both of them directly and indirectly, I was known and given access.   

 The research also included interviews with individuals whose role was to 

provide policy advice to each governor on education and budget issues during the 

governor’s administration. These individuals were selected from senior policy staff 

members who had served in the roles of education policy advisors during the 

construction of the 1993 and 2001 budgets. The primary education policy advisors for 

Roberts were Marilynne Keyser and Connie Green. Keyser served the Roberts 

administration from 1991-93, and Green served from 1993-94. The education policy 

advisors for Kitzhaber were Roger Bassett and Jean Thorne. Bassett served 

Kitzhaber’s administration from 1997-99 and Thorne from 1999-2002. The senior 

policy staff selected provided additional depth and understanding regarding their own 
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experiences, as well as insight into their respective governor’s post-secondary 

education perspectives and budget decision-making. 

 

Data Collection and Analysis Procedures 

 The decision to use a phenomenological approach for this research was 

predicated on the interest in studying how each governor constructed her/his 

perspectives and goals for post-secondary education and how those perspectives 

affected their budget decisions. The research viewed each governor’s post-secondary 

education perspective and the 1993 and 2001 budget recommendations as constituting 

individual case studies. Merriam (2001) states that a case study is “employed to gain 

an in-depth understanding of a situation and meaning for those involved. The interest 

is in the process rather than the outcomes, in context rather than in specific variable, in 

discovery rather than in confirmation” (p. 19). A case study by definition (Creswell, 

1998; Merriam, 2001; Patton, 2002) is an analysis of a single unit or phenomenon, 

also known as a bounded system, such as an individual, a program, a group, or a 

community. The two governors in this study comprise individual and shared 

phenomena, based or bounded by similar experiences as governor and chief budget 

decision-maker.   

 Data collection included in-depth interviews with each governor and her/his 

education policy advisors. The interviews were conducted to fully develop the essence 

of the phenomenon of their educational beliefs and perspectives and how those 
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perspectives resulted in policy priorities and budget decisions. The interviews 

concentrated on a specific thematic area of inquiry:  

(1) Each governor’s journey to the governor’s office and his/her values, 

beliefs, and perspective on education, specifically on community colleges;  

(2) The governor’s role in the 1993 (Roberts) and 2001 (Kitzhaber) budget 

development process, the roles internal staff play, and the information used to make 

community college budget decisions; and  

(3) Discussion of the external context: economic, political, public, and 

demographic, and its impact on the final community college budget decisions.   

Each interview was taped and transcribed, and each participant reviewed the 

transcription for content and accuracy. Extensive field notes of each interview were 

made, and the notes were supplemented with a journal I kept to ensure that all 

interviewee’s words heard (field notes and my impressions of what I heard) and taped 

(transcriptions) were accurately represented. 

 The education policy advisors to each governor helped to inform and shape 

post-secondary education. As noted above, the education policy staff people most 

closely associated with the development of the Roberts 1993 budget and the Kitzhaber 

2001 budget were interviewed. The education policy advisors were asked the same 

open-ended questions as the two governors including: 

(1) What process was used to develop the budget? 

(2) What role did education policy advisors play in the development of the 

budget and budget decisions? 
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(3) What was the impact of external factors on the development of and final 

decisions about the budget?  

(4) What was the role of the governor in the budget decision-making process? 

As above, each interview was taped and field notes taken. Each education policy 

advisor, too, was provided a transcript for review to ensure accuracy.   

 Data was also collected from archives. I collected the same types of documents 

about both administrations for review and analysis. The archival review included 

written and oral communication (i.e., State of the State speeches, biennial budget 

announcement(s), speeches, and other internal and external documents) on the subjects 

of budget development, final budget decisions, and additional legislative policy 

recommendations dealing specifically with post-secondary education and more 

specifically community colleges. 

 Data analysis was accomplished through a content analysis. Patton (2002) 

describes content analysis as the process of reduction and sense-making from the rich 

data collected to identify core consistencies and meaning. The reduction used in the 

data analysis resulted in the development of categories or themes and patterns from 

which understanding could be drawn. I reviewed the interview data from each 

individual governor for common themes, perspectives, and messages. The data was 

also analyzed and synthesized for themes that were unique to and those that were 

shared by the two governors. 

The goal of the data analysis was to create an understanding that could 

communicate the governors’ education values, perspectives and priorities, and to see if 
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the final budget decisions were reflective of those same stated values, perspectives, 

and priorities.   

 

Strategies to Ensure the Soundness of the Data and its Interpretation 

 Three words are often used to ensure soundness to describe the quality of the 

research: validity, reliability, and ethics (Merriam, 2001). Validity, defined here as 

keeping honor with and adhering to the governor’s (and advisors) own words, was 

ensured by having each interviewee (governor and education policy advisor) review 

the transcription of her/his interview(s) for congruence with her/his own reality. To 

provide internal validity and to cross-check interpretation of categories and themes, I 

used the technique of triangulation—multiple sources of data (Creswell, 1998; 

Merriam, 2001).  Patton (2002) quotes Denzin to describe the basic logic of 

triangulation: “No single method ever adequately solves the problem of rival causal 

factors. Because each method reveals different aspects of empirical reality, multiple 

methods of observations must be employed” (p. 247). The interviews with each 

governor and with their education policy advisors, and the review of the archival 

records constituted the “multiple methods of observation” that were triangulated and 

analyzed for cross-data validity. 

For a qualitative study to be reliable, a detailed audit trail must be maintained. 

In this study, I documented each step of the study process, both how it was conducted 

and how the findings were derived. Reliability was also confirmed through the process 

of triangulation described above. 
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Patton (2002) points out that the collection of data is the main interest of 

interviewers and staying focused on the purpose of the interview is critical to high-

quality data. Prior to conducting any interviews, I completed the ethical checklist 

provided by Patton (2002) and ultimately, as the researcher, I expressed integrity with 

my own words. 

 

Strategies for the Protection of Human Subjects 

 The guidelines and policies of Oregon State University Institutional Review 

Board were followed. The interviews conducted produced not simply a rich, 

descriptive narrative but also contained information and insights that some of the 

interviewees wished to be held in confidence, requesting that certain statements be 

“off-the-record.” All dissertation records inclusive of the recordings, transcriptions, 

interview notes, and journaling are held in a safe and secure place to protect the 

integrity of the research. In addition, all participation in this research study was 

voluntary. 
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Chapter IV: Findings and Themes 

 

This chapter focuses on the findings from the interviews with two Oregon 

governors and four education policy advisors who were willing to share their 

experiences and perspectives about what framed and influenced each governor’s 

budget process and ultimate decisions about community college budgets.  

Specific interview questions related to the interrelationship of a governor’s 

personal experience and perspective and her/his budgeting processes were:   

1. What process was used by each governor to decide where to invest state    

general funds? 

2. What sources of information, including staff, did the governors use to 

determine the budget recommendations for community colleges? 

3. Was the governor influenced by the external context that framed the 

development of the community college budget, such as the economy, 

public attitudes, the political environment, and personal or professional 

relationships? Were there other influencers?  

4. What was the role of the governor in the budget development process? 

While potentially evident in the governors’ interview narratives, this research did not 

attempt to gather information regarding their gubernatorial leadership styles or 

characteristics but rather to uncover themes that would assist in understanding how a 

governor’s own experience and perceptions shaped her/his budget decision-making.  
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The Governor’s Personal and Political Backgrounds 

Barbara Roberts was Oregon’s first woman governor, and she served from 

1991 to 1995. She graduated from Sheridan High School in Sheridan, Oregon; 

attended Portland State University (1961-64); the John F. Kennedy School of 

Government at Harvard University (1989); and Marylhurst College in West Linn, 

Oregon. Roberts, a fourth generation Oregonian, began her public service as an 

advocate for disabled children. Her work as an unpaid lobbyist in 1969 was spurred by 

concerns for her autistic son, Mike. Roberts served on the Parkrose School Board, the 

Mt. Hood Community College Board, and the Multnomah County Commission prior 

to her election to the Oregon House of Representatives in 1981. In 1984, and again in 

1988, she was elected Secretary of State (State of Oregon Archives). 

During Roberts’ tenure as governor, she had three key education (PreK-20) 

advisors: Marilynne Keyser, Connie Green, and Roger Bassett. Keyser, a CPA at a 

Fortune 500 firm before joining state government, served the Roberts administration 

as budget director and then education advisor and was married to an Oregon 

community college president; Connie Green had over 25 years of community college 

experience; and Roger Bassett had worked at the state offices of community colleges 

in both Oregon and Washington. 

John Kitzhaber was inaugurated as governor in 1995 and reelected in 1998, 

serving until January 2003. Born in Washington State, he grew up in Oregon and 

graduated from South Eugene High School. He graduated from Dartmouth College 

(1969) and earned a medical degree from University of Oregon Medical School in 
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1973. Kitzhaber first ran for public office in 1978 and was elected to the Oregon 

House of Representatives. In 1980, he was elected to his first of three terms in the 

Oregon Senate; he was elected Senate president in 1985, and served in that capacity 

until 1993. Kitzhaber entered the governors’ race in 1994, and Roberts chose not to 

seek reelection (State of Oregon Archives). 

Kitzhaber’s PreK-20 education policy advisors included Roger Bassett and 

Jean Thorne. Bassett, as noted above, had extensive state-level community college 

administrative experience. Thorne, whose public sector career included human service 

program administration, worked with Kitzhaber on a number of policy areas, most 

notably the Oregon Health Plan, before her appointment as education policy advisor. 

Research findings are presented as themes which emerged from the four 

research questions. A theme is a repetitive and common concept that emerges from the 

data (Bogdan & Biklen, 1998). By presenting data thematically, the researcher is able 

to describe the core meaning of the interrelationship between values and perceptions 

(Van Manen, 1990).  

Each interview was organized around the four questions above, which 

provided a basis for consistency in the process of data collection. The questions were 

designed to be open-ended, so the participants could take their response wherever they 

wanted, enabling them to bring their own meaning to each question. During the 

interview process, all interviewees elaborated and provided more information than 

direct responses to the study questions. As the former governors described their own 

educational and professional experiences, a theme of strong personal values emerged. 
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This theme was repeated in interviews with policy advisors, who confirmed each 

governor’s personal values regarding education.  Chapter V will provide an analysis of 

the meaning I took from each governor’s personal values to the questions of this study. 

