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ABSTRACT 

 Educational accountability is predicated on the notion that holding institutions 

accountable for the performance of their students will improve efficiency. Higher 

education institutions have not seen the same changes in federal requirements regarding 

accountability as have K-12 institutions. However, with the American Graduation 

Initiative announced in 2009 by the Obama administration aimed at increasing the 

number of higher education graduates by 2020, higher education institutions, particularly 

community colleges, and the performance of their students have been thrust into the 

national spotlight. How are colleges responding? Little to no research exists on how 

performance accountability measures have influenced higher education institutions, 

specifically Florida community colleges.  

This paper examines the implementation of Florida’s performance policy at three 

Florida College System institutions. Community colleges are driven by the needs of the 

local community and their program offerings tend to reflect this notion; however, the 

performance measures set by the Legislature are standardized. Are colleges with a 

significant program enrollment in the Associate in Arts program responding differently 

than those with a significant enrollment in career and technical programs? Three 

institutions with diverse program enrollment were examined. Interviews with multiple 

staff serving various administrative functions from each institution as well as 

observations over an extended period of time were conducted for purposes of this study. 

Documents regarding performance policy at each institution were also evaluated. The 

findings of this study indicated that colleges developed student support mechanisms, 
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required retraining of faculty and staff while restructuring job requirements, and 

expanded data collection efforts in order to respond to performance mandates. The 

findings of this study revealed that institutions with like program enrollment responded 

similarly in terms of implementation efforts. All colleges implemented student support 

mechanisms, required retraining of faculty and staff and restructured job duties, and 

expanded data collection efforts but did not do so in the same fashion, dependent upon 

local community and program enrollment. The local community tended to reflect how 

colleges in the study responded to performance policy. The policy implementation 

literature.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 Accountability in education has moved closer to the forefront of the American 

political landscape. Educational accountability is predicated on the notion that holding 

institutions accountable for the performance of their students will improve efficiency 

(Zumeta, 2000). According to Burke (2005), accountability measures provide answers to 

such questions as “What is the public receiving in return for funds it invests in 

education?” and “How effectively is the education system serving its students?” 

Educational accountability systems generally require schools to develop performance 

goals and report performance outcomes. In Florida, postsecondary institutions, including 

community colleges, are held accountable through performance measures mandated by 

the state. According to Wright, Dallet, and Copa (2002), Florida community colleges 

cited “increases in the number of completers associated with performance based 

budgeting (PBB) as evidence that performance funding is working. The extent to which 

any such increases can be attributed to the PBB initiative, however, is hard to determine 

(p. 154).”   Florida has seen recent changes to its performance policy since the work of 

Wright et al. From 1996 through 2008, institutions in the Florida College System 

received additional funding contingent upon their performance on specified measures. A 

portion of the overall budget for the college system was set aside to award based on 

performance. In 2008, however, the Florida Legislature suspended additional funding 

based on performance due to state budget woes. In the final year for which colleges 

received funding, the 2006-07 academic year, performance funding dollars accounted for 

two percent of the overall state budget for the Florida College System.   
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Little is known about the ways community colleges are responding to 

accountability pressures and performance policy, in particular.  To what extent and in 

what ways are community colleges implementing new mandates set by the state? How 

does the policy environment and community and institutional factors influence 

community colleges’ implementation of performance policy?  And, is something to be 

learned about the implementation process generally from studying community colleges? 

Community colleges are driven by the needs of the local community; however, the 

performance measures set by the Legislature are standardized. Are colleges responding 

differently to performance policy in light of the needs of the local communities?  To 

examine this question, my study will seek to understand if and how the implementation 

of performance policy differs by researching three community colleges in Florida with 

diverse program enrollment (Associate of Arts and workforce programs).  

Community colleges and current presidential initiative 

Recently, community colleges have been in the national spotlight as a possible 

way to improve the nation’s economy by providing a skilled workforce. In 2009, 

President Barack Obama announced the American Graduation Initiative. The Initiative 

was premised on the notion that part of the answer to the U.S. financial recovery is a 

renewed focus on community colleges. The funding for the initiative has yet to be seen 

by the community colleges around the nation. When the funding is received, the 

American Graduation Initiative would pump $12 billion into community colleges and 

result in 5 million new graduates by 2020. The president’s higher-education initiative 

included $2.5 billion for construction and renovation at the nation's community colleges, 

$500 million for development of online courses and $9 billion for "challenge grants" 
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aimed at spurring innovation at the colleges. The president indicated that the grants are at 

the center of the Initiative, which required colleges to compete by designing innovative 

new programs or revamping existing curricula (Shear and deVise, 2009). 

According to Shear and deVise (2009), funds would be used to support what a 40 

percent to 50 percent increase in the number of people who graduate from a community 

college or go on to a four-year university. “Currently, about 1 million students graduate 

from community colleges each year” (Shear and deVise, 2009, p. 3). "It's going to be 

very focused money," Boggs said, “with the focus more on building capacity in the 

system over the long term than plugging holes in this year's budget” (Shear and deVise, 

2009, p.4).  

In early October, 2010, a summit on community colleges was led by the wife of 

the Vice President, Jill Biden, a community college professor. The summit brought 

together community college faculty and students, policy leaders, and business and 

philanthropic groups to take a critical look at how two-year institutions can better equip 

Americans with the skills that businesses and the economy need to compete in a global 

economy (Miners, 2010). "Community colleges are at the center of America's efforts to 

educate our way to a better economy," said Dr. Biden, and I know the power of 

community colleges to change lives," she added (Miners, p. 23). Dr. Biden also noted that 

community colleges today also have problems—more than 50 percent of community 

college students fail to transfer to a four-year school or receive an associate's degree 

within six years—and the summit examined ways to improve student retention and ease 

students' transition into the workforce or four-year institutions. Ideas on the table include 

new forms of industry partnerships with community colleges, better alignment of 
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curricula with employers' needs, and making community college more affordable for 

low-income students (Miners, 2010). However, there was not any discussion of 

performance funding as a recommendation at the summit. 

A new program, in addition to the American Graduation Initiative announced in 

2010, was also announced at the summit by the Obama administration. The new program 

is designed to tackle many of those strategies discussed at the summit (Miners, 2010). 

President Obama announced the launch of "Skills for America's Future," a program run 

by the nonprofit Aspen Institute that is designed to make it easier to connect community 

college students looking for jobs with businesses looking to hire. Funding for the effort 

will come from private sources and donors, not the federal government, but Obama has 

already signed legislation this year that pumps $2 billion into community colleges. These 

efforts are all part of the administration's broader call for community colleges to produce 

an additional 5 million graduates by 2020 (Miners, 2010). 

 Studying community colleges and their responsiveness to governmental 

mandates and macroeconomic influences takes on added importance in the context of this 

renewed national attention on colleges and their expected influence on economic 

recovery. Today, community colleges are both part of the broader economic and policy 

landscape and are seen by government and business alike as a key linchpin between high 

school and college. In this context, their study is increasingly relevant. 

Forms of Accountability 

Accountability policy in higher education can take at least three forms. According 

to Burke and Minassians (2003), the first model is performance funding, which links 

specified state funding directly to the performance of public institutions on individual 
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indicators. In the performance funding model, the relationship between performance and 

funding is predetermined. When an institution meets a specified performance target, it 

receives a designated amount or percent of state funding (McLendon, Hearn & Deaton, 

2006). The second model identified by Burke and Minassians is performance budgeting, 

which allows governors, legislators, and state boards of education to consider 

institutional achievement on performance indicators as one factor in determining budget 

allocations. In other words, the amount of reward received for performance depends 

“solely on the discretion of appropriators” (McLendon et al., p. 2). The final model 

highlighted by Burke and Minassians is performance reporting, in which key indicators 

of college and university performance are shared with legislators, governors, and the 

media. According to Burke and Minassians, as of 2003, 48 states used one or more of the 

above mentioned accountability models to monitor performance.  

 According to Burke and Minassians (2003), performance funding and 

performance budgeting increased in popularity during the 1990s. The 2003 Rockefeller 

Institute of Government survey conducted by Burke and Minassians showed that use of 

performance funding increased from 10 programs in 1997 to 19 programs in 2001. The 

survey also highlighted that performance budgeting grew from 16 to 28 programs 

between 1997 and 2000. However, use of performance budgeting decreased by one 

program in both 2001 and 2002, and decreased by five programs in 2003. Meanwhile, use 

of performance reporting jumped from 30 to 46 programs from 2000-2003.  

 Burke and Minassians (2003) reported that performance reporting was the more 

preferred version of accountability because it was perceived as a less controversial and 

less costly alternative. In 2003, 48 states used 1, 2, or all 3 of these accountability 
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programs (Burke & Minassians): 44 states used performance reporting programs, 15 

states made allocations using performance-funding programs, and 21 states used 

performance budgeting. Although there has been a steady increase in the use of 

performance reporting, Burke and Minassians suggested that the use of performance 

funding and performance budgeting may have peaked. 

Accountability System in Florida 

 In Florida, the budget is allocated annually and a portion was set aside for 

colleges to earn based on specified performance measures. According to Wright, Dallet, 

and Copa (2002), aligning academic results to specialized funding has a significant 

history in Florida. Initiative funding began in Florida in the 1970’s and made funds 

available to colleges and universities for specified activities with the hope of encouraging 

desired results (Wright, Dallet, & Copa). In the 1970’s, Florida developed Programs of 

Distinction, later renamed Centers of Excellence, at the universities that focused on 

improving enrollment and completion rates. The initiative grew to include a matching 

fund for an Eminent Scholars program and eventually the creation of the High 

Technology and Industry Council. The High Technology and Industry Council supported 

funds for competitive grants for collaboration with industry and matching funds to 

encourage private donations (Wright, Dallet, & Copa). According to Wright, Dallet, and 

Copa, the state funded similar programs for community colleges. “From 1979 to 1989, 

initiative funding brought more than $200 million to the Florida State University System 

and from 1983-1989 more than $10 million to the community college system (PEPC, 

2000, p.5).  Wright, Dallet, and Copa noted that by the late 1980’s, state legislators were 
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not confident that the institutions had used the initiative funding for the specified 

purposes and that a legislative mandate regarding accountability was eminent. 

 A 1992 report from the Postsecondary Education Planning Commission (PEPC) 

found that Florida lacked goals to determine if its postsecondary education system was 

meeting its mission. The Commission’s report , Accountability in Florida’s 

Postsecondary Education System, highlighted access, diversity, productivity, and the 

quality of undergraduate education as priorities for higher education and “contended that 

accountability should serve the dual purposes of providing information to state-level 

policy makers while fostering improvement at the institutional level” (PEPC, 1994, pp. 

19-20).   

The next step in the accountability movement in Florida began with the passage 

of the Government Performance and Accountability Act in 1994 and a PBB program 

which was to be phased in over a seven-year period. The Act outlined a staggered 

schedule wherein each agency was responsible for providing the Office of the Governor 

with lists of programs, performance measures for each program, baseline data showing 

past and current performance, and proposed standards for performance on each measure 

for the coming year. These programs, measures, and standards were approved, modified, 

or rejected by the Governor and the Legislature. The Legislature began funding the 

Community College System under a performance-based program budget in Fiscal Year 

1996-97 (OPPAGA, 1999). With the passage of Florida House Bill 2715 (Florida’s 1996-

97 General Appropriations Act), an accountability plan was set in motion and the 

Legislature used PBB to create an incentive fund for the state’s community colleges to 

distribute funding based directly on performance. Individual community colleges earned 
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incentive funds based on performance measures, such as the number of Associate of Arts 

(A.A.), Associate of Science (A.S.), and certificate completers, number of completers 

who were economically disadvantaged, disabled, non-native English speakers, placed in 

jobs in targeted fields, or passed state licensure exams, and the number of A.A. 

completers who finished with less than 72 total attempted credit hours. The incentive 

fund was designed to encourage community colleges to focus their efforts on achieving 

these outcomes. Beginning in 1997-98, the Legislature also created a PBB model for 

Workforce education including postsecondary adult vocational programs, adult high 

school, and apprenticeship programs. Specific workforce funding through PBB ended in 

2004-05 when Workforce education was merged with community college program fund 

(Florida Community College System, 2006).  

The original program, which began in 1994 with the passage of the Government 

Performance and Accountability Act and initiated in the Florida College System in 1996, 

provided no consequences and the program developed into an exercise that provided 

useful information for re-accreditation purposes, but did not necessarily result in dramatic 

change. According to a Florida Department of Education report (2005), the performance 

policy resulted in increased attention and positive outcomes, such as improved graduation 

rates and transfer rates to four-year institutions for student sub-populations, including 

African American males and economically disadvantaged students.   

It is important to point out that after research began for this study, the Legislature 

suspended additional funds based on performance to the community colleges in 2008. 

The additional funds were typically allocated through Florida’s annual appropriations act, 

Recent Changes to Florida Accountability System 
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which authorizes funds for all state agencies. The Legislature cited a funding shortfall as 

the reason for the suspension in additional performance funds. While the statute remained 

in place, colleges were still required to submit the data outlined in the statute such as 

completion rates, retention rates, and success rates of students after transfer. The colleges 

went from a performance based budgeting (PBB) model where colleges received funding 

based on a point system, to a performance reporting system where the Legislature 

reviewed reports on the state performance measures.  

Federal Accountability 

 On a federal level, much has been discussed regarding a national accountability 

plan for institutions of higher education. The U.S. Department of Education (USDOE) 

No Child Left Behind Act (2002) linked federal aid for K-12 public schools to student 

assessment. In 2005, the United States Secretary of Education appointed the Commission 

on the Future of Higher Education. The Commission was tasked with recommending a 

national strategy for reforming post-secondary education, with particular focus on how 

well colleges and universities were preparing students for the 21st-century workplace, 

and a secondary focus on how well high schools were preparing students for post-

secondary education (USDOE, 2008). The Commission originally discussed national 

measures that included standardized tests administered to college students to hold 

institutions of higher education accountable. However, when the Commission’s final 

report was released, it recommended only that colleges measure student learning 

outcomes such as performance on licensing exams and did not specify specific 

performance measures. Specifically, the 2006  report of the Commission on the Future of 

Higher Education proposed the following: 



 10 

 We believe that improved accountability is vital to ensuring the success of all the 

 other reforms we propose. Colleges and universities must become more 

 transparent about cost, price, and student success outcomes, and must willingly 

 share this information with students and families. Student achievement, which is 

 inextricably connected to institutional success, must be measured by institutions 

 on a “value-added” basis that takes into account students’ academic baseline 

 when assessing their results. This information should be made available to

 students, and reported publicly in aggregate form to provide consumers and 

 policymakers an accessible, understandable way to measure the relative 

 effectiveness of different colleges and universities. We recommend the creation of 

 a consumer-friendly information database on higher education with useful, 

 reliable information on institutions, coupled with a search engine to enable 

 students, parents, policymakers and others to weigh and rank comparative 

 institutional performance. (p. 21) 

 Toutkoushian and Danielson (2003) asserted that many colleges and universities  

use performance indicators such as graduation rates and expenditures per student to 

evaluate performance and defend their value to education governing boards, state 

Legislatures, and other stakeholders. Ewell and Jones (1994) stated that “to be useful for 

policy and decision making, indicators should be developed around sound conceptual 

frameworks and should encompass multiple aspects of institution or system performance” 

(p.23).  Much research on performance assessment and accountability in higher education 

has focused on the effect of student characteristics on the college experience and 

freshmen to senior transformations (Toutkoushian and Danielson).  
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Accreditation and Accountability 

 
 Prior to the use of performance based measures, accreditation through national 

associations was the primary method by which colleges were held accountable. 

According to Neal (2008), it was during the 1940s, with the passage of the GI Bill, that 

some form of accountability was first implemented when federal funding was linked to 

the accreditation process. Soldiers returning home from the war received federal funding 

to attend college, but only to attend accredited institutions. The GI Bill Legislation stated 

that “accreditors were to be reliable guarantors of educational quality” (Neal, p. 24). The 

philosophy of awarding federal financial aid dollars only to students attending accredited 

institutions expanded beyond just those students on the GI Bill to any student attending 

college. Therefore, if a student wanted to use federal financial aid to cover college costs, 

they were required to attend an accredited institution. Accrediting agencies represented 

the first form of accountability for institutions of higher education (Neal, 2008).  

Neal (2008) defined accreditation as a “gatekeeper” for federal dollars going to 

postsecondary institutions: “As Congress saw it, accreditation would ensure 

accountability without subjecting institutions to harmful external controls” (p. 24). In 

other words, institutions would have to be accredited by associations approved by the 

federal government in order to be able to continue receiving federal financial assistance 

for students. In order to remain accredited, schools were required to comply with the 

standards established by the accrediting agency. For example, Florida postsecondary 

institutions are accredited by the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS). 

SACS standards include:  
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A mission appropriate to higher education, resources, programs, and services 

sufficient to accomplish and sustain that mission, and maintains that a 

postsecondary institution must include clearly specified educational objectives 

that are consistent with its mission and appropriate to the degrees it offers, and 

that indicate whether it is successful in achieving its stated objectives”  (2008, 

p.2). 

 Accreditation has been the primary avenue for ensuring accountability of 

Florida’s and the nation’s postsecondary institutions. Performance policies, such as that 

in Florida, typically reinforce the standards identified by the accrediting agencies. For 

example, SACS standards used to accredit institutions require colleges to assess 

institutional effectiveness by measuring completion and retention rates, similar to the 

Florida policy measuring performance. 

 A series of court cases, focusing on issues such as diversity, have highlighted 

tensions between accrediting associations and postsecondary institutions. According to 

Neal (2008), the accrediting process is marred by low standards and a lack of focus on 

student outcomes, and too much emphasis is placed on measures such as faculty 

representation. During the 1992 reauthorization of the Higher Education Act, Congress 

amended the Act to specify that accreditors develop standards regarding “success with 

respect to student achievement in relation to the institution’s mission, including, as 

appropriate, consideration of course completion, state licensing examinations, and job 

placement rates” (p. 32). 

Florida’s Policy 
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 According to Burke (2005), accountability in higher education is a concept 

wherein institutions are held accountable for their performance to their governing 

authorities and a variety of other stakeholders, including students and employers. As 

previously noted, Florida institutions of higher education (IHE’s) are held accountable as 

the result of performance policy adopted by the Legislature in 1994 as part of the 

Government Performance and Accountability Act. 

 The purpose of the Government Performance and Accountability Act, according 

to the objectives stated in the law, was to award funding to all state agencies based on 

outcomes closely associated with the agency’s mission. The law set a seven year schedule 

for introducing PBB to each of the state agencies. The implementation schedule required 

that the Division of Community Colleges (DCC), renamed the Division of Florida 

Colleges in 2009, submit a performance based budget request in the fall of 1995 (Florida 

Legislature’s Office of Program Policy Analysis & Government Accountability 

[OPPAGA], 1999). In the first year, agencies were to propose programs to be funded 

under PBB. After consultation with the Legislature, the Governor’s Office then approved 

the agency programs. The agency would then submit performance measures for approval 

by the Governor, in consultation with the Legislature and OPPAGA. In the second year, 

the agency used the programs and measures to develop its Legislative Budget Request 

(LBR). The LBR included data on the agency’s past performance and proposed 

performance standards for each measure. The Legislature then considered the request and 

designated the agency programs, performance measures, and resources provided in the 

General Appropriations Act. In the third year, the agency began operating under PBB. As 

previously noted, the Florida community college system began implementation in 1994 
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and started operating under a PBB format in 1996-1997; however, funding was 

discontinued by the Legislature in 2008.  

  The original PBB program that began in 1994 included data on raw numbers of 

enrollees and Associate of Arts transfers, but there was no plan in place to improve those 

numbers and there little was focus on outcomes. In 2002, the Florida Legislature set into 

statute a specific accountability plan for the state community colleges with updated 

measures and more focus on outcomes. This law was to put in place what the colleges 

had been doing under the requirements of the Government Performance and 

Accountability Act. 

 Section 1008.45 of the Florida Statutes mandates that a plan be developed by the 

State Board of Education and local community college boards of trustees to improve and 

evaluate the instructional and administrative efficiency and effectiveness of the state 

community college system. This plan was to be designed in consultation with staff of the 

Governor’s office and the Legislature and the plan required each institution to submit 

data on the following indicators each year: graduation rates of Associate of Arts (A.A.) 

and Associate in Science (A.S.) degree-seeking students; minority student enrollment and 

retention rates; job placement rates of community college vocational students; and 

student progress by admission status and program.  

 Under the PBB model, used until 2008, institutional performance on the above 

mentioned standards determined the amount of additional funding, beyond the state 

appropriation, an institution received. That is, a portion of funding for community 

colleges was contingent on demonstrated outcomes on this standardized list of 

performance indicators. From the inception of the PBB model in 1994 until the 
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Legislature decided to suspend funding, the Florida Legislature allocated funds in the 

annual Appropriations Act to be administered to community colleges based on 

performance.  

The PBB allocation was broken down into “incentive” and “performance” funds. 

For instance, during the 2006 legislative session a total of $16,007,587 was allocated for 

performance, which represented 89 percent of the total allocation to community colleges 

through the PBB model. The performance funding awards were based on a system 

whereby institutions received points for performance on each measure (e.g., the number 

of students who completed associate’s degrees or the number of students who transferred 

to the State University System). The remaining 11 percent of the 2006 PBB allocation 

($2,068,409) was in the form of incentive funds intended to reward colleges for students 

who graduated in a timely manner (within 72 college credit hours), thus saving state 

funds. (See Appendix A for a description of the Florida performance policy and the 

allocation formula. See Appendix B for a breakdown of the total PBB funds distributed to 

the study institutions and in the community college system each year since its inception 

until it was suspended).  

 Petrides, McClelland, and Nodine (2004) noted that in the past, state policy 

makers were content to know colleges’ enrollment figures, the number of credit hours 

delivered, and the types of classes students were taking. Policy makers are now more 

interested in outcomes (Petrides et al.). This study considers community colleges’ 

responses to the increased demand for accountability and to performance policy in 

particular. Specifically, institutional responses to performance policy are analyzed in 

order to identify differences and factors that might account for those differences. 
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Institutional factors such as culture, capacity, mission, and street-level bureaucrats, and 

community factors such as local demographics and interest groups are examined to 

determine how they influence implementation. In addition, the policy environment and its 

influence on performance policy implementation is considered.  

 In chapter 2, the literature on implementation is synthesized to develop a model 

through which the study design is built and the subsequent data are analyzed. A great deal 

of research exists on the implementation of Title I of the Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act (ESEA) at the state and local levels and the influence of institutional 

factors on implementation (e.g., Kirst & Jung, 1991; Linblom, 1959; Mazmanian & 

Sabatier, 1983; Wildavsky, 1975). Research from the implementation of the ESEA is 

used to identify a series of factors thought to influence the implementation of 

performance policy such as culture, capacity, and the will of the “street-level bureaucrat”. 

It is important to note that community colleges are governed by local boards of trustees 

and respond to the needs of the local community. Community colleges can work with 

local businesses, institutions, local universities, and organizations to offer programs and 

training for employers and community members to address local needs, whereas four-

year institutions generally focus on state-wide or national needs (Baker, 1994). Because 

of the necessity for community colleges to respond to local needs, it is important to 

investigate the impact of community context on performance implementation in this 

study.  

 This study considers performance implementation at three Florida community 

colleges and fills in a gap in the literature on this topic by identifying the factors that 

influence implementation at postsecondary institutions. Moreover, the empirical literature 
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on performance policies is limited. Only two previous studies addressed how PBB, one of 

the models of performance policy, has been handled at the administrative level of IHE’s. 

To date, no studies have been conducted on Florida’s performance policy and its 

implementation at the institutional level. Some form of performance policy, beginning 

with the Government Performance and Accountability Act, has been in place in Florida 

since the mid 1990s, but no research exists on how Florida IHE’s are implementing the 

policy. As accountability and performance policy become increasingly prevalent in the 

national and state spotlights, it is important to know how performance policies are being 

implemented and the implementation process at the colleges in the Florida College 

System. This study will seek to answer the question: Does the implementation of 

Florida’s performance policy differ among three system institutions and, if so, how? 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

 Community colleges are more driven by the local economy and businesses than 

are other institutions of postsecondary education (Clowes & Levin, 1989). The 

accountability movement emphasizes a focus on uniform goals, such as graduation rates 

and time to degree completion, without taking into account the diversity and varying 

missions of singular institutions. For example, some students have financial difficulties or 

just wish to earn minimal training with no intention of obtaining degrees or certificates. 

Zumeta (2004) indicated that if colleges were to be rewarded for how quickly students 

obtain their degrees, institutions may react by being less likely to offer certain degree 

programs, or may penalize students who take extended periods of time to complete their 

programs. Performance policy measures for Florida colleges are standardized and all 

measures apply regardless of the types of programs offered or community served by the 

college. 

 This study examines the various factors that influence implementation of 

performance policy in Florida’s community colleges. This chapter is divided into two 

main sections: the first section details the history of community colleges nationally and in 

Florida, and the second section considers the literature regarding characteristics that 

influence implementation, including the policy environment and institutional and 

community factors. This chapter also includes a conceptual model used to explain how 

these factors may affect implementation of performance policy in Florida community 

colleges.  
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History 

Community College History 

 The community college is primarily a development of twentieth century American 

higher education. The term community college applies to a variety of institutions that 

offer six-month vocational diplomas; one- and two-year vocational, technical, and pre-

professional certificates; and two-year programs of general and liberal education leading 

to associate degrees. Some community colleges offer baccalaureate degrees, as is the case 

in Florida where some community colleges dropped the word “community” from their 

names, yet retain the focus of providing two-year degrees designed to prepare students 

for the workforce or further higher education. The typical baccalaureate program offered 

at a community college is in a high-demand field, such as nursing. Community colleges 

may be public, private, proprietary, or special purpose, although most community 

colleges are public (Cohen & Brawer, 1996). They have been organized by an array of 

entities including states, counties, municipalities, school districts, universities, and 

religious denominations. Additionally, some community colleges were designed for 

specific racial and ethnic groups, women, or specific purposes such as business, art, or 

military training (Cohen & Brawer). During the 2006-2007 academic year, 6.2 million 

students were enrolled in community colleges in the United States (Chen, 2008).  

