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The problem of this study was an analysis of the 

official minutes of board of trustees meeting in Texas public 

junior colleges. 

The purposes of this study were (1) to describe through 

the technique of content analysis the board of trustees meet-

ing in Texas public junior colleges, (2) to determine 

relationships which might exist between aspects of the board 

of trustees meeting and various characteristics of public 

junior colleges, and (3) to measure differences which might 

exist between board proceedings of junior colleges. 

To accomplish this study, a random sample of twelve 

institutions was selected from a list of the forty-one public 

junior colleges existing in Texas in 1970. Data for this 

study were extracted from calendar year 1970 board of trustees 

meeting minutes at each college by the content analysis tech-

nique. Each topic referred to in the minutes was cast into 

one of the categories of Educational Program, Finance, Person-

nel, Plant, Student Life, Presidential Reports, and 

Miscellaneous. For each set of minutes, board decisions, 

board conflicts, and executive sessions also were noted. 



The number of units cast into each category were summed 

for all colleges and total units in each category were dis-

cussed as a percentage of total topics recorded from all 

board meeting minutes. Also, colleges were ranked by units 

in each category and relationships were developed between 

category rankings and college enrollment, date of college 

founding, tenure of the college president, tenure of the 

board of trustees, whether a college was exclusively commuter 

or provided residential facilities, and whether a college was 

located in a metropolitan or non-metropolitan area. Spearman 

Rank Order and Cureton's Rank-Biserial correlations were 

utilized to determine relationships. Also, the mean number 

of total units in all categories, board decisions, executive 

sessions, and Presidential Reports were compared between 

colleges dichotomized on the various variables. 

Some of the major findings resulting frcm the study were 

1. Texas public junior college boards of trustees dealt 

consistently with Finance topics to a considerably greater 

degree than with any other area. The category of Personnel 

received the second greatest amount of board attention (in 

terms of topics discussed). Topics in the categories of 

Educational Program and Student Life seldom were considered. 

2. Boards of trustees of more recently founded institu-

tions devoted greater attention to Finance and Plant topics 

than did boards of older colleges. Boards of older colleges 



considered more topics dealing with Student Life than did 

boards of newer junior colleges. 

3. Boards of newer, metropolitan junior colleges made 

more decisions, considered more total topics, and considered 

significantly more Finance topics than did boards of older, 

non-metropolitan junior colleges. 

4. Boards of colleges with some dormitory facilities 

devoted more attention to Student Life topics than did boards 

of institutions serving only commuting students. 

Taken as a whole, this study indicated that boards of 

trustees of newer, metropolitan, commuter junior colleges 

perform distinctively different functions than boards of 

older, non-metropolitan, residential colleges. 



A QUANTITATIVE DESCRIPTION OF TEXAS PUBLIC JUNIOR 

COLLEGE BOARDS OF TRUSTEES MEETINGS 

DISSERTATION 

Presented to the Graduate Council of the 

North Texas State University in Partial 

Fulfillment of the Requirements 

For the Degree of 

DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY 

By. 

Robert L. Hoskins, B. J., M. A, 

Denton, Texas 

May, 1972 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page 

LIST OF TABLES vi 

LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS vii 

Chapter 

I. INTRODUCTION 1 

Statement of the Problem 
Purposes of the Study 
Hypotheses 
Background and Significance of the Study 
Definition of Terms 
Limitations 
Basic Assumptions 
Instruments 
Procedures for Collecting Data 
Procedures for Analysis of Data 
Organization of the Remainder of the Study 

II. A REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH 18 

Studies of Senior Institution Boards 
and Board Members 

Studies of Junior College Boards and 
Board Members 

Boards of Trustees Studies Utilizing 
Board Minutes 

Summary 

III. PROCEDURES FOR THE COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS 
OF DATA 31 

Description of Sample 
Description of Colleges 
The Content Analysis Technique 
Collection of the Data 
Procedures for Analysis of Data 

i n 



Page 

IV. PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 60 

Hyp othe sis On e 
Hypothesis Two 
Hypothesis Three 
Hypothesis Four 
Hypothesis Five 
Hypothesis Six 
Hypothesis Seven 

V. SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, 
RECOMMENDATIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS . . . . 80 

Summary 
Findings 
Conclusions 
Recommendations for Future Research 
Implications 

APPENDIX A 91 

APPENDIX B . 95 

APPENDIX C 98 

APPENDIX D 100 

APPENDIX E 102 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 106 

IV 



LIST OF TABLES 

Table Page 

I. Alphabetical List of Texas Public 
Junior Colleges Existing in 1970 35 

II. 1970 Enrollment, Tenure of President, 
Tenure of Board, Date of Founding, 
and Dormitory Capacity of Sample 
Colleges 42 

III. Population of Cities and Counties in 
Which Sample Colleges Were Located . . . . 44 

IV. Dates Board of Trustee Meeting Minutes 
Were Examined at Each College 52 

V. Organization of Data for Statistical 
Treatment 57 

VI. Content Analysis Units Recorded in Five 
Subject Matter Categories from Board 
Meeting Minutes at Twelve Junior 
Colleges 62 

VII. Coefficients of Spearman Rank Correlation 
Between College Variables and Category 
Ranks 64 

VIII. Rank-Biserial Coefficients of Correlation 
and Mann-Whitney U Values for 
Dichotomized Variables and Category 
Ranks 67 

IX. Results of Comparisons of Total Board of 
Trustees Decisions Between Colleges 
Dichotomized Six Ways Using t-Test 
For Independent Samples 69 

X. Results of Comparisons of Total Units 
Recorded In Five Categories Between 
Colleges Dichotomized Six Ways Using 
t-Test for Independent Samples 71 

v 



Table Page 

XI. Results of Comparisons of Frequency of 
Executive Sessions Between Colleges 
Dichotomized Six Ways Using t-Test 
for Independent Samples 73 

XII. Results of Comparisons of Frequency of 
Conflict Situations Between Colleges 
Dichotomized Six Ways Using t-Test 
for Independent Samples 75 

XIII. Results of Comparisons of Frequency of 
Presidential Reports Between Colleges 
Dichotomized Six Ways Using t-Test 
for Independent Samples . . . » 77 

V I 



LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS 

Figure Page 

1. Geographical distribution of sample 
of Texas public junior colleges 36 

V 1 X 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Compared to other aspects of higher education, college 

governing boards have been, until quite recently, somewhat 

neglected by observers of American colleges and universities. 

In the campus unrest of the 1960s, however, it was demon-

strated that governing boards can be other than caretakers 

of a college charter or permanent presidential search com-

mittees. Most authorities agree that the governing board 

can be an influential force in developing and maintaining 

the academic and financial strength of its institution. It 

is equally apparent, however, that it can be a rubber stamp 

for a strong-willed president, or a partisan political body 

reflecting the narrow interests of its•constituency. Some 

argue, in fact, that the governing board is unnecessary (9; 18). 

Recognizing the need for a better understanding of the role 

and responsibilities of this legal embodiment of an educational 

institution, some students have queried trustees and college 

and university administrators. This approach to the issue has 

resulted in answers which may be more ideal than real. 

Overlooked as a source of practical definitions of the 

role and functions of governing boards has been the board 

of trustees meeting. Yet, nowhere is a governing board's 



influence more directly observable. Here it is that the 

personalities of the individual members come together as 

the legal entity of the institution? that final discussion 

may be heard of college issues large and small; that formal 

decisions are made officially. 

The official record of a governing board's action is 

the minutes of its meeting. As Grill has noted: 

It is a well-established principle of law 
that corporate bodies speak only through their 
minutes. That principle is applied literally 
in the legal sense. Courts will usually admit 
as evidence only the minutes of a board of educa-
tion as its testimony in a case where a board is 
involved. 

In a very practical sense, as well, a board 
of education or any other corporation speaks 
through its minutes. The minute book will reveal 
with almost unerring accuracy the degree of effi-
ciency attained and practiced by the board and 
its employees in the conduct of its business (10, 
p. vii). 

Surprisingly, this source has been little utilized in 

any descriptive approach to the study of boards of trustees. 

An analysis of official minutes of boards of trustees meetings 

in Texas public junior colleges could result in a realistic 

description of the official functions performed by such bodies, 

of board-administrator relationships, and of differences 

between boards of different types of institutions. 

Statement of the Problem 

The problem of this study was an analysis of the official 

minutes of boards of trustees meetings in Texas public junior 

colleges. 



Purposes of the Study 

The purposes of this study were 

1. To describe through the technique of content analysis 

the board of trustees meeting in Texas public junior colleges; 

2. To determine relationships which may exist between 

aspects of the board of trustees meeting and various charac-

teristics of public junior collegesr 

3. To measure differences which may exist between board 

proceedings of junior colleges. 

Hypotheses 

To carry out the purposes of this study, the following 

hypotheses were formulated: 

1. All boards of trustees will devote a greater propor-

tion (in terms of topics discussed) of the board of trustees 

meeting to the areas (as defined in this study) of Financial, 

Personnel, and Plant than to the areas of Educational Program 

and Student Life. 

2. There will be significant relationships between each 

of the categories (Educational Program, Financial, Personnel, 

Plant, and Student Life) and the variables of 

a. Enrollment of the college. 

b. Tenure of the college board of trustees. 

c. Age of the college. 

d. Whether the college is located in a metropolitan or 

non-metropolitan area. 



e. Whether the college is residential or commuter. 

f. Tenure of the college president. 

3. There will be significant differences between the 

number of decisions made by the boards of trustees of 

a. Metropolitan and non-metropolitan colleges. 

b. Colleges with large and small enrollments. 

c. Colleges with short- and long-tenured presidents. 

d. Colleges with short- and long-tenured boards. 

e. Residential and commuter colleges. 

f. Old and new colleges. 

4. There will be significant differences between the 

total number of topics discussed at each meeting of boards of 

trustees of 

a. Metropolitan and non-metropolitan colleges. 

b. Colleges with large and small enrollments. 

c. Colleges with short- and long-tenured presidents. 

d. Colleges with short- and long-tenured boards. 

e. Residential and commuter colleges. 

f. Old and new colleges. 

5. There will be significant differences between the 

number of executive sessions at meetings of board of trustees 

of 

a. Metropolitan and non-metropolitan colleges. 

b. Colleges with large and small enrollments. 

c. Colleges with short- and long-tenured presidents. 

d. Colleges with short- and long-tenured boards. 



e. Residential and commuter colleges. 

f. Old and new colleges. 

6. There.will be significant differences between the 

number of conflict situations at meetings of boards of 

trustees of 

a. Metropolitan and non-metropolitan colleges. 

b. Colleges with large and small enrollments. 

c. Colleges with short- and long-tenured presidents. 

d. Colleges with short- and long-tenured boards. 

e. Residential and commuter colleges. 

f. Old and new colleges. 

7. There will be significant differences between the 

number of topics reported to boards of trustees by presidents 

of 

a. Metropolitan and non-metropolitan colleges. 

b. Colleges with large and small enrollments. 

c. Colleges with short- and long-tenured presidents. 

d. Colleges with short- and long-tenured boards. 

e. Residential and commuter colleges. 

f. Old and new colleges. 

Background and Significance of the Study 

The lay board of control, known variously as the govern-

ing board, the board of trustees (19), or for four-year 

colleges and universities, the board of regents, is a 

distinctly American feature of higher education. Although 



its tradition may be traced to the University of Bologna of 

the Middle Ages (14, pp. 211-212), the idea that governance 

of colleges and universities properly should be entrusted to 

individuals other than professional educators early gained 

acceptance in the United States. 

The founders of Harvard University gave America's first 

governing board "full power and authority to make and establish 

all such orders, statutes, and constitutions as it shall see 

necessary for the instituting, guiding and furthering" (13, 

p. 326) of the college. The implications of such broad powers 

long have been recognized by educators and scholars of higher 

education. For example, writing from forty years experience 

as President of Harvard, Charles W. Eliot noted: 

The trustees of an American college or university, 
whether the institution be endowed or tax-supported, 
are as a rule "one body corporate and politic in 
deed, action, and name," to use the language of the 
charter of Dartmouth College given in 1769. This 
one body holds all the property of the institution, 
controls its expenditures and its policies, and 
makes all its laws. Even boards of directors for 
business corporations are generally less independent 
and absolute than this educational body (7, p. 44). 

More recently, other authorities have made similar 

observations: Davis noted that "exceptional colleges—every 

one which I have visited—have had their mores set by the 

trustees. Like the question of the priority of hen or egg, it 

is not provable whether exceptional colleges get exceptional 

trustees or exceptional trustees create exceptional colleges, 

but evidence favors the latter" (6, p. 392). 



"I think," University of Connecticut President Homer D. 

Babbidge said, "that the concept of lay governance of higher 

education must receive large credit for both the magnitude of 

our successes, and for the adaptability and responsiveness of 

our higher educational enterprise" (1, p. 59). 

Herron has observed that "the most important single 

factor in the direction of higher education is the board of 

trustees" (11, pp. 39-40). 