The information reported in this chapter is organized by the themes that 

emerged from the participant interviews. They are: 

1. The value of education for all and at all levels; 

2. Budget process: Locking in strategic investment priorities;  

3. Life experience as a critical influence; 

4. Contextual forces at work; and 

5. The governor’s own personal perceptions of community colleges.  

Each theme is developed using the voices of the governors and their education policy 

advisors and is then triangulated with archival records and press coverage. 

Triangulation, as discussed in Chapter III, provides multiple methods of observation to 

confirm data and interpretation validity. 

 

Theme One: The Value of Education for All at All Levels  

Governor Kitzhaber expressed a strong family value for post-secondary 

education. He reported that when he was growing up, “It was never given a second 

thought; it was simply expected” that higher education was his future. Governor 

Kitzhaber, who is also a medical doctor, expressed a strong belief in access to public 

education as the route to greater equality and opportunity, stating, “I always believed 

that particularly public education is one of the single most important investments that 
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we could make as a society.” Jean Thorne, education policy advisor to Governor 

Kitzhaber during his second term in office (1999-2003) repeated this value of 

education as a “greater good” and part of the “greater good philosophy of the role of 

state government.” Another way Thorne discussed Kitzhaber’s value of education was 

in his development, campaign, and successful passage in November 2000 of Ballot 

Measure 1. Ballot Measure 1, the Accountability and Equity in School Funding Act, 

required that,  

The Legislative Assembly shall appropriate in  
each biennium a sum of money sufficient to  
ensure that the state’s system of public education  
meets quality goals established by law, and publish  
a report that either demonstrates the appropriation  
is sufficient, or identifies the reasons for the  
insufficiency, its extent, and its impact on the  
ability of the state’s system of public education  
to meet those goals. (Section 8[1], Article VIII,  
Oregon Constitution)   
 

Thorne stated that Governor Kitzhaber was interested in all levels of public education 

in this measure, not simply elementary and secondary, although those areas received 

the most press coverage and public dialogue. 

Governor Kitzhaber also expressed the value and importance of the increased 

access to college opportunity that was provided by community colleges in order to get 

people started in post-secondary education. He stated, “I came to believe community 

colleges . . . could dramatically expand capacity to assist in post-secondary education 

and expand geographic access.” Thorne expressed this same value as “wanting to keep 

the doors of college open for access” and added that expanding access was envisioned 

as a probable outcome through the community colleges. Roger Bassett, Oregon 
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Commissioner of Community Colleges and education policy advisor to Governor 

Kitzhaber during his first term (1997-1999), stated that “Governor Kitzhaber got it; he 

understood the value of the mission of access as core to community colleges.” Both 

Bassett and Thorne also articulated Kitzhaber’s valuing of community colleges as 

“deliverers of opportunity” through their accessibility and availability across the state.   

Governor Roberts spoke in a similar vein in regard to her closely held value of 

education, referencing her own personal experience. Describing herself as a smart and 

involved student in high school, she said no one suggested she pursue college—“not a 

teacher, not an advisor, not a parent. Nobody suggested that I go to college.” Married 

during her senior year of high school, Roberts graduated and followed her new 

husband to his first military posting. She tells the story of her husband going to college 

on the GI Bill and that she was so excited and stimulated to be a part of his post-

secondary education she began to take one class a term at Portland State University’s 

extension center. Roberts stated, “One class per term wasn’t much, but the important 

thing was that we got to college.”  

Interviews with three different education policy advisors who worked for 

Governor Roberts confirmed her value of education. Connie Green, education policy 

advisor from 1992-94, said it was “a core value” and that Governor Roberts had a 

“passion for education” that was central to the policies of her administration. This 

personal value for education was also echoed by Marilynne Keyser, education policy 

advisor from 1990-1992, who described it in terms of how the value for education 

became a priority for the budget: “Barbara felt that . . . public education and 
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community colleges needed to be protected.” Roger Bassett, who served as an 

informal higher education advisor during the Roberts administration said, “The 

governor’s heart was with education, particularly with community colleges.”  

This value of education for all was also central to, and expressed as, a value in 

setting priorities for the Roberts administration. Keyser referenced the commitment to 

education priorities as the advisors built the budget. Again, Green and Bassett 

reiterated this value of education for all and at all levels theme as “strategic policy and 

investments in education,” and “that [it] made Barbara’s affair of the heart walk in 

terms of education budgets.”  

Statements in speeches and media coverage also add to the understanding of 

the value of education held by both governors. In a convocation given at the 

University of Oregon in January 2000, Governor Kitzhaber’s speech included a 

quotation from novelist H.G. Wells and some observations of his own on the value of 

education:  

“The history of society is rapidly becoming a  
race between education and catastrophe.” That  
statement is more true today than at any other  
time in our history. An education becomes the  
permanent, personal possession of every man  
or woman who earns one, and it is perhaps the  
one thing in life that no one can ever take away  
from you, once you have it. Yes, it provides  
economic security but it should also open the  
gates of vision. (State of Oregon Archives) 
 

In the January 2000 State of the State address, Governor Kitzhaber used the 

following language to describe the value of education: “Public education is the 

cornerstone of a progressive, democratic society. And when I say public education I 
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am referring to the entire educational continuum from kindergarten to post-secondary 

education to life-long learning” (State of Oregon Archives).  Further, in his 2002 State 

of the State address to begin a 2002 special legislative session, Kitzhaber said:  

In the long term, it is about the value we place on  
a strong system of public education—primary,  
secondary and post-secondary. A system that gives  
all Oregonians, regardless of their background,  
ethnicity or economic status, an equal opportunity  
to master the skills and command the knowledge  
necessary to succeed in an information-driven  
economy. (State of Oregon Archives) 

 
Governor Roberts also articulated her value of education for all in speeches. In 

her first State of the State address in January 1991, the governor described her vision 

for Oregon with a question of contrast:    

Ask yourself this, Oregonians, do we want our  
children stumbling into the next century . . . [o]r  
racing into it, prepared, heads held high, sure of  
themselves, sure and proud of Oregon? My  
vision of Oregon begins with hope…In my vision  
of Oregon, I see a well-prepared, fully-employed  
workforce earning good family wages. . . . Imagine  
an economic climate where “profits” and “workers” 
are both spoken of with mutual respect. (State of  
Oregon Archives)   
 

In a speech given at the 1992 Democratic National Convention, Roberts 

described her start in politics as tied directly to her closely held value of education and 

the lack of educational opportunity for her autistic son Michael, saying, “Each one of 

us is one cause, one tragedy, one memorable indignation away from political 

involvement” (Oregonian Archives).  
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Summary: Value of Education for All and at All Levels 

 The emergent theme of the value of education for all and at all levels (pre-

school to graduate to life-long learning) appeared to set the context for all participant 

interviews. The value of education as a “cornerstone to a progressive, democratic 

society” emerged as a preeminent value, tied directly to personal experience and 

influential in priorities setting and budget decisions for both governors. Both 

governors also described the value and importance of education as having been 

solidified in their minds long before their election to the governorship.  

 

Theme Two: Locking in Strategic Investment Priorities  

Governor Kitzhaber responded to the question about the 2001 budget processes 

and his role in those processes with, “A lot of other things are still fresh in my mind 

about that biennium, putting the budget together. . . . I remember wanting to invest as 

much as we could in community colleges.” Thorne recalled the 2001 budget process 

as one in which policy objectives and priorities were aimed at the “greater good” and 

“the best bang for the buck.” She described her role, under direction from the 

governor, was to view “education as a continuum not as separate entities” and that she 

used a “unified policy for investment priorities.” Her prior experience with Kitzhaber 

provided her with a strong understanding of his gubernatorial philosophy, which she 

described:  

Because I had worked with him on the health plan  
and clearly that underpinning and setting priorities  
and looking at it in terms of the greater good for  
the greater community… that drove a lot of the  
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budget decisions he made. 
   

 Bassett confirmed Kitzhaber’s emphasis on objective driven budgets and 

described it as: 

He’s wired to do that on a policy/governing basis . . . 
and that wires directly to an investment philosophy  
on the budget side. . . . Governor Kitzhaber likes to  
make things happen by establishing a strategic  
position to policy and investment, locked in to a  
budget.  
 

Bassett also shared his perception that the budget priorities and decisions of any 

governor are constrained, at least to some extent, by the machinery of the budgeting 

process and by the personnel who run the state budgeting office. He said, “the chief 

influence on all of these budgets was current service level and the Department of 

Administrative Service influence” and “a governor and community colleges will be 

secondary to the Department of Administrative Services perceptions of current service 

level, and the discipline of it.” 

Governor Roberts talked about the process and decisions for her 1993 budget 

as a reflection of what had been prepared for the 1991 budget. Roberts was elected in 

1990, the same time Ballot Measure 5 (see Appendix B) passed. This property tax 

limitation measure required some unanticipated and immediate changes to the state 

budget prepared by the previous governor, Neil Goldschmidt. Governor Roberts, 

remembering that the budget she inherited needed to be trimmed by roughly $800 

million, said, “We had to make huge cuts in the budget that was already put together.” 

Her reflection that “the hardest thing for people to understand is [that it is] not because 

you don’t care, it’s because you don’t have a choice” captures the feelings she 
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described having as she made these difficult budget decisions. The policy priorities set 

in place in 1991 to produce a balanced budget were carried forward into the 1993 

budget development and decision-making process with the addition of required 

alignment with the Oregon Benchmarks.  

Keyser and Green confirmed that the budget process and decision-making 

were integral to strategic prioritization and investments. Keyser stated, “The governor 

deciding to focus on three priorities for the four years, recognizing that . . . there 

would be no new money for these priorities” and it was “less money than we’ve ever 

had . . .but you still have to have priorities in order to decide how to cut the budget as 

well as how to build one.” Green recalled it similarly:  

The ’93 budget was built with some strategic  
investments and was built off the ’91 budget.  
. . . The ’91 budget was foundational . . . so ’93  
was a time to say where are you and what  
strategic investments do you want to make?  
 

As described in Chapter I, the state government budget development process is 

structured procedurally and with set timelines. The process routinely begins with the 

governor setting priorities. Archival records provide the detail on the process and 

priority setting established for the construction of the Roberts 1993 and Kitzhaber 

2001 Governor Recommended Budgets.  

The budget development and decision-making documents for the 1993 Roberts 

budget listed priorities as primary and secondary criteria (State of Oregon Archives). 

The primary criteria were described as supporting Core Government Functions, 

including a) support for the needy; b) protection of life, property and resources; c) the 
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teaching of skills for work and citizenship; and d) contributing to Oregon Benchmarks. 

