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ABSTRACT
The California Community College (CCC) system is the largest system of higher education in
the United States, with 72 districts and 113 colleges. The CCC system exhibits statistics
demonstrating success; however, as with any organization, trust, communication, and leadership
play an essential role in creating stable and productive organizations. Institutions that struggle
with trust within the system are often plagued with rotating administration, a breakdown in
communication, and accreditation issues. Unique to CCCs is the required participation of its staff
in the decision-making process, which is known as shared or participatory governance. Along
with participatory governance, the stringent accreditation standards and retiring work force
create a delicate situation where trust and leadership are in a state of consistent transition. The
purpose of this qualitative study was to explore the critical components of rebuilding trust within
a CCC after trust has been broken. Specifically, this study focused on the practices a CCC
administrator can engage in to rebuild trust within his/her institution after trust is broken.

Based on in-depth interviews with eight CCC presidents, findings revealed that a
president’s personal character, ethics, and morals are determining factors in developing and
reestablishing trust within a CCC. The importance of relationship building, using multiple
communication styles, and catering communication channels to target audiences played a critical
role in these presidents’ ability to develop trust. Most importantly, strategic, authentic, and
consistent leadership were some one of the most significant factors related to rebuilding trust
within a CCC after trust has been broken. It is recommended that CCC presidents and
administrators become familiar with the complex layers of CCCs, specifically with building and

rebuilding trust within an institution. Additional research on the CCC presidential leadership



style; the relationship among adult learning, emotional healing, and storytelling; as well as

supplemental quantitative research to strengthen the external validity of this study are needed.

xi



Chapter 1: Introduction

According to Nelson Mandela (as cited in Durando, 2013), “Education is the most
powerful weapon which you can use to change the world” (p. 1). The mission of California
Community Colleges (CCCs) is to offer academic and vocational instruction for students of all
ages. These community colleges provide an accessible and cost effective option for students to
receive a college education. “The California Community College system is the largest provider
of workforce training in the state and nation” (California Community Colleges [CCCs]
Chancellor’s Office, n.d., p. 2). Community colleges within California educate 70% of the state’s
nurses and 80% of the state firefighters and law enforcement personnel (CCCs Chancellor’s
Office, n.d.).

In addition to the power of the CCCs system, these colleges provide a high return on
college education. “For every $1 California invests in students who graduate from college, it will
receive a net return of $4.50” (CCCs Chancellor’s Office, n.d., p. 2). Californians with college
degrees earn $400,000 more in their lifetime than their peers with only a high school diploma
(CCCs Chancellor’s Office, n.d.). The CCC system exhibits statistics demonstrating success;
however, as with any organization, trust, communication, and leadership play an essential role
creating stable and productive organizations. Those institutions that struggle with trust within the
system are often plagued with rotating administration, a breakdown in communication, and
accreditation issues.

Robbins and Judge (2010) defined trust as a psychological state that exists when an
individual agrees to make himself or herself vulnerable to another because he/she has positive
expectations about his/her current and future experiences. Trust is the underlying foundation in

any relationship, and the breaking of trust has serious adverse consequences. This study



examined the rebuilding of trust from the perspective of experienced CCC presidents. This
dissertation reviews the accounts of CCC presidents exploring and identifying characteristics of
leadership and steps for rebuilding trust within an organization.

Background

The CCC system is the largest system of higher education in the United States (CCCs
Chancellor’s Office, n.d.). With 72 districts and 113 colleges, this system empowers over 2.1
million students every year to achieve their dreams. CCCs serve a diverse student population;
over 55% of students come from diverse ethnic backgrounds, and 53% of the total population is
female. This system provides opportunities for some of the lowest-income students in the state,
with full-time students having an annual median income of $16,223 and one-fourth of these
students having an income of less than $5,544 per year. Almost 42% of California veterans
receiving the GI Bill education benefits attend a CCC and more than half of CCC students are
over the age of 25 and already working adults (Foundation for California Community Colleges
[CCCs], n.d.).

Community colleges provide the educational foundation for millions of students within
California. These campuses are composed of educators, staff, and administrators tasked to create
a student-centered learning environment where all populations excel. Unique to CCCs, is the
required participation of its staff in the decision-making process. California Education Code
70902(b)(7) requires that faculty, staff, and students participate effectively in district and college
governance (Community College League of California, 2014). This code emphasizes the need
for the College Board and leadership to consult collegially and allow for faculty, classified staff,

and students to effectively participate in decisions that affect them. Participatory governance



plays a major role within CCCs, establishing trust among the constituency groups and college
administrators.

Throughout CCCs, the Academic/Faculty Senate, California School Employees
Association (CSEA) or Classified Senate, and Associated Student Government (ASG) participate
through standing committees in order to actively engage in decision-making processes. This
transparent and participatory process is intended to create trust and a healthy working
environment within institutions. Although the president and administrators are not legally
obligated to accept the recommendations of these constituency groups, their role and
participation is critical within governance matters and building trust within the institutions. The
ideal situation occurs when the chief executive officer (CEO) and constituency groups are in
agreement on recommendations for the college and to the board of trustees. However, if there is
disagreement, the president is still obligated to make decisions in a timely manner, and engaging
in participatory governance can clarify the points of agreement and disagreement (Community
College League of California, 2014).