While educators have recognized the significant place Of 

the governing board in higher education, they generally have 

failed to give it corresponding attention in the area of 

research. As Burns has noted, "In comparison with the impor-

tance of the trusteeship (or regency), relatively little has 

been written about it" (4, p. xi). Another who has called for 

more data on governing boards is Martorana, adding in 1963 

that "it is imperative to the continued sound growth and 

development of American higher education that boards of trust-

ees, college staff members, and the public at large understand 

the role of trustees in governing colleges and universities" 

(12, p. 13). 

If an understanding of boards of trustees was important 

in the early 1960s, the number and complexity of problems 

confronting higher education in more recent years have 

intensified that need. With these problems obviously in 

mind, the director of the North Carolina Board of Higher 
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Education prefaced one study of governing boards in these 

terms: 

It is clear that there is now and has been a 
"crisis in governance" in American colleges 
and universities, and that this crisis results 
in part from widespread confusion and misunder-
standing in many quarters of the role of boards 
of trustees of institutions of higher education 
(8, preface). 

While the "crisis in governance" to which the director 

referred has resulted in renewed writing and research about 

the role and functions of boards of control, many questions 

have yet to be answered. As late as 1970, investigators who 

participated in convention programs and workshops with 

community college trustees and presidents found that "the 

sincerity and enthusiasm of those people were always evident. 

And yet, there were always the nagging and inevitable ques-

tions, 'What should a board do?' 'What should its role be?'" 

(16, preface). 

Equally important to those who seek to understand the 

governance of institutions of higher education are such 

questions as "What do boards do?" and "What are their present 

roles?" This study quantified the formal activities and 

deliberations of twelve Texas public junior college boards of 

trustees in an attempt to answer such questions for one level 

of higher education. 

If institutional governance is to progress to those ideals 

already developed by various scholars of higher education, such 

an understanding is mandatory. 



Definition of Terms 

For the purposes of this study, the following definitions 

were formulated: 

A conflict situation is any voted decision, reported in 

board minutes, which either is negative or is not unanimotis. 

sxscutive session is any portion of a board meeting 

closed to the public. 

Metropolitan (and non-metropolitan) areas are defined by 

the United States Department of Commerce as follows: 

Except in New England, a Standard Metropolitan 
Statistical Area (SMSA) is a county or group of 
contiguous counties which contains at least one 
city of 50,000 inhabitants or more, or "twin 
cities" with a combined population of at least 
50,000. In addition to the county or counties 
containing such a city or cities, contiguous 
counties are included in a SMSA if, according 
to certain criteria, they are essentially metro-
politan in character and are socially and 
economically integrated with the central city 
(17, p. xi). 

This study accepted the Department of Commerce definition, 

with the exception of the population determinant, which was 

increased to 75,000 to sharpen the distinction between metro-

politan and non-metropolitan. 

A residential college is one which in 1970 had dormitory 

capacity for at least 10 per cent of its enrollment. A 

college which does not meet this criterion is a commuter 

college. 

A small college is one with a 1970 enrollment of 2,000 or 

less. A large, college had a 1970 enrollment of more than 2,000 
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A new college is one founded in or since 1960. A 

college founded previous to 1960 is defined as old. 

A college president appointed in or after 1965 is 

short-tenured. Presidents appointed previous to 1965 are 

long-tenured. 

The tenure of a board of trustees is defined as the 

average tenure of the members of the board. A short-tenured 

board is a board at or above the median tenure of the twelve 

boards. A long-tenured board is a board below the median. 

Limitations 

This study was limited to Texas public junior college 

boards of trustees. Governing boards of other types of 

institutions, or inter-state comparisons were beyond the 

scope of this study. Also, only board minutes recorded in 

calendar year 1970 were examined. It is possible that a 

trend analysis would reveal proportional differences among 

topics considered by all boards in other years, but there is 

little reason to believe history would affect significant 

differences between individual boards. Finally, it was 

recognized that the full scope of trustee activity is not 

limited to the board of trustees meeting. It must be 

emphasized, then, that this study was limited to responsi-

bilities, interests, and activities reflected in the official 

and formal structure of the board meeting. 
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Basic Assumptions 

It was assumed that all official actions of a board of 

trustees are recorded in its minutes. It further was assumed 

that official board minutes are a useful reflection of the 

major concerns of the governing board. 

Instruments 

Official 1970 board of trustee meeting minutes from each 

of the participating junior colleges were examined by the 

content analysis technique. 

Content analysis has been defined by Berelson as "a 

research technique for the objective, systematic, and quan-

titative description of the manifest content of communication" 

(2, p. 18). In very simple terms, content analysis consists 

of systematically counting the occurrences of specified words, 

themes, items, or even characters or characteristics in a body 

of content in order to scientifically describe it. The 

technique requires that content be coded in terms of units and 

categories. A unit, according to Budd, Thorp, and Donohew, 

is "the smallest segment of content counted and scored . . . " 

(3, p. 33). Because minutes normally are recorded in brief, 

concise paragraphs, the paragraph was designated as the unit 

in this study. Where more than one topic was included in a 

paragraph, each topic was coded as a separate paragraph. 

According to Budd, Thorp, and Donohew, categories are "compart-

ments with explicitly defined boundaries into which material is 
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grouped for analysis" (3/ p. 39). In this study, content 

was categorized by subject matter, with the categories being 

Educational Program, Finance, Personnel, Plant, Student Life, 

Presidential Reports, and Miscellaneous. Sub-topics defined 

each category. 

Also, for each set of minutes, the following data was 

recorded: 

Total decisions: The number of decisions, whether positive 

or negative, resulting from an official vote. 

Total conflict situations: The number of voted decisions, 

reported in board minutes, which either were negative or were 

not unanimous. 

Total executive sessions: The number of times the board 

entered into closed session. 

Procedures for Collecting Data 

Texas' forty-one public junior colleges existing in 1970 

were listed alphabetically, and a sample of twelve was selected 

by reference to a table of random numbers in Sax's Empirical 

Foundations of Educational Research (15, pp. 10-13). 

At each of the twelve colleges, all board of trustees 

meeting minutes for calendar year 1970 were examined by the 

content analysis method. Results were recorded on a form 

specially developed for this purpose. 

All data was punched from this form onto cards for 

automatic data processing by the North Texas State University 

Computing Center. 
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Procedures for Analysis of Data 

Data cards and appropriate computer programs were used 

for automatic data processing. 

For hypothesis one, the observations recorded for each 

college were summed for all subject matter categories, and 

the percentage of total observations were determined for each 

category. Results were considered descriptively. 

For hypothesis two, participating colleges were ranked 

by 

a. Fall 1970 enrollments. 

b. Tenure of the college president. 

c. Tenure of the college board of trustees. 

d. Date of the college's founding. 

Also, the colleges were dichotomized on the basis of whether 

they were 

e. In metropolitan or non-metropolitan communities. 

f. Residential or commuter. 

Then, total units recorded in the categories of Educational 

Program, Finance, Personnel, Plant, and Student Life were 

ranked for each college. Spearman Rank-Order Correlation 

coefficients were computed between each of the four ranked 

variables (enrollment, presidential tenure, board tenure, and 

age) and each of the five categories. Cureton's (5) Rank-

Biserial Correlation coefficients were computed between both 

of the dichotomized variables (metropolitan/non-metropolitan 

and residential/commuter) and each of the five categories. 



14 

The null hypothesis was established that the correlation 

between each combination of variables was .00. By reference 

to a table of critical values of the Spearman Rank-Order 

Correlation Coefficient, the level of significance for the 

Spearman coefficients was determined. The level of signif-

icance below which a hypothesis would be rejected was set 

arbitrarily at .05 for a two-tailed test. The significance 

of the Rank-Biserial coefficients was tested by the Mann-

Whitney U-test, as suggested by Cureton (5, p. 290). 

For hypotheses three, four, five, six, and seven, the 

(1) decisions recorded, (2) units recorded in all subject 

matter categories, (3) executive sessions, (4) conflict 

situations, and (5) topics reported to the board by each 

executive officer were summed for each board. The mean of 

each variable was computed for 

a. Metropolitan and non-metropolitan colleges. 

b. Large and small colleges. 

c. Residential and commuter colleges. 

d. Colleges with long- and short-tenured presidents. 

e. Colleges with long- and short-tenured boards. 

f. Old and new colleges. 

Student's £'s were calculated, using the t-Test for Independent 

Samples, to test the significance of the differences between 

the means of each dichotomization. In each of the six cases, 

the null hypothesis that there would be no difference between 

the means resulting from each dichotomization was established, 
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and by reference to a table of area for the £.-curve, the 

level of significance was determined. The decision as to 

the level of significance below which a hypothesis would be 

rejected was set arbitrarily at the .05 level for a two-

tailed test. 

Organization of the Remainder 
Of the Study 

Successive chapters of this study include related 

research corroborating the importance and need for this study, 

a detailed explanation of the procedures used to collect and 

analyze the data, the results obtained, and conclusions. 

Appropriate tables are included to give emphasis and 

clarity to the study. Appendices containing pertinant 

supporting documents are included. 
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CHAPTER II 

A REVIEW OF RELATED RESEARCH 

Most thoughtful observers agree that the governing board 

in higher education is the repository of considerable respon-

sibility. Even those who criticize the governing board 

acknowledge its considerable influence on the development of 

American colleges and universities. Yet, contrary to the 

power it usually wields, the esteem it commonly is afforded, 

and the controversy it sometimes generates, the total body of 

research about boards and trustees is sparce. Martorana has 

noted this deficiency: 

In view of the deep public trust placed in persons 
who serve on boards of trustees, one would expect 
that they as persons and groups would be the subject 
of many scholarly studies. Contrary to this expec-
tation, relatively few definitive studies of 
characteristics of boards of trustees are to be 
found in the published writings on higher education. 
This remains an area in which research is yet in 
the pioneering stage, despite the fact that 
colleges and universities have been operating for 
over three hundred years (19, p. 35). 

Most studies of boards of trustees cite few previous 

efforts. In 1954, Barnett (3) listed no research related to 

his large-scale survey of junior college boards of trustees. 

Hartnett, noting that "practically nothing in the way of 

empirically gathered information has been accumulated on this 

rather elite group of people" (14, p. 47), referred only to 

18 
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three earlier studies. Gilliland and Nunnery (12) cited four, 

including Hartnett's work. Such examples suggest that the 

governing board has been the subject of scholarly neglect. 

Compared to other areas of higher education, the governing 

board has not received its share of the researcher's attention, 

but it has been the object of sporadic research for more than 

fifty years. 

Studies of Senior Institution 
Boards and Board Members 

A pioneer in the study of college and university govern-

ing boards was Nearing (22), who in 1917 surveyed occupations 

and sex distributions of trustees of 143 colleges. In the 

next twenty years, Ashbrook (2) reported trends in the number 

of members on boards of control, Hooker (15) questioned 

presidents of forty-three state universities to ascertain the 

most favorable methods of selecting board members, Anthony (1) 

analyzed 677 college catalogs to determine the average size 

and most common names of governing boards, and McGrath (20) 

conducted a trend analysis of trustee occupations from 1860 to 

1930. 

The most extensive study of these early years, however, 

was Beck's effort to gather and analyze data on the social 

and economic characteristics of trustees of thirty leading 

American universities (4). So complete was his data that it 

has been described as "the first really penetrating and 

scholarly inquiry" (4, forward) in the field. While Beck's 
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demographic and personal data are outdated today, his 

analysis of the indirectness of board influence is still 

pertinent, especially to a consideration of junior college 

governance: 

In spite of the various limitations within 
which boards must function, board members still 
hold the powers necessary for the effective 
control of the major aspects of university 
organization and policy. Chief among these are 
their direct responsibilities both for selecting 
the university president and for continuing him in 
offjLce . . « . 

The second major key to the effective con-
trol of the university by the board is the board's 
power to approve or veto the president's recommen-
dations as to the appointment, promotion, transfer, 
demotion, or dismissal of members of the staff. 
Since the exercise of this power usually appears 
perfunctory, and independent board action or vetoes 
are infrequent, the true strength arising from 
this power is easily overlooked. The original 
process of selection of candidates ordinarily 
rules out types of persons who, in the opinion 
of the president and deans, are, or show likeli-
hood of becoming, unsatisfactory to the board. 
After appointment, staff members usually conduct 
themselves continually in a manner known to be 
acceptable to their superior officers, and in turn, 
to the governing board (4, pp. 32-33). 

A review of the literature suggests that interest in 

college and university boards of control waned during the 

1950s, and not until the early 1960s, perhaps stimulated by 

Ruml and Morrison's controversial call for trustees to take 

a more active role in educational affairs (27), did governing 

board research advance beyond Beck's descriptive study. In 

the early 1960s, however, Martorana and Hollis (18) at the 

United States Office of Education began to generate new data 

about governing boards, and Eells (10) analyzed the 1960 
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edition of American Universities and Colleges to bring Beck's 

information up to date in the areas of board designations 

(trustees, regents, overseers, etc.), methods of trustee 

selection, sizes of boards, and terms of office. 