The Oregon Benchmarks are a set of goals for measuring the state’s progress on 

numerous conditions, everything from air quality to personal income levels. Governor 

Roberts reiterated this criteria/priority setting in a speech she gave at the American 

Association of Community Colleges annual convention, held in Portland on April 28, 

1993:  

I believe so strongly in our Benchmark process  
that I used them in putting together my 1993-95  
budget—even as I had to cut $1.2 billion from  
the $6 billion General Fund. Let me give you an  
example of how it worked. Like other governors,  
I want to create high-paying jobs for my citizens.  
And that means having a highly skilled workforce  
ready. . . . And Oregon has a benchmark to meet  
that goal: “To have the best educated and prepared  
workforce in the nation by 2000 and equal to any  
in the world by 2010.” So when I developed my  
state workforce agenda and I put it in my new  
budget, I looked for strategies that would improve  
our progress on that benchmark. (State of Oregon  
Archives) 
 

The effort to concentrate on a discrete number of priorities was also described 

in an article in the state’s major daily newspaper, The Oregonian, titled “Can Roberts 

Rebound?” dated January 3, 1993, in which the authors drew a contrast with previous 

administrations: 

As a leader, Roberts has been a stylistic switch from her 
predecessor, Democrat Neil Goldschmidt. He energized  
his administration with a blizzard of ideas and an ability  
to involve the private sector in his plans. Roberts doesn’t  
have the same skills or contacts. Instead, she has tended  
to stick to a smaller number of priorities and work on  
them single-mindedly. For example, it was Goldschmidt’s  
idea to establish the Oregon Benchmarks. . . . Yet it is  
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Roberts who has continued to faithfully chair the  
meetings . . . and, more importantly, she has used  
these goals as a guide in making her budget decisions.  
(Oregonian Archives) 

 

Governor Kitzhaber also used a priority setting process for arriving at his 

recommended budget for 2001. In his State of the State address, delivered on January 

8, 2001, he described it this way: “this budget required difficult choices and the 

establishment of clear priorities. My first priority is education, perhaps the single most 

important and far-reaching investment we can make in Oregon’s future” (State of 

Oregon Archives). 

After detailing his first priority as education, Kitzhaber’s second priority was 

helping children, about which he said: 

To fund these initiatives in education and early  
childhood, however, I have been forced to propose  
real cuts in other important services. . . . To the  
extent that fiscal limits make difficult decisions  
inevitable I am willing to defend the choices I  
have made on the basis that putting an emphasis  
on prevention reflects a higher priority than  
paying more to mitigate problems after they  
have already developed. (State of Oregon Archives) 
 

Governor Kitzhaber also used policy priorities when he was forced to reduce 

budgets in 2002 as Oregon’s economy slowed. In a speech delivered on January 23, 

2002, Kitzhaber outlined his approach as follows: 

 My budget reductions were guided by three  
principles: First, to maintain our investment in  
education—particularly primary and secondary  
education and undergraduate education in our  
post-secondary system. . . . In our community  
colleges, I have focused on maintaining capacity  



 59

and my proposal will support 1,500 more  
fulltime students. (State of Oregon Archives) 
 

The Oregonian picked up Kitzhaber’s theme of priorities when they wrote 

about the state budget in a February 2, 2002, article titled “Budget Woes, Fixes Fill 

Address.” The article discusses Governor Kitzhaber’s call for a legislative special 

session to fill the state’s $830 million budget shortfall. The article quotes Kitzhaber as 

saying, “‘I can tell you that it is much easier to govern during good times than during 

bad times,’ he said. ‘But I can also tell you that it is during the difficult times that 

we’re provided the true test of our mettle, of our character and of our values.’” The 

article contrasted the House and Senate Republican leadership view of how or where 

to find the revenue to fill the budget shortage with those of the governor, but it also 

made the following point:  

Even while focusing on the economic  
problems, Kitzhaber touched on the same  
themes he has stressed since he became  
governor seven years ago, such as health  
care and environmental stewardship. His  
strongest budget message was about schools.  
He said proposals such as postponing the  
schools’ payment would put education last  
instead of making it a priority and wouldn’t  
help the state’s economy. “I think when  
corporations want to come to Oregon, the  
first question they ask is not how high your  
cigarette tax is,” Kitzhaber said in response  
to an audience question. “They ask about the  
primary and secondary school systems. They  
ask about the system of community colleges  
and higher education.” (Oregonian Archives) 
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Summary: Locking in Strategic Investment Priorities  

Each participant described her/his administration’s budget process and priority 

setting as the administration’s means for preparing a balanced budget. Regardless of 

resources, a procedure must be employed to arrive at the final number. Both 

Governors Roberts and Kitzhaber, and their advisors, described a rigorous process to 

establish the highest priorities for state general funds. Each administration prioritized 

public education highly and spoke of ways to “hold harmless” the espoused value of 

education as a most important public service. Roberts’ memory and passion regarding 

her level of engagement in the actual budgeting process was beyond priority setting 

and included the actual articulation of specific investments, such as funding for 

workforce training and education. Kitzhaber, a two-term governor, empowered his 

policy staff, as described by Jean Thorne, to assert the administration’s policy 

priorities in its area of expertise, then he engaged in the final round of budget tradeoffs 

and decisions. Both governors described the importance of having processes (strategic 

policy priorities) for sifting through proposals from agencies and recommendations 

from policy advisors.  

 

Theme Three: Life Experiences as a Critical Influence  

There were a number of internal influences on Governor Roberts, her life 

experiences foremost among them. Her husband of 19 years, State Senator Frank 

Roberts, was a major supporter and political confidant. In an interview, Senator 

Roberts stated, “We share each others’ careers, and we share each other’s beliefs. We 
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share each other’s commitment.” Senator Roberts was a professor at Portland State 

University and served in the Oregon Legislature for nearly 25 years as an unwavering 

advocate for civil rights and social services. Governor Roberts recalls his support of 

her and her work as governor as an abiding source of strength and caring that had 

sustained her during some “very dark days in office.” In an epitaph published in The 

Oregonian (Senator Roberts died in 1993), the writer observed:  

In the last decade, as his wife’s political career  
began to soar, Roberts eagerly advised and  
cheered her on as she became the state’s first  
woman governor. . . . Politically a complementary  
couple, they also displayed an intellectual  
camaraderie and a personal warmth. (Oregonian  
Archives) 
 

Another internal influencer for Governor Roberts, and important for this study, 

was her life experience with community colleges. She spoke of her experiences as a 

community college board member at Oregon’s Mt. Hood Community College and 

involvement with the Oregon Community College Association as a “stimulating 

learning place.” She spoke about attendance at national community college meetings, 

where “wonderful speakers [talked] about the role of community colleges in our 

country.” Roberts further described her community college board member experience: 

“as I served on the community college board, the more committed I was to the role 

that community colleges played.” About being a sought-after commencement speaker, 

she said, “Community college is a place for starting and starting over. That was my 

line.” Governor Roberts reflected on her community college experience and its impact 

on her budget decision-making as follows: 
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It absolutely was part of the decision-making. The  
truth is we all think we take our life experience and  
set it aside and do a job. It doesn’t work that way.  
Your priorities impact your decision-making, your  
experience, your life experience. And when you  
believe in something as much as I believe in  
community colleges, I mean I loved their affordability,  
particularly at that time, and the sensibility and  
commitment of faculty to work with this huge  
variety of age groups and types of people and  
languages and everything that was the multiplicity  
of community college. . . . No, there was nothing  
removed about my own personal commitment  
[to community colleges]. It was there. 
 

All three of the education policy advisors reiterated the importance of Roberts’ 

life experience with community colleges. Her first-hand experience of community 

colleges went beyond her service as a local college board member, in fact; her autistic 

son, Michael, had a successful educational experience at Mt. Hood Community 

College. Governor Roberts shared her pride in her son for his education success and 

noted that Michael has been employed at Mt. Hood for over 25 years. 

Connie Green recalled,  

Did that [community college experience] shape  
Barbara? Oh yeah, she got it. . . . Her involvement  
with community colleges is definitely a value  
that gets to your heart and your core and your  
values so you see something is possible there.  
 

Marilynne Keyser also spoke to the positive personal life experience of Roberts with 

community colleges and the influence it had on her budget decision-making. Keyser 

stated, “It makes a big difference. I mean, who you know and what your life 

experience is . . . and [Barbara] is a person that not only understood but loved 
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community colleges.” Roger Bassett summed up his impression of the influence of 

Roberts’ life experience as “Barbara’s affair of the heart with community colleges.”   

Influences on the budget for 2001 were expressed in terms of Governor 

Kitzhaber’s priorities and his sense of providing for the common good of Oregon. He 

shared what he had learned about setting priorities throughout his first term and how 

that influenced his thinking in his second term. Kitzhaber reflected:  

I learned a number of interesting things . . . and  
had a real evolution in my thinking since 1997.  
First, it became very clear that education in  
Oregon was in segments. . . . A second thing I  
learned was that post-secondary education,  
that we didn’t have a system, and . . . the third  
thing I learned, and it’s significant, was that the  
debate was almost always about the dollars, not  
really what happened with those dollars.  
  

Again, the internal influence of the governor’s priority setting is mirrored by 

the two education policy advisors. Thorne likened this internal influence and priority-

setting to Kitzhaber’s personal experience in moving forward the other policy and 

funding initiatives. stating, “What I saw was the thought process around health policy 

was the same thought process he used as he looked at education. . . . It was the concept 

of ‘we need to establish priorities.’” Bassett confirmed the view that “John was wired 

right . . . and in terms of how he develops his affinity for anything . . . John built his 

initiatives from the ground up. . . . He was someone who likes to make things happen 

by strategic positioning and investment.” 

Published records and speeches provide support for each governor’s internal 

influences. Governor Roberts’ speech to the American Association of Community 
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Colleges on April 28, 1993, used her first-hand knowledge of community colleges to 

tie them into her workforce agenda: 

And as a former chair of the Mt. Hood Community  
College board, I know first-hand how innovative  
community colleges have been, not only here in  
Oregon, but across the nation. Some people think  
that community colleges are simply a patch in the  
education quilt, but that’s not this governor’s view, 
and it is certainly not the view of our new president.  
We know community colleges play a much larger  
role. We understand that community colleges are  
essential for job training, for displaced and  
transitional workers, for giving people access to 
affordable higher education and for building  
partnerships for a better quality of life in our  
communities. And here in Oregon, community  
colleges are a valuable partner for reaching our  
goals for building our communities for tomorrow. 
. . . And community colleges are major partners in  
the success of this [workforce] agenda. (State of  
Oregon Archives) 
 

Governor Kitzhaber, in a speech given on January 19, 2000, described his 

understanding of education as a continuum: 

[A]rtificial demarcations to separate one thing from  
another . . . we do it in our educational system. Up  
until recently we have tended to view our education  
system in segments: preschool, elementary school,  
high school, college, graduate study. What we have  
not focused on is the necessary connection between  
the parts. . . . Education is in fact a continuum, where  
each part builds on what has gone before, and lays  
the foundation for what will come after. The entire  
spectrum of education must be a seamless sequence  
of steps, all driving toward an end: the betterment of  
the individual and of society.  