 The myriad influences that contributed to the development of community colleges 

have added to the confusion about the names and missions of such institutions. The terms 

community college, junior college, technical college, and technical institute encompass a 

variety of institutions. According to Ratliff (2002), community college refers to all 

institutions where the highest degree awarded is a two-year degree (i.e., Associate of 
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Arts, Associate of Science, Associate of Applied Science). Generally, community 

colleges are comprehensive institutions that provide general and liberal education, career 

and vocational education, and adult and continuing education. Junior college refers to an 

institution with a primary mission to provide a general and liberal education leading to 

transfer and completion of the baccalaureate degree (Ratliff). Technical college and 

technical institute refer only to those institutions awarding no higher than two-year 

degrees or diplomas in vocational, technical, or career fields (Ratliff).  

A distinguishing contribution of community colleges in American higher 

education has been their evolving missions.  

The distinctive contribution of community colleges to American higher education 

is their adaptive, transmutable mission. They represent education's local, front-

line interface with society. To fulfill this transmutable mission, comprehensive 

community colleges provide (1) general and liberal education,(2) vocational and 

technical education, (3) adult, continuing, and community education, (4) 

developmental, remedial, and college-preparatory education, and (5) counseling, 

placement, and student development services. (Clowes & Levin, 1989, p. 350)  

Contemporary discussions regarding the missions, roles, and functions of community 

colleges rely on historical notions of the evolution of the institutions. If the focus is on 

vocational education, community colleges could be considered post-high school 

education providers, but not institutions of higher education. Examining the adult 

education and community services function of a community college may signify that the 

mission of a community college is service to the community. According to Clowes and 
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Levin, “in short, a comprehensive community college incorporates an eclectic set of 

educational philosophies and purposes into its mission” (p. 353). 

History of the Florida Community College System 

  Florida's community college system began in 1933 when Palm Beach Junior 

College was established as a public two-year college. It remained the only public two-

year college in Florida until 1947, when St. Petersburg Junior College, which was 

founded in 1927 as a private college, became a public institution. According to The Fact 

Book: Report for the Florida College System (Florida Department of Education, 2009), 

which is commonly referred to as the Community College Fact Book, state and local 

support for community colleges came to fruition when the Florida Minimum Foundation 

Program was enacted in 1947. Pensacola Junior College was established in 1947, 

followed by Chipola Junior College, when it changed its status from a private college to a 

public college in 1948. In 1955, the Community College Council was established by the 

Florida Legislature; in 1957 the entity published a report entitled The Community Junior 

College in Florida's Future. This report was approved by the State Board of Education 

and included recommendations for developing a system of public community colleges in 

Florida with an objective of providing post-high school education within commuting 

distance for more than 90 percent of Florida's population (as cited in the 2009 Community 

College Fact Book). 

 With the development and implementation of the Community College Council’s 

recommendations, “Florida became a national model for the development of a statewide 

system of community colleges” (Florida Department of Education, 2009). Accordingly, 

the 1957 Legislature authorized the creation of the Division of Community Colleges in 
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the state Department of Education, and appropriated funds for six new community 

colleges to begin implementation of the plan laid out by the Council. The colleges were 

Gulf Coast Junior College, Manatee Junior College, Central Florida Junior College, 

North Florida Junior College, Daytona Beach Junior College, and St. Johns River Junior 

College. Throughout the 1960s and early 1970s, the state continued to build community 

colleges. In 1972, the creation of Pasco-Hernando Community College marked the 

completion of the plan for a system of 28 community colleges within commuting distance 

of 90 percent of the state’s population. 

 In the 1960s, twelve Historically Black Colleges combined with existing 

community college institutions, which provided a critical foundation for the Community 

College System: Booker T. Washington Junior College, founded in 1949, merged with 

Pensacola Junior College in 1965; Carver Junior College, founded in 1960, merged with 

Brevard Junior College in 1963; Collier-Blocker Junior College, founded in 1960, 

merged with St. Johns River Community College in 1965; Gibbs Junior College, founded 

in 1957, merged with St. Petersburg Junior College in 1966; Hampton Junior College, 

founded in 1958, merged with Central Florida Community College in 1966; Jackson 

College, founded in 1961, merged with Chipola Junior College in 1966; Johnson College, 

founded in 1962, merged with Lake-Sumter Community College in 1966; Lincoln 

College, founded in 1960, merged with Indian River Community College in 1965; 

Roosevelt College, founded in 1958, merged with Palm Beach Community College in 

1965; Rosenwald College, founded in 1958, merged with Gulf Coast Community College 

in 1966; and Suwannee River College, founded in 1959, merged with North Florida 

Community College in 1967 (Florida Department of Education, 2009).  
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During the expansion and modification of Florida’s Community College System, 

the state’s postsecondary educational needs were evolving. These changes included an 

increase in the average age of students, changes in enrollment patterns, population 

growth, increased emphasis on vocational education and economic development, and the 

entry of women into the workforce in unprecedented numbers (Florida Department of 

Education, 2009). In an effort to address issues related to the management and 

coordination of higher education in Florida, the Florida Legislature established the State 

Community College Coordinating Board in 1979. In 1983, the State Community College 

Coordinating Board was replaced with the State Board of Community Colleges. “The 

State Board of Community Colleges earned the respect of the community colleges by 

preserving local control, represented by local Boards of Trustees, while simultaneously 

establishing system wide policies and coordination” (Florida Department of Education, 

2009, p. 11). It was during the tenure of the State Board of Community Colleges that 

performance policy measures began to take form through the implementation of a PBB 

model. 

 In 1998, Florida voters approved a revision to the Florida Constitution that 

reduced the number of elected members of the Florida Cabinet from seven to four, 

eliminated the Commissioner of Education and Secretary of State from the Cabinet, and 

combined the Comptroller and Treasurer. The 1998 revision also eliminated the role of 

the Cabinet as the State Board of Education effective in 2003, and designated that a new 

board of seven members be appointed by the Governor to oversee education. In 2000, the 

Florida Legislature passed the Florida Education Governance Reorganization Act in 

response to the Constitutional revision approved by the voters of Florida in 1998. The 
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2000 Act created a “superboard”—the State Board of Education—to oversee all 

education in Florida, and provided that the Board would appoint a Commissioner of 

Education. The Act also created a task force charged with developing recommendations 

for the elimination of the State Board of Community Colleges, and the creation of the 

position of Chancellor of Community Colleges and Career Preparation appointed by the 

Commissioner of Education. In 2001, the statute that established the State Board of 

Community Colleges was formally repealed and the Florida Community College System 

was placed under the jurisdiction of the State Board of Education. Each community 

college retained a board of trustees charged with overseeing operations at the local level, 

and the State Board of Education was charged with developing and overseeing the 

implementation of state policy related to community colleges.  

 The statewide mission for the Florida Community College System is contained in 

Chapter 1004, Section 65, of the Florida Statutes, which states the following: 

The community colleges’ mission reflects a commitment to be responsive to local 

education needs and challenges. In achieving this mission, the community 

colleges strive to maintain sufficient local authority and flexibility while 

preserving appropriate legal accountability to the state.  

The community colleges’ missions and responsibilities include being responsible for 

providing lower level undergraduate instruction and awarding associate degrees, 

preparing students directly for careers requiring less than baccalaureate degrees, 

providing student development services, and promoting economic development for the 

state within each community college district through the provision of special programs 

(Florida Department of Education, 2009). The statute also states that a secondary role for 
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community colleges includes offering programs and community services that are not 

directly related to academic or occupational advancement, such as adult general 

education and recreational and leisure services. Due to the community-centric nature of 

the community college and the various programs and services that may be offered by an 

individual college, community context may condition how performance policy is 

implemented in individual community colleges. This study seeks to examine that notion.  

 Beginning in 2001, several institutions within the Florida Community College 

System were given permission to offer the four-year baccalaureate degree. St. Petersburg 

College was the first, and a number of colleges have followed by offering baccalaureate 

degrees. The initial emphasis for the four-year degrees was on teacher education, nursing, 

and technology. St. Petersburg College now offers degrees in other areas as well. 

Although the ability to offer four-year degrees has expanded the missions of these 

institutions, their major foci continue to be that of community colleges (DOE, 2009).  

 In 2008, the Florida Legislature approved a pilot project that changed the name of 

the Florida Community College System to the Florida College System. As previously 

noted, several community colleges dropped the word "community" from their names and 

added the word "state". Despite the expansion of degree offerings and changed names, all 

of these colleges remain part of one system with an open-door mission and an emphasis 

on providing two-year degree programs and vocational training.  

 In addition to all of the changes that took place in the 1990s and early 2000s, the 

PBB model of performance policy was instituted during the tenure of the State Board of 

Community Colleges. The Government Performance and Accountability Act of 1994 

required each Florida agency to provide the Office of the Governor with a list of 
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programs, performance measures for each program, baseline data showing past and 

current performance, and proposed standards for performance on each measure for the 

coming year. These programs, measures, and standards would then be approved, 

modified, or rejected by the Governor and the Legislature. With the elimination of the 

State Board of Community Colleges in 2001, the State Board of Education was charged 

with overseeing the state’s community college system. In 2002, with the advent of the 

new State Board of Education, accountability measures specific to community colleges 

and beyond those identified in the Government Performance and Accountability Act were 

proposed and placed into statute.  Performance policy measures had progressed from an 

exercise in providing data on students to a set of specified measures with fiscal incentives 

attached.  

 In summary, community colleges are largely a phenomenon of twentieth-century 

American higher education and are designed to offer six-month vocational diplomas; 

one- and two-year vocational, technical, and pre-professional certificates; and two-year 

programs of general and liberal education leading to an associate degree. These colleges 

were created as an alternative to the four-year university and to serve their local 

communities with not only academic programs like the four-year institutions, but to offer 

adult education and vocational training as well. In Florida, the mission of the community 

college system is to serve the community and ensure that some sort of higher education 

institution is within a commuting distance of 90 percent of the state’s population. The 

state succeeded in reaching this goal in 1972 with the establishment of Pasco Hernando 

Community College. Florida community colleges are charged with serving the 

community and that can mean offering a variety of programs from adult high school, 
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certificate programs, vocational training, two-year liberal arts degrees, and, more 

recently, baccalaureate degrees. Community colleges in Florida are held accountable 

through a performance policy which previously offered additional funding to colleges for 

how well the college met the performance measures. In order to fully understand the 

implementation of performance policy in Florida’s community colleges, it is important to 

examine the implementation literature and the factors that influence policy 

implementation. The next section of this document focuses on the factors prevalent in the 

implementation literature.  

Factors Influencing Implementation 

 A review of the literature highlighted two primary factors that significantly affect 

the implementation of policy as related to this study. The first factor is the policy 

environment. The policy environment includes clarity of directives, and the governance 

structure including local boards of trustees at each college, the Division of Florida 

Colleges of the Florida Department of Education (the Division of Community Colleges 

under the Florida Department of Education was renamed the Division of Florida Colleges 

by the 2009 Florida Legislature) and the State Board of Education. The second factor is 

the institutional context which includes components such as mission, culture, capacity, 

and will and values of the street-level bureaucrats. The third factor not explicitly 

highlighted in the literature is community context and includes characteristics such as 

demographics and the influence of local interest groups, such as local business and 

universities, on performance policy implementation. The literature that addresses policy 

environment and institutional context and the potential for both to influence on the 
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implementation of performance policy in the Florida College system is discussed in this 

section.  

Policy Environment 

 

 The policy environment includes clarity of directives, defined by Nakumara and 

Smallwood (1980) “as the manner in which language within a statute or policy is 

understood by those responsible for carrying out the provisions of the policy (p.35)” and 

was found to play a significant role in the effectiveness of policy implementation. 

Nakamura and Smallwood indicated that when implementers at the state and local levels 

decipher information, communication can break down through muddled messages from 

the formulators, misinterpretation by the implementers, and inadequate systems that 

result from an absence of follow-up and compliance mechanisms to ensure policy 

messages have been received accurately. Communication breakdowns can be minimized 

through clear communication of the intent of the legislation and how the intent or goals 

can be achieved. Nakamura and Smallwood noted that policy statements should include 

wording that indicates the responsibilities of the implementers and is specific enough to 

be evaluated. Clear directives within the language of the policy can increase the 

likelihood of successful implementation by reducing the probability of misinterpretation 

by implementers and aid in the evaluation process to assess whether a policy was 

implemented as intended.  

Clarity of directives 

 Despite evidence indicating the advantages of clear policy directives in the policy 

implementation process, clear directives are not often provided (Nakamura & 

Smallwood, 1980). According to Nakamura and Smallwood, inadequate knowledge about 
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the policy area, limited availability of information, and the necessity for political 

compromise can contribute to less than clear policy statements. When directives are 

vague, it is easier to reach agreement among policymakers during the policy adoption 

stage. More concrete policy language may involve complicated trade-offs concerning the 

values of policy makers, and as such, policy may be more difficult and time-consuming 

to pass. This view was expressed by Bardach (1977) who stated that the implementation 

process is part of a political “game” where trade-offs and negotiations are made. Bardach 

likened the players, their strategies and tactics, the rules of play, and the nature of 

communications to the elements of any game played by a group of people. The 

participants in this game are government officials and staff members responsible for 

carrying out policy directives on a daily basis. Bardach described that when various 

levels of government are involved in the implementation of a policy, each level is playing 

in the game and interacting with each other and with outsiders. In this process, 

information can get lost or altered. Bardach and Nakamura and Smallwood described the 

implementation process as the act of assembling the elements required to produce a 

specific programmatic outcome.  

 Mazmanian and Sabatier (1983) indicated that by utilizing clear and concise 

directives in the language of legislation, the likelihood that implementing agencies and 

their officials will veer from the intent of the legislation is decreased. They also noted 

that assigning the implementation process to an agency that is likely to be sympathetic to 

the goals of the statute increases the probability of the statute being implemented as 

intended. Officials with strong leadership skills, commitment to statutory goals, and 

active support from constituency groups, in tandem with key legislators, also contribute 
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to the likelihood of implementation mirroring intent, according to Mazmanian and 

Sabatier. Kirst and Jung’s (1991) longitudinal study of Title I of the ESEA found that 

changes in the schools as a result of the ESEA occurred incrementally and these changes 

were the result of reports and data produced by external research organizations, audits, 

and lawsuits as well as the political dynamics between all three levels of government. 

Therefore, implementation occurred over time as new data and information was 

presented.  

 Murphy’s (1971) study of the ESEA examined whether state and local 

administration adopted the policy directives as set forth by the ESEA and whether the 

then United States Office of Education (USOE) asserted leadership, and identified the 

obstacles to implementation and adoption. Murphy analyzed the Massachusetts 

Department of Education implementation of Title I of the ESEA and found that many 

directives were ignored and that the USOE was considered a consultant and not a leader. 

The language passed down in memorandums from the USOE included terminology such 

as “should”, suggesting that it asserted little authority over the state.     

No research was identified that addresses the influence of clarity of directives on 

the implementation of policy in higher education institutions; however, much research 

exists on the implementation of state accountability measures and clarity of directives at 

the school district level (Cohen & Hill, 2001; Firestone, 2005; Opfer, Henry, & 

Mashburn, 2008). Cohen and Hill researched California’s campaign to improve the 

teaching of mathematics in state schools. They studied professional education materials 

and surveyed 600 of the state’s elementary school teachers. The study findings 
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highlighted that when the objectives of policies and the actions that implementers need to 

undertake are clear and direct, policies are more likely to work.  

A second implication of Cohen and Hill’s (2001) analysis is that consistency 

among policy instruments is an important influence on the success of reforms like that in 

California. The researchers found that inconsistencies among assessments, curricular 

materials, and teacher education would create opportunities for different and divergent 

interpretations of the policy, and that would reduce consistency in implementation and 

policy effects. Policymakers took steps to create such consistency at the state level; they 

developed curricular frameworks that delineated the aims and direction for the changes in 

mathematics teaching and learning.  

Governance structure was also identified in the literature as part of the policy 

environment that may influence how policy is implemented. Lynn, Heinrich, and Hill 

(2001) defined governance as "the means for achieving direction, control, and 

coordination of wholly or partially autonomous individuals or organizations on behalf of 

interests to which they jointly contribute" (p. 2). Much like the U.S. federal government, 

state governors and legislators operate within separated systems which may have divided 

yet overlapping powers (Jones, 1994). Developing budgets and laws, for example, 

requires these elected officials to work together. In the case of education policy, 

governors and state legislators have become increasingly focused on the public's and 

business leaders' concerns about the quality of the nation's schools. As a result, they have 

“beefed up” their policymaking roles through state education boards and state school 

chiefs (Campbell, Cunningham, Nystrand, & Usdan, 1980; Manna, 2006; Wirt & Kirst, 

Governance structure 
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1997). According to Manna, governors, through organizations such as the National 

Governors' Association, exercise political and policy leadership in education by offering 

their own reform agendas. 

State agencies are playing more significant roles in policy development, such as 

guiding the formation of state assessments and accountability systems, implementing 

federal education law, and lobbying national officials for favorable regulatory 

interpretations of broad-sweeping policies such as the No Child Left Behind Act 

(Hamann & Lane, 2004; Olson, 2003; Prah, 2003). According to Manna (2006), state 

boards of education, the final key player in state education governance, appear to possess 

significant powers yet limited influence. Formally, state constitutions and statutes provide 

boards with important responsibilities, including controlling teacher and administrator 

licensure standards, defining high school graduation requirements, and approving state 

standards and assessment systems (Cohen, 1987).  

Manna and O’Hara (2005) indicated that public institutions and agencies and the 

actors inhabiting them are not the only factors influencing government performance. 

They pointed out that the capabilities those institutions and actors possess and the 

environments (i.e., political, economic, and social) in which they exercise them intersect 

to produce the results citizens and policymakers observe. Manna and O’Hara also noted 

that governance frequently involves multiple actors in different departments or levels of 

government who do not all work within the same chain of command. Therefore, focusing 

on the various networks in which governance occurs, and not simply the formal 

hierarchical relationships that exist between government actors, is required to more 

completely explain policy outputs and outcomes (O'Toole, 2000; Salamon, 2002).  
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The manner in which key state actors and institutions relate to one another, in 

terms of formal lines of authority and informal influence, can be highly variable and 

seemingly unpredictable at times (Wirt & Kirst, 1997). In Florida, the performance policy 

traveled through various state organizations and actors on its way to implementation 

Figure 1 highlights the flow of performance policy in Florida. 

 

 
 
  
 
 
    

 

Figure 1- Performance Policy Implementation Flow in Florida 
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rules by the State Board of Education, the Board will delegate authority for development 

of the rule to Department of Education staff. Typically, at this phase of the process, the 

implementation of the policy will be the responsibility of the Division of Florida Colleges 

as it is directly related to Florida community colleges. The Division of Florida Colleges 

will provide technical assistance to the local institutions on how to implement a specific 

policy. After this phase of the process, the board of trustees at each college may develop 

their own board policies based on any associated rule and technical assistance provided 

by the Division of Florida Colleges. At this point, the information reaches the campus 

office or department responsible for implementing the respective policy. The institutional 

context and its influence on policy implementation is described in the next section. 

Institutional Context 

 Institutional components, such as the capacity, mission, culture of an institution 

and the values, will, and motivation of those involved in the implementation process (the 

street-level bureaucrats) make up the institutional context and have been cited by various 

researchers as influencing policy implementation. McLaughlin (1991) defined the 

capacity of an agency as the ability to perform functions and achieve goals. Smircich 

(1985) defined culture as an attribute or quality internal to a group and includes shared 

beliefs, meanings, and values among the group members. In the case of a community 

college, this would include the staff, faculty, and students who are part of the college. 

The will or determination of those involved in the process and their levels of motivation 

were identified by McLaughlin as factors that impact local implementation choices. 

Those involved in the process are referred to as street-level bureaucrats; they are the 

individuals charged with actually carrying out the policy at the local institution. The 



 35 

mission of an organization is the overall purpose and goals of the organization 

(Smircich); it identifies what is to be achieved. These components of the institutional 

context are explored further in the conceptual framework for this study.    

Studies of Institutional Context in Education 

 Many studies have been conducted on the influence of the institutional context on 

education policy implementation, such as the Rand Change Agent Study (Berman & 

McLaughlin, 1978). The results of the Rand Change Agent Study revealed that the extent 

of implementation depended largely upon institutional factors. The study examined four 

federally funded programs designed to enhance the public school system, including Titles 

III and VII of the ESEA, programs authorized under the 1968 Vocational Education Act, 

and the Right to Read program. The analysis found that federal policymakers believed 

that increased funding would enhance school and student performance, but that they 

failed to address the impact of those at the local level responsible for carrying out the 

policies. The findings of the study identified five primary features that influenced 

implementation outcomes at the local level: local entities received the same information, 

but differed in interpretation of how to implement; lack of sufficient funding resources 

made it difficult to secure successful implementation; large-scale projects were more 

likely than narrow projects to stimulate teacher involvement; active commitment of 

district leadership was essential to the success and stability of programs; and locally 

chosen strategies about how to put a project into practice determined the outcome of 

federal programs.  

 McLaughlin (1991) conducted a follow up study to the Rand Change Agent 

Study. Coinciding with the findings of earlier implementation studies (Kirst & Jung, 
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1991; Mazmanian & Sabatier, 1983; Murphy, 1971), McLaughlin’s follow up study 

showed that implementation depends on institutional context: “What matters most to 

policy outcomes are local capacity and will” (p. 146). Capacity and will of those 

responsible for implementing can both change over time with competing interests and 

priorities (Kirst & Jung; Mazmanian & Sabatier; McLaughlin; Murphy). 

 

 Studies of local implementation of state mandates have demonstrated that in order 

for policy to be implemented as intended, there should be an internal accountability 

system (Elmore, 2003; Opfer et al., 2008). Opfer et al. stated that districts that are 

effective at implementing policy to improve student achievement have an accountability 

system that is “part of the school culture and self-enforced” (p. 328). Internal 

accountability systems at local school districts develop through leadership and strong 

professional development programs. Elmore claimed that “high internal accountability is 

a necessary precondition…to be successful in responding to the pressures of external 

accountability systems” (p. 198). External accountability systems were identified as those 

developed by state policy. Elmore and Opfer et al. noted that internal accountability 

systems develop over time as the policy implementation cycle moves from resistance, to 

acceptance, to comfort and complacency.  

Institutional Culture 

 Petrides, McClelland, and Nodine (2004) examined institutional culture within 

community colleges in California as the state sought to implement performance funding 

initiatives. They studied a multi-campus community using a qualitative approach. The 

interviews focused on issues of data and information gathering, the analysis and sharing 

of data, and data used for decision making in the district. Petrides et al. reported that the 
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observations and interviews provided insights into the practices of organizational politics, 

reporting channels, and other institutional behaviors and patterns.   

 Petrides et al. (2004) found that the community college district they studied was 

“engaged in continuous learning efforts geared toward the improvement of programs and 

services” (p. 45) as the result of the accountability reforms. They noted that college 

leaders, faculty, and staff were cognizant of changing student demographics and worked 

collaboratively to address those changes. The external reforms resulted in the college 

leaders developing internal measures at the institutional level to ensure that policy 

directives were met. Petrides et al. concluded that community college leaders were 

proactive in solving institutional challenges—faculty and staff sought to align the 

demands of accountability policy with institutional goals and to modify internal 

structures and procedures to meet goals. The study revealed the importance of 

collaboration between institutional staff and how they interact to meet policy goals.  

This study seeks to build on the study by Petrides et al. (2004) by examining more 

than the institutional culture of the institutions being studied through exploration of 

additional institutional factors including mission, capacity, the will and motivation of 

those responsible for implementing the policy at the institutional level, the policy 

environment, and the impact of the surrounding community.   

 

 The institutional context includes street-level bureaucrats, those individuals at the 

local level charged with carrying out the provision of a policy. Since the early 

implementation studies on federal programs, researchers have focused on the 

implementation of policy at the local level (Goldrick-Rab & Shaw, 2007; Marsh & 

Street-level Bureaucrats 
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Odden, 1991; Odden & Marsh, 1987). Studies of policy implementation at the federal 

level demonstrate the importance of focusing on individuals who actually enact policy as 

they make decisions daily about how to interact with students (Pressman & Wildavsky, 

1973; Weathersley & Lipsky, 1977). Charged with carrying out the provisions of policy 

at the local level, street-level bureaucrats can influence how a policy is implemented 

(Weathersly & Lipsky). Marsh and Odden’s (1991) study focused on the implementation 

of mathematics and science curricula frameworks in California. The researchers 

conducted a purposive sample of 14 elementary schools around the state that had been 

especially active in implementing the state’s mathematics and science frameworks. 

Results of the study indicated that the “dominant” forces in the implementation process 

were not the superintendent and school board members, but rather subject-area expert 

teachers and district staff members who had considerable influence with the 

superintendent and school board. Those teachers and district staff members influenced 

the capacity of the district to implement curriculum frameworks as intended. Marsh and 

Odden witnessed a “bottom up” approach to implementation with the teachers and site 

administrators playing significant roles in implementation. Their research highlights the 

importance of street-level bureaucrats.  

 David and Greene (1983) conducted a study of the implementation of PL 94-142, 

which later become known as the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA). 

The law mandated that every student with a disability receive a free and appropriate 

education. David and Greene’s study sample consisted of 22 local education agencies 

selected among 9 states and 2 or 3 school districts within each state. The researchers 

found that implementation of the law’s priorities were often met with opposition by the 
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staff directly responsible at the school level. They concluded that staff were overloaded 

and only met the requirements of PL 94-142, such as parental involvement and evaluation 

procedures, on a superficial level. David and Greene explained that personnel did not 

change their attitudes about working with students with disabilities and only developed 

“routine behaviors” to remain compliant with the law. In order to implement the law as 

intended, David and Greene recommended focusing on local solutions and emphasizing 

assistance to district personnel, as opposed to monitoring. They also suggested avoiding 

organizational barriers that hinder implementation, such as lack of resources and 

institutional capacity: “Approaches designed to take local needs and conditions into 

account will have the greatest likelihood of changing local practices” (p. 134).  

Theorists and researchers have observed that when power is distributed among a 

variety of administrative units, one center of power can rarely impose its policies on 

others (Kirst & Jung, 1991; Linblom, 1959; Mazmanian & Sabatier, 1983; Wildavsky, 

1975). In the case of Title I of the ESEA, funds were to be disbursed to local school 

districts by the federal government to serve educationally disadvantaged children, but not 

before the state department of education approved proposals for spending submitted by 

the local school districts. This left much room for interpretation by state and local 

administrators. Mazmanian and Sabatier and Murphy reported that staff members at the 

state level were reluctant to exercise supervisory control over local school districts; they 

saw themselves as technical advisors to their peers in the local districts. Local 

implementation depended on local priorities as determined by several factors including 

the relationship between officials, traditional concentration of power at the local level, 
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support of local staff, and the persuasive abilities of state officials (Mazmanian & 

Sabatier; Murphy).   