The participatory model of governance is fairly new compared to the authoritarian and
bureaucratic models used in the past. Participatory governance is vital to the trust and internal
wellness of community colleges. Presidents and administrators who do not engage actively in
this participatory governance model can destroy trust and the ability to communicate with
constituency groups on campus, creating long-term detrimental results. Most concerning is the
amount of conflict, emotional turmoil, and resentment that can occur if participatory governance
is not recognized and employed. Many traumas experienced by community colleges have been
due to the dissolution of communication with constituencies on campus (Sullivan, Reichard, &

Shumate, 2005).



Participatory governance, transparent processes, and administrator trust are also key
factors in the accreditation process that all 113 CCCs must undergo (Accrediting Commission for
Community and Junior Colleges [ACCIC], 2015). Schools that are unable to maintain their
accreditation and receive a warning or probationary status are subjected to negative media
attention, loss of faith from stakeholders, and severe mistrust from both internal and external
constituencies (Martindale, 2014). After negative accreditation experiences, administrative
turnover is common. Old regimes exit institutions, making way for new administrators hired to
problem-solve and bring the colleges into compliance. Retirement can also be used to encourage
old administrators to exit quickly, allowing new administrative teams to enter and begin
addressing issues (Nevarez & Wood, 2010).

Administrator turnover and the need to establish new relationships with constituency
groups can further impact trust within a community college environment. Many community
colleges around the country have experienced administrative turnover due to the retiring
workforce, fiscal mismanagement or administrator scandals. In the aftermath of these scandals,
the faculty, staff, and remaining administrators are left to rebuild their institutions. Many
institutions around the country, including top institutions such as Harvard, have felt beleaguered
due to administrator misconduct and broken trust (Gardner, 2013). A common recourse is that
these administrators exit the institution quickly, leaving behind an array of emotions and
crumbled infrastructures that then need to be rebuilt.

When new administrators enter a college, adult learning is required within the college
setting to educate the staff on new processes, expectations, and culture. To begin rebuilding trust,
college personnel must learn how to adapt to the new administrators and create new

relationships, operating within shared governance effectively. Johnson and Taylor (2006)



identified four pillars of learning: gathering, reflecting, creating, and testing. The authors note
that associations occur with memories and comprehension depends on the association of past and
present events; these events can lead to positive or negative results. If negative, these events can
create powerful emotional barriers to learning. Johnson and Taylor discuss the term reframing,
framing experiences through a different lens or perspective, which can help find new meaning
from past experiences. The emotional climate of a community college can be one of the most
powerful barriers to rebuilding trust within the institution.
Statement of the Problem

When trust is broken in relationships through a breakdown in communication, victims
often feel an “overwhelming array of emotions such as fear, hurt, anger, numbness, or disbelief.
As a result, the interactions are often chaotic, intensely negative, and likely to lead to frustration
and anger rather than a sense of resolution” (Gordon, Baucom, & Snyder, 2005, p. 1,395). The
mistrust of administrator intentions creates observed consequences within a community college,
including emotional volatility, confusion of roles within the institution, political power struggles,
lack of communication and transparency, and loss of faith in the shared governance process
(Sullivan et al., 2005). Numerous studies have been performed examining leadership within
community colleges, participatory governance and its role, as well as climates for change within
these institutions. However, no studies have been completed documenting the rebuilding of trust
within a community college after mistrust is experienced on an institutional level.
Purpose and Nature of the Study

The purpose of this study was to explore the critical components of rebuilding trust
within a CCC after trust has been broken. This study examined the rebuilding of trust from the

perspective of experienced members of CCC administration, specifically college presidents. As



stated previously, many studies have been conducted documenting the process of trust building
and the importance of shared governance. This study presents a new perspective on the process
of rebuilding trust within an institution, documenting steps, addressing emotional recovery and
its relationship to adult learning, and providing tools from experts in the field. This exploratory
study employed qualitative research using interviews to establish behavioral patterns and best
practices to rebuild trust within a CCC setting.
Research Question

To explore the perceptions of CCC presidents, the following question were explored
through this study:

e What practices can CCC administrators engage in to rebuild trust within their

institution after trust is broken?

Significance of Study

CCCs impact millions of lives every year (CCCs Chancellor’s Office, n.d.). Participatory
governance and trust are the foundation of healthy colleges (Community College League of
California, 2014). High-functioning institutions that are accomplishing their missions and
achieving student success can change lives. However, those institutions that are unable to
establish trust and engage in collegial participatory governance are hindered by internal strife,
taking focus from students to bureaucratic processes. New and current administrators engage in
shared governance; however, few are ever trained to navigate the complicated committee
structures that require trust and transparency. Further, many new administrators underestimate
the impact of negative emotions associated with previous administrations on the ability to create

new relationships with constituency groups.