The first scholar to venture beyond Beck, and to consider 

not only characteristics but also the role and functions of 

governing boards, was Burns (7). In addition to personal data, 

he utilized judgments and reactions of trustees and college 

administrators to describe theory and practice in board opera-

tion. Burns concluded in general that (a) trustees are in part 

responsible for the strength or weakness of their selected 

presidents, (b) many trustees are selected and oriented to 

their responsibilities with a minimum of care, (c) trustees 

and administrators have been reluctant to give leadership in 

curricular matters, and (d) trustees should spend more time on 

college problems. Both Martorana's and Burns' work resulted 

in books which still are extremely useful in understanding the 

place of the governing board in higher education (8; 19). 

During the 1960s, studies of specialized segments of the 

area also reflect a renewed interest in trustees and boards 

of control. Griffin (13) found trustees of United Presbyterian 

colleges involved in six major functions: business management, 

relations with the administration, policy determination, public 

relations, relations with the faculty, and committee service. 

Farmerie (11) determined that trustees serving Penn-

sylvania liberal arts colleges viewed their functions as 
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legislative in nature, but that they believed that "they 

should take an active part in curriculum development, award-

ing scholarships, and setting graduation requirements— 

activities usually considered to be within the province of 

the faculty or administration" (11, p. 375). 

Duster (9) queried 726 university trustees (with a 

response rate of 42 per cent) to test Beck's thesis that the 

typical trustee was oriented more to the "business ethic" 

than to common academic aims. While his data supported his 

hypothesis, he did discover that those trustees who did 

respond to his questionnaire were "more sympathetic to the 

values of the academic community than their off-campus peers" 

(9, p. 14) or those trustees who did not respond. More 

important, perhaps. Duster articulated a precise understanding 

of the nature of the board of control in American higher educa-

tion: 

In the United States there is a tendency 
to minimize the strategic importance of university 
governing boards on the grounds that they are often 
little more than rubber-stamp functionaires far 
removed from campus life. While it is true that 
most of the important decision-making on the campus 
is in the hands of the administrative lieutenants 
of the board (president, dean, registrars, and 
their staffs), the "aims" of those who sit on the 
governing board affect the whole structure of the 
educational enterprise. These aims are subtle and 
abstract only when there is no conflict of will 
between the board and the campus. They become 
clear and empirically precise on those rare instan-
ces when elements on the campus assert themselves 
against the board. Because these instances are so 
infrequent, it is easy to make the mistake of 
assuming that the board is not of any great 
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consequence. In fact, the power of the governing 
board is reflected in its ability to influence the 
whole intellectual climate of a university (9, p. 5). 

Langan (16) collected data from thirty-five Catholic 

colleges regarding qualifications, methods of selection, 

tenure, and size of boards of trustees. 

Then in 1969, concerned primarily that previous studies 

had been too narrow, Rauh, who earlier had attempted to deal 

with the problem on his own (23), enlisted the support of the 

Educational Testing Service (ETS) "to identify . . . the 

characteristics of trustees and the functions they perform" 

(24, p. 164). Questionnaires were sent to more than 10,000 

trustees representing all levels of higher education. Beside 

the usual socio-economic data, Rauh also attempted to measure 

trustee participation in the decision-making process. Twenty 

topics commonly considered by boards of trustees were identi-

fied and then cast under one of the following categories: 

Personnel, Student Life, Finance, Plant, Educational Program, 

and External Affairs. Trustees then were asked to indicate 

the highest level of their involvement on a scale ranging from 

"decided" to "not involved." Results confirmed the generally 

accepted assumption that trustees are involved principally in 

finance, plant, and external affairs (fund-raising and alumni 

affairs), but in no topic area were over 41 per cent of the 

trustees directly involved in the decision-making process. On 

the other hand, 50 per cent of the trustees were not involved 

at all in some aspects of the educational program, and almost 
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half had no involvement in such student life topics as 

dormitory rules, athletic programs, and policies on student-

invited speakers (24, pp. 190-191). 

Hartnett (14), representing ETS, also analyzed the Rauh 

data. He noted that "trustees generally favor a hierarchial 

system in which decisions are made at the top and passed 

down" (14, p. 57), but pointed out that "the delicate balance 

between deciding and advising . . . remains unclear, at least 

as it pertains to the way trustees and the administration 

together reach decisions" (14, p. 65). He did conclude that 

in comparison to other types of colleges and universities 

"trustees of public junior colleges make the largest number 

of decisions" (14, p. 65). 

While the Rauh-ETS research should be given careful 

attention by anyone working in this area, its validity is 

somewhat suspect because Rauh received only a 52 per cent 

response to this instrument. Nevertheless, Birnbaum and 

D'Heilly (5) utilized it in 1971 in comparing traditional 

trustees and the under-thirty-years-old members some colleges 

and universities have added recently to their boards. 

Studies of Junior College Boards 
and Board Members 

Junior college boards of trustees generally were over-

looked in the early surveys of governing bodies. Not until 

after World War II, when the number and enrollments of junior 

colleges began to increase rapidly, did junior college 
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governing boards receive the scholars 1 attention. One of the 

first to consider them was Barnett (3), whose national survey 

of the qualifications and educational philosophy of junior 

college board members seems to have been overlooked by subse-

quent investigators. He surveyed 1,007 trustees in thirty 

states and his rate of return was 48 per cent. From his data, 

he developed the following profile of the typical junior 

college trustee: 

The board member is a 49.7-years-old male with 
an annual income of $8,525. He has a bachelor's 
degree and is likely to be in business for him-
self or in an executive position for someone else. 
He is an active church member with two children. 
The chances are two out of three that he has 
never been a teacher. He is on a board that 
meets once each month, and he has lived in his 
community for 29 years . . . (3, p. 32). 

Interestingly, the Rauh-ETS data and the Barnett study, although 

separated by fifteen years, present remarkably similar profiles 

when only junior college trustees are considered. Only the 

average income changed noticably. 

To determine what responsibilities a junior college board 

should accept, Blocker (6) surveyed trustee, administration, 

and faculty opinion on the role of the two-year college board, 

and developed a set of ideal functions. He defined the board's 

role as 

1. To select the college president; 
2. To create a favorable public image of the 

college in the community; 
3. To establish cooperative relations between 

the administration and the board; 
4. To work toward more adequate support of the 

college; 
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5. To provide a bridge between the college and 
the community; 

6. To approve clear-cut policies for the 
operation of the college, which are developed, 
recommended, and implemented by the president; 

7. To protect the administration and the college 
from unreasonable pressures from the community 
(the protection of academic freedom is a 
primary responsibility of the board); 

8. To develop and maintain faculty morale and 
quality teaching through the development of 
fiscal policies, salary schedules, fringe 
benefits, and personnel; 

9. Periodically to review and approve the 
philosophy and objectives of the college, 
and to make certain that the institution is 
moving toward its objectives; 

10. To control the college—a function that should 
not be transferred to a state or higher body 
(6, p. 89). 

Although a few students have surveyed the junior college board 

since Blocker, his list has been little altered. 

Studies of junior college boards in various states have 

generally supported not only Blocker's but also Barnett's 

findings. Sapper (28) profiled the typical California board 

member, and observed that he "relies on the recommendations 

of the chief administrator for resolution of complex educa-

tional problems, but expects him to involve district staff in 

seeking the best solutions" (28). 

Gilliland and Nunnery (12) questioned junior college 

trustees in Florida in order to identify and examine selected 

characteristics and opinions. They found that, "on the topic 

of governance, the trustees . . . tended to accept the idea 

that there is much similarity between administering a college 

and a business or hospital . . . " (12, p. 28). Their data 
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indicated that the trustee (a) felt the college president 

should represent the staff on the board, (b) to some degree 

thought more governmental control would be beneficial, (c) 

thought the commonalities in administration related primarily 

to the management tasks, and (d) felt the most important 

functions of trustees were selection of a president, budget 

development, and policy development (12, p. 29). 

In Reavis' (25) study of North Carolina junior college 

board members, functions to which trustees said they gave 

most attention were (a) approving the budget, (b) form-

ulating a statement of philosophy, and (c) directing high 

school graduates to the•institution. Functions to which they 

gave the least attention were (a) protecting the institution 

from pressures, (b) acting as a court of final appeal, and 

(c) knowing faculty members. 

Although his is a continuing study and the rate of 

response was only 13 per cent when reported last, Morgan (21) 

already has indications that junior college boards of trustees 

across the nation believe they should spend more time on the 

educational program, finances, and policymaking. 

It is obvious from the studies cited above that the junior 

college board's place in institutional governance has yet to 

be understood fully by either educators or trustees themselves. 
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Board of Trustees Studies 
Utilizing Board Minutes 

It also is obvious, considering the low percentage of 

returns in the studies by Rauh, Morgan, Barnett, and Duster, 

that board of trustees members often are less than cooperative 

when presented with a questionnaire. Two studies which ap-

proached the board of control subject differently were the 

Reeves and Russell report on the governance and administra-

tion of church-related colleges (26), and Martin's investigation 

of public school boards (17). 

Reeves and Russell examined the minutes of board meetings, 

among other documents, to isolate the primary functions of 

governing boards of Disciples of Christ colleges. They deter-

mined that "the primary function of boards of trustees is to 

determine policies, select executives, approve new undertakings, 

and determine expenditure" (26, pp. 58-59) . 

Martin compared public school law with board actions—as 

reported in board minutes—to determine the degree to which a 

board of education had complied with state law and court 

decisions over a twenty-six year period. He reported that the 

minutes showed the public school board acting in the areas of 

(a) educational program, (b) personnel, (c) services, (d) 

buildings and facilities, (e) finance, (f) operation, and (g) 

jointure (17). 
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Summary 

It has been suggested in this review of research related 

to college and university boards of control that 

1. Scholars of higher education have recognized the need 

for data on, and thus an understanding of, trustees as indi-

viduals and as groups. 

2. Only in the last fifteen years have junior college 

boards of trustees been the object of scholarly research. 

3. The majority of research on trustees has been of the 

identification variety. 

4. Some attempt has been made to enumerate those 

responsibilities the trustee should accept, but little atten-

tion has been given to the governing board as a legal whole. 

5. Board minutes have been overlooked generally as a 

source of data. 

6. Research on governing boards faces unique problems— 

the reluctance of board members to return questionnaires, the 

difficulty of isolating and defining a board's very subtle 

powers, and the complexity and delicacy of the decision-making 

relationship between the board and the chief administrator. 

From these points it can be concluded that research 

techniques more sophisticated than the questionnaire must be 

utilized to move the study of college and university boards 

beyond the stages of the demographic survey and the opinion 

poll. To study the conduct of the board as a_ board requires 

new approaches. To understand relationships between the board 
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and the institution, new forms of data are needed. If mean-

ingful measurements of board activity are to be taken, greater 

scientific control must be exercised. 
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CHAPTER III 

PROCEDURES FOR THE COLLECTION 

AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

This chapter is divided into four sections. The first 

section explains the selection of the sample and describes it. 

Section two describes the technique used in the collection of 

the data. The third section relates the procedures for the 

collection of the data. The fourth section explains the 

procedures for analysis of the data. 

Description of Sample 

For this study, Texas1 forty-one public junior colleges 

existing in 1970 were listed alphabetically, and a sample of 

ten was selected by reference to a table of random numbers 

(18, pp. 133-134). While this sample represented almost 24 

per cent of the population, and was entirely acceptable, mid-

way through data collection it was determined that resources 

would permit visits to additional colleges. Thus, a sequential 

sample of two was drawn in a manner identical to the original 

sample. This slight addition augmented the face validity of 

the study, and offered some advantage in statistical treatment. 