Majone and Wildavsky (1984) discussed how to define policy implementation 

and the impact of street-level bureaucrats and explained that “an authoritatively adopted 

policy is only a collection of wards prior to implementation (p. 142).  Policy provides a 

starting point for negotiation between implementers. Majone and Wildavsky asserted that 

the primary obstacle of policy implementation is not whether implementers conform to a 

policy as prescribed, “but whether the implementation process results in consensus on 

goals, individual autonomy, and commitment to policy on the part of those responsible 

for carrying it out” (p. 143). In other words, the interrelationship and actions among those 

responsible for implementing a policy determine its success.   

Colbeck’s (2002) study examined the effects of two state policies with the same 

goal: improving undergraduate instruction and learning. Colbeck investigated the effects 

of the Ohio faculty workload mandate, which specified that as of 1995, faculty members 

should teach 10 percent more than they did in 1990. Colbeck also examined Tennessee's 

performance funding initiative designed to provide incentives to universities to meet state 

higher education standards. The study compared and contrasted faculty and administrator 

responses to policies at a major public research university and a regional public 

comprehensive university in Ohio and Tennessee. In her analysis of policies designed to 

improve undergraduate education, Colbeck found that faculty members are the street-

level bureaucrats who make daily decisions about curriculum, time allocation, and 

instructional practices that determine the quality of students' learning experiences. 

Colbeck discovered that the way policies are implemented varies within the context of 
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each institution: “In particular, the strategies administrators develop in response to a 

specific state policy, including compliance methods, planning, and resource allocation, 

may influence faculty members' awareness of and attitude about the policy” (p. 6). 

Colbeck’s analysis is similar to those of other policy implementation researchers (e.g., 

Kirst & Jung, 1991; Mazmanian & Sabatier, 1983; McLaughlin, 1991; Murphy, 1971) 

who found that the actions of local decision-makers, or street-level bureaucrats, are most 

important in influencing policy implementation. 

Burke and Lessard (2002) conducted a survey to examine how knowledgeable 

college administrators were with performance funding initiatives in their respective 

states. To assess the familiarity of campus officials with performance funding initiatives, 

Burke and Lessard surveyed presidents, chief academic officers, senior business officials, 

academic deans, and department chairs at all public two-year and four-year colleges and 

universities in Florida, Missouri, Ohio, South Carolina, and Tennessee. The survey was 

sent to over 4,000 individuals in 1999 and early 2000 with an average response rate of 45 

percent. According to the authors, survey respondents believed that performance funding 

had a nominal affect on many goals set in performance funding plans, such as graduates’ 

job placement, for postsecondary institutions. When asked as part of the survey how 

important performance should be to the budgeting process, all states participating in the 

study, with the exception of Florida, indicated that performance should be one of the top 

factors to consider behind inflationary and salary increases and current costs. Officials 

from four-year institutions rated performance as more important in the budgeting process 

than did officials from two-year institutions.  The survey findings revealed that 

performance funding is considered desirable in theory but difficult in practice.  
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Administrators were critical of performance funding but believed that the program will 

continue in their respective states. Burke and Lessard concluded that college 

administrators from all positions and states included in the study considered performance 

important to the state budgeting process for postsecondary institutions.  

 Harbour and Nagy (2005) examined four North Carolina community colleges to 

understand how selected senior campus leaders assessed a legislatively-mandated 

institutional accountability program. The researchers used case study methodology and 

examined the North Carolina Community College System (NCCCS) Summary Report of 

College Performance to select institutions. The NCCCS Report assessed how each of the 

institutions performed on multiple indicators including employer satisfaction with 

graduates, progress of basic skills students, passage rates on licensure and certification 

exams, performance of students who transfer to the university system, and employment 

status of graduates. Harbour and Nagy selected institutions that were considered “low 

performing” and met the state standards for no more than three of the indicators.  

 Harbour and Nagy’s (2005) study included four low-performing institutions that 

differed in terms of geographic location, total student enrollment, and the economic and 

demographic conditions of their service areas. The researchers selected these institutions 

to gain a representative sample of the community college district being studied. At each 

institution, the president, chief instructional officer, dean of transfer, and faculty senate 

chair were interviewed. The data from Harbour and Nagy’s study showed that regardless 

of the levels of awareness concerning the accountability program among campus leaders, 

the 2001 NCCCS Summary Report was instrumental in leading leaders at three of the 

four colleges to make adjustments in programs and staffing to improve performance on 
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specific measures. Harbour and Nagy reported that these changes were led by staff at the 

institutions, and not necessarily the president. The researchers concluded that Pinetop 

Community College, Magnolia Community College, and Laurel Community College 

were adding personnel and revising or discontinuing programs in response to the 

accountability initiative. Harbour and Nagy concluded that regardless of location, 

enrollment, and economic condition, campus leaders were either unaware of or apathetic 

to state-mandated accountability measures and perceived that there was no real linkage 

between state performance measures and classroom activities. This finding did not differ 

by institution type and Harbour and Nagy indicated that there is a need for “further 

qualitative and quantitative research to determine if this assumption is warranted” (p. 

459).  

Capacity is defined as the ability to perform functions and achieve goals 

(McLaughlin, 1991). McLaughlin (1987) indicated that capacity can influence policy 

implementation. She linked capacity to the individuals responsible for implementing 

policy at the local level. McLaughlin indicated that implementation depends on the 

capacity of those responsible for putting policy measures into effect. McLaughlin noted 

that change is incremental and is the result, in part, of the capacity of those at the end of 

the line responsible for implementing. 

Capacity 

In a 2007 (Shaw & Bailey) study of the Bridges to Opportunity Initiative, 

designed to promote state policies that seek to promote the ability of community college 

systems to improve the educational and economic opportunities for low-income adults, 

Mission 
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the researchers found that without a supporting mission policy implementation in 

unlikely to occur as intended. This study looked at the implementation of the initiative in 

six different states. Shaw and Bailey found that implementation of the Bridges program 

depended on whether the state’s mission reflected organized coordination with other 

agencies and entities involved in adult education. Mission integration between the 

remedial, workforce, and transfer programs resulted in more successful implementation. 

That is to say, a greater number of students in states with a mission that supported the 

goals of the Bridges Initiative were better able to serve the low-income adults.   

 As highlighted in this section, the various factors that make up institutional 

context can influence how a policy is implemented. The next section addresses how 

community context influences policy implementation.  

Community Context 

 Community context includes the influences of the surrounding community such as 

demographics and interest groups (e.g., business and universities). Although the research 

does not explicitly link community context to policy implementation, in the case of 

community colleges, a link is plausible due to the community-centric nature of 

community colleges. Community colleges are designed to be responsive to their local 

communities in general, and specifically to the business and economic needs of their 

surrounding communities; as a result, the community context is important to consider 

when researching performance policy implementation. This study considers community 

factors, such as demographics and local interest groups, and their influence on 

implementation. For example, demographics such as age and ethnicity may impact the 

programs offered by a community college. If a community has a high population of 
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individuals under age 30, there may be an increased demand for liberal arts training in 

preparation for transfer to four year universities. If a community has a high population of 

immigrants, there may be a demand for English as a Second Language (ESL) programs. 

Interest groups can also influence the focus of a community college. The section below 

details why there is a need for further research exploring the implementation of 

performance policy at community colleges.  

Implementation Factors: A Summary and Call for Future Research  

 The studies conducted by Harbour and Nagy (2005) and Petrides et al. (2004) 

represent the primary studies on performance policy implementation in community 

colleges and demonstrate that community colleges vary in the extent to which they alter 

institutional policy and procedures to meet performance policy measures. Current 

research indicates that decision-making styles of institutional leaders are reflective of 

how they react to performance policy; that is to say, institutions with presidents who 

emphasize performance and encourage staff to work with them in implementing policy 

and improving performance are more likely to meet performance measures than 

institutions with presidents who are not as engaged in this manner.  

 The studies conducted by Harbour and Nagy (2005) and Petrides et al. (2002) did 

not consider the extent to which community colleges differ in their implementation of 

state performance policies or the reasons for those differences. Harbour and Nagy 

focused on differences in how community college leaders view performance policies and 

did not consider the effect those differences have on the extent and nature of policy 

implementation. Petrides et al. examined institutional culture within community colleges 

in California as the colleges sought to implement state performance funding initiatives. 
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This study seeks to extend that work by building on the strengths of the two studies and 

designing to the study with recognition of an additional key factor to authentic 

implementation: institutional context.  

 A review of the literature suggests two factors influence the effectiveness of 

policy implementation: institutional context and policy environment. Additionally, a third 

factor will be examined through this study: community context. For example, in her 

follow up to the Rand Study, McLaughlin (1991) found that local implementation 

choices, including local expertise, capacity, motivation, and management style played 

significant roles in how federal programs were carried out.  

Summary of Policy Implementation Studies 

 A summary of the different studies regarding policy implementation finds that a 

great deal of research has centered on the will of the street-level bureaucrat on policy 

implementation (e.g., Mazmanian & Sabatier, 1983; McLaughlin, 1991; Pressman & 

Wildavsky, 1979). One such study that examined the influence of individual will and 

motivation on policy implementation was conducted by David and Greene (1983). David 

and Greene found that personnel did not change their attitudes about working with 

students with disabilities but only developed “routine behaviors” to remain compliant 

with the federal IDEA. McLaughlin’s follow up study to the Rand Change Agent Study 

found that the commitment of district and site leaders and staff members responsible for 

carrying out the federal programs reviewed by the study were essential for full 

implementation. Marsh and Odden’s (1991) study revealed a “bottom up” approach to 

implementation with teachers and site administrators playing significant roles in the 

implementation of California curriculum frameworks. According to Weatherly and 
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Lipsky (1977), “what actually is delivered or provided under the aegis of a policy 

depends on the individual at the end of the line or ‘street-level bureaucrat’” (p. 190). 

Another factor found to influence policy implementation is the policy 

environment, which includes the clarity of directives and governance structure. A wide 

body of research indicates that clear directives within the language of policy increases the 

likelihood of successful implementation by reducing the probability of misinterpretation 

on the part of implementers; aids in the evaluation process to assess whether policy was 

implemented as intended; and decreases the likelihood that implementing agencies and 

officials will veer from the intent of legislation (e.g., Cohen & Hill, 2001; Majone & 

Wildavsky, 1984; Mazmanian & Sabatier, 1983; Nakamura & Smallwood, 1980). Cohen 

and Hill’s research on mathematics teaching in the California schools highlighted that 

when the objectives of policies and necessary actions of implementers are clear and 

direct, policies are more likely to be implemented as intended.  

The policy environment also includes the governance structure of the involved 

organizations. Governance structure refers to how a state Legislature, governor, board of 

education, state education agency, and institution interact together and the roles they play 

in policy implementation. Manna and O’Hara (2005) noted that governance frequently 

involves multiple actors in different departments or levels of government who do not all 

work within the same chain of command. Therefore, it is important to consider the 

various networks in which governance occurs, not simply the formal hierarchical 

relationships that exist between government actors (O'Toole, 2000; Salamon, 2002). The 

manners in which these key state actors and institutions relate to one another, in terms of 
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formal lines of authority and informal influence, can be highly variable and seemingly 

unpredictable at times (Wirt & Kirst, 1997). 

 The community context is another component expected to play a significant role 

performance implementation. The community context includes factors in the surrounding 

community that may influence policy implementation at a community college including 

demographics, business leaders, four-year universities, and community leaders. As 

previously stated, there is little literature supporting the importance of the community 

context in policy implementation; however, I include it in my framework due to the 

nature of the community college. That is, the mission of the typical community college is 

to serve the needs of the surrounding community through training and education.  

 The next section of this chapter infuses the two factors identified in the literature 

(institutional context and policy environment) and community context into a conceptual 

framework of the policy implementation process at the community college that frames 

this study and guides data collection and analysis.  

Conceptual Framework 

 This study examines whether and how the implementation of performance policy 

differs among three institutions in the Florida College System. The conceptual framework 

highlights the policy environment, community context, and institutional context. As 

previously noted in the literature review, no previous studies clearly identified the impact 

of community factors on policy implementation.  However, due to the historical missions 

of community colleges as institutions designed to serve the education and workforce 

needs of local communities, I felt it was important to include the community context in 

this conceptual framework. I propose that community factors such as demographics and 



 49 

local interest groups (e.g., local universities) may influence performance policy 

implementation. Figure 2 provides a graphic representation of the conceptual framework. 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2-Conceptual Framework 
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immigrant populations to offer ESL courses. A college located near a major university 

may receive pressure from the university to offer certain courses or programs in order to 

prepare students for transfer.  

  Institutional context includes capacity, institutional culture, street-level 

bureaucrats, and mission. The capacity of an institution was identified as part of the 

institutional context in the literature. McLaughlin (1991) viewed the capacity of an 

agency as the ability to perform functions and achieve goals. An institution that focuses 

on workforce preparation may not have the organizational infrastructure in place to meet 

the same level of achievement on specific standards, such as graduation rates of 

Associate of Arts (A.A.) degree students, than an institution with a focus on preparing 

students to transfer to four year institutions. In the same vein, an institution with a focus 

on transfer students may not have the organizational capacity to meet the performance 

standards at the same level as a community college with a focus on workforce programs.  

In the case of these two types of colleges, the expectation is that the capacity of an 

institution will impact performance policy implementation in different ways.  

Institutional Context 

 Smircich (1985) defined culture as a group attribute or quality that includes 

shared beliefs, meanings, and values among members. In the case of a community 

college, the group would include the college stakeholders such as staff, faculty, students, 

as well as community members. The culture of one institution may be to place value on 

increased completion rates of students enrolled in A.A. programs by focusing on 

retention and training advisors; however, the focus of another institution may be on the 

placement rates of students enrolled in workforce programs into the job market by 
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working with local business leaders to offer specific training. Therefore, the culture of 

these two types of institutions varies as one places more value on workforce needs and 

the other on preparing students for further education. With the standardization of 

accountability measures through the state performance policy, the culture of individual 

community colleges may affect how well the college meets performance measures.  

 Street-level bureaucrats and their levels of motivation were identified by 

McLaughlin (1991) as factors that influence implementation choices.  According to 

McLaughlin, the personal will and motivation of those involved in the implementation 

process can affect how a policy is carried out. In the community college environment, 

some staff members may not implement a policy because it is not deemed important by 

high-level administrators. Some implementers may merely meet the minimum 

requirements to maintain compliance. Maynard-Moody and Musheno (2003) reiterated 

the significance of street-level bureaucrats in the political process, asserting that street-

level workers "actually make policy choices rather than simply implement the decisions 

of elected officials” (p. 100). Street-level bureaucrats may make decisions based on their 

own evaluations of a mandate, influencing the extent to which it is implemented or how it 

is implemented.  

My assertion of the importance of the will and motivation of the street-level 

bureaucrat stems from the work of McLaughlin (1987), Goldring (1995) and Pressman 

and Wildavsky (1973). Pressman and Wildavsky found that the implementation of policy 

initiatives depends on what happens as individuals throughout the policy stream interpret 

and act on the initiatives. A great deal of research has centered on the impact of 

individual perceptions on policy implementation (e.g., Mazmanian & Sabatier, 1983; 
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McLaughlin, 1991; Pressman & Wildavsky, 1984). Through each phase of the policy 

implementation process, variables influence how individuals view the implementation of 

policy. In the case of performance policy, community college officials may be influenced 

by the perceived impact on the institution, while community officials may be more 

interested in the perceived impact on the members of the communities they represent. 

Mission was identified by Shaw and Bailey (2007) as an essential component of 

policy implementation in their study of the Bridges Initiative across six states. The 

researchers found that the greater the integration of missions between the various entities 

working to implement policy associated with the program, the greater the ability of the 

program to reach students and improve their educational and economic conditions.  

 The conceptual framework also posits that performance policy implementation is 

influenced by the policy environment. The policy environment includes clarity of 

directives and governance structure. Clarity of directives was defined by Nakumara and 

Smallwood (1980) as the manner in which language within a statute or policy is 

understood by those responsible for carrying out the provisions of the policy. As 

previously noted, several studies indicated that clear directives within the language of 

policy can increase the likelihood of successful implementation by reducing the 

probability of misinterpretation (e.g., Cohen & Hill, 2001; Majone & Wildavsky, 1984; 

Mazmanian & Sabatier, 1983; Nakamura & Smallwood). This factor has been taken into 

account in my conceptual framework by addressing the specificity of the language of 

performance policy formulators. For instance, the clarity of a new policy may refocus the 

Policy Environment 
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mission of a college in order to ensure the requirements of the policy are met or alter the 

culture of an institution by assigning more value to workforce education efforts.  

 The governance structure also influences policy decision-making. Policies are 

developed by the state Legislature, interpreted by the state Department of Education, and 

then interpreted by the local college board of trustees and college administrators. The 

Division of Florida Colleges conducts technical assistance of policy, such as the state 

performance policy.  How the policy is interpreted by the college administrators and the 

communication of that understanding to staff responsible for carrying out the provisions 

may influence implementation.  

  In sum, my conceptual framework posits that the implementation of performance 

policy is guided by policy environments, community factors, and institutional factors. 

The policy environment includes the governance structure and clarity of directives. The 

community context includes local interest groups and demographics and the institutional 

context includes mission, institutional culture, capacity, and street-level bureaucrats.  
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CHAPTER 3 

            RESEARCH METHODS 

 Educational policy scholars use qualitative research to understand, describe, and 

sometimes explain the complexity of a public problem, the solutions devised to solve it, 

and responses to the adopted solution. In order to evaluate how selected Florida 

community colleges have responded to performance policy, a qualitative case study 

approach was utilized. A case study methodology is described by Merriam (1998) as a 

method employed to gain an in-depth understanding of a situation and the meaning for 

those involved. The focus of a case study is on process rather than outcomes. Merriam 

noted that case studies are useful when a single entity, such as a policy, is examined to 

enhance understanding of the “case” under study. The case under review in my study is 

Florida’s performance policy.  

  As described in chapter two, performance policy implementation is expected to 

be influenced by a number of factors including clarity of policy directives, street-level 

bureaucrats, and community factors such as demographics. To consider the extent to 

which these factors may influence performance policy implementation, I interviewed 

policy implementers at the three community colleges selected for the study, observed 

interactions between campus personnel, and examined relevant documents.  

The Case: Performance Policy in Florida  

 Section 1008.45 of Florida Statute requires the State Board of Education together 

with community college officials develop and implement a plan to improve and evaluate 

the instructional and administrative efficiency and effectiveness of Florida’s community 

colleges. The task of developing and administering this plan was given to the Department 
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of Education and, specifically, the Division of Florida Colleges within the Department of 

Education. According to the Community College Performance Funding report (2007), the 

Division of Florida Colleges worked with a committee made up of staff from various 

community colleges to develop the specific guidelines. The Division then distributed 

those directives and deadlines to the community colleges. The community colleges are 

then responsible for submitting data each year to the Division of Florida Colleges. The 

data the community colleges were responsible for submitting is detailed in Appendix A.    

 As an employee of the Florida Department of Education Division of Florida 

Colleges, I had access to data and individuals who work at Florida community colleges. 

My professional role seemed to ease the process of gaining access to the institutions and 

their staff. In my position, I work regularly with student affairs personnel, including 

financial aid directors, academic counselors, and registrars, who were able to assist me in 

securing access to the institutions, identifying people to interview, and locating relevant 

documents. (See Appendix E for a Reflection of the Researcher’s Role.) 

 The following sections include a description of my sampling framework, data, 

interview protocol, and analysis plan.  

Sample 

 Of the population of 28 community colleges in Florida, 3 institutions were 

selected from a purposive sampling process based on program enrollment patterns (A.A. 

versus workforce).  According to the Community College Fact Book (Florida Department 

of Education, 2009), 67 percent of the students enrolled in the community college system 

were pursuing the A.A. degree and 32 percent were pursuing the associate of science 

(A.S.) degree or workforce-related programs (Postsecondary Vocational, Postsecondary 
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Adult Vocational, Continuing Workforce Education, Adult Basic Education, and 

Community Instructional Services) during the same academic year. The remaining 1 

percent of students were enrolled in teacher preparation programs designed for students 

with bachelor’s degrees returning to school to earn credentials in teaching.   

 I used the Community College Fact Book (Florida Department of Education, 

2009) to gather program enrollment numbers for each of the state’s community colleges.  

I selected one college for this study because more than 70 percent of its enrollment was in 

workforce programs and had a mission focused a workforce training. During the same 

academic year, the second institution I selected for this study had an enrollment of more 

than 60 percent in A.A. transfer programs with a mission focused on transfer preparation. 

The final institution selected for this study had an enrollment of between 50 and 60 

percent in A.A. transfer programs with a mission focused on preparing students for 

transfer in the 2007-08 academic year and an increasing focus on workforce training. The 

institutions selected for this study were given pseudonyms and are described here in a 

way that preserves their confidentiality. 

  Seacoast Community College had a student enrollment of less than 10,000 in 

2007-2008 and more than 70 percent of the students were enrolled in workforce programs 

(Florida Department of Education, 2009). According to the College’s web site, the 

mission of the college is focused on offering opportunity for development of the local 

economy through education.  

 Citrus Community College had an enrollment of more than 20,000 students  
 
in 2007-2008 (Florida Department of Education, 2009). More than 60 percent of the  
 
enrolled students were working towards the A.A. degree. The college’s web site  
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indicated that the mission of the institution centers around enriching the lives of students  
 
and the community.   
 
 East Point Community College had an enrollment of less than 20,000 students in 

2007-08 (Florida Department of Education, 2009). Between 50 and 60 percent of the 

students enrolled at the institution were pursuing an A.A. during that academic year, 

according to the Florida Department of Education. The mission of the institution focuses 

on community development and student success.  

The positions of those who performed functions pertinent to performance policy 

varied by institution; as a result, a snowball sampling procedure was used to recruit 

participants. To begin, presidents and business officers at each institution were asked to 

participate in the study. Many of the business officers served as vice presidents for 

administrative functions. An analysis of performance policy documents (e.g., annual 

performance reports, budget reports) suggested that these individuals played pivotal roles 

in the administration of performance policy at community colleges. Through interviews 

with these key individuals, I was able to identify additional staff members at each 

institution who were involved in the implementation of performance policy. Additional 

participants included vice presidents for academic affairs, provosts, and institutional 

researchers. In all, three staff members were interviewed from Seacoast Community 

College, five from East Point Community College and four from Citrus Community 

College.  

I also utilized online databases maintained by the Florida Senate and House of 

Representatives to identify key documents regarding performance policy. I also collected 

technical assistance manuals and other documents that capture the communication 
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process between the Division of Florida Colleges staff and community college personnel. 

I also searched for relevant documents that address performance policy on the individual 

college’s web sites. 

Data Collection 

 

 Data was collected from documents, interviews, and observations. The conceptual 

framework developed in Chapter 2 guided data collection efforts (see Appendix B). To 

reiterate, the conceptual framework posits that, as performance policy moves from 

adoption to implementation, it is influenced by institutional and community context as 

well as the policy environment. This conceptualization of the policy implementation 

process guided interview protocol development and document/site observation sampling 

decisions.    

Documents gathered from each institution included accountability reports, budget 

documents, college publications, board of trustees meeting notes, agendas of meetings 

between the president and other administrators, as well as press releases and newspaper 

documents highlighting performance policy and analysis at the institutions. I identified 

documents through use of each college’s online search engine, college catalogs, and local 

media reports. Documents were selected based on their relevance to performance policy. 

I also asked participants interviewed to identify additional documents regarding 

performance policy. Additional documents included grant proposals and reports, college 

annual reports, and the American Association of Community Colleges (AACC) Core 

Indicators of Effectiveness measures.  

Documents   
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 Documents were also collected from the Florida Department of Education 

Division of Florida Colleges. These documents included system-wide performance 

accountability reports and data and technical assistance memos. These documents helped 

to build understanding about the support, or lack thereof, among community college 

leaders for the performance policy and the directives provided by the Department of 

Education as the agency responsible for the policy’s implementation.  

Interviews were conducted to gather information about the ways in which 

institutional context, community context, and the policy environment influenced the 

extent and nature of performance policy implementation. All identities of participants 

remained confidential. 

Interviews   

According to Merriam (1998), interviews are conducted along a continuum that is 

based on the amount of structure needed for the interview. At one end of the continuum, 

structured interviews have predetermined questions that are asked in a predetermined 

order. At the opposite end are open-ended interviews. Less structured formats assume 

that individual respondents define their environments in unique ways (Merriam). In a 

semi-structured interview, the interview is a mix of more and less structured questions. I 

used a semi-structured approach that enabled me to gather standard information from all 

respondents (e.g., whether or not new positions were created or existing positions 

changed to address performance policy requirements) and, at the same time, explore 

emerging themes with more open-ended questions.  

  Interview questions for community college staff included:  
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• Did the performance policy change operations at your institution? If so, in what 

ways? 

•  Have you faced obstacles as you implement performance policy?  

• Did you take on new job responsibilities or receive additional training as a result 

of the state performance policy? 

An interview protocol is included in Appendix C. Interviews were audio taped with 

participants’ permission and transcribed verbatim. I also took notes during interviews in 

the case of equipment failure and to ensure I remembered specific points made by 

participants. 

To supplement the information gained from interviews and review of documents, 

I observed staff at each of the institution interacting while discussing performance 

requirements. I made one site visit to each campus with each visit lasting approximately 

3-4 days. The goal of the site visits was to observe the communication and interaction 

between staff involved in the implementation of performance policy and conduct 

interviews. I observed staff meetings between the executive teams; typically the president 

and vice presidents. Through these meetings, I was able to assess how many staff had job 

responsibilities associated with performance policy implementation and what kind of 

tasks they were responsible for completing.  

Observations  

Data Coding and Analysis  

 Following guidelines set forth by Miles and Huberman (1994), Strauss and Corbin 

(1990), and Creswell (1998), I coded and analyzed the data. As I interviewed individuals, 

reviewed documents, and made observations, I created identifying notations for general 
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characteristics such as affiliation with the institution, institutional characteristics, 

employment position, common quotations, and personal thoughts.  