All CCCs are accredited by the Accrediting Commission for Community and Junior
Colleges (ACCJC). Although the ACCJC has been criticized in recent years for being overly
punitive, this entity has consistently accredited schools throughout California, holding all
colleges to a stringent set of standards (Warth, 2015). Accreditation is vital to CCC students,
guaranteeing their education and degree validity. However, “In the past 10 years, all but 37 of
CCCs were placed on some level of sanction, two-thirds of the total colleges in the system”
(Warth, 2015, p. 11). These public sanctions have exacerbated the lack of trust in CCCs. Many
components compromise the need for the ACCJC to place sanctions on a college. The strict
standards that the ACCJC evaluates are embedded throughout college operations and leadership.
Most commonly, lack of transparency, lack of integrated processes, poor communication,
administrator distrust, and lack of participatory governance can lead to a warning or probationary
status (Warth, 2015). All of these areas are directly tied to broken trust and failing systems within
a college. As new and existing administrators are forced to change, it is essential that clear steps
be documented to assist with the trust rebuilding process.

New administrators within the community college system will benefit from
understanding their role and how to establish and maintain trust within the system, learning to
navigate the emotional climate and complicated shared governance structure. Existing
administrators will benefit from the prescribed steps regarding how to rebuild trust after
experiencing a loss of trust. Shared governance groups can benefit by understanding the
relationship between trust and the administrators that participate within the shared governance
model. Most CCCs have experienced administrator mistrust on some level. The outcomes of this
study provide a prescribed method for administrators to implement to rebuild trust within a

college. With the increasing changes in funding, education code, and the Student Success Act,



high functioning colleges with an environment built on trust are necessary to continue to impact
social equity and empower disadvantaged student populations to achieve their educational and
professional goals. This study will contribute to the existing literature by providing expert
testimonials and instructions on how to create an environment built on trust.
Definition of Terms
e Behaviors: Observed action, activity, or mannerisms by individuals; actions in
response to a system or environment, human actions influenced by culture, attitude,
emotions, values, ethics, and authority (Triandis, 1994).
o California Community College: A 2-year, publicly funded, post-secondary institution
providing higher education, certificates, associate degrees, and limited baccalaureate
degrees (CCCs Chancellor’s Office, n.d.).
o Character: The “exercise of virtuous behavior in the face of constant turmoil,
permanent change, frequent provocation, and demanding conditions” (Kilburg, 2012,
p. 44). Character encompasses a leader’s emotional intelligence, education, and self-
esteem. It demonstrates the moral and ethical foundation of a political leader and
his/her ability to practice servant leadership.
o  Community College Administrators: College employees hired by contract to fulfill the
day-to-day campus functions, providing financial guidance, management, and
leadership for the institution (CCCs Chancellor’s Office, n.d.).
e Emotional Climate: Environment where intense feelings are directed at someone or
something; a set of responses that may include verbal, physiological, and behavioral
mechanisms within an established environment; feelings, moods, and affects that

impact an organization (Fox, 2008).



Influence: The ability of a leader “to create meaningful relationships with others
through which the work of an enterprise is accomplished” (Kilburg, 2012, p. 49).
Influence, along with assertiveness and networking, can determine how instrumental
and persuasive a leader can be. Influence relates directly to a leader’s effectiveness
and his/her ability to accomplish goals and tasks aligned with his/her mission. The
most successful leaders are able to persuade rather than force cooperation.
Leadership Craft: Based on the writings of Hill and Lynn (2008), craft is defined as a
manager’s personal tools of the trade, such as how to use personal efforts to influence
performance through goal setting, exemplary actions, and leadership. In this study, a
leader’s leadership skills will be referred to as his/her cratft.

Participatory Governance: A more appropriate term for shared governance, as shared
governance also implies shared responsibility, which is not the case, as administrators
are held responsible for decision-making and subsequent consequences (Community
College League of California, 2014).

Shared Governance: California Education Code 70902(b)(7) requires that faculty,
staff, and students participate effectively in district and college governance
(Community College League of California, 2014). Also known as a social system of
self government wherein decision-making responsibility is shared among those
affected by the decisions. “At the community college level, shared governance means
that responsibility for institutional decisions is shared among governing boards,
district administrators, and faculty, with joint recognition and respect for the

participation of staff and students” (Lau, 1996, p. 2).
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e Strategy: Creating and implementing a direction for the organization. By crafting a
clear vision and implementing attainable goals aligned with the defined strategy, a
leader can create unity throughout the organization The vision of a leader will
exemplify what is most important to that leader and his/her priorities and agenda
(Kilburg, 2012).

e Trust: The underlying foundation in any relationship; a psychological state that exists
when an individual agrees to make himself/herself vulnerable to another because
he/she has positive expectations about the current and future experiences (Robbins &
Judge, 2010).