Table I represents the list from which the original and the 

sequential samples were drawn. 
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TABLE I 

ALPHABETICAL LIST OF TEXAS PUBLIC JUNIOR 
COLLEGES EXISTING IN 1970* 

1. Alvin Junior College 21. Laredo Junior College 

2. Amarillo College 22. Lee College 

3. Angelina College 23. McLennan Community College*** 

4. Bee County Junior College 24. Navarro Junior College** 

5. Blinn College 25. Panola College 

6. Brazosport Junior College** 26. Paris Junior College 

7. Central Texas College 27. Permian Junior College System** 

8. Cisco Junior College** 28. Ranger Junior College*** 

9. Clarendon Junior College 29. San Antonio College 

10. College of the Mainland 30. St. Phillips College 

11. Cooke County Junior College 31. San Jacinto College** 

12. Dallas County Junior 32. South Plains College 
College 

33. Southwest Texas Junior 
13. Del Mar College College 

14. Frank Phillips College 34. Tarrant County Junior College** 

15. Galveston College 35. Temple Junior College 

16. Grayson County College** 36. Texarkana College 

17. Henderson County Junior 37. Texas Southmost College 
College** 

18. Hill Junior College 
38. Tyler Junior College 

» 

39. Victoria College 
19. Howard County Junior 

College 40. Weatherford College** 

20. Kilgore College** 41. Wharton County Junior College 

*Source: (6, p. 3). **Colleges selected in original sample. 
***Colleges selected in sequential sample. 
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Although the geographical location of a college was not 

a variable to be considered in this study, it is worthwhile 

to note that colleges in the sample were not limited exclu-

sively to one region of the state, as illustrated by Figure 1, 

College 

1. Brazosport 
2 . Cisco 
3 . Grayson 
4. Henders on 
5. Kilgore 
6. McLennan 
7. Navarro 
8. Permian 
9. Ranger 

10. Jan Jacinto 
11. Tarrant 
12. Weatherford 

Fig. 1—Geographical distribution of sample of Texas 
public junior colleges. 
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Description of Colleges 

Brazosport Junior College was the newest institution in 

the sample, founded in 1968 (23, p. 523) . It is located in 

the community of Lake Jackson in Brazoria County. No city 

in this Gulf Coast county has more than 14,000 residents, 

but the county as a whole has a population of 108,312 (21, 

p. 100), and because of its relationship to neighboring 

Houston it is considered by the United States Bureau of the 

Census as part of the Houston metropolitan area. Thus, 

Brazosport Junior College was accepted in this study as a 

metropolitan college. In 1970, the enrollment of the college 

was 1,290 (6, p. 3). The institution had no facilities for 

residential students (23, p. 523); all enrollees commuted to 

the campus. The president of the college was appointed in 

1967 (23, p. 523), one year before the institution actually 

opened. Likewise, all trustees were elected in 1967, and in 

1970 there had been no changes from the original board. 

Cisco Junior College was founded in 1940 (23, p. 523). 

Cisco is a small community in Eastland County in West Texas. 

In 1970, the college's enrollment was 1,170 (6, p. 3). At 

that time, it had dormitory capacity for 565 students (23, 

p. 523), or 47.5 per cent of. its enrollment. The college's 

president was appointed in 1957 (23, p. 523), and had thus 

served for thirteen years in 1970. The average tenure of the 

Cisco Junior College board of trustees was 5.8 years. 
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Grayson County Junior College is located near Denison 

and serves the Sherman-Denison area in extreme North-Central 

Texas. In 1970, the combined population of these twin cities 

was 53,984 (21, p. 95). This qualifies as a Standard Metro-

politan Statistical Area (SMSA) by Bureau of Census standards 

(22, p. xi), but because the population determinant was 

increased to 75,000 for this study, Grayson County Junior 

College was considered a non-metropolitan institution. The 

college was founded in 1964 (23, p. 527), and at the time of 

this study its original president still served. The average 

tenure of its board of trustees was 5.7 years. The enrollment 

of this college in 1970 was 2,615 (6, p. 3). It had a dormi-

tory capacity of 126 (23, p. 527), or 4.8 per cent of enrollment, 

Henderson County Junior College is located in Athens, a 

rural East-Central Texas community of 9,582 (21, p. 95). The 

college was founded in 1946 (23, p. 527), and in 1970 its 

original president still served. Its enrollment in 1970 was 

1,438 (6, p. 3). Twenty-three per cent of its students could 

be housed in dormitories (23, p. 52 7). The average tenure of 

its board in 1970 was 10.2 years. 

Kilgore College, in the East Texas city of Kilgore, with 

a population of 9,495 (21, p. 97), had a 1970 enrollment of 

2,672 (6, p. 3). Ten per cent of its enrollment could be 

housed in dormitories (23, p. 527) . The college was founded 

in 1935 (23, p. 527), and the president had served since 1964 
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(23, p. 527). The average tenure of the Kilgore College 

board of trustees was 8.6 years in 1970. 

Navarro Junior College is in the East-Central Texas city 

of Corsicana, and serves Navarro County, which has a popula-

tion of 31,150 (21, p. 101). It was founded in 1946 (23, p. 

531), and in 1970 had an enrollment of 1,084 (6, p. 2). Its 

dormitory capacity was 260 (23, p. 531), or almost 24 per cent 

of enrollment. Its president had been appointed in 1956 (23, 

p. 531), and the average tenure of its board of trustees was 

10.5 years. 

Permian Junior College System is the designation given 

Odessa and Midland colleges in Far West Texas. Odessa College 

was founded in 1946 (23, p. 531). In 1969, the Midland 

Independent School District was annexed to the Odessa College 

district, and a branch campus was established in neighboring 

Midland (13, p. 8). Thus, the Permian Junior College System 

is a multi-campus system similar to Dalias County Junior College 

and Tarrant County Junior College. The combined population of 

Odessa-Midland was 137,843 (21, p. 95). One board of trustees, 

with an average tenure of 5.6 years, governs both campuses. 

The chief executive officer is the chancellor, who served as 

president of Odessa College until the 1969 expansion. He 

assumed the presidency in 1960 (23, p. 531), and it is from 

that date that his tenure was figured. In 1970, the combined 

enrollments of Odessa College and Midland College was 3,551 
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(6, p. 3). The system had dormitory space for only fifty 

students (23, p. 531). 

San Jacinto College is located in Pasadena, Texas, a 

suburb of Houston, and was the largest single-campus institu-

tion in the sample, with a 1970 enrollment of 7,141 (6, p. 3). 

The college was founded in 1961 (23, p. 535), and its original 

president, appointed in that year, still served. No dormitory 

facilities were available at San Jacinto College (23, p. 535). 

The average tenure of its board of trustees was 7.4 years. 

Tarrant County Junior College is a multi-campus institu-

tion serving Fort Worth. It was founded in 1965 (23, p. 539), 

and in 1970 had two campuses with a total of 10,610 students 

(6, p. 3). Its chancellor also was appointed in 1965 (23, 

p. 539). In 1970, it still had all members of its original 

board of trustees, and thus the average tenure of its board 

was five years. All students commuted to the Tarrant County 

Junior College campuses. 

Weatherford College, serving the Near West Texas 

community of Weatherford—population 11,750 (21, p. 99)—was 

the oldest institution represented in the sample, having been 

established in 1869 (23, p. 547). In 1970, its enrollment was 

1,165 (6, p. 3). At various times in its past the college had 

resident students, but in 1970 no dormitory facilities were 

available (23, p. 547) . The presidency of Weatherford College 

changed hands in 1970, with a new executive being appointed 

for the 1970-1971 academic year. Since the former president 
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served all but four months of the 1970 calendar year, it was 

his tenure which was used in this study. He had been appointed 

in 1966 (23, p. 547). The average tenure of the board was 7.3 

years. 

McLennan Community College, one of the two colleges drawn 

in the sequential sampling, is located in Waco, a Central Texas 

city of 95,326 residents (21, p. 99). It was founded in 1965 

(23, p. 531), and in 1970 had an enrollment of 2,206 (6, p. 3). 

Its president was appointed in 1965 (23, p. 531) . The average 

tenure of its board of trustees was four years. In 1970, 

McLennan Community College had no dormitory facilities ,(23, 

p. 531) . 

Ranger Junior College, also drawn in the sequential 

sampling, is located in the West Texas community of Ranger in 

Eastland County, the same county in which Cisco Junior College 

is located. The population of the entire county was only 

18,092 (21, p. 100) . Ranger Junior College was founded in 

1926 (23, p. 533), and had a 1970 enrollment of 471 (6, p. 3). 

It had a dormitory capacity for 333 students (23, p. 533), or 

70 per cent of its enrollment. The president of the institu-

tion was appointed in 1968 (23, p. 533). The average tenure 

of its board of trustees v̂ as 6.2 years. 

It was not expected, nor was it necessary, that a random 

sample should reflect the true distribution among Texas public 

junior colleges of the six variables to be considered in 

dichotomy. It was, in fact, statistically advantageous that 
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variables divide evenly when dichotomized. The randomness of 

the sample served to assure that no population element was 

either deliberately or inadvertantly excluded from considera-

tion, thus increasing the generalizability of the study. 

From Table II, it may be seen that one-half of the sample 

was composed of small colleges (enrollment under 2,000) and 

one-half of large institutions (enrollment of 2,000 or over). 

TABLE II 

1970 ENROLLMENT*, TENURE OF PRESIDENT**, TENURE 
OF BOARD***, DATE OF FOUNDING**, AND DORMITORY 

CAPACITY** OF SAMPLE COLLEGES 

College 
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Brazosport Junior College 1,290 3 3 1968 .00 

Cisco Junior College 1,170 13 5.8 1940 47.50 

Grayson County Jr. College 2,615 6 5.7 1964 4.80 

Henderson County Jr. College 1,438 24 10.2 1946 23.00 

Kilgore College 2,672 6 8.6 1935 10.00 

McLennan Community College 2,206 5 4 1965 .00 

Navarro Junior College 1,084 14 10.5 1946 23.90 

Permian Junior College System 3,551 1 0 5.6 1946 1.40 

Ranger Junior College 471 2 6.2 1926 70.00 

San Jacinto College 7,141 9 7.4 1961 .00 

Tarrant County Junior College 10,610 5 5 1965 .00 

Weatherford College 1,165 4 7.3 1869 .00 

*Source: (6, p. 3). 

**Source: (23, pp. 523-547). 

***Interview with college presidents. 
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Five of the presidents were short-tenured (five or less years 

in office) and seven were long-tenured (over five years in 

office). As indicated in Table II, five colleges were estab-

lished in or since 1960, and thus were defined as new? seven 

were old (established before 1960). Five colleges were 

residential (dormitory capacity of at least 5 per cent of 

enrollment), while seven were commuter (dormitory capacity of 

less than 5 per cent of enrollment). Because the median was 

set as the dividing line between boards of trustees with short 

and long tenure, six were short-tenured and six were long. 

Table III shows that five of the junior colleges were located 

in metropolitan areas, and seven in non-metropolitan commu-

nities . 

The Content Analysis Technique 

Content analysis, the technique by which the board 

minutes of each collejge were examined, has been defined by 

Berelson as "a research technique for the objective, systematic, 

and quantitative description of the manifest content of commu-

nication" (1, p. 18). The technique was developed in the 1920s 

by students of journalism to study the content of American 

newspapers. Here it languished for some time before being 

applied to problems of propaganda and public opinion in the 

1940s. As its versatility was recognized, it was accepted as 

a useful research technique by scholars in a variety of 

disciplines, and eventually was applied to every medium of 
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communication. Thus, content analysis has been used to study 

such diverse topics as the characteristics of best-selling 

novels (11), America's heroes as reflected in magazines (10), 

the bias of textbooks (15), the meaning of poetry (12), German 

values as expressed in Nazi songbooks (19), themes expressed 

in folktales (4), the effectiveness of textbook illustrations 

(9), as well as numerous aspects of newspapers, films, tele-

vision, radio, and political propaganda. 

Regardless of the medium, Berelson cautions that the 

legitimate use of content analysis is based on three assump-

tions . First, the technique "assumes that inferences about 

the relationship between intent and content or between 

content and effect can validly be made . . . " (1, p. 18). 

Thus, a basic assumption of this study is that from the 

analysis of board minutes certain trustee values and educa-

tional effects may be inferred. Second, the use of content 

analysis "assumes that study of the manifest content is 

meaningful . . . [and] that the 'meanings' which [are ascribed] 

to the content, by assigning it to certain categories, corre-

spond to the 'meanings' intended by the communicator and/or 

understood by the audience" (1, p. 19). This is, in effect, 

the question of reliability .and validity which must be resolved 

in every research problem. Third, content analysis "assumes 

that the quantitative description of communication content is 

meaningful . . . [and] that the frequency of occurrence of 
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various characteristics of the content is itself an important 

factor . . . " (1, p. 20). It is this assumption, of course, 

on which this study was based. 

Basically, content analysis consists of systematically 

counting the occurrences of specified words, themes, items, 

or even characters or characteristics in a body of content 

in order to describe it scientifically. The communication 

content is coded in terms of units and categories. A unit, 

according to Budd, Thorp, and Donohew, is "the smallest 

segment of content counted and scored . . ." (3, p. 33). 

Because minutes normally are recorded in brief, concise' 

paragraphs, the paragraph was designated as the unit in this 

study. Where more than one topic was included in a paragraph, 

each topic was coded as a separate paragraph. According to 

Budd, Thorp, and Donohew, categories are "compartments with 

explicitly defined boundaries into which material is grouped 

for analysis" (3, p. 39). In this study, content was catego-

rized by subject matter. The appropriateness of this 

procedure is attested to by Berelson: 

Subject matter is perhaps the most general 
category used in content analysis studies and it 
answers the most elementary questions: What is 
the communication about? This is the basic ques-
tion in analyses primarily concerned with 
determining the relative emphasis given to different 
topics in a body of communication content (1, p. 149). 