 Because I expected the implementation of performance policy to be influenced by 

a set of identified factors, I began with deductive codes outlined in the conceptual 

framework described in Chapter 2. For example, the conceptual framework indicates that 

I may find evidence that governance structure in Florida shapes policy and set the stage 

for the policy’s implementation; implementation “bumps” that result from different 

interpretations of the statute or agency directives by different individuals at an institution; 

and decisions by some individuals to regularly gather and review student outcome data 

while others ignore the task. Based on the conceptual framework, institutional differences 

in implementation may arise that may be dependent upon institutional missions, norms, 

and practices as well as community contexts and policy environment. For example, I 

expected that there may be institutional “go getters” who comply with performance 

policy by transforming the organizational structure of the institution. At all institutions, I 

looked for whether positions were added or existing positions restructured to meet the 

provisions of the law.  

Data analysis began with an evaluation of the responses to interview questions. 

For example, responses to the question Has the performance policy affected your day-to-

day activities in your position? were reviewed for mention of changes in local 

institutional policy, job changes to perform duties related to performance measures, or 

budget concerns. I also looked for unexpected themes and data found in the responses. 

Using NVIVO software, I labeled the responses focusing on key terms and concepts and 

put them into groupings based on the conceptual framework: institutional context, 
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community context, and policy environment. As I reviewed the interviews, I broke down 

the responses further into sub-groupings within each grouping and also labeled those 

responses that did not fit into any of the identified groupings. I repeated this process for 

field notes from the observations and documents. 

Once the concepts were identified through analysis of the data and put into 

groupings, I coded for patterns in the responses. Did individuals in like positions at 

different institutions respond similarly? Did individuals at the same institution respond 

similarly? I compared the codes against one another and grouped them together to create 

categories (Strauss & Corbin, 1990).  Strauss and Corbin noted that categories are 

designed to pull together various concepts or subcategories of information obtained 

through data. Categories gathered from my research included “effects of budget” and 

“changes in work duties performed” and “accreditation requirements”, for example. Once 

categories were identified, I examined the categories to develop properties. Properties are 

defined by Strauss and Corbin as the characteristics or attributes of a category. For 

instance, within the category “changes in work duties performed”, properties were how 

the work is carried out, when it is performed, frequency of tasks, and who else is 

involved.  

 I began my analysis using an open coding process. I conducted a line-by-line 

analysis of the interviews, documents, and observations. The line-by-line analysis helped 

me to identify categories to focus on as I conducted the analytical process. For example, I 

was able to compare responses from individuals in the same positions at the three 

community colleges in the study. I was able to analyze the difference in responses 

between a president at an institution with a majority of its student population enrolled in 
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workforce-related programs and a president of an institutional with a majority of its 

student population enrolled in the A.A. transfer program.    

 New codes were added inductively as new issues emerged or more information 

was gathered from the colleges included in this study. Patterns of similarities and 

differences between faculty, administrators, and other staff members at the institutions, 

between institutions, and between institutional types (e.g., workforce focus versus A.A. 

transfer focus) were compared. I corroborated interviews from different individuals, 

different types of data such as field notes and document review, and different methods of 

data collection.  

Miles and Huberman (1994) indicated that there are several strategies a researcher 

may use to help corroborate evidence. These strategies include analyzing the 

representativeness of the findings. In the case of my study, I asked:  How am I impacting 

the staff at the community colleges and how are they impacting me? How might my role 

with the state department of education influence participant responses? As I went 

through the research process, I took note of my own thoughts and examined my notes to 

look for bias in my reporting. As I interviewed and observed staff from the community 

colleges, I looked for my potential biases. (Please see Appendix E for personal bias 

statement.) 

To counteract the potential bias, I utlized triangulation to confirm findings 

(Creswell, 1998; Merriam, 1998; Miles & Huberman, 1994).  Triangulation involves 

corroborating sources from different individuals (e.g, college presidents and college 

business officers), types of data (e.g., interviews and observational fieldnotes), and/or 

methods of data collection (e.g., interviews and document review). I also used member 
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checking or getting feedback from informants (Creswell; Merriam; Miles & Huberman). I 

asked certain participants to provide further information on responses for which I had a 

question or thought would help explain findings. As an example of member checking, a 

participant at one of the study institutions indicated that the college relies heavily on the 

Core Indicators of Effectives developed by the AACC. I followed up with this participant 

and asked how she thought the AACC indicators related to the state performance policy.  
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CHAPTER 4 

FINDINGS  

The data gathered in this study revealed that the implementation of performance 

policy at the sample institutions took three primary forms: (a) the establishment of 

student support mechanisms, (b) job restructuring and retraining of faculty and staff, and 

(c) the expansion of data collection activities. In terms of student support mechanisms, 

programs aimed at improving retention and persistence rates of students were developed, 

and student affairs offices were restructured. The institutions examined as part of the 

study also appeared to restructure employee positions and require faculty and staff 

retraining as part of the initiatives to implement performance policy. Additional duties 

were assigned to staff members, additional training was required, and new grant-funded 

positions were created. As performance policy was implemented, the institutions also 

expanded data collection activities. Colleges collected and submitted data on specified 

state performance policy measures, reviewed data previously submitted for state 

reporting purposes, and, in turn, collected additional data regarding student performance.  

Each of these forms of performance policy implementation appeared to be 

influenced by the factors of the conceptual framework; namely, the community context, 

institutional context, and policy environment. The nature of their influence on 

performance policy implementation at two of the colleges—East Point Community 

College and Citrus Community College was similar. The factors appeared to affect the 

implementation forms differently at Seacoast Community College, however. In addition 

to the original factors outlined in the framework, accreditation requirements emerged as 

an additional factor affecting performance policy implementation at all three institutions. 



 66 

The next section of this chapter describes the three primary forms of performance policy 

implementation and highlights how each appears to be influenced by the factors of the 

conceptual framework and accreditation requirements.  

Student Support Mechanisms 

The data institutions were required to generate under Florida’s performance 

accountability law did not appear to drive the decision to offer student support 

mechanisms originally; it was not until the data were received in the form of 

accountability reports from the state, compared with other institutions and discussed 

among the administration, faculty, and staff that support mechanisms were put into place 

at all institutions studied.  

At Citrus Community College, the Vice President for Administrative Affairs 

noted that performance data required by state policy on the retention of students in 

mathematics developmental education—a program aimed at preparing students who are 

not ready for college-level math to succeed in college math courses—led the school to 

reassess its curriculum. According to the college’s 2007 accountability report, only 40 

percent of students enrolled in its math developmental education courses successfully 

completed a developmental education course or were still enrolled in 2007. The statewide 

average for success in math developmental education courses offered by community 

colleges for 2007 was 53 percent. Citrus administrators decided to pursue a redesign of 

the developmental math and college algebra curricula. Minutes from a February 2008 

college board of trustees meeting indicated that the board approved a college request to 

apply for a federal Title III grant to help pay for the curriculum redesigns, citing the need 

Citrus Community College 
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to improve retention rates in developmental math and college algebra courses as the 

primary purpose for which grant funds were to be used. According to the college 

president: 

We need to ensure our students are prepared for the university curriculum. So 

many of our students plan to pursue the university’s health or engineering 

programs and those programs require an in-depth understanding of mathematical 

concepts.  

Part of the curriculum redesign included the establishment of new support mechanisms 

such as additional time in the mathematics lab for students and faculty available to assist 

students during lab hours. According to minutes from an April 2009 college senate 

curriculum meeting, the new curriculum will include a one period per week focus group 

during which students meet with their instructors, a one hour studio activity where 

students will work on the computer with assistance, and a two and a half hour lab setting 

in which students will engage with teaching faculty and additional mathematics staff. 

In addition to the redesign of the developmental mathematics and college algebra 

curriculum, Citrus Community College appears to have established the African American 

Male Success program in response, in part, to its review of performance policy measures 

and the poor retention rates African American male students. African American Male 

Success is designed to help African American males stay in college and graduate by 

offering tutoring, mentoring, financial aid counseling, portfolio development, visits to 

four-year institutions, academic advising, and career planning. According to the 

program’s director:  

The college’s focus on the Black male resulted from a review of research and 
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analyses that impact this segment of America’s population. Collectively, the 

results of this review indicate dire conditions for the Black male and the need for 

a sense of urgency to address contributing causes.  

A college report states that the program was introduced in 2006 after the institution’s 

performance accountability report highlighted a retention rate for African American men 

of 53 percent, compared to 57 percent statewide.  

In interviews at Citrus College Community, staff suggested that the establishment 

of the African American Male Success Program was in response to required state 

performance policy data, but not in isolation. Instead, they indicated that it was a 

combination of factors that led to the development of the program, including data from 

performance reports, anecdotal evidence from faculty and staff, and a push from students. 

A Citrus Community College official explained: 

We have a whole program to recruit and retain African American males in the 

classroom and to succeed. We have increased that over the last couple of years. 

Can I directly say it was because of performance policy data?  No, but I think that 

probably triggered somebody at one time. 

 

 Evidence that the establishment of student support mechanisms as a form of 

performance policy implementation was also present at East Point Community College. 

Similar to Citrus Community College, East Point pursued and was awarded a federal 

Title III grant in 2005. However, East Point Community College’s focus expanded 

beyond math developmental education into all areas of developmental education and 

student services in general. To reiterate, developmental education refers to courses 

East Point Community College  
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offered at the community college designed to prepare students for college-level work. 

According to the college’s Title III web site, the purpose of the grant was to improve 

student retention and graduation rates by redesigning student support and tracking 

services and restructuring the developmental studies and learning assistance programs. 

The college’s grant proposal highlighted the state’s performance funding policy at that 

point in time (2005) as one of the reasons the grant was necessary: 

The fiscal problem is further aggravated by performance-based funding policies 

that were implemented in 1996 by the then Florida Board of Community Colleges 

that penalizes institutions like [East Point Community College] with low 

graduation rates in vocational fields. Lower funding means that faculty teach 

more classes and have less time to address curriculum and instruction issues. 

Colleges like East Point with low-funding-per-student ratios are held to the same 

performance standards as higher-funded colleges.  

In its Title III proposal, the college also cited its poor graduation rate and low retention 

rates as reasons to pursue the grant. According to the institution’s 2003 performance data, 

the college’s most recent one-year retention rate (for 2002) was 53 percent and the three-

year graduation rate was 24 percent. Additionally, 69 percent of the college’s students 

required one or more developmental courses—62 percent placed into developmental 

math, 47 percent placed into developmental reading, 47 percent placed into 

developmental writing, and 25 percent required developmental courses in all three areas. 

The report data also noted that only 30 percent of students completed their developmental 

education courses within one year.  

 The Title III funds awarded to East Point were to respond to objectives embedded 
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in the state performance policy in three key ways: (a) curriculum redesign, (b) 

individualized learning plans, and (c) the construction of a new learning center. 

According to the Vice President for Academic Affairs, 

The developmental math, English, and writing faculty are redesigning their 

courses because of the outcomes. The performances were not where we wanted 

them to be. We went out and got grant money and we are redesigning them. Our 

intermediate algebra, the faculty there looked at their courses and pass rates. They 

compared them to other schools in the state. We didn't like where we were with 

our students' success, so they redesigned that course. Those are ways we are using 

performance. 

 The college also developed a web-based program with which students can track 

their progress. Individualized learning plans, as they are called, enable students to track 

their performance and movement towards completion of their academic goals. The 

system prompts students when it is time to see advisors, reminds students of required 

courses and deadlines, and helps students identify resources available at the college. The 

system also provides what the college terms “early alerts” to staff, faculty, and students 

when the student is in danger of not meeting program requirements. The college-wide 

Director of Institutional Research for East Point indicated that the individualized learning 

plans provide useful data on student progression toward program completion, which in 

turn enables the college to more accurately predict future enrollment trends and retention 

rates.  

 The college’s relationship with the local four-year university also appeared to 

play a part in the development of support mechanisms for students—associate in arts 
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(A.A.) students in particular—such as the individualized learning plans. Staff at the 

institution noted that they regularly engage in conversations with their counterparts at the 

local university to address the experiences of East Point’s transfer students and discuss 

possible methods to improve their success. The Vice President for Academic Affairs 

indicated that “we have always had state performance policy data telling us how our 

students are doing at the university. And, we have a great relationship with the 

universities. We have great articulation. So if our students aren't doing well at that level, 

we need to fix it.” 

 In addition to the individualized learning plans and restructuring of the 

developmental education program, the Title III grant also enabled East Point Community 

College to revamp its student counseling center to combine all student services functions 

into a one-stop center. The college gave the center a new name to emphasize the campus’ 

focus on student achievement. The Center opened in 2008; according to a November 

2008 college press release,  

Every program in the Center – New Student Orientation, Academic Advising and 

Student Success Seminars – has been evaluated and revised based on outcome 

assessments, as well as student and staff feedback. Student engagement strategies 

and technology, including center Web pages, are now components of all programs 

to meet the needs of today’s students. 

 During conversations with the President and Vice President for Academic Affairs, both 

indicated that a focus on improving student achievement was initiated by analyzing data 

associated with assessment of student performance. The Center did not offer additional 

services for specific groups of students; rather, the emphasis was on the enhancement of 
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existing services to improve student success for all. 

 East Point’s Title III grant also allowed for the creation of a new campus facility 

in 2008 that was designed to enhance learning by offering tutoring services for students, 

and workshops on learning strategies, as well as additional resources for faculty in one 

place. According to a 2008 college newsletter, 

At this groundbreaking new facility, faculty collaborate with learning specialists 

and student success specialists to assist students in identifying appropriate 

resources to be used to maximize learning and success. The new learning center 

offers both students and faculty a broad range of services: diagnostic assessment, 

learning materials and electronic resources, individual conferences, one-on-one 

and small-group tutoring, whole-class support, workshops and seminars, success 

strategies and resources, technology and multimedia support, and assistance in 

developing and assessing individual learning plans.  

The creation of this facility, along with the restructuring of the student counseling center, 

individualized learning plans, and revamping of the developmental education program 

were supported by the college’s Title III grant. College documents and interviews with 

staff indicated that the decision to pursue this grant was based, in part, on a review of 

data required for state performance policy reporting.  

 

Unlike East Point and Citrus Community College, Seacoast Community College 

did not elect to apply for the Title III grant. However, the college did appear to develop 

student support mechanisms in response to a review of state performance data. The 2009 

Strategic Plan for Seacoast Community College indicated that one of the primary 

Seacoast Community College 
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“planning assumptions” for the college included an increasing demand by the public for 

proof of institutional accountability and effectiveness, noting the measures included in 

the state’s performance policy. The report stated that,  

The college will need to embrace innovation and continuous quality improvement 

efforts in academic and administrative support programs and services; 

information gathering and reporting will continue to be a major requirement of the 

college to monitor continuous improvement and cost-effectiveness; accrediting 

agency expectations will require more documented evidence of performance; and, 

performance accountability measures will focus on student learning, outcomes, 

program completion, and cost-effectiveness.  

One suggestion by college officials for demonstrating performance was through the 

development of student support mechanisms. During interviews at Seacoast Community 

College about the development of such programs, officials referenced data obtained from 

performance policy reports. According to the Vice President for Educational and Student 

Services,  

We assess our performance data from the state and AACC [American Association 

of Community Colleges] measures pretty regularly. We use this information to 

decide what kind of programming may be needed or areas to focus on. For 

instance, it was after we reviewed such information from the state and AACC that 

we decided to focus on the retention of Black males. 

Seacoast’s strategic plan also included a goal of improving retention rates. The 

Vice President for Educational and Student Services noted that the college recognized the 

poor retention rate of its students, which for fall 2008 to spring 2009 was 69 percent and 
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48 percent for fall 2008 to fall 2009, according to the college’s AACC report. In 

response, the college focused on offering programming for Black students and created a 

cultural series of campus events, including Black History Month activities. These 

programs were designed to connect Black students with campus services and resources 

available through the community. The program did not have as much breadth as the 

program offered at Citrus (African American Male Success), which offered 

individualized services to students. The Vice President for Educational and Student 

Services at Seacoast pointed out that the institution perceived itself as the “cultural hub” 

of its community and emphasized the importance of these events to the community.  

Job Restructuring and Retraining 

Two of the three institutions examined in this study appeared to restructure 

positions and require retraining as part of the performance policy implementation 

process. East Point and Citrus Community Colleges engaged in retraining, specifically 

with faculty. Typical activities included additional duties assigned to staff, additional 

training of faculty, and the creation of grant-funded positions. The restructuring of 

positions and retraining occurred as a result of information gained from performance 

reports and available opportunities, such as government grants, as well as a comparison 

of performance policy data with the respective college’s own past performance and that 

of other colleges. East Point Community College and Citrus Community College 

expanded duties in relation to improving student outcomes, retraining of faculty, and 

participated in the federal Title III grant program. East Point used grant funds to improve 

the retention of students in all skill areas of developmental education, while Citrus 

focused on improving retention in mathematics developmental education courses.  
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These differences may be explained by the varied types of institutions the colleges 

represent. Citrus and East Point are located in areas with major universities, and pay 

strong attention to A.A. transfer programs; therefore, Citrus and East Point focus on 

preparing students for transfer by improving learning outcomes. Seacoast is not located 

near a large university and more than 70 percent of students seek credentials other than 

the A.A.  

At East Point Community College, leaders referred to changes in hiring and 

developmental education practices that followed a review of the data from state 

performance policy. Both the President and Vice President for Academic Affairs noted 

the importance of new faculty members’ abilities to assess student learning outcomes; 

meaning being able to assess what students will know, be able to do, or be able to 

demonstrate when they have completed a course. The Vice President for Academic 

Affairs noted that, “We are now looking for faculty to understand student learning 

outcomes. That is, we expect new faculty to understand how to develop and evaluate 

what skills or knowledge students should have after completing a particular course.”  The 

Vice President for Academic Affairs pointed out that job postings for the college now 

indicate that applicants should be able to write and assess student learning outcomes.  

East Point Community College 

The Vice President for Academic Affairs also reported that existing faculty 

members are being retrained in order to be able assess learning outcomes. For example, 

the college’s center dedicated to improving faculty effectiveness offers training on 

writing high-quality assessments of student learning outcomes, posts resources regarding 

outcomes assessment on its web site, and provides an online professional development 
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course that covers how to write learning outcomes appropriate for specific courses. 

Although faculty comments and documentation did not clearly link the assessment of the 

skills and knowledge obtained through a specific course with state performance 

measures, these student learning outcomes directly affect students’ abilities to progress 

and, hence, successfully complete their programs. This was recognized by the Vice 

President for Academic Affairs who noted that “student learning outcome directly affect 

our students ability to succeed and complete their programs.” 

The purpose of the Title III grant is to improve student retention and graduation 

rates by redesigning student support and tracking services and restructuring the 

developmental studies and learning assistance programs. As previously noted, East Point 

Community College applied for the grant to assist in improving upon poor graduation 

rates and low retention rates, both measures included in the state’s performance policy. 

The college’s grant proposal highlighted the state’s performance funding policy as one of 

the reasons the grant was necessary.  

According to the grant proposal, the seven primary objectives of East Point’s Title 

III grant include:  

Increasing the accessibility of intake enrollment services for all students; 

increasing the number and percentage of students who successfully complete 

required developmental coursework within the state two-year standard; increasing 

access to advising services for all First-Time-in-College (FTIC) students; 

increasing the fall-to-fall retention of FTIC students; increasing student 

participation in student support services and use of campus resources; increasing 

the number and percent of developmental students who successfully complete 
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college-level courses; and increasing the three-year graduation rate of FTIC 

students.  

The objectives of East Point’s Title III grant activities align with the state performance 

policy in that they each focus on the success of FTIC students. The state performance 

policy measures require colleges to report graduation rates of FTIC students and 

progression by admission status (A.A, A.S., or certificate) and enrollment.  

Meeting these objectives required the college to expand the job responsibilities of 

existing staff and to hire new staff to carry out grant activities. According to a 2008 

college publication,  

The grant permits us to cross-train employees so that everyone in our One Stop 

Center can assist every student. After all, it doesn’t matter to a student whether an 

employee is from Enrollment Services, Campus Life, Financial Aid/Cashier’s or 

Student Success – what matters is that we make sure that students are served.  

 East Point’s Title III grant proposal clearly outlined job expectations of those 

involved with implementing the grant activities, including college staff and faculty. The 

proposal also outlined new key positions to be funded by the grant including: a 

Developmental Design Specialist, a Student Success Specialist, and a Computer 

Programmer. In addition to the new staff funded by the grant, the proposal highlighted 

the roles of existing staff expected to devote time to grant activities while fully funded by 

the institution.  

 

Job restructuring at Seacoast Community College did not appear to take place as a 

result of a review of a review of the college’s performance on state performance 

Seacoast Community College 
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measures. The Vice President for Educational and Student Services noted that when the 

demand for the alternative teacher certification program decreased and the demand for 

training in early childhood education increased, the college shifted staff duties between 

the two programs accordingly but this action was not due to an assessment of 

performance on state measures.  

Similar to East Point Community College, Citrus Community College’s decision 

to apply for the Title III grant in 2008 included a need to fill in the gaps highlighted in 

state performance reports. According to the Vice President for Administrative Affairs at 

Citrus,  

Citrus Community College  

If we see something, if we are looking at our accountability overall as an 

institution, for instance, and we knew that our math was not-- our students success 

in math transferring, passing college math is dismal comparable to most 

institutions, but dismal at best, that was an opportunity to self-reflect and say, we 

are stopping students from being successful because of our students passing math 

to get out. We went for a Title III grant on that. 

Funding from the grant is being used to retrain faculty on new teaching methods, develop 

a task force, bring in speakers, and begin the revision of the curriculum. Staff members 

were assigned to coordinate the grant and math department faculty were trained to adapt 

the course redesign into their curricula. The college’s Title III web site indicates that the 

goal of the college’s mathematics curriculum redesign is to increase student success and 

graduation rates by developing a comprehensive math redesign program that includes 

assessment, placement and mandatory math sequencing registration, course redesign, and 
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professional development. As previously noted, graduation rates and student success 

measures, such as rates of transfer to the state university system, are reviewed through the 

state performance policy. 

Expansion of Data Collection 

The institutions examined as part of this study also reported expanding data 

collection activities as part of their performance policy implementation process. At East 

Point and Citrus Community Colleges, the expansion of data collection resulted from 

requirements of the Title III grant, while expanded data collection at Seacoast 

Community College was in response to the American Association of Community 

Colleges (AACC) effectiveness measures. East Point and Citrus Community Colleges 

were required to collect data beyond that needed for state performance measures in order 

to meet the requirements of their federal Title III grants. Title III grants are aimed at 

improving student success, which is a primary component of the state’s performance 

policy measures. The documentation demonstrates that performance data on state 

measures were factors in both East Point’s and Citrus’ decisions to pursue the grant. 

Seacoast Community College used the AACC Core Indicators of Effectiveness as the 

primary way to measure performance. Seacoast administrators acknowledged a link 

between the AACC Core Indicators and state performance measures, and pointed out that 

data required by the state did not provide them with the breadth of information they 

wanted to drive decision making, leading them to enhance their data collection efforts. 

Therefore, in addition to the data collected as required for state performance policy, the 

colleges expanded the types of data gathered to include student performance in non-

developmental (college-level) courses after having completed developmental (remedial) 
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courses in a related discipline, student satisfaction, and success rate at a four-year 

university after transfer from the community college..  

At East Point Community College, the Director for Institutional Research noted 

that one of the ways the institution expanded its data collection was through a cohort 

study that included the 2003 FTIC students. One of the reasons the 2003 cohort was 

chosen was to assess whether the provisions being put into place—namely the measures 

associated with Title III — were affecting student performance. The study was designed 

to follow the retention rates of the cohort over a five year period. 

East Point Community College 

The task force that constructed the Title III grant proposal, headed by the Vice 

President for Student Affairs, outlined the necessity to apply for the Title III grant and 

referenced performance policy data during a 2005 presentation to the East Point board of 

trustees. The college received the grant in 2006 and set forth objectives previously 

highlighted in this chapter. Each of these objectives included measurable goals. 

According to a 2009 institutional Title III report, one of the objectives of the grant was to 

increase the number and percentage of students who successfully complete 

developmental coursework within two years by 20 percent by December 2011; this 

required the institution to collect additional data beyond that necessary to meet the state 

performance policy measures. 

Another objective of East Point’s grant is to increase the three-year graduation 

rate of FTIC students by 10 percent over the 2003 baseline of 24 percent by September 

2011. The performance indicator associated with this objective is that at least 680 FTIC 

students graduate from the institution within three years. To assess whether the 
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performance indicators have been met, administrators stated that the college will collect 

data that exceeds what is required for state performance policy, and will require a more 

detailed look at student-level data. However, these data will also provide further 

information on how the college is performing on state measures and, according to those 

interviewed, help the college discern what action, if any, needs to be taken to improve 

performance on those measures. 

Citrus Community College also appeared to expand data collection activities 

based on information received from state performance policy. The Associate Vice 

President for Institutional Research reported that the type of data collected has changed 

compared to when he first started in the position in 2008 and that he views data collection 

as “situational.” He reported that when he first came into the position, the focus was on 

the integrity of the state-required data to ensure that the data submitted were accurate. 

Because the amount of funding received from the state for performance was reduced due 

to budget restrictions, the focus changed to doing more with less fiscal resources and 

improving the performance of students so they complete programs in timely manners. 

According to the Associate Vice President for Institutional Research, “the focus shifted to 

student-level data collection because the college wants to ensure students are getting a 

positive return on their investment.” According to college officials, ad-hoc data requests, 

such as the number of developmental education students enrolled in the nursing program, 

from the community and board members have become more prevalent. Citrus 

Community College official indicated that state performance policy was no longer 

driving data collection efforts for the institution, although they still collected the 

Citrus Community College 
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necessary data and reviewed the state performance reports. 

According to the college’s Title III report, the grant is funding new procedures for 

assessment, placement, registration, and increased use of technology to enhance 

mathematics developmental courses. The grant also requires the institution to collect data 

beyond what is required for state reporting purposes to determine if the mechanisms put 

into place are influencing student success in developmental mathematics and to satisfy 

the reporting requirements of the grant. Specific assessment of student performance in 

mathematics developmental education is not assessed as part of the state performance 

policy. Data efforts at Citrus Community College appeared to shift to a focus on 

consumer data and responding to requests from administration and the community; 

however, the college still responded to the requirements of the state performance policy.  