Delimitations

The purpose of this study was to explore the perspective of CCC presidents to determine
how to rebuild trust within a community college after trust has been broken. The interviews were
conducted within a 2-month period of time. The interviews were conducted by telephone at the
request of the participants due to the participants’ availability and accessibility. Participants were
from within the state of California. Additionally, the sample criteria required that the participants
be both:

1. A CCC administrator for at least 1 year;

2. A current CCC president;

Assumptions

The underlying assumption of this study is that there is mistrust within the CCC system.
With over two-thirds of the total colleges in the system being placed on some level of sanction
since 2005, the issue of broken trust is present (Warth, 2015). Nevarez and Wood (2010) stated

that the community college system would experience unprecedented turnover in leadership



11

within the next decade, especially among its senior ranks primarily due to an aging workforce.
Studies show that administrator turnover is directly tied to mistrust within community colleges
(Kearney, 2013). “In contrast to other sectors, higher education has few internal mechanisms to
train new and aspiring administrators for successive levels of leadership” (Nevarez & Wood,
2010, p. 253). The media attention surrounding the ongoing accreditation issues within the
system as well as the rotating administrations airs these concerns publicly. This public attention
has created underlying levels of mistrust within both the internal and external stakeholders for
each CCC. This study is based on the premise that mistrust exists and that CCCs must rebuild
trust to maintain healthy operations and support student success.

Within the study, participants engaged in a 60-minute interview. The interview questions
were deemed valid and reliable. It is assumed that participants answered honestly and performed
as agreeable contributors to this study. To mitigate the possible risks, protect participants, and
maintain the integrity of the study, the interviewees’ identities will be kept confidential. The
assumption is made that the assurance of confidentiality encouraged participants to answer
honestly and protect them from employer retaliation. The refinement of the interview questions
is assumed to ensure the validity of this study. The interview questions and coding of the findings
were deemed reliable and correct based on the pilot testing. The questions were adapted to suit
the nature of this study.

Regarding the role of the researcher, the researcher conducting this study is a seasoned
CCC administrator. With over 10 years in the CCC sector, it was assumed that the researcher
brought both experiences and assumptions that would impact the interviews. The researcher has
personal experiences in regard to rebuilding trust in community colleges that may be reflected in

the interpretation of data and identification of themes. Although structured and consistent
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protocols were followed, the researcher is aware of personal assumptions that may impact the
interview process.
Organization of Study

This research study is presented in five chapters. Chapter 1 includes background on the
topic, the research question, the significance of the study, and the limitations. Chapter 2 presents
a literature review, which details the current research in regard to trust, shared governance, and
how adult learning theory relates to participatory governance. Chapter 3 describes the research
design and details regarding the interview process, sample size, and participants. Chapter 4
presents the study’s findings including answers to the established research question. Chapter 5
provides a summary of the entire study, a discussion of the findings, conclusions, and areas for

further research.
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Chapter 2: Review of the Literature

This chapter presents a review of the literature related to the rebuilding of trust within
community colleges, including: demographics and statistics about the CCC system; the history of
CCCs; the current CCC environment; the role of participatory governance within the Community
college environment; the emotional recovery process to broken trust within the college setting;
ethics, decision-making, and accountability; the role of administrators and their leadership within
an institution; honesty and communication among college administrators; why transformation
efforts fail; and adult learning and its ties to changing culture within an institution. Gaps within
the literature will also be highlighted to support the significance of this study.
Demographics and Statistics

The CCC system supports student success throughout California. Approximately one in
every five community college students in the nation attends a CCC. Three out of every 10
Californians ages 18-24 are currently enrolled in a community college, demonstrating the vast
reach of these institutions on education within the state. The CCC system is also one of the most
diverse student populations in the nation, comprising 38.9% Hispanic, 7.3% African-American,
and 10.8% Asian students. Based on 2012-2013 student demographics, 24.7% of the student
population is under 19 years of age. The majority of students, 33.3%, fall within the 20-24 year
age range, with 53.6% of the total population being female and 45.3% of the student population
being male (CCCs Chancellor’s Office, n.d.). These demographics present a diverse student
population, with many disadvantaged student populations being represented.
The History of Community Colleges

The current CCC system is the largest system of higher education in the United States,

with 72 districts and a total of 113 colleges located throughout the state (Foundation for CCCs,
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n.d.). Although the community college system is considered a higher education system, Knoell
(1997) stated, “The California constitution currently views community colleges as part of the
“common-school” system, which includes kindergarten through Grade 14” (p. 122). However, in
1960, community colleges were recognized for playing an integral role in public higher
education, as stated in California’s Master Plan for Higher Education. Once recognized, CCCs
were tasked with the primary responsibility of providing initial college access to high school
seniors, emphasizing the key role that community colleges play with diverse and
underrepresented student populations.