It is the whole that gives meaning and validity  
to the parts, and the whole is greater than the sum of  
its parts. Yet each part still plays a critical role, without  
which the entire structure would collapse. So let me  
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focus for a moment on one of those essential parts,  
namely higher education. We differentiate between  
community colleges and four-year colleges and universities. 
. . .Such distinctions are not only artificial, 
they are detrimental, because they obscure the fact  
that each of these aspects of post-secondary education  
has exactly the same goal: to produce better people  
capable of creating a better world. (State of Oregon  
Archives) 
 

Summary: Life Experience as a Critical Influence  

Although the specific influencers were different, both governors were 

influenced by important life experiences and feelings and beliefs. The diversity of 

internal influencers is not surprising, as the governors are two different people who 

brought to their governorships differences in life and career experiences. These 

internal influencers also point to an emergence of a significant theme: individual 

experiences and perceptions and their influence on the governors and their budget 

decision-making for community colleges.  

 

Theme Four: Contextual Forces at Work  

Governor Roberts was elected governor in the same election in which the 

voters of Oregon passed Ballot Measure 5. As discussed in Chapter I, Ballot Measure 

5 passed in 1990 and established state constitutional limits on Oregon’s property taxes 

on real estate and transferred the responsibility for school funding from local 

governments to the state. The governor and her advisors saw the measure’s passage 

and its related budget reductions as the single most negative external influence on the 

administration. Each interviewee returned again and again to the theme of budget 
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reductions required to balance the budget in 1991 and how it produced the framework 

for the 1993 budget as well. The ensuing process for budget belt-tightening was a 

response to increased scrutiny from legislators, stakeholders and voters alike.  

Another external influence on which the governor and her education policy 

advisors reflected during this period was a general feeling of voter distrust in 

government. They described the pressure—and the pervasive weight of that 

pressure—as continual as they constructed the budget. Roberts also dealt with two 

attempts to recall her from office, and though both were unsuccessful in gathering 

sufficient signatures to qualify for the ballot, they spoke of a lack of faith in her as 

governor by a portion of the public.  

Governor Roberts also recalled initiative-led ballot measures as increasing the 

demand on the state general fund. For instance, Ballot Measure 11, mentioned earlier, 

imposed mandatory sentencing guidelines for convicted felons, which increased the 

prison population and created the need for more prisons and associated costs to house 

the inmates. Ballot Measure 7, known as Job Fair, required individuals on public 

assistance to work a prescribed number of hours in order to receive public assistance. 

Both of these ballot measures passed in 1992. The measures further restricted Roberts’ 

ability to invest in prevention strategies rather than remedial costs. This quotation 

from Governor Roberts reflects the struggle her administration faced with competing 

budget priorities:  

We shifted because of all the ballot measures on  
crime issues, which were absolutely un-Oregon.  
We shifted our priories in the budget by the  
requirements of those constitutional amendments;  



 67

we literally shifted them from education to  
corrections. 
 

In her farewell address to the 1995 Legislative Assembly, Governor Roberts 

devoted several of her comments to these external pressures, saying:  

Our citizens in both Oregon and the US are angry  
and disillusioned and they no longer believe or trust  
their government or their elected officials. Oregon  
must now lead the way in rebuilding an active,  
inclusive, citizen-government partnership. 
 

Regarding the impact of voter initiatives and revenue shortfalls, Governor Roberts 

said:  

No one, I believe, would question that I served my  
term as governor against an imposed backdrop that  
added huge hurdles to an already difficult job. . . .  
They represent a time of testing and transition for  
both Oregon and for me and I would like to believe  
that history will show that we passed that test and  
both of us are better for it. (State of Oregon Archives) 
 

Governor Kitzhaber’s budget decision-making was also impacted by external 

situations. A key positive influence during the development stage of the 2001 budget 

was the growing economy. Kitzhaber and Thorne both recalled that additional general 

fund revenue made the process of priority-setting for resource investments easier. 

Kitzhaber, in his State of the State address in 2000, began the speech with the familiar 

Dickens quotation, “it was the best of times, it was the worst of times, it was the age of 

wisdom, it was the age of foolishness.” In this speech, the governor made his case for 

Ballot Measure 1—the Accountability and Equity in School Funding Act, discussed 

earlier in this chapter. He went on to talk about the growing economy as an example of 

the best of times and paralleled it with an example of the worst of times as “our very 
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prosperity has created a kind of complacency,” explaining that without a pending 

crisis there is no sense of urgency to act. He argued that now, during a healthy 

economy, was the time to act: “From grade school to grad school, we must be willing 

to do more than pay lip service to public education. We must be willing to back that 

rhetoric with action” (State of Oregon Archives). 

Another positive external influence described by both Governor Kitzhaber and 

education policy advisor Thorne was the unity strategy of the 17 community college 

presidents. This unity, expressed in a written pledge and signed by each college 

president and local board chair, was designed to demonstrate the community colleges’ 

collective commitment to pursue funding for the system as a whole rather than 

competing against each other for individual allocations. Additionally, a series of face-

to-face meetings with the governor, held during 2000, were used to demonstrate this 

new unity and to determine how the colleges could provide collective leadership on 

issues important to the governor. Governor Kitzhaber remembered it this way:  

I remember the unity. . . . [It was] a big step. . . .  
I remember wanting to invest in community  
colleges because I felt the presidents coalesced. 
. . . They had taken a step back and said, “this isn’t  
just about our individual campuses, this is about  
the community college system and what it can  
provide to Oregon. 
 

Thorne also recalls the “pledge definitely helped. . . . [Kitzhaber] knew that their 

willingness to come together to be supportive. . . . that made him more willing to go to 

bat for them.”  
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External influences and their impact on the budget decision-making process 

are also part of the written record for each governor. Governor Roberts’ external 

influences were primarily anti-government and anti-tax. The Oregonian, on January 

24, 1992, following release of Governor Roberts’ State of the State, reported,  

Roberts is under heavy pressure to cut costs,  
given Measure 5, the property tax limitation.  
Although the current two-year budget appears  
to be safe from money troubles, the 1993-95  
biennium poses the possibility of a chilling $1  
billion shortfall in a $6.3 billion general fund.  
(Oregonian Archives) 
 

An Oregonian article that appeared in March 1992 reported the concern of 

other educational leaders on the external pressure of Ballot Measure 5. The article, 

“Educators Bemoan Agonies of Cuts,” captured a discussion about the impact of 

Ballot Measure 5 between public education leaders, including the community college 

commissioner, the state school superintendent, and the chancellor of the university 

system. “Measure 5 is like a black cloud over our heads,” wrote the author of the 

article, who went on to acknowledge the pressure and competition for general fund 

revenue among state agencies was only beginning, as Measure 5 “requires the state to 

repay local school districts and community colleges for lost tax revenue. Pressures are 

expected to increase in the years ahead.” (Oregonian Archives)  

Summary: Contextual Forces at Work 

The external contexts in which governors operate are often beyond their 

control. Governor Roberts found herself elected to the highest office in the state at the 

very time voter frustration was increasing, she was not the cause of the frustration, but 
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she was required to deal with its consequences. Likewise, Governor Kitzhaber 

governed during five years of economic expansion and was able to invest in priorities 

because of growing state revenues. The economy and available state revenues, 

whether robust or weak, had an impact on each governor’s budget decisions, just as 

their individual priorities played an important role in determining how and where the 

revenue was invested.  

 

Theme Five: Perceptions of Community Colleges 

Through the process of distilling the emerging theme of perception, two sub-

themes emerged: first, that personal perceptions influenced each governor’s own life 

experiences, and second, that these reflected their perceptions of community colleges. 

Both Governors Roberts and Kitzhaber were further influenced by their own 

experiences with formal education and informal learning. This multi-dimensional 

approach provided a more holistic perspective to each governor’s perceptions.    

In relationship to her formal education, Governor Roberts perceived herself as 

a positive and self-assured high school and college student. She said, “I was 

salutatorian of the high school graduating class. I was a very good student, and I was 

president of the service club and editor of the school yearbook.” As quoted earlier, 

Roberts said, “Nobody suggested that I go to college,” and it was some years after 

high school that she was able to begin taking college courses. Roberts spoke of her 

excitement at signing up for college classes, her dedication to pursuing a college 

degree, and how she has come to terms with the fact that she does not possess a 
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baccalaureate. She described her lack of a degree as “my great liability” which made 

her feel inferior, and she added that she did not want to look uneducated when 

associating with the friends and colleagues of her husband Senator Frank Roberts, a 

Portland State University professor. Senator Roberts did encourage her to return to 

college to finish her degree, but she did not because “I couldn’t find time to get an 

education, and that’s pretty ironic really. . . . I really wanted to go back to school but I 

had other priorities.”   

Those other priorities included serving on a school district board, a community 

college board, and an appointment to fill a Multnomah County Commission seat. 