Seacoast Community College also initiated changes in data collection activities 

due to performance policy implementation; however, unlike Citrus and East Point 

Community Colleges, the expansion of data collection was not related to the Title III 

grant. All of the administrators interviewed from Seacoast referenced the Core Indicators 

of Effectiveness developed by the AACC. The Core Indicators of Effectiveness are 

sixteen measures developed to help community colleges set goals to determine their 

effectiveness. The measures include persistence rates, graduation rates, program learning 

outcomes, success of students in need of developmental education, responsiveness to 

community needs, placements rates, licensure and certification pass rates, employer 

satisfaction with graduates, value added to the community, transfer rates, as well as 

performance after transfer (AACC, 2010). The Vice President for Educational and 

Seacoast Community College 
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Student Services at Seacoast noted that, 

There are all kinds of accountability standards that basically the state tracks. We 

have a number of reports that come in a variety of different ways, whether it has 

to do with persistence or retention rates, whether it has to do with head counts, 

full time enrollment, graduation rates, and success after transfer. We tend to use 

the core indicators of effectiveness here at the college that tie into state measures. 

The Core Indicators of Effectiveness are similar to the state measures. For instance, both 

evaluate graduation rates, retention rates, and transfer to a state university. However, the 

breadth of data on each indicator is greater than what is expected for state reporting 

purposes. For instance, while the state only requires an overall retention rate from each 

school, the AACC indicators ask for a breakdown of retention data for students in each 

developmental education area (i.e., mathematics, reading, and writing). When asked 

about the effect of performance policy on data collection, the Vice President for 

Education and Student Services responded that, 

There was [sic] a lot of data that was coming in from the state, but we weren't 

collecting a lot of individual program pieces. Since I have been here, one of the 

things I have tried pushing for is much more data driven management and data 

analysis in the decision making process. So, yeah, I think its [state performance 

policy requirements] affected us a great deal. 

 Seacoast Community College’s report on the AACC Indicators provided a stated 

goal for each measure and the percentage of students meeting those measures in previous 

years. For example, the program learning outcomes indicator assessed the proportion of 

students enrolled in or completing a program that includes organized or sequential 



 84 

courses leading to degrees or certificates. These students must also demonstrate mastery 

of skills and competencies specific to predetermined learning outcomes (AACC, 2010). 

The goal for this measure was 82 percent for writing courses in 2008 and the college’s 

attainment for that year was 75 percent (which is the last year for which data are available 

on the Indicators). The data collection for this measure went beyond assessment of 

completion and enrollment rates required of the state performance policy and required the 

institution to measure students’ skills on specific learning outcomes for core subjects, 

such as writing.  

 The next section of this chapter addresses whether and how the forms of 

implementation observed through this study—student support mechanisms, job 

restructuring, and data collection procedures—were influenced by the factors of the 

conceptual framework: community context, institutional context, and policy environment. 

Additionally, I discuss a new component of community context and an outside factor not 

originally included as part of the conceptual framework that influenced performance 

policy implementation. Table 1, which I will call an implementation scorecard, illustrates 

how each form of implementation was influenced by the factors of the conceptual 

framework at each of the three colleges.  
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Table 1 

Implementation Scorecard:  Forms of Implementation Affected by the Framework Components 

 

   

Policy Environment 

 

Institutional Context 

Accred

RequireCommunity Context 

 Clarity of 

Directives 

Governance 

Structure 

Mission  Capacity Culture Street-level 

Bureaucrat 

Demogra-

phics 

Interest 

Groups  

Institutional 

Comparison  

SACS 

Citrus 

Community 

College 

No 
influence 
observed 

All forms 
observed 

All forms 
observed 

All forms 
observed 

All forms 
observed 

All forms 
observed 

No 
influence 
observed 

All forms 
observed 

All forms 
observed 

All forms
observe

East Point  

Community 

College 

No 
influence 
observed 

All forms 
observed 

All forms 
observed 

All forms 
observed 

All forms 
observed 

All forms 
observed 

No 
influence 
observed 

All forms 
observed 

Data 
Collection 
only 

All forms
observe

Seacoast 

Community 

College 

No 
influence 
observed 

Data 
Collection 
only 

Student 
Support 
Mechanisms, 
Data 
collection 

Data 
Collection 
only 

Data 
Collection 
only 

Student 
Support 
Mechanisms
, Data 
collection 

Student 
Support 
Mechanis
ms only 

No 
influence 
observed 

Data 
Collection 
only 

All forms
observe
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Community Context 

 For purposes of this study, the community context includes demographics and 

interest groups (e.g., business and community leaders). Although previous research 

highlighted in the literature review does not explicitly link community context to policy 

implementation, in the case of community colleges, a link is plausible due to the 

community-centric nature of community colleges. The data revealed that demographics 

appeared to indirectly affect implementation at Seacoast Community College but not at 

the other two study institutions; while interest groups, primarily the local universities, 

appeared to affect the implementation of performance policy at East Point and Citrus 

Community Colleges but not at Seacoast. An additional factor not included in the original 

conceptual framework, comparison to other institutions, will also be addressed in this 

section. The data indicated that institutional comparison played a role in performance 

policy implementation through one or more forms of implementation (student support 

mechanisms, restructuring of jobs and retraining, expansion of data collection) at each 

institution in the study.  

Demographics 

For the purposes of this study, demographics include race, ethnicity, age, and 

education level of residents in the community surrounding each college. As illustrated in 

Table 1, the establishment of student support mechanisms as a form of performance 

policy implementation appears to have been tied to demographics at Seacoast 

Community College, while there was no link found between demographics and any of the 

forms of implementation at East Point and Citrus Community Colleges.  

 East Point Community College 
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At East Point Community College, the development of student support 

mechanisms, restructuring of jobs and retraining, and expansion of data collection as 

forms of performance policy implementation did not appear to be influenced by 

demographics. The data collected showed no link between community demographics and 

the college’s redesign of its student affairs offices, the student learning outcomes focus of 

the college’s center on faculty effectiveness, or its individualized learning plans. The 

institution developed these mechanisms to improve success rates of all students, 

regardless of demographics.  

In the last section, this study highlighted changes in job responsibilities at East 

Point, primarily due to requirements associated with the Title III grant; however, these 

changes were not a result of the community demographics. New individuals were hired, 

existing staff members assumed further responsibilities, and faulty were retrained to meet 

the parameters of the grant. The decision to pursue the Title III grant and subsequent job 

restructuring was not driven by demographics, but rather by the college’s desire to 

provide better learning outcomes for students and, hence, improve student success.  

An analysis of the data did not reveal a link between the expansion of data 

collection as a form of performance policy implementation and demographics at East 

Point Community College. The expansion of data collection appeared to be centered on 

meeting the data requirements of the Title III grant. 

At Citrus Community College, the creation of student support mechanisms as a 

means of performance policy implementation also was not linked to community 

demographics. The college instituted the African American Male Success program, as 

Citrus Community College 
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described above. While the program is dedicated to a specific demographic, this study did 

not reveal that the creation of the African American Male Success program was linked to 

the demographics of the surrounding community; rather, the program was developed in 

response to an assessment of the performance of Black males at the institution as defined 

by state performance data.  

The restructuring of positions and retraining of existing faculty and staff as well 

as expansion of data collection as a form of implementation was not linked to 

demographics at Citrus Community College. Like East Point Community College, the 

restructuring of positions and expansion of data collection at Citrus was linked to 

objectives related to the Title III grant. Positions were modified, such as training math 

faculty in new instructional methods, and new data were gathered, such as student-level 

data, to meet the objectives of Title III. To reiterate, the data point to a link between the 

decision to pursue the Title III grant and state performance policy. When asked about 

demographics of the surrounding community, college officials stated that they did not see 

a link between community demographics and the college’s decision to apply for Title III.  

Unlike the situation at East Point and Citrus, at Seacoast Community College, the 

establishment of student support mechanisms as a form of performance policy 

implementation appears to have been tied to demographics. The surrounding community 

and its needs are constantly assessed by the institution, as noted by college staff. The 

college’s focus on the community led to its review of the success rates of African 

American students and its subsequent cultural programming, such as Black history month 

activities. The college examined community demographics and student performance data 

Seacoast Community College 
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to assess the success of African American students when deciding to offer these 

activities. The Vice President for Educational and Student Services noted that “because 

the institution is the cultural hub of the area, the importance of offering such programs is 

magnified. People simply don’t have many opportunities to experience cultural offerings 

in this area.”  

The restructuring of positions and expansion of data collection as a form of 

performance policy implementation was not linked to demographics at Seacoast 

Community College. Rather, the restructuring of positions was tied to an evaluation of 

program enrollment and the college budget. The expansion of data collection was 

associated with an assessment of whether the college met its stated goals for the AACC 

Indicators but was not tied to state performance policy.  

It is important to note that demographics did influence what programs were 

offered at Seacoast Community College. College officials indicated that due to the 

significant population of non-native English speakers in the surrounding community, for 

example, there is demand for English as a Second Language (ESL) programs and more 

ESL courses were offered; also, according to college officials, the significant retiree 

population increased the demand for recreational and leisure courses and trained health 

professionals.  

Interest Groups 

Data indicate that local interest groups, such as chambers of commerce, city and 

county commissions, hospitals, businesses, school districts, and universities can influence 

the implementation of performance policy. As highlighted in Table 1, interest groups 

appeared to influence all forms of implementation at Citrus and East Point Community 
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Colleges, while there was no evidence of the affect of interest groups on performance 

policy implementation at Seacoast Community College. 

At East Point Community College, the establishment of student support 

mechanisms, job restructuring and retraining, and expansion of data collection as a form 

of performance policy implementation appeared to be tied to interest groups—

specifically the local university—through the Title III grant. Staff interviewed for this 

study did not clearly state that the college’s decision to pursue the Title III grant or that 

the subsequent additional student support mechanisms, job restructuring and retraining, 

and expansion of data collection were motivated by the local university or any specific 

university. However, it appeared that the relationship with and proximity to the local 

university encouraged officials to place significant importance on the state performance 

measure addressing students readiness to move on to a four-year institution. Furthermore, 

student readiness for transition to a four-year institution was cited as one of the reasons to 

pursue the Title III grant in its grant application and ensuing grant report. The Vice 

President for Academic Affairs indicated that institutional research staff regularly report 

to the board and college executive team on transfer student performance. 

East Point Community College 

The development of individualized learning plans—an activity associated with the 

Title III grant — was identified as a student support mechanism at East Point. The plans 

were designed to help improve student retention rates and prepare A.A. students for 

transfer to a university. The development of the plans appeared to be a result of multiple 

factors, including the relationship with the local university. The college’s President and 

Vice President for Academic Affairs noted that the institution regularly engaged in 



 91 

conversation with administrators at the local university regarding the performance of East 

Point students once at the university. According to the Vice President for Academic 

Affairs, “We meet with the staff from the local university pretty regularly.” 

East Point staff took on additional duties, received training, and new staff were 

hired to carry out activities associated with the college’s Title III grant. According to the 

institution’s Title III grant application, most East Point Community College students are 

pursuing the A.A. and plan to transfer to four-year universities. Students cannot graduate 

from East Point and move on to earn their baccalaureate degrees if they are not successful 

in their developmental education courses. East Point’s Title III grant application noted 

that in 2003, the year for which East Point used data to apply for the grant, 59 percent of 

developmental education students did not pass their courses.  

Like East Point Community College, at Citrus Community College, the means of 

implementation of performance policy identified through the data were tied to interest 

groups, primarily through the Title III grant. The primary means of enhancing support 

mechanisms involved a program designed to improve the retention of Black males called 

African American Male Success as well as the activities associated with the Title III grant 

designed to reform mathematics developmental and college algebra courses. While the 

African America Male Success program was not motivated by interest groups, the 

decision to pursue the Title III grant was linked with an interest group—specifically, the 

local university.  

Citrus Community College 

As previously indicated, the decision to pursue the Title III grant at Citrus 

Community College appeared to be motivated, in part, by a review of state performance 
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policy data of student performance in mathematics courses. During conversations with 

the President, Vice President for Administrative Services, Provost, and Associate Vice 

President for Institutional Research, the strong relationship with the local university was 

referenced. The staff indicated that many students who do not get accepted into the local 

university will come to the area anyway and attend Citrus with plans to transfer to the 

university after completion of the A.A. Citrus has an A.A. enrollment of more than 70 

percent, and staff emphasized the importance of preparing students in the A.A. program 

for transfer. Similar to East Point Community College, Citrus staff interviewed reported 

that the institution regularly engages in conversation with university officials about the 

performance of Citrus students who transferred there. The college’s decision to pursue 

the Title III grant and, subsequently, to offer support mechanisms to students in math 

courses was not explicitly acknowledged by staff as being driven by the local university; 

however, there was a desire expressed by all staff interviewed to ensure that students are 

prepared to succeed once they transfer, and a recognition that many students are being 

prevented from transfer due to lack of success in mathematics courses. Again, this lack of 

success in mathematics courses was the college’s primary purpose for pursuing the Title 

III grant.  

The restructuring of positions and retraining of faculty and staff at Citrus was tied 

to the Title III grant. The activities of the Title III grant required that new staff be hired, 

that mathematics developmental and college algebra faculty be retrained in a new style of 

teaching, and that existing staff assume additional duties. The college’s relationship with 

the local university and desire to better prepare students for university-level curricula 

played a role in the decision to pursue the grant. The Associate Vice President for 
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Institutional Research noted that, 

Certainly, we will be looking at student success from the sequential nature. We 

look at the course work that poses the biggest barrier to success when the student 

moves on. When pursuing a Title III project for Math 1033, Integrated Algebra, 

we were looking at the sequential success of the chemistry sequence, and then 

following the courses, and seeing the students from that perspective. All of those 

kinds of things are what influence the student’s success at the university. 

The data collection required for the Title III grant was not directly tied to an 

interest group; however, the motivation behind pursuing the grant appears to be linked to 

the local university. As previously stated, college administrators regularly engaged in 

conversation with staff members at the local university regarding the preparedness of 

students. The reasons for pursuing the grant were manifold, including better preparing 

students for success once at the university. The grant required additional data collection 

to assess whether the college was meeting its Title III objectives, including data on the 

retention and persistence rates of students in development mathematics and college 

algebra courses.  

Unlike at the other two study institutions, at Seacoast Community College there 

was no evidence tying the establishment of student support mechanisms as a form of 

implementation of performance policy to interest groups. Student support mechanisms at 

the college took the form of cultural activities, primarily events designed to inform 

students and community members about college resources. The data did not demonstrate 

a link between these support mechanisms as a form of performance policy 

Seacoast Community College 
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implementation and interest groups in the community, such as businesses, local 

universities, or local school districts.  

The restructuring of positions as a form of implementation was also not linked to 

interest groups at Seacoast Community College. The primary way the college 

restructured positions was to merge programs and consequently reconfigure the job 

responsibilities of program staff. The merger of programs, such as the early childhood 

education and alternative teacher certification programs, was not influenced by local 

interest groups such as business and industry; rather, but appeared to be spurred by 

demand, or lack thereof, for such programs and budget concerns.  

The expansion of data collection as a form of implementation could not be linked 

to interest groups at Seacoast Community College as well. The college utilized the 

AACC’s Core Indicators of Effectiveness to assess performance. The data collected to 

evaluate whether the institution met its Indicator goals revolved around retention, 

completion, and community satisfaction. The decision to use the AACC Indicators and 

the resulting need to collect certain data did were not driven by any local businesses, 

industries, universities, or school districts. While community satisfaction is one of the 

AACC Core Indicators of Effectiveness, community interest groups did not influence the 

college’s decision to use the Indicators as a performance evaluation tool. In order to 

assess community satisfaction, the college surveyed community members in their service 

counties for their satisfaction with programs, services, and activities offered by the 

college.  

Institutional Comparison 

One factor that was not part of the original the conceptual framework yet was 
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revealed through the data was what will be referred to as comparison to other institutions. 

This study revealed that all three study institutions compared data regarding performance 

on several measures with their sister institutions in the Florida College System and two of 

the three indicated that they compared performance data with national data and in doing 

so there implementation plans were affected. Similar state and national institutions are 

part of the community which plays a role in the policy implementation process at 

colleges. As highlighted in Table 1, comparison to other institutions appeared to 

influence the implementation through all three forms identified through the study at 

Citrus Community College. At Seacoast and East Point Community Colleges, 

institutional comparison affected implementation only through the expansion of data 

collection.   

 The design and development of student support mechanisms as a means of 

performance policy implementation was not influenced by comparison to other 

institutions at East Point. Additionally, the restructuring of jobs and retraining as a form 

of policy implementation was not affected by comparison to other institutions; rather, the 

retraining and restructuring of jobs revolved around the Title III grant and related 

objectives. However, the expansion of data collection as a means of performance policy 

implementation at East Point was linked to comparison to other institutions on a state and 

national level. According to the Vice President for Academic Affairs, 

East Point Community College 

For me personally, my role is to provide first of all the national and state picture. 

So all of us were seeing a trend towards learning outcomes, and then we got tired 

of saying, ‘we are the guys that say no you can't do this.’ We wanted to get 
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something positive. Plus, our own belief-- I will say that of any movement in 

education to demonstrate performance, I think student learning outcomes are the 

ones that educators can most embrace. The college decided to go ahead, knowing 

that the national trend was toward learning outcomes, we decided to go ahead and 

commit to the college’s being able to demonstrate learning outcomes. We wanted 

to compare our learning outcomes to similar institution across the country and 

state so of course we have to begin collecting the necessary data. 

 

 At Citrus Community College the implementation of student support mechanisms 

as a form of performance policy implementation appeared to be influenced by 

comparison to other institutions. The primary means of enhancing support mechanisms 

involved a program designed to improve the retention of Black males called African 

American Male Success, and the activities associated with the Title III grant. These 

developments were motivated by the college’s assessment of state performance data and 

the desire to improve on such measures when compared to similar institutions. According 

to the Vice President for Administrative Affairs, the college frequently compared the 

percentage of completers and success rates of students, including African American 

males, to similar institutions in the Florida College System.  

Citrus Community College 

 Comparison to other institutions can be tied to performance policy 

implementation at Citrus Community College through the restructuring of jobs and 

retraining. The revamping of jobs appeared to be tied to fulfillment of the objectives of 

the Title III grant, which required the hiring of new staff, additional duties for existing 

staff, and for developmental mathematics and college algebra faculty to learn a new style 
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of teaching. The decision to apply for the Title III grant appeared to be spurred, in part, 

by comparison to other institutions and a desire to improve performance when compared 

to similar institutions. 

 The expansion of data collection as a means of performance policy 

implementation at Citrus was linked to comparison to other institutions. According to the 

Associate Vice President for Institutional Effectiveness, the college chose to participate 

in a national benchmark project to compare its performance to similar institutions on a 

national level. This project required the college to expand its data collection for 

assessment purposes of the project. 

This year is the first year we are going to be involved in what we call a national 

benchmark project, so we are going to look outside of the state of Florida to 

benchmark ourselves against what we hope to be more appropriate peer grouping, 

so that we can be aspirational in how we approach other aspects of accountability, 

performance measures. Part of my role will be to assist with this project and 

gather the data. 

The Vice President for Administrative Affairs also noted the influence of comparing 

one’s self to other institutions in the state on implementation of performance policy:  

I would also look at that for comparative across the institutions I feel are similar 

to us in the state. Are we meeting or exceeding expectations over the average, or 

is there a reason that? For instance, in our nursing program we are not showing as 

many completers as someone [of] like size. I may question that and pose that 

question to the group of vice presidents, saying, you know, when I look at 

accountability, I am looking at performance, why aren't we reporting these 
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completers?  Why would X college have more completers than us if we have the 

same number of students? So, I may pose some of those analytical questions and 

we would need further data. 

Student support mechanisms as a means of performance policy implementation 

was not influenced by comparison to other institutions at Seacoast Community College. 

The support mechanisms at Seacoast included cultural events designed to promote 

awareness among specific groups of students. The retraining of faculty and staff and 

restructuring of jobs as a form of performance policy implementation also cannot be tied 

to comparison to other institutions at the college. The primary way the college 

restructured positions was to merge programs and consequently restructure the job 

responsibilities of program staff.  

Seacoast Community College 

Unlike the development of student support mechanisms and restructuring of jobs 

and retraining, at Seacoast Community College, the expansion of data collection as a 

form of performance policy implementation was linked to comparison to other 

institutions. Just like Citrus Community College, Seacoast participated in a national 

benchmark project to compare itself not only to similar institutions in the state, but 

nationally as well. According to the Vice President for Educational and Student Affairs,  

The state funded what they call the National Community College Benchmark 

project a couple of years ago, which was basically looking at your community 

college in relationship to the national norms so you can see some performance. 

What percentile are we performing at on the same standards as other community 

colleges?  So, from my perspective, that is a very performance based assessment. 
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We also use things like the student opinion surveys, where we compare ourselves 

again on different perimeters than the national community benchmark projects. 

So, we had to expand our data collection to include certain measures so we can 

basically measure our performance in regards to a national norm. 

Institutional Context 

 In addition to examining the community context of the study institutions, the 

institutional context was analyzed. The institutional context includes capacity, mission, 

institutional culture, as well as the values, will, and motivation of those involved in the 

implementation process (street-level bureaucrats). These factors were cited by various 

researchers as having effects on policy implementation (Kirst & Jung, 1991; Mazmanian 

& Sabatier, 1983; McLaughlin, 1991; Murphy, 1971; Shaw & Bailey, 2007). This section 

of the chapter addresses whether and how each of the institutional context factors 

affected the forms of implementation identified in this study. All of the institutions were 

influenced by the institutional context through one or more forms of implementation 

identified through this study. As highlighted in Table 1, capacity appeared to influence 

performance policy implementation through all three forms at both East Point and Citrus 

Community Colleges and there was only evidence of the affect of capacity on data 

collection expansion at Seacoast Community College.  

Capacity 

McLaughlin (1991) defined the capacity of an agency as the ability to perform 

functions and achieve goals. The data gathered in this study demonstrated that at two of 

the three institutions, capacity was built to perform functions and achieve goals by 

creating new centers, adjusting job responsibilities, restructuring offices, and 
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implementing new technology. This often occurred after the institutions received data 

regarding state performance measures.  

At none of the colleges did capacity in the form of personnel, financial resources, 

or technology explain why performance policy was or was not implemented at the study 

institutions. However, at East Point and Citrus Community Colleges, capacity did appear 

to be a part of the discussion and strategic planning for improving upon results from the 

state performance policy measures. It is important to point out that at Seacoast 

Community College there were only three individuals at the college, the President, the 

Vice President for Educational and Student Services, and Vice President for 

Administrative Services, who reported having job duties associated with state 

performance policy. This may help explain why capacity was not tied performance policy 

implementation at Seacoast to the extent it was at Citrus and East Point. 

All three forms of performance policy implementation were tied to capacity 

through the Title III grant at East Point Community College. The institution made 

changes to its infrastructure as the result of the Title III grant, and therefore built its 

capacity. In 2008, the college added additional student support mechanisms by opening a 

learning center and revamping its Division of Student Affairs by placing all of its 

functions in a one-stop center that serves as a hub focused on improving student success. 

The college also established individualized learning plans using a web portal, which 

required the college to build the technology necessary to offer web-based learning plans. 

Positions were restructured to build capacity at the institution and enable staff to carry out 

Title III grant activities, primarily in the student success center. According to the 

East Point Community College 
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college’s President, when the new center was created, a position for Dean of Enrollment 

Services and Student Success was established. The college conducted cohort studies to 

assess the effects of measures implemented through the Title III grant on student 

performance, which also served as part of the grant evaluation process. These cohort 

studies were used to build capacity at the institution by helping discern which activities 

were providing results and whether the college should redirect its grant activities.  

At Citrus Community College, the establishment of student support mechanisms, 

restructuring of jobs, and expansion of data collection as a form of implementation were 

tied to capacity through the Title III grant. Like East Point Community College, Citrus 

Community College applied for and received the federal Title III grant. Citrus focused on 

reforming its developmental math and college algebra curricula, which required changes 

to the college’s infrastructure, including the development of built-in support mechanisms 

for students. According to Citrus administrators, the Title III project required the college 

to develop new procedures for assessment, placement, and registration, and demanded 

increased use of technology to enhance the courses. According to the institution’s Title 

III representative, 

Citrus Community College 

The courses will allow for classes to meet primarily in a computer lab which will 

give them access to a variety of instructional resources via the computer, as well 

as access to immediate assistance from faculty and other instructional staff. 

Classes will also meet with their individual instructor regularly once a week 

outside of the lab, and have the opportunity to gather for impromptu group 

sessions as needed. The College Algebra course will be supplemented using 
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computerized quizzing and homework tools, while maintaining the current lecture 

format. More standardization will also be incorporated.  

Positions were restructured to build capacity at the institution and enable staff to 

carry out Title III grant activities. Faculty and staff were provided with professional 

development opportunities regarding the new math curriculum. Members of the math 

department were required to take on additional duties to implement the changes to the 

curriculum resulting from the Title III goals. The institution’s Title III task force included 

the math department chair, academic foundations department chair, intermediate algebra 

coordinator, and beginning algebra coordinator. Other college staff on the grant task force 

included the vice president for academic affairs, vice president for information 

technology, vice president for student affairs, director of institutional research, dean of 

educational centers, and the associate vice president for facilities. The committee worked 

for several months and spent additional time beyond their typical job duties to develop 

the Title III grant proposal.  

The college was required to collect additional data to assess whether the measures 

put into place to build capacity and meet the Title III objectives, such as new instructional 

methods for faculty and combining lecture and lab assistance, were affecting student 

success in mathematics developmental and college algebra courses. The decision to 

pursue the Title III grant, the related capacity building, and evaluation of whether those 

capacity measures affected math achievement were partially motivated by state 

performance data, as previously noted in this chapter.  