The update to the 1960 California Master Plan was a turning point for community
colleges within the state. This update not only integrated the community college system within
higher education along with the University of California and California State University systems,
but also affected the funding formula and sources of funding available to support the institutions.
A majority of the funding for community colleges is accessed through local property tax revenue,
with the State General Fund used as a secondary source. Construction of new facilities also relies
heavily on local funding. Unlike community college systems in other states, the CCC system is
empowered to provide numerous modes of education. For-credit courses that meet degree and
certificate requirements are primary educational activities accepted by baccalaureate institutions
in satisfaction of degree requirements. Community colleges also focus heavily on basic skills,
vocational training, career technical education, and apprenticeship education and training. Grants
from state and federal agencies are often pursued to supplement the minimal state funding for
community colleges, in addition to partnerships with outside business partners and educational
institutions to maximize community impact while minimizing costs (Knoell, 1997). All CCCs are

accredited through the ACCJC, the Western Association of Schools and Colleges’ (WASC)
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accrediting body. “Accreditation is a voluntary system of self-regulation developed to evaluate
overall educational quality and institutional effectiveness” (ACCJC, 2015, p. 2). Trust, college
stability, mission, vision, and strategic goals are all assessed during the accreditation process,
along with the institution’s ability to perform successfully while ensuring integrated planning
through shared governance.
The Current CCC Environment

Currently, each of the CCC districts operates with a locally elected board of trustees,
individuals that are responsive and integrated members of their community. Trustees oversee the
operations and budgets of their local colleges within their districts. The district board of trustees
is also responsible for the hiring of the District Chancellor, who is then tasked to oversee the
operational activities of the college(s) and district, including hiring, human resources,
administrative services, instruction, student services, and all auxiliary functions within the
college environment. Although the colleges continue to have locally elected board members, the
CCC system has been under the jurisdiction of a state-level board of governors, appointed by the
governor of California, that employs a State Chancellor and staff (Knoell, 1997). According to
Knoell (1997), “The legislature enacts laws into the education code that apply to the community
colleges, and the board of governors adopts regulations into the administrative code that
implement the education code” (p. 124). Both California education code and the Board of
Governors require CCCs to partake in participatory governance, emphasizing the critical role
that faculty, classified staff, and students play within the governance and decision-making
process within community colleges. Faculty are particularly active within participatory
governance, through both local and statewide academic senates; they also have two seats

reserved for faculty on the board of governors.
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The CCC Board of Governors sets policy and provides guidance for the districts and
colleges that constitute the system. The appointed Board of Governors interacts formally with
state and federal officials and selects a chancellor for the system. The chancellor then brings
formal recommendations to the board to represent the CCCs’ interests. A process of shared
governance guides the current CCC system. The board maintains a consultation process to ensure
that all constituency groups are consulted in state policy decisions. The system chancellor
considers all discussions prior to making any final recommendations to the Board of Governors.
The process has become more formalized over the years to form a Consultation Council,
composed of 18 representatives from differing constituency groups including: administrators,
students, faculty, classified staff, instructional officers, business officers, student services
officers, executive officers, and trustees (California Community Colleges [CCCs] Chancellor’s
Office, n.d., p. 2).

Since 2010, the CCC system has begun to emphasize student success and equity within
its colleges. Specifically, the development of the Student Success Task Force engaged the entire
state of California in a vigorous analysis of student success factors and examining the low
completion rates of disadvantaged student populations (CCCs Chancellor’s Office, n.d.). The
Student Success Task Force recommended 22 specific policy changes to improve educational
achieving within the CCC system. The passing of Senate Bill 1456, known as the Student
Success Act of 2012, strove to enforce the 22 policy changes into attainable goals required of all
CCCs by 2018 (CCCs Chancellor’s Office, 2012). Of these 22 policy changes, each institution is
being evaluated via a number of indicators using the new Student Success Scorecard, including:
equity, retention, persistence, counseling, assessment, orientation, and student-centered

instruction.



17

This recent shift focusing on student success and services in addition to instruction has
continued to change the culture of community colleges within California. With this act has also
come additional funding to support this initiative; however, complications occur as this funding
and its required 2:1 cash match conflict directly with the 50% law. The disparity with student
success and instruction as well as the competition for limited resources have aggravated the
culture within community colleges.

The Role of Participatory Governance

As discussed briefly in Chapter 1, CCCs are unique, as they require participation of staff
in the decision-making process per California Education Code 70902(b) (7). Often called shared
governance, participatory governance is a more appropriate term, as shared governance also
implies shared responsibility, which is not the case, as administrators are held responsible for
decision-making and subsequent consequences (Community College League of California,
2014). Sullivan et al. (2005) highlighted that community colleges are under constant pressure to
increase participatory governance on campus, not only for the sake of morale, but also for
accountability and accreditation purposes. In order to maintain a collaborative leadership style
and open avenues of communication, leaders today must “use a more participatory approach that
respects governance principles and capitalizes on the energy of teams” (p. 428). Today’s colleges
respond better to a participatory, collaborative model characterized by open communication,
broad staff involvement, and shared decision-making. Today’s colleges are also more reflective
and accountable, using various means to gather empirical data measuring progress and positive
change. However, the path to achieving a trusting and effective shared/participatory governance

environment can be challenging. According to Piland and Randall (1998):
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There must be open communication and a large degree of mutual trust in a shared
governance environment. The process of shared governance is lengthy, tedious, and
difficult in terms of the need for increased interpersonal skills. The difficulty is finding
the means of assessing appropriate and lasting responsibility for decisions and actions in

a milieu of constant personnel change, in order that suitable roles for faculty,

administrators, and staff are defined and accepted by all parties. The resulting

empowerment of participants and the development of a new collegial relationship
between formerly separate groups can lead to the emergence of an improved college
environment, improved communication between all levels of college employees and

students, and a greater understanding of the issues facing the college. (p. 101)