Roberts had a positive experience as a parent of a community college student and as a 

community college board member, and she described what she learned through these 

experiences and how they impacted her priorities and decision-making when she 

became governor.  Roberts expressed her positive personal perception of community 

colleges: “I believed in the community college movement,” she said, adding, “Hey, 

this [community college] is a wonderful place, people can do really special things 

here.” This positive perception came from her unique personal experience, one that 

enabled her to say: 

I really thought it was time for somebody who  
came out of that sort of movement and was seated  
in the governor’s chair to make the same kind of  
impact there [on community colleges] that another  
governor might make in another priority area of the  
budget. . . . [It was] the perfect time for somebody  
who believed in the community college movement.  
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The voices of Roberts’ education policy advisors are unanimous in their 

agreement that the positive perceptions about community colleges she brought to the 

office of the governor were positively impacted by her community college life 

experience. Marilynne Keyser recalled that Roberts’ trust and confidence in 

community college leaders made them influential members of her transition team. In 

fact, Keyser’s husband, John Keyser, then president of Clackamas Community 

College, served as the chair of Roberts’ transition team. Marilynne Keyser recalled, 

“Barbara had a lot of confidence because of her personal experience in the community 

college environment, which was extensive.” She continued, “In terms of a person that 

not only understood and loved community colleges, but had so many of her key 

advisors connected to community colleges . . . you can’t do better than that.” This was 

echoed by Roger Bassett (who later served as the Community College Commissioner) 

in his comment, “Barbara is a political leader of the heart, and her affair of the heart 

with community colleges was a natural. . . . The importance of community colleges to 

Barbara was generally understood” and, “in the Roberts administration there was 

never any question that community colleges would be a part of a discussion with 

Barbara herself.” Connie Green, Roberts’ education advisor from 1993-1994 and a 

community college employee of more than 25 years, described Roberts as passionate 

about education and what community colleges do and said Roberts was “a governor 

that really believed in hope. . . . Her governorship with Oregon was believing in 

people.”  
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In an interview with Governor Kitzhaber, he shared his belief in the 

importance of public education as a necessity for a strong democracy and said his own 

life experience growing up was shaped by the expectation that he would obtain a 

college degree. These values and life experiences were core to Kitzhaber’s personal 

perceptions of education. In recalling his election to the Legislature, he recalled: “I 

was interested really in public education and in environmental issues, and those were 

the two issues that really drove me.”   

Regarding his perceptions of community colleges, Kitzhaber said, “I don’t 

think I really knew much about community colleges until I was elected to the 

legislature in the ‘70s . . . and I came to believe that community colleges were an 

extremely important infrastructure.” When asked to reflect on his 2001 budget 

decisions for community colleges, he described the importance of having the option 

for students to start their college experiences at community colleges, which expand 

access through “an infrastructure that you could use on the front end for an awful lot 

of students.” Kitzhaber was clear about community colleges being an important access 

point for students, and he recalled, “We didn’t give you all you asked for. . . . I do 

remember that there was no question that we were going to really try to hold the line 

on a big chunk of money [for community colleges].”  

Jean Thorne also recalled Governor Kitzhaber’s interest in access for students 

and his growing perception that community colleges could be the post-secondary 

vehicle to provide the capacity by which “we really are trying to show our 

commitment toward expanding growth in community colleges.” Thorne drew a 
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connection between the influence that the community college leadership, with its unity 

pledge, had on Governor Kitzhaber and his belief that such an investment would 

provide a gateway for students and access to opportunity across the state. Roger 

Bassett similarly recalled Governor Kitzhaber recognizing an investment in 

community colleges would be one he could count on to be successful and one in which 

he did not have to worry about the results. When asked about the impetus for the 2001 

budget increase for community colleges and whether Governor Kitzhaber simply 

listened to staff or whether he had a positive perception of community colleges, 

Bassett said: 

A little of both probably. John knew he could  
count on that investment going well in the  
Legislature. He knew [the investment] would  
come back—subtly perhaps, rather than  
spectacularly—as a good investment. He knew  
he didn’t have to worry about community  
colleges not delivering what they promised. 
 

This interest in an investment in community colleges is part of the record; in 

Kitzhaber’s 2000 State of the State, he said: 

In addition to these investments in the primary  
and secondary systems, we must also invest in  
our universities and community colleges. First,  
we must help Oregon’s community colleges serve  
their growing population of students. For many  
Oregonians, our community colleges are the front  
door to better jobs and better futures. They are  
not only the community resource needed to keep  
professional skills up to date, but are often the  
first step toward a four-year degree. Yet the last  
legislative session provided no increase in funding  
to cover the dramatic enrollment growth faced by  
our community colleges. This is not acceptable  
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and my next budget will include resources to  
begin to address the increasing enrollment at  
these vital centers of learning. (State of Oregon  
Archives) 
 

Summary: Perceptions of Community Colleges  

As the governors’ perceptions of education and community colleges emerged, 

there were both differences and commonalities.  Both Roberts and Kitzhaber 

articulated positive education experiences, although their educational journeys were 

very different. Their thinking and perceptions about community colleges varied, but 

they had a common lived experience as governor, and their decisions on critical 

investments for community colleges were aligned.  

Roberts, and her advisors, describe her perceptions of community colleges 

with words such as belief, passion, trust, confidence, commitment, positive personal 

experience. These words illustrate an emotional attachment and conviction to 

community colleges. Roberts’ positive perception of community colleges is, to quote 

Bassett, “an affair of the heart.” 

Kitzhaber’s perceptions of community colleges were seemingly constructed 

from a more pragmatic and practical point of view. Words used by Kitzhaber and his 

advisors, such as access point, capacity, gateway, no worry about results, count on the 

investment, illustrate this pragmatic point of view. Kitzhaber’s positive perception 

appears to be based primarily on his intellectual knowledge of the practical benefit of 

investing in, and getting results from, community colleges. 
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Summary of Findings 

 Although the governors came from different backgrounds, had dissimilar 

educational experiences, and came to their perceptions of community colleges by 

decidedly different journeys, the findings reflect common themes. The governors 

described their own personal beliefs about the value of education and its role in a 

strong democratic and progressive society. This value of education for all and at all 

levels provided a basis for the second theme, setting strategic policy and investment 

priorities was a significant step in the budget process. Given that there is a standard 

procedure for allocating the states resources, the process for choosing where to invest 

was critical. Both governors used the budget process as a mechanism to identify and to 

fund strategic policy priorities. Both governors set their priorities within a context of 

both internal and external influences, the third and fourth themes to emerge from the 

findings. Life experience as a critical internal influence emerged as a filter for the 

governors, providing assistance in keeping the administrations’ identified policy 

priorities in play as the budget developed. The strategic policy priorities also 

interacted with contextual or external forces of the day, including the economic and 

political climate. By necessity, each governor’s budget reflected the economic 

conditions of the times, strong for one and weak for the other. The political climate 

also played a role in the ability of the governors to advance their own priorities or to 

be drawn off by emerging issues. The final theme to emerge from the findings was the 

governors’ perceptions about community colleges. Both Roberts and Kitzhaber held 

positive perceptions of community colleges. The findings indicate that although there 
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is diversity in how each governor’s perceptions were created, whether emanating from 

the heart or the head, there was affinity in the influence those perceptions had on each 

governor’s budget decision-making.  
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Chapter V: Summary, Insights, and Recommendations 

 

 The purpose of this study was to describe how two Oregon governors 

determined community college budgets within their recommended budgets and how 

each governor was influenced in making their final budget decisions. Using a 

phenomenological method provides the participants, the researcher, and the reader 

with a better understanding of how two Oregon governors’ experiences and 

perspectives framed and influenced budget processes and their ultimate decisions 

about community college budgets. This chapter provides a summary and analysis of 

the findings, a discussion of how the findings are supported by the literature, proposes 

insights and implications for community college leaders and recommendations for 

further research. This summary chapter is organized around the following research 

questions: 

• What process was used to decide where the general fund budget would be 

invested?  

• What role did internal staff have on the governor’s budget decisions? 

• What was the role of external factors/context on the governor’s budget 

decision-making? 

• Did the personal perspective of the governors make a difference for 

community college budgets? 

The study participants included two Oregon governors and five education 

policy advisors who served during their administrations: Governor Barbara Roberts 
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and her advisors Marilynne Keyser, Connie Green and Roger Bassett; and Governor 

John Kitzhaber and his advisors Roger Bassett and Jean Thorne. 

 

The Budget Process: Locking in Strategic Investment Priorities  

The literature shows that governors, as chief executive officers of a state, have 

broad powers and authority to develop and implement policy priorities (Bernick & 

Wiggins, 1991; Beyle, 1983; Rosenthal, 1990). To produce the official budget 

document, both Oregon governors’ administrations followed the standardized 

procedure for budget development dictated by the Oregon constitution, statutes and 

rules. However, both administrations also used additional criteria for selecting 

priorities as they locked in particular strategic budget investments. The literature also 

confirms that this latter role of the governor as the chief legislator given the 

governor’s responsibility for proposing the budget, giving governors a primary 

leadership role for policy and budgetary decisions (Beyle, 1983; Bernick & Wiggins, 

1991; Rosenthal, 1990; Sabato, 1983). 

The study participants described the policy and priority processes they used to 

determine the state general fund budget. During her four-year term as governor, 

Governor Roberts’ priorities aligned with Oregon’s statewide strategic plan, the 

Oregon Benchmarks. Following the passage of the local property tax limitation Ballot 

Measure 5 (see Appendix B), which severely reduced revenue, Roberts was keenly 

aware of anti-government anger and mistrust. This led her to prioritize state 

government streamlining and accountability as one of her important budget process 
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priorities. Governor Kitzhaber’s priorities were primarily based on his philosophy of 

achieving a greater good for the larger community—to make investments for 

prevention, not simply to respond to an immediate crisis. Kitzhaber viewed education 

as a continuum of Pre-K through graduate school and used a unifying policy for 

setting his priority investment strategy.  

The Role of Internal Staff: Critical Life Experiences 

 One finding of this study is the critical role played by education policy 

advisors, and their life experience, in budget development and final budget decision-

making. Many governors rely upon the advice and judgment of a small group of 

individuals or advisors who act as a filter for incoming information and decision-

making (National Governors’ Association, 1981). Governor Roberts’ key education 

(PreK-20) advisors were connected to the community college system, either directly or 

indirectly, enabling them to speak knowledgeably and with influence about the role 

and impact of community colleges. Marilynne Keyser, a CPA before joining state 

government, served the Roberts administration as budget director and then education 

advisor was married to an Oregon community college president; Connie Green had 

over 25 years of community college experience in Oregon; and Roger Bassett had 

worked at the state offices of community colleges in both Oregon and Washington. 

These three advisors had a deep knowledge of, and a passion for, the mission of 

community colleges, and it influenced their policy advice within the Roberts 

administration. Roberts’ direct experience with community colleges, as member and 
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chair of a local community college board, made for an advantageous policy 

atmosphere for community college within her administration. 

 The two education policy advisors for Governor Kitzhaber likewise influenced 

his budget decision-making. Roger Bassett’s extensive state-level community college 

administrative experience and his service to multiple governors provided a positive 

community college perspective during Kitzhaber’s tenure. Jean Thorne, who had 

worked previously with Kitzhaber in other policy areas, was new to education and 

community colleges. Despite lacking the same kind of direct community college 

experience as Bassett, Jean Thorne quickly saw the alignment of the Kitzhaber 

administration’s philosophy and commitment to serving the greater good and the 

mission of community colleges, making her an advocate for community colleges. 