At Seacoast Community College, the establishment of student support 

Seacoast Community College 
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mechanisms and as a form of performance policy implementation was not tied to 

capacity. The establishment of student support mechanisms, such as cultural activities, 

did not require the college to develop new technologies or restructure offices. The 

restructuring of jobs as a form of implementation was also not linked to capacity. The 

Vice President for Educational and Student Services, who oversees academic 

programming at the institution, noted that program staff merged or certain programs were 

eliminated due to limited budget and dearth of necessary staff needed to sustain such 

programs. The decisions on what programs to eliminate also involved an assessment of 

performance measures. The Vice President for Educational and Student Affairs noted 

that,  

I have a CDL (Commercial Driver’s License) program which is a commercial 

driving license for these big 18 wheelers. We have a lot invested in some 

equipment over there. We have some big 18 wheelers, and some cabs, and some 

trailers that go along with it. I have classrooms in that building; air conditioning, 

utilities, and all of those components that go along with that. I only have one 

instructor. I don't have a tremendous number of students going through there. I 

only have maybe sometimes 8 or 10 per year. But, in addition to that 8 or 10 that 

we complete, we graduate. We have 100 percent placement. Then in addition to 

the 100 percent placement, they make a pretty good salary. I don't have a high 

demand for it, so is that cost savings for me if I close that particular program 

down?  I have some stiff insurance premiums that go along with that each year. 

But, it's that kind of an analysis of all of the components of programs that are not-

- I mean, he is low volume producing, but he is high success rate in his 



 104 

production. Whereas other programs that I have may have higher volume, but 

don't have the success rates and the placement rates. The question then for me 

becomes, where do I cut my losses? 

 The expansion of data collection as a form of policy implementation was linked to 

capacity at Seacoast Community College and centered on assessment of whether the 

college was meeting its goals for the AACC measures; as previously noted, the AACC 

Indicators closely align with state measures. The college’s AACC report indicated that in 

order to collect the necessary data for the Indicators, new measures such as surveys were 

utilized. The college’s 2008-2009 annual report also noted that part of the college’s plan 

through 2011 is to build capacity in order to meet the stated goals for the Core Indicators 

of Effectiveness; the college planned to build capacity to meet the goals by focusing on 

data. The annual report included the following: 

The college will improve institutional effectiveness with the assistance of the Data 

Analysis Group (DAG), continue to develop the Core Indicators of Effectiveness, 

analyze the Community College Survey of Student Engagement (CCSSE), and 

identify state reports pertinent to the college. 

Mission 

Mission is defined as the overall purpose and goals of the organization (Smircich, 

1985). The missions of all institutions involved in this study referenced serving the needs 

of the community and providing quality learning opportunities. Mission appeared to 

indirectly influence implementation through one or more multiple forms at all three study 

institutions. As illustrated in Table 1, at East Point and Citrus Community Colleges, 

mission played a role in performance policy implementation through all three forms, 
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primarily as it relates to the Title III grant. At Seacoast Community College, mission was 

linked to student support mechanism development and expansion of data collection. 

The establishment of student support mechanisms, retraining and restructuring of 

jobs, and expansion of data collection as a form of performance policy implementation 

was linked to mission through the Title III grant at East Point Community College. The 

mission of the institution includes preparing students for university transfer, serving local 

workforce needs, and promoting the intellectual, social, and personal development of 

students. According to the college’s Title III grant proposal, the development of student 

support mechanisms, such as individualized learning plans and a new center dedicated to 

student success, were intended to help the college fulfill its mission by better preparing 

students for university transfer and by promoting student development. The following is a 

passage from the college’s grant proposal: 

East Point Community College 

Bold action is needed to increase the retention and graduation of East Point 

students. Academic and career information will help students develop realistic 

educational and career goals; regular academic advising will help students 

develop and monitor educational plans; and reform of the outmoded 

developmental curriculum and instruction will provide underprepared students 

with the assistance they need to succeed in college-level courses. The college 

needs a unified, cohesive, intensive system to help students learn more effectively 

and efficiently. This solution leads directly to the Title III project. 

Citrus Community College 
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Like East Point Community College, at Citrus Community College, the 

previously identified means of performance policy implementation were indirectly linked 

to mission through the Title III grant. Indeed, the reasons for pursuing the grant can be 

tied to a linkage between the college mission and its performance on state measures. 

While to preserve confidentiality, this study cannot print the college’s mission, it can be 

noted that the mission of Citrus Community College focuses on the improvement of 

student lives and the community. In this statement by the College President, the 

mediating influence of institutional mission on the tact taken by administration to pursue 

the federal grant is highlighted: “Title III will contribute to the college’s tradition by 

providing additional value to the lives of our students and enriching our community 

through mathematical education.”  

The development of student support mechanisms as a means of performance 

policy implementation was also tied to mission at Seacoast Community College. The 

mission of Seacoast Community College centers on providing a range of cultural, 

educational, and economic development opportunities for the community. One of the 

support mechanisms put into place by the institution was a Black history month program 

and other activities in support of the African American community. The Vice President 

for Educational and Student Services noted that one of the reasons behind offering the 

cultural activities was the poor retention rate of Black males: 

Seacoast Community College 

 African American males are more difficult to retain than a White female. We 

have tried getting more African American involvement by bringing in speakers, 

our Martin Luther King Day activities, or in Black History month activities, we 



 107 

try and do something that's of interest to them. 

 The restructuring of jobs as a means of performance policy implementation was 

not linked with mission at Seacoast Community College. While job restructuring, such as 

merging program staff based on demand and budget resources, was motivated by the 

college’s mission, there was no evidence to link it to performance policy implementation. 

However, the mission was routinely emphasized by staff and members of the executive 

team interviewed at Seacoast Community College. Each fiscal unit of the institution is 

required to submit unit action plans annually that summarize goals for the upcoming year, 

including budget needs and any staff responsibility changes to meet the goals. Also, goals 

must be tied to the college’s mission. According to the Vice President for Administrative 

Affairs,  

When you have fewer dollars coming in, in terms of funding reductions, then you 

have to make budget reductions. You must then really start looking at what's 

important and you go back to the mission of the college and say, what is it we are 

supposed to be doing, whose doing it really well, you know, where should we 

make sure we don't make any cuts to, and where can we afford to make some 

adjustments. With the UAP’s, as we call it-- unit action plans-- have to be tied to 

certain goals, and the goals have to be tied to the mission. 

 The expansion of data collection as a form of performance policy implementation 

was linked to mission at Seacoast. Support for this finding can be found in the 

institution’s 2008-2009 Annual Report which noted that in order to promote the college’s 

mission, the campus would engage several tactics, including continuing to develop 

strategies based on the data received from the AACC Core Indicators of Effectiveness, 
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the college’s primary data evaluation tool, and identifying state reports pertinent to the 

college. According to the college’s Vice President for Educational and Student Services,  

The Core Indicators of Effectiveness measure whether or not your institution is 

actually meeting its mission in areas such as graduation rate, persistence, and 

value to the community. All of those components, we have different pieces that 

we look at in our Core Indicators of Effectiveness, that touch each of those 

components in our mission. 

Institutional Culture 

The culture of an institution was defined by Smircich (1985) as a group attribute 

or quality that includes shared beliefs, meanings, and values among members. Success of 

the student body and serving the community were cited by representatives at all three 

colleges included in this study as the primary foci of day-to-day activities. As highlighted 

in Table 1, performance policy implementation at East Point and Citrus Community 

Colleges seemed to be influenced by all three forms of implementation described in this 

study, while only the expansion of data collection appeared to affect policy 

implementation at Seacoast.  

For East Point Community College, the development of student support 

mechanisms, job restructuring, and expansion of data collection as means of performance 

policy implementation were linked to institutional culture. The value placed on student 

success by the institution was reaffirmed by the staff interviewed. The President noted 

that “the success of our students is the primary concern of our college and staff. I 

consistently emphasize with staff and faculty the importance of their interactions with 

East Point Community College 
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students because the simplest actions can influence the success of students.” Student 

success is the focal point of the state’s performance measures and the college hoped to 

improve the success of students through activities related to the grant. The East Point 

Community College president echoed this sentiment,  

A new road map to student success is transforming the way East Point 

Community College is serving its students. EPCC’s Title III program is increasing 

independent learning, student retention and graduation by providing extra 

resources that allow greater learning opportunities. 

According to the institution’s Title III report, its primary values include:  

• Student success by providing programs and services to students that 

increase the opportunity for students to define and reach their educational 

and career goals by connecting them to the appropriate college resources 

and empowering them to take responsibility for their education. 

• Enhanced learning by delivering academic programs and learning support 

services that provide students with the appropriate resources for learning 

the knowledge and skills needed for the workplace or for transfer to 

baccalaureate programs in state universities. This priority requires 

exceptional levels of performance and achievement by all faculty and staff 

and therefore includes campus support and resources to meet professional 

growth expectations for all employees. 

 

 Similar to East Point Community College, Citrus Community College officials 

alluded to poor performance on state reporting measures as a reason to pursue the Title 

Citrus Community College 
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III grant. Like East Point, the main forms of performance policy implementation were 

linked to institutional culture at Citrus. The grant helped to promote the key value noted 

by all staff interviewed at Citrus Community College: student success. The college’s core 

values include access, excellence, assessment, accountability and improvement as 

reinforced in the college’s value statement, as noted on its web site. The value statement 

emphasizes an innovative learning environment committed to academics and 

collaboration with the community. These values are reflected in the Title III grant’s goal 

of improving retention in mathematical education. The Title III grant resulted in the 

development of support mechanisms, such as course restructuring, additional duties for 

staff, and the expansion of data collection to evaluate whether the college was meeting its 

Title III goals.  

The college’s African American Male Success program reflected the college’s 

value of student success. At a May 2009 college board of trustees meeting, the 

importance of the African American Male Success program in promoting the college’s 

value of student success was discussed by staff: 

The recruitment and retention of minority students showed positive increases in 

most categories for this academic year. [She] noted that programs such as African 

America Male Success contributed greatly to the positive outcome. Completions 

in certificate programs mirror enrollment trends showing success in that category. 

A.A. and A.S. programs reflect opportunities for improvement through strategies 

that include proactive academic advisement that goes beyond just academic 

choices.  

 Seacoast Community College 
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 The development of student support mechanisms as a form of performance policy 

implementation did not appear to be linked to institutional culture at Seacoast. The 

restructuring of jobs on the Seacoast campus reflected the institution’s value on the 

community, but was not linked to performance policy implementation. Jobs were 

restructured based on need and budgetary considerations. 

 The expansion of data collection as a means of performance policy 

implementation appeared to be tied to institutional culture at Seacoast Community 

College. The AACC Core Indicators of Effectiveness utilized by the campus are coupled 

into the state performance measures and reflect the college’s culture of valuing student 

achievement and community involvement. The Core Indicators of Effectiveness reflect 

the college’s value of student success by measuring items such as student retention and 

success after transfer to four-year universities; the Indicators also reflect the college’s 

value of community as described by the Vice President of Educational and Student 

Services: “We have different pieces that we look in our Core Indicators of Effectiveness 

that touch on community involvement. We look into public service, community 

engagement as well as all of the student measures.”   

 Street-level Bureaucrats 

 A great deal of research has centered on the influence of the street-level 

bureaucrat on policy implementation (e.g., Mazmanian & Sabatier, 1983; McLaughlin, 

1991; Pressman & Wildavsky, 1979). In McLaughlin’s (1991) words, “The will, 

motivation, and values of those charged with carrying out policy can have an effect on 

whether and how a policy is implemented” ( p. 23). Street-level bureaucrats appeared to 

influence performance policy implementation through one or more forms of 
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implementation revealed through the data at all three study institutions. As highlighted 

in,Table 1, street-level bureaucrats influenced performance policy implementation 

through all 3 forms identified through the study, while at Seacoast Community College, 

street-level bureaucrats affected implementation through student support mechanisms and 

data collection expansion.   

East Point Community College

At East Point Community College, the addition of student support mechanisms, 

job restructuring and retraining, and expansion of data collection as means of 

performance policy implementation were influenced by street-level bureaucrats. As 

previously noted in this chapter, the support mechanisms implemented at the institution 

were a result of the Title III grant and were designed by a task force that was responsible 

for developing recommendations on how to put the grant funds to best use. The task force 

was comprised of staff from all over the institution, including the president, vice 

presidents, student affairs staff, and technology experts. The institution’s 2008 Title III 

report highlighted the influence of the street-level bureaucrat on Title III implementation:  

  

The developmental faculty has been dedicated to fulfilling its charge to redesign 

the developmental curriculum. The members have assessed programs and courses, 

identified strengths and weaknesses, researched best practices and taken a holistic 

approach to the design and development of the curricula. 

According to the Vice President for Academic Affairs, the developmental faculty have 

influenced the redesign of developmental courses and, in turn, restructured their own 

jobs: 

The developmental math, English, and writing [faculty] are redesigning their 
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courses because of the outcomes; the performances were not where we wanted 

them to be. We went out and got grant money and we are redesigning them. Our 

intermediate algebra, the faculty there looked at their course, their pass rates, they 

compared them to other schools in the state. We had some comparisons we did to 

other schools that we think we are comparable to in the country, and we didn't 

like where we were with our students' success, so they redesigned that course. 

Those are ways we are using performance. 

The expansion of data collected at East Point was also influenced by street-level 

bureaucrats. These bureaucrats included school administration, such as the Vice President 

for Academic Affairs and academic affairs staff. The school administration emphasized 

student learning outcomes, which influenced the way data were utilized. The Vice 

President for Academic Affairs noted that “the conversation has changed for me because 

we are going from remote data to immediate data. What's happening in your class this 

semester, and how is it reacting to what everybody else is doing. That's been a good 

thing, but it's harder.” According to the Vice President for Academic Affairs, the faculty 

(street-level bureaucrats) affected how and what data were used to assess student learning 

outcomes in the classroom: 

The faculty will get together, and they will say, these are the five things we want 

to be able to do; we want students to be able to analyze--there are four or five 

major things that they think someone should be able to do when they come out of 

this course. Then they determine how they would know the students can do that. 

How many of our students got that right? They did this, but they weren't able to 

determine this piece.  
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Citrus Community College 

 At Citrus Community College, like East Pint Community College, the 

implementation of student support mechanisms, job restructuring, and expansion of data 

collection as means of performance policy implementation were influenced by street-

level bureaucrats through the Title III grant. According to McLaughlin (1991), the 

personal will and motivation of those involved in the implementation process can affect 

how a policy is carried out. This can mean that street-level bureaucrats, college faculty 

and staff in this instance, can work to hinder or promote a policy. In the case of Citrus 

Community College, it appears that faculty and staff helped to smooth the way for 

performance policy implementation. A focus group of faculty and staff were responsible 

for developing the support measures, such as extended math lab hours and increased 

access to faculty during lab hours, and changes to faculty instructional techniques. 

According to a Title III proposal presented during a 2008 faculty senate meeting, the 

recommendations were based on student surveys and college-wide workshops conducted 

after the first year of grant implementation:  

The focus group worked from collected comments/suggestions arising out of the 

Year One Workshops. Participants in the workshops included faculty, staff, and 

administrators. Of most interest to the Senate might be the fact that 55 faculty 

attended the Year One Workshops and provided input. Focus group members also 

considered results of various student surveys. The focus group found that research 

supports the value of learner-centered, rather than classroom- or instructor-

centered, curriculum and pedagogy. Blended classes increase the opportunity for 

cooperative and collaborative work among students by opening up time in the 
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week for structured student-learning independent of the classroom or of class 

time. Blended classes open up not just student schedules but also faculty 

schedules. Faculty can be directed to use this additional time for structured 

professional development that could be centered on pedagogy, technology, etc. As 

the demographic and educational backgrounds of our students shift in the coming 

decades and as the college hires more and more new faculty in the wake of the 

retirement wave to come, professional development will be critical to the 

institutional effectiveness of Citrus Community College. 

The recommendations of the focus group included: 

The college should offer a variety of course schedules which might include the 

following: 7-8 week minimesters; alternate two day (MW, TH) and block Friday 

schedules; 7 am classes; and blended (on-campus/open campus) classes. These 

would be offered in addition to the traditional schedule.  

The activities associated with the grant also required the expansion of data in order to 

determine where the grant actions were making a difference. 

The development of student support mechanisms at Seacoast Community College 

as a form of policy implementation appeared to be influenced by street-level bureaucrats. 

The support mechanisms established at the institution, such as resource fairs for students, 

were motivated by college staff. The President and Vice President for Educational and 

Student Services indicated that they felt something had to be done after observing poor 

retention and persistence rates. Street-level bureaucrats did not appear to play a role in 

job restructuring or retraining at Seacoast Community College.  

Seacoast Community College 
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The expansion of data collection as a means of performance policy 

implementation was influenced by street-level bureaucrats. The institution used the 

AACC Core Indicators of Effectiveness to assess performance; as previously noted, the 

Indicators tied into the state performance measures. The Seacoast Community College 

2008-2009 Annual Report noted that part of the strategic planning process included 

building upon the Core Indicators of Effectiveness through the work of staff members 

responsible for using the data gained from the Indicators to develop best practices and 

improve student performance. According to the report, one of the strategies used involved 

an annual assessment day during which college faculty and staff participated in 

professional development programming regarding institutional effectiveness, distribution 

of information, and documentation. 

Policy Environment 

 Another factor that research has shown influences policy implementation is the 

policy environment, which includes the clarity of directives and governance structure. A 

wide body of research indicates that clear directives within the language of policy itself 

increases the likelihood of successful implementation by reducing the probability of 

misinterpretation on the part of implementers; also, such clarity aids in the evaluation 

process to assess whether policy was implemented as intended, and decreases the 

likelihood that implementing agencies and officials will veer from the intent of legislation 

(e.g., Cohen & Hill, 2001; Majone & Wildavsky, 1984; Mazmanian & Sabatier, 1983; 

Nakamura & Smallwood, 1980). 

The policy environment also includes the governance structure of the 

implementing organizations. Governance structure includes interactions among a state 
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Legislature, governor, board of education, state education agency, and institution and the 

role each plays in policy implementation. Manna and O’Hara (2005) noted that 

governance frequently involves multiple actors in different departments or levels of 

government who do not necessarily work within the same chain of command. Therefore, 

it is important to consider the various networks in which governance occurs, not simply 

the formal hierarchical relationships that exist between government actors (O'Toole, 

2000; Salamon, 2002). The policy environment played a role in performance policy 

implementation at each institution through the governance structure but there was no data 

linking clarity of directives to policy implementation at any of the study institutions. 

Clarity of Directives 

Nakumara and Smallwood (1980) defined clarity of directives as “the manner in 

which language within a statute or policy is understood by those responsible for carrying 

out the provisions of the policy” (p.33). The development of student support mechanisms, 

job restructuring and retraining, and the expansion of data collection as forms of policy 

implementation did not appear to be influenced by clarity of directives at any of the 

sampled institutions. As highlighted in Table 1, the data showed that clarity of directives 

did not play a significant role in implementation at any of the study institutions due to the 

fact that the performance based funding incentive attached to the performance policy was 

suspended by the state Legislature. The accountability provisions remained in statute but 

the Legislature elected not to provide additional funds to the colleges based on 

performance beginning with the 2008 legislative session; the primary reason being a lack 

of available state funds. The institutions were not influenced by the clarity of directives 

received from the state Department of Education because, according to college officials 
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at multiple institutions, they did not see a reason to seek guidance due to the fact that 

additional funding was not available. For example, Citrus Community College officials 

noted that the focus was previously on the correctness of the data to ensure the college 

maximized dollars that could be received from performance but this is no longer the case. 

This could explain why guidance was not deemed as important by the study participants. 

However, the colleges included in this study emphasized that they still submit 

data to the state for performance reporting through a state database each year. The 

database is maintained by the Department of Education and includes a collection of data 

on multiple measures including completion rates, retention rates, and the number of 

students in developmental education. If colleges request assistance with the submission of 

information or clarification as to why data is needed, exactly what data is needed, or how 

to submit data, they typically work directly with the staff at the Department of Education 

who maintain the database and develop reports. College staff reported that before the 

Legislature stopped authorizing additional funds for performance, they were more 

concerned with the submission process and specifics on the data needed because it had 

the potential to affect the amount of funding received. The Associate Vice President for 

Institutional Research at Citrus Community College stated that “there is a standard 

database submission process at all colleges for performance data and the entire aspect 

that influenced performance based funding when it was in effect was the accurate 

reporting of completed data.”  

When asked about the role of the Florida Department of Education regarding the 

submission of data, the Seacoast Community College President noted that, “Now we 

mostly just input the data and the Division of Florida Colleges data center extracts from 
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our Banner system, which is our computer system that we use. They extract information 

that they need, and then they basically use a lot of that information for reports.” When 

asked whether the state provided technical assistance to the college, the Seacoast Vice 

President for Education and Student Affairs noted “no we don’t receive any type of 

technical assistance from the state. I think you can get that by calling, if you are having 

those kind of issues. I know that our institutional effectiveness director calls them 

frequently.” 

Governance Structure 

Governance structure was also identified in the literature as part of the policy 

environment that influences policy implementation. Lynn, Heinrich, and Hill (2001) 

defined governance as "the means for achieving direction, control, and coordination of 

wholly or partially autonomous individuals or organizations on behalf of interests to 

which they jointly contribute" (p. 2). As previously indicated, governance structure 

played a role in performance policy implementation at all three study institutions. Table 1 

illustrated that at Citrus and East Point, governance structure influenced implementation 

through the Title III grant in all three forms and through the expansion of data collection 

at Seacoast. 

All three forms of policy implementation were influenced by governance structure 

at East Point Community College, primarily through the Title III grant. As previously 

indicated in this chapter, Title III was pursued by college officials based on data from 

state performance measures. The governance structure of East Point Community College 

included the college board of trustees, Division of Florida Colleges of the Florida 

East Point Community College 
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Department of Education, and the State Board of Education as well as the college’s 

executive team, which was comprised of the college president and vice presidents. The 

board of trustees worked closely with the college executive team to interpret and 

implement rules passed down by the State Board of Education, while the Division 

worked directly with the college executive team to interpret and implement both rule 

passed by the State Board of Education and statute passed by the Legislature. Often, state 

board rule resulted from the passage of statute by the Legislature and required a change 

in college policy. The Director of Institutional Research at East Point noted that he 

worked closely with this group to gather data that would be presented to the board of 

trustees in order to gain support for the Title III grant: 

Part of that strategic planning process includes looking at all the priority areas: 

student success, enhanced learning. The college looked at policy from the state as 

well as college policy to make decisions. So, based on our work with them 

[members of the executive team] as part of that strategic planning process, they in 

turn needed student success data and information in order to make informed 

decisions about policies and grants to pursue, that in turn influences priorities. 

Title III tied into the priorities of the college and we gathered data for them on 

that. The information was taken to the board of trustees for approval. 

The executive team and board of trustees played a role in the decision to pursue the grant 

and, therefore, influenced the development of student support mechanisms, such as 

individualized learning plans and revamped student affairs offices, related job 

restructuring, and the collection of necessary data to assess whether the changes put into 

place were effective.  
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 Similar to East Point Community College, Citrus Community College obtained a 

Title III grant in an effort to improve student retention. All three forms of policy 

implementation appeared to be influenced by governance structure, primarily through the 

Title III grant. Like East Point Community College, according to college staff, the college 

board of trustees at Citrus worked closely with the college executive team as well as the 

college’s resource and planning council, which consisted of the college vice presidents, 

deans, faculty, and student affairs staff, to make decisions. They worked together to 

interpret and implement rules passed down by the State Board of Education, while the 

Division worked directly with the college executive team to interpret and implement both 

rule passed by the State Board of Education and statute passed by the Legislature. The 

Associate Vice President for Institutional Effectiveness noted that initiatives, such as 

Title III, are often vetted through the college’s resource and planning council before 

being brought to the board of trustees. The council must consider state statute and rule, as 

well as college policy, when moving forward with such initiatives. According to the 

Associate Vice President for Institutional Effectiveness and the Vice President for 

Administrative Affairs, who co-chair the resource and planning council, such initiatives 

are discussed among the council when engaged in strategic planning for the institution. 

The Vice President for Administrative Affairs indicated: 

Citrus Community College 

Title III required changes to the way courses were structured and the technology 

and facilities needed to make those changes so we had to run those by the council. 

There were resources needed to meet the objectives of the grant.  So, those were 

vetted through the resource and planning council.  
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After the grant was vetted through the college’s resource and planning council, it was 

presented to the board of trustees. During a February 2008 board meeting, the council 

requested permission from the trustees to pursue the grant. According to the meeting 

minutes the process was as follows:  

Citrus Community College is requesting permission to apply for designation as a 

Title III eligible institution, which is required in order to participate in the 2008 

fiscal year grant funding competition. Approval of grant: Upon legal review and 

approval, the president or his designee, Vice President for Development, is 

authorized to execute any agreements and related documents associated with this 

grant. 

The resource and planning council and board of trustees played a role in the decision to 

pursue the grant and, therefore, influenced the development of such student support 

mechanisms as extended hours in the math lab, job restructuring and retraining in order to 

prepare mathematics faculty for the course redesign, and collection of necessary data to 

assess whether the new curriculum was influencing student retention. 

 

 At Seacoast Community College, the development of student support mechanisms 

as a means of performance policy implementation was not influenced by the governance 

structure. Rather, the creation of support mechanisms was motivated by a review of 

retention data and an assessment of community needs, such as low retention rates of 

African American males. The restructuring of jobs as a form of performance policy 

implementation at Seacoast was also not affected by the interaction between the board of 

trustees, college administration, and Department of Education. Instead, the restructuring 

Seacoast Community College 
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of positions was influenced by the college’s executive team; namely, the President, Vice 

President for Administrative Services, and Vice President for Educational and Student 

Affairs. According to the Vice President for Educational and Student Affairs,  

When we get budget reductions or we get additional funding, as an incentive, or 

grants, or whatever it is, all of those pieces affect us. There are only three primary 

administrators and we meet weekly to discuss college issues. Whether it's 

reorganizing, and finding ways to--for us, it's finding ways to keep people's jobs, 

and still provide quality education to our students. For example, when we merged 

the faculty from the alternative certification program and early childhood 

development program, we discussed that as a team before the decision was made.  

 The expansion of data collection as a means of performance policy 

implementation was influenced by the college governance structure. The primary method 

of data collection at Seacoast Community College was through the AACC’s Core 

Indicators of Effectiveness. The Vice President for Educational and Student Affairs noted 

that the executive team worked with the board of trustees to assess the Indicator data: 

We have our core indicators, where we take all of these kinds of studies, that give 

us different pieces of information, plus all of the stuff that's coming in from the 

state, like the Department of Education, and we use those kinds of things to 

identify how we are performing, and in what areas do we need to work further. 

We share this information with our Board to help plan a strategic direction for the 

college. 