Budd, Thorp, and Donohew have suggested a framework of 

three requirements within which to develop categories. They 
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say that "categories must accurately fit the needs of the 

study so that they answer the questions originally asked, 

be exhaustive (relative to the problem), and be mutually 

exclusive" (3, p. 39). For this study, the categories were 

as follows: 

Educational Program—discussion or action on: 
Academic calendar 
Academic regulations 
Admissions and registration 
Course descriptions and requirements 
Evaluation of teaching and learning 
Graduation requirements and programs 
Guidance and counseling 
Instructional methods 
Library 
Programs of study 
Testing 

Finance—discussion or action on: 
Asking for or receiving bids 
Audit 
Bonds and bond issues 
Budget analysis and approval 
Control of expenditures 
Insurance 
Letting of contracts (other than employment contracts) 
Operation of auxiliary enterprises 
Purchases 
Sales 
Securing of income 
Tuition and fees 

Personnel—discussion or action on: 
Academic freedom 
Faculty activities other than teaching 
Faculty and staff benefits 
Faculty contracts 
Job descriptions 
Personnel policies, rules, and regulations 
Salaries 
Employee resignations, deaths, or leaves of absence 
Tenure 

Plant—discussion or action on: 
Construction 
Long-range planning of physical plant 
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Maintenance of campus and buildings 
Master plan of campus 

Student Life—discussion or action on: 
Athletics 
Financial aid, including work programs 
Health services 
Room and board arrangements 
Rules and regulations for student behavior and dress 
Student activity programs 
Student demonstrations 
Student discipline problems 
Student government 
Student publications 

Presidential Reports—Subjects reported, to the board 
by the chief executive officer, and on which no 
action was asked of or taken by the board. 

Miscellaneous—Topics not represented under any of 
the above categories. 

In his trustee questionnaire, Rauh utilized similar 

categorization with the addition of "external affairs," which 

included fund-raising, and "alumni affairs" (16, pp. 189-190). 

For this study, fund-raising was treated under Finance, and 

it was not expected that public junior college boards would 

be concerned with alumni affairs. It should be noted that 

Rauh was concerned with trustee involvement in two or three 

specific subtopics under each category. For this study, the 

subtopics were used primarily to define categories. Rauh had 

n o Presidential Reports category because he was concerned only 

with trustee activity. Such a category was necessary in this 

study to define fully the board meeting. 

Justification for such categorization also was based on 

Martin's (14) study of public school boards, which he found 
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acting in the areas of educational program, personnel, 

services, buildings and facilities, finance, operation, and 

jointure. Finally, categorization was influenced by a review 

of standard tests on the junior college (2; 7; 16; 19), in 

which most of the activities of the two-year institution—and 

thus topics which might concern boards of trustees—are 

considered. 

While it did not. involve content analysis in the true 

meaning of the technique, the following data also were 

recorded for each set of minutes: 

Decisions; Board of trustees decisions, whether positive 

or negative, resulting from an official vote. 

Conflict Situations: Negative decisions, and positive 

decisions not achieving unanimity. 

Executive Sessions: Occasions on which the board entered 

into closed session. 

The question of validity of the content analysis tech-

nique as it was used in this study has been considered by 

Berelson: "In many content analyses the problem of validity 

is no problem at all . . . . In cases in which there is high 

agreement on the definitions of the relevant categories, there 

is little difficulty in achieving validity in content analysis 

data" (1, p. 169). To assure the validity of this study, the 

following authorities on the junior college were asked to 

review the subject matter categories as herein defined: 
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1. Quentin J. Bogart, Associate Professor, College of 

Education, Arizona State University; former President, Texas 

Southmost College; 

2. J. W. Dillard, President, Frank Phillips College; 

3. E. W. Mince, President, Weatherford College; 

4. Bill Moseley, Dean, Paris Junior College; 

5. Kenneth D. Vaughan, President, Clarendon College; 

6. William H. Walton, Dean, Navarro Junior College; 

former President, Texas Southmost College. (A copy of the 

letter sent to each judge is included as Appendix A.) 

Disagreement as to the categorization of any topic by as 

many as three judges was sufficient cause to reconsider the 

placement of that topic. None of the judges objected to the 

categorization of individual topics, but some did suggest 

topics which had been overlooked originally. These suggestions 

were incorporated into the final list of categories and topics. 

Reliability of the content analysis technique as it was 

used in this study was established by correlating the deci-

sions of two coders analyzing two sets of board of trustees 

meeting minutes from two public junior colleges. This coeffi-

cient of interobserver reliability, based on thirty-five 

possible decisions, was found to be .94. Following this test, 

coding instructions were refined to further reduce possible 

observational error. (A copy of instructions is included as 

Appendix B.) 
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Collection of the Data 

After the sample was drawn, data on five of the college 

variables (metropolitan or non-metropolitan, enrollment, 

tenure of president, date of founding, and residential or 

commuter) were developed. To determine whether an institu-

tion served a metropolitan or non-metropolitan area, 1970 

census data were consulted (21). Enrollment figures for 1970 

were gathered from a report of the Coordinating Board, Texas 

College and University System (6). Presidential tenure, date 

of founding, and whether a college should be designated 

residential or commuter were determined from information in 

the 1970 edition of The College Blue Book (23). 

When this information had been compiled, letters were 

sent to the president of each college, explaining the nature 

of the study, and requesting his cooperation. (A copy of this 

letter is included as Appendix C.) Then, each president was 

contacted by telephone to schedule a date on which the 1970 

calendar year board minutes could be examined. Although board 

of trustees meetings in Texas public junior colleges are open 

to the public, and minutes of such meetings are thus public 

record (24, p. 807; 25, p. 673), it was recognized that the 

presidents' cooperation was essential. Each college then was 

visited on the date indicated in Table IV, and its board 

minutes examined by the content analysis technique. 
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TABLE IV 

DATES BOARD OF TRUSTEE MEETING MINUTES 
WERE EXAMINED AT EACH COLLEGE 

Date College 

November 9, 1971 . 

November 18, 1971 

November 24, 1971 

December 9, 1971 . 

December 14, 1971 

January 6, 1972 

January 7, 1972 

January 27, 1972 , 

February 1, 1972 , 

February 10, 1972 

February 16, 1972 

February 16, 1972 

Tarrant County Junior College 

Weatherford College 

Navarro Junior College 

Kilgore College 

Grayson County Junior College 

San Jacinto College 

Brazosport Junior College 

Henderson County Junior College 

Permian Junior College System 

McLennan Communicy College 

Ranger Junior College 

Cisco Junior College 

Also, at this time presidents were questioned to deter-

mine the tenure of each board member who served in 1970. From 

these figures, the average tenure of each board was calculated. 

The name of the college and the date of the set of 

minutes being analyzed were recorded on a simple form develop-

ed for this study. (A copy of this form is included as 

Appendix D.) It was assumed that the seven categories 
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(Educational Program. Finance. Personnel. Plant. Student Life, 

Miscellaneous. and Presidential Reports) would account for 

all communication recorded in board minutes. Thus, each 

paragraph of the minutes was cast into at least one of the 

seven categories. 

After the paragraphs had been analyzed, official decisions 

were counted and recorded in the Decisions box of the record-

ing form. A decision could be either positive or negative, 

but it had to be official—that is, initiated by a motion and 

a second. 

ViThen official decisions had been recorded, minutes, were 

examined to determine negative decisions, and those positive 

decisions on which the vote was not unanimous. These occur-

rences were recorded in the Conflict Situations box. 

Next, the minutes were checked to identify executive 

sessions. In most instances, the minutes stated that the 

board entered into executive session. In a few cases, they 

said only that the press had been asked to retire from the 

meeting while certain matters were considered. It was obvious 

that such occurrences were executive sessions, and they were 

so recorded. 

When all minutes for calendar year 1970 had been examined 

and appropriately recorded, units cast into each category of 

the recording form were summed for all meetings. This data, 

with college variables, were transferred to data cards for 

electronic data processing. 
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Procedures for Analysis of Data 

For hypothesis one, observations recorded for each 

college were summed for all subject matter categories. (The 

Presidential Reports category was excluded from this treat-

ment because hypothesis one was concerned only with trustee 

activity.) Then the percentage of total observations was 

determined for each category. A statistical test of the 

significance of differences between categories was not 

practical because of assumed relationships between categories. 

A test of raw-unit differences between categories would not 

have taken into account total activity in all categories, 

although separate category totals could be a function of the 

over-all total. Percentages are based on over-all totals, 

but techniques for dealing with differences between percent-

ages were not appropriate to this problem. (The method for 

dealing with the significance of the difference between pro-

portions requires the pre-test—post-test situation, in which 

two or more proportions based on the same sample are compared 

to two or more proportions based on a later observation [after 

treatment] of the same sample or matched samples [7, pp. 162-

164]). Thus, hypothesis one was considered on a descriptive 

basis. 

For hypothesis two, participating colleges were ranked 

by: 

1. Fall 1970 enrollments 

2. Tenure of the college presidents. 
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3. Tenure of the college boards of trustees. 

4. Date of the colleges' founding. 

Also, the colleges were dichotomized on the basis of whether 

they were: 

1. Located in a metropolitan or non-metropolitan area. 

2. Residential or commuter. 

The total units recorded in the categories of Educational 

Program, Finance, Personnel, Plant, and Student Life were 

ranked for each college. Spearman Rank-Order Correlation 

coefficients were computed between each of the four ranked 

variables (enrollment, presidential tenure, board tenure# and 

age) and each of the five categories. Cureton's (5) Rank-

Biserial Correlation coefficients were computed between both 

of the dichotomized variables (metropolitan/non-metropolitan, 

and residential/commuter) and each of the five categories. 

The null hypothesis was established that the correlation 

between each combination would be .00. By reference to a 

table of critical values of.the Spearman Rank-Order Correla-

tion Coefficient, the level of significance for the Spearman 

coefficients was determined. The level of significance below 

which a hypothesis would be rejected was set arbitrarily at 

.05 for a two-tailed test. The significance of the Rank-

Biserial coefficients was tested by the Mann-Whitney U-test, 

as suggested by Cureton (5, p. 290). 

For hypothesis three, four, five, six, and seven, the 

(1) decisions recorded, (2) units recorded in five subject 
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matter categories (Educational Program. Personnel, Plant, 

Finance, and Student Life), (3) conflict situations, (4) 

executive sessions, and (5) Presidential Reports were summed 

for each board. The mean of each variable was computed for: 

1. Metropolitan and non-metropolitan colleges. 

2. Large and small colleges. 

3. Residential and commuter colleges. 

4. Colleges with long- and short-tenured presidents. 

5. Colleges with long- and short-tenured boards. 

6. Old and new colleges. 

Student's fc's, using the t-Test for Independent Samples; were 

calculated to test the significance of the differences between 

the means of each dichotomization. In each of the six cases, 

the null hypothesis that there would be no difference between 

the means resulting from each dichotomization was established, 

and by reference to a table for the t-curve, the level of 

significance was determined. The decision as to the level of 

significance below which a hypothesis would be rejected was 

set arbitrarily at the .05 level for a two-tailed test. 

Table V illustrates the manner in which data were 

organized for transfer to computer cards for treatment of 

hypotheses two, three, four, five, six, and seven. 
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CHAPTER IV 

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA 

The problem of this study was an analysis of the 

official minutes of board of trustees meetings in Texas 

public junior colleges. 

The purposes of this.study were (1) to describe through 

the technique of content analysis the board of trustees 

meeting in Texas public junior colleges, (2) to determine 

relationships which might exist between aspects 'of the board 

of trustees meeting and various characteristics of public 

junior colleges, and (3) to measure differences which might 

exist between board proceedings of junior colleges. 

Data for this study were collected from calendar year 

1970 board of trustees meeting minutes at twelve randomly 

selected Texas public junior colleges. Automatic data proces-

sing by the North Texas State University Computing Center was 

used in the analysis of data. 

The presentation of the analysis of data is related to 

the research hypotheses proposed in Chapter I. Null hypotheses 

were formulated for all research hypotheses, with the excep-

tion of hypothesis one, which was treated descriptively. Data 

acquired during this investigation are presented in this 

chapter under the appropriate hypotheses. In the analysis of 

60 
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data, tables are used to present percentages, correlation 

coefficients, and t-statistics. 

Hypothesis One 

Hypothesis one stated that all boards of trustees would 

devote a greater proportion (in terms of topics discussed) of 

the board of trustees meeting to the areas (as defined in this 

study) of Finance, Personnel, and Plant than to the areas of 

Educational Program and Student Life. 

Examination of Table VI revealed that the greater pro-

portion (in terms of topics discussed) of the board of 

trustees meeting at the sample colleges were devoted to 

Finance (43.50 per cent), Personnel (29.18 per cent), and 

Plant (13.00 per cent). 

From Table VI it was observed that at only two colleges 

(Henderson and Navarro) did boards discuss fewer Finance 

topics than topics in any other category. In those two cases, 

Finance ranked second to Personnel. 

At only one college (Cisco) did the Personnel category 

contain fewer units than either Educational Program or Student 

Life. 

With one exception (Brazosport) boards consistently 

discussed fewer Educational Program topics than Finance or 

Personnel topics. Also with one exception (Cisco), topics in 

the Student Life category consistently received less board 

attention than topics in the categories of Finance and Personnel. 