Lack of trust can be a serious impediment to many American schools. New forms of
governance have been taking shape, with greater expectations of shared interests and goals, a
higher level of effectiveness, and a greater flexibility in regard to changing demands and
environmental pressures. As depicted in the media, there has been a growing perception that
American society has become increasingly distrustful of its educational institutions and leaders.
Distrust can provoke feelings of anxiety and insecurity, and causes individual to feel
uncomfortable about expending energy on monitoring the behavior and possible motives of
others (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000). As leaders within educational institutions address
mistrust, they must identify those key individuals who have become mistrustful of administrators
and the organization. According to Kouzes and Posner (2011), “Leadership is a relationship
between those who aspire to lead and those who choose to follow. Any discussion of leadership
must attend to the dynamics of this relationship” (p. 2). As trust begins to redevelop between

staff and administration, shared governance can serve as a path to recovery and to rebuilding a
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highly functioning college. One of the most important factors of shared governance is defining
roles and expectations for all parties. Research supports faculty and staff members’ clear desire
to be included within the decision-making process. However, defined roles and expectations
must be made clear and communicated with candor throughout the process of building trust.
Responsibilities such as faculty hiring, evaluation, and curriculum decisions are primarily
faculty-focused, whereas responsibilities such as goal setting, managing finances, and budgeting
fall to the administration. Mutual and respectful participation should be encouraged throughout
the college, engaging all constituency groups (Piland & Randal, 1998). By clearly defining roles
and embracing participatory governance, administrators can build trust and work toward a
mutually respectful and engaging environment. Specifically, presidents and college
administrators can focus on four areas to help lead this relationship building process: (a) envision
a participative organization and what the college environment should be; (b) preserve healthy
interactions, ethics, and personal relationships; (c) embrace the transformative nature of
participatory governance and reaffirm the college’s mission and vision; and (d) re-envision the
college and its participatory governance models, ensuring that the structure encourage efficiency
and inclusiveness (Grasmick, Davies, & Harbour, 2012).

The CCC mission and vision are powerful tools of engagement with the participatory
governance groups. Kotter (2012) discussed the need for an institution to “shape a vision to help
steer the change effort and develop strategic initiatives to achieve that vision” (p. 64). Blanchard
(2006) noted that without a clear vision, an organization can become a self-serving bureaucracy,
and with high administrative turnover and lack of clear vision, this outcome is a strong
possibility. Blanchard (2006) further elaborates that world-class institutions are driven by three

critical factors: (a) clear vision and direction championed by top management, (b) a trained and



20

equipped workforce focused on the implementation of the agreed-upon vision, and (c)
established recognition and a positive consequence system that sustains the behavior and
performance the vision requires. Both vision and direction are essential for greatness, and
recognition is a universal need within a college setting (Blanchard, 2006). According to
Blanchard (2006), vision helps individuals make smarter choices because they make decisions
with the end result in mind. Vision also allows for a long-term proactive stance, creating what the
college wants, rather than a short-term reactive stance of ridding the college of what it does not
want. Once a vision is clarified and shared, the leader is then free to focus on serving and being
responsive to the needs of the institution and staff.
Mistrust within the CCC system Due to Accreditation

“Accreditation is a comprehensive, external review of an educational institution to ensure
quality and continuous improvement” (Martindale, 2014, p. 6). In California, the ACCJC
reviews community colleges every 6 years against set standards and all colleges must maintain
their accreditation to receive government funding and student financial aid revenues (Perez,
2010). “There are four phases to the accreditation process involving internal evaluation, external
evaluation by professional peers, Commission evaluation, and institutional self-improvement to
meet evolving regional and federal standards” (“Twelve Common Questions,” 2015 p. 3). Phase
one involves the college writing an internal self-study, developing a plan for improvement where
needed, and submitting the written report to the ACCJC for review. Phase two involves a trained
team of “education professional peers from member institutions” (p. 4) visiting the college and
conducting an external institutional evaluation. This team then completes an evaluative report
with recommendations for both meeting the accreditation standards and improving internal

practices. Phase three occurs when members of the accrediting commission evaluate all of the
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information and make a decision on the institution’s accredited status. The ACCJC may also
provide recommendations for institutional improvement in areas where standards are not met or
improvement is needed. The ACCJC Commission reviews colleges at meetings in January and
June of each year. The fourth and final phase is about self-improvement.

Each institution uses the recommendations of the external evaluation team and the

Commission to guide changes that enhance their educational quality and institutional

effectiveness. Colleges also use their internal quality improvement processes in this

phase. Member institutions work to improve institutional performance between

comprehensive reviews. (p. 4)

The colleges are now also required to write a Self-Improvement Plan (SIP) that they present to
the ACCJC during the evaluation process, documenting the steps to accomplish all areas of self-
improvement.