Unexpected Factor Influencing Performance Policy Implementation: Accreditation 

 Southern Association of Colleges and Schools 
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As highlighted in Table 1, the requirements for accreditation appeared to have 

influenced the implementation of performance policy through all forms of 

implementation at all three study institutions. College officials on all of the campuses 

mentioned the requirements of the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACS) 

accrediting body as a strong influence on the colleges’ day-to-day functions. 

Postsecondary institutions must be accredited by SACS and meet core requirements in 

order for students to be eligible for federal financial aid and for student credits and 

credentials to be transferable to other postsecondary institutions.  

According to SACS, core requirements are basic, broad-based, foundational 

measures that an institution must fulfill to be accredited with the Commission on 

Colleges. The SACS core requirements establish a threshold of development expected of 

an institution seeking initial or continued accreditation and reflect the Commission’s 

basic expectations of candidate and member institutions. The core requirements of SACS 

accreditation mandate that the institution provide student support programs, services, and 

activities consistent with its mission that promote student learning and enhance the 

development of its students.  

According to East Point Community College, the institution meets SACS 

requirements through a variety of student support mechanisms including its center 

designed to enhance student achievement, web portals developed to help students build 

individualized learning plans and track their progress, and faculty professional 

development, many of these mechanisms were supported by Title III. The President and 

Vice President for Academic Affairs noted that the SACS requirements overlap with 

many state performance measures and help the college provide the information necessary 
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for SACS accreditation purposes. “We report data to the state every year but we are also 

strongly driven by SACS accreditation requirements when it comes to planning,” the 

President explained. The Vice President for Academic Affairs noted that she had just 

returned from a SACS meeting and the conversation centered on student learning 

outcomes: “The college has plans to improve student learning outcomes identified by 

SACS through many measures and we are looking at our faculty effectiveness center to 

assist us in preparing faculty to better assess student learning outcomes.” 

 At Citrus Community College, the institution reported a similar focus on SACS 

requirements. The college meets the SACS standard of providing quality student support 

services programs that enhance student learning through various support mechanisms 

offered through its student affairs division. The Associate Vice President for Institutional 

Research indicated that he is the liaison for SACS. He reported that the college is 

influenced by the requirements of SACS to set goals for the institution; the goals 

encompass all areas of the college, including student services, student completion, and 

student retention, areas included under the state performance policy.  

Just as SACS appeared to affect performance policy implementation at East Point 

and Citrus, SACS requirements influenced implementation at Seacoast Community 

College. The institution’s SACS web site indicated that the institution is preparing for the 

next SACS visit in 2012. During discussion with the college’s Vice President for 

Educational and Student Services, she noted that one of the goals for its SACS 

reaccreditation involves the development of a plan that will improve student learning and 

enhance student support mechanisms. The college’s annual report noted that this will 

include the creation of a student retention plan and promotion of college tutoring 
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services, both of which involve improvement of student support mechanisms and reflect 

state performance policy measures designed to assess student performance such as 

retention and completion. 

SACS requirements also played a role in job restructuring and retraining. One of 

the newer requirements of the SACS accreditation process involves a Quality 

Enhancement Plan (QEP). In 2004, the SACS Commission on Colleges started requiring 

institutions undergoing reaffirmation of accreditation to complete QEPs. According to 

SACS: 

Quality Enhancement Plans: SACS 

The Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP), submitted four to six weeks in advance of 

the on-site review by the Commission, is a document developed by the institution 

that (1) includes a broad-based institutional process identifying key issues 

emerging from institutional assessment, (2) focuses on learning outcomes and/or 

the environment supporting student learning and accomplishing the mission of the 

institution, (3) demonstrates institutional capability for the initiation 

implementation, and completion of the QEP, (4) includes broad-based 

involvement of institutional constituencies in the development and proposed 

implementation of the QEP, and (5) identifies goals and a plan to assess their 

achievement. The Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP) is the component of the 

accreditation process that reflects and affirms the commitment of the Commission on 

Colleges to the enhancement of the quality of higher education and to the proposition 

that student learning is at the heart of the mission of all institutions of higher learning. 

By definition, the QEP describes a carefully designed course of action that addresses 

a well-defined and focused topic or issue related to enhancing student learning. The 
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QEP should be embedded within the institution’s ongoing integrated institution-wide 

planning and evaluation process and may very well evolve from this existing process 

or from other processes related to the institution’s internal reaffirmation review. 

QEPs played a role in how jobs were restructured at the study institutions and in the 

implementation of certain performance measures. For example, positions at East Point 

Community College were revamped in order to fulfill the duties related to the QEP 

focused on student engagement.  

At East Point Community College, the Vice President for Academic Affairs noted 

that part of her role is monitoring how the college is fulfilling the SACS requirements 

and reporting such information to the President and board of trustees. Shortly before this 

study took place, the Vice President and key faculty members traveled to a SACS 

meeting to discover the types of practices used to improve student learning outcomes, 

which is one of the primary focal points of SACS and the institution’s QEP. The 

assessment of student learning outcomes that closely align with state performance policy 

measures, such as retention and completion, were spurred by the college’s evaluation of 

its performance on state performance policy indicators. According to the Vice President 

for Academic Affairs, “we evaluate state performance data, student survey data, and look 

at our institutional data when deciding what areas to focus on in research and studies such 

as SACS QEP.” 

East Point’s most recent QEP (2004) focused on student engagement through 

teaching and learning, early intervention, and campus communication and collaboration. 

In order to meet the stated goals, the college engaged in restructuring of positions, such 

as reorganizing the college advising system and expansion of the first year student 

success course, which required changes in the job expectations of advisors and faculty. 
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Advisors were required to learn a new advising system and faculty were hired to teach 

first year success courses. 

Citrus Community College reported that it is preparing for a SACS visit in 2013, 

which will be its first reaccreditation visit since the inception of the QEP requirement. 

During 2010, the college planned for the development of its next QEP project by 

organizing a task force of faculty and staff from various departments across campus; task 

force members will be required to assume additional job duties as a result. According to 

the Associate Vice President for Institutional Research, “as the SACS liaison, I am 

currently devoting a significant amount of time to preparing for our next SACS visit and 

planning the QEP.” The Associate Vice President for Institutional Research reported that 

QEP development began in spring 2010 and topic selection will take place in 2011 with 

formal submission of the QEP to the SACS Commission on Colleges in spring 2012. 

QEP information sessions took place with the college’s board of trustees, resource and 

planning council, college senate, and the college coordinating council between March 

and June 2010. A leadership team was established in April 2010, and team members 

attended the SACS Institute in June 2010. As a result, this effort has influenced the job 

responsibilities of multiple staff at the institution.  

Data from this study point to the effect of SACS and the SACS QEP requirement 

on job restructuring at Seacoast Community College. The college’s SACS QEP review 

will take place in 2011 and this will be the college’s first time participating in the QEP 

process since its inception by SACS. According to an institutional SACS publication, the 

college’s SACS QEP leadership team consists of the president, vice president for 

educational and student services, vice president for administrative services, as well as 
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health and natural science faculty. The Vice President for Educational and Student 

Services reported that the college’s QEP will be related to first year learning experiences 

and will focus on “developing an enhanced, modular, mandatory student model.” The 

college’s QEP planning team includes the chair of its natural sciences department, the 

nursing education director, a preparatory writing professor, and the chair of the 

counseling and advising center. 

There is also evidence that points to the role of SACS requirements on the 

expansion of data collection at each study institution. Specifically, the institutions’ QEP 

project influence the type of data of collected. One of the standards of SACS is that 

institutions identify expected outcomes, assess the extent to which the outcomes are 

achieved, and provide evidence of improvement based on analysis of the results. At East 

Point Community College, state performance measures played a role in the selection of 

the 2004 QEP project, as highlighted the most recent QEP report:  

The QEP Steering Committee examined data related to State Accountability 

measures. While there were many positive notes, there were several areas of 

concern. In 2002, the college was below the state average in retention and success 

of A.A. and A.S. students, and below the state average in retention and success of 

college preparatory [developmental] students enrolled in A.A. degree programs. 

Of particular concern throughout all of these measures was the disparity between 

success of White students and African-American students. 

These data led the institution to set multiple objectives with stated outcomes. In order to 

achieve those outcomes, East Point was required to collect additional data. For instance, 

according to the institution’s 2004 QEP Report, one of the stated objectives was 
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increased retention and success. One of the measures to determine if the college reached 

this goal was assessing average GPAs for students in College Composition and 

Intermediate Algebra. The college set a goal of an increase by 0.5 percent for students 

who successfully completed developmental courses and the College Success course. The 

QEP projects at both Citrus Community College and Seacoast Community College are 

still in the development process, so there was no evidence of data collection in reference 

to the SACS QEP during this study.  
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION 

 The purpose of this study was to examine if and how the policy environment and 

community and institutional factors influence community colleges’ implementation of 

performance policy. Findings suggest that the needs of the local community strongly 

influence community college direction and planning; however, the performance measures 

set by the Legislature are standardized. The performance measures set by the Legislature 

are defined narrowly, creating possible tension because of the differing missions of 

individual community colleges and their respective relationships with surrounding 

communities. Are colleges responding differently to performance policy in light of their 

missions and needs of their local communities?  Specifically, my study sought to 

investigate whether the implementation of performance policy differed among three 

colleges in the Florida College System (formerly the Florida Community College 

System), colleges that differed in terms of their missions, student bodies and local 

communities. Two of the colleges had a strong A.A. program enrollment and one had the 

majority of its student population enrolled in other programs including workforce and 

continuing education programs.  

Forms Shaping Performance Policy Implementation  

 Through the analysis of documents including state accountability reports, college 

annual reports, media releases, and college web sites, as well as interviews with and 

observation of key informants, three primary forms of performance policy 

implementation at the study institutions were identified. These forms include: student 

support services, job restructuring and retraining, and expansion of data collection. 
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Student support services took the form of web-based individualized learning plans, one-

stop student service centers, student programs for African American males, extended lab 

hours, and revamped developmental education curriculum. At all three study institutions, 

these student support mechanisms were developed after state performance data was 

reviewed by college administrators. In this way, performance data appeared to spur 

administrators to seek methods of improving their college’s performance on state-

identified indicators. 

 A second form of policy implementation demonstrated at the institutions was 

retraining of staff and faculty and restructuring of positions. Two of the three colleges 

restructured positions and engaged in retraining of faculty and staff in order to respond to 

state performance policy data. Faculty received training in order to incorporate new 

teaching methods to respond to changes in the developmental education curriculum, new 

positions were created to carry out the requirements of grants, and advisors received 

training on new advising practices and adopted these practices into the advising process. 

Similar to the development of student support mechanisms, restructuring of positions and 

retraining appeared to occur in response to the reporting of performance data required by 

Florida’s performance policy. It was not until state performance policy data was reviewed 

and compared to sister institutions in the Florida College System and, in some instances, 

on a national level, that this means of policy implementation began to take shape. 

Seacoast Community College did not engage in retraining and restructuring of positions 

as a result of Florida’s performance policy, based on the data. 

The third form of policy implementation observed in this study was the expansion 

of data collection at the institutional level. All colleges expanded their data collection 
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activities in order to respond to performance policy. Interestingly, colleges collected data 

beyond that required for state reporting purposes, and reported doing so in order to help 

administrators discern how to improve student performance. Colleges conducted student 

surveys to assess student satisfaction and participation, tracked the progress of 

developmental education students through their degree program, and used additional 

measures from the AACC to build upon data already collected through state performance 

measures; specifically, new data elements were collected and analyzed in part to evaluate 

whether these measures were having an affect on student performance.  

Conceptual Framework Factors and Influence on Forms 

 The conceptual framework included three factors that, based on previous policy 

implementation research and the community-centric nature of community colleges, were 

expected to influence performance policy implementation at a college: community 

context, institutional context, and policy environment. Data collected for this study 

revealed both an additional community context component that influenced performance 

policy implementation (namely, comparisons to other institutions), as well as what will 

be referred to as an unexpected factor, one that does not neatly fall into any of the three 

original factor groups ( SACS accreditation requirements). The data also revealed that 

one of the components of the policy environment factor accounted for in the original 

framework, namely clarity of directives, did not appear to affect implementation at any of 

the study institutions. Figure 3 presents an updated conceptual framework incorporating 

new findings from my research at the three institutions. New elements of the framework 

are underlined, while those not found to influence implementation have been struck 

through. 
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Figure 3-Updated Conceptual Framework 

 

The community context included both demographics and interest groups, as well  

as comparison to other institutions. Demographics did not appear to influence 

performance policy implementation at East Point Community College or Citrus 

Community College. However, demographics were evidenced as playing a role in the 

development of student support mechanisms at Seacoast Community College, and did not 

have a part in the restructuring of jobs or expansion of data collection. The data pointed 

to the influence of interest groups at two of the three study institutions. At both East Point 

Community College and Citrus Community College, interest groups influenced 

performance policy implementation in all three of its primary forms: establishment of 

student support mechanisms, the restructuring of jobs, and expansion of data collection. 

Local universities were the primary interest group that influenced performance policy 

implementation. At Seacoast Community College, local interest groups were not tied to 

forms of performance policy implementation.  
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Data also revealed an additional factor influencing policy implementation:  

comparisons to like institutions. For Citrus Community College, the implementation of 

student support mechanisms and job restructuring as means of performance policy 

implementation appear to have been influenced by institutional comparisons. At all three 

study institutions, data collection was expanded as the result of leaders’ comparing data 

on their colleges with those of other institutions.  

 The institutional context included capacity, mission, institutional culture, and the 

values, will, and motivation of those involved in the implementation process (street-level 

bureaucrats). At East Point Community College and Citrus Community College, the 

establishment of student support mechanisms, job restructuring, and expansion of data 

collection as forms of performance policy implementation were tied to capacity through 

Title III grants. The colleges appeared to build capacity through such actions as 

reconfigured student service centers and retraining of faculty, after reviewing state 

performance policy data and not as a result of preparing to implement the policy. The 

establishment of student support mechanisms at Seacoast Community College, such as 

cultural activities, did not require the college to develop new technologies or reconfigure 

offices. Additionally, the restructuring of jobs as a form of implementation was not 

linked to capacity at Seacoast Community College. The expansion of data collection as a 

form of policy implementation was linked to capacity primarily through collecting data to 

assess whether the college is meeting the AACC measures. 

 For East Point Community College, the establishment of student support 

mechanisms, retraining and restructuring of jobs, and expansion of data collection as 

forms of performance policy implementation were linked to the college’s mission 
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through the Title III grant. Similarly, at Citrus Community College, the main forms of 

performance policy implementation were linked to institutional mission through the Title 

III grant. The development of student support mechanisms as a means of performance 

policy implementation was tied to mission at Seacoast Community College, but not to 

retraining and restructuring of jobs or expansion of data collection efforts.  

The mission of Seacoast Community College centers on providing a range of 

cultural, educational, and economic development opportunities to the community, and 

cultural events were designed to meet the terms of the mission and offer students 

resources and support. Job restructuring, such as merging program staff based on demand 

and budget resources, was motivated by meeting the college’s mission but could not be 

tied to performance policy implementation. The institution’s annual  report noted that in 

order to promote the college’s mission, the college would engage in several initiatives, 

including continuing to develop strategies based on the AACC Core Indicators of 

Effectiveness, the college’s primary data evaluation tool, and identifying state reports 

pertinent to the college. 

 For East Point Community College and Citrus Community College, the 

development of student support mechanisms, job restructuring, and expansion of data 

collection as means of performance policy implementation were linked to institutional 

culture, primarily through Title III grants. At Seacoast Community College, the 

development of student support mechanisms as a form of performance policy 

implementation was linked to institutional culture as staff routinely emphasized the 

importance of student success and community in interviews and during observations. The 

restructuring of jobs reflected the institution’s value on community, but was not linked to 
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performance policy implementation; rather, jobs were restructured based on the 

community’s needs. The expansion of data collection as a means of performance policy 

implementation was linked to institutional culture at Seacoast Community College as the 

AACC Core Indicators of Effectiveness were reflective of the value the college placed on 

student success and community and the Indicators tied into state performance measures. 

 At both Citrus and East Point, the implementation of student support mechanisms, 

job restructuring and retraining, and expansion of data collection as means of 

performance policy implementation appeared to be influenced by street-level bureaucrats. 

At Seacoast Community College, the development of student support mechanisms as a 

form of policy implementation was influenced by street-level bureaucrats. The support 

mechanisms established at the institution, such as resource fairs for students, were 

motivated by college staff. Street-level bureaucrats did not play a role in job restructuring 

and retraining of faculty and staff at Seacoast Community College. However, the 

expansion of data collection as a form of performance policy implementation was 

influenced by street-level bureaucrats. Seacoast Community College used the AACC 

Core Indicators of Effectiveness to assess performance. As previously noted, the 

Indicators reflect the Florida state performance policy and assess similar performance 

measures. The Seacoast Community College 2008-2009 Annual Report noted that part of 

the strategic planning process included building upon the Core Indicators of 

Effectiveness, which was to be done through the work of staff.  

 The policy environment was also assessed for the way it conditioned the 

implementation of performance policy. For purposes of this study, the policy 

environment included the clarity of directives and governance structure. Clarity of 
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directives did not influence the forms of policy implementation at any of the study 

institutions. The data showed that the clarity of directives did not play a significant role 

after the performance based funding incentive was suspended by the state Legislature. 

College staff reported that the focus had shifted to student level data and responding to 

ad-hoc reports by college board members and the community. The development of 

student support mechanisms, job restructuring, and the expansion of data collection as 

forms of policy implementation were influenced by governance structure at East Point 

Community College and Citrus Community College, primarily through Title III grants.  

At Seacoast Community College, the development of student support mechanisms 

and revamping of staff positions as a means of performance policy implementation was 

not influenced by the governance structure. However, the expansion of data collection as 

a means of performance policy implementation was influenced by the college governance 

structure. The primary method of data collection at Seacoast Community College was 

through the AACC’s Core Indicators of Effectiveness. The Vice President for 

Educational and Student Affairs noted that the executive team worked with the board of 

trustees to assess Indicator data and develop strategies for future improvements.  

 An unexpected factor observed through the research and not accounted for in the 

original conceptual framework was accreditation requirements, which was a factor 

influencing performance policy at all three study institutions. College officials on the 

three campuses mentioned the requirements of the SACS accrediting body as a strong 

influence on day-to-day functions. One of the core requirements of SACS accreditation 

mandates that institutions provide student support programs, services, and activities 

consistent with their missions that promote student learning and enhance the development 
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of students; all colleges meet this mandate through the development of student support 

mechanisms. SACS requirements also played a role in job restructuring and retraining at 

all three study institutions, mainly through the SACS QEP, which requires all study 

institutions to develop projects aimed at improving specific student outcomes. This 

project resulted in additional duties for many staff and faculty at East Point Community 

College; staff and faculty at Citrus Community College and Seacoast Community 

College are in different stages of the QEP planning process, which requires significant 

staff time and resources. 

There is also evidence that points to the influence of SACS requirements on the 

expansion of data collection at each of the study institutions. Specifically, the institutions’ 

QEP projects play roles in the types of data of collected. One of the standards of SACS is 

that institutions identify expected outcomes, assesses the extent to which the outcomes 

are achieved, and provide evidence of improvement based on analysis of the results. At 

East Point Community College, data were consistently collected to evaluate whether the 

college was moving towards meeting its stated QEP goals. At Seacoast and Citrus 

Community Colleges, the QEPs are in the planning and development phases and the 

influence of data expansion could not be assessed as a result.  

Implications for Theory 

 Community Colleges have been thrust into the national spotlight in recent years 

due to the initiatives of the presidential administration. As noted in chapter 1, the Obama 

administration announced that it would pump several billion dollars into community 

colleges in order to improve the American economy by building a skilled workforce and 

producing an additional 5 million college graduates by 2020. The president’s higher 
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education initiative included $2.5 billion for construction and renovation at the nation's 

community colleges, $500 million for development of online courses and $9 billion for 

"challenge grants" aimed at spurring innovation at the colleges. The renewed focus on 

community colleges illustrates the importance of understanding the policy 

implementation process in the community college context.  

Findings confirm that policy implementation in the community college context, 

like that in public education generally, is affected by institutional context and the policy 

environment. The results corroborate lessons from the decades-old literature on 

implementation, beginning in the 1970s, that demonstrated that implementation is both 

place and context sensitive.  For example, Manna and O’Hara (2005) indicated that 

governance structure, part of the policy environment, frequently involves multiple actors 

in different departments or levels of government who do not all work within the same 

chain of command.  In the case of the study institutions, the governance structure 

influenced performance policy implementation through the interrelationship of the 

college board of trustees, college executive staff, and Department of Education. For 

instance, at Citrus and East Point Community Colleges, all of these actors played a role in 

the implementation of performance policy through the development of the Title III grant. 

The policy passed by the state Legislature was the responsibility of the Department of 

Education to help the colleges implement, while the colleges were responsible for 

interpreting the policy and implementing at the local level. In the case of both 

institutions, the interpretation appeared to influence the decision to pursue the grant and 

the type of activities pursued under the grant.  
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Several policy implementation researchers (e.g., Colbeck, 2002; Kirst & Jung, 

1991; Mazmanian & Sabatier, 1983; McLaughlin, 1991; Murphy, 1971) found that the 

actions of local decision-makers, or street-level bureaucrats, are most important in 

influencing policy implementation. The will and motivation of the street-level bureaucrat 

is part of the institutional context. According to McLaughlin (1991), the personal will and 

motivation of those involved in the implementation process can affect how a policy is 

carried out. This can mean that street-level bureaucrats, college faculty and staff in this 

instance, can work to hinder or promote a policy. In the case of Citrus Community 

College, it appears that faculty and staff helped to smooth the way for performance policy 

implementation. A focus group of faculty and staff were responsible for developing the 

support measures, such as extended math lab hours and increased access to faculty during 

lab hours, and changes to faculty instructional techniques. At Seacoast Community 

College, the support mechanisms established at the institution, such as resource fairs for 

students, were motivated by college staff. The President and Vice President for 

Educational and Student Services indicated that they felt something had to be done after 

observing poor retention and completion rates. 

In terms of theory development, the study makes five contributions. First, it 

emphasizes the importance of the community in which the implementing institution sits. 

Said differently, the study reveals that, at least within the community college context, 

policy implementation can be influenced by the surrounding community. Honig (2002) 

noted that experiences in the school environment are highly dependent on conditions in 

their surrounding community; such as local neighborhoods and peer groups. According to 

Theoretical Contributions of Study 
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Honig, the “implementability” of a policy is partially contingent upon the demands of the 

policy on implementers in the local school or organization and the “places or contexts 

that help shape people what people can and will do” (p.2). At the community college 

level, the community appeared to influence the decisions administrators made. For 

instance, at Seacoast located in a rural area with the closest university more than 100 

miles away, the state performance policy was implemented in a different manner than at 

East Point and Citrus situated in an urban environment with multiple universities within a 

50 mile radius.  

Second, results of the study suggest that implementation may in part be affected 

by the actions or performance of similar institutions.  Findings implied that comparing 

college performance information to that of other like institutions influenced the way 

college leaders implemented performance policy. Competition has been shown to affect 

both policy adoption and policy implementation (e.g., Dye, 2007).  Among governmental 

entities, competition can be defined as behavior wherein each entity attempts to obtain a 

scarce resource or avoid a particular cost (Kenyon & Kincaid, 1991). Kenyon and 

Kincaid argued that governments may work to increase their appeal (to businesses and 

citizens) by adopting certain policies or measures and offering incentives.  In the case of 

community colleges, the administrations appeared to use comparison to other institutions 

to leverage arguments for grants to boards of trustees in order to remain competitive with 

like institutions in the state.  According to Ting (2003), implementing agents, such as 

community colleges, too may respond to policies in a competitive fashion. A large body 

of research posits that when two or more public bureaus perform the same set of tasks, 

organizational performance is enhanced due to competitive pressures (Ting). These 
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positive consequences range from more efficient production of public goods and services 

(Niskanen, 1971) to increased reliability of a bureau’s outputs (Hannan & Freeman, 

1984). Community colleges, too, appear to respond to the macroenvironment in which 

they sit. College leaders may recognize that there are limited funds for which to compete 

and may scan information about like institutions to judge their place among likely 

winners and losers.  

A third contribution of the study to our understanding of policy implementation 

involves the role of funding. Two of the three study institutions sought out funding 

beyond that made available by the state in an effort to improve their performance on state 

performance measures. This funding – from Federal Title III grants – turned out to 

significantly affect implementation forms found at the study institutions. When the 

Legislature suspended performance-based funding in 2008, East Point and Citrus had the 

funding and the resulting infrastructure in place to address performance. Seacoast 

Community College used the measures associated with the American Association of 

Community Colleges (AACC) Core Indicators of Effectiveness regarding community and 

the state performance measures regarding student performance to assess how it was 

performing. The college did not, however, apply for a Title III grant. Even after state 

performance funds fell away, institutions continued to use the state performance 

measures to make their arguments for outside funding and to leverage change.  This 

suggests that policy implementation can take place even in an environment of uncertain 

resources, depending in part on other available funding streams. It appears that the 

political environment at both the federal and state levels was pushing for accountability. 

Not only did the state put into place accountability measures for community colleges, the 
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federal commission on accountability in higher education was created by the then 

secretary of Education, Margaret Spellings, in the early 2000’s. It is possible that despite 

the fact that additional funding was suspended, because of the political environment 

colleges were pressured to be held more accountable and two of the three colleges sought 

funding elsewhere. Fuhrman (1993) noted that local school districts, states, and the 

federal government undertake common policy agendas; however, these entities tend not 

to develop their policies in cooperation with one another and each make their policies 

incrementally. This is especially true in education which is funded and regulated by 

multiple layers of government. The colleges in this study appeared to find ways to 

respond to policy at the state level by seeking out funding assistance at the federal level, 

as the federal level also was focused on accountability and performance in higher 

education.  

Fourth, in terms of theoretical contributions, the study suggests the importance of 

other regulatory activities to policy implementation. In this study, community colleges 

appeared to be influenced not only by performance policy but also by the SACS 

accreditation requirements. Scott (2001) and others have written about the way various 

regulatory features can shape institutions. According to North (1990), understanding how 

institutions function requires understanding the regulatory environment in which it 

operates and sanctions for violating rules. Indeed, according to Scott (2003), policy 

compliance and the extent to which institutions are viewed as legitimate relate to how 

much they conform to existing rules and laws. In the case of community colleges, the 

SACS accreditation requirements appear to play the role of regulator and affect the 
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actions of the institutions as they implemented performance policy. The colleges 

appeared to use performance data to help meet the regulatory pressures of SACS.   