 The education policy advisors worked with state agencies during the budget 

development process, playing a significant role in articulating and aligning their 

governor’s budget priorities. Prior research provides an understanding of process and 

priority setting used by states (National Governors Association, 2002). Bernick and 

Wiggins (1991) describe the budget as a state’s single most important policy initiative.  

Layzell and Lyddon (1990) point to the important role governors’ office staff play in 

handling technical details, distinguishing the important from the trivial, and generally 

serving as gatekeepers in the budget process. This study confirms that the budget 

development process is not simply the busy work of following established procedures 

and rules leading to the production of a budget; rather, it illustrates the influential role 
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governor’s advisors have, within the budget processes, to shape and define the state’s 

priorities in the budget. 

The Role of External Factors: Contextual Forces at Work 

 The development of a governor’s budget is an interplay of contextual forces 

and factors. Layzell and Lyddon (1990) describe the environmental context of state 

budgeting as being comprised of contextual factors: historical, political, demographic, 

and economic. This study finds external factors play a significant role in the budget 

development and decision-making process.  

 For Governor Roberts, the reduction in state revenue, brought about by the 

passage of Ballot Measure 5 was a significant external economic factor affecting the 

development of the 1993 budget. During her term, Roberts also had to deal with the 

external political factor of voter frustration and distrust, particularly in regard to 

budget processes and priorities. Roberts and her education policy advisors all 

described these external factors as having a significant role in setting policy priorities 

and budget decision-making. 

 Alternatively, Governor Kitzhaber’s external influencers provided a positive 

budget environment. The economic forecast for state general fund revenue for the 

2001 biennial budget had increased over previous years, and this positive revenue 

outlook provided the governor and his education policy advisors with the resources to 

make investments in priority areas, specifically in community college funding. 

Another positive external factor in Kitzhaber’s 2001 budget was the political influence 

of the community college presidents and their unity pledge. The unity pledge, as 
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described earlier, was signed by the 17 community college presidents and their local 

elected boards and was designed to demonstrate their collective commitment to pursue 

funding for the system rather than competing against each other for individual 

allocations. Kitzhaber’s own words, from our interview, reflect the positive impact the 

pledge had: “I remember the unity pledge… [and] I wanted to invest in community 

colleges.”  

 The economy and available state revenues, whether robust or weak, had an 

impact on each governor’s budget decisions. Just as the political environment played 

an important role in determining their policy priorities, so too did the economy 

influence how and where state revenue was invested.  

The Governors’ Personal Perceptions of Community Colleges 

 This study finds that the perceptions about community colleges held by 

Governors Roberts and Kitzhaber were important determinates in their budget 

decision-making. The life experience of the two governors, particularly their 

educational experiences, was decidedly different; one governor was the first in her 

family to go to college, while the other knew post-secondary education was an 

expectation for all members of his family.  

Family expectations and personal experiences with post-secondary education 

were only one of the elements that the governors discussed as having influenced their 

perceptions of education and community colleges. Roberts believed in the community 

college movement in large part because she was the parent of a successful community 

college student, as well as a local community college board member, a statewide 
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community college board member, and someone who had seen firsthand the difference 

community colleges made for diverse student populations. Roberts chose her 

education advisors from the community college ranks because her comfort with and 

commitment to the mission of community college, which are, in her words, “a 

valuable partner in reaching our goals for building our communities for tomorrow.” 

 Governor Kitzhaber developed his perceptions of community colleges after he 

was elected to the Oregon legislature. By his own admission, he didn’t really know 

much about community colleges until, by virtue of his public office, he became 

acquainted with his local community college and “came to believe that community 

colleges were an extremely important infrastructure” for providing options for 

students “and an important access point for students.” It was this relatively new 

experience that played an important role in Kitzhaber’s positive perceptions about 

community colleges and motivated him to increase funding for community college 

enrollments. As he said in our interview: “we must invest in our community colleges . 

. .   the front door to better jobs and better futures. . . . My next budget will include 

resources to begin to address the increasing enrollment at these vital centers of 

learning.” 

 

Insights into the Findings of This Study 

The two Oregon governors and their education policy advisors in this study 

provide the opportunity to more clearly understand the relationship between the 

process of budget building and human side of selecting and funding priorities. This 
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study reviewed the process and environment for the development of two state budgets 

and the interaction between the budget processes and the perceptions of key people 

within the governor’s administration, which ultimately determined the final 

community college budget decisions. The personal perceptions and life experiences of 

Governors Roberts and Kitzhaber appeared to play a significant role in their policy 

priorities and influenced their budget decision-making. 

This study supports other research on the central role of the governor in setting 

and funding budget priorities. This study also confirms that the budget process, the life 

experiences of internal staff, and contextual factors influence and impact the final 

budget. Further, this study adds to the literature by illustrating how the personal values 

and perceptions of these two Oregon governors, regardless of how or when they were 

developed, were significant determinates in the final community college budget 

decisions.  

Roberts, a strong community college advocate prior to her election to statewide 

office, was challenged to hold community college funding harmless as a newly elected 

governor in a dramatically reduced revenue environment. By her own admission, it 

was her lived experience with community colleges that provided the opportunity to 

positively impact (or at least to minimize any loss in) the budget of community 

colleges simply because, as governor, she could. Community colleges were, as 

education policy advisor Bassett believed, an affair of the heart for Roberts.  

Roberts’ strong advocacy for community colleges both before her election and 

during her incumbency are evident in her 1993 general fund budget, in which Oregon 
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community colleges were recommended to receive $258 million dollars, an increase of 

30.3% from the previous biennial budget of $198 million. Putting the community 

college general fund percentage increase in the larger context of the overall 1993 

budget, this investment brought community colleges to 95% of what would have been 

considered current service level. (Current service level in Oregon state budget 

parlance is the level of funding expected biennium to biennium with established 

statewide inflation [and in some areas caseload] rates included.) The Governor’s 

Recommended Budget for 1993 discusses other education sectors in relation to current 

service level as well. The State School Fund (a grant-in-aid funding for Pre-K12 

schools) was recommended at 98%, while Oregon University System was 

recommended at 84% of current service level. Other state agencies indicate a range of 

decrease from current service level of 94% for human resources to 83% for 

transportation and economic development. Additionally, both the community college 

and State School Fund increases did include general fund dollars to backfill the loss of 

local property taxes with the implementation of Ballot Measure 5 (Governor’s 1993 

Recommended Budget, 1992).  

Governor Kitzhaber’s personal belief that education was the single most 

important investment a state can make in its future, coupled with his philosophy of 

investing for the greater good, were foundational to his positive perception of 

community colleges.  This positive perception of community colleges as a critical 

access point in the state’s educational infrastructure was reinforced when all 17 

colleges pledged to act as system, putting the needs of the state ahead of their 
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individual needs. Kitzhaber acknowledged his positive personal perception of 

community colleges, saying he wanted to invest in community colleges not for each 

individual college but for the community college system and what it could provide for 

Oregon.  

Kitzhaber’s 2001 budget reflected his belief in education as an investment, as 

Oregon community colleges received an additional $45 million, bringing the 

operational budget from $428 million to $467 million in state general funds, a 10% 

increase from the prior biennial budget and 7.2 % above current service level of $442 

million. Putting the community college investment into context with the other sectors 

of education shows that the State School Fund for PreK-12 was funded at 2.5% above 

and Oregon University System was funded at 99.3% of their current service levels. 

Other state agencies budgets for 2001 ranged from increases for economic and 

community development of 10% above current service level to 98% of current service 

level for human resources.  

 

Recommendations for Community College Leaders 

Community colleges in Oregon—and across the nation—are facing increasing 

competition for the portion of state general revenue that supports their operations. This 

competition for a finite resource calls for greater understanding of state-level budget 

development and decision-making processes. Raising the level of understanding of 

budget processes—and of the role of key individuals in the process—is critical to the 

ability of community college leaders to develop successful strategies to influence 
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state-level budget decisions. The literature and this study both confirm that the 

governor is the main architect for a state’s policies and budget, generally achieving 

95% of the budget they propose. Therefore, the insights from this study is that 

effective community college leaders need to recognize the powerful and pivotal role 

the governor plays in setting a state’s policy agenda and budget. 

This study confirms the role of the governor in the budget decision-making 

process as one of chief legislator or arbiter of the final budget (Rosenthal, 1990). The 

following quotations from Bassett and from Keyser illustrate this: “Governor 

Kitzhaber likes to make things happen by establishing a strategic position to policy 

and investment locked in the budget” and “the governor [Roberts] decided to focus on 

three priorities for the four years. . . . It was less money than we’ve ever had, but you 

still have to have priorities in order to decide how to cut the budget as well as build 

one.” This finding on the importance of governors to lock in their own strategic 

investment priorities calls for community college leaders to be active participants in 

the process. Effective community college leaders would be well-served to gain 

knowledge of the how that strategic priority setting is carried out and to be informed 

about the budgeting process and timelines in order to effectively influence and 

respond to the priorities and process. 

The findings of this study on the important role of the governor as chief 

legislator also suggests community college leaders may be most successful when they 

get to know not only their governors but also those individuals close to the governor 

who are responsible for providing advice on education and particularly community 
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college policies and budgets to the governor. Roberts selected her PreK-20 education 

advisors, as discussed earlier, with community college credentials. Keyser recalled, 

“Barbara had a lot of confidence [in community colleges]. . . . She not only understood 

community colleges and loved community colleges, she had so many of her key 

advisors connected to community colleges. . . . You can’t do better than that.” 

Kitzhaber’s two education advisors came from different state government 

backgrounds: Bassett with community college credentials, and Thorne from a health 

and human services experiences. Both Bassett and Thorne described their role as 

education advisors as assisting in the development of strategic priorities that were 

complementary to and would advance Kitzhaber’s own gubernatorial philosophy. 

Thorne illustrated the strategic investment priorities for Kitzhaber as follows: 

“Because I had worked with him on the health plan and clearly understood that 

underpinning and setting priorities . . . in terms of the greater good for the greater 

community . . . that drove a lot of the budget decisions he made.”  

The education advisors for both governors managed the day-to-day education 

issues, and an important finding to this study was their influential role in selecting and 

advancing strategic investment priorities. Once the priorities had been articulated, the 

education advisors reported that their responsibility was to prepare budget options for 

governor’s final decisions. Therefore, community college leaders would be well 

served in getting to know not only the strategic priorities of their governor’s but also 

those key education advisors who provide pivotal influence on community college 

issues and budgets.   
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 Getting to know the governor and education advisors implies more than 

superficial interactions, more than simple group meetings where the conversation is 

orchestrated and designed ahead of time. Instead, these interactions should lead to a 

clear understanding of the administration’s policy priorities and of the placement of 

education and specifically community colleges among these priorities.   