TABLE VI 

CONTENT ANALYSIS UNITS RECORDED IN FIVE SUBJECT 
MATTER CATEGORIES FROM BOARD MEETING 

MINUTES AT TWELVE JUNIOR COLLEGES 

62 

College 
Educa-
tional 
Program 

Finance 
Per-
sonnel Plant 

Student 
Life Total 

Brazosport 29 40 21 29 3 122 

Cisco 12 22 8 15 16 73 

Grayson 2 39 17 21 1 80 

Henderson 11 26 30 5 6 78 

Kilgore 3 32 16 9 5 65 

McLennan 4 64 42 11 2 123 

Navarro 10 29 37 10 7 93 

Permian 7 30 16 8 8 69 

Ranger 3 34 25 4 6 72 

San Jacinto 5 114 89 20 5 233 

Tarrant 4 37 7 10 0 58 

Weatherford 9 25 2 2 5 4 65 

Total 99 492 330 1 147 63 1131 

Per cent of 
total units 
recorded 

8.75 43.50 29.18 13.00 5.57 100 

Contrary to expectations, the category of Plant did not 

consistently rank ahead of Educational Program and Student 

Life at each college. In two cases (Henderson and Weatherford), 
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Educational Program received more units than did Plant, and 

in two cases (Brazosport and Navarro) Plant and Educational 

Program reveived an equal number of units. In three instances 

(Cisco, Henderson, and Ranger), Student Life received more 

units than did Plant, and in one case (Permian) Plant and 

Student Life received an equal number of units. 

Taken as a whole, then, Texas public junior college 

trustees devoted the greatest proportion (in terms of topics 

discussed) of board meetings to Finance, Personnel, and Plant, 

and the least proportion to Educational Program and Student 

Life. Considering each college individually, the place-of 

Plant topics in relation to other categories was unclear. 

Hypothesis Two 

The null of hypothesis two was: There will be no rela-

tionship between the five categories of Educational Program, 

Finance. Personnel, Plant, and Student Life and the variables 

of 

a. Enrollment of the college. 

b. Tenure of the college president. 

c. Tenure of the board of trustees. 

d. Age of the college. 

e. Whether the college is metropolitan or non-metropolitan. 

f. Whether the college is residential or commuter. 

To test this hypothesis, total units recorded in each of 

the categories were ranked by college. Then the colleges were 
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ranked by enrollment, presidential tenure, board tenure, and 

date of founding. Spearman Rank-Order Correlation coefficients 

were computed between each category and each variable. Also, 

colleges were dichotomized on the basis of whether they were 

metropolitan or non-metropolitan, and whether they were 

residential or commuter. Cureton's (1) Rank-Biserial Correla-

tion coefficients were then computed between each of the 

ranked categories and the two dichotomies. Tables VII and 

VIII reveal the results of the treatments. 

TABLE VII 

COEFFICIENTS OF SPEARMAN RANK-ORDER CORRELATION 
BETWEEN COLLEGE VARIABLES AND CATEGORY RANKS 

College 
Variable 

Educational 
Program Finance Personnel Plant 

Student 
Life 

Enrollment -.331 .468 -.271 .295 -.394 

Presidential 
Tenure .313 -.334 .056 .065 .583* 

Board Tenure .317 -.461 .342 -.440 .478 

Date of 
Founding -.071 -.717** -.101 -.736** .558* 

*Significant at .10 level on two-tailed test (r>.497) 
(r ̂ -.497) . " 

**Significant at .05 level on two-tailed test (r>.591) 
(r^-.591). " 

From Table VII it was observed that a slight tendency 

existed for boards of larger junior colleges to consider more 
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Finance topics than boards of smaller two-year institutions, 

but no statistically significant relationship existed at the 

.05 level between college enrollment and any of the five 

categories. Thus, null hypothesis 2(a) was retained. 

Examination of Table VII revealed that no statistically 

significant relationship existed at the .05 level between 

tenure of a college president and any of the five categories. 

Null hypothesis 2(b) therefore was retained. It should be 

noted, however, that a definite trend toward an acceptably 

significant relationship was evident between presidential 

tenure and Student Life. The resulting correlation coefficient 

was significant at the .10 level, suggesting that governing 

bodies of colleges with long-tenured presidents tended to 

consider more Student Life topics than boards at schools with 

short-tenured chief executive officers. 

Table VII revealed that no statistically significant 

relationship existed at the .05 level between tenure of boards 

of trustees and any of the five categories, although some 

interesting tendencies were evident. Correlation coefficients 

suggested that long-tenured boards discussed fewer Finance and 

Plant topics, but more Student Life topics than did short-

tenured boards of trustees. Null hypothesis 2(c) was retained. 

From Table VII it was observed that statistically signif-

icant relationships existed between the age of a college and 

the categories of Finance and Plant. Both were negative 
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relationships, indicating that boards of trustees at more 

recently founded junior colleges devoted greater time (in 

terms of topics discussed) to the categories of Finance and 

Plant than did older colleges. Thus, for the categories of 

Finance and Plant, null hypothesis 2(d) was rejected. For 

the categories of Educational Program. Personnel, and Student 

Life, hypothesis 2(d) was retained. It should be noted, 

however, that a definite trend toward an acceptably significant 

relationship was evident between the date of a college's 

founding and the category of Student Life. The resulting 

correlation coefficient was significant at the .10 level, 

suggesting that boards of older junior colleges tended to 

discuss more topics related to Student Life than did boards 

of newer institutions. 

Table VIII indicated that the relationship between the 

dichotomy of metropolitan/non-metropolitan and the category 

of Finance was statistically significant. As determined by 

the Mann-Whitney U Test, the Rank-Biserial Correlation 

coefficient between the dichotomy and the ranked category was 

significant at the .05 level, indicating that boards of trust-

ees of metropolitan colleges dealt with more matters of finance 

than did boards of non-metropolitan colleges. (An explanation 

of the rationale and procedure for using the Mann-Whitney U 

Test to determine the significance of Cureton's Rank-Biserial 

Correlation coefficient is included as Appendix E.) Thus, for 

the category of Finance,null hypothesis 2(e) was rejected. 
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For the remaining four categories, null hypothesis 2(e) was 

retained, although a tendency for metropolitan boards to 

consider more Plant topics than non-metropolitan boards was 

suggested. 

TABLE VIII 

RANK-BISERIAL COEFFICIENTS OF CORRELATION AND 
MANN-WHITNEY U VALUES FOR DICHOTOMIZED 

VARIABLES AND CATEGORY RANKS 

Dichotomy 
Educa-
tional 
Program 

Finance Efers onne1 Plant Student 
Life 

Metropolitan/ 
Non-metro 

Res idential/ 
Commuter 

rRB=•085 
U =16 

rRB=•142 
U=15 

rRB=-771 
U=4** 

"̂ RB=>* 4 7 

U=6* 

trb=.085 
U=16.5 

r rb~—.028 
U=17.5 

rRB=.441 
U-9.5 

rRB =* 5 4 8 

U=9 

rRB =' 3 7 1 

U=14.5 

rRB =* 7 3 4 

U=4.5** 

*Significant at .10 level for two-tailed test (U<6) 
yc ^ 

Significant at .05 level for two-tailed test (U$: 5) . 

From Table VIII, it was observed that a statistically 

significant relationship existed between the dichotomy of 

residential/commuter and the Student Life category. As deter-

mined by the Mann-Whitney U Test, the Rank-Biserial Correlation 

coefficient between the dichotomy and the ranked category was 

signxgicant at the .05 level, suggesting that boards of trust-

ees of residential colleges dealt more with Student Life topics 

than did boards of commuter colleges. For the category of 

Student Life, therefore, null hypothesis 2(f) was rejected. 
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A definite tendency for boards of residential colleges to 

deal with fewer Finance and Plant topics than commuter-

college boards was noted, but coefficients of correlation 

did not attain acceptable levels of significance. Thus, for 

the other four categories, the null hypothesis was retained. 

Hypothesis Three 

The null of hypothesis three was: There will be no 

difference between the number of decisions made by boards of 

trustees of: 

a. Metropolitan and non-metropolitan colleges. 

b. Large and small colleges. 

c. Colleges with long-tenured and short-tenured presidents 

d. Colleges with long-tenured and short-tenured boards. 

e. Residential and commuter colleges. 

f. Old and new colleges. 

To test this hypothesis, board decisions were summed for 

each college. Colleges were dichotomized six ways, and the 

mean number of decisions was computed for each of the result-

ing twelve groups. Then t-Tests for Independent Samples were 

calculated between the means of each of the six dichotomies. 

Table IX shows means and standard deviations of each of the 

twelve groups resulting from six dichotomizations, and the 

^.-statistics resulting from comparison of the means of the two 

groups in each dichotomy. 
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TABLE IX 

RESULTS OF COMPARISONS OP TOTAL BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
DECISIONS BETWEEN COLLEGES DICHOTOMIZED SIX 
WAYS USING t-TEST FOR INDEPENDENT SAMPLES 

Dichotomy N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation t-•value 

Metropolitan 
Non-metro 

5 
7 

109.000 
46 .428 

17.319 
72.501 

2 .236** 

Large 
Small 

6 
6 

93 .000 
52.000 

70.256 
30.073 

1 .314 

Residential 
Commuter 

5 
7 

41.200 
94.857 

15.006 
64.481 

-1 .802 

Long-Tenured 
President 

Short-Tenured 
President 

7 

5 

76.428 

67.000 

67.911 

39.730 
.276 

Long-Tenured 
Board 

Short-Tenured 
Board 

6 

6 

75.666 

69.333 

72.648 

39.332 
- .187 

Old 
New 

7 
5 

47 .000 
108.200 

18.411 
72 .949 

-2 .164* 

Degrees of Freedom: 10. 
*Significant at .10 level for two-tailed test 1.812) 

(t <: -1.812) . 

*Significant at .05 level for two-tailed test (_t^2.228) 
(t<: -2.228) . 

From Table IX it was observed that a statistically 

significant difference existed between the number of decisions 

made by boards of trustees at metropolitan and non-metropolitan 

colleges. Thus, hypothesis 3(a) was rejected. No significant 
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difference existed between the means of the other five 

dichotomies. Hypotheses 3(b), 3(c), 3(d), 3(e), and 3(f) 

were, therefore, retained. A trend toward acceptable 

significance did exist between the number of decisions made 

by boards of old and new colleges. The t-statistic for this 

dichotomization was significant at the .10 level. Table IX 

also revealed a slight tendency for large-college boards and 

commuter-college boards to make more decisions than boards 

of smaller institutions, and of residential colleges respec-

tively. 

Hypothesis Four 

The null of hypothesis four was: There will be no 

difference between the total number of topics discussed by 

boards of trustees of 

a. Metropolitan and non-metropolitan colleges. 

b. Large and small colleges. 

c. Colleges with long-tenured and short-tenured presidents 

d. Colleges with long-tenured and short-tenured boards. 

e. Residential and commuter colleges. 

f. Old and new colleges. 

To test this hypothesis, topics discussed were summed for 

each college. Colleges were'dichotomized six ways, and the 

mean number of topics discussed was computed for each of the 

resulting twelve groups. Then t-Tests for Independent Samples 

were calculated between the means of each of the six 
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dichotomies. Table X shows means and standard deviations of 

each of the twelve groups resulting from six dichotomizations, 

and the t-statistics resulting from comparison of the means 

of the two groups in each dichotomy. 

TABLE X 

RESULTS OF COMPARISONS OF TOTAL UNITS RECORDED IN 
FIVE CATEGORIES BETWEEN COLLEGES DICHOTOMIZED 
SIX WAYS USING t-TEST FOR INDEPENDENT SAMPLES 

Dichotomy N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation t-values 

Metropolitan 
Non-metro 

5 
7 

121.000 
'75.142 

69.321 
9.754 

1.760 

Large 
Small 

6 
6 

104.666 
83.833 

66.988 
20.913 

.727 

Residential 
Commuter 

5 
7 

76.200 
107.142 

10.473 
61.501 

-1.098 

Long-Tenured 
President 

Short-Tenured 
President 

7 

5 

98.714 

88.000 

59.896 

31.882 
.361 

Long-Tenured 
Board 

Short-Tenured 
Board 

6 

6 

101.000 

87.500 

65.498 

28.033 
.464 

Old 
New 

7 
5 

73 .571 
123.200 

9.727 
67.406 

-1.957* 

Degrees of Freedom: 10. 

*Significant at .10 level for two-tailed test (t>1.812) 
(t^-1.812). 

Examination of Table X revealed that no acceptably 

significant differences were found between the number of 
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topics discussed by boards in any of the six dichotomies. 

Null hypothesis four was retained. A tendency toward accept-

able significance was determined between the topics discussed 

by boards of old and new colleges. The t-statistic for that 

dichotomy was significant at the .10 level. Also, boards of 

metropolitan junior colleges tended to deal with somewhat 

more topics than non-metropolitan boards. 

Hypothesis Five 

The null of research hypothesis five was: There will be 

no significant difference between the number of board of 

trustees executive sessions at: 

a. Metropolitan and non-metropolitan colleges. 

b. Large and small colleges. 

c. Colleges with long-tenured and short-tenured president. 

d. Colleges with long-tenured and short-tenured boards. 

e. Residential and commuter colleges. 

f. Old and new colleges. 