Policy Recommendations 

Policy implementation among community colleges in Florida appears to be driven 

by a combination of factors. These factors include the institutional context, the 

community context, and to a smaller extent, the policy environment. The factors 

influenced the colleges in different ways and all three study institutions may not have 

been affected by the multiple components of each factor in the same manner. For 

example, when examining the interest group component of the community context, the 

research revealed that local universities influenced policy implementation. While two of 

the institutions were located in a populated region of the state with a state university 

located in its service district, the third institution was located in a rural area of the state 

with no university in its service district. The industries and other higher education 

institutions present in the surrounding communities may also play a role. The largest 

employers in all three college service districts included the school system; however, at 

the two colleges located near a state university, the university was also a significant 

interest group. Hospitals, government entities, and the prison system were the largest 

industries for East Point and Citrus Community Colleges, while the largest industries 

near Seacoast Community College included agriculture and hospitality. These colleges 

faced different demands from their surrounding community possibly affecting how they 

implement performance policy. The local university appeared to influence East Point and 

Citrus Community College’s decision to pursue the Title III grant. The activities pursued 

with the grant funds reflected many of the measures assessed in state performance policy 
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such as student success in developmental education and improved completion rates for 

students. It is also important to note that in discussion, the officials repeatedly expressed 

the importance of service to the community; however, it appeared that service to the 

community looked different at these two institutions than at Seacoast Community 

College.  

As previously noted, the performance policy measures for community colleges 

are standardized and assessed in the same manner, despite the unique needs of the 

community served by each community college. Community colleges share many of the 

same goals, to serve their community and provide a quality education to its students. 

However, the unique needs of the community are not conducive to standardized 

measures.  

In terms of implications for policy then, state officials might consider adding a 

measure to the state performance measures that focuses on the college’s service to the 

community to assess whether the college is meeting community needs, in addition to the 

measures assessing student performance. These measures could assess responsiveness to 

community needs, one of the indicators of the AACC. Alfred, Ewell, Hudgins, and 

McClenny (1995) recommended assessing this measure by identifying community needs 

and expectations, demonstrating that it is responsive to those needs by continuously 

adapting and improving its services, and demonstrating that community members are 

satisfied with and have benefited from the college’s programs and services. Alfred et al.  

noted that specific methods to assess these recommendations included surveys with 

individuals in the community service region, surveys with community groups and 

employers, and an assessment of partnerships with other organizations and agencies in a 
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given year combined with information on the number of persons served through such 

partnerships. In the case of the community college, performance policy measures should 

measure not only what students accomplish, but also the college’s response to what 

community stakeholders need and expect and how satisfied they are with what they 

receive.  

Study Limitations 

 While the results of this study were not generalizable, generalizability wasn’t the 

goal of the study as the focus was on theory development. The study was conducted at 

three institutions within the Florida College System. These institutions were purposively 

chosen because of their program enrollment figures. To reiterate, 67 percent of the 

students enrolled in Florida’s community college system were pursuing the A.A. degree 

and 32 percent were pursuing the A.S. degree or workforce-related programs in the 2007-

08 academic year, according to Florida Department of Education 2009 data. Colleges 

were selected to be representative of the differing types in the system. One college for 

this study was selected because more than 70 percent of its enrollment is in workforce 

programs with a mission focused a workforce training. The second institution selected for 

this study had an enrollment of more than 60 percent in A.A. transfer programs with a 

mission focused on transfer preparation. The final institution selected for this study had 

an enrollment of between 50 and 60 percent in A.A. transfer programs with a mission 

focused on preparing students for transfer; however, the focus on workforce training was 

increasing. While I attempted to select a sample of colleges that would serve to represent 

the differing types in the system, it is difficult to know the extent to which the 

implementation experience of these three institutions represents Florida community 
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colleges as a whole. Future studies may look at how well the theories derived from this 

study hold up across multiple institutions across the state.  

 Similarly, by limiting the sample to community colleges in Florida, the study was 

able to control for differing state governance and policy contexts even as its results may 

not be broadly generalizable. Analyzing performance policy in multiple states may have 

resulted in findings different from that which were found in the Florida context. It is 

possible that, under different versions of performance policy, community colleges 

respond to implementation with different implementing forms. Future research might 

look across states and at a greater number of colleges in order to examine whether 

different forms of implementation were found, whether those states with funding 

incentives produced greater results in performance than those without attached funding, 

and whether states with similar versions of performance policy implemented the policy in 

a like manner.  

 While colleges in Florida were still required to submit data on their performance 

on state measures, there was no funding attached to it after the 2007 fiscal year. Colleges 

may have had even more of an incentive to change behavior in order to receive those 

additional funds. Prior to the cessation of fund distribution, implementation may have 

looked somewhat different, perhaps occurring in more than the three forms found in this 

study.  

Need for Further Research 

 There is a need for further research regarding performance policy implementation. 

The research was limited to three institutions within Florida. In order to understand how 

widespread these findings are across Florida, researchers could create surveys to assess 
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how all institutions within the Florida College System institutions implement state 

performance policy. These surveys could assess if the differences observed here between 

colleges with high and low enrollment of students in A.A. programs in terms of forms of 

implementation hold up when all institutions within the system are studied. The study’s 

findings suggest that the community played a role in the implementation of performance 

policy at the three institutions in different ways. Further research might work to better 

unpack the influences of community by surveying community members and local 

industries, and interviewing community members.  

 Additionally, to understand how widespread these findings are across multiple 

states, further research can be conducted. States with similar performance measures could 

be identified and institutions selected for observation and study. These institutions could 

be selected based on program enrollment (non-A.A. versus A.A.) and studied to assess 

whether the forms of implementation and the factors that influence them found in Florida 

hold true in other states. Are these institutions altering jobs to address performance policy 

measures? Does a fiscal incentive change or expand upon the forms of implementation 

observed in Florida? This would also help to identify if there truly is a national push to 

hold colleges accountable for student performance.  

 This study only included colleges within the Florida College System.  Further 

research could also assess whether these findings hold true for the public universities in 

the state. What are the performance measures for Florida’s universities? How are 

universities implementing these measures, if they are implementing them at all? Is there a 

difference between those universities focused on undergraduate education and those with 

undergraduate as well an extensive graduate education curriculum? 
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The research also found a new component which appeared to influence 

performance policy implementation not accounted for in the original study plan: 

accreditation standards. This study was not designed to probe for the way SACS 

accreditation standards may have conditioned college’s implementation of performance 

policy. Research could focus on how the colleges use data from state performance policy 

measures to develop the SACS QEP Project which is unique to each institution. For 

instance, East Point Community College used data from their state performance data to 

develop its QEP focused on student success. The college’s most recent (2004) QEP 

focused on student engagement through teaching and learning, early intervention, and 

campus communication and collaboration. In order to meet the stated goals, the college 

engaged in restructuring of positions and retraining such as reorganizing the college 

advising system and expansion of the first year student success course, which required 

changes in the job expectations of advisors and faculty. Advisors were required to learn a 

new advising system and faculty were hired to teach first year success courses. Research 

could also focus on how accreditation standards influence performance on certain 

measures. Does the SACS requirement that colleges provide student support programs, 

services, and activities to promote student learning and enhance the development of its 

students affect the outcome on state performance measures or the type of student 

programs selected?  

Additionally, federal Title III grants were found to play a role in the 

implementation process at two of the three study institutions. Research could be 

conducted to assess whether the activities associated with the grant improved 

performance at the study institutions. Are other institutions using these grants to help 
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improve student performance? Are institutions in other states turning to Title III grants or 

other grants to improve upon state-identified performance measures? If so, are the related 

activities producing intended results? 

  Little to no research exists on the effectiveness of performance policy on student 

completion and retention rates or other measures included in Florida’s performance 

policy. Are these policies having an effect on completion and retention rates? Future 

research could assess if actions put into place as a result of performance policy have 

resulted in higher completion rates when compared to a similar group of students prior to 

implementation of the policy. The same could be done with retention rates. For example, 

is the change in the developmental curriculum at Citrus Community College resulting in 

better overall performance rates or better completion rates for those enrolled in the 

developmental education courses only?  

Finally, it is important to note that these results might have differed if the funding 

incentive was still attached to Florida’s performance policy. Would clarity of directives 

have played more of a role if the funding incentive was still attached, as some of the 

officials seemed to indicate during their interviews? Would the community have been 

even more involved in the process if funding were still awarded based on performance? 

Additional research could be conducted to compare activities before and after the funding 

incentive was suspended by the Legislature. These above-mentioned activities could 

provide a more complete picture not only of how Florida’s performance policy is 

implemented but also of the extent to which it has affected the performance of the state’s 

community colleges.    
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APPENDIX A 

DESCRIPTION OF PERFORMANCE BASED BUDGETING DISTRIBUTION 
(ADAPTED FROM 2006-2007 COMMUNITY COLLEGE PERFORMANCE 

FUNDING REPORT) 
 

Incentive Funds   Performance Funds  

Efficiency- Funds are awarded 
to community colleges based 
on each college’s pro-rata share 
of the number of Associate of 
Arts (A.A.) graduates who 
completed their degrees within 
72 credit hours or less. A point 
is received for each student 
who has earned an A.A. degree 
with 72 college credit hours or 
less. 

A.A. Degree Program-  
1. The first measure specifies that 40% 

of the funds awarded under this core area 
are distributed among the colleges based 
on each college’s share of the number of 
A.A. graduates for the prior reporting year 
and the number of dual enrollment credit 
hours generated for the prior reporting year 
divided by sixty (the credit hour 
requirement for an A.A. degree). 

2. Specifies that 20% of the funds are 
distributed based on each college’s share 
of the number of A.A. graduates who 
required remediation based on the College 
Placement Test (CPT) results, qualified as 
economically disadvantaged under federal 
guidelines, were reported as disabled under 
federal guidelines, is a black male, or 
tested in to English for academic purposes 
program. Each institution received one 
point for each special category of student 

3. 40% of the funds allocated under the 
A.A. degree program budget allocation are 
distributed based on each college’s pro-rata 
share of the number of completers or 
partial completers who were placed in jobs 
or transferred to the State University 
System (SUS). The points associated with 
this measure are calculated as follows: one 
point for each completer placed in a full 
time job earning at least $10 per hour; one 
point for each A.A. graduate who 
transferred to the SUS; .50 point for each 
student who transferred to the SUS with 30 
credit hours or greater than 45 credit hours; 
.75 points for each student who transferred 
to the SUS with 45 to 59 hours if college 
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credit; and one point for each students who 
transferred to the SUS with 60 or more 
hours of college credit. 

College Preparatory 

Program- Distributes 
funds to colleges based 
upon each college’s pro-
rata share of the number of 
students passing the 
highest level college 
preparatory course in each 
subject areas. The college 
preparatory completion 
represents 57% of the 
incentive funds. Students 
completing math courses 
are worth two points, 
while students who 
successfully complete 
reading and writing 
courses are worth one 
point 

AS Degree Program-  
1. 40% of the funds dispersed under this 

sub category are distributed among 
colleges based upon each college’s share of 
the number of AS degrees, the number of 
advanced technical certificates and the 
number of postsecondary vocational 
certificates awarded for the prior reporting 
year. One point is awarded for each degree 
or certificate earned. 

2. 20% of the AS funds are to be 
distributed among the colleges based on 
each college’s pro-rata chare of the number 
of AS graduates who required remediation 
based upon the Florida College Placement 
Test (CPT), qualified as economically 
disadvantaged under federal guidelines, is 
a black male, or tested in to the English for 
Academic Purposes program. Institutions 
will receive one point for each special 
category of student 

3. 40% distributed among the colleges 
based upon each college’s proportional 
share of the number of completers or 
partial completers who were placed in jobs 
at least $10 per hour. The points associated 
with this measure are one point each for a 
completer placed in a full time job earning 
at least $10 per hour or an AS graduate 
who continued their education 

 Apprenticeship Program - Funds be 
distributed based on each college’s 
proportional share of students completing 
an apprenticeship program during the prior 
year. For each student who completes the 
apprenticeship program, the college earns 
one point.   

 Postsecondary Adult Vocational 

Programs-  

1. 40% of the PSAV funds are dispersed 
among the colleges based upon each 
college’s proportional share of students 
earning a PSAV certificate. One point is 
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earned for each student who completes a 
certificate program. 

2. 20% are disseminated among the 
colleges dependent upon each college’s 
share of the number of certificate earners 
who qualified as economically 
disadvantaged under federal guidelines, 
reported as disabled under federal 
guidelines, is a black male, or tested into 
the Limited English Proficiency Program. 
Colleges received one point for each 
student in one of the special categories. 

3. 40% of the funds in this category be 
awarded to the colleges based on each 
college’s pro-rata share of the number of 
placements or continuing education 
students reported during the prior year. 
Each college earns one point for every 
student placed in a full-time job earning a 
minimum of $10 per hour and .75 point for 
every student completing a PSAV program 
who earned at least $7.50 per hour. 

 Adult High School Program-  

1. 40% of the AHS funds would be 
allocated to the community colleges bases 
on the number of high school diplomas 
reported. An institution received one point 
for each diploma granted. 

2. 20% of the AHS funds be distributed 
among the colleges based on each college’s 
share of the number of AHS students 
earning diplomas who were qualified as 
economically disadvantaged under federal 
guidelines, reported as disabled under 
federal guidelines, is a black male, or 
tested into the Limited English Proficiency 
Program. Colleges received one point for 
each student in one of the special 
categories. 

3. 40% of the AHS funds be divided 
among the institutions contingent upon the 
college’s share of students who were 
placed in a job or in a continuing education 
program during the previous year. Similar 
to all of the other measures, the college 
earned one point for each student placed in 
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a job or in a continuing education program. 

 General Equivalency Diploma (GED) -  

1. 40% of the GED funds are distributed 
among the colleges based on each college’s 
percentage share of the total number of 
GED’s awarded the previous year. The 
community colleges receive one point for 
each GED awarded. 

2. 20% of the GED funds are distributed 
to the colleges based upon each college’s 
proportional share of GED students 
earning diplomas who were qualified as 
economically disadvantaged under federal 
guidelines, reported as disabled under 
federal guidelines, is a black male, or 
tested into the Limited English proficiency 
Program.  Colleges received one point for 
each student in one of the special 
categories. 

3. 40% of the GED funds be distributed 
among the colleges based upon each 
college’s pro-rata share of the number of 
placements of students in a job or in a 
continuing education program such as an 
associate’s or certificate degree program. 
Colleges received one point for each 
placement or enrollment in continuing 
education. 

 Adult Literacy Program (ALP) - 

1. 40% of the ALP funds are distributed 
to the colleges based on the college’s pro-
rata share of the total of Adult Basic 
education Literacy Completion Points 
(LCP) awarded for the prior year. The 
community colleges receive one point for 
each LCP awarded. 

2. 20% of the ALP funds are distributed 
to the colleges based upon each college’s 
proportional share of GED students 
earning diplomas who were qualified as 
economically disadvantaged under federal 
guidelines, reported as disabled under 
federal guidelines, is a black male, or 
tested into the Limited English proficiency 
Program.  Colleges received one point for 
each student in one of the special 
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categories. 
3. 40% of the ALP funds will be 

distributed among the colleges based upon 
each college’s pro-rata share of the number 
of placements of students in a job or in a 
continuing education program such as an 
associate’s or certificate degree program. 
Colleges received one point for each 
placement or enrollment in continuing 
education. 
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APPENDIX B 
 

PERFORMANCE BASES BUDGETING ALLOCATION BY YEAR  
 

Performance Based Budgeting Allocation 

FISCAL YEAR  AMOUNT 
1996-1997    $12,000,000  

1997-1998      $12,000,000   

1998-1999          $4,800,000  

1999-2000          $8,074,032   

2000-2001          $8,318,834   

2001-2002          $7,674,371   

2002-2003          $7,674,371   

2003-2004          $7,674,371   

2004-2005          $7,674,371  

2005-2006     $18,075,996   

2006-2007     $18,075,996 

 

 

Amount Received by Study Institutions for Performance in 2006-07 

COLLEGE AMOUNT 

Citrus $769,526 

East Point $647,519 

Seacoast $143,544 
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APPENDIX C 
 

  DATA MATRIX OF RESEARCH METHODS 
 

Conceptual 

Framework 

Factors        Interviewees         Document Type  Other Data 

Community 
Context 

Community college 
staff;  

 Media reports; 
Legislative reports 

Community-level 
Demographic data,  
Field observations 

Institutional 
Context  

Community college 
staff  

College 
publications 
including 1996-
2008  catalogs; 
accountability 
reports: media 
reports; 
Written 
communiqués from 
president/others 
involving 
performance policy 

 Enrollment data: 
(Community College Fact 
Book, 2009); Field 
observations 

 Policy 
Environment 

Community college 
staff;  

Technical 
assistance 
documents from 
Division of Florida 
Colleges at DOE; 
Communication 
between legislative 
and agency staff; 
Division of Florida 
Colleges 
Accountability 
reports; reports 
from Legislative 
web sites; media 
reports from 
community and 
college  

Field observations 
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APPENDIX D 
 

INTERVIEW PROTOCOL FOR COMMUNITY COLLEGE 
STAFF/ADMINISTRATORS 

 

First, I am going to ask you about performance based budgeting and funding generally 
and why you think it was instituted in Florida. 

Policy Environment 

 

• How would you describe performance policy?  
 

• What is your enrollment of students in the Associate of Arts degree 
program?  

 

• What do you think that policymakers had in mind when they adopted the 

state’s performance policy? What was the policy objective? 

• Has your college amended any policies or procedures in response to 

performance policy? 

• What group, agency or individual explained the performance policy 

requirements to you? When? 

• How clear were those directives? 

• What questions, if any, remained after that explanation? 

• What was your initial reaction to performance policy? 

• What role did the Division of Florida Colleges play in the implementation 

of performance policy at your institution?  

• Do you request state support or guidance regarding the state’s 

performance policy? About what, specifically? 

• What role, if any, did your board of trustees play in the implementation of 

performance policy standards? 
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• What campus department oversees performance policy related functions? 

Is there more than one?  

Next, I am going to ask you about your institution and how its characteristics, such as 
mission, may affect how performance policy has been implemented.   

Institutional Context 

 

• Was there any initial resistance to performance policy at your college?  

• What obstacles has the college faced as it has implemented the state 
performance measures? 
 

• How has performance policy been received by staff here at your college? 

• Have your job responsibilities changed as a result of performance policy? 

If so, how? 

• Has performance policy affected day-to-day activities required in your 

position? If so, in what ways?  

• What portion of your job responsibilities are focused on issues related to 

performance policy? 

• With whom do you communicate about issues related to performance 

policy? With your president? Faculty leaders? Other administrators?  

• Have the state performance requirements required you to gather 

information you had not been gathering prior to the policy? 

• How do you measure the institution’s performance on meeting the 

performance policy measures? 

• Have you developed any data systems to track institutional performance 

on the measures included in the performance policy? 

• Have you reassigned existing staff as the result of performance policy? If 

so, in what ways?  
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• Have you hired new staff as the result of performance policy? 

• Have you created new offices as the result of performance policy?  

• Has the attitude toward performance policy changed over time?  
 

• Does the faculty play a role in how you implement performance policy? 

• Has the college mission been impacted by performance policy? 
 

• Who at the institution was involved in the implementation of performance 

policy requirements? 

• Who at the institution is responsible for carrying out the provisions 

associated with performance policy? 

• Do the individuals involved in carrying out the provisions of performance 

policy meet regularly?  

• Who is responsible for gathering data to report to the Florida Department 

of Education regarding the performance policy measures? 

• What is the general attitude  on campus towards performance policy? 

 

Next, I am going to ask you about the community that your college serves and how, if at 
all, that community has played into the ways that Florida’s performance policy has been 
carried into effect here. 

Community Context  

 

• Describe the community in which your college sits. 
 

• Has the surrounding community impacted how you have implemented the 

performance policy? If so, in what ways? 

• What community partnerships, if any, have influenced performance policy 

here?  
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• Did your local chamber of commerce influence how performance policy 

was implemented at your college?  

• Do local groups, universities, schools, associations, or businesses show an 

interest in how performance policy is implemented?  

• Does the institution host any open-door community meetings to discuss 

performance policy and the results?  

 
Finally, 

• Do you communicate data pertaining to performance measures to other 

vice presidents, institutional researchers, board of trustee members yearly 

or more frequently?  

• How often do you meet with other leaders here at your college to discuss 

the institution’s performance against the state measures? 

• How do you think the institution is measuring up against the standards set 

for meeting the measures of performance policy?  

Interview questions for community college staff may differ somewhat depended on 

participants’ positions. Staff, for example, may also be asked: 

• Has the performance policy impacted faculty training? 

• Have any faculty at your college implemented new programs or amended 

existing programs to focus on the measures included within the 

performance policy? 

• Do you receive communications/guidance from the president or your 

supervisor regarding performance policy? 
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• How often do you receive technical assistance regarding performance 

requirements from the president or the Division of Florida Colleges?  

Additional Questions 

• Are there any questions that I did not ask that you think I should have? 

• Is there anything else you would like to share with me related to the 

institution and/or performance policy? 

• Do you have any individual(s) you recommend I speak with regarding the 

implementation of performance policy at your institution? 
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APPENDIX E 
 

PERSONAL BIAS STATEMENT 
 

For four years, I have been a program specialist at the Division of Florida 

Colleges at the Florida Department of Education. The persons I interviewed for the study 

worked for colleges within the Florida College System and many were familiar with my 

name but not necessarily with my role within the Division. While I made clear that my 

role within the Division had nothing to do with performance policy and that I was there to 

learn from the participants, it may have made a difference in how the participants 

responded to me. I made clear that I was there as a student pursuing a study and not as 

someone monitoring the colleges for performance on their compliance with performance 

policy initiatives. Some participants seemed to be concerned as to why I was asking 

about the implementation of performance policy and what it meant for the future of the 

policy. Did I know something they did not? Others asked me questions about current 

issues affecting the Florida College System. I also attended meetings of executive staff 

and suspect that certain topics may not have been mentioned in front of me due to 

concerns about reputation. I also noticed that those participants who were interviewed 

after the first interviewee at the institution may have been briefed by the first participant 

and came to the interview expecting certain questions. 

 I also selected three institutions that I had prior knowledge of and had studied for 

how they would fit with what I was trying to do. I knew the history of enrollment patterns 

and community involvement at the selected institutions. Going into the process with an 

idea of how the individual colleges implemented performance policy may have 

influenced what I was expecting and looking for when at those institutions. I noticed that 
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as I expected more of a community influence at one institution, based on my previous 

knowledge, I focused more on questions concerning the community during interviews 
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APPENDIX F 

IRB APPROVAL 

Office of the Vice President For Research 

Human Subjects Committee 

Tallahassee, Florida 32306-2742 

(850) 644-8673 · FAX (850) 644-4392 

 

RE-APPROVAL MEMORANDUM 

Date: 9/15/2010 

To: Amy Albee 

Address: 4452 

Dept.: EDUCATIONAL FOUNDATIONS AND POLICY STUDIES 

From: Thomas L. Jacobson, Chair 

Re: Re-approval of Use of Human subjects in Research 

Performance Policy in Higher Education: Implementation among Institutions in The 

Florida College System 

 

Your request to continue the research project listed above involving human subjects has 

been approved by the Human Subjects Committee. If your project has not been 

completed by 9/13/2011, you must request a renewal of approval for continuation of the 

project. As a courtesy, a renewal notice will be sent to you prior to your expiration date; 

however, it is your responsibility as the Principal Investigator to timely request renewal 

of your approval from the committee. 
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If you submitted a proposed consent form with your renewal request, the approved 

stamped consent form is attached to this re-approval notice.  Only the stamped version of 

the consent form may be used in recruiting of research subjects. You are reminded that 

any change in protocol for this project must be reviewed and approved by the Committee 

prior to implementation of the proposed change in the protocol.  A protocol 

change/amendment form is required to be submitted for approval by the Committee. In 

addition, federal regulations require that the Principal Investigator promptly report in 

writing, any unanticipated problems or adverse events involving risks to research subjects 

or others. 

By copy of this memorandum, the Chair of your department and/or your major professor 

are reminded of their responsibility for being informed concerning research projects 

involving human subjects in their department.  They are advised to review the protocols 

as often as necessary to insure that the project is being conducted in compliance with our 

institution and with DHHS regulations. 

Cc: Lora Cohen-Vogel, Advisor 

 FSU Human Subjects Committee Approved 9/14/10. Void after 9/13/11 HSC# 2010.4845 
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APPENDIX G 

INFORMED CONSENT FORM SAMPLE 

Consent Form – 

Performance Policy Interview and Observations 

 

Title of Research Study: Performance Policy: Implementation among institutions in the 
Florida College System  
 
Amy Albee, Educational Leadership and Policy Studies, College of Education, Florida 
State University 
 
STATEMENT BY PERSON AGREEING TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS STUDY 
 
[ ] I have read this consent form. I freely and voluntarily choose to participate. I 
understand that I may refuse to answer any question. I understand that I may withdraw at 
any time. I understand that interviews will be recorded. I understand that some of my 
answers may be included as text in a published document, and, that, if so my name will 
be changed to protect confidentiality. I also understand that any questions I mayhave can 
be answered by calling Amy Albee. 
 
[ ] I understand that the interview will be audiotaped and all interview notes, tapes, and 
transcripts and any others documents obtained will be destroyed by August 1, 2010. 
 
[ ] I understand that the investigator will record notes of formal meetings and interactions 
regarding performance policy between myself and other college staff. I understand that I 
have the right to refuse to allow the investigator to observe any meeting or interaction 
concerning PBB. I also understand that I have the right to request the investigator excuse 
herself from any meeting upon my request. 
 
PRINT NAME (Participant): _____________________________________ 
Participant’s Title/Role: _________________________________________ 
 
DATE: _____________ 
Participant’s SIGNATURE: _______________________________________ 
 
OBTAINED BY: ________________________________________________ 

Amy Albee 
 
SIGNATURE:____________________________________________________________ 

FSU Human Subjects Committee Approved 9/14/10. Void after 9/13/11 HSC# 2010.4845 
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