Another finding of this study is the importance of contextual factors in the 

budget decision-making. For Governor Kitzhaber, a positive contextual factor was the 

development of the community college unity pledge. This pledge, signed by each 

college president and college board chair, communicated consensus and priority to a 

collective approach for operating funds for all community colleges. Kitzhaber 

remembered the pledge this way: “I remember the unity (pledge). . . . It was a big step, 

[and] . . . I remember wanting to invest in community colleges because I felt the 

college presidents had coalesced.” The unity pledge can be viewed as demonstrative of 

two of the findings of this study: first, it responds to the theme of setting and investing 

in strategic priorities, and second, it illustrates how important context can be in budget 

decision-making. For Kitzhaber, who valued and sought strategic policies and 

investments, the pledge became the epitome of a collective, albeit external, effort to 

respond to a strategic priority for the greater good for the community of Oregon.   

This study finds that greater knowledge of a governor’s priorities will enable 

community college leaders to build a relationship grounded in a recognition and 

awareness of these priorities and provide the basis for influencing the governor’s 

overall perception of community colleges. In other words, community colleges’ 
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messages should be framed around the governor’s perceptions and priorities for 

optimal impact.  

This study also supports prior research (Layzell & Lyddon, 1990; Thompson, 

1987) that the policy advisors close to the governor are important influencers of and 

technical advisors to the state-level budget development and decision-making process.  

Thus, effective community college leaders will also build relationships with a 

governor’s education policy advisors, since those advisors have access and 

opportunity to influence the governor’s perceptions and decisions and act as 

translators, interceptors, and gatekeepers. Productive relationships with education 

policy advisors will provide the opportunity for a better understanding of policy 

priorities and, again, the ability to frame the community college message for 

maximum influence and impact. In addition, effective community college leaders will 

be familiar with the state-level budgeting process and timeline to ensure that the 

messages are delivered most effectively within the established timeframe. 

In sum, governors do not make their policy priorities and budget decisions in a 

vacuum. Policies and budgets are necessarily subject to internal and to external 

environmental factors, and decisions are made with these factors in mind. Nor can 

community college leaders control all external factors that impact budget decisions. 

Therefore, an effective role for community college leaders is active participation in 

seeking solutions that are responsive to the state’s external context, using knowledge 

of the governor’s perceptions and personal values to make their collective case.  
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This study finds that recognizing the perceptions of community colleges held 

by governors and their education advisors is an important consideration when setting 

policy priorities and making budget decisions. Governor Roberts, because of her lived 

experiences, came to her role of governor with a positive perception of community 

colleges. Governor Kitzhaber’s perceptions of community colleges, developed after he 

was elected to the legislature, were influenced by his education policy advisors and by 

actions taken by community college leaders.  

Given the key role of governors and their main education advisors in strategic 

and budget decisions, community colleges leaders should also consider building 

relationships with gubernatorial candidates prior to the election and then reinforcing 

the relationship with the governor-elect prior to the inauguration. Community college 

leaders can begin building positive relationships during the campaign, when many 

gubernatorial candidates are looking for issues of focus. The work of establishing a 

strong and positive community college perception among the gubernatorial 

candidates— or even prior to the official candidacy—offers the opportunity to 

establish early on a relationship that can provide access and influence after the 

election.  

 

Recommendations for Further Research 

 The usefulness of this study to the field of community college leadership is the 

knowledge of the relationship between governors’ perceptions and their decisions.  

The two governors evaluated in this study articulated that they used the budget 
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development process to establish strategic priorities, that they were influenced by their 

own lived experience and that of key education policy staff, and that contextual factors 

also played a role in budget decisions. This research encourages community college 

leaders to expand their knowledge of and influence on state-level budget processes 

and the perceptions of governors, in addition to legislators, in order to positively 

impact community college funding. Acknowledging the importance of both 

understanding budget processes and building positive personal relationships suggests 

other questions and recommendations for further research. 

• Establishing successful methods that will increase the knowledge and 

understanding of key budget decision-makers about the overall mission of 

community colleges. This study focused on two Oregon governors, one who 

had many years of experience with and strong personal advocacy for 

community colleges, and the other who learned about community colleges 

upon election to public office. Both Oregon governors did invest state general 

funds in community colleges. It was beyond the scope of this study to research 

what approaches or methods of communication produces the most successful 

increase in knowledge and understanding about community colleges and their 

comprehensive mission. Offering successful models of communication would 

assist community college leaders in developing and delivering their message 

for optimal impact. 

• Determining the importance of establishing positive relationships with key 

budget state level decision-makers. This study focused on relationships with 
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key state level officials as only one element that influenced of budget 

decision-making. Future research could expand on and explore the critical 

characteristics of establishing and maintaining positive relationships between 

community college leaders and state-level budget decision-makers. 

• Discovering the role of the perception of governors in states other than 

Oregon regarding community colleges and its impact on policy and funding in 

other states. This study focused on two Oregon governors and their 

perceptions about community colleges and is instructive as a description of 

their lived experiences. Expanding the view to other states and other 

governors would provide additional experiences from which community 

college leaders could draw knowledge and gain broader insights. 

• Establishing the level of understanding of community college leaders and 

stakeholders on the role of the governor as a key budget decision-maker. This 

study tells the story of the lived experiences of two Oregon governors and 

their perceptions on community colleges. By design, this study looked at 

factors that influenced the governors, including the budget process itself, their 

staff, and the external context of the budgeting process. This study finds that 

governor’s perceptions do matter in the state budgeting process. It did not 

attempt to quantify or qualify what community college leaders knew about the 

state budgeting process nor who influences it. Future research on the level of 

knowledge that community college leaders have about state budgeting and key 
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budget decision-makers could raise awareness and increase influence on state-

level budget decisions.  

The research recommended above may help expand the knowledge of 

community college leaders about state-level decision-making. Continued research is 

essential, as community colleges face the dynamics of state-level funding and 

changing political and external environmental contexts. Further research will provide 

community college leaders with a deeper understanding of the influential role of key 

budget decision-makers and enable them to communicate and position themselves to 

compete effectively for finite state resources. 

 

Personal Reflections 

This study was important to me for my own professional development. My job 

as commissioner requires me to be an effective spokesperson and advocate for 

community colleges. The knowledge of facts and figures and the ability to deliver 

compelling stories is only one aspect of being a successful spokesperson; to be truly 

effective, it is important to know one’s audience. The findings presented here suggest 

that the ability to influence extends beyond just providing convincing statistics—it 

includes tailoring budget materials and requests to coincide with or respond to the 

experience, values, and perceptions of one’s audience. And in this study, the governor 

and their education advisors were the ultimate audience of the message. The 

experience of conducting this study and the learning that has come from it have 

provided me with valuable insights into ways to increase influence and effectiveness 
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as a community college leader in working with both community colleges and with 

governors and their advisors. 

 

 



 97

 References 

Balancing the Budget – Stimulating the Economy (January 23, 2002). State of Oregon 
Archives. Retrieved April 10, 2007, from 
http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/governors/Kitzhaber/web_pages/governor/speeche
s/s020123.html. 

 
Bernick, E. L., & Wiggins, C. W. (1991). Executive-legislative relations: The 

governor’s role as chief legislator. In E .B. Herzik & B. W. Brown (Eds.). 
Gubernatorial  leadership and state policy (pp. 72-89). New York: Greenwood 
Press. 

 
Beyle, T. (1983). Governors’ view on being governor. In T. L. Beyle & L. R. 

Muchmore (Eds.), Being governor: The view from the office (pp. 22-31). 
Durham, NC: Duke Press Policy Studies. 

 
Beyle, T., & Dalton, R. (1983). The governor and the state legislature. In T. L. Beyle 

& L. R.  Muchmore, (Eds.), Being governor: The view from the office (pp. 125-
130). Durham, NC: Duke Press Policy Studies. 

 
Bogdan, R.C., & Biklen, S.R. (1998). Qualitative research for education: An 

introduction to theory and methods. Needham Heights, MA: Aalyn and Bacon. 
 
Biographical Note: Governor Barbara Roberts. State of Oregon Archives. Retrieved 

April 10, 2007 from http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/governors/Roberts/Roberts 
bio.html 

 
Biographical Note: Governor John Kitzhaber. State of Oregon Archives. Retrieved 

April 10, 2007 from http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/governors/Kitzhaber/bio.html 
 
Bohart, B. E. (2002). A descriptive study of the Oregon community college budget 

processes during the 2001-03 legislative session. Unpublished doctoral 
dissertation, Oregon State University, Corvallis.  

 
Broder, D. S. (2000). Democracy derailed: Initiative campaigns and the power of 

money. New York: Harcourt, Inc. 
 
Brudney, J., & Hebert, F. (1987). State agencies and their environments: Examining 

the influence of important external actors. The Journal of Politics. 49(1), 186-
206. 

 
Budget and Management Division. (1992). State of Oregon 1993-1995 Governor's 

Budget. Salem, OR: Oregon Department of Administrative Services.  
 



 98

Budget and Management Division. (2000). State of Oregon 2001-2003 Governor's 
Budget. Salem, OR: Oregon Department of Administrative Services.  

 
Budget and Management Division. (2003). State of Oregon 2003-2005 Governor's 

Budget. Salem, OR: Oregon Department of Administrative Services.  
 
Budget Woes, Fixes Fill Address (February 2, 2002). Oregonian Archives. Retrieved 

July 13, 2007, from http://www.oregonlive.com/search/oregonian. 
 
Caiden, N., & White J. (1995). Budgeting, policy, politics: An appreciation of Aaron 

Wildavsky. New Brunswick, NJ: Transaction Publishers. 
 
Can Roberts Rebound? (January 3, 1993). Oregonian Archives. Retrieved July 13, 

2007 from http://www.oregonlive.com/search/oregonian 
 
Coats, R. Q. (2002). The essence of influence: Community college presidents’ 

experiences with Washington state legislators. Unpublished doctoral 
dissertation, Oregon State University, Corvallis.  

 
Creswell, J. (1998). Qualitative inquiry and research design—Choosing among five 

traditions. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 
 
Department of Administrative Services. (2004). What has caused the general fund 

growth since 1989? Salem, OR:  
 
Educators Bemoan Agonies of Cuts (March 28, 1992). Oregonian Archives. Retrieved 

July 13, 2007, from http://www.oregonlive.com/search/oregonian . 
 