Institutions that are out of compliance and/or remain out of compliance with ACCJC
accreditation standards may be required to provide follow-up reports, receive an additional team
visit, or be sanctioned by the commission. “A sanction signals the institution and the public that
there are institutional issues that need to be addressed if quality is to be maintained. While on
sanction, institutional accreditation continues and the institution works to resolve any such

2

issues” (“Twelve Common Questions,” 2015, p. 4). “The commission issues three levels of
sanctions before revoking accreditation: warnings, probation and ‘show cause,” meaning a school
must show why they should not lose their accreditation” (Warth, 2015, p. 11). As described in
Chapter 1, over two-thirds of colleges within the CCC system have been placed on some level of

sanction since 2005 (Warth, 2015). With the current, unprecedented turnover in leadership,

rotating administrators are perpetuating the mistrust within colleges (Nevarez & Wood, 2010).
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The media attention surrounding these ongoing issues has perpetuated the mistrust within the
system publicly. In recent years, many community colleges have been sanctioned by the ACCJC
and received public scrutiny. The ACCJC placed 37% of CCCs on sanctions from 2003 to 2008.
By contrast, other accrediting bodies sanctioned between zero and six percent of their
community colleges. The large number of institutions being sanctioned by the ACCJC has
caused alarm for many California residents in regard to the education quality and operations
within these institutions (Perez, 2010).

In 2006, Compton Community College became the first CCC to completely lose its
accreditation with the ACCJC (Perez, 2010). In 2008, Orange Coast College was put on an
accreditation warning, and the warning was removed the following year (Martindale, 2014). In
2010, 18 CCCs faced sanctions from the ACCJC (Perez, 2010; see Table 1). Over the past 5
years, the ACCJC has become more aggressive in their sanctions and warnings. In 2011,
Saddleback College and Irvine Valley College received warnings, as well as Cypress and
Fullerton Colleges. Although the warnings were removed at later dates and the colleges remain
fully accredited, the publicity and backlash from these warnings created a pattern of mistrust
with internal and external constituencies. In 2013, all three Coast Community College district
campuses were given 8 months to take corrective action after they received accreditation
warnings for deficiencies related to learning standards, management structure and planning, and
faculty and student accountability. In 2013, Los Angeles Mission College, Los Angeles Valley
College, and Imperial Valley College east of San Diego were also issued warnings. City College
of San Francisco also became embattled with the ACCJC in 2013, when the agency began
proceedings to strip City College of San Francisco of its accreditation, beginning a very public

and emotional battle between the college and the ACCJC (Martindale, 2014). City College of
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San Francisco had been on show cause, but was placed on a special restoration status and has

been given until fall 2016 to meet accrediting standards (Warth, 2015). Loss of accreditation is

the culmination of a years-long process that includes warnings and probation over consecutive 2-

year periods (“Twelve Common Questions,” 2015).

Table 1

Eighteen CCCs Facing ACCJC Sanctions in 2010

College Name Sanction Sanction Date Issues Cited
College of On “warning” June 2009 The annual budget and the budget process continue to be
Alameda unclear due to the changing processes and problems with
information flow and prompt communications. The
installation and complexity of new financial software have
magnified the problems
Copper On “warning” June 2008 The school’s strategic plan must be integrated with program
Mountain reviews, college planning and resource allocation.
College
Crafton Hills Probation January 2009  There continue to be systematic problems in the reliability of
College provided data ... It is imperative that Crafton Hills College
move expeditiously to provide the necessary human and
technology resources to provide reliable data and
information to college planners and decision-makers.

Cuesta College  Probation January 2010 The commission is concerned that Cuesta College has not yet
completed a planning process to which program review,
planning, funding processes, technology planning or
financial planning can be linked.

Diablo Valley Probation January 2010 The commission upgraded the college’s status from “show

College cause” to probation this year. The college still has work to do
to clarify the decision-making roles of constituent groups. It
has yet to fully implement, test and evaluate the new
governance structure and the quality of decision-making that
results

Feather River On “warning” June 2009 The college struggled with the data management system

College needed for research and planning. Plus, the research capacity
at Feather River College has diminished, potentially
hampering the analysis of data and information for planning
purposes.

Imperial Valley  On “warning” January 2008 Information important to students needs to be more readily

College available, including the policy for accepting transfer credit,
description of availability of financial aid and sexual
harassment policy.

Los Angeles Probation June 2009 There was insufficient evidence that the college conducted

City College better assessment measures to improve student learning.

East Los Probation January 2010 The college must accelerate its measurement of student

Angeles learning outcomes and use assessment results to improve

College instruction and student services.

(continued)
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College Name Sanction Sanction Date Issues Cited

Los Angeles Probation June 2009 There is little evidence that the college is making data-
Trade Tech informed decisions as part of its program review and
College planning processes.

Merritt College  On “warning” June 2009 The quantitative and qualitative data relied on for plans do
not appear to be used in a way that addresses quality
assurance. Also, there are concerns about the accessibility of
data the college receives from the district.