To test hypothesis five, executive sessions noted in each 

set of minutes were summed for each college. Colleges were 

dichotomized six ways, and the mean number of executive 

sessions was computed for each of the resulting twelve groups. 

Then t-Tests for Independent Samples were calculated between 

the means of each of the six dichotomies. Table XI shows 

means and standard deviations of each of the twelve groups 

resulting from six dichotomizations, and the t-statistics 
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resulting from comparison of the means of the two groups in 

each dichotomy. 

TABLE XI 

RESULTS OF COMPARISONS OF FREQUENCY OF EXECUTIVE 
SESSIONS BETWEEN COLLEGES DICHOTOMIZED SIX 
WAYS USING t-TESTS FOR INDEPENDENT SAMPLES 

Dichotomy N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation t-values 

Metropolitan 
Non-metro 

5 
7 

8.000 
1.714 

9.354 
2.214 1.742 

Large 
Small 

6 
6 

3.166 
5.500 

5.036 
8.384 -.584 

Residential 
Commuter 

5 
7 

1.800 
6.142 

2.683 
8.275 -1.118 

Long-Tenured 
President 

Short-Tenured 
President 

7 

5 

3.857 

5.000 

4.598 

9.53 9 
-.278 

Long-Tenured 
Board 

Short-Tenured 
Board 

6 

6 

4.000 

4.666 

4.939 

8.617 
-.164 

Old 
New 

7 
5 

2.142 
7.400 

2.340 
9.762 

-1.395 

Degrees of Freedom: 10. 
*Significant at .10 level for two-tailed test (t_5^1.812) 

(t<:-1.812) . 

**Significant at .05 level for two-tailed test (t 2^2.228) 
(t<:-2.228). 

It was apparent from Table XI that no significant differ-

ences existed between the frequency of board of trustees 

executive sessions when colleges were considered six different 
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ways. From the table* it was observed that metropolitan 

boards tended to have more executive sessions than governing 

bodies of non-metropolitan colleges, but examination of Table 

V revealed that one metropolitan institution accounted for a 

disproportionate share of the total executive sessions at all 

colleges. The null of hypothesis five was retained. 

Hypothesis Six 

The null of hypothesis six was: There will be no differ-

ence between the number of conflict situations recorded in 

board of trustees meetings at: 

a. Metropolitan and non-metropolitan colleges. 

b. Large and small colleges. 

c. Colleges with long-tenured and short-tenured presidents, 

d. Colleges with long-tenured and short-tenured boards. 

e. Residential and commuter colleges. 

f. Old and new colleges. 

To test hypothesis six, conflict situations recorded in 

each set of board minutes were summed for each college. 

Colleges were dichotomized six ways, and the mean number of 

conflict situations was computed for each of the resulting 

twelve groups. Then t-Tests for Independent Samples were 

calculated between the means of each of the six dichotomies. 

Table XII shows means and standard deviations of each of the 

twelve groups resulting from six dichotomizations, and the 

t-statistics resulting from comparison for the means of each 
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of the two groups in each dichotomy. Examination of Table 

XII revealed that no significant differences existed between 

the means of any of the six dichotomies. Null hypothesis six 

thus was retained. Boards with long-tenured presidents did 

evidence slightly more conflict than boards with short-tenured 

presidents, but the difference was not great enough to reason-

ably eliminate the effect of chance. 

TABLE XII 

RESULTS OF COMPARISONS OF FREQUENCY OF CONFLICT 
SITUATIONS BETWEEN COLLEGES DICHOTOMIZED SIX 
WAYS USING t~TEST FOR INDEPENDENT SAMPLES 

Dichotomy N Mean 
Standard 
Deviation 

t-values 

Metropolitan 
Non-metro 

5 
7 

2.400 
1.857 

3.049 
1.951 

.378 

Large 
Small 

6 
6 

1.833 
2.333 

2.639 
2.250 

-.353 

Residential 
Commuter 

5 
7 

2.000 
2.142 

2.345 
2.544 -.098 

Long-Tenured 
President 

Short-Tenured 
President 

7 

5 

2.714 

1.200 

2.690 

1.643 
1.110 

Long-Tenured 
Board 

Short-Tenured 
Board 

6 

6 

1.833 

2.333 

2.136 

2.732 
-.353 

Old 
New 

7 
5 

2.571 
1.400 

2.760 
1.673 

.838 

Degrees of Freedom: 10. 
*Significant at .10 level for two-tailed test (t ̂ 1.812) 

(t<:-1.812). "" 
**Significant at .05 level for two-tailed test (tj>2.228) 

(t<T-2.228). "" 
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The most pertinant data regarding conflict situations, 

however, was observed on Table V. From there it was deter-

mined that no college recorded more than seven board conflicts 

during 1970, and four of the twelve institutions recorded 

none. It was obvious from the data that either little dis-

agreement occurs among board members of Texas public junior 

colleges, or such disagreement is not recorded in board 

minutes. 

Hypothesis Seven 

The null of hypothesis seven was: There will be no 

difference between the number of presidential reports made to 

the board of trustees at: 

a. Metropolitan and non-metropolitan colleges. 

b. Large and small colleges. 

c. Colleges with long-tenured and short-tenured presidents. 

d. Colleges with long-tenured and short-tenured boards. 

e. Residential and commuter colleges. 

f. Old and new colleges. 

To test hypothesis seven, topics reported by the chief 

executive' officer at each board meeting were summed for each 

college. Colleges were dichotomized six ways, and the mean 

number of presidential reports was computed for each of the 

resulting twelve groups. Then t-Tests for Independent Samples 

were calculated between the means of each of the six dichoto-

mies. Table XIII shows means and standard deviations of each 
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of the twelve groups resulting from six dichotomizations, and 

the t-statistics resulting from comparisons of the means of 

the two groups in each dichotomy. 

TABLE XIII 

RESULTS OF COMPARISONS OF FREQUENCY OF PRESIDENTIAL 
REPORTS BETWEEN COLLEGES DICHOTOMIZED SIX WAYS 

USING t-TESTS FOR INDEPENDENT SAMPLES 

Dichotomy N Mean Standard 
Deviation 

t-values 

Metropolitan 
Non-metro 

5 
7 

28.800 
19.000 

26.901 
14.988 

.812 

Large 
Small 

6 
6 

18.500 
27.666 

15.372 
24.856 

-.768 

Residential ' 
Commuter 

5 
7 

22.400 
23.571 

16.071 
24.102 

-.094 

Long-Tenured 
President 

Short-Tenured 
President 

7 

5 

19.000 

28.800 

16.370 

25.665 
-.812 

Long-Tenured 
Board 

Short-Tenured 
Board 

6 

6 

23 .333 

22.833 

14.555 

26.316 
.040 

Old 
New 

7 
5 

19.285 
28.400 

14.648 
27.355 

-.752 

Degrees of Freedom: 10. 
Significant at .10 level for two-tailed test (t^1.812) 

(t ̂ -1.812) . " 
Significant at ,05 level for two-tailed test (Jt 2^2.228) 

(t <-2.228). 

From Table XIII it was observed that no significant 

differences existed between the means of any of the six 
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dichotomies. The Presidential Reports category was, in fact, 

more evenly distributed through all college variables than 

any of the other data extracted from Texas public junior 

college board meeting minutes. Hypothesis seven was retained. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, 

AND IMPLICATIONS 

Summary 

The problem of this study was an analysis of the 

official minutes of board of trustees meetings in Texas 

public junior colleges. 

The purposes of this study were (1) to describe through 

the technique of content analysis the board of trustees meet-

ing in Texas, public junior colleges, (2) to determine 

relationships which might exist between aspects of the board 

of trustees meeting and various characteristics of public 

junior colleges, and (3) to measure differences which might 

exist between board proceedings of junior colleges. To carry 

out the purposes of this study, research hypotheses were 

developed. 

A review of related research was subdivided into three 

sections: (1) studies of senior institution boards and their 

trustees, (2) studies of junior college boards and their 

individual trustees, and (3) board of trustees studies which 

utilized board minutes. 

To accomplish this study, a random sample of twelve 

institutions was selected from a list of the forty-one public 
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junior colleges existing in Texas in 1970. The colleges 

chosen were Brazosport Junior College, Cisco Junior College, 

Grayson County Junior College, Henderson County Junior 

College, Kilgore College, McLennan Community College, Navarro 

Junior College, Permian Junior College System, Ranger Junior 

College, San Jacinto College, Tarrant County Junior College, 

and Weatherford College. 

Data for this study were extracted from calendar year 1970 

board of trustees meeting minutes at each college. The content 

analysis technique was utilized in the examination of minutes. 

In the presentation and analysis of data, tables were 

used to provide percentages, correlation coefficients, means, 

standard deviations, and t-values. Null hypotheses were 

formulated from corresponding research hypotheses, and on the 

basis of tabled data each null hypothesis was rejected or 

retained. 

Findings 

An analysis and interpretation of the data obtained 

reveals the following: 

1. Texas public junior college boards of trustees dealt 

consistently with Finance topics to a considerably greater 

degree than with any other area. Almost half of all topics 

discussed by such boards directly involved financial matters. 

The category of Personnel received the second greatest amount 

of board attention (in terms of topics discussed). Topics in 
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the categories of Educational Program and Student Life seldom 

were considered by most Texas public junior college boards. 

Taking all colleges together, boards showed no consistency in 

the degree of attention (in terms of topics discussed) they 

gave matters related to the college physical plant. 

2. There were no significant relationships between the 

number of topics in the categories of Educational Program, 

Finance, Personnel, Plant, and Student Life discussed by 

Texas public junior college boards, and the size of a 

college's student body. 

3. There were no significant relationships between the 

number of topics in the areas of Educational Program, Finance, 

Personnel, Plant, and Student Life discussed by Texas public 

junior college boards, and the tenure of college presidents. 

However, the correlation between Student Life ranks and 

presidential tenure was great enough to suggest a tendency 

for boards with long-tenured presidents to consider somewhat 

more Student Life topics than boards with short-tenured chief 

executives. 

4. The tenure of a board of trustees was not related 

to the number of topics in the areas of Educational Program, 

Finance, Personnel, Plant, and Student Life considered by a 

board. 

5. A college's age was the most relevant of the five 

factors examined for relationships to the number of topics 
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in the areas of Educational Program. Finance. Personnel. 

Plant, and Student Life discussed by Texas public junior 

college boards of trustees. Boards at more recently founded 

institutions devoted greater attention (in terms of topics 

discussed) to Finance and Plant than did boards at older 

colleges. Also, correlation coefficients suggested a tendency 

for boards at older colleges to consider more topics concern-

ing Student Life than boards at newer junior colleges. 

6. Boards of trustees of junior colleges located in 

metropolitan areas considered significantly more Finance 

topics than boards of non-metropolitan institutions. 

7. Texas public junior college boards of institutions 

with dormitory facilities for at least 10 per cent of their 

enrollments devoted significantly more attention (in terms 

of topics discussed) to Student Life topics than did boards 

of institutions serving only commuting students. Conversely, 

boards of commuter colleges tended to discuss more Finance 

topics than did residential-college boards. 

8. Boards of trustees of metropolitan junior colleges 

made significantly more decisions than did boards of non-

metropolitan colleges. Also, a correlation coefficient 

significant at the .10 level suggested a tendency for boards 

of newer institutions to make more decisions than boards of 

older colleges. 

9. Although the correlation coefficient was not great 

enough to be statistically significant, it was sufficiently 
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large to suggest a tendency for boards of trustees of newer 

colleges to consider a greater number of topics than boards 

at older institutions. 

10. The frequencies of executive sessions, conflict 

situations,, and presidential reports recorded in the minutes 

of Texas public junior college board meetings were not related 

to any of the college variables considered in this study. 

Conclusions 

Because data for this study resulted from a random sample 

of Texas public junior colleges, conclusions derived from this 

study are applicable to the population of Texas public junior 

colleges. Caution is recommended in attempting to generalize 

beyond the population of Texas public junior colleges, but 

insofar as they are similar to Texas junior colleges and 

junior college boards, two-year institutions in other geo-

graphical regions might infer similar conclusions. 

The findings of this study lead to the following conclu-

sions : 

1. In terms of the number of topics discussed in the 

board of trustees meeting, Texas public junior college 

governing bodies exercise their influence through attention 

to financial and personnel matters. 

2. Rarely do boards of trustees of Texas public junior 

colleges deal with topics related directly to the educational 

program of the college or to the life of the student. 
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3. Boards of trustees of newer, metropolitan, commuter 

colleges perform distinctly different functions than boards 

serving older, non-metropolitan, residential two-year colleges. 

Boards of newer, metropolitan, commuter institutions make more 

decisions, deal with more total topics, and especially consider 

more matters of finance and plant development than do boards 

of older, non-metropolitan, residential colleges. Boards of 

the latter, however, deal with significantly more topics 

directly concerning the life of the student. 