Ellis, R. J. (2004). Direct democracy in Oregon. Oregon's Future. IV(1), 6-7. 

Farewell Address (January 9, 1995). State of Oregon Archives. Retrieved April 10, 
2007 from http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/governors/Roberts/legis1995.html 

 
Flentje, E. H. (1983). The political nature of the governor as manager. In T. L. Beyle 

& L. R. Muchmore (Eds.), Being governor: The view from the office. (pp. 85-
92). Durham, NC: Duke Press Policy Studies. 

 
Frank Roberts: 1915-1993 A Teacher’s Teacher. (November 1, 1993). Oregonian 

Archives. Retrieved July12, 2007, from 
http://www.oregonlive.com/search/oregonian 

 
Gross, D. A. (1991). The policy role of governors. In E. B. Herzik & B. W. Brown, 

(Eds.), Gubernatorial leadership and state policy (pp. 1-21). New York: 
Greenwood Press. 



 99

 
Herzik, E. B. (1991). Policy agendas and gubernatorial leadership. In E. B. Herzik & 

B. W. Brown (Eds.), Gubernatorial leadership and state policy (pp. 25-37). 
New York: Greenwood Press. 

 
Hill, R. B. (2001). Survey research. In E. I. Farmer & J. W. Rojewshi (Ed.), Research 

pathways (pp. 201-222). Lanhan, MD: United Press of American, Inc. 
 
Jacoby, W., & Schneider, S. (2001).  Variability in state policy priorities: An empirical 

analysis. The Journal of Politics. 53(2), 544-568. 
 
Krueger, R. A. (1997). The influence of pressure groups on the education policy-

making decisions of the Minnesota legislature. Unpublished doctoral 
dissertation, University of Minnesota, Twin Cities. 

 
Layzell, D.T., & Lyddon, J.W (1990). Budgeting for higher education at the state 

level: Enigma, paradox, and ritual. (Report No ISBN-1-878380-x). 
Washington DC: George Washington University. (ERIC Document 
Reproduction Service No. ED 332562) 

 
Merriam, S. B. (2001). Qualitative research and case study applications in education. 

San Francisco: Jossey-Bass Publishers. 
 
Muchmore, L. R. (1983). The governor as manager. In T. L. Beyle & L. R. Muchmore 

(Eds.), Being governor: The view from the office (pp. 78-84). Durham, NC: 
Duke Press Policy Studies. 

 
National Association of State Budget Officers. (2002). Budget processes in the States. 

Washington, D.C.: National Governor's Association. 
 
National Governors Association (1981). Reflections on being governor. Washington, 

D.C.: National Governor’s Association. 
 
Office of the Governor (April 28, 1993). American Association of Community 

Colleges. State of Oregon Archives. Governor Roberts speeches. 
 
Oregon Community College Association, (2003). Legislative Policies 2003. Salem, 

OR: 
 
Oregon School Boards Association, (2004). The history of school funding. Retrieved 

December 28, 2004, from www.osba.org/hotopics/funding/history.html 
 
Patton, M. Q. (2002). Qualitative research & evaluation methods (3rd ed.). Thousand 

Oaks, CA: Sage Publications, Inc. 



 100

 
Roberts Vows Dramatic Cuts (January 24, 1992). Oregonian Archives. Retrieved July 

13, 2007, from http://www.oregonlive.com/search/oregonian 
 
Rosenthal, A. (1990). Governors and legislators; Contending powers. Washington, 

DC: Congressional Quarterly Inc. 
 
Stanglin, G. M. (1987). Perceptions and assessments of power in legislative politics 

for Texas community college administrative leadership. Unpublished doctoral 
dissertation, North Texas State University, Denton. 

 
Sabato, L. (1983). Goodbye to good time Charlie: The American governor 

transformed (2nd ed.). Washington, DC: Congressional Quarterly Inc. 
 
Selingo, J. (2003).  Massachusetts governor proposes major higher education 

reorganization.  Chronicle of Higher Education, 49(26), A24. 
 
Sinks J. (2003, February 17). COCC seeking larger slice of state funds. Bend Bulletin 

Retrieved February 13, 2005, from 
http://www.bendbulletin.com/news/results.cfm?story_no=8849.  

 
Sharkansky, I. (1968). Agency requests, gubernatorial support, and budget success in 

state legislatures. American Political Science Review. 26, 1220-1231. 
 
Stanglin, G. M. (1987). Perceptions and assessments of power in legislative politics 

for Texas community college administrative leadership. Unpublished doctoral 
dissertation, North Texas State University, Denton. 

 
State of the State (January 15, 1991). State of Oregon Archives. Retrieved April 10, 

2007, from 
http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/governors/Roberts/web_pages/governor/speeches/
s910115.html 

 
State of the State (January 21, 2000). State of Oregon Archives. Retrieved April 10, 

2007, from 
http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/governors/Kitzhaber/web_pages/governor/speeche
s/s000121.html 

 
State of the State (January 21, 2001). State of Oregon Archives. Retrieved April 10, 

2007, from http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/governors/Kitzhaber/legis2001.html 
 
 
 
 



 101

State of the State (February 1, 2002). State of Oregon Archives. Retrieved April 10, 
2007, from 
http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/governors/Kitzhaber/web_pages/governor/speeche
s/s020201.html 

 
Thompson, J. A. (1987). Agency requests, gubernatorial support, and budget success 

in state legislatures, revisited.  The Journal of Politics, 49(8), 756-779. 
 
University of Oregon Convocation (January 19, 2000). State of Oregon Archives. 

Retrieved April 10, 2007, from 
http://arcweb.sos.state.or.us/governors/Kitzhaber/web_pages/governor/speeche
s/s000219.html 

 
van Manen, M. (1990). Researching lived experience: Human science for an action 

sensitive pedagogy. New York: State University of New York Press. 
 
Weber, B.A., & Fisher, M.G. (1997). Oregon's fiscal choices: Historical context and 

long term implications. Corvallis, OR: Program for Government al Research 
and Education, Oregon State University. 

 
Western Interstate Commission on Higher Education. (2004). Regional fact book for 

higher education in the West. Denver, CO. 
 
White, J. (1995).  (Almost) nothing new under the sun: Why the work of budgeting 

remains incremental. In N. Caiden  & J. White (Eds.), Budgeting, Policy, 
Politics; An Appreciation of Aaron Wildavsky (pp. 111-125). New Brunswick, 
NJ: Transaction Publishers. 

 
Wildavsky, A. & Caiden, N. (2001). The new politics of the budgetary process (4th 

ed.). New York: Addison-Wesley Educational Publishers, Inc. 
 



   102  

APPENDIX A 
 

Enrollment at Oregon Community Colleges 
Update to 2006-07 

 
 

Oregon Community College Full time Equivalent 
Students 

Total Student 
Headcount 

Blue Mountain Community College 2,358 9,542 

Central Oregon Community College 3,691 15,775 

Chemeketa Community College 10,604 63,981 
Clackamas Community College 7,437 30,914 
Clatsop Community College 1,343 5,448 

Columbia Gorge Community College 921 5,048 

Klamath Community College 1,267 4,633 

Lane Community College 11,513 35,667 

Linn-Benton Community College 6,456 24,267 

Mt. Hood Community College 8,306 25,758 

Oregon Coast Community College 425 2,020 

Portland Community College 23,211 86,709 

Rogue Community College 4,547 19,508 

Southwestern Community College 3,148 11,484 

Tillamook Bay Community College 347 2,199 

Treasure Valley Community College 2,552 8,807 
Umpqua Community College 3,329 15,870 
Total 91,455 367,630 
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Appendix B: Summary of Ballot Measures 5, 47, and 50 
 

Ballot Measure 5 

Ballot Measure 5 proposed limiting the local, levy-based property tax system 

for local governments and public education. The effect of Measure 5 was to limit the 

amount of local tax collected on real property to $15 per $1,000 of real market value. 

All property taxes dedicated to K-12 schools and community colleges could not 

exceed $5 of the overall $15 per $1,000. The measure—and the state constitution—

required the state budget to replace local K-12 school property tax revenue lost as a 

result of passage of Measure 5. The replacement provisions for lost property taxes for 

K-12 schools did not require that the level of state support prior to the passage of the 

measure in 1990 be held constant. In reality, although there were replacement funds 

for the loss of property taxes, the actual amount of state support could and did decline 

for K-12. The same requirement did not exist for community colleges or local 

governments. Voters passed this initiative in 1990. 

The overall impact of Measure 5 was to shift funding responsibility, over a five 

year phase in period, from the local to the state level. It transferred the majority of the 

K-12 school and community college funding burden from local property taxes to the 

state general fund. One effect of Measure 5 can be seen in the level of state general 

funding for community colleges, which increased from approximately 25 % in 1989-

91, prior to Measure 5, to 42 % in the 1999-2001, post Measure 5 (Department of 

Administrative Services [DAS], 2004).  
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Ballot Measure 47 

Ballot measure, Measure 47 was citizen-initiated by the same anti-tax and anti-

government groups that had sponsored Measure 5 six years earlier. Ballot Measure 47 

passed in 1996. The impact of Measure 47 was to further limit property tax growth to 

3% per year of assessed property value and to restrict assessment growth. K-12 

schools and community colleges, facing decreasing property tax revenue caused by 

the effects of Measure 5, were now also limited in the amount of allowable growth in 

property tax revenue.  

 

Ballot Measure 50 

In 1997, the Oregon state legislature reviewed the cumulative impact of 

Measures 5 and 47 and proposed a statewide referral to the citizens, Measure 50, to 

harmonize these two property tax limiting measures. Under Measure 50, referred and 

passed in 1997, each community college (and K-12 school) district was assigned a 

permanent, fixed property tax rate for operations that could not be adjusted by a local 

community college governing board. Measure 50 maintained the Measure 47 

limitations that constrained property tax growth on assessed valuations to 3%, 

regardless of the real market value.  Thus, no matter how much local community 

property tax values grow, their revenue base from local property taxes will be held at 

this lower, fixed level.
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APPENDIX C 
 

Comparison of State and Local Funding 
of Oregon Community Colleges 

 
 

 

Tuition/Fees 

19%

State General Fund 

28% 

Other

6% 

Property Taxes  

48 % 

1989 – 90 (Pre-Measure 5) 

 

State  

General Fund 

53 %

Property Taxes 

21 % 

Tuition/Fees 

20 % 

Other 

6 % 

1990 - 2001 (Post-Measure 5) 