Los Angeles On “warning” June 2008 The district had not provided enough analysis on how it can
Mission meet its unfunded retiree health benefit liability without
College negatively impacting the future financial health of the

district.

Palomar On “warning” June 2009 The college needs a board policy that prohibits members of
College the faculty senate from discussing the performance of

specific employees with the college’s board of trustees
unless due process is given to those employees.

Pasadena City On “warning” June 2009 There is little evidence that program review data is integrated
College into the planning processes and resource allocation.

College of the On “warning” June 2009 The college has to continue to clarify roles and
Redwoods responsibilities within its governance system.

Solano College  Probation June 2009 The commission changed the college’s status from “show
cause” to probation in 2009. The college still needs to work
on improving communication and dialogue without allowing
operational- or collective-bargaining issues to distract it.

Riverside City On “warning” January 2010 The college does not have a true strategic plan and has no
College agreed-upon long-term institutional goals.

Southwestern Probation January 2010 Of the ten recommendations the commission gave the
College college in 2003, only two have been completely resolved.

The college has not adequately addressed the college’s
longstanding negative climate, including a “culture of fear
and intimidation” and “lack of trust.”

In 2014 a state audit report that found that between 2009 and 2013, the commission

1ssued 143 sanctions out of the 269 accreditation actions it took. The sanction rate was about

53%, compared to about 12% within other regions. San Diego Community College District

Chancellor Constance Carroll served on the ACCJC from 1990 to 1999 and was its chair from

1996 to 1998. She stated that although the commission is just following federal mandates

regarding sanctions, other regions have handled them more delicately. She commented that when

she was on the commission, some warnings were issued privately: a practice that is still followed

in some regions (Warth, 2015). Carroll said that “Whenever there’s a public sanction, the college

is affected negatively” (p. 6), citing San Francisco City College as an example.
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According to media reports in San Francisco, enrollment at the City College of San
Francisco dropped by 25,000 in recent years during the accreditation battle, indicating public
mistrust observed by the severe decline of enrollment (Warth, 2015). “Carroll stated that the
commission could issue a private warning to a college that has a dip in its budget without issuing
an alarming public sanction, which could result in an unwarranted and lingering damage to a
school’s reputation” (p. 6). The resulting damage to enrollment, reputation, and student success
demonstrates mistrust tied to the public sanctions of the ACCJC. Although college officials have
long been aware of the stringent accreditation standards, officials said years of budget-cutting
have made it increasingly difficult to stay focused on the standards while juggling competing
interests. “The most frequently cited deficiencies were a lack of program review, inadequate use
of assessment results to drive planning, financial management issues, internal governance strife
and problems with the roles that governing boards play” (p. 7). These deficiencies are associated
directly with flawed leadership, mistrust in participatory processes, and suspicious decision-
making, questioning administrators’ ethics. The impact of these public sanctions creates an
environment of mistrust, impacting internal stakeholders such as staff and students, as well as the
surrounding communities and educational partnerships as they witness the negative media
associated with sanctioned schools (Warth, 2015).

How Trust is Broken in the Workplace

According to Tschannen-Moran and Hoy (2000), “Trust is recognized as a vital element
in well-functioning organizations. Trust is necessary for effective cooperation and
communication, the foundations for cohesive and productive relationships in organizations” (p.
549). Tschannen-Moran and Hoy asserted “That to be effective and productive, schools, like

other organizations, must be cooperative, cohesive, efficient, and well managed” (p. 550).
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Numerous studies discuss building trust within a workplace; however, rebuilding trust can be a
different process than initially building trust. The breaking of trust within an organization can
stem from many issues. Betrayal in the workplace involves a behavior (an actual action) that is
voluntary, in that the trustees either lack the motivation to conform to expectations of the trust or
become motivated to violate these expectations (Tschannen-Moran & Hoy, 2000). Bowman
(2015) described the five fastest methods for betraying trust or breeding animosity within the
workplace. Acting and speaking inconsistently can impact coworkers, peers, and supervisors to
mistrust an individual’s actions and statements. Individuals seeking personal gain rather than
shared gain can alienate themselves in a team environment, quickly losing the respect and trust
of others. Withholding information, starting rumors, lying, and spreading misinformation can
break trust and create a lasting impact within an organization. As a supervisor, being closed
minded and unwilling to consider other points of view can create an atmosphere where others
refuse to communicate or believe their opinions are not respected or heard. Many of these actions
are applicable to the community college system, which is a team atmosphere composed of
numerous groups with competing values and interests. A community college can breed mistrust if
the aforementioned actions are adopted by faculty, staff, and especially administrators.
According to Hitch (2012), “Trust is the lubrication that makes it possible for organizations to
work” (p. 3). However, nine out of every 10 employees have reported some breach in trust in the
workplace on a regular basis (Reina & Reina, 2007). The impacts of distrust within an
organization include lower morale, lower productivity, and higher employee turnover (Hitch,
2012).

Trust is pivotal in efforts to improve education. However, trust seems more difficult to

achieve and maintain within educational institutions. Attention from media has produced