4. While the incidence of executive sessions in Texas 

public junior colleges indicates no threat to the public's 

right to be informed about the conduct of these particular 

public institutions, the infrequency of situations of even 

limited conflict in public board meetings suggests that many 

decisions may be arrived at informally outside the scrutiny 

of the public and the press. 

5. According to informal interviews with most of the 

presidents of the colleges herein represented, whether and 

when to enter reports of the chief executive officer into 

board minutes often is determined by the stenographer or by 

college custom. Thus, the results presented in Table XIII 

do not necessarily reflect an accurate description of the 

degree or the pattern in which the Texas public junior 

college board is informed. 



86 

Recommendations for Future Research 

It was recognized throughout the conduct of this study-

that analysis of board of trustees minutes would not reveal 

the total scope of trustee concern and activity. Discussion 

and decisions recorded in the official minutes reflect only 

activity of a board in formal session, and the influence and 

responsibilities of a board extend beyond the board meeting. 

While it is believed that data herein presented offers a use-

ful description of the Texas public junior college board 

meeting, this study suggests several areas in which an under-

standing of board of trustees' influence, responsibilities, 

and activities would benefit from continued research. Thus, 

it is recommended that 

1. Scientifically controlled observation of junior 

college board of trustees meetings should be undertaken to 

verify the degree to which board minutes accurately describe 

proceedings. 

2. Data such as were developed in this study should be 

related to personal and sociological characteristics of 

trustees. 

3. Research involving extensive interviews with indi-

vidual trustees and college presidents is needed in order to 

begin to develop an understanding of the informal processes 

through which boards arrive at decisions. 

4. Extensive research to define more adequately the 

junior college president's role in the board of trustees 
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meeting is required before a total picture of the board 

meeting can be developed. 

5. Research should be undertaken to determine relation-

ships between board meeting activity and the effectiveness 

of total college program, in terms of the extent to which 

institutional goals and purposes are attained. 

Implications 

The results of this study suggest the following implica-

tions : 

1. Taken as a whole, this study indicates that boards 

of trustees of newer, metropolitan, commuter junior colleges 

perform distinctly different functions than boards of. 

older, non-metropolitan, residential colleges. The former 

tend to consider more topics, make more decisions, and be 

concerned with more financial and plant affairs, but fewer 

student life matters, than the latter. The causes of these 

differences are not known, but such factors as the generally 

larger tax-base, the multiplicity of services offered, the 

rapidly growing enrollments, and the commuter aspects of the 

newer, metropolitan institutions are probably relevant. 

Should further research determine such to be the case, a 

board experienced in financial management and plant develop-

ment would seem advantageous to the development of a newly 

created, urban college. 
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2. Criticism by such observers of college boards of 

trustees as Veblen (2) and Galbraith (1) has been founded in 

large measure on the fact that such trustees represent the 

business ethic; that self-employed businessmen or corporation 

executives should not be in a position of determining educa-

tional goals and policies. However, it is evident from this 

study that, at least in Texas public junior colleges, boards 

of trustees limit their activity largely to those business-

related areas in which they supposedly do possess expertise. 

While the board's indirect influence on educational policy 

was not assessed in this study, and doubtless is significant, 

direct activity by public junior college boards contradicts 

the more ardent critics of college governance. 

3. New, metropolitan junior colleges especially require 

trustees committed to making available considerable time and 

effort. Trustees of today's large, metropolitan junior 

colleges are called upon for significantly more decisions, 

probably involving more complex matters, than trustees of 

colleges more representative of the past. It is assumed that 

such decisions require correspondingly more time and study. 

An individual who does not expect to allocate appropriate time 

and talent to the responsibility should not be supported for 

the position of trustee, especially of the newer, metropolitan 

institution. 

4. The need exists for considerably more data on the 

activities, philosophies, responsibilities, and influence of 
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boards of trustees as entities and as groups of individuals. 

Until such data is developed and understood, the organic 

structure of junior colleges will be incomplete. 
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R. L. Hoskins 
616 Sun Valley Drive 
Denton, Texas 76201 

Dear (President): 

As a Ph. D. candidate at North Texas State University, 
I am engaged in a study of Texas public junior college . 
boards of trustees. It is my intention to categorize and 
quantify the official discussion and decisions of such 
boards, as revealed in board minutes. 

To accomplish this purpose, I have formulated seven 
categories into which I believe all board activity may 
be distributed. You will note from the enclosed list 
that the categories are defined by several topics within 
each one. Ideally, no activity should have to be classi-
fied as "miscellaneous .11 

It would aid me considerably in my study if you, as 
one who has dealt extensively with junior college boards, 
would examine the category list and give me your judgment 
as to its validity. Perhaps there should be categories 
other than those listed; perhaps I have overlooked topics 
which should be ascribed to various of the categories; 
perhaps in your opinion I have miscategorized certain 
topics. I would certainly appreciate any time and thought 
you can give to the matter. 

Please make any comments you find necessary on the 
category list, and return it in the enclosed, stamped 
envelope. Again, thanks! 

Sincerely, 

R. L. Hoskins 
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CONTENT ANALYSIS CATEGORIES 

Educational Program—discussion or action on: 
Academic regulations 
Admissions 
Course descriptions or requirements 
Evaluation of teaching 
Graduation requirements or programs' 
Guidance and counseling 
Instructional methods 
Library 
Programs of study 
Testing 

Finance—discussion or action on: 
Asking for or receiving bids 
Bonds or bond issues 
Budget analysis and approval 
Control of expenditures 
Insurance 
Letting of contracts 
Operation of auxiliary enterprises 
Purchases 
Sales 
Securing of income 
Tuition and fees 

Personnel—discussion or action on: 
Academic freedom 
Faculty activities other than teaching 
Faculty and staff benefits 
Personnel policies, rules, and regulations 
Salaries 
Employee resignations, deaths, or leaves of absence 
Tenure 

Plant—discussion or action on: 
Construction 
Long-range planning of physical plant 
Maintenance of campus and buildings 
Master plant of campus 

Student Life—discussion or action on: 
Athletics 
Student demonstrations 
Financial aid, including work programs 
Health services 
Room and board arrangements 
Rules and regulations for behavior and dress 
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Student activity programs 
Student discipline problems 
Student government 
Student publications 

Miscellaneous—Topics not represented under any of the above. 
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR CONTENT ANALYSIS OF 
BOARD OF TRUSTEE MEETING MINUTES 

1. Record the name of the college and the date of 
the set of minutes being analyzed in the appropriate space 
on the content' analysis form. 

2. In each set of minutes, count the paragraphs in 
which reference is made to each of the following areas: 

Educational Program—discussion or action on: 
Academic regulations 
Admissions and registration 
Academic calendar 
Course descriptions or requirements 
Evaluation of teaching and learning 
Graduation requirements or programs 
Guidance and counseling 
Instructional methods 
Library 
Programs of study 
Testing 

Finance—discussion or action on: 
Asking for or receiving bids 
Audit 
Bonds or bond issues 
Budget analysis and approval 
Control of expenditures 
Insurance 
Letting of contracts (other than employment contracts) 
Operation of auxiliary enterprises 
Purchases 
Sales 
Securing of income 
Tuition and fees 

Personnel—discussions or action on: 
Academic freedom 
Faculty activities other than teaching 
Faculty and staff benefits 
Faculty and staff contracts 
Job descriptions 
Personnel policies-, rules, and regulations 
Salaries 
Employee resignations, deaths, or leaves of absence 
Tenure 

Plant—discussion or action on: 
Construction 
Long-range planning of physical plant 
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Maintenance of campus and buildings 
Master plan of campus 

Student Life—discussion or action on: 
Athletics 
Financial aid, including work programs 
Health services 
Room and board arrangements (excluding fees) 
Rules and regulations for behavior and dress 
Student activity programs 
Student discipline problems 
Student demonstrations 
Student government 
Student publications 

Presidential Reports—Subjects reported to the board 
by the chief executive officer, and on which no 
action was asked or taken by the board. 

Miscellaneous—Topics not represented under any of 
the above categories. Consider a topic very 
carefully before it is cast in Miscellaneous, 
and explain each item at the bottom or on the 
back of the analysis form. 

3. To accomplish the counting procedure, make one tally 
in the appropriate category box for each paragraph. If more 
than one topic is included in a paragraph, tally each topic 
separately. Each paragraph should be accounted for in at 
least one of the category boxes. 

4. After the paragraphs have been counted in the above 
manner, return to the beginning of the minutes and tally each 
official decision—usually indicated by a motion and a 
second—in the Decisions box on the form. Do not count board 
suggestions. The decision must be official. 

5. When the official decision has been tallied, check 
it again to determine whether it was negative—against the 
motion—or positive but not by unanimous choice. If either 
is the case, record a tally in the Conflict Situations box. 

6. Finally, count the number of times the board retired 
to executive session, and record that figure in the Executive 
Sessions box. Any part of meeting not open to the public and 
the press should be considered an executive session. 



APPENDIX C 

98 



99 

R. L. Hoskins 
616 Sun Valley Drive 
Denton, Texas 76201 

Dear (President): 

As a doctoral candidate at North Texas State University, 
I am engaged in a study of junior college boards of trustees. 
Through an analysis of board minutes, I hope to quantitatively 
describe the activity of such boards—topics to which they 
give most attention, relationships between board activity in 
different types of junior colleges, differences in board 
interaction at different junior colleges. 

To accomplish this study, I need to examine the minutes 
of various randomly selected colleges—of which (college) is 
one. Since I am using the content analysis technique, I am 
less concerned with specific actions a board has taken than 
with the general areas in which it acted. Thus, nothing 
within the minutes would be quoted. I would be only counting 
such things as the number of educational, financial, personnel, 
etc., topics discussed; the number of decisions made; the 
number of topics reported to the board by the president. 

Obviously, this study is dependent upon your cooperation. 
Thus, I will be calling you within the next few days to 
discuss it further, and to answer any questions you may have. 
Hopefully at that time we can schedule a date on which I may 
visit your campus and examine the 1970 minutes. 

I shall look forward to talking with you. 

Sincerely, 

R. L. Hoskins 
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COLLEGE: 1970 Enrollment: 

Date of 
Minutes 

Educational 
Program Finance Personnel Plant 

Student 
Life 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Totals 

Date of 
Minutes 

President Conflict Executive 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Totals 
t 

Explanation of Miscellaneous 
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RATIONALE AND EXPLANATION OF USE OF 
RANK-BISERIAL CORRELATION 

Rank-Biserial Correlation coefficients were presented in 

this study to establish the direction and degree of possible 

relationships between data, and to provide visible comparison 

with Spearman Rank-Order Correlation coefficients. Spearman 

coefficients have been shown by Cureton* to be equivalent to 

rRB* However, no table of critical values has been developed 

for the determination of significance of Rank-Biserial 

coefficients. Thus, Cureton has suggested that the hypothesis 

that r ^ g differs only by chance from P r b = 0 may be tested by 

the Mann-Whitney U Test, which compares two random samples on 

a single criterion. 

To illustrate, consider the following data gathered from 

metropolitan (1) and non-metropolitan (0) colleges: 

College Metro/ Finance 
Non-metro Ranks 

A 1 3 
B 0 12 
C 0 4 
D 0 10 
E 0 7 
F 1 2 
G 0 9 
H 1 8 
I 0 6 
J 1 1 
K 1 5 
L 0 11 

To compute the data are arranged in the following 

manner: 

*Cureton, Edward E., "Rank-Biserial Correlation," Psvcho-
metrika, XII (September, 1956), 287-290. 
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Ranks on Finance for 

Metro (1) Non-metro (0) Agreements Inversions 

12 5 
11 5 

8 

10 5 
9 5 

7 4 
6 4 

3 
2 
1 

i.R =19 2R =59 P. =31 Q =4 

There is an agreement at any given rank under column 0 

for every smaller rank under column 1. There is an inversion 

at any given rank under column 1 for every smaller rank under 

column 0. P is the sum of all agreements in the data; Q is 

the sum of all inversions. According to Cureton, 

rRB = P-Q = 31-4 = .771 
n^ng 35 

With no determination of significance, rpjg is of little 

value. Thus, the Mann-Whitney U Test is applied to determine 

whether there is, indeed, a difference in the Finance ranks 

for metropolitan and non-metropolitan colleges, and hence 

whether r^g represents a relationship which might not be 

encountered by chance. It should be noted that in computing 

rRB, data was arranged such that £Rj_ and SRQ could be derived 

with no additional manipulation. 
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To compute U: 

«i - ni no - n°'"0+1) -m. 

= (5) (7)+ 7 -59 

= 3 5 + 2 8 - 5 9 

= 4 

U n = n,n + ni(ni-fl) _ j R l 
u l o 2 

=(5)(7) + 5(5+1) - 19 
2 

= 35 + 15 - 19 

= 31 

U = 4 
U ^ 5 is significant at .05 level for 
two-tailed test. 

Thus, a true difference between Finance ranks for metro-

politan and non-metropolitan colleges is assumed and r ^ is 

shown to represent a significant relationship between the 

ranked variable and the dichotomy. 
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